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Chapter One – Introduction
“We don’t learn from experience; we learn by reflecting on experience.”
—Anonymous 

Welcome to reflections on the work of ten community - university partnerships funded
by the W.K. Kellogg Foundation to promote improved family and community
development practices in new and, perhaps, unexpected ways. The Foundation—looking
for more effective answers to old problems—created partnership grants to learn what it
looks like when specific values drive actions in a community. Refreshing, even primal,
values defined the work of all ten partnerships:

focusing on the capacities and assets (rather than the deficits) of families and
neighborhoods

●   

working to build self-determination and responsibility among families and address
the collective set of problems they are facing (rather than working primarily with
individuals or with only one problem)

●   

looking at families in the context of their community●   

actively engaging community residents in change●   

focusing on results rather than following the rules●   

incorporating a multicultural and cross-cultural perspective into services●   

The partnerships have now completed their third and final year of funding from the
W.K. Kellogg Foundation. See Endnote 1 During these three years, InSites—an
educational and social systems research and evaluation firm—followed the development
and accomplishments of the ten partnerships.

We observed the significance and evolution of the Foundation’s defining values as the
partnerships brought them alive, planting those seeds in everything they did. Again and
again they changed old patterns of behavior, focusing on the assets of families and
neighborhoods, looking at results instead of rules, and reminding themselves to think
outside the box. They broke down old barriers, brought together estranged groups and
individuals, and started to share their deepest hopes and fears. The idea of community
development took on new meaning as the partnerships nurtured the core values.

We tracked four kinds of educational experiences created through the partnerships:
preservice courses and fellowships at universities and colleges; inservice education for
professionals, paraprofessionals, and volunteers in organizations serving communities;
and learning opportunities for community residents themselves.

We looked at the importance of clarifying strategy and focus, strengthening the design of
training, and recognizing the limits of what can be accomplished through training even
in sustained partnerships. We recognized that building communities will take ongoing
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learning. In fact, viewing a partnership as a “learning community” itself may be at the
heart of sustainability.

Just as important, we observed the nature of the partnerships themselves—following
their pain and their triumphs as they evolved and matured over time. Beginning with
abstract concepts like “partnership” and “training,” participants moved to a dynamic,
living experience of “relationships” and “learning.” We served witness to remarkable
accomplishments, not only the new educational experiences, but also the many ways in
which they served their communities—we saw the way people, organizations, agencies,
and institutions came together, planted and grew cooperative and reciprocal
relationships, and dared to move into uncharted territory.

And now, although the grants from the Foundation are complete, the work done by
individuals to nurture those human and organizational relationships is enabling them to
carry on their work beyond the three-year funding period.

We want to share with you, through this report, who the partners were, what they
accomplished, and how they did it. Then we want to address a bigger question: How can
community-university partnerships support social and economic development?

Terminology
Before moving into our discussion, a few words about terminology are needed.

The ten partnerships are referred to by the Foundation as a cluster—a group of grantees
with a common purpose. This cluster was identified as the Community-University
Partnerships cluster, or CUP Initiative. At times we use the term site. This refers to the
location(s) where a given partnership is working. The set of values mentioned above
(e.g., focusing on the assets of families and neighborhoods, building self-determination
and responsibility among families, looking at families in the context of their community,
and incorporating a multicultural and cross-cultural perspective into services) are
collectively referred to as the asset model. This is in contrast to the deficit model where
social work professionals and others focus on the problems and dysfunctions of families
and communities rather than their strengths and capabilities.

It is also important to note that the term partnership is not a singular or simple concept to
define. All the grants were made to a university, college, or social service agency that
agreed to work collaboratively with other entities to focus on the well-being of a defined
community or group of neighborhoods through some type of training. The types of
community groups varied from churches and neighborhood associations to large
organizations such as the Chicago Boys and Girls Clubs and public departments of
human services. The operating partners were actually people within a small subset of the
official partnering organizations.

All partnerships used training as the vehicle for change, but this word also had broader
meaning. Some learning in the sites did relate to basic procedures or knowledge,
conveying specific skills such as learning the correct procedures to develop a meeting
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agenda. In most cases, however, people were educated about new ways of thinking and
of understanding the complexities of their social situations and/or about developing
capacities and the wisdom to change the situations. In our report, we use training,
education, learning activities, and capacity building to better capture the nature of the
work in the sites. We do, however, continue to use training as the umbrella term. The
partnerships are characterized by their focus on training as a means of strengthening the
assets of families and communities.

We define preservice education as methods used for education that are part of the
completion of a college degree and typically occur prior to entrance into the field of
social services or human services, including pursuit of degrees from associate to Ph.D.
The focus of this component is on helping preservice students develop new mental
models about service delivery and new community-based, family-centered practices.
Fellowships are defined as placement of preservice students and/or community members
in experiential learning situations within agencies or the community. We are using the
term fellowships to include internships. We define inservice education as methods used
for professional development of people currently employed or volunteering in an
organization, association, or agency. Inservice education is intended to help them
improve performance in their current roles. And community education includes methods
used to educate and/or build the capacity of individual residents, families, and other
community members. This component focuses on helping residents learn new, useful
information as well as solve community problems using strengths and assets they
already have.

Toward the end of the report, we use the term civic infrastructure, which refers to the
features of a community that help move people’s attitudes, values, and skills toward
building and sustaining a healthy, vibrant, and productive community. It describes how
people communicate, work, and relate with one another. We talk about how the specific
accomplishments of these partnerships (e.g., new university courses or new attitudes and
relationships between university faculty, students, and community residents) can be seen
as small, but highly significant, steps in rebuilding the civic infrastructure of
communities where that foundation has slowly and subtly deteriorated. This foundation
then supports the community’s efforts to build its physical and economic well-being.

And Now . . .

Let us tell you who these partners were and what they brought to the field. Go!
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Chapter Two – The Partnerships
The Partnerships  |  Assets Brought to the Partnerships  |  The Context

Creating a partnership is no simple task. Just as it takes time and hard work to find the
right mate and the right friends with whom to grow and accomplish one’s goals, so, too,
it takes time and hard work to develop a partnership. If there is one dominant theme of
partnership building, we learned that partnerships are about personal relationships.

Defining what constitutes a partnership and what determines its success varies
considerably depending on the community context, the people and organizations
involved, and their goals. The partners come with differences in perceptions, differences
in assets, beliefs, and values. They come with different ideas of the important problems
and issues in the community and how to address them. They vary in their consciousness
of the assets each partner brings. They bring differences in real and perceived power
among the parties. In each of the ten sites, the nature of the imbalances in the
relationships and contextual factors varied considerably. Just as a gardener balances
nutrients and water for the local climate, so too each partnership worked on how, to,
achieve a new balance that would support the well-being of families and communities
through education.

The Partnerships
All sites featured a partnership between one or more institutions of higher education and
agencies and/or residents of one or more communities. While each site identified its own
goals specific to local needs, all focused on some kind of training and operated within
the goal statements of the cluster and defining values provided by the W.K. Kellogg
Foundation.

These brief descriptions of the sites portray the partners involved when the grants ended.
Some sites changed the partners and the name of the initiative as the work progressed;
this was simply a healthy reminder that these partnerships were, themselves, dynamic
and evolving over time. The partnership names we use throughout the report are
reflected in the headings below. The names in italics within the text and Table 1 page 8
identify the organizations that served as the grantee for each partnership.
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Bay Mills Partnership

The Bay Mills Community College (BMCC) in Brimley, Michigan, worked
with the Native American community of Bay Mills and the employees of
tribal agencies on the Bay Mills Indian Reservation to produce professional
human service workers particularly well-suited to work in Native American
communities. Curriculum reform at BMCC focused on integrating a holistic
tribal perspective into the curriculum.

Berkeley/New Mexico Partnership

The University of California-Berkeley/New Mexico Office of Indian Affairs
(UCB/NOIA) part-nership established a series of family education, social
service, and educational efforts aimed at strengthening families in the six
participating New Mexico pueblos and two Alaskan native villages. They
provided community members with opportunities to learn more about their
native languages and cultures and to help them incorporate this knowledge
into community life.

Chelsea/Dudley Partnership

The city of Chelsea and the Dudley neighborhood partnered with Boston
University and the University of Massachusetts. They formed to support
families in learning how to express their needs and concerns in an effective
way. And they wanted agencies to become more responsive and more
respectful to needs identified within the neighborhoods.

Chicago Partnership

Partners in Chicago established the Chicago Youth Agency Partnership
(CYAP), a collaborative of over 80 grassroots neighborhood agencies and
several academic institutions. The Boys and Girls Clubs of Chicago served
as the grantee for the partnership with the Chicago Area Projects also
having a lead role. CYAP focused on providing youth agencies in the
Chicago area with highly skilled youth workers.

Cleveland Partnership

The Cleveland Family Development Collaborative was housed at Case
Western Reserve University. This partnership decided to support residents
in one neighborhood and agency staff to create new community
development opportunities.

Kalamazoo Partnership

The School of Social Work, College of Health and Human Services at
Western Michigan University in Kalamazoo, Michigan, began the
partnership. The resulting Community Training Association Project
(C-TAP) developed four autonomous community training associations
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(CTAs) in four neighborhoods to train residents in community-oriented
issues.

Long Beach Partnership

The School of Social Work of California State University Long Beach
operated in partnership with the Long Beach Juvenile Crime Prevention
Program (JCPP) and their 26 organizational members. The Interdisciplinary
Training Program’s (ITP) goals were to improve interdisciplinary service
integration and collaboration within the JCPP. They also wanted to
empower families and communities in the area.

Miami Partnership

The Miami-Dade Community College (MDCC) in Miami, Florida, worked
to upgrade the expertise of community care providers and develop an
innovative, culturally relevant curriculum for preservice professionals.

Pittsburgh Partnership

The Families and Youth 2000 brought together the Pittsburgh Pastoral
Institute, Christian Life Skills, four African-American churches, health
agencies, and others. They provided training in cultural competence to
clergy, family service providers, pastoral counselors, paraprofessionals, and
community volunteers. They reoriented health professionals to
community-based and culturally-appropriate practices.

Tennessee Partnership

The Upper Cumberland Regional Health Department partnered to create a
Training Resource Center that increased the quality of child care
professionals in the 14 counties of the rural Upper Cumberland region.

Assets Brought to the Partnerships
When people first entered into partnership, they often overlooked the wide variation in
assets that each partner brought, depending on the nature of the organization and which
individuals from the organization participated. The kinds of institutions and
organizations drawn together as the nucleus of a partnership also effected decisions
about the shape and scope of training, and influenced the partnership’s ability to affect
policy and practices within broader organizations and systems. Over time, people saw
the importance of drawing out the distinctions among the partners, and they took the
time to determine what each partner could potentially contribute to the accomplishment
of the goals.

Assets of Academic Institutions

Academic institutions are often directed and controlled by forces and relationships
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outside the neighborhood, proving to be a challenge for effective collaboration. Yet,
rather than focusing on the deficits and drawbacks of these institutions, sites moved to a
focus on the assets these academic institutions had to offer.

All of the higher education institutions were drawn into the partnership by their mission
of teaching and service. The revamping of preservice courses and curriculum that
blended community service with teaching was at the heart of their involvement. In other
cases, special teaching/learning events are built into the life of the university that are
primarily service oriented.

The academic institutions were seen as important partners because they often have
access to valuable resources. They have facilities, materials/equipment, expertise,
economic power, and social/political status. They function as two-way conduits for
directing their resources and assets into the partnership and for carrying new practices
from the partnership back into the institutions.

Community Colleges

Closely tied to the community, and no longer simply vocational institutions, community
colleges have evolved into complex institutions offering a full range of training,
certification programs, continuing education, and basic adult education. Community
colleges are a complex constellation of resources that can be mobilized to strengthen
communities. Traditionally, residents have easier access to training and other services
because of minimal admission requirements. Most community colleges also participate
in community development projects and joint ventures with community groups and
businesses.

Table 1 – Partnership Members

Partnership Agency Members Community Members Academic Institutions
Bay Mills •   No agencies as

decision-making partners
•   No community members
as decisionmaking partners

•  Bay Mills Community
College – Human Services

Berkeley/
New Mexico

•   New Mexico Office of
Indian Affairs

•   Tribal councils and
residents in the following
communities in New
Mexico and Alaska:
Cochiti, Acoma, Laguna,
Nambe, Tesuque, Zia,
Tlingt, Tsimshian

•  University of
California-Berkeley – School
of Education

•   University of New Mexico
– School of Education

•   Linguistic Institute for
Native Americans, Inc.

Chelsea/
Dudley

•   Chelsea Human Services
Collaborative (CHSC)

•   Dudley Agency
Collaborative

•   Dudley Families and
Neighbors (DFN)

•   Community Connections
(affiliated with CHSC)

•  Boston University – School
of Social Work

•   University of
Massachusetts – College of
Public and Community
Service (CPCS)
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Chicago •  Boys’ and Girls’ Clubs of
Chicago

•   Chicago Area Project

•   Chicago Youth Centers

•   Lawndale Family
Network

•   Big Buddies Youth
Service

•   I Have A Dream
Foundation

•   Chicago Cities in School

•   Centers for New Horizons

•   Abraham Lincoln Center

•   Youth Network Council

•   Southwest Youth Service
Collaborative

•   YMCA

•   And Others

•   No community members
as decision-making partners

•   George Williams College
of Aurora University

•   Spertus College

•   City Colleges of Chicago

•   University of Illinois –
Cook/Chicago North
Extension Unit

•   University of Chicago

Cleveland •   Beech Brook

•   Cleveland Community
Building Initiative

•   The Cleveland Housing
Network

•   Shore Bank

•   Inner City Renewal

•   The Family Development
Program

•   Neighborhood Center
Association

•   Cuyahoga County
Department of Entitlement
Services

•   Neighborhood Progress,
Inc.

•   East Village Council •  Case Western Reserve
University – Mandel School
of Applied Social Sciences

•   Cleveland State University
– College of Urban Affairs
and Department of Social
Work

•   Cleveland Community
College (Tri-C)
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Kalamazoo •   No agencies as
decision-making partners

•   Eastside Neighborhood
Association

•   Northside Association
for Community
Development

•   Edison Neighborhood
Association

•   Vine Neighborhood
Association

•  Western Michigan
University

Long Beach •   Juvenile Crime
Prevention Program:
(Families and Schools
Together, Family Resource
Center, Mothers & Sons,
First Offender Family
Preservation, After School
Program)

•   YMCA of Greater Long
Beach

•   Children’s Clinic

•   Greater Long Beach
Guidance Center

•   Long Beach Unified
School District

•   Long Beach Community
Development

•   Long Beach Dept. of
Health and Human Services
– Rehabilitation Services
and Family Preservation
Services

•   Long Beach Youth
Homes

•   Residents from 90138
neighborhood

•   Cambodian Association
of America

•   First Congregational
Church

•   Long Beach Museum of
Art

•   For the Child

•   Downtown YMCA

•  California State University
Long Beach – School of
Social Work

•   CSULB – Urban Families
Initiative

•   Stevenson Elementary

•   International Elementary

•   Edison Elementary

Miami •   Guardian Ad Litem

•   Miami Urban Ministries

•   Counseling Ministry of
South Florida

•   Gesu Parish of the
Catholic Archdiocese

•   Greater Bethel A.M.E.
Church

•   Mt. Tabor Missionary
Baptist Church

•   Students of Miami-Dade
Community College who
were residents of
neighborhoods served

•  Miami-Dade Community
College, Wolfson Campus

•   Barry University

•   Florida International
University
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Pittsburgh •   East Liberty Family
Health Care Center

•   Christian Life Skills

•  Pittsburgh Pastoral
Institute

•   Linkages:

    Shadyside Hospital

    Western Psychiatric
Institute

    East End Community
Health Center

•   Lincoln Avenue Church
of God

•   St. Paul Baptist Church

•   Rodman Street
Missionary Baptist Church

•   Bethany Baptist Church

•   University of Pittsburgh –
School of Public Health

•   Metro Urban Ministry of
Pittsburgh Theological
Seminary

Tennessee •   Upper Cumberland
Community Services
Agency (UCCSA)

•  Upper Cumberland
Regional Health Department

•   Tennessee Commission
on Children and Youth

•   Upper Cumberland
Human Resources Agency
(UCHRA)

•   Rural Cumberland
Resources

•   LBJ&C HeadStart, Inc.

•   No community members
as decisionmaking partners

•   Tennessee Technological
University

- The Bay Mills partnership was largely focused on infusing more Bay Mills
Community College courses with culturally oriented information relative to
Native American families in the community. BMCC is the only tribally
controlled community college in Michigan, and the administration is
familiar with issues affecting Native American students. It functions as a
bridge between the community and local agencies. Adjunct instructors were
often staff employees in local agencies. The neutral setting of the
community college made it possible for agency staff and community
members to come together on advisory committees.

Colleges and Universities with an Urban Mission

Schools with an urban mission are guided by a primary principle: an urban college or
university must develop a reciprocal relationship with its neighborhoods so that there is
some sense of give and take. Most such institutions focus their resources on addressing
urban issues like social justice, economic development of inner city communities, and
capacity building of residents through partnerships with local businesses and social
service institutions. These schools include both public and private institutions. They
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offer access to a variety of community projects spearheaded by various centers and
institutes within the institution.

Research-Oriented Universities

Nearly all colleges and universities focus on research, teaching, and service. In small
four-year colleges with no graduate programs, teaching is usually the most highly
rewarded focus. In nearly all other colleges and universities, research is most highly
rewarded. Faculty from these larger institutions participating in the partnership often
struggled to balance their desire to be of service to the community with their need to
meet the university’s research requirements for tenure or to achieve status in their
department.

- The biggest struggle came for faculty who had not yet achieved tenure.
One faculty member, who had worked with the partnership on
community-oriented projects, left the university after she was turned down
for tenure. Some suggested that working in the community had taken her
time away from more academic research and writing. A partnership
member pointed out the pressure on junior faculty on the tenure track to
publish as the sole author within their fields. Faculty become driven by the
needs of academia rather than by the needs of communities.

On the other hand, these institutions offer partnerships access to top researchers in their
fields. They also offer partnerships a medium for disseminating their training model and
information on community-based approaches to human service delivery. Faculty and
administration are generally open to developing new approaches and to applying
research in real-life situations that benefit communities.

- One fellow, Christine Sims, received a formal invitation from the Journal
of Sociology of Language to develop an article on language teaching and
learning with the Karuk in California. The University of California,
Berkeley, Department of Linguistic, and the Massachusetts Institute of
Technology, Department of Linguistics, are jointly publishing her work on
language retention in the Laguna community. Her work has influenced
public policy. Her published research gave the National Indian Policy
Center empirical evidence and documentation needed to create a policy
statement that will help retain and restore indigenous languages in the
United States.

Assets of Individual Academic Representatives

The individual(s) elected to participate in the partnership and his or her position within
the academic institution was an important factor to the partnerships. Whether as a key
member of the governing body or as a member at-large working on other committees,
different representatives brought different skills, knowledge, and associations.
Representatives included both faculty members and administrators.
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Faculty Members

Faculty members primarily came from schools of social work/social sciences and
schools of education. Most faculty from schools of social work were involved in
community development and macro (non-clinical) practice. Others participated from
departments or schools of public health, urban affairs, and human services. Department
chairpersons often supported faculty involvement in partnership activities and made
critical links for political support from within the academic institution.

Academic Administrators

Academic administrators included deans, college presidents, and other top administrators
who govern academic institutions as a whole. Administrators, of course, brought a great
deal of knowledge about policy issues within the institutions. They were familiar with
the key change levers and helped partnerships facilitate permanent change at the
preservice level.

Agency Assets

Agencies usually provide specific services to clients or customers. Some are
needs-based, as in the case of public social service agencies that target individuals in
need of basic food, clothing, or shelter. Others are community-based, focusing less on
need and, instead, providing specific services to a targeted population, e.g., the Chicago
Youth Agency Project serves youth in the Chicago area.

In order to accomplish their purposes, agencies bring together people with different
skills, relationships with other institutions, equipment, programs, or funding. Each
agency is itself a collection of assets to be mobilized for the population it serves. Five
kinds of agencies were included in partnerships:

Public Social Service Agencies

Least likely to be connected to residents at the community level, large state-run or
federally administered agencies are often directed and controlled by forces and
relationships outside the community. Because of state regulations and professional
licensing guidelines, professional staff are loyal to their organized professions and to
government agencies rather than community residents. Consequently, although human
service organizations represent a significant concentration of resources in helping
families meet their basic needs (e.g., aid to dependent children, general welfare,
supplemental social security payments, and food stamps), many have traditionally been
assessed according to their deficits—bureaucratic, domineering, and deficit-oriented.

This orientation has resulted in mistrust between communities and public service
agencies. At the same time, public social service agencies do have assets attractive to
partnerships. They offer a well-developed infrastructure for helping families in need.

Community-Based Agencies
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Community-based agencies are usually smaller, less bureaucratic, and capable of
responding quickly to the shifting context in communities. Unlike large social service
agencies that serve primarily families in need, community-based agencies serve families
and the community in specific areas—youth services, housing, community centers,
health care, family support—regardless of need. They are often located in the
communities they serve. Their primary asset is their proximity in the community and
their connection to community life.

Churches

The “agencies” closest to the community are churches. Community service and caring
for one’s neighbors are often important religious tenets that get translated into church
development of social services for community members. Churches often function as
informal, even underground, agencies in neighborhoods. They operate food banks,
shelters, health clinics, day-care centers, mentoring programs, senior programs,
after-school programs, counseling services, and youth groups, to name a few of their
services.

In addition to providing services, congregations are made up of residents with a variety
of skills, knowledge, practical experience, and expertise that the clergy often tap to
address social, political, and economic issues impacting a community.

- In Pittsburgh, the Family and Youth 2000 partnership recognized the
assets of African-American churches. The church has long been the center
of community life in many African-American communities. Through
churches, the partnership was able to identify “natural helpers” in the
community who often assist churches in carrying out their services. Other
institutions in the partnership saw the natural helpers and the church as a
critical link to providing more community-based health services. As a
result, several local hospitals have been developing programs to place
clinics in the churches. They have developed health education programs
that build on the strong spiritual foundation of African-American
communities.

Cultural Institutions

Local cultural organizations bring people together to celebrate their community and
cultural ties. They use music, art, drama, and story-telling to pass along community
norms and values. They help residents build cohesion as a group. Cultural institutions
are often the glue that holds the community together and strengthens it. The partnerships
have brought several kinds of cultural institutions in as key partners, including museums,
theater groups, dance troupes, and musical groups.

- In Long Beach, the partnership used art as a medium for helping local
agencies get acquainted with the neighborhood they were serving. Over a
24-hour period, residents and agency staff took photographs of key assets in
the community. The resulting photographs were formally displayed in an
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exhibit developed by the Long Beach Museum of Art.

- The Chelsea/Dudley partnership in Massachusetts partnered with a local
theater group to use popular theater as a tool for community dialogue and
education. In the Dudley neighborhood, local groups developed skits about
welfare reform and its anticipated impact on families in the neighborhood.
The Chelsea community used theater to address issues of domestic violence
for agency staff and community residents.

Economic Institutions and Organizations

At the very center of the community-building challenge for agencies, universities, and
communities is the effort to revitalize economic life in communities. Yet banks, credit
unions, savings and loans, and other economic organizations and institutions were
among the most frequently overlooked assets of the community. Since the partnerships
were not initially designed to address economic issues, few partners reached out to these
institutions to play a role in the activities of the partnership. Despite the lack of
economic organizations or business owners involved as partners, partnerships
acknowledged the necessity of economic development—jobs, housing, businesses, and a
solid tax base—in building strong communities.

Community Capacities and Assets

When the CUP initiative began, the concept of “community” focused on community
agencies. It soon became apparent that community representatives in the partnerships
flowed from a wider number of community sources than simply community agencies.
Community representatives came from five areas:

Community-Based Agencies

Residents living in a selected neighborhood and working in a local community agency
were often invited to participate in partnerships. These residents worked either as staff or
as volunteers. They exhibited both leadership skills and professional skills as volunteers
or staff members in community agencies.

- In Chelsea, the Chelsea Human Services Collaborative (CHSC) was the
bridge between residents and the partnership. Many of the human service
employees on the CHSC were also residents in Chelsea.

- In Bay Mills, many of the individuals that made up the partnership’s
agency advisory committee were residents in the Bay Mills/Brimley
community as well.

Civic Organizations

Community members joined the partnership through civic organizations, e.g.,
neighborhood associations, Rotary Clubs, and community non-profits. As active
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participants in these organizations, they brought key skills in management, organizing,
fund-raising, and mobilization of citizens. They are homeowners, business owners, and
community leaders.

Churches

While churches are often listed as community agencies, they also serve as
spiritual-social associations within communities. Residents from the congregations of
churches brought a wide variety of assets to the partnerships.

Public At Large

Many partnerships drew on residents unattached to any formal organizations. They often
brought unique cultural assets and capacities to the partnership. In turn, the residents had
opportunities to expand their capacities.

- In Cleveland, the partnership began a marketing campaign to inform
residents in the Fairfax community of the opportunity to become involved
with the Cleveland Family Development Collaborative.

- Berkeley/New Mexico partnership doctoral fellows recruited residents of
the pueblos to participate as instructors in the partnership’s language
preservation program. These bilingual residents—the last generation of
native speakers—were a major asset to the program.

