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ABSTRACT 

 This dissertation is a comparative study of the formal institutionalization of Chicana/o 

Studies programs in four-year colleges and universities between 1970 and the present, and of 

how variations in institutionalization create different community engagement dynamics for 

Latina/o populations both on- and off-campus.  This research examines the impact of program 

and university-level characteristics on the formal institutionalization of these programs and the 

embedding of community engagement within program mission statements.  Program-level 

characteristics include formal classification as either a Chicana/o Studies program or cognate 

(e.g., Mexican American Studies, Hispanic Studies, Latin American Studies, etc.) or a more 

generalist ethnic studies program (e.g., ethnic studies, cultural studies, American Studies, etc.).  

University-level characteristics include locus of control (i.e., public or private universities), 

institutional wealth, total student body and minority enrollments, histories of campus protest, and 

regional diffusion.     

 The first paper, “Holding Patterns,” is a longitudinal study of the growth and proliferation 

of Chicana/o Studies programs since the establishment of the field in the late 1960s.  It addresses 

an ongoing debate within the scholarship of race-based interdisciplinary fields:  whether and to 

what extent academic fields rooted in the social, political, and historical condition of minority 

populations have secured a stable place in academia.  It also rejects the idea that generalized 

backlash or disinterest in such fields of study alone predict program failure (i.e., dismantlement).  

Rather, I draw on organizational theory to argue that the long-term stability and development of 

Chicana/o Studies programs depends on their ability to adhere to dominant models in academia.  

I conceptualize a dominant model within higher education as an academic program that satisfies 

three fundamental requirements:  (1) using concepts, theory, and empirical scholarship to build 
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and enhance a scholastic and well-defined body of knowledge over time; (2) using this body of 

knowledge to impart skills and training necessary to grant students formal academic credentials; 

and (3) conducting academic labor practices consistent with demands for expertise and 

adherence to lines of authority in modern university systems.  Satisfying all three demands 

becomes the rationale for administrators to allocate and distribute financial, human, and physical 

resources to academic programs within colleges and universities.  Presuming that allocation is 

fair and equitable based on satisfying these conditions, adherence to dominant models reaps 

rewards within academic settings and helps programs garner reputation and recognition among 

their peers.  As such, the degree to which academic programs demonstrate fit with dominant 

models in academia illustrates improved chances in securing a permanent space (Baldridge 1971; 

DiMaggio and Powell 1983; Etzioni 1975; Hannan and Freeman 1977; Scott and Davis 2006).   

Some aspects of this conceptualization, such as collegiality and research publication, 

require analyzing intra-organizational operations that may not be easily observed.  However, 

examining changes in academic programs’ organizational status over time identifies the key 

moments at which programs have secured sufficient resources (e.g., financial, human capital, 

physical space, etc.) in order to experience growth and stability.  These changes matter because 

they suggest, a priori, that academic programs have performed the necessary labor, i.e., teaching 

proficiency, research and publication activity, grantsmanship, service to the university, etc., to 

justify administrators allocating the long-term financial, human, and resource expenditures that 

facilitate program growth.  Examining institutionalization at the program level reveals variations 

of organizational status that get overlooked in studies of the diffusion of academic disciplines 

(Brint et. al. 2009).  Moreover, variation signals, in real terms, the structural tenuousness that 

constitutes the reality of working in newly developed and interdisciplinary fields in academia  
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(Knight, et. al. 2013; Rhoten 2004).  To capture achievement of academic programs’ long-term 

organizational stability, I propose and measure two outcomes:  curricular expansion and 

structural expansion.  Curricular expansion refers to the assembly of course offerings into 

increasingly complex formal credentials.  Structural expansion refers to the assembly of 

organizational resources that allow academic programs to accommodate a wide variety of 

academic labor demands.  These measures matter, especially for race-based interdisciplinary 

fields, because they signal their success in negotiating underlying institutional politics and 

aligning scholarship to meet the demands of the university system.  Expansion suggests that even 

“newcomer” race-based interdisciplinary fields can (and do) overcome resistance, prove their 

intellectual worth, and merit their place in today’s universities (Gumport 1993; Slaughter 2002).   

Based on a sample of 125 programs at four-year institutions, this study finds that total 

student body enrollments, Latina/o enrollments, and campus mobilization increase the chances 

for programs’ curricular expansion.  Institutional wealth increases the chances for structural 

expansion.  Ceterus paribus, Chicana/o Studies and ethnic studies programs are equally likely to 

experience curricular expansion.  However, Chicana/o Studies programs are 50% less likely to 

achieve structural expansion than ethnic studies programs.  This finding suggests that race-based 

interdisciplinary fields with a specific racial or ethnic focus are more likely to linger with 

diminished organizational resources than fields with a generalist or multi-cultural focus.  

Preserving this focus comes with risk.       

The second study, “Outward Bound,” examines program and university characteristics 

associated with the inclusion of explicit community engagement strategies in program mission 

statements.  The study features a subsample of 68 Chicana/o Studies programs from the original 

“Holding Patterns” study that maintained Chicana/o Studies program classification over time, yet 
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experienced differing combinations of curricular and structural institutionalization.  Programs’ 

mission statements and information pages (i.e., “about us” pages) yield information about 

community engagement strategies.  The analysis focuses on three measures:  (1) variations in 

engagement strategies; (2) whether engagement strategies take place on- or off-campus; and (3) 

how programs frame engagement work as fulfilling Chicana/o Studies programs’ broader 

research, teaching, and service requirements.  The study addresses an ongoing debate in the 

organization and new institutionalism literatures:  that is, linkages among the content of mission 

statements, organizational action, and latent processes of sensemaking and institutional politics 

within higher education settings.  The study investigates these issues, recognizing that program 

and university characteristics may engender more or less favorable work environments in which 

community engagement planning and execution takes place.  Moreover, the analysis is sensitive 

to the ways in community engagement make up a core facet of the reason why Chicana/o Studies 

exists in the academy today.    

