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Abstract
Community engagement is becoming increasingly important and is integral to a lot of current policy particularly surrounding higher education institutions. There is increasing amounts of literature on the different forms of community engagement and how it benefits both faculty, students and the local community yet there is still conflict and uncertainty as to what successful community engagement looks like. In addition to this measuring the success factors of these partnerships can be difficult to and so they are not always valued (Watson, 2007). This paper aims to answer this as it explores the success factors of university and community partnership through a systematic review of the literature. The study critically examines what the success factors of effective partnership are and the barriers to achieving this. This is achieved by identifying areas of current research and drawing out the key themes in the literature. The findings showed that the key themes were purpose, relationships and expectations to be key factors in a successful university- community partnership. The results from this study could be used to support the development of engagement strategies for universities or creating policy. 


1. [bookmark: _Toc8423223]Introduction 

Community engagement in higher education is becoming increasingly necessary particularly with the United Kingdom recent decision to leave the European Union it has been argued that now is the time to involve the local community in universities achievements and to demonstrate how universities can ‘’better the lives of many who never take part in higher education, and about the value that new discoveries bring to the nation’’ (Rothwell, 2017 p.3).
In a recent speech at the at the 2017 civic mission summit, Cabinet Secretary for Education Kirsty Williams discussed the importance of universities being accessible and relevant to their local communities. Williams, (2017) stated that universities needed to allow community input into research, increase their links with schools as well as encouraging students to become active citizens within the local community. Chair of Universities Wales Professor Julie Lydon who agreed community engagement was a fundamental feature of welsh universities, believed engagement was primarily about widening access and allowing those of all backgrounds to study at university. Earlier this year the Higher Education Funding Council for Wales announced an extra 1.8m had been allocated to encourage civic engagement and a further £1.2m to support the involvement of Welsh universities in the establishment of an Institute for Coding, which includes £0.2m to enable civic mission activity supporting coding initiatives in schools, colleges, work-based learning providers and universities (HEFCW, 2018).



[bookmark: _Toc8423224]1.1 What is university- community engagement?

The term Communities can be difficult to define however Strier, R., (2014) suggest that communities can be used to describe neighbours in the local area, schools, community organisations or social groups. 
Nation et al, (2011) defines community engaged research as ‘collaborative approach that involves both community participants and researchers in the research process, using research to improve the wellbeing of community members. Watson, (2007) supports this by suggesting there are three domains, first order engagement, which involves the university in its physical place, second order engagement is the role the university plays in the local economy and community and third order engagement is between the university and its members. There are many different forms of community and university engagement such as work based learning, volunteering, community projects and research partnerships (Onyx, 2008).  Even within community projects there are subsections. Such as, student designed created by an individual or small group based around an issue they care about in partnership with a community group. Faculty designed, this can tie in with a certain course or module in partnership with a community group and community designed, which is designed by a community and advertised to a range of students Watson, (2007). Community engagement can also refer to students and staff being involved in projects in their local community so they can benefit the community while forming a valuable part of the students learning experience (Juliet et al, 2014). Marullo, (2002) supports this and argues that community engagement is a matter of social justice and can be used to the improve the lives of those in need.  Supporting this statement is the increase in young people volunteering. The ideas that university students are disengaged from the community are becoming outdated as the 16-24 age group has gone from being the lowest to the highest rate of participation out of any age group from 2013 to 2016. Community engagement enhances student learning and educating for social responsibility. Brabant et al (2009) argues it is about being able to relate theory to practice beyond the classroom.