- Project directors and staff in the Long Beach partnership recruited
residents from the 90813 zip code neighborhood to participate in the
JCPP’s Community Oversight Council. Some of the residents were
immigrants just learning to speak English.

Elected Representatives

Locally elected representatives brought leadership skills and political savvy regarding
the way things work in the community, city government, and local organizations.
Residents from community councils (e.g., the East Village Council in Cleveland’s
Fairfax neighborhood) were invited by partnerships to serve as community
representatives on their steering committees.

The Context
We’ve introduced the partnerships and the assets the various partners were able to bring
to each collaboration. To convey a more complete understanding of their
accomplishments, we must also portray the overall context within which the partnerships
worked.

1. Participating communities tended to include three kinds of minority
populations based on race, age, and socioeconomic situation.
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Most of the sites were ethnically diverse, with nine out of ten sites including one or more
ethnic minority groups. For example, Pittsburgh worked exclusively with an
African-American population, Miami operated in predominately Hispanic communities,
and Berkeley/New Mexico and Bay Mills operated in predominately Native American
communities.

Long Beach, Pittsburgh, and Chicago emphasized issues facing youth. Berkeley/New
Mexico and Pittsburgh included issues affecting the elderly in their partnership focus.

All but Tennessee, Bay Mills, and Berkeley/New Mexico were located in urban areas,
particularly inner-city communities. Most of the sites were located in one or more
communities that could be characterized as low income with a significant number of
families living below the poverty level. Cleveland and Kalamazoo also included
communities that could be characterized as moderate-income or middle-class.

Because the majority of partnerships operated in communities composed of minority
populations, the dynamics of their partnership were effected. Communities with high
minority populations, high rates of poverty, and a large number of people under age 18
have traditionally been marginalized—stripped of a true community voice or economic
power. Many partnerships sought to empower these communities. The history of
marginalization, however, led many communities to mistrust the efforts of local
universities and social service agencies. As a result, the partnerships first had to build
credibility within these communities. University partners across the cluster
acknowledged a credibility gap between the community and the university, especially
where the communities were dominated by minority groups, disenfranchised youth, or
poverty. Minority community members expressed consistent reservations about entering
partnerships with universities because of the traditionally paternalistic stance higher
education has taken with respect to issues of concern in their communities.

Community demographics also shaped the political issues that partnerships were
confronting in the first year. All the partnerships directly or indirectly addressed political
issues of race, power, and poverty. These issues were generally raised by community
members concerned about their perceptions of power distribution within the partnership
and its governing body. These concerns were especially strong when rich institutions
were working with poor, marginalized communities. Issues of race and inequality were
explicitly addressed by the partnerships in Miami, Chelsea/ Dudley, Chicago, Pittsburgh,
and Berkeley/ New Mexico.

2. The communities faced severe social and economic-related crises.

The community crises within many of the sites created a sense of urgency for immediate
action—families in these communities were in desperate need of help to overcome the
social and economic pressures they confront on a daily basis. Partnerships had to decide
how quickly to implement training and how widely to make it available to the
community at large.

- Tennessee, Pittsburgh, and Cleveland experienced severe economic
problems due to the loss of their manufacturing base. Long Beach and
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Chicago were particularly concerned about the escalating gang violence
and cultural tensions in the participating communities. Miami and Long
Beach involved communities overwhelmed by an influx of new immigrants.
Chelsea had recently come out of state receivership.

3. Distinctive cultural values exist within the communities involved.

All of the partnerships operated in communities with one or more distinctive sets of
cultural values effecting the work of the partnership. Many of the partnerships
incorporated the cultural values of the communities they served into their larger vision.
Most of the participating communities viewed the extended family as a strong asset and
all partnerships integrated this value into their work.

- Pittsburgh included four African-American churches in four
predominately African-American communities. The partnership made the
extended family and a strong spiritual orientation part of its philosophical
base. Long Beach, with a large Cambodian and Hispanic population,
adopted a similar emphasis. While the values of these two cultures are very
different, each partnership recognized the importance of cultural issues in
shaping its structures and operations.

- The two Native American sites were oriented toward cultural values of
shared leadership, respect for elders, extended family, and respect for the
earth. Both Chelsea and Dudley featured a demographic mix of Latinos of
various nationalities, African-Americans, African-Caribbeans, Cape
Verdeans, persons of European descent, Asian-Americans of various
nationalities, and Native Americans.

4. Past history effected the partnerships in various ways.

Cleveland, Chicago, Long Beach, Bay Mills, Chelsea/Dudley, and Pittsburgh all had
some history of coalitions and collaborative partnerships. Even with prior partnership
experience, however, they found the process of building the new partnership to be time
consuming and difficult. At times, prior negative relationships among partners hindered
progress. Those partners with a positive prior partnership demonstrated a stronger sense
of trust as well as a clearer understanding of their roles and expectations. Where the prior
relationships were more competitive in nature, the partners came to the table with a
higher level of hesitancy. The partnerships were faced with addressing and resolving
past tensions between their members before moving forward. Whether the prior
relationships were positive or not, however, the mere fact of prior interaction among the
members gave partnerships an advantage in the early stages of their formation.

Most of the partnerships involved at least some members new to the collaborative
process. In those sites with no history of prior collaboration between universities,
communities, and/or social agencies, the partners experienced more difficulty building a
trusting environment and clarifying their respective roles and expectations. They needed
more time to build strong personal relationships and to create a process for reaching
consensus.
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With no collaborative models to follow, one partnership’s advisory council lacked a
clear understanding of how to function as a partnership and how to balance group
processes and project outcomes. Another partnership’s steering committee didn’t know
how to address the underlying issues of mistrust between the university and the
neighborhood association representatives. Instead of addressing the issues head on, the
partnership turned its attention to concrete tasks in the hope that the other issues would
“work themselves out.” Eventually, however, the mistrust issues caused so much friction
that the partnership could not ignore them. The steering committee held a retreat to deal
with issues of power distribution, roles and responsibilities, and the partnership’s
common vision. This partnership made progress once its members became more aware
of the stages of partnership development and learned to deal with conflict more openly
and directly.

In the first year, many of the newly formed partnerships were caught off guard by the
realization that their members needed to spend considerable time up front developing
personal relationships with one another. These relationships and a sense of shared
purpose among the partners affected the nature of the activities undertaken by the sites
between the time they submitted their proposals and the time they received the grant
award. New partnerships that intended to proceed only if their grants were awarded
tended to sit back and wait. In contrast, partnerships that already had activities under
way (e.g., Chelsea/Dudley and Pittsburgh) used the time to discuss their expectations
and visions for the initiative. When the Foundation notified these partnerships of the
award, they already had established a trusting environment on which to build.

5. Historical power issues were a major factor for partnerships.

Despite a commitment to collaboration and to creating new paradigms, most partners
had to address several political issues of power, dominance, and subordination that were
typically long-standing in the community. The five most common power issues were:

inequities between small and large partner organizations●   

power imbalances between universities, social agencies, and communities●   

the distribution of money among partners●   

turf issues/competition●   

multicultural issues●   

Much of the conflict partners experienced came from earlier involvement in either
dominant-subordinate or competitive relationships. A common example of a
dominant-subordinate relationship is the one between universities and neighborhoods,
especially poor, inner-city neighborhoods where the university has dominated decision
making in the community. Similarly, community-based organizations have traditionally
competed with one another for the same grants and corporate support. Acting in
partnership meant these organizations were expected to interact as collaborators rather
than competitors, while also motivated by the realities of maintaining and protecting
their funding sources.
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Some partnerships attempted to minimize these issues with bylaws explicitly addressing
the structure of governing bodies and the way funds were distributed. Other partnerships
did not address these power issues early on. As a result, the formative stages of these
partnerships were characterized by conflict, discord, and friction among partners. This
internal conflict was not always openly or explicitly articulated. It took many subtle
forms: mistrust, hostility, lack of participation, lack of respect, and lack of progress
toward goals.

Most partnerships developed some mechanism for airing and resolving conflicts and
working through personal and/or organizational feelings of powerlessness, prejudice, or
dominance. Many partnerships dedicated a portion of their meeting time on a regular
basis to discussions of personal and political issues that affected the partnership. Partners
called this “nurturing the partnership.”

And Now . . .

It’s time to find out what the partners were able to accomplish during the three years of
their grant. Go!
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Chapter Three – 
Partnership Accomplishments

These partnerships were surprisingly effective. We suggest reading the overview of
Partnership Accomplishments and then proceed to specific Partnership information by
following these links.

Bay Mills Partnership – Adding Community and Agency Perspectives to
Curriculum Reform

Berkeley/New Mexico – Strengthening Community Fabric through Language
Revitalization

Chelsea/Dudley – Redefining Resident-Driven Models of Service Delivery and
Community Education

Chicago – Developing Professional Youth Workers

Cleveland – Building on the Work of Previous Partnerships

Kalamazoo – Rebuilding Trust Between Communities and Universities

Long Beach – Strengthening Collaboration through Joint Training

Miami – Teaching New Perspectives

Pittsburgh – Families and Youth 2000, Building on the Power of Relationships

Tennessee – Empowering Rural Child Care Providers

Overall Partnership Impacts

 

Overview

Each one of them transformed abstract concepts like “partnership” and “training” into
living, personalized relationships and energized learning. We saw so much enthusiasm
among groups of community members who had never before been shown how to hold
neighborhood meetings or how to conduct surveys to find out what really mattered to
their neighbors. We saw professors energized as they ventured into communities for the
first time to listen and learn, rather than to lecture and tell. We felt the excitement when
residents and faculty members worked together to figure out what a course on
collaboration would look like. They experienced the concept as they collectively
designed the course.

Although these partnerships were about organizations coming together as partners, they
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were also about individual people who developed a strong personal commitment to the
philosophy and the purpose of those partnerships. Over and over we heard from
participants, “It’s all about personal relationships.” People who took time out of their
personal lives to work together on tough issues moved from confusion, uncertainty, and
turfism to experience true collaboration. They learned to appreciate the assets each
partner brought to the task, and although they recognized that deficits and problems still
existed, they held a new sense of power that let them overcome and handle difficulties as
they arose.

Participants developed an awareness of what a resident-centered model of community
participation and problem-solving would look like. They learned about one another’s
cultural strengths and styles. They discovered new models for service delivery and were
given the language to clarify what it meant to be professionally competent. As parties
from different perspectives (community, agency, and university) came together, the
boundary crossings sparked new ideas, hopes, and possibilities for revitalizing true
community. When they joined their skills, knowledge, resources, and commitments,
things began to happen that never could have taken place within their separate sectors.
Together they were able to make a difference, and together they improved the well-being
of the community.

It was this personal, energizing empowerment that was at the core of everything that was
accomplished by the partnerships. And this is likely to be the force that encourages the
continuation of new learning and growth opportunities beyond the three years of the
grant. Each partnership was powerful and effective in accomplishing positive change,
often beyond anyone’s expectation.

In this chapter we begin by highlighting selected accomplishments of each partnership to
illustrate the variety across the cluster. The latter part of the chapter summarizes the
impact of the partnerships on universities, agencies, and communities, as well as their
representatives.

Return to Table of Contents
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 Bay Mills Partnership – Adding Community and Agency Perspectives to Curriculum
Reform

Bay Mills is an Indian reservation located on the upper Michigan peninsula, home to 850
Native Americans. Brimley is a small, non-Indian rural community just outside the
reservation. For many years agency administrators and human service workers, serving
both communities, have been non-Native American and from outside the Bay Mills/
Brimley area. Their lack of cultural and community awareness contributed to distrust
between agencies and residents. Misunderstanding Indian traditional and community
lifestyles often led agency personnel to make inappropriate decisions concerning
families seeking services.

The partnership, wanting to help families in Bay Mills, trained service providers on
community-based approaches to service delivery and also educated them about the Bay
Mills Native American culture. Just as important, they educated Bay Mills students
regarding careers in social services and agency systems.

A long-term employee of the Brimley Health Department, and a member of the
partnership’s human service curriculum advisory board, expressed what many of the
participants believed: “I think it is important to have this program. In my 21 years of
experience, I feel that tribal members coming back to work here is where I would place a
lot of priority. When you have non-natives coming in that are professional people, their
expectations are a little different. Sometimes there is a clash of cultures. Sometimes
there is an issue of trust.”

BMCC as the Center of the Partnership

Bay Mills Community College (BMCC), as Michigan’s only tribally controlled college,
was perfectly positioned to raise the awareness of agency employees on the Bay Mills
Indian reservation. The college was also able and willing to produce professional human
service workers particularly well suited to work in Indian communities.

The partnership decided to concentrate on revamping the BMCC Social Science and
Human Service Technology curriculum. Project Director Barbara Ogston and BMCC
faculty member Katherine Anderson assembled a community advisory committee that
helped guide an eight-member faculty team in developing new core modules for the
human service discipline. Anderson ran the committee in keeping with traditional Native
American values of collective decision making and consensus building.

The group followed the Native American concept of the talking circle to create an open
structure, allowing people to come and go as their time and interest necessitated, while
letting each person contribute his/her ideas and suggestions. “We always had open
breakfast meetings. People heard about it and decided they wanted to be part of it,”
remembers Barbara Ogston.

- The curriculum revision team, using input from the advisory committee,
developed a unique module entitled The Native American Family. Quickly
learning that a “generic” approach was unacceptable, they reworked the
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module until the family profiles reflected the diverse Native American
families of Bay Mills. Barbara Ogston explained that the module worked
for BMCC because “We could say that these were families like those in the
Bay Mills community, but it was not a module that we can take out of Bay
Mills to another Indian community.”

Thanks to the work of all partners, six new courses are now offered in the Human
Services Curriculum, and several existing courses have been revised to include more
community perspectives and culturally relevant information. Students are now exposed
to real-life examples of how agencies operate in Bay Mills. They are taught practical
skills related to working sensitively with local families. Agency representatives regularly
come into the classroom to talk with students about how their agencies handle certain
issues. Information about traditional healing methodologies was added to general
psychology and counseling courses, and a traditional Native American healer from the
community participated in class presentations. Many classes also employ community
residents as speakers and guest instructors.

Other Interesting Points About the Partnership

The college offered faculty members learning opportunities to enhance their
teaching of Native American students. Faculty member Maria Cantero constructed
a workshop on Native American learning styles at Bay Mills Community College
with the assistance of the community advisory committee.

1.  

Twelve courses were revised or newly developed at BMCC.2.  

Twenty-two students participated as fellows during the first two years of the
program.

3.  
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 Berkeley New Mexico – Strengthening Community Fabric through Language
Revitalization

The Indian communities of the American Southwest have generally managed to keep
their languages and their cultural traditions alive despite years of forced assimilation,
persecution, and mistreatment. Over the past several decades, however, even the
strongest communities have been affected by social, political, and economic changes.
The rapid erosion of traditional family and communal values, language, and practices
has weakened family and community integrity.

Many tribal elders say this erosion of family and community has come about because
younger members of the tribe move away, become part of the larger culture, and
deliberately or inadvertently leave behind key practices and traditions—like learning and
using their native language. During the early 1990s in various pueblos around New
Mexico, the elders began to speak about if and how they might reverse this trend. The
issue was an emotional one for members of the community. Some saw revitalizing the
indigenous language as a step backward. Others saw it as the key to strengthening the
community.

The partnership was formed to determine how Indian communities could draw on their
traditions and knowledge to improve the well-being of families in six pueblos and two
Alaskan native communities. Key partners—six New Mexico Native American doctoral
fellows at Berkeley—created a strategy to help revitalize the speaking of native
languages in the eight communities represented in the partnership.

One pueblo, Cochiti, will serve here as an example of the process and the impact of
language revitalization in a community. The other five pueblos and two Alaskan native
communities are in various stages of this same revitalization process.

Creating a Strategic Plan

During the first year of the partnership, the project director and doctoral fellows held a
series of educational meetings with the people of Cochiti Pueblo. In these meetings, they
discussed the results of a language survey they conducted, they considered collectively
what effect losing the language would have on the life of the community, and they
identified the powerful social, psychological, and political forces that cause languages to
be abandoned and lost. Once consensus was reached about how to proceed, two doctoral
fellows—Mary Eunice Romero, an educational consultant, and Chris Sims, a
linguist—worked with Rebecca Benjamin, a University of New Mexico faculty member,
to structure training programs. Rather than assume the role of language teachers,
however, the fellows assumed the role of facilitators and identified community members
who were native speakers of Keres—the indigenous Cochiti language.

Next, the partners trained two key groups of Keres speakers in ways to teach the
language to others. Their primary focus was to train people between the ages of 35 and
45 who already spoke Keres. These people were the last generation of fluent speakers.
They were critical because of their social position in the community, sandwiched
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between the elders, many of whom spoke only Keres, and the younger generation, who
only spoke English. Secondly, they trained Keres speakers who were elders in the
community. The fellows recognized that the elders didn’t have the physical stamina to
teach groups of community members, but they were a vital link in transmitting the
Cochiti cultural traditions along with the language.

The fellows’ strategy was to teach six native speakers instructional strategies and
methodologies for teaching the language to children, teens, and young adults in natural
settings. Rather than emphasizing lectures and formal classroom instruction for students,
they instructed the six speakers in ways to use everyday life in the pueblo as the basis for
learning the language. “We didn’t want a formal setting like a classroom, but something
simple, like teaching kids how to speak to grandparents in Cochiti [Keres],” said
Rebecca Benjamin, the University of New Mexico faculty member working with the
fellows.

- All language learning was rooted in the workings of the community. They
taught Keres through activities that were culturally appropriate, beginning
with common greetings and courtesies and expanding this to include
traditional cooking, participation in ceremonies, and other activities. After
learning language structured around traditional cooking and feasting, the
boys and girls of Cochiti invited the elders in the community to a special
feast. The children hosted the traditional meal as a means to practice their
language skills and also to demonstrate their genuine desire to learn the
language and the cultural knowledge it carries. In a reciprocal gesture, the
elders hosted the summer language school graduation reception. Parents
and other elders taught children how to play traditional games once played
in the pueblo by the older generation. They taught these games in Keres.
Seeing the children playing these games brought parents and other relatives
outdoors to join in, giving them all an opportunity to strengthen the family
bond.

Working with Local Schools and Agencies

Despite the increase in community activity and strengthened family and community
bonds, some community agencies still resisted when the partnership invited them to
participate. Some of the administrators and teachers in the Head Start Program thought
that language revitalization was not a good idea and blocked attempts to teach children
in their care to be bilingual—using both English and Keres. “Some have the mistaken
notion that this is ‘old stuff’ and that using the native language is going to hurt the kids,
remembers Rebecca Benjamin.” We’re trying to figure out how we can work around
that, how we can start helping them see a different way. Some folks don’t want to see a
different way, and there’s not much you can do about that. We realize these relationships
are delicate and it takes a long time to establish trust.”

Revitalizing Cultural Traditions
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The partnership’s language revitalization efforts created a mechanism to save a dying
language and to transfer cultural knowledge from one generation to the next. This
achievement is especially important in oral societies, as many native communities are.
The Cochiti Tribal Council is taking steps to formalize the language revitalization
process to ensure that their language is never lost. Council members are developing
policies concerning the preservation of the Keres language in tribal life.

- One resident, David Herrera, noted that his young children now are able
to interact with their Keres speaking grandparents and other elders of the
community. He hopes that when the children learn about their cultural
heritage and traditional values from the older generation, they will be able
to avoid some of the issues of low self-esteem, high pregnancy rates, and
high suicide rates that currently plague native youth.

- Community members, trainers, and tribal leaders say the language
revitalization efforts have also revitalized hope in the community. “Before,
the hopelessness was never really visible. It was something tucked away in
people’s hearts. It was kind of like a little cloud hanging over people,” says
Lily Wong Fillmore, project director. “The hopelessness that seemed to be
so pernicious before has changed.”

Other Interesting Points About the Partnership

Each fellow in the partnership has coordinated a symposium in his/her field of
study. The symposia bring together community members, tribal leaders, agency
representatives and government officials. Topics include Ecosystem Management
in the Pueblos, Language Revitalization, Child Care and Cultural Parenting Styles,
Economic Development, and K-12 Education.

1.  

Local public school districts are piloting teaching materials developed by fellows
in science, environmental studies, and language acquisition.

2.  

Fellows are producing research on Native American communities that is being
developed into materials for higher education. The University of New Mexico has
expressed interest in using these materials in the School of Social Work
curriculum.

3.  
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Chelsea/Dudley – Redefining Resident-Driven Models of Service Delivery and
Community Education

The partnership assisted two communities with distinctly different goals near Boston,
Massachusetts. The Dudley neighborhood located in the Roxbury/North Dorchester
section of Boston and the city of Chelsea are two of the poorest areas in the state. Over
40 percent of the Dudley families and 48 percent of the largely immigrant Latino and
Southeast Asian population in Chelsea live below the federal poverty level.

The four partners believed that powerful insights and creative solutions of residents
regarding their own situations often go unheard by agencies. The partners worked hard
to create more resident-centered services for families. They focused on educating and
empowering residents to solve their own challenges with the support of local agencies,
and they pushed for more resident presence in agencies.

The partnership developed a governing structure that put residents in the forefront of
decision making. Further demonstrating their commitment to a resident-driven model,
they divided the grant funds equitably among all four partners (university, agency, and
resident associations) and gave each partner fiscal control. This one decision went a long
way toward mitigating the power and control issues often seen at the beginning of
partnerships.

Meeting the Challenges of Two Different Communities

Chelsea residents wanted to work on community organizing, while people in Dudley
wanted agencies to be more responsive to their needs. These two different visions
created some tension in the partnership, but the four partners talked it out and were able
to maintain their commitment to more inclusive decision making between agency
professionals and residents.

In November 1996, the partnership convened a day-long conference entitled “Rhetoric or
Reality: Is a Resident-Driven Model A Viable Way to Transform Communities?” The
conference brought the two communities together for some frank discussion. The
partners listened, and they learned that for many of the low-income residents in these
two communities, struggling just to make ends meet, the idea of altered relations of
power with human service professionals was an abstraction. It was not central to the
lives and experiences of most residents. The partners recognized that the goal of
“resident-driven human services” lacked broad-based appeal beyond the small group of
highly motivated residents participating in the partnership. But they also knew that
despite the lack of motivation for resident-driven models of human service delivery,
residents were definitely motivated to play a more active role in building strong
communities.

Community Organizing Efforts in Chelsea

The Chelsea Human Services Collaborative (CHSC) focused its efforts on maximizing
the power of the residents through community organizing. It developed the Community
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Connections project with federal Family Preservation funds to involve local residents in
program design, implementation, and community improvement. Residents, community
agencies, public officials, and other people from throughout the community participated
in community clean-ups, community gardens for Latino youth and elders, and
programming—including recreational and education field trips for local young people.
They launched the highly successful, community-run Chelsea Family Program, which
provides classes, support groups, and family recreation for 300 people each week. With
the help of the partnership’s community fellows and Boston University interns, the
CHSC helped educate residents about the resources available to them in their
communities to solve the challenges facing them.

The university partners helped support Chelsea’s organizing efforts by offering courses
to build their capacities for organizing themselves. Collaborative Executive Director Ed
Marakovitz and Training Coordinator Gladys Vega taught a course entitled “Power,
Politics and Problem-Solving: Community Organizing to Empower Your Community”
for the College of Public and Community Service at University of Massachusetts. The
Collaborative continues to teach this and other courses each semester.

- The residents were able to apply their new community organizing skills in
real-life situations. They helped organize a protest outside city hall over
restrictions on public space imposed by the city government. Latino
members of the community became outraged when the city attempted to
restrict access by placing large concrete boulders throughout the park.
Residents felt the barriers were put up to prevent local Latino youth from
using the park for soccer. The organized effort on the part of community
members resulted in the removal of the boulders from the park. Residents,
inspired with the results of their empowered approach, advocated with and
on behalf of Chelsea immigrants, created a Latino leadership group—now
a driving political force in the city, organized a Domestic Violence Task
Force, and convened a welfare advocacy group. All remain active today.

Holding Agencies Accountable in Dudley

In the Dudley neighborhood, residents worked toward playing a more active role in the
agencies operating within their community. The Dudley Street Neighborhood Initiative
(DSNI) began 12 years ago as a community organization in response to resident efforts
to organize and rid the community of illegal waste dumping. The Dudley Agency
Collaborative, started by the Dudley Street Neighborhood Initiative, supported greater
interaction between residents and agencies.

Late in the first year, conflicts arose between residents on the partnership’s Dudley
planning committee and the staff of Dudley Street Neighborhood Initiative. The conflict
centered around staff control issues and what came to be seen by the other partners as
disrespect for, and non-accountability to, residents participating in the project. This issue
struck at the heart of the resident-driven concept the partnership espoused. After many
meetings and deliberations, the partners voted to sever ties with DSNI. Out of the
turmoil, residents on the planning committee formed a new group, Dudley Families and
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Neighbors (DFN).

DFN worked with agency representatives and changed the composition of the
collaborative so that it included more people than agency staff. The broadening of the
membership was an example of residents “essentially … changing the paradigm a bit,”
said Lee Staples of Boston University’s School of Social Work.