Prior empirical findings yield mixed findings regarding the content of mission statements 

and their effects on work practices and meanings attached to work (Davis, et. al. 2007; Delucchi 

1997; Meacham 2008; Meacham and Gaff 2006; Morphew and Hartley 2006).  This may also 

occur in higher education settings because administrators’ values and beliefs about what the 

college represents (and should represent) to external stakeholders are theoretically expected to 

filter throughout a diffuse and decentralized bureaucratic structure (Blau 1973).  Instead, faculty 

members may be more likely to identify with values and beliefs circulated within proximal work 

environments (e.g., academic programs and departments) than the university as a whole (Clegg 

2008). 

This study finds curricular expansion, public locus of control, and histories of campus 
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mobilization are associated with the appearance of community engagement in mission 

statements.  However, only colleges with high Latina/o enrollments are associated with off-

campus engagement.  Curiously, while structural expansion was originally perceived as the 

surest route for academic programs to acquire long-term organizational stability in the first study, 

structural expansion was not associated with community engagement.  These findings suggest 

that institutionalization, goal and value development, and sensemaking reflect distinctive yet 

deeply intertwined organizational processes in academia. 

The third study, “It’s Who We Are,” examines how faculty and staff members in a fully-

institutionalized Mexican American Studies program perform community engagement work in 

an unexpected setting:  a research-intensive flagship university in the western United States.  The 

case study examines the establishment of Mexican American Studies as an informal “committee” 

under the purview of a department of Romance Languages (now Spanish and Portuguese).  

Members of the committee slowly developed community-relevant curricula from existing course 

offerings in already established humanities and social science departments.  Curricular expansion 

provided an opportunity for the program to gain structural independence, yet its administration 

remained decentralized in the interim period.  Faculty members and community activists jointly 

mobilized, arguing that the fragmented program would better serve the university as a research 

hub for Latina/o educational issues in the city and region.  After convincing university officials 

of this need, administrators allocated long-term financial and staffing resources.  These moves 

facilitated structural expansion; and with new hires and leadership, the program established its 

community engagement initiatives.   

This study gathers survey and interview data from a group of tenured faculty members 

and professional staff reporting high levels of motivation and commitment to performing  
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community engagement.  Findings reveal that engaged faculty draw on their pre-doctoral 

experiences and disciplinary socialization in order to reinforce commitments to perform 

community engagement work.  In addition, faculty members recall successful engagement 

efforts as those in which projects could simultaneously meet research, teaching, and service 

requirements within their respective unit.  Respondents discussed how engagement projects 

facilitate community-based research and providing enhanced teaching opportunities for students.  

This suggests intra-organizational support for academic labor integration.  Semi-structured 

interviews reveal that for the faculty members and staff interviewed, receptivity to integration 

reduces the risk of engagement and academic labor competing with one another.  
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INTRODUCTION 

 Ethnic studies developed in higher education as a way for students to learn about the 

history, culture, and perspectives of racial and ethnic groups within and beyond the United States 

(Sleeter 2011) [note 1].  These programs prioritized the study of intergroup relations including 

but not limited to power relations, intergroup cooperation and conflict, ethnic prejudice and 

stereotyping, ethnic discrimination and stratification, and the social, political, historical, and 

economic forces that shape the life courses of diverse ethnic groups (Yang 2000).  Ethnic studies 

programs countered the tendency in traditional mainstream curricula to minimize attention to or 

neglect the social and political contributions of minority groups in America (Powers 2008; 

Valencia 1991).  They developed after successive waves of student protest; even after programs 

were started, educators and scholars of color continued to press schools, districts, and textbook 

companies to produce diverse educational materials to reflect the reality of the country (Rosales 

1997; Sleeter 2001).  Although ethnic studies programs have faced a number of political and 

institutional challenges in getting space in academia, today there are hundreds of ethnic studies 

programs operating in colleges and universities across the country (Bataille, Carranza, and Lisa 

1996; Blackmer Reyes 2004). 

 Although historical accounts described the resistance ethnic studies programs faced in 

higher education (Yang 2000), few explained what resistance looked like or why universities 

were slow to adopt racially-inclusive curricula.  Regarding the character of resistance, La Belle 

and Ward (1996) discussed the denial of financial resources while Hu-DeHart (1993, 1995) 

emphasized poor staffing among fragmented organizational units.  Regarding universities’ 

inaction, scholars argued that colleges and universities were sensitive to the neo-conservative 

backlash against identity politics, racial consciousness, and civil rights, especially during the 
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Reagan administration.  The backlash bled into college and university environments, rendering 

them inhospitable to teaching students about racial history and culture (Acuña 2011; Banks 

2012; Omi and Winant 1994; Sleeter 2011; Yang 2000).  These arguments are compelling, even 

if overly generalized; but without an underlying theory, they ultimately fail to explain why denial 

of resources, fragmentation, or fear of backlash were even possible to achieve.  It becomes that 

much more difficult to determine why hundreds of Chicana/o and ethnic studies programs could 

exist today, given the sheer number of constraints facing them throughout their emergence. 

 I draw on organizational theory to address three concerns.  First, organizational theory 

provides a rationale for justifying the support or withdrawal of financial and human resources 

that create organizational stability over time.  I treat formal systems of knowledge production, 

bureaucratic operation, and collegiality (Baldridge 1971; Etzioni 1975) as fundamental engines 

driving today’s colleges and universities; in turn, administrators emulate, develop, and follow 

rule- and procedure-driven bases for distributing resources to academic programs.  These 

processes appropriately treat colleges and universities much like modern bureaucratic firms 

whose impersonal operations and conferment of legitimacy to agents and models that follow the 

rules as perpetuating work expectations in academia.  Second, organizational theory includes 

explanations for both long-term stability and structural change, treating them as distinct 

phenomena (Scott 2004; Scott and Davis 2006).  Change can certainly come about as a response 

to environmental conditions (e.g., political climates) (Hannan and Freeman 1977).  But because 

higher education organizations have become increasingly differentiated and decoupled over the 

past century (van Vught 2007; Weick 1976), empirical studies must recognize how prevailing 

internal labor practices shape and constrain opportunities for academic programs to grow, 

change, and develop.  Third, organizational theory provides a bridge between the effects of  
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organizational structure and how structure compels contemplation about the values and goals of 

new academic programs (Scott and Davis 2006).  Sensemaking and reflection about work and its 

significance describes the turn toward new institutionalism in organizational theory (Greenwood, 

et. al. 2008; Scott and Davis 2006).  Whatever fate lies in store for developing Chicana/o Studies 

programs, the dissertation addresses how organizational structure shapes programs’ potential for 

performing academic work uniquely situated at the core of its field:  community engagement. 