[bookmark: _Toc8423225]1.2 The need for community engagement
There has been an increase of policy that highlights the need for community engagement and how beneficial it can be mostly surrounding the need to develop social responsibility and active citizenship in young people. The Ties that Bind: Citizenship and Civic Engagement in the 21st Century, a government document discusses how community engagement can help young people become more active citizens and learn their place in society. It found that students that received citizenship teaching had more positive attitude towards community, felt like they had the knowledge to affect change. Community Engagement in higher education has been gaining momentum over the last 2 decades. The Dearing report produced in 1997 made recommendations for higher education’s institutions, particularly regarding widening access and how universities could engage at a local level (Dearing, 1997). The  2003 white paper on the future of higher education which looked at expanding higher to meet the needs of society (DfES, 2003)) and the higher education act in 2004 which focused on  underrepresented groups (DfES, 2004). The very same ideas can be seen in the Government’s Response to the Commission on Integration and Cohesion (DfES, 2008) which focused on strengthening and empowering communities regardless of their background and promoting positive relationships. 



[bookmark: _Toc8423226]1.3 Universities third mission 
Many universities have an engagement strategy which encourages students and staff to become more involved in community projects with some universities offering more support than others.  The National Coordinating Centre for Public Engagement (NCCPE) describes an engaged university as, involving the public in research, teaching that positively impacts the community, allowing students to develop their own engagement skills and exchanging knowledge between university and public. Gupton, (2014) argues that universities should have a clear sense of social purpose by recognizing and supporting staff and student’s efforts to engage with the community as suggests that university and its students are detached from social problems. Gupton also discusses the idea of a public higher education as a public good fostering good relationships with the community rather than acting as the expert. Many others have suggested that universities should be used to address social issues and that engagement is an ideal way to bring research into real world while challenging the notions of universities being inaccessible. 
An example of this can be seen in the concordat for engaging the public in research, (UKRI,2013) which acknowledges public engagement can enhance research by encouraging researchers to engage with the public. Watson, (2008) points out that a lot is expected of universities and while it is important they are supportive equal and caring places they are also at the same time supposed to be critical innovative and competitive. Furthermore, this ideal vision on community engagement does not align with the vision of staff and students who want to instead focus on their own position in the socioeconomic system. Marello, (2002) contradicts this by suggesting it is possible to both work on personal development and help those around you. As universities are beginning to respond to the needs of the communities around them. Pinheiro, (2017).

[bookmark: _Toc8423227]1.4 Rationale
Community and university engagement is not a new idea; it has existed for a long time within many universities in many different communities but what makes these partnership effective is still being debated. Research up until this point has focused on the different types of community engagement (Inman, 2010) and the benefits of this Gupton, (2010) however his paper draws upon a variety of literature focusing closely on what it is that makes these partnerships successful.
 
[bookmark: _Toc8423228]1.5 Aims and objectives
The aim of this research is to critically explore the success factors of universities involved in community engagement by looking at exactly what makes university and community partnership successful. Another aim of this research is to create a valuable piece of work that will be relevant in modern higher education.

The objectives of this research paper are to
· Review literature using sampling strategy
· Analyse the works using a critical appraisal tool
· Identify the key themes and their place in current literature




[bookmark: _Toc8423229]2. Literature Review 

There is a currently a great deal of literature available on what exactly an engaged university looks like. This literature review will focus more closely at what the existing literature says about effective community engagement and the barriers to successful engagement. 