- The Dudley Families and Neighbors felt strongly about holding agencies
more accountable to the people, so they educated residents about their
rights and empowered them to operate as informed participants. The
University of Massachusetts’ College of Public and Community Service
offered a course entitled “Reclaiming Rights” at the public library in the
Dudley neighborhood. Residents came together to develop strategies to deal
with upcoming changes in the welfare system at the local level. They also
learned about their social, political, and economic rights as community
members. In addition to the “Reclaiming Rights” course, the Dudley
planning committee sponsored a number of innovative educational
activities using theater, street fairs, and other everyday events to engage
community residents.

A New Role for Universities in the Resident-Driven Model

Both Boston University School of Social Work and University of Massachusetts’
College of Public and Community Service provided Chelsea and Dudley with the
support necessary to move agencies toward more resident involvement. They dared to
step out of the traditional role of academia when they refused to impose themselves on
communities with pre-packaged solutions. According to Ann Withorn, steering
committee member and faculty at the University of Massachusetts, the term
“resident-driven” has to be taken literally by academics and others. She likened the
situation to riding a bus: “If it’s resident-driven, you’re on the bus, but it’s the residents
who are driving. You can be telling them they’re going the wrong direction, you can be
trying to show them another map, but you can’t get off the bus. You also don’t say,
‘Move over, I am going to drive.’”

Other Interesting Points about the Partnership

The partnership participated in a three-day Future Search process, underwritten
primarily by the Boston Foundation and the United Way of Massachusetts.

1.  

The Chelsea/Dudley Partnership is collaborating with other institutions and
organizations involved in community revitalization such as the Women’s
State-Wide Legislative Network and Action for Boston Community Development.

2.  

The Boston University School of Social Work is expanding the impact of the
partnership with a strengthened focus on cross-cultural alliances and projects.
Leaders hope their new Living Diversity Initiative will spin off a
community-based and-owned Center for Living Out Diversity within the next five

3.  
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years.

The formal partnership will end, but the four main partners have chosen to
continue cooperative and reciprocal relationships. More logical alliance building
is in order for all four partners.

4.  
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Chicago – Developing Professional Youth Workers

When one third of the population is under 21 years old—as in the Greater Chicago
Area—the young are faced with weakened family and community structures. In 1993 the
Mayor’s Youth Development Task Force highlighted issues related to youth and the
agencies and organizations formed to serve them in A Blueprint for Youth. Suddenly,
youth workers were seen as key liaisons between agency service delivery and the
community. As a result, The Chicago Youth Agency Partnership (CYAP) was initiated
by three longstanding youth-serving agencies with neighborhood branches throughout
the city. They came together to address the training and education needed to create
professional youth workers—a long-neglected group of human service workers. The
partnership invited 75 other agencies dealing with youth services to join their effort.

The partnership developed three primary strategies to upgrade the professional standards
of youth workers: offer training to upgrade their skills; devise a process that would give
credentials and certify the skills of youth workers; and create an academic ladder. Yet,
the partners recognized that before they could implement their strategies, the original 75
agencies needed to reach consensus on what they meant by “youth development” and
come to agreement on what capacities and competencies were expected of those working
primarily with children and teenagers.

Developing Core Competencies

Warming to the task, the partnership coordinated a visioning conference in early 1995 to
define a youth worker’s professional capacities. All participants agreed that young
people had to have input in the process. Toward that end, each partner was asked to
convene one youth focus group. CYAP employed specially trained young adults and
teens as interviewers and facilitators for the focus groups, and this input was funneled
back to the partnership’s working committees.

By May 1996, the partnership had drafted 12 characteristics and capacities desired in
youth development workers. These core competencies included positive personal
attributes, knowledge and skills about physical and emotional safety, understanding
child and adolescent development, understanding communities as a system, leadership
ability, understanding group dynamics, and appreciating the diverse cultural
backgrounds of children. The competencies were the building blocks of the partnership’s
training and academic agendas.

According to Bill Conrad, the initial project director, the partnership then conducted an
environmental scan of the Chicago area and identified what training was available
throughout the 75 plus member agencies. The challenge, according to Ayani Good,
training coordinator, was to develop the capacity to meet the immediate need many
agencies had for training.

Coordinating Training

Jesse Madison, director of the Abraham Lincoln Center, said access to training
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motivated many smaller agencies to join the partnership. “Purse strings held
collaboratives together in the past. They came together not because they wanted to share,
but to get a piece of money. Here the carrot isn’t a dollar sign; in this partnership it’s
training, not money.”

Despite bigger budgets and more staff, larger agencies were also interested in training.
They recognized that youth workers were often the only direct link between families,
communities, and the agencies. Ironically, youth workers were typically looked upon as
simply recreation coordinators, not skilled professionals knowledgeable about youth
development, community issues, and human service theories.

The training committee developed a dual training strategy to raise the status of youth
workers. First, they coordinated training events among the member agencies. As part of
the membership agreement, training events in one agency were open to staff in other
agencies. The partnership served as training broker and published a monthly training
calendar of training activities across the partnership. Second, the training coordinator
and committee developed new training courses to fill gaps in the current offerings.
“There was a time when you said ‘youth worker,’ people didn’t know what it was, but
then the partnership put together a curriculum that would give it more [professionalism].
Most important, it is going to give an individual credibility … as a professional in the
field of youth services,” said Victor Resa of the Mexican Community Center.

Creating an Academic Career Ladder for Youth Workers

Once training was coordinated, the partners turned their attention back to the creation of
an academic career ladder that would allow workers to complete their formal educational
degree, thus making it more likely they would be able to develop professional careers in
human services. Seven diverse academic institutions on the academic subcommittee
coordinated academic opportunities for youth workers to complete associate, bachelor’s,
or master’s degrees. But despite high levels of interest from academic partners during
the first year, when the partnership focused on developing competencies and training,
the academic committee became inactive and representatives lost momentum in
developing an academic ladder.

The Chicago Youth Agency Partnership hoped academic institutions would change the
way they offered professional development to those working with children ages 0-19.
The partnership wanted to support eligible youth workers who chose to pursue a degree.
The partners encouraged their academic partners to create a flexible interdisciplinary
academic program focused specifically on youth development that meets the
competency objectives of the partnership. This was a challenge for some institutions
because of their own rules and policies regarding admission to the college or university.

- George Williams College School of Social Work at Aurora University in
Chicago, one of the original partners, came forward with an idea to offer a
degree program that would advance youth workers’ professional status.
The faculty and curriculum review committee in the School of Social Work
re-examined their curriculum to see how it might better meet the needs of
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students pursuing careers in youth and community development.

They designed a bachelor’s degree program in Group Work: Youth Services
Programming and Management designed for students who are employed in
the youth development field and who, in most cases, have completed some
college-level course work. They submitted the proposal for a new degree
program to the Illinois State Board of Higher Education. Eventually, it was
approved. Many partners speculated that getting a degree program
oriented toward youth development would take about 10 years, but to many
partner’s delight, within three years there was a new degree program in
Youth Services and Management.

- Spertus College also adapted its Master’s in Human Services
Administration to help create a career path for those working in youth
development who already held a bachelor’s degree.

Overall, the Chicago Youth Agency Partnership had an impact on many of Chicago’s
youth-serving agencies. According to Rene Ogletree, the current executive director, “the
fact that we have eight key academic institutions in this city who collaborate is
something unusual. That and the competencies. Because of CYAP, they exist.” She said
that other agencies and policy organizations have used the competencies to advance the
status of youth workers beyond the partnership.

Other Interesting Points About the Partnership

The CYAP piloted a communitywide training project with the Lawndale
community. Training focused on capacity building for church youth workers.

1.  

A coalition of church organizations joined the partnership in the third year.
Church organizations are the primary employers of youth workers.

2.  

The CYAP has expanded its focus to include public policy issues affecting youth
in the Chicago area.

3.  
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Cleveland – Building on the Work of Previous Partnerships

Cleveland’s infrastructure began to crumble in the late 1960s and 1970s. According to a
report by the Center for Urban Poverty and Social Change at Case Western Reserve
University, by 1989 persistent poverty in neighborhoods around the city had reached
alarming proportions and threatened to engulf three quarters of the city by the year 2000.
The city population dwindled from a high of 940,000 in 1950 to 505,000 in 1989 as
many middle-class white-collar and blue-collar workers moved to the surrounding
suburbs. The exodus left large numbers of poor families in Cleveland’s deteriorating
neighborhoods.

As a result of the Center’s report, the Cleveland Foundation convened the Commission
on Poverty. The Commission’s 30 members included grassroots neighborhood leaders as
well as corporate leaders, educators, religious leaders, and members of Cleveland’s
professional community. The Commission’s mandate was to craft an action plan that
moved beyond the traditional piecemeal approach to combating poverty. In response the
Commission created four principles destined to become the standard for other
collaborative efforts in Cleveland:

Any plan must be comprehensive and integrated.●   

Strategies should be tailored to individual neighborhoods.●   

An individual community should begin with an inventory of its assets, not its
deficits.

●   

Any pilot programs should be tested in the “urban villages” before being
transplanted to other neighborhoods.

●   

The Commission established the Cleveland Community-Building Initiative (CCBI) to
carry on its work in 1993. The W.K. Kellogg community-university partnership was able
to build on the work of these earlier collaborative efforts.

Linking Other Community-Based Initiatives

Eight agency partners came together to form the Human Resources Development
Initiative. This partnership linked together several key Cleveland initiatives. The steering
committee spent a good deal of the first year developing a structure for the partnership
and collaborating on how best to meet its goals. The steering committee tried three
different structures before settling on one that worked best for the group. The partnership
changed its name to the Cleveland Family Development Collaborative (CFDC) to reflect
its family development focus. The steering committee worked slowly and deliberately to
ensure that the partnership’s structure, focus, and training activities were in keeping with
the Commission’s guiding principles. They discussed and debated the merits of targeting
an individual neighborhood or several neighborhoods.

The partnership faithfully gathered community input through community focus groups
and surveys, and they used this information in training. In the second year, however,
they decided that, to be true to the Commission’s principles, they needed direct
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community representation in the partnership. Through their collaboration with Cleveland
Community-Building Initiative (CCBI), they had become acquainted with the four urban
villages in Cleveland. In keeping with their principles, the Collaborative asked the East
Village Council to join them as a partner. Through the Cleveland Community-Building
Initiative, a key partner in CFDC, the village council members received a ten-week
training course in capacity building and leadership training that enabled them to
participate as full partners.

Angela Lowder, project director, says that residents now see the partnership as another
key asset in their community: “Having a community initiative effort here [in their
neighborhood] and having a collaborative group working on putting human resource
development support together is an asset they hadn’t fully appreciated before.”

Creating an Education Continuum

Residents and practitioners wanted to see a stronger academic career ladder. The two
original partner institutions of higher education, Cleveland State University and Case
Western Reserve, were joined by the local community college, Cleveland Community
College (Tri-C). Together, these institutions created a social work career ladder
beginning with the associate’s level at Tri-C and following through to the graduate level
at Case Western Reserve University. The career path was created for the institutional and
agency staff members and also for community residents. For under-employed and
unemployed residents seeking a fulfilling career, the partnership’s “2+2+2” college track
offers an educational path to a community-based human services career.

- The Cleveland Family Development Collaborative’s framework was
anchored by three key components: agency and resident capacity building,
community development, and economic/labor force development. Near the
end of the second year, the partnership strengthened its community
development efforts when it brought two new members into the partnership:
Shore Bank, a community development bank, and Neighborhood Progress,
Inc., a community development corporation with links to economic
development.

Other Interesting Points About the Partnership

In keeping with its desire to give ownership to the partners, CFDC decentralized
the process of implementing its training component. Partners were asked to
respond to a “Notice of Available Funds” to develop separate but integrated
training components.

1.  

Case Western Reserve’s Mandel School of Applied Social Science has convened a
task force to develop a community development track. They are piloting a course
in the Fairfax neighborhood.

2.  

The partnership is developing a community-based labor force strategy designed to
help residents find meaningful employment with partner agencies.

3.  
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The partnership is exploring ways to help social entrepreneurs in the Fairfax
community start non-profit businesses such as child care, transportation, and other
work supports needed by families.

4.  
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Kalamazoo – Rebuilding Trust Between Communities and Universities

Western Michigan University (WMU), like many universities across the country,
suffered from a negative image in the community. Residents felt the university enjoyed
an undue amount of power and gobbled up resources at the expense of local
communities. The partnership made inroads toward rebuilding trust by establishing a
relationship between the School of Social Work at Western Michigan University and
four neighborhoods in Kalamazoo.

The first step was to create a partnership that allowed community representatives to sit at
the table with the university as equal partners. To do this, they organized community
training associations (CTAs) in the four neighborhoods. The steering committee of the
partnership was composed of four community representatives, one from each
neighborhood association, and four faculty members from the School of Social Work.

The early partners saw “rebuilding of trust” so important and stressful that they agreed to
delay adding social service agencies to the partnership until the rapport between the
community and the university improved. The community representatives were
concerned that having both university representatives and agency representatives would
skew the power differential on the steering committee, leaving them with little voice in
directing CTAs, the key feature of the partnership’s training component.

Creating the Community Training Associations

The partners began rebuilding trust by helping each neighborhood create a Community
Training Association (CTA). These associations provided a structure for community
residents to design, develop, and deliver community oriented topics as inservice
education to local agencies and community residents. They also provided a structure
within which university faculty, students, residents, and agency staff could come
together. All four CTAs were composed of a six- to ten-member team located in the
neighborhood. They were autonomous, but each one was responsible for developing at
least one training module in the first year of the project and three additional training
modules in the second year.

Faculty members began building bridges between themselves and residents through
small gestures that built trust—listening better, respecting the expertise community
residents contributed, and being willing to learn from others. University faculty members
made a large, positive impression when they came out of their academic setting to attend
CTA meetings in the neighborhoods. And they invited community people into their
university classrooms as guest speakers to share their expertise and insight with students.

- As Project Director Peter Battani pointed out, directing project and
university resources (financial and technical) into the neighborhoods was
essential to building trust and to creating neighborhood confidence in the
whole endeavor. “Essentially, we found a way to make things work for the
neighborhoods. We liked to think of the project as ‘Have Resources, Will
Travel,’” said Battani.
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Fellows as a Bridge

The School of Social Work created a unique fellowship experience for students
interested in community-based practices. They devised a selection process and selected
students—who were also residents of the CTA neighborhoods—to strengthen the
community connection. Fellows attended a weekly seminar that addressed community
issues in a social work context.

“[We were] getting them to work in an analytical and reflective manner about the work
they are doing and how it ties into social work concepts,” said assistant project director
and a former neighborhood association director, Anita Galli. “The first eight weeks are
basic training where they get orientation. The last half of the class is exploring what it is
like to build community with people from various backgrounds, different experiences,
different goals, and motivations. We help them see the challenges of what it takes to
build community within a small group. Then we ask them to apply that knowledge to
larger systems.”

Most fellows also helped develop community projects in the neighborhoods. For
example, fellows helped coordinate a house-painting program in the Edison community.
In the Eastside CTA, the fellow interning there helped a local group develop an
enthusiastically received mentoring-type training program for youth called “Respect
Academy.” It has received significant newspaper coverage.

The fellows program directly exposed students to a community mode of working. That
results in cross-fertilization between students. “Students who didn’t do community work
were talking with students who did and they got to see one another’s point of view,” said
Professor Cousins. The School of Social Work built on this new interest in community
issues by creating a three-course specialization in community development to be offered
in the 1998-99 academic year.

Other Interesting Points About the Partnership

The C-TAP Steering Committee created an expanded fellowship program for
students. The fellowship will provide advanced training opportunities for
continuing students and expands the pool of candidates beyond WMU to include
Kalamazoo Valley Community College.

1.  

The partnership created links with two other community projects: Building
Blocks, a city-sponsored neighborhood fix-up and building project using student
volunteers, and Healthy Futures Initiative, a community-wide planning project
addressing issues affecting well-being for children, such as literacy,
immunizations, domestic violence, and poverty.

2.  

The partnership joined Coalition for Compassion (a consortium of clergy, faculty,
welfare recipients, and family service agencies) to explore the impact of welfare
reform on welfare recipients and service providers.

3.  

The Kalamazoo Public Schools have expressed an interest in partnering with the4.  
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C-TAP project. A school staff member is active on the Eastside CTA, and recently
the Eastside trainers, through their project, “Respect Academy,” have formalized
linkages with the schools to help at-risk youth.

Two members of the C-TAP Steering Committee (a university professor and a
community resident) were elected to the Kalamazoo City Commission in
November 1997.

5.  
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Long Beach – Strengthening Collaboration Through Joint Training

The Juvenile Crime Prevention Program (JCPP) operates in a one-mile square
neighborhood. The neighborhood, identified by its zip code as 90813, has the highest
concentration of homeless people, gang members, and drug dealers in Long Beach. It is
home to a disproportionate number of welfare families, under-educated, and unemployed
residents. The situation is further complicated by the three diverse ethnic groups that
co-exist there: Southeast Asian, Latino, and African-American.

Interestingly, the state granted $4.5 million to the JCPP, mandating that its governing
body—the Community Oversight Council (COC)—be made up of agency
representatives and residents from the targeted community. However, many of the
agency staff had no experience working collaboratively with each other or working with
community residents as equals. And most 90813 residents had no experience working
with people from outside their cultural community or with agencies, and they lacked
experience and skills in collaboration.

The Long Beach Interdisciplinary Training Partnership (ITP) was formed in support of
the JCPP to bring residents and agency personnel together. Racial and language barriers,
along with negative cultural stereotypes, were challenges that the trainers of the ITP
sought to address through capacity building. The university-based ITP staff spent the
first year offering residents training and capacity building opportunities to develop their
natural leadership skills. They also educated staff members from 16 agencies and
schools involved with the JCPP about community-based practices.

The ITP staff recognized that one of the reasons formal organizations like agencies had
trouble working with informal structures like communities was because of mismatched
goals. The agencies were preoccupied with service provision issues and didn’t focus
much on what was happening at the community level. The community was worried
about what was happening in the neighborhoods, especially regarding crime and safety,
and wondered how the COC would respond to their needs.

The ITP staff put together a training series designed to help the two groups work
together. The first series of three courses entitled “Agencies and Communities Working
Together” focused on the transfer of knowledge between the two groups. Agency
representatives learned about the issues personally effecting the families they served.
Residents acquired professional skills in advocacy, decision making, and collaboration.
Julie O’Donnell, project co-director, saw an increase in the ability of residents to
advocate for themselves on the COC: “As a result you see residents more able to speak
out about their concerns in meetings, and I think agency people are beginning to listen to
what residents have to say. For example, at our last meeting residents drove the agenda
60 percent of the time as opposed to the 5 percent even a few months before.” The
second two-course series, entitled “Breaking Down Barriers,” focused on improving
cross-cultural communication between residents and professionals as well as between
people from differing ethnic backgrounds.

- Some of the most effective collaboration capacity building grew out of
joint participation in community activities such as the JCPP’s community

Long Beach - Strengthening Collaboration through Joint Training

http://12.19.166.130/Documents/CCT/SECD/Seeing...NewEyes-ClusterEvaluation/SeeWithNewEyes13.htm (1 of 2) [12/29/2000 8:01:19 AM]



photo project. The project director and community residents coordinated a
project entitled “A Day in the Life of 90813.” Julie O’Donnell says: “Our
goal was to arm 50 community residents and agency representatives with
disposable cameras. They had a weekend period to capture the strength and
the challenges of the downtown neighborhood. We did a series of three
training sessions where the participants learned about how you might do a
photo project, how you develop a journal to accompany your photos.

“The resulting exhibit was showcased at the Long Beach Museum of Arts, a JCPP
partner. It was presented both in English and Spanish. The impact was widespread.”
The project was a demonstration in collaboration, but it also got agency representatives
into the community and forced them to identify community assets.

Other Interesting Points About the Partnership

The ITP hosted a Summit that brought together 97 residents and agency staff, and
they sponsored two new Social Work courses at California State University, Long
Beach.

1.  

The partnership issued a major community-driven Risk and Resource Assessment
Report. A research team including community residents conducted interviews
with 36 organizations to identify strengths as well as gaps in programs and
services.

2.  

In two years, 30 fellows from 11 disciplines went through the project. In addition
to their discipline-specific experiences, all fellows went to classes and seminars
and engaged in a community project with resident mentors.

3.  

The partnership has used multiple strategies to meaningfully involve community
residents as training planners, trainers, group facilitators, program developers,
committee members, interviewers, translators, fellows’ mentors, and child watch
staff.

4.  
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Miami – Teaching New Perspectives

This partnership dared to bring together some non-traditional agencies. Original partners
included four academic institutions, two religious-based community agencies, and one
legal agency. During their first year, some partners strengthened their involvement and
others faded away. Three agencies became most involved in at least two of the training
components: the legal Guardian Ad Litem Program, the Miami Urban Ministries, and the
Counseling Ministry of South Florida. Other partners joined in an advisory capacity.

The partners started out to create an advisory board that reflected the diverse
multicultural/ multiethnic populations represented in Miami. However, they soon
realized that having the appropriate ethnic representation did not guarantee the most
influential representation, so they went for a balance between diversity and influence. In
addition to the advisory board, the partnership created three curriculum teams, one for
each of three college courses being offered. Each team had a team leader and three to
four other members representing college faculty and human services practitioners.
Students selected as fellows also participated on the teams.

With the advisory board and the curriculum revision teams in place, the partnership
made curriculum enhancement one of its top priorities.

Reaching a Broad Number of Students

The partnership decided to revise the content of three general courses in psychology,
sociology and social work: The Individual in Transition, The Social Environment, and
Marriage and the Family. The psychology and sociology courses were selected because,
frankly, the partners knew that large numbers of students would be affected by these two
core courses required of all degree-seeking students at Miami-Dade Community College.

Faculty members piloted a team approach to the course revision process by involving
academicians, agency practitioners, recipients of services or training, and students. It
was hard work, and sometimes the curriculum team had problems collaborating.
Ensuring that faculty members actively solicited and utilized the feedback of all team
members was difficult for academicians used to working independently. Project Director
Nora Hernandez Hendrix was initially concerned about this: “The curriculum teams are
struggling with how to do collaboration well. It’s such a radical model for faculty. The
academy is a hallmark of individualistic endeavor. The research process is an individual
endeavor. This process is a collective effort …. So, I encourage them to share with their
teammates.”

Team members worked side-by-side in some 12 meetings over more than one year to
develop content and strategies to revise these courses. The old psychology and sociology
courses lacked cultural diversity and a spiritual perspective. The team restructured the
courses to focus on cultural relevance, cross-cultural problems with different families,
religion, and social problems related to culture and ethnicity. They included
presentations from both government and church-affiliated organizations. According to
faculty member Dr. Roberto Hernandez, “The church people brought in stories that
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supported what the academic literature says.”

- The professors teaching the revised courses saw a tremendous impact on
their students. Most of these courses focus on interactive exercises that
involve live lecture, video, and role playing. Students expressed great
satisfaction with this approach and felt is was the best approach to
learning. The courses have affected students personally as well. Professor
Raul De La Cruz spoke movingly of how many students in his psychology
course have asked him for referrals for personal counseling (some students
in the South Beach area are meeting with a minister there) and more
students (including non-psychology majors) are enrolling in elective
courses like Human Growth and Development and Marriage and the
Family because they want to become better parents, siblings, and spouses.

The courses have been particularly important in increasing students’
understanding of diversity issues, a main focus of the partnership. The
Marriage and the Family course taught by Dr. Tom Davis examines specific
challenges to families in a multicultural society and offers some resources
and techniques to address these. Dr. Davis draws on the diverse
experiences of his multi-ethnic, multicultural student body to augment the
curriculum.

Nora Hernandez Hendrix, a MDCC faculty member released to administer the grant,
helped shepherd the changes through the community college’s curriculum review
committees. She understood the community college system, and she was able to
institutionalize the courses and place them so that large numbers of students would be
affected by their asset-oriented information. In the third year of the partnership,
Hernandez Hendrix was promoted to academic dean. In her new position, she helped
facilitate a change in curriculum development: “I can now ensure that the curriculum
development process involves the community and practitioners, and that it happens in all
the disciplines and all the courses.”

Other Interesting Points About the Partnership

The partnership sponsored 34 fellows over the life of the project.1.  

The partnership trained over 50 pastors and ministers in community organizing
and mobilization.

2.  

The partnership has helped the churches involved in training create a coalition of
faith-based outreach agencies.

3.  
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Pittsburgh – Families and Youth 2000, Building on the Power of Relationships

Following the collapse of the steel industry in the Pittsburgh region during the early
1980s, urban communities were devastated by their weakened economic base. Many
families witnessed a rise in unemployment, crime, deteriorating schools, and children
living in poverty. In 1987 as a response to these negative social trends eating away at the
fabric of family life, the Pittsburgh city government convened the Mayor’s Commission
on Family. Kellogg CUP Project Director Barbara Rogers and Project Manager Doug
Ronsheim first met as a result of their participation in this earlier local initiative aimed at
addressing the extremely high black infant mortality rate and the complex social
challenges related to it in Pittsburgh.

The philosophical orientation for the new partnership was its spiritual mission—a
mission of social change rooted in a spiritual base. The goal was to put the spiritual life
of families and neighborhoods first. It was, and continues to be, part of their belief in a
holistic approach to healthy families. The partnership builds on the long tradition black
churches have for serving families socially, economically, and politically as well as
spiritually. They point to the fact that the African American church has always been at
the center of major social changes and movements. Barbara Rogers said they targeted the
black church because it is the one institution that can service the entire family, and the
extended family, from the cradle to the grave.