 The next sections include a list of conceptual definitions, a literature review, and a brief 

discussion of study implications.  I conclude with the primary conclusions from my three studies 

and recommendations for future research.  The full text for each study appears in Appendices A, 

B, and C. 
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CONCEPTUAL DEFINITIONS 

 This section reviews key concepts appearing throughout the dissertation.  It includes 

theoretical and methodological terms and variables of interest from the three appendices. 

Academic Labor 

 This term refers collectively to fundamental teaching, research, and service activities that 

colleges and universities perform for students and for external stakeholders (Weisbrod 2008).  

Labor may be variously formalized for faculty members and staff working in academic programs 

and disciplines.  Formalized labor appears as a series of explicit performance standards to be met 

as conditions for continued employment and/or promotion and tenure, depending on one’s title 

(Alshare, Wenger, and Miller 2007; Green 2008).  Academic labor is treated as a contextual 

factor shaping opportunities for programs to fit community engagement into their core activities, 

and as a source of pressure for faculty and staff members working within these programs.             

Bureaucracy 

 Weber ([1922] 1978) refers to a bureaucracy as the most highly efficient and formal 

manner to organize human behavior in the modern world.  Essential features include activity 

within the bureaucracy as governed by rules, organization of agents in a hierarchical manner, 

written documents and procedures as means to shape action, occupation of offices based on 

training and expertise, and the ability of operations to sustain themselves independent of those 

who occupy its offices.  These characteristics are also assumed to describe the activity and 

internal structure of today’s complex organizations.    

Chicana/o 

 Mexican American youth reclaimed the term “Chicano” in the late 1960s as a symbol of 

ethnic pride and as an identifier for those persons asserting Mexican Americans’ civil rights 



17 

(Chicano Coordinating Council on Higher Education [CCCHE] 1969; Moore and Cuellar 1970; 

Rosales 1997).  It has since been stylized (e.g., Chicana/o, Chicanx, Xicana/o, etc.) to reflect the 

contributions of women to the Chicana/o Movement (Acuña 2000; Chávez-García 2013; Ochoa 

O’Leary 2007).            

Chicana/o Studies 

 Chicana/o Studies refers to a race-based interdisciplinary field that emphasizes the study 

of the historical, cultural, political, social, and economic conditions of Mexican Americans living 

in the United States.  The field emerged in the late 1960s in the aftermath of student, faculty, and 

community protest regarding political and social inclusion and educational equity for Mexican 

Americans (Acuña 2011; Flores 2001; Ochoa O’Leary 2007).  Since its establishment, Chicana/o 

Studies programs have taken on different names based on Mexican American and indigenous 

populations existing in the worldwide Latina/o diaspora.  These include and are not limited to 

Hispanic Studies, Latin American Studies, Mexican American Studies, and Puerto Rican Studies; 

or to geographic referents like Southwestern or Transborder Studies (Aguilar 2003; Blackmer 

Reyes 2004; Soldatenko 2009).  Chicana/o Studies program classification is the independent 

variable of interest in Appendix A.                  

Community Engagement 

 Community engagement refers to collaborative work between an organization and a 

community – a group of people affiliated by geographic placement and shared interest regarding 

where they live – designed to address the well-being of people who live within the community 

(Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 2011).  Collaboration entails long-term sharing of 

financial and human resources to achieve a mutually agreed upon objective.  This emphasis 

distinguishes engagement from less frequent and informal forms of community interaction like 
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volunteerism (Ward and Wolf-Wendel 2000).  Engagement activities themselves may be formal 

or informal and are diverse in nature; they may include and are not limited to building social 

connections and networks, cultural celebrations, business investments, co-sponsored meetings, 

local conferences, sports events, and community-led research projects, among others (Jacob, et. 

al. 2015).  Such work is generally thought to occur where communities exist; if possible, projects 

may also entail community members being invited to the campus as well (Bruning, McGrew, and 

Cooper 2006).  Analyses of community engagement strategies and practices and justifications for 

performing such work appear in Appendices B and C.    

Curricular Expansion 

 Curricular expansion refers to the process of developing and assembling course offerings 

within an academic program, such that students earn increasing levels of formal credentials upon 

completion (Gumport and Snydman 2002).  Curricular expansion is treated as the first proxy for 

program institutionalization.  Academic programs offering a wider range of credentials may 

demonstrate greater utility than programs with limited credential options.   

Curricular structure is treated as a ranked categorical measure k as follows:  no curricular 

structure (e.g., classes), minor, undergraduate certificate, Bachelor’s degree, graduate certificate, 

Master’s degree, and doctoral degree.  Expansion is a dichotomous outcome for a given time t.  

Expansion is presumed to reflect a longitudinal process; when a college’s course catalog 

indicates credential c + k offered at some time period t + n relative to credential c offered at time 

t, then the expansion event has occurred.  Curricular expansion is a dependent variable in 

Appendix A and an independent variable in Appendix B.          

Diffusion 

 Diffusion refers to the spread of practices and structures within a social system (Strang 
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and Soule 1998).  Organizations emulate practices and structures of peer firms in an effort to 

gain legitimacy and to decrease the liability of their novelty within a field (Scott and Davis 

2006).  There remains debate on the causal direction between diffusion and isomorphism, i.e., 

the similarity among organizations occupying the same field (Boxenbaum and Jonsson 2008).  

Appendix A features a straightforward measure of geographic diffusion as an independent 

variable:  the spread of Chicana/o Studies and ethnic studies programs at colleges and 

universities between neighboring states within a geographic region of the country.    

Dominant Model 

 A dominant model refers to an emergent organizational form, structure, or set of practices 

within a field that new competitors seek to emulate (DiMaggio and Powell 1983).  It describes 

something for which emulation will grant legitimacy and acceptance by peer firms, above and 

beyond benefits associated with efficiency or improved performance (Meyer and Rowan 1977).  