[bookmark: _Toc8423230]2.1 What does an engaged university look like?
Goddard et al (2016) describes a civic university as being actively engaged with the wider world as well as the local community, having a strong sense of place within the community, being accountable to stakeholders and having a clear sense of purpose of their role within the community. The national coordinating center for public engagement (NCCPE) a British organisation that encourages universities to become more involved in community engagement or a ‘civic university’ takes this further by suggesting that good university community engagement involves opening resources and facilities to the community, encouraging staff and student volunteering and to support research that has a positive social impact. Although it could be said these are things that many universities are already doing or have started doing the NCCPE say there is still a long way to go. Community engagement and university is not limited to just research and teaching. Cultural events within the university such as theatre and exhibitions, volunteering and science shops are examples of this (Inman, 2010).
[bookmark: _Toc8423231]2.2 Effective University and Community Engagement 
Weerts et al, (2010) identified three roles that would benefit community engagement in a higher education institution. Firstly, someone who is close to or who has worked closely with the community who is aware of the issues they face and can develop good relationships. Secondly, is an individual more closely linked to the university and is aware of what the institution can offer. Finally, a person who potentially works within the university and who knows it well who encourage community engagement within the university by accessing funds and resources. Weerts also argues it is important to strike the right balance between being intuitionally and community focused to form a harmonious partnership.  
A study by Bartkowiak-Théron, (2016) took this further by stating that effective community engagement should be mutually beneficial for both the university and the community, community engagement should be integrated into learning and research, be socially inclusive and acknowledge the community values, needs and culture. In addition to this Driscoll et al (2008) argues that successful university and community engagement is based upon an ‘’alignment of mission, marketing, leadership, traditions, recognitions, budgetary support, infrastructure, faculty development, and strategic plans’’ Driscoll et al (2008) p.3.
 
The NCCPE have also developed a tool that allows universities to assess their institutions support for community engagement. The tool looks at three different areas. Purpose, does the university prioritize community engagement? Do they employ members of staff to act as champions for engagement? It also considers the process, what support do staff and students receive? Is there opportunity for persona development? And People, is there opportunities for all members of the university to get involved? How well do they involve communities? This is useful tool for universities as it allows them to see areas for improvement however it could be criticized for not focusing enough on the perspectives of the community and how the university should assess their needs.

Clifford, 2012 suggests that for universities to create sustainable engagement with a community they need to address the following, internal, external and personal. The internal dimension refers to collaboration and inclusivity within the university itself. There needs to be a good partnership between department and faculty, Clifford argues this can be difficult when resources are so stretched, for communities to feel welcomed.  The external dimension involves the community, by clearly laying out what each groups responsibility and nature relationship while being aware of any power imbalances is the key to a sustainable relationship. However, this could be resolved by giving leadership roles to members of the community.

Service learning in American schools is a good example of community engagement in universities where community is at the centre of the learning process as it is embedded into the curriculum. This style of learning aims to develop individuals rather than preparing them for a specific occupation. There are many benefits to this as more authentic and can motivate students. However, it has been criticized for being more unpredictable than classroom work and harder to assess as it does require more work.  Service learning varies between universities depending on how much it values community based education. (Parker-Gwin, 1998).  Smith, (2016) who manages public engagement activity at Edinburgh Napier University takes this idea further and discusses the impact of student community engagement, particularly its role within the curriculum and when its credit bearing which is a source of motivation. Placing community engagement at the heart of the curriculum allows students who have extra responsibilities outside of university to participate and being able to gain credits from this is another incentive to those who may have not considered it. Smith also argues that community engagement gives students more responsibility over their learning as they can choose projects whilst being able to reflect on work helps with personal development. In addition to this if engagement is supported by the university and the course, the student is more likely to keep it up and a more sustainable partnership between student and community can be formed. Another example of this is known as engaged learning where students work with local organisations as part of their degree. In this case incentives and motivating students allowed projects to be successful.


Strieri, R, 2014 puts forward the idea of fields of paradox in in university and community partnerships where both conflict and collaboration occurs. Although university and community partnerships are often used to tackle an injustice in society that come from power imbalances, the two groups often mirror that power balance which can lead to conflict in the relationship. On the one hand, while it can be challenging to discuss power imbalances with community groups, on the other hand not acknowledging power imbalances can be just as harmful. 