“We sent out letters to numerous churches. The four churches involved now are ones
that stuck with us over several years prior to funding. Conversations centered on what
we thought needed to happen in the community, how to involve the community, but
primarily they centered around not developing a new organization, but bringing together
service providers and churches to develop a network in order to better meet community
needs,” explained Rogers.

Pastors and lay leaders in congregations were a key liaison between the community and
the health care and human service organizations serving the community. Their
participation was critical since the collaborative saw itself as “faith-based.”

In 1994, seven years after coming together as a collaborative, Families and Youth 2000
received funding as part of Kellogg’s Community-University Partnerships initiative. The
Families and Youth 2000 partnership’s overall goals are to provide training in cultural
competence to family service providers and pastoral counselors. Inservice education was
focused on re-orienting mental health professionals to community-based and culturally
appropriate practices. The partnership also designed training for clergy,
paraprofessionals, and natural helpers. (In retrospect, the partners said they all feel
fortunate they didn’t get money for a number of years because it meant they had to base
their association on relationships. “That’s the way we got started. Personal relationships
were important, based on who we knew,” another partner said.)

Growth of the Partnership

The first year of the partnership in the Kellogg cluster focused on creating an action plan
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for developing the training network throughout the four churches in the collaborative. As
they undertook this task, the partners came together weekly for a “case conference” in
which the ministers, lay counselors from the churches, mental health professionals from
the health centers, and other staff discussed tasks needed to move the training piece
forward. They also discussed specific family and community issues the churches were
dealing with, and they nurtured their personal and spiritual connections. This strategy
allowed the collaborative members to deal with administrative tasks and also stay aware
of the state of families in the neighborhoods served by the churches and health center.

During this year, the collaborative managed to continue operating in an informal, more
personal way that resembled the way churches and other community associations
operate. In its second year of the grant, the collaborative experienced an episode
involving personnel policies that made members recognize they needed to review how
they oriented and involved new members. Partners balanced their informality and
emphasis on personal relationships with formal protocol, policies, and procedures for
new staff members from partnering churches. They also struggled with finding ways to
respect the autonomy of each partner, especially the churches, when it came to managing
the site particulars on designs and processes for implementing training for families and
the community.

 Externally, the partnership continued to gain a reputation as a model of
community-based service delivery in African American communities. Collaborative
members continued to create new “linkages” with local hospitals and social service
agencies through the development of one-on-one relationships built on common interests
and concerns in the community.

Impact of the Training and the Partnership

The partnership improved the well-being of families. It assisted in creating the
Coordinating Care Network, a coalition of organizations that help residents improve
community health by providing better access to health care. The partnership has also
made positive differences in the communities served by the collaborative. The Pittsburgh
Pastoral Institute, for example, quadrupled its African American clients over the past
three years. “We are providing services to people who I don’t think would ever access
mental health services,” says Doug Ronsheim. “As a result we have shifted our staffing
patterns by increasing our staff who are African American.” In addition to the shift in
community attitudes toward mental health services, the collaborative has also witnessed
a steady increase in the number of adults, families, and youth participating in church
mentoring programs.

- Mr. Ronsheim says the key to the collaborative’s success has been
adhering to the basic principles of relationship building. “You meet with
people. You take seriously what they say both pro and con, and you take it
into consideration. You go back and redraft your ideas and then go back to
talk. You do this eight or ten times. You agree to never leave the table. [But
above all] you give them the benefit of the doubt by saying ‘I believe you
do have the best interest of the community at heart, and I’ll believe that
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unless you show me otherwise.’”

Other Interesting Points About the Partnership

In conjunction with the Carter Center of Atlanta, Georgia, the Families and Youth
2000 in partnership with Pittsburgh Theological Seminary and the graduate
School of Public Health was selected as one of five sites in the Carter Center’s
new Faith and Health Consortium.

1.  

Families and Youth 2000 is linking with two Pittsburgh hospitals to encourage
Community Church Health Councils. The councils will be located within
African-American churches.

2.  
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Tennessee – Empowering Rural Child Care Providers

Families in the 14-county Upper Cumberland region of Tennessee experience many
social and economic problems often brought on by under-education, unemployment,
welfare dependency, and limited health care. Consequently, many families find
themselves involved with social service agencies and juvenile courts.

The partnership was originally established to address ways to make social services for
children and families more coordinated and help agencies collaborate more effectively.
The partnership identified this focus because of new legislation that was going to
mandate more coordination between the Community Health Agency, Human Resources
Agency, juvenile courts, and the Department of Human Services. They established the
Training Resource Center (TRC) as the focal point of the partnership.

The first year of the project focused on information gathering to help facilitate training
design and content. The TRC developed a needs assessment grid which was to be used
as an ongoing monitoring tool designed to measure the changing needs of families,
social service employees, and community leaders. The project staff held community
forums and focus groups with local families, particularly single mothers receiving social
services in some of the 14 counties.

Shifting Focus from Agencies to Child Care

To the surprise of the project staff, families said that their primary concern wasn’t
service delivery but child care issues. The lack of safe, quality child care was having an
economic impact on the Upper Cumberland communities. Without adequate child care
to cover workers during day and night shifts, employers experienced high absenteeism.
Workers were distracted on the job because of the patchwork child care arrangements
they had to make with family and friends. “When we looked at all of the social and
economic issues, you could see that many of the problems were related to … child care.
The genesis of the problems, in a sense, is the lack of the kind of child care that helped
prevent a lot of the long-term problems. It is all interrelated,” says Pat Baggerly, former
project director.

As a result of data collected from families involved in day-care centers, the partners
identified the need to shift the focus of the project from social service employee training
to improving the status of child care services in the region. Despite being involved with
children’s issues as part of social services, some partners saw the shift from social
service employee training to improving the status of child care services as a departure
from the original proposal to do inservice for social services employees. As a result
some of the partners became disinterested and drifted away from the partnership.
According to training coordinator Meg Griffin there was a shift in the actively
participating agencies; some new organizations, like the Department of Human Services
and the Child Care Administrators Association, began to collaborate with the TRC
around the new child care theme.
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Changing Image from Baby-Sitter to Educator

The first task for the staff of the TRC was helping local care providers upgrade their
skills. This was important because too often rural care givers were unable to reach
training events and other resources that were outside of their immediate area. A key
feature was making training accessible by taking training to the care providers and
offering it at convenient times such as evenings or weekends. The training focused on
several aspects of providing a quality child care program: understanding child
development, stimulating children’s minds and bodies with simple everyday experiences
and materials, and promoting early childhood education, particularly literacy.

- One child care provider related a story about how she’d been
implementing new teaching strategies based on TRC training. “I was
teaching the kids to do more things for themselves, like make their own
peanut butter sandwiches with some supervision. One child went home and
told her mother she’d made her own sandwich. The parent’s response was
‘Oh, she’s too busy to make your sandwich?’ I was able to explain to the
mother that having the child make her own sandwich was a way of helping
the child develop. I told her it was part of the curriculum. We get the kids
together. They sing a song, and then we show them how to make their
sandwiches.”

The impact of the training was that teachers expanded their teaching skills and were able
to show parents they were not just baby-sitting but were educating their children. At the
same time they helped parents achieve greater understanding of developmentally
appropriate behavior. The teachers began to offer workshops to parents on child
development and its implications for parenting.

A part of their training strategy was to develop a “train the trainer” component in which
child care providers were trained to conduct workshops throughout the region, carrying
on the work of the TRC and making the training self-sustaining.

Accreditation as a Road to High-Quality Care

The TRC staff set up a program to shepherd child care centers through the arduous
process of accreditation. They helped centers defray costs as well with the agreement
that once a center achieved accreditation it would act as a mentor to another center going
through the process. This strategy is designed to build a network of centers collaborating
to increase the number of high- quality care facilities in the area. By the end of the
three-year grant period, one center had achieved accreditation from the National
Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC), and two were in the
process.

Meg Griffin believes it is crucial to create more state and national support for child care,
primarily to move child care out of the jurisdiction of welfare departments and into the
departments of education. She said, “Once we consider child care as part of education,
then we’re going to be more likely to find funds to support it at the state level to ensure
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that there’s at least basic teacher training and preparation.”

As a result of the partnership’s focus on child care, other organizations and coalitions in
the region have begun to address family and children’s issues. Two communities have
developed child care and family skills centers, continuing to spread the message about
the need for high- quality child care.

Other Interesting Points About the Partnership

A six-week summer intern program, directed by Melinda Leftwich, was developed
to accept students from a range of disciplines and to focus on community service
and career awareness. Due to the popularity of the program, agencies must now
submit a proposal describing how the placement of interns will meet program
criteria.

1.  

The Training Resource Center had a total of 2,182 child care attendees in their
training sessions over a 21-month period.

2.  

Training coordinators developed two learning activity trunks and 20 book activity
packets to be used in child care centers. The materials are housed with the
Regional Department of Human Services Day Care Licensing Agency.

3.  
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Chapter Five – Partnership
Support for Social and Economic

Development
A man approached three brick layers working on a wall. He asked the first brick layer
what he was doing. “I’m putting mortar on these bricks,” he was told. The man asked the
next brick layer what he was doing. “I’m building a wall,” was the answer. He asked the
third one, and was told: “I’m building a cathedral.”

The Foundation established the Community-University Partnership (CUP) initiative to
explore the potential of such partnerships to help communities. They funded ten
partnerships to help sites accomplish their specific goals for improving the well-being of
families and neighborhoods, and to learn from their experiences. The Foundation wanted
to gain insights into the bigger question: How do community-university partnerships
support social and economic development?

Through our three-year study and evaluation of the ten funded sites, we identified the
following key features of community-university partnerships that appear especially
relevant to their ability to support social and economic development.

Partnerships can help build a community’s civic infrastructure.●   

Partnerships have six key characteristics.●   

Partnerships move into networks of learning communities.●   

While all the partnerships had their rough edges, their difficulties, and their
imperfections, we looked through these conditions to understand core patterns that
formed the keys to each partnership’s success. The cluster was not designed to
systematically test these patterns, but we were able to identify these key characteristics
for more careful study in future work.

Partnerships Build Civic Infrastructure
Partnership accomplishments can be described from the perspective of the immediate
benefits of their work (as in Chapter Three), and they can be viewed as a contribution
toward the larger task of rebuilding the community’s civic infrastructure. While these
partnerships were not sufficient nor designed to single-handedly create a new civic
infrastructure, their accomplishments can play an important role.

When we think of infrastructure, we usually visualize concrete assets supporting large
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systems—highways, bridges, and buildings. Civic infrastructure is less concrete. It is the
complex interaction of people and organizations through which decisions are made and
challenges resolved. Civic infrastructure includes the social and political processes that
dictate how people engage in public discourse, work together, and relate to each other. It
is how people help each other and share information and assets. It is the sum total of
individuals’ capacities, skills, and knowledge used to promote and support family and
community well-being. Just as physical infrastructure deteriorates, a community’s civic
infrastructure is weakened by mounting social and economic ills that can befall families
or neighborhoods.

Civic infrastructure, on the whole, is an intricate web of many factors—different in each
community. Yet, certain defining factors or components are common to all. We have
consolidated ideas from several sources to define the seven components of a strong civic
infrastructure.[See Endnotes 2]

asset-oriented values, vision, and pride●   

citizen participation and performance●   

organizational participation and performance●   

cooperative intergroup relations●   

collaborative leadership●   

communications, education, and information sharing●   

mobilization of financial resources●   

Looking at the partnerships through the lens of civic infrastructure, we found that each
one contributed toward building infrastructure in multiple ways and moved its
community toward some or all of the listed components. We emphasize, however, that
each community is unique and must determine its own overall strategy for using
partnerships to build civic infrastructure, drawing on many different organizations and
potential partnerships. Every community needs to identify a role and focus for each
partner, so they can operate in a synergistic fashion. We describe the seven components
of a strong civic infrastructure in relation to the ten community-university partnership
accomplishments. (More detail on partnership accomplishments is provided in Chapter
Three.)

Asset-Oriented Values, Vision, and Pride

A healthy community recognizes and builds its assets to overcome challenges to
well-being. It has a vision of a healthy community that matches the culture and desires
of its residents. It builds norms and a sense of pride in its accomplishments and its
residents.

The partnerships developed these values, vision, and pride in their communities.
Residents repeatedly pointed to a new sense of empowerment, appreciation for their
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neighborhoods, and a vision of what was possible when they drew on their most basic
shared values. They took newly found pride in their culture, rather than being ashamed
of it.

Citizen Participation and Performance

Participation of residents in social, political, and economic community affairs is a
critical part of creating mechanisms that help support well-being. Active participation
requires community members to give generously of their time and resources. It also
requires them to accept public service positions. To do so, citizens need to have the
knowledge and capacities to perform as citizens and workers.

The partnerships showed that citizens can be mobilized to actively participate in their
community when given structure, strategy, and the skills and knowledge to successfully
engage the community life. As citizens developed a vision of their community built on
assets and shared values, a pride emerged, and residents were energized to participate in
community affairs in greater numbers. At the same time, residents involved in the
partnerships recognized they needed to improve their abilities to perform as effective
citizens. Community education focused on expanding the capacities and skills of
community members as well as identifying their talents and assets.

Gaining a sense of hope, nurturing spiritual values, and taking control of their lives
through political and economic action helped strengthen the civic infrastructure of many
communities. The language preservation work in the New Mexico pueblos is just one
example of how residents strengthened the infrastructure of their community and built
their individual capacities as citizens.

Organizational Participation and Performance

In a healthy community, organizations, associations, and institutions participate in
social, political, and economic affairs to support the community. They attend to whether
their resources are allocated and services and products delivered in ways that are
community-based and asset-oriented. They see volunteerism and philanthropy as a
responsibility.

The partnerships were particularly successful in helping interested university faculty
members and students to enable academic institutions to participate in the life of their
communities. Preservice students served as fellows, and faculty members revamped
courses; both groups took their individual capacities and expertise to residents as they
jointly worked on community projects, and they acted on behalf of the academic
institutions they represented in the partnership. Fellowships and internships were labeled
the “linchpin” of many training programs throughout the cluster. The fellows were
ambassadors as well as contributors, demonstrating to residents and community-based
agencies the willingness of universities to become active participants in the life of
surrounding neighborhoods.

- Students in Miami worked in local church agencies, and students in Long
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Beach collaborated with residents to develop and implement community
projects—they served as a bridge between the community and the
university.

- Faculty participation in the Boston University and University of
Massachusetts faculty fellows program channeled much-needed services
and technical assistance into the community while communicating that the
institution valued community service.

Agencies, especially small community-based agencies, improved their organizational
performance as a result of their participation in the partnerships and inservice education.
Although restructuring service delivery systems was often beyond the scope of the
partnership and training activities, they took the first step of expanding staff members’
capacities, shifting their attitudes, and enhancing their professional knowledge around
cultural competence, collaboration skills, and community-based practices.

- As exemplified in the Tennessee partnership, professional changes in
agency staff slowly and often subtly transformed their work. As a result of
their training through the TRC, child care workers shifted the nature of
their relationship with parents as they grew as professionals. They found
ways to share their knowledge with parents in the community and found
they could begin to affect family well-being. The extent of their impact will
not be fully known for years.

Cooperative Intergroup Relations

Every community has its subgroups formed by ethnicity, culture, beliefs, and economic
status. The health of a community is shaped by whether groups have the ability to
cooperate and build consensus. This includes cultural understanding, appreciation, and
respect.

Partnerships gave people the opportunity to develop and use group process skills,
cooperation, and collaboration. The new skills led to consensus building across
organizations, communities, and institutions—among ethnically diverse groups and
across generations.

At the beginning of the grant period, community people viewed academic institutions
with suspicion. Many community groups and individuals across the cluster believed
local colleges and universities were not contributing their resources—human, economic,
and physical—to strengthen communities. They also believed institutions taught
information through human services or social services unfavorable to communities.
Coming to know one another in a caring environment with an asset orientation was key
to building intergroup relations.

Participating academic institutions created career ladders and new internal structures,
and in the process, they strengthened their skills in cooperation and collaboration. They
developed mechanisms for building consensus around professional development of
preservice students. As institutions, these colleges and universities began to develop
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consensus-building skills outside their own domain as they continued to interact with
communities about ways they can support each other.

- Near Boston, consensus building led to the development of a University of
Massachusetts satellite campus in the Dudley neighborhood, giving
residents greater access to capacity building opportunity, college courses,
and state-of-the-art computer technology.

Through the development of more asset-oriented course content and new academic
tracks, university partners showed students and community members their interest in
improving their performance, image, and standing in the community. Three years of
partnership work opened the door for continued dialogue between communities and
universities.

Collaborative Leadership

In a healthy community, leadership is seldom the preview of a single person
or entity. Rather groups are able to work together to support leadership
across all facets of the community. All vested parties assume a leadership
role and individually and collectively take responsibility for the results of
their actions.

The partnerships were consistently characterized by collaborative leadership. They
established steering committees and other mechanisms to create leadership that drew
from all partners. The partnerships illustrated what collaborative leadership could look
like in a community. (See the next section for more information on leadership.)

Agency collaboratives, such as the two in the Chelsea/Dudley partnership, focused on
developing collaborative leadership around issues and challenges that have an impact on
the civic infrastructure of their communities. These agencies worked hard to learn to
collaborate more effectively. They were determined not to allow turf, competition for
funding, and clashing organizational cultures prevent them from creating the synergy
and visible leadership needed to draw the community together to face challenges.

Communications, Education, and Information Sharing

Healthy communities have mechanisms for gathering, interpreting, analyzing, and
sharing information on major issues that have an impact on communities, local
governments, organizations, and institutions. The community has various mechanisms
ranging from formal education institutions to informal networks that give its citizens
opportunities to learn new skills and acquire new knowledge and wisdom.

This aspect of civic infrastructure formed the heart of the partnerships. They functioned
as powerful and rich mechanisms for building the knowledge and communication base
of the community. Both students and faculty members reconstructed communication and
information sharing mechanisms. Strained relationships had effectively cut off
communication and information sharing between community residents,
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community-based agencies, and universities. Slowly, through their informal and formal
interactions, all three groups rebuilt effective communication conduits.

New and revised courses will now shape the education of future social workers at
institutions of higher education. The partners built solid, long-lasting relationships across
the boundaries of universities, agencies, and communities—essential bridges for rich
information sharing.

Mobilization of Financial Resources

Organizations, institutions, agencies, and individuals in healthy
communities allocate funds to develop the community. Citizens and
organizations bring new financial resources into the community that can be
devoted to nurturing and connecting the above components.

The partnerships brought new financial resources into their communities, obviously from
the W.K. Kellogg Foundation, but also from other sources.

- In Pittsburgh, money flowed into the community through the partnership
because of the partnership’s visible good works. The Carter Center, for
example, invited the partnership to become one of five sites around the
country participating in a five-year, community-based health care initiative.

Financial resources are the flexible means by which a community can gain the specific
products and services it desires. As venture capital and other forms, it moves beyond
civic infrastructure to building the economic infrastructure. Partners recognized this and
appreciated its importance to their ultimate success. While partners were tremendously
excited about their accomplishments, they said the true test would be whether they could
generate the economic base that would provide jobs for residents and, consequently, the
standard of living they desired.

Key Partnership Characteristics
Six defining characteristics emerged through our observation of the partnerships and
their ability to affect civic infrastructure. While useful, these characteristics need further
investigation in settings where partnerships are strategically placed in a larger change
strategy. We suggest that the following characteristics be intentionally built into future
partnerships and studied to develop a deeper understanding of their importance to social
and economic development.

guiding purpose and goals●   

distributed leadership●   

committed, voluntary, personal relationships●   

independent members●   
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multiple connected levels●   

blending of partnerships, training, and asset model●   

Guiding Purpose and Goals

All ten partnerships exhibited clear, yet flexible, purposes and significant goals.
Essential to gaining the commitment of those involved in the partnerships, each site
identified its own goals and purposes within the general parameters of the initiative.
They were diverse across the cluster, reflecting variations in the sites’ demographics and
community contexts. The partnerships varied in the degree of specificity of their goals
and purposes, ranging from revamping specifically identified preservice courses to
changing the general social and economic conditions of a community. However, the
asset model grounded the basic values in every case, and those central values gave
vitality to each partnership’s chosen goals and purposes.[See Endnotes 3]

Distributed Leadership

It was impossible to identify a single leader in any of the partnerships. Leadership was
distributed throughout all the partners in a diverse and fluid manner. Project directors
and governing board members tended to play an organizing role, brought new
information from outside sources, and served as keepers of the vision. Yet they were not
the only ones who played these roles, nor were these the only important leadership
functions.

The following leadership skills and knowledge were shared among the partners:

collaborative, shared leadership skills●   

organizational skills●   

community organizing skills●   

ability to shape a flexible, yet grounded, direction●   

facilitation and conflict management skills●   

understanding of the asset model●   

knowledge of the learning process●   

ability to select or develop effective educational experiences●   

ability to move a group from a deficit-based, hierarchical orientation to an
asset-based, collaborative relationship

●   

Leadership, learning, and action were closely connected. Several people often displayed
overlapping skills; this was considered an asset (not a duplication) and used to carry out
a wider range of actions. People with similar skills were in different roles within
different organizations and, thus, could contribute in different ways.
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Committed, Voluntary, Personal Relationships

The work of the partnerships was largely accomplished through building personal
relationships among people committed to a common purpose. Much of the work was
done on a voluntary basis.[See Endnotes 4] People came to know, trust, and respect one
another and to appreciate what they each brought to the partnership.

When the work of the partnership lost value for the participants, they easily withdrew
and shifted their attention back to their many other responsibilities. This dynamic had
both a negative and positive side. On the positive side, people tried to make partnership
work as valuable as possible. Yet, it also meant people could withdraw to their regular
organizational tasks when conflict arose, rather than feeling compelled to work through
difficulties.

- In one site, the partners felt the project director was focusing too narrowly
on one area of action. Finding it difficult to communicate their concerns,
they simply withdrew rather than directly confront the project director.
Later, when the partnership was being reconfigured and refocused, their
concerns came out, along with their acknowledgment of how they had
handled the situation.

Independent Interdependent Members

A major part of partnership synergy came from independent members who chose
interdependence. Although partners wrestled with the legacy of hierarchy from which
each came, they were very clear that the partnership would not operate in a hierarchical
fashion. People came from organizations that were independent of one another and chose
to work together, around the shared purpose and across organizational and cultural
boundaries.

Typically flexible in focus, membership, and strategy, the partnerships maintained a core
sense of purpose and beliefs. Members representing a wide range of perspectives and
segments of the community worked together creatively to address challenges and to
shape opportunities, while remaining true to their individual and collective basic values.
They maintained a sense of independence, while intentionally choosing the
interdependence essential to accomplishing their goals.

Multiple Connected Levels

The strength of the partnerships related to the connections between people at different
levels of different organizations. People felt free to call on someone at a different level
within a partner organization even though that person was not a part of the partnership.
Partnerships also tended to bring people together intentionally across different levels of
organizations.

- In Pittsburgh, young people who worked as volunteers in the churches,
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long-time church members, pastors, leaders of health care facilities, and
heads of organizations were equal members of the partnership.

The multiple connected levels also generated essential support. That support included
financial support and the moral support of the organizations involved. For many
participants, their involvement in a partnership was an add-on to their regular work.
They devoted considerable time and energy to its success. When they sensed that their
organization did not put high priority on their involvement, it created a tension between
their loyalty to their organization and their commitment to the partnership when time
was insufficient for both.

Blending Partnership, Training, and the Asset Model

The partnerships were uniquely defined by the blending of training and an asset
orientation within a partnership format. In the most sustained partnerships, training
became an increasingly integral part of the partnership itself. When the partnerships
began, training was often conducted as a purpose and activity external to the partners
who comprised the partnership. As they progressed, many of them became more
conscious of the fact that the partnership itself was a training ground. They also saw the
training strategies they developed reflect the values they held concerning the
relationships between professionals and community members.

Most sites conducted training in all four areas—preservice, fellowships, inservice, and
community education. Early in the partnerships, the four training components were often
guided by committees or coordinators working in isolation from one another, but
gradually, they became more interconnected.

Some of the training activities eventually gained more depth. Much of the preservice and
inservice training started at the awareness level, i.e., those involved in training gained
awareness of new ways of operating, but did not always have the opportunity for
in-depth application of knowledge to real situations. The awareness training often
involved short-duration workshops and other single-event training opportunities that
introduced new practices and/or orientations to staff, practitioners, or residents.
However, partners quickly realized that skills and knowledge had to be closely
connected to people’s real-life experiences, and they soon saw the need for follow- up to
training events. The fellowships and much of the community training emphasized more
applied knowledge. They used follow-up strategies that moved beyond single-event
training.

- Berkeley/New Mexico had an especially strong synergetic strategy
wherein each component complemented and supported the others and was
the essence of the partnership itself. The doctoral fellows participated in
preservice education as they pursued their Ph.D. course work through the
University of California at Berkeley. At the same time their research
projects in six New Mexico pueblos was a kind of inservice education.
Community education was integrated as members of the community,
including residents working in community agencies, participated in fellows’
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research projects.