For the purposes of the dissertation, knowledge production and collegial relations in colleges and 

universities are dominant practices of interest that shape time and resource investments for other 

potentially competing forms of academic labor.  

El Plan de Santa Barbara 

 Students, faculty members, staff, and community activists drafted El Plan in Santa 

Barbara at a symposium held in Santa Barbara, California, in 1969.  The manifesto included 

demands for colleges and universities across the United States to develop Chicana/o Studies 

programs, give control over these new programs to activists and community members, and 

support political and social independence of Chicana/o students.  It is considered a founding 

document in the creation of the field of Chicana/o Studies (Acuña 2011; CCCHE 1969). 

Ethnic Studies 
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 Ethnic studies refers to the collective and comparative study of history, culture, and 

experiences of racial and ethnic minorities in the United States (Yang 2000).  The term ethnic 

studies is used interchangeably with race-based interdisciplinary fields.  Ethnic studies programs 

may incorporate the study of one or more racial and ethnic groups including African Americans, 

Asian Americans, Latin Americans, Native Americans, mixed cultural groups, and indigenous 

populations within an academic unit (Sleeter 2011; Turk-Bicakci 2007), though combinations of 

offerings and specializations may vary.  Ethnic studies programs also developed following civil 

rights activism of the late 1960s.  Since then, ethnic studies programs show some merging with 

American Studies, critical and comparative studies, critical race studies, cultural studies, and 

Women’s Studies (Bataille, Carranza, and Lisa 1996).  Ethnic studies program classification is 

the alternate independent variable of interest in Appendix A; if a program is not restricted to the 

study of Mexican American populations, then it is coded as an ethnic studies program.       

Institutionalization 

 Institutionalization refers to the process by which norms, values, or roles lodged within 

social structures regulate human activity and organize consistent patterns of behavior.  This 

process suggests a tight link between the aims and outcomes of social practices and the human 

and organizational structures that reinforce them (Miller 2011).  This dissertation measures the 

institutionalization of Chicana/o Studies in four-year colleges and universities in Appendix A, 

focusing on favorable environmental characteristics for programs can flourish.  Appendices B 

and C discuss the institutionalization of Chicana/o Studies programs and how it affects the 

chances that programs perform community engagement work with Latina/o populations.        

Institutional Wealth 

 Institutional wealth refers to the financial assets that allow colleges and universities to 
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enact teaching, research, academic productivity, and other forms of labor as prescribed within 

their mission statements.  Assets come from multiple sources including but not limited to tuition 

revenues, federal and state appropriations, endowments, investments, rents, patent licensing, and 

technology transfer.  In turn, colleges and universities spend these assets on subsidizing students’ 

cost of attendance through grants, scholarships, and institutional aid, buildings and infrastructure, 

academic resources and personnel, teaching and instruction, service to the community, and so 

forth (Weisbrod 2008).   

Large-scale education surveys like the Higher Education General Information Survey and 

the Integrated Postsecondary Educational Data System track multiple asset and expenditure 

sources, from which I estimate an operating budget value per student.  Geiger’s (2004) method 

sums tuition and fee revenue, state appropriations, and endowment income; subtracts monies 

paid out for grants and scholarships; then divides this figure by total student body enrollment.  

Conceptually, this estimate is a “ceiling” value, for it assumes that any remaining monies are 

directed toward students’ learning experiences.  Institutional wealth is a control variable in 

Appendix A and an independent variable in Appendix B.       

Integration 

 Integration refers to the bringing together of multiple duties characterizing academic 

labor in a clear and coherent fashion within an academic program or department (Harvey and 

Knight 1996).  It presumes that administrators and program leaders draft clear and explicit 

guidelines for performing academic labor as well as the criteria on which such labor is evaluated.  

It also presumes that duties are more or less capable of integration based on whether or not they 

appear as methods of satisfying multiple performance standards simultaneously.  Respondents in  

Appendix C discuss how and to what extent they perceive opportunities for integration among 
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community engagement work and research, teaching, and service obligations.   

Legitimacy 

 Legitimacy refers to a belief in the exercise of authority as valid and proper by agents 

within an organization or system.  Legitimacy involves the securing of social order through 

voluntary compliance with rules and procedures (i.e., rational-legal authority) (Weber [1922] 

1978).  Legitimacy is of interest in the study of complex organizations because it represents a 

turning point at which emulating dominant models within a field brings tacit acceptance for new 

firms, rather than technical or efficiency benefits (DiMaggio and Powell 1983; Meyer and 

Rowan 1977).  Hence, the process by which new Chicana/o Studies programs gain acceptance in 

academia is a function of their ability to mold themselves to dominant forms of academic labor.    

Locus of Control 

 For postsecondary institutions, locus of control refers to the sources of revenue through 

which colleges and universities operate.  Designations refer typically to public versus private 

universities, though they also include whether or not universities operate for profit.  Public-

private distinctions take into account sources of revenue to finance education, degrees of reliance 

on market mechanisms to allocate goods and resources and to stave off competition, and sources 

of direct control over the governance and management of campuses.  Hence, a public university 

is one that receives the majority of its funding through federal and state appropriations, whereas 

a private university runs primarily on endowments and donations (McLendon and Mokher 2009).  

Locus of control serves as a control variable in Appendix A and an independent variable in 

Appendix B.   

Loose Coupling 

 Loose coupling refers to pairs of events whose outcomes affect each other, yet each event 
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retains its physical or logical separation, i.e., distinctiveness, from the other (Glassman 1973; 

Weick 1976).  Weick (1976) extends this definition to include units operating within a complex 

organization.  Higher education organizations are frequently assumed to feature loose coupling.  

Consistent with this claim, this dissertation sees the day-to-day operations connecting academic 

programs and administrative direction as working in the same way (Ingersoll 1993).    

Mission Statement 

 Organizations use mission statements as formal, explicit tools to communicate their 

purpose, objectives, and the needs that they satisfy for customers and stakeholders (Bart 2001; 

Delucchi 2000; Schmitz 1993).  Their content serves as an embodiment of organizational culture 

and as a frame of reference for values and beliefs (Atkinson 2008; Fugazzotto 2009).  Appendix 

B features the inclusion of community engagement practices within mission statements as the 

dependent variable of interest.  Appendix C complicates the taken-for-granted nature of mission 

statements by exploring potential conflict between program and university missions (Abbott 

2001; Bart 2001; Meacham and Gaff 2006; Weick 1976), particularly when gauging the value of 

community engagement work in Chicana/o Studies.       