Community Engagement is not just about transferring information about societal problems. It is should go deeper than that and look at how to go about solving problems. Butcher, (2011) talk about transformational partnerships which encourage growth rather than being merely transactional which does not generate much change within either organisation. One factor in the success of a university- community partnership is about managing expectations. It may a university is asking too much of a small community organisation to take on students where they will give more than they can gain or organisation may be expecting too much from a university. The best partnerships are built on mutual understanding and an equal commitment to success. There also needs to be clear expectations with regards to the resources and funds available to each group particularly community organisations which may not have these. “It can often be a significant time period before a student moves from being a net cost to making a net contribution’’ (Juliet et al, 2014 p.109). Furthermore, it is important to manage expectations regarding the capabilities of each group. Undergraduates may overestimate their abilities if they are keen to begin working with a group but do not yet have the right skills or experience. The same can be said of community groups that don’t allow students to push themselves and develop personally and rather see them as free labour. Finally, if responding to a particular need within the community it may be the university does not have the expertise to deal with it whereas another institution may be better suited. Butin, (2012) supports the idea that there needs to be clear expectations from both partners as communities takes risks when involving themselves in these partnerships as it takes away from their work. That’s not to say universities don’t take risks but it likely they will have the resources to do so.
Mcnall, (2008) stated the main characteristics of a good partnerships were cooperative goal setting and planning, shared power and resources, partnership management and having a knowledge of the needs of a community. Research conducted by Worrall, (2007) supports this and states university and community partnerships are most effective when they look at both short and long term goals and devise these goals together to form a clear purpose. Research shows one of the main factors for engagement to be successful is that there needs to be a shared purpose. It is not enough for groups to agree on a purpose it needs to be at the Centre of their work. However, it may not be realistic for two groups to share the same goals Butcher, (2011).

Mcnall, 2008 explains the quality of the engagement is only as good as the relationships that form it. Bringle et al (2002) argues there has been a history of university using communities for experimentation and exploiting their needs for the institutions gain. What is happening more is universities striving for a more mutually beneficial relationship using its resources to support the community. Bringle, also argues the quality of relationships is just as important as the number. Institutions who have the abilities to from good relationships who know how to initiate develop and nurture a relationship will be successful in engagement.  


Furthermore, findings from surveys carried out with community organisations shows how they wanted to be part of the student recruitment process and curriculum development and assessment and that they were more likely to have a more positive idea of the university if they were involved in the educational process Benson et al, (2001) supports this by stressing the governance of projects must include members of the community if it is to be successful. Benson also puts forward the idea that what makes these partnerships so successful is the reach of the university. While it is physically in a local area it is working on a global scale and can be used to bring local issues to a national level. 

[bookmark: _Toc8423232]2.3 For Higher education
Many universities will have an engagement strategy and are keen to take part in establishing partnerships with the local community however, Bruning, (2006) argues these partnerships are often one-sided. Students can experience the community and universities can offer their expertise but rarely is engagement viewed from the community’s perspective.  In addition to this, although more is being done to improve universities and the community relationship it could be argued the division is becoming more obvious as so much of a student’s daily life is carried out on campus rather than in the local community. There is also literature that criticizes certain universities that label themselves as ‘engaged’ to make themselves more appealing or just to tick the boxes when in fact they do very little in comparison to other universities. It may be the case that some universities may simply not see the importance of community engagement (Smith, 2016). This could be for a variety of reasons and may just be the conservative nature of some universities that don’t want to change, however some studies suggest universities are focusing less on their local area as there are increasingly competing in a global market where universities are ranked world-wide (Schuetze, 2010).  

Abes, (2002) found that a common concern for universities engaging with the community was a lack of recognition from the institutions themselves of community engagement. Factors in successful engagement are to develop infrastructure within the university that promotes community engagement throughout the disciplines in the institution, organize funding, create projects and support students and staff. In addition, this students and community partners should be Involved in recruiting engagement faculty (Gray et al 1999). Bringle, (2002) supports this and suggests that a centralized unit would make it easier to engage students and faculty as well members of the community. It would also be beneficial to recruit staff who have an understanding developing relationships with diverse community groups. In addition to this Butin et al, (2012) puts forward the idea of creating a culture of engagement within the university where the courses offer services or support to the community and establishing space in the university. These would also be useful in supporting and guiding students in their service learning while also offering a point of contact for communities. Dempsey, 2010 supports this idea that successful university and community partnerships are created through a community university broker. This is a reoccurring idea throughout the literature and highlights the importance of good communication between the groups.