The fellows’ dissertation research will be used to create new culturally
appropriate curriculum materials for schools serving Native American
children. In addition, the language revitalization work strengthened
participating pueblos and helped agencies integrate traditional Native
American perspectives and practices into their service delivery. The
university system had to rethink some of its requirements for Ph.D. students
in order to accommodate an approach that derives from Native American
values. In addition, over the long term, universities and key social agencies
are likely to be affected by the increased number of Native Americans with
doctoral degrees who are eligible to join the faculties of major universities
or provide leadership within agencies around the country. The partnership
is likely to affect the social systems on a deeper level because the
integration of the training components adds power to each of the separate
components and the partnership itself.

Other partnerships took steps toward integration of inservice education and community
education by holding joint training sessions and activities for agency staff and
community residents. Sites using the professional-community collaboration training
strategy utilized joint sessions to create more synergy within the partnership. This
integration also became closely linked to the partnership itself, since key members were
involved in the educational opportunities.

Most partnerships conducted retreats for partners. Although the focus of the retreat was
often partnership business related to structure or technical functioning of the partnership,
the event proved to be an important learning event for the partners.

- Pittsburgh created a regular case conference between partners and
training coordinators to discuss partnership business and the needs of
families being served by the four churches and two health care agencies in
the partnership. The partners structured this weekly event so that it was
rooted in a very spiritual and personal perspective. This process opened up
the opportunity for deep interactions between individuals within the
partnership which deepened their knowledge of the issue facing their
community.

- Case Western Reserve University developed an especially promising
combination of preservice and fellowship opportunities as an outgrowth of
partnership membership. First year graduate students in social work were
given the option of participating in a course in which field work and
classroom learning were integrated. All the students in the course were
placed in agencies within the Fairfax community, a member of their
partnership. The students, thus, were able to share experiences and get to
know the community as a whole, as well as integrate their practical
experience with theory. Their learning directly connected to the partners’
involvement with the East Village Council within the Fairfax community.
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The partnerships were developing characteristics ideal for adult learning: They provided
closely blended opportunities for learning and doing. They gave adequate time for
reflection and mentoring. They fostered a deeper understanding of new knowledge
gained through rigorous, sustained application over time. Knowledge was deeply
grounded in the needs and strengths of the community and was supported and rewarded
by the group.

Considerable study has been done in recent years about the ways organizations change.
A primary conclusion of such research is that change within complex situations is a
continuous process best accomplished by helping organizations and other entities to
become ongoing learners. “Learning organizations,” “communities of learners,” and
“learning communities” are terms used to denote these kinds of entities. Learning
organizations are “expert at dealing with change as a normal part of its work, not just in
relation to the latest policy, but as a way of life.”[See Endnotes 5]

The partnerships have shown their potential to function as learning organizations. Their
greatest gift to a community may be their ability to act as places where multiple
segments of the community are learning, growing, resolving problems, and going
beyond problems to create new possibilities. The partnerships are about people learning
together. They are about learning, rather than control, as the basis of change.

Michael Fullan, who has studied educational reform for many years says:

“Productive educational change roams somewhere between over control and chaos
(Pascale, 1990). There are fundamental reasons why controlling strategies don’t work.
The underlying one is that the change process is uncontrollably complex, and in many
circumstances ‘unknowable’ (Stacey, 1992). The solution lies in better ways of thinking
about, and dealing with, inherently unpredictable processes.”[See Endnotes 6]

The partnerships operated in line with the findings of researchers about successful
change—they adopted a new mindset about change. They viewed change not as
something to be controlled, but rather as a dynamic process in which people create
learning communities to make improvements in an ever-changing world. The
partnerships worked with the forces of change on an ongoing basis, recognizing that
change is a non-linear, uncertain journey—not a blueprint. They built personal
commitment to, and mastery of, new ways of working and thinking. They approached
problems as situations from which to learn. They connected with the larger environment
and saw the value of both experts and ordinary citizens, of both centralized and
decentralized work. As Stacy, a researcher on change, has stated:

“Success has to be the discovery of patterns that emerge through actions we take in
response to the changing agendas of issues we identify.”[See Endnotes 7]

Partnership Networks
During the first year of the CUP initiative, through observations of the cluster as a
whole, we hypothesized a continuum of stages that partnerships move through as they
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mature and resolve power issues. (See Figure 2.) The first stage is characterized by
considerable conflict and tension before the partners acknowledge a need to change their
mode of interaction from competition to collaboration. The second stage is characterized
by the group’s decision to learn new modes of interaction and to adopt new, more
respectful ways of viewing partners. A long transition period follows as the partners
learn to move further to become a collaboratively functioning entity—a partnership.
Tensions do not disappear, but are dealt with in increasingly constructive ways.
Eventually, the partners enter a stage in which new partnerships form, creating a network
of partnerships.

Partnerships found themselves at various points along this continuum throughout the
grant period, often taking two steps forward and three steps back before moving forward
again. They all recognized that collaborations are fragile and need continual nurturing.

The patterns of movement among these stages of partnership also hint at what
sustainable partnerships might look like. First, it seems that the partnerships that looked
most likely to be sustained hovered around the collaboration stage, but moved back and
forth. They were able to keep handling tensions that arose from old patterns of hierarchy
and control with respect and treat them as a learning opportunity.

Second, the significance of the partnership network depicted at the far right of the
diagram in Figure 2 began to become more evident in the later years of the partnerships.
An important factor here is that the partnerships did not grow beyond about 30 people.
Even the partnership with over 80 members acknowledged about 30 active participants.
It may be that beyond this, the characteristics described above are not sustainable. Also,
when it reached that size all the necessary skills and knowledge were represented or
easily accessed within the partnership. The personal connections that had been built
made it hard for new people to enter.

Figure 2 – From Hierarchy to Partnership/Partnet
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The work suggested that a network of partnerships may be more useful than attempting a
larger partnership. This allows partnerships to be positioned to cross different
boundaries, each with membership appropriate to the boundaries being crossed. We have
coined the term “partnet” to convey a network of partnerships, similar to the corporate
concept of a “teamnet,” representing a network of teams.[See Endnotes 8]

From the albeit scant evidence of these partnerships, we suspect that partnership
networks or partnets form in at least four ways.

A group within the partnership spins off with a particular mission and
commitment and keeps connected to the network. One version of this might be
agency collaborations that were in existence prior to these partnerships. The
collaboration is infused with a new perspective through the asset focus and seeing
the value of learning (training) as a vehicle to meet community needs and then
continues in its preexisting collaborative with a loose connection to a network of
collaboratives.

1.  

Several communities are being served through the partnership, and they each start
to create within themselves the full complement of skills, knowledge, and purpose
they need. They keep connected through some collaborative linking process. That
process and group helps to facilitate sharing of information among groups,
bringing in new knowledge from the outside and helping them see how to adjust
their work to address changing conditions (e.g., new federal policy related to
welfare or health care).

2.  

The first collaborative stays intact, and they help a new group form. They share
their experiences and provide advice to a new group more effectively than they
can incorporate other interested parties into their collaborative. There seems to be
an optimum size and composition for learning as well as a point where the full
complement of skills and knowledge needed to accomplish their purpose is
present in the group. There is little incentive for the group to take in new
members. It is seen as trying for numbers instead of depth and commitment to
accomplishing desired tasks and outcomes.

3.  

Partnerships are separated in space and time. Some of the partnerships that worked
well to accomplish a given task such as curriculum revision basically disbanded
after the three years. However, the participants are still in communication and
know that when the time is right, when a task or opportunity presents itself, they
will know how to draw in former partners with new ones and create the
partnership they need to deal with a new situation.

4.  

Conclusion
In conclusion, the work of the CUP initiative partnerships suggests four key points about
how community-university partnerships can support social and economic development.
First, a network of small affiliated partnerships, or partnet, rather than a single
partnership, is likely to be the vehicle to deal with major social issues in fairly large
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neighborhoods or in a city. To restore a deteriorated civic infrastructure, partnerships
operating in a connected web hold promise for making a considerable difference. The
partnet would be able to shift directions and to refine its approach based on new
knowledge and changing conditions in the community, state, or nation.

Second, it appears unrealistic to expect partnerships and partnets to replace the
hierarchies. Rather, they offer great hope for rebalancing the situation. Partnets provide
individuals within such institutions an option and environment where they can operate in
a new way. This opens the possibility for a new social blend of the learning- and
asset-based partnerships with the hierarchy- and deficit-oriented structures. In our
increasingly complex society, perhaps we need both the slower-moving bureaucracies
and the nimble, flexible partnets that serve as connectors among these larger, more
cumbersome institutions. The partnets may be the means for creating a new social
infrastructure. In addition to partnerships that bridge the intersection of community,
agency, and university, we will need many kinds of partnerships to serve as bridges
across numerous and diverse organizational and cultural boundaries.

Third, as partnerships start to accomplish tasks and purposes unreachable by large
hierarchies, funding may begin to flow, given the right leadership and policy context.
Perhaps the partnet will include leaders of hierarchies who can appreciate the place for
both partnerships and hierarchies. They will be able to see how to shift resources from
the hierarchically structured groups to partnerships.[See Endnotes 9]

Fourth, and perhaps most important for sustainability, here is a final word related to
policy. Throughout the CUP initiative, the Foundation and the sites addressed the issue
of public and institutional policy. Some sites were actively engaged in shaping local
policy. Others were especially active in addressing issues related to welfare reform at
both local and state levels. Some made inroads into university policy. Yet, it may be that
the most important issue is to develop policy that is specifically designed to create and
sustain partnerships. The partnerships illustrate people’s tremendous capacity to solve
family and neighborhood problems and create new possibilities when they are simply
given the general parameters, structures, support, or opportunities to work together.

This initiative demonstrated well the contribution that training- and asset-based
partnerships can make toward the well-being of a community. It also demonstrated that
partnerships take enormous time and energy. Although they are likely to continue being
dependent on extra activity by committed people, valuable partnerships and partnets
cannot be sustained by volunteers alone. Partnerships often simply need small amounts
of money to maintain a coordinator, a small office, postage, printing, and a few other
basics.

Policy is needed—within city and state governments, community agencies, universities,
and other entities—that calls on each to provide the expertise, financial support,
philosophical commitment, and leadership necessary to nurture partnerships that serve
as learning communities dedicated to the well-being of families and neighborhoods.
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Chapter Four – 
Partnership Evolution and Process
The sites started as disjointed groups of individuals and organizations and evolved into
dynamic partnerships responsible for positive change in education, human service
delivery, community, and interpersonal relationships. We observed the groups as they
moved through this powerful transformation and noted both differences and similarities
in the pathway each followed. While every partnership was unique, they all addressed
the same five issues somewhere in their work together—addressing all five in a
non-linear, dynamic pattern:

initiating relationships and defining parameters●   

creating an organizing and leadership structure●   

mobilizing and creating assets●   

selecting and implementing an effective training strategy●   

determining sustainability●   

Initiating Relationships and Defining
Parameters
In most cases, getting started was not easy. Participants came with turf issues, wariness,
old wounds, and preconceived ideas about the hidden agendas and skewed perspectives
of other groups. Yet on some level, people recognized that the success of the partnership
would depend on building relationships between individuals. Each group of participants
went through a process of determining its desired vision, direction, and philosophy
within the context of the people, systems, and community it hoped to affect. Every
partnership was somewhere on this same continuum of setting up relationships and
defining parameters.

- At one end of the continuum, partners had drafted the original proposal
with well-defined parameters and were ready to move forward. In Berkeley,
Bay Mills, Miami, Tennessee, and Pittsburgh, for example, partners and
project staff focused on creating action plans to carry out their goals. At the
other end of the continuum, the partners had been identified, but the focus
was left fairly open. Partners in Kalamazoo, Chelsea/Dudley, Cleveland,
Long Beach, and Chicago created a forum for dialogue to collaboratively
set the parameters and the focus. In these sites, partners spent more time
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defining themselves as a collaborative group.

Regardless of whether parameters and goals were pre-set or reached collaboratively, this
initial planning period was important. It allowed partners to come together around the
general concept of a partnership formed to have an impact on communities, service
delivery, and university relations. For partnerships established before the grant, it was a
time of refocusing, evaluating past accomplishments, and determining what should be
continued. They discussed ways to use training as a vehicle for social change. The
preliminary planning period offered partners and potential partners a chance to
understand the roles and expectations required in collaboration. It was an opportunity for
the core group to do informal asset-mapping of those institutions, organizations, and
individuals invited to participate. Shaping the direction was not always an easy,
straightforward task; sometimes it was a time of protecting turf and testing whether
partners wanted to invest in the work.

The focus during this initial planning period inevitably involved team building and
visioning around how the partnership would use the grant resources to accomplish
predetermined or emerging goals. Team-building activities helped partners better
communicate across arenas and within the context of their organizational roles. Most of
the activities focused on building a common bond, a common purpose, and a common
language. Of the ten partnerships in the cluster, six sites (Boston, Kalamazoo, Cleveland,
Long Beach, Pittsburgh and Berkeley/New Mexico) took part in some type of retreat or
team-building activities designed to help them get to know one another better as
individuals, to develop collaboration skills, and to shape a common vision and/or plan of
action.

- Some partnerships focused on team building among the inner circle,
including only members of the governing body. Kalamazoo’s steering
committee members participated in a two-day retreat with a skilled
facilitator to help them integrate their individual visions for the
partnership. They realized that rather than one common vision, they were
operating with eight different visions. Over that two-day period they crafted
a single vision for themselves, and in the process strengthened their
collaboration skills and personal relationships.

- Other partnerships focused on pulling in partners and constituents from
beyond the governing body. In these cases, they focused on building a
vision or exploring an important issue. Chicago’s partnership, for example,
created a citywide visioning conference to help shape their work in
developing competencies for youth workers. Rather than relying solely on
academicians and practitioners for outlining the skills, attributes and
knowledge base needed by an effective youth worker, the partners called on
local youth to share their insights. Young men and women ages 9-19 helped
organize the event.

Paired with an adult from the partnership, they also facilitated small focus
groups of other young people. The conference was so successful, the
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Chicago Youth Agency Partnership incorporated Youth Roundtables into its
partnership structure to get regular feedback from youth. The
Chelsea/Dudley partnership sponsored a two-day community conference to
explore the question of whether resident-driven models are effective
vehicles for change. The event drew more than 150 residents, agency staff,
and faculty.

During this initial period of organizing and establishing parameters, partners were
guided by their own philosophical values in combination with the asset model. Although
none of the sites incorporated all features of the asset model, they all used one or more
of the features most meaningful to their communities.

- Chelsea/Dudley’s resident-driven philosophy stressed simultaneous
bottom-up/top-down action and self-determination among
families—primary asset model features. In Long Beach, where three distinct
minority communities came together, the partnership stressed the asset
features of multicultural competency and cross-cultural communication.

Coming out of that initial planning period, each partnership set its parameters based on
the original focus and desired outcomes stated in its proposal, its philosophical
orientations, and the composition of the partnership itself.

Creating an Organizing Structure
Establishing an organizing structure was closely connected to building relationships and
setting parameters. It was an important step toward moving partnerships from being just
a collection of individuals, institutions, and agencies working cooperatively toward
becoming a single, synergistic, collaborative entity.

The organizational process helped partners crystallize their philosophical orientation and
create a sense of ownership for the way the group functioned and the results of its work.
It provided a communication network that allowed members to develop a common
language for discussing issues openly, to convey necessary information to people inside
and outside the partnership, and to encourage personal relationships between individuals
from different institutional and organizational cultures. Some partnership structures
helped members clarify their roles, rights, and responsibilities as collaborating partners
and clarified how they could translate their vision into action.

Structures created across the cluster varied in formality and the extent to which they
built on existing structures (versus creating new ones). All partnerships had a project
director who was responsible for the operation of the grant, yet the role of the project
director varied considerably depending on the governing body of the partnership. In
some cases the project director took the lead in shaping the direction of the work, while
in other cases the project director carried out activities determined by a governing body.
Some partnerships also used working groups, advisory bodies, and/or resource people.
No one approach was better than the other. Rather, each arose from the unique
combination of people, context, and purposes, and each had its own benefits and
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challenges.

In their first year, most partnerships interacted informally, based on verbal agreements
and implied understandings of protocol and procedures. As partnerships evolved, added
partners and lost partners, many found it necessary to move toward more formal policies
and procedures to help things run smoothly. Formal policies and procedures also
provided an orientation for new partners or associate organizations doing business with
the partnerships.

Informal, Using Existing Structures

Some partnerships created no new organizing structures. They did not develop written
policies or bylaws to govern how the partnership would function. Most decisions about
partnership or training activities were made by the project director or other designated
project staff with input from the partners or other advisors at the project staff’s
discretion.

- The Bay Mills partnership, as one example, was managed primarily by the
project director. She made decisions about training and other partnership
activities with input from advisors she and others at the college identified.
Other partners or potential partners operated as advisors rather than as equal
partners in decision making. Bay Mills Community College faculty
members participated in designing and implementing training at the
preservice level for human service students and at the inservice level for all
faculty members. The local director informally consulted tribal leaders in
the Brimley community, Native American students, and agency employees
for their suggestions on curricular changes, fellowship activities, and
inservice training. Agency personnel served as advisors for particular
community college courses that were developed.

- The community-oriented Berkeley/New Mexico partnership included a
broad network of vested participants who informally worked together
within existing structures. No formal governing body existed for the work.
The partnership revolved around the Berkeley faculty member who served
as project director and the six Native American graduate students from New
Mexico. The faculty member served as a facilitator, guide, and advisor,
building on the typical professor-graduate student relationship while the
Native American graduate students worked with the tribal elders of their
pueblos to determine the kind of community- focused work that would best
serve their pueblo.

Increased Formality, Emerging Structure

Other partnerships blended the relationship-building and community-connection offered
through informal structures with more formal organizing structures that allowed them to
manage diverse partners and programming.

Chapter 4 - Partnership Evolotution and Process

http://12.19.166.130/Documents/CCT/SECD/Seein...ewEyes-ClusterEvaluation/SeeWithNewEyes17.htm (4 of 21) [12/29/2000 8:02:01 AM]



- In Pittsburgh, the partners operated with few written policies for most of
their ten years together. The partnership included four
churches—traditionally very informal community networks. Adopting their
informal approach to operating helped the partners focus on building solid
relationships. However, as the partnership’s visibility and reputation grew,
other agencies and institutions expressed interest in becoming partners or
building linkages with the collaborative group. A personnel issue also
surfaced within the partnership that raised questions about how the
partners worked together and each partner’s rights and responsibilities. It
became clear that the informal structure needed strengthening to integrate
new members into the partnership and to manage the growing number of
administrative and programmatic duties. They needed written policies and
procedures to help clarify boundaries and points of intersection between the
partnership and the autonomous churches.

Seven years into the partnership, partners developed a policies and
procedures document, addressing governance, administration,
relationships, communication, and spirituality. These policies helped to
orient new partners and linking organizations. The background and
philosophy of the partnership was also important, so to complement the
written partnership policies, the original partners began developing a
written history of the partnership.

- The Chelsea/Dudley partnership began with a blended structure of
existing collaboratives and new connections. They had to effectively link
two geographically and culturally diverse communities along with two
academic institutions. The partnership needed a formal structure to help
coordinate and manage its growth and development as well as to guide
joint training activities. The steering committee included all four partners.
As a resident-driven partnership, the steering committee was co-chaired by
two residents, one from each community. Each community, then, created a
planning committee made up of residents to manage the partnership’s
activities. The real decision-making power in the partnership lay with the
two community-based planning committees. The formal structure allowed
the partners to empower residents to control the direction of training and
the partnership overall.

Despite its formal structures, the partnership tried to maintain an informal
approach to relationship building and collaboration. Within the Dudley
community, however, residents and the staff of the Dudley Street
Neighborhood Initiative had to confront a philosophical question regarding
who can be classified as a resident and participant in the partnership’s
activities. The steering committee developed an agreed-upon set of
“non-negotiables,” formally stating that the partnership was committed to
nurturing resident-driven initiatives and to supporting residents’ efforts to
determine how they would participate in their communities.
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Formal Structures

Still other partnerships developed from the beginning with formally structured
organizations and governing bodies.

- Chicago, with nearly 75 partners, began with a heavy emphasis on
structure to define relationships and to establish philosophy. The
partnership formed eight committees, including a 15-member steering
committee that managed the affairs of the partnership.

The steering committee coordinated planning and visioning processes,
created committees as required, conducted policy analysis of youth-related
issues, and constructed policy-oriented action plans. This governing body
was composed of 12 members from non-profit agencies. In order to
minimize the traditional imbalances of power between large and small
agencies, eight of the 12 agencies on the steering committee were agencies
with budgets under $100,000, and four of them were agencies with budgets
over $100,000. The remaining three members were from the academic
community. Elected officers and an executive director guided the steering
committee.

The other seven committees were divided into two categories: programming
or support. Three programming committees, each consisting of eight
partners, dealt with various aspects of training and programming. The
largest programming committee, “staff and volunteer development,” was
further divided into three sub-committees covering training, academic, and
career paths. Four support committees helped the steering committee
manage the work of the partnership in resource development, finance,
human resources, and evaluation. The resource development committee was
subdivided into four additional subcommittees, including a partnership
development subcommittee and a linkages subcommittee.

Generating a strong sense of ownership among all partners was a major
challenge for the Chicago Youth Agency Partnership. Not all partners had
been involved with the development of the organizational structure. This
may be related to the fact that only 35–40 partner organizations (less than
50 percent) were actively involved in the partnership.

Creating and Mobilizing Assets
Partnerships mobilized current assets and stimulated new assets from all partners
through the creation and implementation of new visions, missions, and goals.
Partnerships used and created assets in two primary ways: through the organizational
representative or through any individual associated with a partnering organization. The
approach used determined how readily partnerships could release assets and mobilize
them for the partnership’s use.

Chapter 4 - Partnership Evolotution and Process

http://12.19.166.130/Documents/CCT/SECD/Seein...ewEyes-ClusterEvaluation/SeeWithNewEyes17.htm (6 of 21) [12/29/2000 8:02:02 AM]



The Organizational Representative

In some cases, the partner representative on the governing body or internal committee
was defined (explicitly or implicitly) as the exclusive conduit between the partnership
and a particular organization. Whoever the partnering organization selected as its
representative strongly influenced the partnership’s ability to mobilize and utilize assets
to initiate change. Agencies drew representatives from three key levels: top-level
administrators, mid-level managers, and front-line workers. Each of these representatives
brought something different to the partnership. In academic institutions, representatives
came from both administration and faculty. Community representatives came from three
key sources: community associations, general public, or community agencies. All
brought various leadership capacities and were often skilled at accessing the assets of the
neighborhood, especially the hidden human resources that are often overlooked in
communities.

Occasionally parties assigned representatives from below the top levels of the
organizations to attend partnership meetings and bring information back to the
organization. Generally, they tended to be passive participants, acting out of duty rather
than out of commitment to the ideals of the partnership. These representatives did not
contribute significant organizational knowledge or skills to the partnership and often did
not have the authority to commit resources to the partnership, although they did
contribute their own perspective and individual capacities at times. These types of
representatives made it more difficult to access an organization’s assets because
mobilizing them was dependent on the representative as an effective conduit. In these
situations, mobilizing particular assets was dependent on whether a particular
representative had authority to commit the organization’s resources to the partnership.

- One partnership wanted to mobilize the expertise of the local public social
service agency in the professional development of front-line workers. The
executive director represented the agency in the collaborative and was
committed to sharing this expertise. During the partnership’s second year,
the executive director left the agency, and the new representative from the
agency was from middle management and not in a position to access the
agency’s professional development expertise.

Broad-Based Access

Other partnerships had open access to whoever was in charge of key assets in partnering
organizations, regardless of whether or not that person participated in the partnership as
a representative. Project staff seemed to be able to go to most any person within those
organizations to seek assistance. The partnership relationship gave them license to
approach whomever was helpful in releasing certain organizational assets. Some partner
organizations felt that on the strength of personal relationships or professional courtesy,
project staff were given access to a larger number of people within the organization.

- The Berkeley/New Mexico project director—based in Berkeley,
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California—needed to provide the doctoral fellows based in New Mexico
with some local support services that would help them stay connected to
each other and to the Berkeley campus. She recognized that one of the
academic institutions in the area, the University of New Mexico, had
several assets the fellows needed: access to a research library, e-mail
accounts, and access to other materials and services. Rather than going
through the University of New Mexico faculty member working with the
partnership, she reached out to university administration and, as a
professional courtesy, they extended the needed services to the fellows.

- In Cleveland, because of previous relationships built during their work
together on the Cleveland Foundation’s Commission on Poverty, the
project director was able to interface with a wide number of individuals
within partner organizations such as Cleveland Housing Initiative or the
Cleveland Community Building Initiative.

Often the barriers to accessing assets centered around navigating the bureaucratic
obstacles within partnering organizations. This often kept assets locked within the
organization or embroiled the partnership in so much red tape that the aggravation of
trying to access the assets outweighed their benefits.

- One partnership tells the story of trying to get a requisition for a
chalkboard from the university partner to be used at the community site for
a partnership course being taught. The faculty member said she couldn’t
just go to the university’s supply warehouse or to a local office supply store.
Instead she had to go through the university’s contracting and purchase
department. She submitted the requisition. It was rejected because the item
was not listed in the budget at the beginning of the academic year. After
going back and forth with the purchasing department, the partnership
ended up paying $178 for a $98 chalkboard.