Mobilization 

 Mobilization broadly describes actions designed to elicit organizational responsiveness 

and/or change beyond traditional operations.  Although mobilization can include non-disruptive 

activities (Rojas 2006), the development of Chicana/o and ethnic studies in higher education 

predominantly focuses on the role student protest, demonstration, and activism played in forcing 

colleges and universities to create new academic programs and to attend to Latinas/os’ long-

neglected educational needs (Acuña 2011; Baldridge 1971; CCCHE 1969; Lipset and Altbach 
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1966; Massialas 1969; Ochoa O’Leary 2007; Rojas 2007).  Mobilization is a control variable in 

Appendix A and an independent variable in Appendix B.     

Sensemaking 

 Sensemaking refers to cognitive activities that help frame lived experience as meaningful 

(Bess and Dee 2008).  Weick’s (1976) initial work focused on how sensemaking reduces 

organizations uncertainty or ambiguity about their environmental conditions.  Future work 

(Weick 1995) emphasized agents’ internal cognitive processes and social interactions.  This 

dissertation focuses on agent-level sensemaking based on three assumptions.  First, it presumes 

that agents have sufficient understanding and/or comprehension of the context in which their 

work takes place in order to communicate about them to others.  Second, it presumes that agents 

are just as likely to take cues from environments as they do each other in crafting meaning about 

work.  Third, it presumes that context is time-sensitive, and that sensemaking is an ongoing 

process rather than a static one.  Appendix C explores how faculty and staff members perceive fit 

between community engagement activity and broader research and teaching obligations.          

Structural Expansion 

 Structural expansion refers to the compiling human, financial, and organizational 

resources in order to create academic programs that satisfy an increasingly diverse range of 

academic labor activities.  Structural expansion is treated as a second proxy for program 

institutionalization (see also curricular expansion); it suggests that programs tending toward 

achievement of departmental status require more human, financial, and organizational infra-

structure to sustain their existence, relative to elementary forms of program organization.  

Program organizational structure is treated as a ranked categorical measure k as follows:  

program, research center, and department.  Expansion is a dichotomous outcome at any given 



25 

time t.  Expansion is presumed to reflect a longitudinal process; when a college’s course catalog 

and/or secondary data source indicates structure s + k offered at some time period t + n relative 

to the structure s offered at time t, then the expansion event has occurred.  Structural expansion is 

a dependent variable in Appendix A and an independent variable in Appendix B. 
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LITERATURE REVIEW 

Organizational Theory 

Sociologists began studying complex organizations in the 1950s.  Scott and Davis (2006) 

described four reasons for why complex organizations have consistently received scholarly 

attention.  First, organizations are vital mechanisms for groups of people to pursue collective 

goals in modern societies.  Second, organizations are non-neutral tools that affect the nature and 

form of what they produce.  Third, organizations independently possess rights and powers above 

and beyond the actors who occupy their positions.  Fourth, organizations encompass generic 

social processes through highly specific and distinctive structural arrangements. 

The earliest empirical work on organizations focused on scientific management and 

routines for dividing complex work tasks into coordinated subtasks (Pryor and Taneja 2010; 

Taneja, Pryor, and Toombs 2011).  Studies emphasized management and work processes that 

promoted technical efficiency (Scott and Davis 2006).  Successive work explored the role of 

organizational structure in directing and coordinating the actions of agents working within them. 

Gouldner’s (1954) comparative study of industrial bureaucracies demonstrated the tight 

structural arrangements theorists had hypothesized.  March (1978) assessed the value of 

organizations in ensuring bounded rationality.  Decision-making went smoothly so long as 

agents possessed accurate information about appropriate solutions to solve problems at work.  So 

long as agents had sufficient awareness of problems, then agents would automatically choose the 

best tactics in their repertoire to correct these problems.  Finally, Weber’s (1958) portraits of 

modern bureaucracy deemphasized agents’ individual choices.  Formal and impersonal rules and 

procedures existed to constrain the actions of agents holding offices and positions.  Rules, as 

opposed to the whims of individuals, shaped duties, obligations, and relationships of agents to 
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each other; hence, organizations could operate predictably.  To the extent agents agreed with 

rules and procedures operating within the organization, rational-legal systems of authority were 

deemed legitimate and mass compliance ensued, even if everyone’s interests were not equally 

satisfied (Camic, Gorski, and Trubek 2005; Stryker 2000, 2001; Weber [1922] 1978).      

Classical theories of organizational stability gave way when scholars learned of complex 

organizations whose operations violated basic assumptions about tight coupling of units (Scott 

2004).  Colleges and universities presented a challenging case for applying organizational theory.  

Cohen, March, and Olsen (1972) described colleges and universities as organizations with fluid 

participation in core activities, as possessors of unclear technology not clearly related to goal 

satisfaction, and as consisting of uneven preferences among its members.  Glassman (1973) 

reasoned that the irregular interaction between administrators and faculty members mirrored 

other loose connections across colleges and universities.  The fact that these loosely coupled 

organizations (Weick 1976) subsisted on informal and inconsistent contact meant there was a 

need for alternative explanations for coordinated organizational behavior.  The loose coupling in 

colleges and universities requires new explanations for how academic programs satisfy (field-

level) teaching and research demands of higher education while stressing their own relative 

autonomy, values, and beliefs about what education should do for its public stakeholders.  A 

meso-level analysis illustrates not only interlocking processes of institutionalization in academia, 

but also the struggle of balancing internal organizational and public stakeholders’ demands.  The 

struggle is salient for new academic programs geared toward satisfying students’ interests and 

achieving social change instead of garnering academy-centered reputation.   