[bookmark: _Toc8423233]2.4 For Communities
Defining communities is complex and can cause conflict particularly when well-meaning universities make much of the decisions regarding the needs of a group within the community and there is little input from community stakeholders. However, it can be difficult to decide who best represents a community. Although community engagements’ purpose is to empower people it can sometimes accentuate ‘’problematic social relationships’’ as it creates a power imbalance. Universities generally have greater access to resources and are rewarded in some way for their labour whereas community groups rely on voluntary help (Dempsey, 2010).  These issues must be addressed for community and university partnerships to be successful. Engagement can often reproduce the same power imbalances and inequalities they are tackling by reducing a group of people to simple characteristics. These factors need to be considered for an effective partnership. It is important to acknowledge the diversity within the group and the needs of each individual community. Furthermore, as Community partnerships often involve marginalized groups within society it is possible students may not have experienced the problems faced by the community and so may disengage as they unprepared.  
[bookmark: _Toc8423234]2.5 The barriers to successful community engagement
It is also important to consider what is stopping these partnerships from being successful as just as much can be learnt from what is not working as from what is. There are many challenges when creating complex relationships with both universities and communities and these issues can often undermine the success of community engagement initiatives (Strier,2014). Collaboration between an institution and the community may not work for many different reasons .

Ferrari et al (2000) argued that Service learning was often just made up of token gestures and that students were never in a place long enough to make any difference to clients. In addition to this that they did not have the appropriate skills to perform their duties effectively. However, Edwards et al, (2001) argue that communities usually value students and that any extra cost incurred are worth having a volunteer and they generally viewed them in a positive light. However, Butin et al (2012) argues that as community engagement takes up so much time, energy and other resources to establish a relationship and identify a need that it requires a greater commitment from the university than community groups. 

Another barrier is through potential exploitation of the community through the partnership. It is important to put communities at the heart of research and address the needs of the community not just those of the university. Also in cases where research is being carried out to receive feedback and critique on research from the community before it is published. 
Gupton et al, (2014) argues there will often be power imbalance as the role of the university as an ‘expert’ where the relationship is purely transactional. Therefore, it is important to focus on collaboration rather than just delivering services. The needs of the community should be considered and drive the universities initiatives.  

Groark et al, (2018) highlights the importance of mutual respect between members of the community and university. Each group may have different criteria for success and expectations from projects and research. It is useful to have leaders who are equipped to support both sides.  In addition to this is being able to share power equally, community may feel they are not included things are happening to them rather than with them. Certain situations such as government funding may have an aim that needs to be met. Funding for projects is often controlled by the university rather the community group.
All stakeholders should be represented and contribute to a project. Good communication and leadership to keep things on track. One of the biggest barriers to community engagement is resistance from community members. Brabant et al (2009) suggest they can often be suspicious of the efforts of the university as they suspect there as an ulterior motive. By having individuals they know well as leaders this should help with trust.


The idea of university as physically separate to the community can also be damaging and does not help in closing the divide (Dempsey, 2010). This reinforces the idea of the ivory tower where the university can become involved when and how it wants whereas the community cannot.  Ross, (2015) suggest the way to overcome this is to create good relationships with community leaders who have the best interests of the community at heart. There is an argument for making community engagement compulsory within certain modules as a way of integrating in into the university, however research shows forcing a reluctant student to volunteer in a community organisation can be time consuming and reflect badly on the university. Simply identifying a range of community based opportunities students can get involved in voluntarily help with this.