Other barriers such as policies and regulations about how organizations or institutions
interact with external partnerships or charitable organizations may present obstacles in
mobilizing assets.

Selecting and Implementing an Effective
Training Strategy
Every partnership developed and used a training strategy to bring the asset model into
operation. The partnerships used four kinds of training: preservice education,
fellowships, inservice education, and community education. (Terminology is defined in
Chapter One.) Recall also that we are using the term “training” very generically to
include not only the development of very specific skills but also more general education,
learning, and capacity building.

Determining which training to use, what the content would be, who should be the
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primary participants, and how the training should be conducted was time consuming.
These discussions often led to controversy, creativity, and in many cases, exciting
results. (See the Appendix, page 82, for detailed information on the work involved with
each kind of training.)

As we looked across the training, makeup, and philosophy of all the partnerships, an
interesting pattern began to emerge. While each site’s goals for improving the well-being
of families and neighborhoods were unique, training strategies clustered around three
primary orientations:

The Professional Strategy: Upgrading job-specific skills of human service
professionals and/or introducing them to practices based on the asset paradigm.

1.  

The Community Strategy: Increasing the capacity among community residents
to address their own needs and to advocate for themselves within the social
service system.

2.  

The Community-Professional Collaboration Strategy: Re-educating human
services professionals in community-oriented practices while concurrently
empowering community residents to advocate for themselves and solve their
community problems.

3.  

Despite the particular strategy used, all partnerships used their chosen strategy for the
same purpose—to move away from the hierarchical, bureaucratic model of human
service delivery and toward the asset model—in order to more effectively improve
conditions for families and neighborhoods.

About halfway through the grant period when we looked closely at the partnerships’
training strategies, we observed that four sites (Chicago, Bay Mills, Tennessee, and
Miami) were aligned primarily with the professional strategy, four sites (Long Beach,
Cleveland, Chelsea/Dudley, and Pittsburgh) were aligned with the
community-professional collaboration strategy, and two sites (Berkeley/New Mexico
and Kalamazoo) were aligned with the community strategy. (See Figure 1.) However,
we must stress the following four points:

Sites were not necessarily aligning themselves consciously with a particular
strategy. Instead, these groupings represent patterns we saw emerging across the
cluster.

1.  

The alignment of a given site with a particular strategy was representative of a
point in time in the life of the partnership, not necessarily indicative of a
permanent condition or orientation.

2.  

Any of the three strategies can be used to implement the asset model; the one
selected depended on contextual factors in the situation.

3.  

The partnerships using the professional strategy tended to be made up of
universities and agencies with few, if any, community members as active partners.
Those using the community strategy tended to have no agency partners. Those

4.  
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using the community-professional collaboration strategy had a fairly balanced
involvement of universities, agencies, and community residents.

- One case illustrates this point. The partnership in Kalamazoo had
originally selected a professional strategy to have an impact on change in
their social service system. The community training associations were
designed to develop training modules for agency staff personnel as part of
inservice training. Yet, midway through the development of the community
training associations, it became clear that residents and communities were
being more fully impacted. The professional strategy shifted to a community
strategy that focused almost exclusively on building the capacity of the
community. It may well be that this emphasis will shift to the professional
strategy after a period of time and ultimately to a community-professional
collaboration strategy.

We found it useful to analyze each partnership’s training strategies around its target
audience and training content. Target audience is defined as those identified by the
partnership as the primary beneficiaries of training. (We also looked at the segment of
the targeted audience most likely to experience some degree of change as a result of
training/capacity building activities.) Training content is defined as the information and
skills to be gained by those involved in the training.

Figure 1 – Alignment (Based on Contextual Factors) of Sites with Strategies

The Professional Strategy

When a site used a professional strategy, their work was implicitly or explicitly built on
the assumption that the asset model can be, and needs to be, embedded in social service
systems by changing the knowledge base and practices of social service professionals.
This approach is tied to the fact that specialized training is a key definer of professional
work. Professional institutions surrender considerable control over their choice of
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workers and ways of performing work to universities and others who train and certify
the professionals. This is done because professional practices are expected to increase
the quality of the services that are provided since professionals possess specialized
knowledge and training to deal with particular problems at the community level.
Professionals are also important in shaping public perception of what is appropriate
practice because their knowledge and skills are legitimized with credentials and
licensing. Additionally, in their professional capacity, professionals are given the power
to define the problem, to create and implement the solution/treatment, and to evaluate its
efficacy. Thus it is very important to have professionals who have an appropriate
understanding of the families and communities they serve.

In sites where training focused on professionals, it centered around helping professionals
and their organizations move away from a hierarchical, bureaucratic system through the
teaching of new asset-oriented paradigms and increasing the quality of professional
skills. Training priorities tend to center on preservice and inservice education rather than
community education.

It appears that the professional training strategy was used for two primary reasons: to
move from a heavily bureaucratic system to a more professional-oriented system and/or
to increase the quality and professionalism of workers who lacked advanced skills.

Partnerships’ Target Audience

The target audience for the professional strategy includes professionals working in
human services, but different professionals were targeted and for different reasons across
the four partnerships using this strategy.

- The Chicago Youth Agency Partnership targeted unlicensed, uncertified
youth workers in an attempt to make the field of youth work more
professional.

- Upper Cumberland’s TRC focused on training child care workers in their
region in order to raise the quality of child care.

- Miami targeted community college faculty and students to better prepare
future human service workers. Miami targeted staff working in family court,
specifically the Guardian Ad Litem program. They also trained volunteers
operating as child advocates within the judicial system and pastoral
counselors serving low-income areas around Miami.

- The Bay Mills partnership targeted community college faculty and
students. It also focused training on staff working in tribal agencies on the
reservation, serving both Native American and non-Native populations.

Training across these sites focused on front-line workers more often than upper-level
administrators within the systems they were trying to affect. For example, in Tennessee,
approximately 600 front-line workers over the past year participated in inservice
education offered by the TRC, compared to a combined total of 30 administrators and

Chapter 4 - Partnership Evolotution and Process

http://12.19.166.130/Documents/CCT/SECD/Seein...ewEyes-ClusterEvaluation/SeeWithNewEyes17.htm (11 of 21) [12/29/2000 8:02:02 AM]



mid-managers. A similar ratio was evident in Miami. Of all the participants in their
inservice training modules, 77 were front-line workers and 3 were administrators or
executive directors.

All four professional strategy sites used community residents in some capacity to gather
information, primarily through indirect methods. Miami included residents on the
training development committee, along with agency and university representatives. The
three others relied heavily on focus groups and surveys for community input. However,
their primary target group was those in, or moving into, professional capacities.

In order to affect the system effectively, many sites saw a need to have an impact on
more than just front-line workers. Front-line workers trained in the new paradigm,
community-based practices, and more efficient methods of service delivery needed the
support of top administrators to create an environment conducive to change.

However, the application of the professional strategy often did not include top
administrators in a meaningful way. The professional strategy created a challenge for
front-line workers to sustain their learning and new perspectives and to act as change
agents in the face of the rigid system in which they are working. Trainees interviewed in
one agency said that despite their training around building community systems, little in
their work policies or procedures reinforced learning. The staff agreed they needed more
training, opportunities to discuss the asset model at staff meetings, and features
integrated into their agency procedures.

Paraprofessionals and volunteers were also targeted for training as a part of the
professional strategy. These groups were considered part of the professional team, and
the intention was to build their professional capacities.

Partnerships’ Content

Three of the partnerships (Chicago, Bay Mills, and Tennessee) focused training content
on professional efficacy and efficiency. Their content focused on helping agencies
upgrade the skills of those professionals working in a human service capacity. The skills
were not necessarily associated with features of the asset model nor the new paradigm
promoted by the Foundation, i.e., these topics could easily have been the focus of
training under a deficit model. They were simply generically useful skills.

- The content of the training for the TRC in Tennessee was linked directly to
the requirements for child care center accreditation. TRC gathered
community input on the content for inservices from client polls, special
requests, and post-workshop evaluation forms. Content covered: early
childhood curriculum development; child development, “red flag”
behaviors; and professional, legal, and legislative updates.

- In Chicago, the content of training was closely tied to core competencies
for youth workers developed by the partnership. Training included
workshops on risk management, group dynamics, time management, and
stress management.
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Other partnerships focused training content on the development of new mental models
around a new paradigm. A mental model is a deeply ingrained assumption or
generalization that influences how we understand the world and how we behave in our
environment. The new paradigm content oriented professionals to any or all of the three
content areas associated with the new paradigm: interagency collaboration,
community-based practices, and cultural competence.

- Miami created four modules—Cultural Diversity and Awareness, Building
Community/ Mobilization, Substance Abuse and Prevention, and
Attachments as in Bonding—infused with asset model features and
community perspectives. The focus was on better planning and delivery of
services through understanding and application of information about new
perspectives.

Training within the professional strategy has an impact on human service systems
primarily at the lower levels of the social service system when focused primarily on
front-line workers and low-level supervisors. Sites using the professional strategy
considered how effective front-line workers were in facilitating permanent change within
the system.

The Community Strategy

One of the criticisms of the professional strategy is that the “professionalism” it
promotes can work to the detriment of society. The assumption is that professional
dominance exerts negative affects upon the problem-solving capacities of the primary
social structures of society: family, neighborhood, church/synagogue, and ethnic group.
The ultimate tragedy here is that, in its extreme, the professional approach can create a
cycle of dependence and impotence which may give rise to other social and economic
problems for which further professional treatment only creates deeper dependence.
When professional services define “need” as deficiency within individuals and
communities, in order to justify the continuation of a professional services economy,
human service tools themselves can reduce people’s sense of self-worth, continue
poverty, and create a feeling of disempowerment.

The community strategy, by contrast, emphasizes empowerment and expanded
capacities among community members. Residents involved in the community approach
become active participants in decision making. For example, under this strategy, families
and communities would define their needs, and social service professionals would work
in supportive roles to help them accomplish their goals and use their assets—even if the
professionals disagreed with the families’ or communities’ identification of needs. This
strategy emphasizes interconnectedness as well as meaningful and productive work for
community residents.

Training using the community strategy is centered around providing residents with new
skills that will empower them to solve their own community problems and to demand
better services from the social service system. The community capacity building strategy
is focused on the bottom-up feature central to the asset model. It tended to be used in
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places where residents felt that professionalism had moved to this detrimental extreme.

Partnerships’ Target Audience

Community residents were the primary target audience for the two sites (New
Mexico/Berkeley and Kalamazoo) aligned with the community strategy. Obviously,
community education was given high priority for training. Inservice education focused
on residents with leadership or volunteer roles within the community; it was viewed as
another community capacity building opportunity.

- The Berkeley/New Mexico partnership viewed training as a vehicle for
expanding the capacity of the community with little attention to the
development of agency staff.

- C-TAP in Kalamazoo, on the other hand, saw community education as a
way for residents to solve their own problems and to augment their access
to services available through the human services system. This perspective
included the involvement of some agency workers in resident-driven models
of service. One goal of CTAs in Kalamazoo was to provide inservice
workshops, seminars, and courses produced by residents to agency staff.

Partnerships’ Content

Content within this strategy focused on recognizing and expanding the strengths of
individual residents as well as maximizing the collective efforts of community members.
It focused on surfacing the authenticity and voice of the community within the context of
their cultural and social realities.

The content was focused on three distinct strands:

Information and skills related to solving real community problems from the
community’s cultural and social perspectives

1.  

Information and skills related to community development, organization, and
advocacy

2.  

Information and skills related to generic life skills (e.g., parenting, literacy,
nutrition, and computer skills)

3.  

The asset model factors were prominent in the content of the community strategy
because the strategy is focused on the strengths and values of the community rather than
its deficits.

- The community training associations (CTAs) in the four Kalamazoo
neighborhoods selected topics related to current issues that residents felt
needed to be addressed in the community in order to improve circumstances
for families living there: at-risk youth, youth as community assets, effective
community communication, creating neighborhood watches, minority foster
care, community ownership for problem-solving, and creating a
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neighborhood bartering system. They approached these topics from an
asset perspective.

- The Berkeley/New Mexico site focused the content of capacity building
heavily on language preservation among Native Americans. Language was
identified by community members as a critical issue in the pueblos as it was
part of the social structure and value of the community. The inability of
intergenerational groups to converse in their native language signaled to
them the unraveling of their cultural and social structure. For this
partnership, reestablishing the essence of their culture meant preserving,
and in some cases, reintroducing the native language.

The Community-Professional Collaboration Strategy

The community-professional collaboration strategy brings together professionals and
community in a joint and concurrent effort to rebuild communities and to strengthen
families, weaving in certain threads of bureaucracy or hierarchy to help provide a
dependable but flexible skeleton/structure. Training revolves around cross-fertilization
of the best practices of residents and professionals. Community members are encouraged
to move into the professional realm as a result of training that expands their capacity to
advocate for their own needs, and professionals are encouraged to move into community
settings as a result of new community-based skills and practices. Training is focused on
enhancing each person’s ability to enter the other realm.

Overcoming the inherent tension between communities and institutions is key. The
associations of the community represent unique social tools, unlike those represented by
managed institutions. For example, the structure of institutions is necessarily a design
established to create control of people. On the other hand, the less formal structure of
community associations is the result of people acting through consent.

Professional organizations and institutions can take several kinds of actions to build a
relationship with the community. They can enhance community capacity with
reinvestment practices (recognizing that the local economy and income of individuals
results, in part, from the economic decisions of the system); institutional analysis
(utilizing the institutions’ unique, authoritative status as community-building assets);
offering helpful information (translating data into “community-friendly” information);
and creating maps of capacities and assets within the community.

Training, using the community-professional collaboration strategy, educates
professionals about community-based, family-centered practices while simultaneously
empowering residents to act as equal partners with professionals in improving conditions
for families and communities.

Partnerships’ Target Audience

Four sites (Long Beach, Cleveland, Pittsburgh and Chelsea/Dudley) were aligned with
the community-professional collaboration strategy when we took our snapshot. They
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concurrently, and often interactively, targeted residents, agency staff/professionals, and
university faculty members. The goal was to avoid parallel training tracks that keep
residents and professionals on opposite sides. Instead the focus was on coalition
building, enabling both groups to exert pressure on the social service system
simultaneously—both externally and internally. In order to do this, professionals
working within the system worked with residents to design a common language and
orientation that allowed them to communicate effectively across domains.

Partnerships’ Content

Training within this strategy focused on building capacities in residents (as in the
community strategy) as well as helping professionals understand their role in the life of
the community (as in some sites using the professional strategy). Training at the
professional level focused on getting professionals to understand the community as the
basic context for enabling people to contribute their gifts and to be problem solvers in
their own lives and communities. They helped professionals play a supportive rather
than domineering role in the life of families. Consequently, the content included asset
model features, community-based practices, community-development principles, and
community-organizing strategies as opposed to the more generic professional skills seen
in some sites using the professional strategy. Content was organized around solving
real-life problems that drew on both professional and community people.

Community development was a strong focus within this strategy for both inservice and
community education. Systems’ thinking was heavily emphasized for all training
participants.

- One university partner stated that “the danger in an exclusive focus on
services is that you are really focusing on problems and helping people
ameliorate conditions. When you’re looking at community development, you
move in a much more proactive kind of process. There are three levels.
You’ve got the amelioration or addressing of problems; you’ve got
prevention, which is a step up from that, and then you’ve got building and
producing things. You need all three. For real change you have to get to the
production level.”

- In some sites the strategy focused on generic life skills for residents. In
Long Beach we spoke with a Hispanic resident who was involved in the
Juvenile Crime Prevention program’s (JCPP) community oversight
committee. This resident said having training in English as a Second
Language allowed her to participate more confidently and more fully in the
governance of the committee and the JCPP.

A challenge for those selecting either the community strategy or the
community-professional collaboration strategy was keeping residents involved in light of
the competing demands on their time. According to one training coordinator, it was
difficult to engage residents’ cooperation and sustained involvement in capacity building
activities in the community when they worked full-time and/or were challenged by
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neighborhood problems. “How does one expect residents to spend time after a day’s
work to help fledging resident organizations build themselves up from the ground?”

Another challenge was sustaining a focus for training on the development of
“resident-driven” models. Local directors reported that abstract concepts, such as
resident-driven models, asset models, and other theoretical concepts, were of little
interest to residents. Residents wanted to solve immediate problems that had a negative
impact on their lives either at a personal level or a community level. Sites using this
strategy balanced the focus on immediate problems in communities with building the
capacity for residents to be proactive in guiding their communal and personal lives.

Determining Sustainability
Midway through the grant period, partnerships began to emphasize future plans for the
group. Many partnership’s governing bodies re-assessed their accomplishments and
determined if training activities were on track. They also discussed if and how they
would continue their work. When the grants came to an end, the partnerships found
themselves in one of three situations:

Short-term partnerships dissolved after accomplishing desired outcomes.●   

Long-term partnerships sought to continue with new funding sources.●   

Long-term partnerships moved forward regardless of funding.●   

Partnerships Dissolve after Accomplishing Specific Goals

Some partnerships determined that the partnership had served its purpose when it
accomplished the curriculum reform and/or training tasks planned under the Kellogg
Foundation grant. Their focus was on the accomplishment of tasks rather than building a
long-term partnership. This short-term focus was reflected in the management style of
the project staff and governing/organizing structure. They emphasized defining the
training agenda, delegating tasks, and implementing the training program—not building
a partnership as a permanent entity.

Two sites (Bay Mills and Miami) ended their partnerships, but the people who had
worked together were well acquainted by then and planned to keep in touch should other
opportunities to work together arise.

- In Bay Mills, once the local director and the curriculum development team
developed the training modules and piloted them, the partners felt that the
partnership had accomplished what it set out to do. The project leader said
the partnership’s training modules were being used with new faculty, and
local social service agencies were planning to use them with their
employees.

- Miami’s partnership faced a similar situation. Having developed its
training modules for faith-based community agencies and churches and
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revamped courses at the community college, the partnership’s task was
complete. The project director said the community college expects to offer
the modules as courses through the college’s continuing education division,
charging a nominal fee of $10 or $15 per course.

Not all short-term partnerships ended because they accomplished their training agenda.
Other partnerships ended because they believed it was in the best interests of the
communities they were serving.

- The partners in Chelsea/Dudley decided early on that they would not be a
permanent partnership under that configuration. The project director said:
“Our concern is less about sustainability of this particular configuration,
the Chelsea/Dudley Partnership for Families and Neighborhoods, and more
about the sustainability of connections made over the three years, which
will continue to benefit the four involved communities—two neighborhoods
and two university schools.” She said the partners were seeking funding to
continue community-based training for welfare rights advocacy, but the
training would flow from neighborhood groups in Dudley and Chelsea
separately. Residents involved hoped to capitalize on their new sense of
power and capacity to help shape the direction of their communities.

This short-term partnership emphasized relationships rather than tasks. In line with the
partnership’s values, the primary focus of the Chelsea/Dudley partnership was
empowering residents. They focused on increasing residents capacities, increasing
awareness among both residents and agency staff. The partnership emphasized better
service through empowerment and improved relationships. As the partnership ended,
they looked to institutionalize these relationships and other parts of the partnership in
partnering agencies and institutions.

Partnerships Seek to Continue with New Funding Sources

Some partnerships were actively seeking additional funding at the end of the grant
period. They worked hard to identify sources and to apply for new grant moneys. If they
fail to secure funds beyond the Kellogg Foundation funding period, the partnership will
cease and partners disband. This consequence is tied to obtaining funds to pay the
project director’s salary. Limited strategic planning was done within the partnerships to
create contingency plans if money was not secured to fund the project director.

- In Kalamazoo, the steering committee did not actively pursue a strategic
plan for longevity of the Community Training Association Project. The
local director had hoped that the university would agree to house and fund
the partnership in some form. The partners hoped it would be funded by a
multimillion dollar HUD grant with the help of the university. After some
discussion, the director’s proposal was rejected by the university president.
It remains to be seen whether other arrangements can be made to continue
the CTAs and other aspects of the partnership.
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- Late in its third year, the Chicago Youth Agency Partnership experienced
a change in direction with a change in leadership. The executive director
retired, and a new, more advocacy- and policy-oriented executive director
was hired. She was unable to implement her new focus in the short time
remaining before the partnership was out of funding. She still hopes to
secure funding and to revitalize the partnership. The future of its youth
worker competency work and how it will be institutionalized is unclear.

- Tennessee is also seeking funds to refocus and continue its partnership. It
has relocated to the continuing education division of its partner
university—Tennessee Technological University.

Partnerships Continue Regardless of Funding

Some partners resolved to continue functioning as a partnership regardless of funding
issues. While a partnership must make some accommodation for project staff and find
ways to defer administrative costs, these partners are not letting financial considerations
drive their work or their decision to create some kind of sustained partnership.

Three sites (Berkeley/New Mexico, Pittsburgh, and Long Beach) have created a plan for
the future life of their partnerships. Each is in a unique position regarding funding, but
they are similar in that each is guided by a strong philosophical commitment to the work
the partnership is doing. The core of their partnership has become solidified, and they
have found a position, a place, and a role in the community.

- Pittsburgh’s Families and Youth 2000 partnership had been together for
seven years before it was funded by the Kellogg Foundation grant and had
developed strategies for sustaining a long-term partnership. Since the
beginning of the grant period, the partnership has received visibility as a
partnership working with African-American churches and health care
issues. Money has come into the partnership, not so much because of
aggressive fund-raising, but because of the partnership’s visible good
works. The partners attribute this to being in the right place at the right
time, and to having a strong value-based partnership that contributes to the
infrastructure of the four communities. The Carter Foundation invited the
partnership to become one of five sites around the country participating in
a five-year community-based health care initiative. Social service agencies
want to use the partnership’s youth mentoring program and asked them to
act as consultants in a youth program for African-American youth. The
partnership involved local foundations in their activities to help build
relationships that could eventually lead to funding. The local director says
money is always an issue, but says these offers flow to the partnership
because of the energy partners have put into developing relationships with
other institutions and individuals—creating dialogue rather than simply
asking for money.

- The Berkeley/New Mexico partnership is not trying to maintain itself as an
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entity, but is trying to institutionalize its work within the New Mexico
pueblos and to continue the relationships developed through the grant
period. Some of their language preservation activities may become
institutionalized, including the immersion summer camp for children in the
Cochiti pueblo and the community language study circles. Partners and
project staff wish to maintain some core group of university and community
members who will advocate for language preservation policy changes in
local and regional agencies, e.g., HeadStart and the public school system.
Again, the partners are relying on the power of their relationships to
sustain the core group. However, it is not clear how and if funding can be
obtained to support the fellowships for the graduate students to continue
their program at Berkeley.

- In Long Beach, the partnership has the political and economic support of
the state. The Community Oversight Council was mandated as part of the
Juvenile Crime Prevention Project’s multimillion dollar, five-year state
grant. The State of California also stipulated that the Community Oversight
Council would become an independent entity after two to three years. This
may allow the training work supported by the Kellogg Foundation grant to
be institutionalized and the partnership maintained, yet serious questions
remain about the type of support needed to continue the community-level
change processes initiated through the training. There is a need for
community-based staff with no apparent funding sources.

In each case, special funding of some type remains important. The concept of ongoing
partnerships to support training and to build connections across universities, agencies,
and communities was not built into the funding of either public or private agencies
during the three years of the grants.

It is evident from this chapter that each partnership had its own unique way of initiating
relationships, defining the parameters of its focus and work, creating an organizing and
leadership structure, mobilizing and creating assets, selecting and implementing a
training strategy, and determining if and how the partnership or its spin-off(s) would be
sustained. These characteristics were shaped by its context and participants.

Were the partnerships successful? It depends on your criteria and expectations. The basic
criterion of this initiative was that the partnerships would demonstrate positive impacts
on families and neighborhoods and the systems that serve them. And indeed, each
partnership had its own unique and positive impacts on some segment of families and
neighborhoods and the systems that serve them. If your criterion was that the
partnerships would make major systemic structural and policy changes within
universities and public social services agencies in those years, then the criterion was not
met. However, the partnerships provide extensive insight into how to get started on that
path.
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And Now . . .
We want to address the over-arching question: How can community-university
partnerships support social and economic development? Go!
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Appendix – Training Strategies
This appendix provides details on the four types of training used in the
initiative—preservice, fellowships, inservice, and community education. The
information is based on analyses done during the second year of the evaluation.

Preservice Education
Fellowships
Inservice Education
Community Education
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Appendix – Preservice Education
A central strategy of the Community-University Partnership was shifting the current
focus on clinical practice within social work preservice programs toward
community-oriented, asset-based practices.

Preservice education (education prior to completion of a college degree and prior to
entrance into, or advancement within, the field of social services or human services) was
targeted to different levels of students across the cluster. Of the nine sites in the cluster
focused on preservice reform, three sites targeted students at the associates level, five
sites targeted students at the baccalaureate level, five sites targeted students at the
master’s level, and two sites targeted students at the doctoral level.