Yet, new academic programs face similar pressures to seek legitimacy and gain 

acceptance from established disciplines and from administrative leadership, just as new firms do 
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from established ones in professional fields.  Emulating dominant models of organizational 

structure and practice increases chances for acceptance, whereas the failure to emulate increases 

the risk of program failure (DiMaggio and Powell 1983; Hannan and Freeman 1977; Scott and 

Davis 2006).  Over time, isomorphism becomes a consequence of large-scale organizations 

operating within the same professional field (Greenwood et. al. 2008; Hannan and Freeman 

1977; Scott and Davis 2006).  Regardless of discipline, new academic programs are obligated to 

demonstrate their intellectual rigor and distinctiveness by building theory, producing knowledge, 

testing empirical claims, and publishing in peer-reviewed presses (Baldridge 1971; Blau 1973).   

I argue that the challenges facing Chicana/o Studies programs are both organizational and 

racial in nature.  This dissertation examines how institutionalization proceeds for Chicana/o 

Studies, a new discipline that had neither the clear theoretical or empirical subject matter to build 

an “accepted” body of scholarship, nor enough Latina/o scholars in the academy to craft it [note 

2].  It explores how and to what extent the social, political, historical, and cultural experiences of 

racial and ethnic minorities in the United States form the basis of a legitimated academic 

discipline, whose subject matter is intellectually worthy of attention in higher education.  

Programs must tackle these challenges head on in order to gain organizational stability in the 

academy, and more broadly, to sustain vehicles for learning about racial and ethnic experiences 

in America alive (Acuña 2000, 2011; Soldatenko 2009).              

Institutionalization of Chicana/o Studies 

 Chicana/o Studies emerged in higher education in the late 1960s as a consequence of 

student and community protest and the broader Civil Rights Movement (Acuña 2011; CCCHE 

1969; Flores 2001; Moore and Cuellar 1970; Rosales 1997).  At the same time, its emergence 

presented a “double threat” to dominant academic practices for two reasons.  First, student, 
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faculty, and community supporters of Chicana/o Studies programs demanded stand-alone 

programs run by Chicanas/os, for the benefit of persons sharing a common political and social 

consciousness (CCCHE 1969).  Second, focusing on nurturing students’ ethnic pride and calling 

colleges and universities complicit in racism served as poor substitutes for developing a 

substantial body of knowledge and theory.  The failure to do so denied the growing field a 

scholarship base with which it could prove its intellectual rigor to peer academic units (Baldridge 

1971; Soldatenko 2009).  Furthermore, the failure to secure such a base of scholarly knowledge 

undermined broader systems of credentialization and expertise that allow members of the 

academy to regard each other’s scholarship and professional status as standing on equal footing 

(Austin and Gamson 1983; Etzioni 1975). 

 The potentially disruptive conditions present at the creation of Chicana/o Studies and the 

pressures new academic fields face in the establishment process may give little hope for these 

academic programs’ long-term organizational stability and inclusion in the academy.  During the 

1970s and 1980s, political conservatism remained hostile toward race-based interdisciplinary 

fields; not only did it prevent new programs from forming, it also placed the few existing ones at 

risk for dismantlement.  These fields experienced a resurgence in the 1990s (Yang 2000).  This 

chronological overview is problematic for two reasons.  First, it argues that distal environmental 

forces exert such powerful influence over colleges and universities that they can cause failures in 

institutionalization and promote deinstitutionalization of existing academic programs.  Given the 

complexity and autonomy of modern colleges and universities, political pressures are asked to do 

too much (Blau 1973; Glassman 1973; Scott and Davis 2006).  Second, it presumes that field- 

and program-level institutionalization perfectly match each other, but gives no theoretical basis 

for this claim. 
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 This dissertation draws on organizational theory to estimate success rates for academic 

program institutionalization.  Moreover, it explores whether deliberate choices to isolate race-

based interdisciplinary fields to the study of one racial or ethnic group (e.g., Mexican 

Americans) come with greater or lesser chances of successful institutionalization over time.            

Community Engagement and Mission Statements 

 As Chicana/o Studies struggled to gain its bearings in academia, students and faculty 

members insisted that academic programs – in whatever form they would eventually take –

provide skills and training to allow Chicanas/os to return home and help their communities in 

need.  Bridging classrooms and communities signaled one of the founding principles of 

Chicana/o Studies as prescribed by El Plan de Santa Barbara (CCCHE 1969; Duran and Bernard 

1973).  El Plan serves as an enduring historical document that identifies the values and beliefs of 

the originators of the field.  Given its legacy, El Plan also serves as a template that members of 

successive Chicana/o Studies programs could draw upon when discussing their own individual 

programs’ reasons-for-being (Bart 2001; Delucchi 2000).   

 Values, beliefs, and interpretation of deeper purpose represent broader ideas discussed 

and circulated among agents sharing proximal work spaces (Béland 2010).  Highlighting the 

roles of reflection and sensemaking suggest a shift away from viewing organizational structure 

as deterministic to emphasizing the role of social interaction in helping agents see alignment 

between their values and those of the workplace (Camargo-Borges and Rasera 2013).  Schmidt 

(2008) argued that agents not only share ideas and meanings with each other, but that sharing is 

illustrated in specific work policies, programs and paradigms that undergird policies, and also in 

the understandings of problems that organizations are designed to solve.  Formal work 
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documents such as mission statements can also reinforce values and provide a quasi-stable frame 

of reference. 

 Community engagement activity and mission statements emphasizing such work in 

Chicana/o Studies programs are feasible only to the extent that Chicana/o Studies programs gain 

organizational stability in academia in the first place.  The challenge of program creation is 

fundamental.  If Chicana/o Studies programs fail to perform academic labor to the standards 

imposed by local administrators, influenced by broader evaluations of what constitutes 

appropriate academic work to begin with, then programs cannot support auxiliary work in line 

with what their faculty members believe the program should do.  Accordingly, variations in 

institutional setups may correspond with variations on how Chicana/o Studies programs frame 

and explicate how, where, and with which populations engagement work takes place.              