Another concern over difficulties of engagement is how challenging it can be for students who are time constrained by the academic year who are unable to give time over holidays etc. however as Biringle, 2002 suggested longevity is not always a sign of an effective relationship and could often suggests that one party is becoming to dependent on the other. Monitoring the relationship would help when assessing if it’s time to terminate a partnership. Clifford argues not downplaying the complexity of certain communities shouldn’t be treated a homogenous group important to ask, will this bring something to the community? And will this benefit the university? Dempsey, 2010 Is supportive of this approach to community engagement as stating they ‘’ hey misleadingly assume a unity and homogeneity that rarely exists’’ (Dempsey, 2010 p.360).

Another barrier is academic freedom. Do faculty and students feel they have the freedom and the resources to carry out or take part community engagement projects? Is it valued in t
hat institution or is seen to detract from traditional studies? (Groark et al, 2018)
Bringle et al (2002) argues there has been a history of university using communities for experimentation and exploiting their needs for the institutions gain. What is happening more is universities striving for a more mutually beneficial relationship using its resources to support the community. Bringle, also argues the quality of relationships is just as important as the number. Institutions who have the abilities to from good relationships who know how to initiate develop and nurture a relationship will be successful in engagement.  
Another factor that appears frequently in the literature is the need to evaluate community engagement projects. Initiatives needs to be well evaluated in order to be successful. Both formative and summative evaluation can be used as well as feedback.  (Juliet et al, 2014) 








[bookmark: _Toc8423235]3. Methodology 

[bookmark: _Toc8423236]3.1 Searching for literature 
Data for this study has been collected through secondary research using qualitative data sets. 
There are many strengths to this style of research and systematic reviews are often regarded as a valid research method. A systematic literature review offers a much broader picture than a single study and by critically evaluating each piece of work it can help to clarify the main ideas regarding success factors of engagement. This method has also allowed the sample size to increase as research is collected from a wide range of sources not just from local perspectives (Neale, 2009). Primary research into the success factors may have been beneficial and could be considered for further study by would have only covered a small scope. Using secondary research in this way allows more sense to be made of an area that has already been well researched. Furthermore, as Aveyard, (2014) argues systematic reviews can be time consuming but are usually more time and cost efficient than conducting primary research.
There are however some limitations to secondary research. This research method can be subjective from the point of view of the reviewer which can lead to misleading conclusions and misinterpreting of data.  In addition to this there is a chance research will be so broad it is unmanageable. This has been addressed by conducting a literature review of the main concepts and key ideas within community engagement to narrow down key findings and constructing an appropriate and manageable research question.  Furthermore, it is possible data may have changed during analysis due to the way it has been interpreted by original researchers. Finally, there is the obvious limitation that systematic reviews are only as good as the primary research they are based on (Neale, 2009. However, care has been taken to look at a range of literature from different sources.  McNeil, (2005) also points out the difference in sampling strategies between different authors and how this has may have impacted their research. 

To overcome unmanageable amounts of data and to find the most relevant data that addressed the research question a sampling strategy was used. The strategy involved using inclusion and exclusion criteria. The criteria has been carefully considered and suits the needs of the review. Inclusion criteria involved

· Primary research relating to community engagement and higher education, university and community partnerships which identified successful factors. 
· Literature published within the last 20 years. 
· Peer reviewed journal articles, books and reports, 
· Studies published in English were used sources to find information. 
· Search in different countries, such as America, Canada, Britain, South Africa. 

Whilst searching, different terms for the same word were also searched. For example, community engagement can be said in a variety of ways. In America, service learning and civic engagement are used as opposed to public or community engagement in Britain. 

The exclusion criteria included:

· Primary research which focuses on 
· Further than 20 years
· Data in a language other than English

The majority of the research was conducted on electronic databases with the exception of some physical items. Searches have made across different databases to avoid missing any literature. A high precision, low yield approach was used (Neale, 2009). Unfortunately, this produces a smaller set of result however avoids the risk of using literature that is not relevant to the research question. However, it must be acknowledged that this method may have led to some studies not being identified. 