These variations underscored the influence of unique contextual factors on the design of
preservice reform efforts. For instance, in the Berkeley/New Mexico partnership,
preservice education targeted doctoral students. Their curriculum was structured around
their work in New Mexico pueblos and drew from several disciplines such as
environmental science, linguistics, and education. In contrast, both Boston University
and Western Michigan University targeted primarily students pursuing a master’s in
social work. Other institutions of higher education across the cluster targeted students at
the very beginning of their academic careers. The partnerships at Miami-Dade County
Community College and Bay Mills Community College both targeted students pursuing
associate degrees in human services.

The primary strategy for changing preservice education was reforming and promoting
curriculum that encouraged a comprehensive approach to family and neighborhood
issues so that there could be a difference in the practical and philosophical orientation of
future social and human service workers. There were six common reform strategies
employed across the cluster:

revising existing courses●   

creating new courses●   

creating larger structural reforms●   

incorporating custom-designed curricular materials●   

incorporating existing curricular materials●   

exploiting internal and external mechanisms for reform●   

Each of these is described below.

Revising Existing Courses

The primary strategy used to change preservice education for future human service
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professionals was the revision of existing courses at partnering universities, colleges, and
community colleges. The intention was to infuse existing courses with new content that
reflected the goals of the initiative. The new content areas most often cited for inclusion
were asset model features, community-based, family-oriented practices, and cultural
competence/empowerment.

The sites used this revision strategy to target both required courses and elective courses.
Targeting existing required courses ensures that all students seeking a degree within that
department would be exposed to the new content. For example, at Boston University, a
partner in the Chelsea/Dudley partnership, university faculty revised existing core
courses to include more content on community-based, family-oriented practices centered
around a resident-powered model of human services. All first year master’s students
were required to take these courses, so each year over 200 students were introduced to
this orientation to social work and service delivery. In Miami, all students (not just those
in social service areas) seeking an associate degree at Miami-Dade Community College
were required to take a revised course as part of their general education courses. Across
the cluster, seven out of ten sites used this strategy to begin the process of transforming
preservice education at all levels of higher education. At least 22 required courses across
seven sites were revised to include new content.

Targeting existing elective courses resulted in fewer students being exposed to the new
content because students self-select these courses. For example, at Western Michigan
University, a partner in the Kalamazoo C-TAP partnership, social work faculty revised
two elective courses. Each time these courses were offered, they reached at best 25
students. Yet, for those students who were already oriented toward community-based
practices, this strategy offered them the opportunity to go into more depth around
community-based, family-centered practices. All sites involved in preservice reform
revised at least one elective course in the past two years. At least 14 elective courses
across the ten sites were revised.

Institutions of higher education across the cluster reported that course revisions were not
subject to strict curriculum review, as was the establishment of new courses. Many
faculty members reported there might be little room for adding new content because of
the need to cover a great deal of required material. Room for revisions was often limited
due to accreditation requirements that dictate what content must be covered in a given
course.

The majority of faculty members reported two possible routes to revising course content.

The first method was very informal and simply involved a faculty member
including new content without prior approval from the department’s curriculum
review committee. The changes in the course, regardless of whether it was a
required or an elective course, were only applicable to the individual professor’s
course.

1.  

The second more formal route involved an approach to course revision in which
faculty members within a department as a sub-committee of the curriculum review
committee decided on what new content to add or how to restructure an existing

2.  

Appendix - Preservice Education

http://12.19.166.130/Documents/CCT/SECD/Seeing...NewEyes-ClusterEvaluation/SeeWithNewEyes20.htm (2 of 6) [12/29/2000 8:03:31 AM]



course. The changes were reflected in the permanent course syllabi approved by
institution administrators, thus requiring future instructors to include this new
content in their courses.

Across the cluster, the majority of sites relied on the more informal, individualistic
process for revising courses. The responsibility for including new material was left up to
the individual faculty member teaching the course. On one hand, this has made it easier
for the sites to bring about change toward the asset model at the preservice level. On the
other hand, courses were not permanently revised because inclusion of new content was
dependent on the sensibilities of the instructor. Seven of the nine sites involved in
reforming preservice education depended on individual faculty members to restructure
courses to include new content. Five sites (Bay Mills, Chelsea/Dudley, Cleveland, Long
Beach, and Miami) used a more formal approach to revision of at least some of their
courses leading to a more permanent change in courses with less dependence on the
orientation of the instructor.

Creating New Courses

Another strategy employed in reforming preservice education was the creation of new
courses focused on the new paradigm. Across the cluster, three sites created new
required courses that all students were required to take at some point in their academic
careers. Within these three sites, a total of nine new required courses were developed,
with six of those courses developed at Bay Mills Community College.

Six sites developed a total of 14 new elective courses over the first two years, again with
Bay Mills having developed six of those 14 courses. The focus was most often on
introducing community-based, family-oriented practices, although local directors also
report courses being created to focus on cultural competence and/or collaboration. For
example, in Pittsburgh, the faculty involved in the partnership developed a course with
another faculty member that models collaboration as well as incorporates it into its
curriculum. He was bringing together students from different disciplines such as family
therapy, education, and social work. The course focused on community-based practices,
cultural awareness, and interdisciplinary collaboration centered around an assets
orientation. Their goal was to get students to think about ways to access strengths,
sharpen their problem-solving skills, and become more multicultural in their approach to
individuals, families, and communities.

Developing and offering new courses required time and persistence. Most new courses
had to go through several steps, beginning with a formal proposal to the curriculum
committee. Not all new courses were subjected to approval before they were taught. A
number of universities and colleges in the partnerships allowed departments to pilot
courses for various lengths of time before they had to be officially approved by their
respective curriculum review committees. For example, in Cleveland, courses at
Cleveland State University could be piloted for up to two years before they had to be
reviewed. Some universities allowed new elective courses to be offered as “special
topic” courses.
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Creating Larger Structural Reforms

In addition to creating new courses and revising existing courses, sites looked at making
larger structural changes in their partnering institutions of higher education by creating:

new certificate programs●   

new social work tracks●   

new degree programs●   

In the first year, several sites considered creating new certification programs. Some
faculty saw it as a way to offer community-based courses and certify that students
coming out of their social work programs had some knowledge of community
development and community-based practices. Others saw it as a way to offer training to
non-degree students and paraprofessionals.

Four of the ten sites planned new social work tracks to allow students an opportunity to
continue to learn more about community-based practices. New tracks within existing
programs allowed faculty to infuse the new paradigm features and theories throughout
the curriculum in a more permanent way than simply revising one or two existing
courses allows. This strategy differed from simply creating a new course in that there
was a thematic clustering of courses offered.

Another structural change that colleges and universities contemplated was the creation of
new degree programs. Most partnerships entertained the idea in the first year. By the end
of the three years of funding, institutions of higher education in three of the ten sites
approved a new degree option for students. Two of these new degree programs were at
the community college level, offering students a new type of human services associate
degree.

Both adding new tracks and creating new degree programs affected social service
programs by embedding new conceptual frameworks more visibly into institutions of
higher education and their preservice professional programs than adding or revising
individual courses.

Incorporating Custom-Designed Curricular Materials

In addition to developing new tracks and new degree programs as a strategy for
curricular reform, partnerships began to discuss the custom design of curriculum
materials. The partnerships cited the main reason for developing their own materials as
the dearth of curricular materials that incorporate a community-based, family-centered
perspective. Most faculty reported fewer problems finding materials that focus on
multicultural perspectives because most accreditation bodies have mandated that this
information be included in the curriculum. The exception appears to be that there was
still a dearth of accurate information on Native American populations and effective
practices in human service for this group. Yet, materials about community-based
practices were few because this orientation was still emerging as a current focus in
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human services.

The primary method for developing these new materials centered on faculty-generated
research. Some sites encouraged faculty members to do original research based on their
involvement with this initiative and translate this research into published articles that
could be used as a resource in the classroom. Doctoral students were also encouraged to
generate research or share experiences that could be developed into curriculum
materials. In the Berkeley/New Mexico partnership, doctoral students were expected to
use their dissertation research as curricular material to document community-oriented
strategies to improve education and human service practices for Native American
communities.

Chelsea/Dudley used resident-produced materials in required courses. Residents of the
Dudley/ Roxbury neighborhood, with the help of independent young filmmakers
committed to resident empowerment, produced a video documenting the growth and
development of their neighborhood association that addressed community issues
affecting families. There was some evidence that faculty members were responding to
this new focus on community-based practices. In Miami, as a result of the work of the
Kellogg Foundation partnership’s dissemination of information about community-based
practices, a faculty member not directly associated with the project who was writing a
new textbook included a chapter on community-based practices.

Incorporating Existing Curricular Materials

Another preservice reform strategy was the more frequent use of existing curricular
materials such as textbooks and articles that reflect features of the conceptual
frameworks central to the initiative. Most faculty members interviewed stated that
finding materials that explicitly advocated the asset model and other paradigm features
was difficult. In order to make such materials more accessible, sites created curriculum
lending libraries and portfolios. For example, in Miami, faculty at Miami-Dade
Community College established a curriculum lending library stocked with materials
oriented toward community-based, family-centered practices, and asset model theories.
The library made existing materials more readily available to instructors wishing to
incorporate the new orientation into their courses.

The Western Michigan University faculty affiliated with the project created portfolios of
curricular materials on community-based practices that included articles, case studies,
and other information for other faculty members in the department of Social Work. The
goal was to make finding curricular materials less challenging so faculty members could
formally introduce these concepts to their students.

Exploiting Internal and External Mechanisms for Reform

Some sites used internal restructuring or review processes such as re-accreditation as an
opportunity to embed the new paradigm and asset model into courses that were being
reviewed. Re-accreditation facilitates a process within universities and colleges wherein
faculty and administrators revisit the overall structure and mission of their departments.
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This provides faculty involved in the Kellogg Foundation initiative an opportunity to
share the work they have been doing around the new paradigm with top administrators,
deans, and other faculty. As a consequence, the conceptual framework might find its way
into other departments and other structures within the institution.

One example of a partnership using this strategy was in Miami. Project members there
used a re-organization of general education courses at Miami-Dade Community College
as an opportunity to infuse the asset model and community-oriented content into general
education courses that all students seeking a degree were required to take. The
community college also was undergoing a “re-engineering” of the overall focus of the
college. The Kellogg Foundation grant director linked the restructuring of preservice
education with this re-engineering of the overall college.

Accreditation bodies themselves are external mechanisms that can facilitate change in
preservice education. One social work department dean we interviewed emphasized that
during the re-accreditation process, faculty members were asked to provide, in writing,
emerging theories and trends in social work growing out of their research or service. She
suggested that when there was a critical mass of faculty working in communities, the
accreditation body would begin to mandate that this information be reflected in the
curriculum of accredited programs.

Faculty members at Western Michigan University in Kalamazoo attempted to influence
their colleagues and accreditation organizations by disseminating their learnings about
community-university partnerships and community-based practices at regional and
national conferences. Presentations were made at the Michigan National Association of
Social Work (NASW) annual conference, the Biennial Midwest Social Work Education
Conference, and local NASW.

Another external mechanism for change was the human service industry itself. Faculty
members interviewed stated that with major welfare reforms under way, human service
agencies would need a different type of human service professional with more
community-oriented skills. This growing demand could help transform preservice
education.
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Appendix – Fellowships
The second component in the CUP’s training strategy was fellowships. We defined
fellowships as the placement of preservice students and/or community members in
experiential learning situations within agencies or the community. Fellowships offered a
unique bridge between the three other training components. Preservice students in
fellowships worked side-by-side with community members in helping to shape
community education, and/or with human service professionals working in traditional
agencies. Fellows were expected to participate in community-based programs where
they gained new knowledge about the dynamics of community development and social
service delivery.

Many partnerships saw fellowships as a key leverage point in changing both university
systems and social service agencies. Some universities saw fellows as potential change
agents in social service agencies as a result of their emphasis on community-based,
family-centered practice. Through the development of fellowships, partnerships tried to
take advantage of the fact that most students studying for a professional degree or
license were required to participate in a practicum or field placement as part of their
degree program or had to complete a community service internship as part of their
graduation requirements.

It is important to note that for this report, internships were incorporated into the
fellowships category. Internships were placement programs sponsored by universities
and colleges. Most internships were tied to community service requirements for
graduation or participation in a practicum for a professional license. Universities and
colleges set the primary selection criteria. Other fellowships were defined as programs
created by the partnerships that offered students opportunities to participate in
community revitalization projects. They offer students and/or residents a stipend and
allow them opportunities for advanced study, work or research in agencies and/or
communities. When the universities’ internships were pulled into the CUP initiative, we
included them in this category of fellowships.

There were a variety of ways partnerships developed fellowships across the cluster.
Three types emerged that, for the purposes of our analysis, we labeled
community/agency service, advanced preservice experience, and community leadership
development.

Community/Agency Service

The “community/agency service” approach drew students from a variety of departments
and disciplines in addition to social work, such as education, consumer science (home
economics), psychology, nursing, recreation, graphic design, and early childhood
education. With the community/agency service approach, the partnership operated as a
clearinghouse for field placements for students who were required to fulfill a service
learning requirement for graduation. The partnership offered itself as a place for students
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to complete their required internships, and the university or college sets and oversees
selection criteria and completion requirements. The partnership’s fellowship program
was not connected specifically to the content of students’ preservice education. The
overall goals were community or agency service and career awareness.

While the overall goals of this approach were community/agency service and career
awareness, the products and outcomes vary from site to site. For instance, in Long
Beach, the partnership’s expectations were that students leave their placement with
increased skills in collaboration, decision-making, communication, and conflict
resolution.

In Tennessee, the focus was on getting students to shift the deficit-oriented perceptions
of poor families in the Upper Cumberland region to a more asset-oriented perspective,
along with increased awareness of human services as a career path. In Chicago, students
were expected to develop skills in project planning and implementation along with
development of negotiation and facilitation skills.

While these outcomes benefited the student, there was limited likelihood that the
students would serve as change agents within agencies because students were limited in
the duration of their placements and the amount of training they received, especially
around community-based practices. However, communities and agencies benefited from
the person-power students lent to community projects.

Selection

The fellows/interns were technically under the jurisdiction of their home departments. It
was the department or university that set the parameters of the internship. Most of the
partnerships using this approach set their own minimal selection criteria. Criteria ranged
from willingness to participate in the partnership’s trainer certification program
(Chicago) to requiring that students have sophomore standing, at least 30 credit hours
and live in a specific area (Tennessee). Berkeley/New Mexico selected its college interns
informally, drawing on personal relationships among the doctoral fellows who were
members of the community and college students they knew in the pueblos. For instance,
in one pueblo in New Mexico, a college intern was selected to work with one of the
doctoral fellows who happened to be her father. The same type of informality existed in
Pittsburgh’s selection process.

Duration of Fellowship

Most fellowships in this approach were short term. Placements were usually for one
academic semester, with the exception of the Tennessee program where fellowships
were conducted during a six-week period in the summer. In Long Beach, the duration of
the fellowship varied depending on the department the student was from, but most
placements lasted one semester. A number of fellows interviewed stated that they
wanted longer-lasting placements to promote more in-depth learning and to refine
developing skills.

The time required on the job averaged 20 hours per week, with the exception of
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Tennessee which required a full-time commitment of 37.5 hours per week for six weeks.

Placement Locations

Most fellows were placed in agencies that were members of the partnership. They were
placed in either public agencies or community agencies. For instance, in Tennessee,
students worked full time in regional human service agencies, including the regional
health department, a public adolescent treatment facility, and the Human Resource
Agency. Regardless of whether students were placed in a public, governmental agency
or in a community/agency, the focus was on getting students oriented to work within an
agency setting. In contrast, students in Long Beach were placed in community agencies
that were partners where the focus was on working directly with the community. In
Chicago, interns worked for the partnership itself.

Preparatory Training

Part of most fellowship programs was some type of preparatory training for fellows to
help them carry out their duties and activities or further their understanding of how
theories in their discipline were put into practice. In the community service approach to
fellowships, fellows did not receive formal training in the conceptual frameworks
undergirding community-oriented social service delivery, with the exception of Long
Beach that offered limited training around the asset model. At that site, before
placement, students attended nine hours of training in collaboration, cultural awareness,
and competence, and overcoming barriers to collaboration.

For the most part, training was left up to the discretion of the placement agencies. The
majority of times, this training consisted of orientations to the agency and familiarity
with policies and procedures relevant to the student’s duties.

Duties and Activities

Placement activities and tasks revolved around three primary types of tasks: office work,
community contact, and project planning/management. On average, fellows/interns spent
10–25 percent of their time doing office work within their placement agency. This
included paperwork, filing, answering phones, and other clerical duties. As one
fellowship coordinator stated, this was an under-utilization of interns. She recommended
to agencies where she placed interns that they not spend more than 25 percent of their
time on such duties. She reported that about 19 percent of her interns’ time was spent in
this way.

The majority of fellows’ time (40–50 percent) was spent on project planning and
management. In their recommendation to agencies, fellowship coordinators stated that
placements should be project-oriented. The extent to which fellows were actually
working on meaningful projects varied from partnership to partnership. In Long Beach,
fellows were required to design and implement a community project. The project’s
activities relate to the student’s discipline. Social workers did projects related to social
work; artists developed and led community art projects; recreation students designed and
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led recreation activities for local children and youth. Fellows also worked on group
community projects to practice their collaboration skills. The community projects were
organized across disciplines. The end product of this work experience was a formal
presentation of the community projects.

In Tennessee, the tasks, duties, and projects were selected for the student by their agency
supervisors with guidance and recommendations from the internship coordinator. The
projects students developed were aimed at helping the organization run more effectively.
For example, one intern at the county health department developed a directory for nurses
listing what type of insurance local and regional specialists would accept. This was
helpful to the nurses when they were making referrals for patients.

In Chicago, interns working within the partnership helped the training coordinator
develop training plans and coordinate available training among the 85 member agencies.
Interns helped increase member attendance at monthly partnership meetings and assisted
in follow-up. In New Mexico, college interns worked with doctoral students on their
dissertation research projects. In Pittsburgh, interns worked with collaborative partners,
such as Christian Life Skills, helping with activities such as curriculum development.

Another 10–25 percent of fellows’ time was spent in “community contact.” In Tennessee
it centered around working with community residents and clients, as well as working in a
public relations capacity for the social service agencies. In Long Beach, community
contact revolved around working with community residents on community projects.

Advanced Preservice Experience

The “advanced preservice experience” approach featured a fellowship program
specifically designed through the CUP grant for social work students or students
interested in community development. The partnership’s fellowship program was tied to
its preservice education and students’ professional development in human services.
Partnerships established a specific community development option to add to students’
choices for completing their practicum or internship. It offered students an alternative to
the traditional clinical placements in social work agencies or mental health agencies.
Central to their field placement were field seminars in which they connected the
theoretical community development concepts relevant to theories of social work. The
field experience of the fellows was intended to facilitate the development of new
conceptual frameworks.

With the advanced preservice experience approach, the fellowship was oriented toward
those students majoring in social work and was usually housed in social work
departments, although students came from other departments as well as social work. In
Miami, students were drawn from social work, psychology, and sociology. In
Kalamazoo, students were drawn from social work, education, sociology, psychology,
and Black Americana Studies. In Chelsea/Dudley, students were drawn from social work
and human services.

The overall goals of fellowships following this approach were to build a) community
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development skills in social work practice and b) resident empowerment. Because the
overall goal of this approach was to help students gain community development and
organizing skills in a social work or educational context, the products and outcomes
were centered around an increased awareness of how communities maximize their assets
and expand the capacity of their residents.

Selection

The criteria for selection as a fellow varied from site to site, but with this type of
fellowship, students were required to be registered for the practicum or internship in
their department. In Kalamazoo, the two primary criteria were being a registered
university student and expressing an interest in community development issues, although
most fellows at this site were social work students completing a practicum. There
appears to be very little competition for placement slots among social work students
since the majority of social work students were pursuing a clinical practice and therefore
were more likely to select a clinical placement in order to enhance their job prospects
after graduation.

Once students had applied for this type of field placement, they were selected on the
recommendation of the field director, partnership fellowship subcommittees, and/or
community association directors. Most fellowship coordinators did not provide detailed
criteria they considered in making a selection, but suggested that one important criterion
was finding a good fit between community agencies and students’ interests and skills.
There was an attempt to place students who were residents of a particular neighborhood
within their own neighborhood because their knowledge of the community was seen as
an asset.

Duration of Fellowship

While most fellowships in the community/agency service approach lasted one academic
semester, the fellowships in the “advanced preservice experience” category generally
lasted one academic year.

In New Mexico, the doctoral students involved in the initiative were selected as fellows
at the beginning of the partnership’s grant period. They remained fellows for the
duration of the grant and were actively involved in field work throughout the grant
period.

In most cases, students were expected to put in an average of 15–20 hours per week for
10–15 weeks per semester. In one site students were required to work full days in their
placement, two full days per week for first year students and three full days per week for
second year students. The field director and faculty coordinators believed that students
could not become connected to the community if they were in the community only a few
hours a day. They structured the field experience so that students were spending six-to
eight-hour blocks of time in the community to facilitate greater bonding with the
community.
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Placement Locations

Fellowship students were placed in a variety of community-based agencies involved in
the partnerships. For example, in Miami, students were placed in local churches and
community programs that served large low-income, immigrant populations. In
Chelsea/Dudley, students were placed in the human service collaboratives, while in New
Mexico fellows were placed in one of the pueblos and were not attached to a specific
community/agency. In Kalamazoo, students were placed in one of the four neighborhood
associations involved in the partnership.

The strategy appeared to be placing students in situations where they had an opportunity
to work directly with residents and where they could apply their knowledge of
community-based practices.

Preparatory Training

Because fellowships were tied to students’ preservice education in social work or human
services, preparatory training occurred in the field seminar that students were required to
participate in through their colleges. One assumption was that formal preparation in
social work theories and community-based practices had occurred at the preservice level
in reformed required and/or elective social work courses. The field seminar was
designed to help students deepen their understanding of how these principles and skills
were applied in the field. The field seminar was critical in helping students connect their
practical experiences in the field with social work theories, especially the new paradigm
of the asset model.

According to one director, the goal was to “get students before they had been
indoctrinated into the traditional, hierarchical approach to social services and offer them
alternative viewpoints.” Field seminars offered students an opportunity to create new
mental models of how social service systems operate in a community context. In
addition to receiving new information about community-based practices, students were
able to share their experiences and perceptions.

In order to help students process their experiences, many field supervisors required
students to keep journals or logs of their experiences and connect these experiences to
their preservice learning.

Duties and Activities

Duties and activities vary across the sites using this approach to fellowships. Activities
and tasks revolve around three primary areas: office work, community contact, and
project management. Whereas those students in the placement orientation spent an
average of 15 percent of their time on office work, students in the coordinated field
experience approach averaged less than 10 percent.

The majority of their time was spent working directly with community members on
community education projects or service delivery through community agencies. Students
in Chelsea/Dudley spent 60 percent of their time helping residents develop and organize
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conferences on welfare reform, workshops on changing immigration laws tied to welfare
reform. Students, with faculty supervision, worked with underfunded community
organizations. In Kalamazoo, students took an active role in helping neighborhood
associations manage the CTAs by attending board meetings, developing training, and
assisting in mapping the communities’ assets.

In Miami, the bulk of the students’ time was spent helping the community agencies
where they were placed deliver services to community members. In New Mexico, the
focus was on doing research on a specific community problem as well as activities
related to language preservation in the Indian community. One fellow created a summer
language immersion program for Indian school children to introduce them to the native
language of the pueblo. Another fellow in New Mexico, working on environmental
issues, created science curricula infused with Native American culture for local eighth
grade students.

Community Leadership Development

The “community leadership development” approach was used in fewer sites than the
above approaches. The explicit focus was on developing the leadership skills of
members of the community. Three sites used this approach. Each was different in how it
developed its fellowship component targeted at developing leadership among
community members. One site established community fellowships for residents in the
two communities involved in the partnership. Bay Mills focused on Native American
community college students as future community leaders in its fellowship program.

Berkeley/New Mexico was creating a unique approach to community leadership
development fellowships. The major outcome of the community leadership fellowship
was the increased number of Native American scholars in the nine targeted pueblos and
in the institutions of higher education in the region. These scholars were expected to feed
their knowledge back into the community and revitalize the communities’ efforts to
restore original cultural features and traditions within the pueblos’ social, economic, and
cultural structures. This site’s strategy for community development involved targeting
community leaders to become doctoral students at a major research university. The
doctoral fellows worked in one of nine pueblos with other community leaders on
projects relevant to the residents as well as a language preservation project common to
all nine communities.[See Endnotes 10]

In addition to identifying the doctoral students, the Berkeley/New Mexico initiative also
identified high school and college students, as well as postdoctoral professionals, as
fellows. In addition to these fellows, community residents who were not enrolled in an
institution of higher education were recruited as fellows.

For all sites, the primary outcome anticipated from community fellowship programs was
an expanded capacity for residents and students to act as community leaders. In many
ways, the activities they designed and developed helped the community, but they also
offered residents and students the opportunity to practice leadership skills.
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Selection

In Chelsea/Dudley, residents were selected based on criteria relevant to their local
community context. The primary criterion for selection was the willingness to commit to
serving in the community and demonstrated community involvement. Community
fellows were selected by a committee of residents and agency representatives.

In Bay Mills, all fellows were Native American students at the community college. They
also needed to be a member of the local tribe. In New Mexico the doctoral students had
to meet Berkeley’s doctoral program requirements. (The criteria for selecting other
community fellows and postdoctoral fellows were not available.)