Primary Conclusions and Recommendations for Future Research 

 I draw two primary conclusions from the dissertation.  First, the data suggests a tight 

linkage between Chicana/o Studies program institutionalization and explicit statements that call 

for performing engagement where Latinas/os live and work.  As expected, not only do variations 

in levels of program institutionalization exist, but the event history analysis suggests different 

pathways for achieving curricular versus structural expansion.  Campus mobilization, size of the 

student body, and increases in Latina/o representation within the student body increase the 

chances of curricular expansion.  And as colleges and universities possess more institutional 

wealth to spend on students, the chances for structural expansion become more favorable.  When 

comparing institutionalization rates between Chicana/o Studies and ethnic studies programs, 

Chicana/o Studies programs were 50% less likely to evolve into research centers and 

departments.  In other words, the “double threat” describing the emergence of Chicana/o Studies 



32 

may hinder programs identifying in this way from securing long-term financial resources and 

infrastructure.  Ultimately, the studies offer ways to measure program-level institutionalization 

while undermining arguments that institutionalization develops the same way across disciplinary 

boundaries or that new disciplines of all kinds face the same constraints in development.      

Second, even with organizational infrastructure in place, readers should recognize the 

power of personal commitment in performing community engagement work.  Based on a case 

study of highly-committed faculty and staff members working in a Mexican American Studies 

department at a major research university, respondents explained how formal (e.g., faculty 

meetings) and informal (e.g., conversations in the hall) communication about their projects fed 

perceptions of support from colleagues and department heads; in turn, communication reinforced 

the need to perform community engagement.  Respondents also pitched engagement work as 

satisfying research, teaching, and service requirements simultaneously.  This rhetorical strategy 

(integration) helped respondents communicate the rigor and substantive effort involved in 

making engagement work successful to less appreciative audiences.   

Mission statements were predicted to shape respondents’ drives toward engagement 

work.  But in practice, respondents demonstrated a more nuanced cognitive interplay among 

mission, social interaction, and personal commitment.  To be clear, respondents tended to know 

where engagement fit within their program and/or college mission statements.  Awareness of fit 

and communication about engagement compelled respondents to think and share normative 

assessments regarding how engagement should proceed in the long-term and why such work is 

important to the field of Chicana/o Studies.  Surprisingly, these dynamics occurred similarly 

between faculty and staff with a primary or a joint appointment in Mexican American Studies.  

The study concedes response bias.  Despite multiple attempts to recruit faculty and staff with 
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different levels and experiences doing engagement work, these findings do not generalize 

beyond highly-committed respondents.  Nonetheless, the study shows that for all of the structural 

and organizational barriers that may prevent engagement work from taking place, personal and 

team commitments may shift engagement from largely symbolic efforts into substantive ones.      

Opportunities for Future Research 

 I propose three directions for future research.  First, future work should replicate the 

quantitative analyses to analyze levels of institutionalization among other race-based 

interdisciplinary fields.  African American Studies programs have received some empirical 

attention (Olzak and Kangas 2008; Rojas 2006, 2007); however, studies of growth in Native 

American, Asian American, and new immigrant fields remain elusive.  Professional association 

directories (Bataille, Carranza, and Lisa 1996; Blackmer Reyers 2004) can help scholars build 

random samples of programs at four-year colleges and universities.  If directories offer multiple 

interdisciplinary fields, then future studies can perform comparative analyses to determine if the 

present study’s hypotheses hold.     

 Second, future research should continue to conceptualize academic programs as meso-

level organizations and as politically contested arenas where general university missions may 

conflict with specific program directives.  The current study and supporting scholarship 

(Soldatenko 2009) pit program development as the primary contest of interest.  Faculty and staff 

members may disagree about preferred methods for conducting research or teaching courses, but 

these elements of academic labor are unlikely to get overthrown entirely.  The findings from the 

case study suggest that engagement and academic labor integration is possible to the extent 

academic programs encourage (and central administrators permit) community engagement to 

fulfill broader university purposes.  But we do not quite yet understand programs’ internal 
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struggles to create and structure engagement work as part of what they do.  Is integration 

possible in the absence of explicit or tacit support for engagement work?  Future studies of 

sensemaking should examine how faculty members negotiate antagonism toward engagement 

work. 

 Third, research needs to shift away from college-side program institutionalization and 

mission development toward community members’ perceptions of the quality of engagement 

work.  Holland (2006) devised an eight-point diagnostic for colleges and universities to assess 

the extent to which community engagement penetrates key organizational factors; these include 

mission, leadership, promotion and tenure, organizational structure and funding, student 

involvement, faculty involvement, community involvement, and external communications.  The 

community involvement indicator shows four levels of relevance:  random or limited 

involvement, community representation on college advisory boards, community influence 

through active partnerships and service-learning projects, and broad involvement on community-

based research.  The major finding from the “Outward Bound” study shows the appearance of all 

four categories in mission statements.  The question becomes, do community members interpret 

colleges’ involvement in the same way?  Exploring this issue further can help develop diagnostic 

tools to assess Latina/o communities’ receptions of Chicana/o Studies community engagement 

and improve the quality of engagement projects over time.     
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PRESENT STUDY 

 Each study appended to this dissertation is a fully developed empirical study oriented to 

the sociological and higher education literatures on organizational theory, new institutionalism, 

and community engagement within academic work environments.  In each article, I draw on 

organizational theory to identify factors that predict institutionalization and long-term program 

stability; and in turn, how variation in institutionalization is associated with variation in 

community engagement aspirations and real-time practices.  Empirical analyses include event 

history analysis of broad institutionalization patterns, tests of association among diverse program 

and university characteristics and engagement outcomes, and content analyses of themes 

pertaining to the integration of engagement with traditional academic labor.  Proceeding from 

broader to narrower research questions and from quantitative theory testing to more inductive 

qualitative approaches, the three complementary studies examine the interweaving of program 

institutionalization and the goals and meaning of community engagement in the field of 

Chicana/o Studies.  This section summarizes the theoretical and methodological frameworks and 

key findings of each study. 