The strategy allowed clear parameters to be set for research that were most appropriate for the research question however it could be argued this method is subjective as some keywords have not been used which may mean important pieces of literature may have been alienated. 
[bookmark: _Toc8423237]3.2 Being Critical
Once a study that fit the criteria had been found it was critically examined to ensure the quality of research was high.  Aveyard, (2014) argues that critically examining work involves asking the following questions
· Is the literature relevant to the research question the main findings of the research?
· What are its strengths and weaknesses? 

Critically analyzing the data included in other research is essential as it places the work in context. A critical appraisal tool has been used to do this. Naturally there are some limitations to using these and questions around their validity however it was deemed appropriate to use when analyzing the research so it was standardized.  The tool used here was to follow the critical skills appraisal programme (CASP) checklist. 

The checklist focuses on the following to analyse data and was use when developing the literature of this study CASP,(2018)
· Did the review clearly address a particular question?
· Were all the relevant studies included?
· Did the reviewers do enough to assess the quality of the included studies?
· If the results of the studies were combined was it right to do so?
· What are the overall results of the study?
· How precise are the results?
· Can they be applied to the local population?
· Were all important outcome considered?
· Are the benefits worth the harm and the costs?


A literature map was also used to which provided a clearer picture of available literature surrounding the topic as well as showing the relationships between them. 
[bookmark: _Toc8423238]3.3 Identifying key themes
[bookmark: _GoBack]A thematic approach was used to consolidate all the literature. By examining the findings and discussion of the research, key themes could be drawn out and placed alongside existing literature. A thematic analysis was used as way of analyzing data in the most rigorous way possible. The method is useful with large sets of data. Themes were identified using key words and word repetitions. 
Nowell, (2017) states that thematic analysis is a method for “identifying, analyzing, organizing, describing, and reporting themes found within a data set ‘’ (Nowell, 2017 p.7). This approach was used as it is a more accessible way of analyzing information, it also makes it easier to find similarities and differences and different perspectives in the literature and to draw out the key themes. There are as with any research method some limitation to thematic analysis. Due to ists flexibility as a research method it can lead “to inconsistency and a lack of coherence when developing themes derived from the research data” (Nowell, 2017 p.9).  

[bookmark: _Toc8423239]3.4 Ethical considerations 

Although secondary research has been carried out rather than primary research ethical guideline must still be followed. To achieve this British Educational Research Association [BERA] Ethical Guidelines for Educational Research have been followed.
 Participants in the original research cannot be identified and care has taken so all sources have been correctly referenced. 


[bookmark: _Toc8423240]4. Findings

A systematic review of the literature allowed key themes to be identified. The factors that most frequently emerged were having a clear purpose, managing expectations, building a good relationship and having a clear plan for evaluation.  
Naturally there were some contradictions amongst the themes. The quality of university and community partnerships varied in different countries and different universities. Furthermore, that’s not to say other factors of success weren’t identified. A lot of different elements make up successful community and university engagement. Thorough planning, evaluation, delivery of projects, a good knowledge of and partnerships with the community as well as the overall mission of the university are all key factors. However, these were not as frequently documented as the three.  

As well as the factors that make engagement successful there was plenty of literature critical of community engagement. This research found themes such power imbalances (Groark et al, 2018) and exploitation of communities (Brabant et al (2009). assessing the needs of the community to be barriers when forming a successful partnership. The main idea that came across in the literature was that the perspectives of the community were not always considered (Dempsey, 2010). Further research into this area could be carried out involving members of the community to widen the literature on the side of communities. 