Duration of Fellowship

In Bay Mills, students were expected to work 10–12 hours per week on their community
project. Students participated in the fellows program on a semester-by-semester basis.
Because many students were working and caring for families, some felt this was a large
amount of time to devote to what was viewed as an extracurricular activity. This was the
challenge of implementing community fellowship programs. In Chelsea/Dudley, the
duration of the fellowship varied, but was typically two years. Community fellows were
expected to participate in community activities, but the program was structured so that
fellows were able to attend their jobs and manage their families. In New Mexico, the
expectation was that community fellows would work with doctoral fellows for the
duration of their research and their work as community fellows was incorporated into
their family and community life.

Placement Locations

In each site, the community was the locus of activity for participating fellows. In the
Chelsea/Dudley partnership, where two communities were represented, each community
had selected four community fellows. Each fellow worked in the neighborhood in which
he or she lived. In Bay Mills , activities took place on the Bay Mills reservation, but
during the first year, the partnership’s fellows were not from the local community.
During the second year, students were recruited from the Bay Mills community so that
there was an opportunity for students to apply their developing leadership skills in their
own community.

Preparatory Training

In preparation for their work as fellows, students in Bay Mills were trained at three
levels: basic skills such as communication, tribal government awareness, and public
relations; intermediate skills such as leadership skills, assessing community needs,
execution of projects and fundraising; and advanced knowledge in community
involvement, community interaction, and communication.

In Berkeley/New Mexico, there was no formal training program for community and
postdoctoral fellows. The expectation was that they were to expand their capacity
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through informal interactions with other residents, as well as with the doctoral fellows.

Duties and Activities

Fellows at all three sites were involved in community education projects. In
Chelsea/Dudley, activities centered around developing meaningful community education
opportunities based on community need. For example, in Chelsea, one community
fellow, a teacher, developed a summer “Fun Bus” for local youth and their families to
deepen their knowledge beyond their community. Trips to various cultural and
recreational settings were complemented with educational programming. This program
was developed in response to community concerns that there were not enough structured
activities for young people. In Dudley, a community fellow and a graduate student
co-developed a “survival Spanish” course for local residents. The course was taught at
the University of Massachusetts as well as in the community. The fellow also designed a
specific curriculum for African-American community members who were learning
Spanish. It was infused with community development strategies to help the two groups
understand their common struggles in the community.

In Bay Mills, the focus was on the development of community activities such as
organizing local powwows, community celebrations, and recreational activities. Fellows
designed a drop-in center to offer tutoring. In Berkeley/New Mexico, community fellows
supported the work of the doctoral fellows. For example, a summer language immersion
camp was staffed by community fellows along with high school and college interns. The
community fellows worked to help infuse the native language into the activities and
curriculum for the children attending. Community fellows were able to pass their
knowledge of the native language on to the children.
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Appendix – Inservice Education
The third type of training in the CUP initiative was inservice education. We defined
inservice education as methods used for professional development of people currently
employed or volunteering within an organization, association, or agency. We observed
five key aspects of inservice education that were expected to help facilitate fundamental
change in the way human services were provided. These areas were:

content●   

target audience/primary participants●   

inservice education structures●   

role of partnership in inservice education●   

methods and duration of inservice education●   

Content

A central issue in developing inservice education that supports the Foundation’s asset
model was curricular content. The selection of content for inservice was closely tied to
the project’s goals and anticipated outcomes. Across the cluster, seven primary content
areas emerged:

cultural awareness/authenticity●   

community-based family, family practice●   

professional efficiency and efficacy●   

capacity building for lay professionals●   

current issues●   

interagency collaboration●   

asset model/new paradigm●   

All of these topics could be tied to one or more aspects of the asset model, although
some of the training in the professional efficiency/efficacy category could be applied
under either the deficit or asset model.

Most sites were developing trainings in several of these areas. Across the cluster, six
sites identified cultural awareness and development of the authentic features of the
“minority” culture as one of their curricular areas. The focus was both on educating
professionals about the cultural contexts in communities affecting families and
neighborhoods, as well as helping communities of color recognize and establish their
social and cultural values and tradition as assets.
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Five sites identified community-based, family-oriented practices as the focus of their
training. For example, the Chelsea/Dudley partnership conducted a 15-week course on
community organizing skills for both residents and agency staff. Residents in C-TAP in
Kalamazoo identified community issues and developed training modules around them
that focused on a community-based approach to solving them. Families and Youth 2000
in Pittsburgh developed a video series on youth solving their own problems using family
and community assets and values that agencies were asking to use for inservice
education. The Berkeley/New Mexico partnership developed a language preservation
program that focused on language as an important factor in all aspects of life of Native
American communities. Cleveland focused on introducing agency staff to the concepts
and practices related to “community-based family development” theories.

Four sites focused on capacity building for lay practitioners. The content of capacity
building for lay practitioners differed from professional efficiency training in that it was
oriented toward providing lay persons performing in some professional capacity with
skills of leadership and advocacy rather than professional efficiency. For example,
inservice training for lay practitioners in Long Beach focused on teaching advocacy
skills and board membership orientation. In Cleveland, members of the participating
urban village were provided with extensive training to help facilitate their active
participation in running their community organization.

Four sites identified professional efficiency as a training focus. The intent behind
professional efficiency and efficacy was to focus on improving the existing skills of
helping professionals in order to increase the quality and quantity of service, not
necessarily to change their paradigm of social service delivery. For example, Bay Mills
focused inservice education on  the development of faculty teaching skills (i.e., effective
college teaching, practical skill development, and syllabus construction).

Two sites focused on current issues impacting agencies and communities. Both
Chelsea/Dudley and Kalamazoo C-TAP identified welfare reform, devolution, and their
impact on changing agency roles and families as the focus of learning.

One site had interagency collaboration as a focus for inservice education, and one site
identified the understanding of the asset model or new paradigm itself as a focus for
inservice education.

Target Audiences/Primary Participants

The goals of the initiative identified staff of participating agencies, universities, or
community organizations as the target audiences of inservice education. Because each
partnership was made up of a variety of partners, within each site there were several
possible audiences for inservice, including private agencies, government agencies,
community agencies, neighborhood associations, institutions of higher education, public
schools, and churches. Sites report that, of the audiences targeted, smaller community
agencies were more often involved in inservice education. Most of those trained were
front-line workers in agencies. The front-line workers consisted of a mix of licensed
MSWs, paraprofessionals, agency staff, university faculty, and lay practitioners.
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The group least often targeted for inservice training was faculty members at participating
institutions of higher education. Yet, the training or re-education of faculty appeared to
be particularly important to sites as they attempted to reform preservice education in
meaningful ways and spread the reforms beyond the small number of faculty actively
participating in the CUP initiative.

Three sites developed some type of inservice education for faculty members at
participating institutions of higher education. Two sites developed a more formal
inservice agenda for faculty. One site developed an informal approach that used
informational portfolios that contained articles and other resources on community-based
approaches to social service delivery. They also regularly updated faculty members in
their social work department at faculty retreats and conferences on the latest research in
community-based approaches to family-centered practices in social work.

Most inservice education has occurred among participating agencies who were formal
members of partnerships. Little training has occurred with agencies not affiliated with
the partnerships. Sites report that while they were targeting staff in non-member private
and governmental agencies, these groups were the least likely to participate in
educational events. The partnership in Chicago has begun to branch out and include
non-member agencies, for a fee, in their inservice activities.

Inservice Education Structures

In addition to creating a structure for its overall partnership, each site created specific
mechanisms for designing and implementing training. These mechanisms varied from
informal committees within partnerships to independent, free-standing “training
associations.” The creation of the specific mechanisms for inservice education appeared
to be tied to each site’s project goal and philosophical orientation.

Four types of structures for providing inservice education emerged within the cluster.

Independent Training Facilities or Organizations

The first type was independent training facilities or organizations, such as the Upper
Cumberland Training Resource Center (TRC) in Tennessee. The partners created the
TRC as a regional training center serving 14 counties in the Upper Cumberland region of
the state. The regional center provided child care professionals and paraprofessionals in
the area with a mechanism for accessing opportunities for professional development in
an area of the state that was severely underprofessionalized. The TRC offered mentoring
to local day care centers seeking accreditation, consultation, workshops, and short
courses, in addition to opportunities for caregivers and parents to participate in round
table discussions.

The Kalamazoo Community Association Training Project, C-TAP, employed this
general structure in a different way. The Kalamazoo partnership helped four
neighborhoods create their own free-standing community training associations, known
as CTAs. CTA teams, composed of residents, university faculty, and agency staff, were
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organized in all four participating neighborhoods during the first year of the project.
Each neighborhood CTA determined its own focus for training, working on one or two
projects that were important to its residents and relevant to improving the well-being of
families in the community and the community itself. The neighborhood residents had the
predominant voice in the CTAs.

Human Service Collaboratives

The second type of structure involved attaching the training to an already existing human
services collaborative. The collaborative structure was a vehicle which enabled local
helping professionals to meet community priorities by strengthening the existing service
delivery system in the neighborhood and affect human service policy-making at the local
and state level. The goal of the training appeared to be not only provision of inservice
education through workshops or seminars, but also technical assistance to large and
small agencies. Technical assistance was seen as capacity building for community
agency staff.

Higher Education-Based

The third type of structure to emerge within the cluster was higher education-based
structures. Within the cluster there were three sites that created an inservice mechanism
within one of the participating institutes of higher education at each site.

Informal Personalized Structures

A fourth structure used by one site was less obvious than the three above-mentioned
structures, but no less important. It was an informal, personalized structure that was
fused with the communal structure of the participants’ culture. Using the community
structure of the New Mexico pueblos and Native American culture, the Berkeley/New
Mexico partnership used the natural relationships between the doctoral fellows and tribal
elders as a mechanism for inservice. The fellows formed working relationships within
their own communities, across communities, and within schools and other agencies. It
was the strength of the relationship that fellows used to provide inservice education.

For example, fellows worked with early education and day-care programs as part of an
effort to preserve the home language of the families served by these programs. In
addition to being a child care agency staff, the providers and educators were also tribal
members who were able to educate parents on the importance of using the native
language in the home. Inservice education centered around helping child care providers
and early childhood educators incorporate native language into their programs. Rather
than using formally structured workshops, fellows used a more informal personal
approach to transmitting information to staff. The staff in turn used an informal,
personal approach to share this information with parents as part of community education.

Role of Partnership in Inservice Education

Another important aspect of inservice education within the cluster was the role of the
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partnership in providing inservice education. Partnerships took on three basic roles in
providing inservice education:

brokering agency training●   

using prepared, external curricula●   

creating internally produced curricula●   

Each approach has implications for how effectively partnerships were able to infuse
specific content, especially features of the asset model, into training offerings.

Brokering

Some partnerships brokered existing agency training by tracking, coordinating, and
advertising training opportunities available from several agencies so that staff across
agencies could take advantage of existing training sessions. This brokering role was
common among four sites. This strategy allowed partnerships to help individual agencies
maximize the number of staff and professionals in the field who took advantage of
existing training. When using this strategy, the partnership had less influence over the
content of training oriented toward the cluster’s and the site’s goals. Yet, training
coordinators using this strategy looked for training congruent with the partnership’s
goals.

Use of Existing Curricula

In the second approach, partnerships used existing curricula. This strategy was
characterized by partnerships selecting existing curricula from outside the partnership.
Of the ten sites in the cluster, this strategy was common among six sites. For example, in
Long Beach, staff and residents used “study circle” curricula with agency staff and
residents. The partnership also used a community-based curriculum entitled
“Communities That Care.” In Chicago, the CYAP used curricula and courses from the
Illinois Prevention Resource Center, a training development organization. The Illinois
Prevention Resource Center also provided trainers and training consultants for hire.
These materials were typically ones that had gone through a fairly rigorous development
process.

Creating New Curricula

In some sites, partnerships created their own curricula that were conceptualized, created,
and implemented by partnership members or project staff. For example, in Miami, four
three-hour modules were designed internally for inservice education. A committee of
five local professionals selected the content of the curriculum based on community and
agency input and their own professional work experience. After the planning phase,
three members of the team worked independently to write the curriculum. The modules
were used with local child welfare advocates and local clergy. Nearly all the sites used
some type of internally developed curricula.
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Methods and Duration of Inservice Education

Another important feature in inservice education was the method sites used for providing
training. Sites used a variety of methods that attempted to infuse their content into the
practices and behaviors of service providers. The level of infusion and influence was
also affected by the duration of training. Longer training periods offered opportunities
for more in-depth and sustained learning.

Most sites offered one-event training sessions lasting two to three hours on average;
some offered two-to three-hour classes lasting six to eight weeks in duration along with
full-day conferences and symposia, year-long training, and traditional college courses
lasting 10-15 weeks. One site designed inservice training that lasted one year. Other sites
developed training that lasted eight to 16 weeks. For example, Cleveland’s inservice
training for agency staff, in collaboration with CCBI, ranged from six to 32 hours over a
period of eight weeks.

Methods for organizing participants for inservice included a variety of possibilities, such
as cross-agency, single-agency, or cross-community/agency training, group training
across roles, and group training by roles. Each method offered a different point of
influence within the social service system they were trying to affect. For example,
cross-agency training offered more opportunities for interagency collaboration as
agencies established a common language, common theoretical beliefs, and common
practices as articulated in training. Four sites used cross-agency training.

Single-agency training offered an agency the opportunity to focus on its own internal
practices. Four sites used single-agency training. Training participants were usually
grouped according to roles within the agency. A less common approach was group
training by roles across agencies or group training across roles.

When interviewed, training coordinators said cross community/agency training was
attractive to them because it allowed service providers to interact one-on-one with
community members who participated as a part of the site’s community education
component. Despite its attractiveness to them, relatively few used it as a training
delivery method. This strategy was used in three of the ten sites as an educational
method. A leader at one partnership noted that this was a difficult strategy to use
successfully because of the different needs of residents and service providers in regard to
the type of information they needed to acquire in the training session. There were also
power issues that needed to be addressed in designing the content and instructional
methods to be used so that service providers did not dominate community residents.

Sites often used interactive instructional techniques. Rather than relying on professionals
to act as “experts” who “deliver” training to a passive audience, trainers acted more as
facilitators to help staff construct knowledge for themselves through interactive teaching
methods.

Appendix - Inservice Education

http://12.19.166.130/Documents/CCT/SECD/Seeing...NewEyes-ClusterEvaluation/SeeWithNewEyes22.htm (6 of 6) [12/29/2000 8:03:44 AM]



Appendix – Community Education
One of the goals of the CUP was to support leadership development of families and
communities. The development of community education or capacity building emerged
within this cluster in response to this initiative goal. We defined community education as
methods used to educate and/or build the capacity of individual residents, families,
and/or community members. The methods a site used to develop and deliver community
education were highly dependent on the contextual factors influencing and affecting the
families in a given community.

The definition of “resident” differed across the partnerships. Some sites followed strict
definitions that identified only those in the community not associated with agencies as
residents. Others were more liberal in their application of the term and included residents
also employed in a community agency.

Community education across this cluster took either a family or community focus. Five
of the 10 sites selected a strong community focus to guide their community education
component. Of these, two sites selected a primarily family-focused approach. Three sites
focused on both community and families simultaneously.

Community education components organically emerged across the cluster as partners
began to shift toward an asset-oriented model of training and system change. It was
interesting to note that in those partnership with no strong community representation
within the partnership, there was little or no community education component.

Partnerships tried to provide a variety of educational experiences for residents and
community members beyond the traditional course format. For example, partnerships
used theater, experiential opportunities, rallies, community projects, and development of
community organizations as vehicles for community education.

Most sites across the cluster found a variety of ways to involve residents in community
education. There were six specific strategies sites used to address different contextual
factors and incorporate community input:

selection of topics●   

mechanisms for community input into topic selection●   

community involvement in community education governance●   

community involvement in curriculum development/selection●   

community members as trainers and facilitators●   

leadership capacity development●   

Below we look at how these features were used to expand the capacity of residents to
improve the well-being of their families and neighborhoods.
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Selection of Topics

One of the critical tasks partnerships faced in designing community education was the
selection of education/capacity building topics relevant to families and residents in a
given community. Each of the ten partnerships was unique in regard to regional
characteristics, economic conditions, racial/ethnic composition, etc. These factors
affected the choices and nature of the topics. For example, in the Upper Cumberland
partnership located in rural Tennessee, the partnership served 14 counties lacking quality
child care. Their community education goal was to help parents capitalize on their
children’s child care experiences and educate parents about the features and benefits of
quality child care. So the focus of their parent training was on generic parenting and
child care issues.

Tennessee’s focus contrasted with the focus of community education in the
Chelsea/Dudley partnership. The focus of this partnership was on helping residents
become better advocates for themselves and their communities. This focus grew out of
the social, economic, and political realities of life in the predominately low-income
African-American neighborhood of Dudley and the growing concerns of Asian, Latino,
and Eastern European newcomers in Chelsea. The partners in both of these communities,
largely residents, were being negatively affected by changes in the welfare system and in
immigration laws.

The difference between the Tennessee approach and the Chelsea/Dudley approach
illustrated the differences in how sites responded to community issues and contextual
factors when selecting community education topics. This example highlights the two
different types of topics commonly seen across the ten sites: a) general knowledge
acquisition and b) community-specific problem-solving.

General education topics tend to be topics related to life skills around which a substantial
body of knowledge exists, but which the particular population has not acquired. This
knowledge was seen as helping the population improve their own well-being and
reducing the need for external services. It epitomized the old adage: “Give a man a fish
and he eats for a day. Teach a man to fish and he eats for a lifetime.” Some of the topics
selected by partnerships included parenting, nutrition, literacy/GED, ESL, prejudice
awareness, job-seeking skills, communication skills, Spanish for non-Spanish speakers,
and stress management.

In the second type—community-specific problem-solving—the emphasis was on a group
of community members learning to work together to solve a problem and, in the process,
acquire new skills, abilities, and wisdom. Community-specific topics were specific
issues affecting the general community at a given site. Some of the community-specific
topics selected by partnerships included language preservation, resident advocacy,
community organizing, and board membership skills, just to name a few.

The direction of community education was shaped in unique ways by whether a
partnership selected general knowledge topics or community-specific problem-solving
topics as their focus. Sites using generic community education topics appeared to offer
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fewer opportunities for infusion of information about the new paradigm advocated by
the Foundation. Those sites using community-specific problem-solving appeared to
focus more on infusing features of, and information about, the asset model and new
paradigm in their training, with an eye toward facilitating change within the community.

Across the cluster, three sites emphasized general education topics as their focus. Six
sites emphasized community-specific problem-solving topics as their community
education focus. Two sites combined general and community-specific problem-solving
topics.

Mechanisms for Community Input into Topic Selection

A key strategy in the development of community education across the cluster was the
development of mechanisms for community input in the design of community capacity
building activities. These mechanisms allowed partnerships to gather first-hand
information about what topics residents deemed relevant to their lives.

There were five primary ways sites gathered community input:

surveys●   

focus groups●   

placement of residents on training subcommittees●   

needs assessments/asset inventories●   

residents as key stakeholders in partnerships●   

Sites used a combination of these mechanisms to gather community input.

The challenge for partnerships was ensuring this information got fed back into the
development of community education in meaningful ways. Most of the partnerships used
surveys, focus groups and assessments to gauge the capacity building needs of
community members, but those sites that did not have a resident presence within the
partnership had to rely more heavily on these tools. Often the influence of residents on
the selection of training topics and development of training agenda was limited because
residents were not consulted on the final selection of topics.

For example, one group contracted with an outside group to survey residents on their
needs. The information was given to the training staff and the staff in turn developed
community education based on the topics. Residents did not have a part in the
development of the final training agenda. On the other hand, in Kalamazoo, residents
participating in community training associations held community meetings and
conducted surveys with their neighbors to find out what they thought were pressing
community issues and needs. Once the surveys were analyzed, CTA organizers held
another series of meetings to invite residents to meet and discuss the results and develop
an agenda for community education. In Chelsea/Dudley, the partnership’s planning
committees, composed primarily of residents, went door to door in Chelsea to talk with
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their neighbors about what issues they felt needed to be addressed in the community and
suggestions on the best way to address these issues. Resident volunteers, community
fellows, and a faculty fellow analyzed the data.

Also, too often the data from surveys, focus groups, and assessments were interpreted by
non-residents. If the information was misinterpreted or misconstrued and not attuned to
the community perspectives, the topics and approaches selected may not have meshed
with the desires or needs of the community. Partnerships continued to refine this process
so that information gathered was used effectively and that residents had a variety of
ways to contribute their input at a variety of levels.

Community Involvement in Community Education
Governance

In addition to gathering information from community residents on suggested training
topics relevant to their lives, partnerships attempted to involve community residents in
the governance of community education within the partnership. The rationale behind this
strategy was that community education would be more authentic and relevant if residents
were able to participate in directing their own capacity building opportunities.

Having residents work in collaboration with agency and university representatives was
in keeping with the Foundation’s goals related to the asset model that advocates
self-determination among community members and changes in the relationship between
universities, agencies, and communities. This strategy allowed residents, faculty, and
service providers to see each other as a resource in problem-solving around family and
neighborhood issues.

Community Involvement in Curriculum
Development/Selection

In an attempt to make community education a viable vehicle for expanding the capacity
of families and communities and improving their well-being, partnerships involved
residents in curriculum development. This included having residents participate in the
development of original curricula, as well as in the selection of prepared curricula from
outside sources. For example, in Pittsburgh, local youth were recruited to write scripts
for locally produced videos that would be used as part of the youth-oriented Christian
Life Skills training for the community. The teen-agers and young adults involved in the
project also wrote curricula to be used with the videos in a learning situation.

In Chelsea/Dudley, Dudley residents and a university professor took the initiative to
create a course entitled “Survival Spanish” to offer in the community. University of
Massachusetts students could also attend at the community site. Within this partnership,
the residents were also selecting external curricula. Residents of the Dudley Families and
Neighbors brought in a trainer, Ras Mo, to conduct workshops using popular education
techniques such as theater as a vehicle to discuss the impact of welfare reform on the
community.
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The challenge for partnerships when they employed this strategy was ensuring that
residents understood the fundamentals of curriculum development as they went about
developing effective capacity building activities.

Community Members as Trainers and Facilitators

In line with the asset orientation of the cluster, partnerships aimed to build on the
strengths of community members by using them as instructors and trainers. Many sites
created “training the trainer” components within their inservice and community
education components. This strategy was particularly popular when partnerships sent
community members to attend external seminars or institutes. They were expected to
bring their new knowledge back to the partnership and train other residents either
formally or informally.

Sites across the cluster were using community members as trainers or educators in a
variety of ways. For example, in Kalamazoo, residents were used as “community
experts” and often co-taught a course or capacity building activity with other partnership
members. In Cleveland, the East Village Council members who had been trained
conducted the training for village council members in other neighborhoods around
Cleveland. Long Beach used community trainers more as group facilitators (rather than
instructors imparting new information in a formal instructional situation).

Leadership Capacity Development

While community education across the cluster was targeted to a large community
audience, partnerships looked at ways to identify and train natural community leaders.
This strategy was aimed at creating a pool of residents with the skills necessary to help
direct community education efforts and promote social change beyond the life of the
grant.

Residents targeted for leadership development received general training in leadership
skills that was open to all residents, but they also received additional training in
community organizing, advocacy skills, etc. For instance, in Pittsburgh and in
Kalamazoo, residents attended out-of-town training at the Neighborhood Improvement
and Training Center (NITC), a Washington, DC-based organization which offered
training in community development and organizing specifically for community leaders.
In Tennessee, the partnership linked with the local leadership development organization,
Leadership Upper Cumberland, that conducted regional leadership programs.

Of the sites offering community education, all listed leadership development as an
anticipated outcome of community education.
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EndNotes
Although we speak of these partnerships in past tense throughout this report, the
partnerships continue to evolve, move forward, and carry on the key relationships
and important work they initiated during the three-year funding period. (Return)

1.  

The primary source used to define the civic infrastructure components is: National
Civic League, Inc. (1993) The Civic Index: A New Approach to Improving
Community Life. Denver, CO: National Civic League, Inc. (Return)

2.  

See the second annual cluster evaluation report for details of the goals for each
site: InSites (1997) Seeing With New Eyes: Developing An Asset Perspective. Ft.
Collins, CO: InSites. (Return)

3.  

By voluntary, we do not necessarily mean unpaid. Where partnerships appeared
most successful, the participants chose to be involved rather than being assigned
to the task by a superior. They were there because they believed in the work.
(Return)

4.  

5Fullan, M. (1993) Change Forces: Probing the Depths of Educational Reform.
Bristol, PA: The Falmer Press. p. 4. (Return)

5.  

Ibid., p. 19. (Return)6.  

Stacey, R. (1992) Managing the Unknowable. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. p.
124. (Return)

7.  

Lipnack, J. and J. Stamps (1993) The TeamNet Factor?. Essex Junction, VT:
Oliver Wright Publicattions, Inc. (Return)

8.  

Although not part of this initiative, the joint Caring Communities initiative of
seven public agencies in Missouri supported by state policy illustrates this
possibility. (Return)

9.  

For purposes of this analysis the Berkeley/New Mexico doctoral fellows were
placed in both the advanced preservice experience and the community leadership
development categories. (Return)

10.  
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