[bookmark: _Toc8423241]5. Discussion 

This section includes an interpretation of the research findings supported by current literature and looking at the study more closely. Its strengths and weaknesses and how where it fits in education today. 
[bookmark: _Toc8423242]5.1 Managing expectations

One of the main findings from the research was the importance of managing expectations. This a common theme and is was supported by a lot of the literature.  Juliet et al, 2014 p.109 discusses mutual understanding between groups and to manage expectations regarding each other’s capabilities. Both groups are taking a risk and need to know what to expect from each other. Kuttner, (2019). The best partnerships are built on mutual understanding and equal commitment to success.
[bookmark: _Toc8423243]5.2 Clear purpose
Another theme which emerged from the literature was for the activity the groups wer taking a part in to have a clear purpose. Mcnall, (2008) suggest good partnership is made of cooperative goal setting and planning. In addition to this Worrall, (2007) found that these partnerships were most successful when goals were planned together and that there was less chance for disappointment. These goals also have to be at the centre of the work (Butcher, 2011).
[bookmark: _Toc8423244]5.3 Building a Good Relationship
A further theme that was found frequently was the importance of building a good relationship. This is heavily supported by literature. Mcnall, (2008) argued the quality of the engagement is only as good as the relationships that form it. Institutions who are able from mutually beneficial relationships and nurture these relationships are more successful in their engagement projects.




The study identified four key success factors of engagement from a wide range of sources. These included having a clear purpose, developing good relationships, managing expectations and having a clear evaluation.  

There are many strengths to this research. The strategies used to find literature were effective in narrowing down the data and producing results relevant to the study. The critique of the literature allowed it be viewed without bias and for key themes to be identified and explored. However, it is also important to acknowledge the limitations. Although every effort has been made to identify and critique relevant literature this may not have been carried out as thoroughly as an experienced researcher would and reviews will always be subject to some form of bias.  If a similar was to be carried out in the future, it could include primary research with members of a university and community. If carried out on a bigger scale multiple universities or community groups could be used over a period. 

As these findings bring together key factors from existing literature they are reinforced by current research. The concepts themselves are not necessarily unique but there is little research into how these are effective for university and community engagement and these have been applied here and so fills a gap in current literature. The study brings together the current ideas and understanding of successful engagement.
Findings from surveys carried out with community organisations shows how they wanted to be part of the student recruitment process and curriculum development and assessment and that were more likely to have a more positive idea of the university if they were involved in the educational process Benson et al (2001).   Supports this by stressing the governance of projects must include members of the community if it is to be successful. Benson also puts forward the idea that what makes these partnerships so successful is the reach of the university. While it is physically in a local area it is working on a global scale and can be used to bring local issues to a national level. 


These findings are relevant in the field of education today as they would form the basis of strategies implemented by universities.  As the literature demonstrates the need for universities to engage with communities at a local level it is important they are aware of what makes these partnerships work. As the current research shows there is an abundance of knowledge on different style s of community engagement and how beneficial or unbeneficial it is however, there is little on what makes these partnerships work particularly in the modern day where communities themselves are not always very cohesive and are now more isolated. 

On a more national scale current policy highlights the need to empower communities and promote positive relationships and to use universities to meet the needs of society. This study would be essential as guidance for forming these relationships. 



4. Conclusions


The aim of the study was to explore the success factors of a community and university partnership. The first objective was to thoroughly review the literature using a well thought out a strategy. This was successful and an in-depth review of the literature was made.
The second objective was to analyse the literature using a critical appraisal tool which in this case was CASP. This was effective in assessing the literature for its validity and credibility and outcomes.  The third objective was to draw out key themes from the literature and explore them further using thematic analysis. The results of this can be seen in the findings.
This study brings together a broad range of research into what makes an effective university community partnership and has also addressed the importance of addressing and overcoming the barriers to engagement. 
It was expected that there would be some success factors in developing community and university partnerships and that certain themes would arise throughout the literature such as fostering positive relationships and having a shared goal. However, what was unexpected were the number of barriers to an effective partnership particularly with regards to the perceived divide between the university and community.
This paper recommends that more research is needed in this area to find out ways to overcome these barriers which would further the knowledge surrounding successful community and university engagement. 
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