Appendix A – “Holding Patterns:  Curricular and Structural Expansion among Chicana/o 

and Ethnic Studies Programs in Higher Education” 

 

 The discipline of Chicana/o Studies emerged in higher education in the 1960s following 

intense periods of student and community social protest.  While historical accounts emphasize 

the role that protest played in agitating for culturally-relevant curricula and protecting new found 

from retrenchment later on, they do a poor job of explaining variability in the timing and 

direction of program institutionalization.  Specifically, accounts of the timing of generalized 

backlash and political conservatism do not correspond with the timing of declines in program 

establishment and institutionalization (Hu-DeHart 1995, 2001; Yang 2000). 
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 To solve this omission, “Holding Patterns” draws on organizational theory – with an 

emphasis on how new academic programs emulate dominant models in their fields – to examine 

how Chicana/o Studies programs have been institutionalized since the discipline’s establishment 

in the late 1960s.  “Holding Patterns” extends the logics of organizational isomorphism and 

dominant models to academic programs and departments nested in colleges and universities 

(DiMaggio and Powell 1983; Greenwood, et. al. 2008; Hannan and Freeman 1977; Scott and 

Davis 2006).  Knowledge production through peer-reviewed scholastic processes and adherence 

to collegiality in higher education constitute the dominant models that new academic programs 

must adopt, or risk failure (Baldridge 1971; Etzioni 1975). 

The sample includes 125 Chicana/o and ethnic studies programs at four-year colleges and 

universities across the United States (Acuña 2011).  I use archived course catalogs and large-

scale education data sets to compile data on the predictors and outcomes of program 

institutionalization from 1970 to 2014.  I treat curricular and structural expansion of programs 

over time as proxies for institutionalization. Expansion events signal that new academic 

programs appropriately perform academic labor in order to justify their receiving of financial, 

human, and organizational resources for long-term stability.  In turn, new programs gain the 

infrastructure they need to perform additional duties and service to external stakeholders.     

 The findings suggest multiple, divergent pathways for institutionalization.  Histories of 

campus protest, greater total student enrollments, and greater Latina/o enrollments increase the 

chances that Chicana/o Studies programs turn courses into minors, majors, and formal degrees.  

By contrast, increases in institutional wealth predict programs developing into research centers 

and departments from their starting forms.  The study also assessed whether Chicana/o Studies 

fared worse than ethnic studies in achieving institutionalization.  Controlling for organizational, 



37 

demographic, and mobilization factors, Chicana/o Studies programs are 50% less likely to 

experience structural expansion relative to ethnic studies programs.   

While ethnic studies programs may be more organizationally flexible than Chicana/o 

Studies programs, these programs may have better prospects for institutionalization because their 

development may prove less disruptive to the academy.  Ethnic studies programs had a long 

track record of incorporating class, politics, history, and social analysis into comparative studies 

of race and ethnicity.  Comparative studies of multiple racial and ethnic groups helped document 

the intellectual rigor of these programs and enhance their legitimacy.  At the same time, housing 

multiple racial specializations within a single unit may have been more cost-efficient and 

accommodating to organizational space demands.  In contrast, Chicana/o Studies programs were 

as intellectually rigorous as their ethnic studies peers, yet vociferous about issues of autonomy 

and control by Latina/o faculty members.  These demands came across as a double threat:  (1) 

demanding administrators to release oversight of programs to faculty, students, and community 

members directly and (2) making such demands without a clear knowledge base to justify its 

existence as a stand-alone discipline.   

The convergence of standards of acceptance in the academy and the racial undertones 

involved in creating and sustaining race-based interdisciplinary fields illustrates the challenges 

that fields like Chicana/o Studies face in securing academic space.  Studying institutionalization 

at the program level over time reveals how units wind up better and worse-positioned to further 

teaching and research obligations, maintain faculty pools, and serve minority communities’ 

educational and service needs.  Ultimately, the findings illustrate the importance of identifying 

the best organizational environments for Chicana/o Studies programs to grow and prosper.       

Appendix B – “Outward Bound:  Chicana/o Studies Program Institutionalization and its 

Prospects for Community Engagement” 
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 Since the emergence of Chicana/o Studies in higher education, community engagement 

has constituted one of its core tenets.  The insistence that students learn skills and training to 

become agents of change appears in El Plan de Santa Barbara (CCCHE 1969).  “Outward 

Bound” investigates how the historical calls for engagement in the discipline of Chicana/o 

Studies make an appearance in program mission statements.  Current empirical research on 

mission statements shows mixed findings on their impact:  that is, (1) whether they shape or fail 

to shape organizational actions and (2) whether or not agents actually use mission statements as 

references for contemplating the value of certain types of labor.  In contrast, “Outward Bound” 

sees community engagement in a broader historical context.  Chicana/o Studies came into being 

through civil rights protest and the insistence that new programs directly serve the need of 

Latina/o and Mexican American populations.  These drives supersede individual mission 

statements, suggesting that engagement work is part of a greater legacy to help the communities 

that pushed for Chicana/o Studies in higher education.  An empirical study of 68 Chicana/o 

Studies programs in various states of institutionalization helps examine the relationship among 

organizational status, engagement activities, and where such work takes place relative to Latina/o 

communities.   

 “Outward Bound” makes two key contributions to the empirical literature.  First, it uses 

an open and inductive analytical approach for examining mission statements posted on the World 

Wide Web to investigate how these statements signal different types of engagement activities.  

Engagement (and its absence) are classified in three ways:  (1) academic duties unconnected to 

engagement activity, (2) academic duties that suggest some degree of community interaction, 

and (3) academic duties that place students, faculty, and staff off-campus in order to conduct 

engagement work.  Chi-square tests of association reveal program and university characteristics 
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associated with engagement strategies.  Programs that have experienced curricular expansion 

were associated with general community engagement activity, as were public universities and 

Chicana/o Studies programs with prior mobilization.  Colleges with high proportion of Latina/o 

students were associated with off-campus engagement.  Again, these findings signal that there 

are more and less favorable environments for particular types of engagement activity to come to 

fruition. 

Appendix C – “ ‘It’s Who We Are:’  Integrating Community Engagement and Academic 

Labor in Mexican American Studies at a Research-Intensive University” 

 

 “It’s Who We Are” examines Chicana/o Studies program institutionalization and 

prospects for community engagement at a deeper level in an unexpected context.  It asks how 

one fully-institutionalized Mexican American Studies program at a research university marshals 

its resources toward fulfilling community engagement opportunities as prescribed in its mission.  

On the one hand, fully-institutionalized programs are more likely to have the financial, human, 

and organizational resources to conduct engagement activity relative to less-institutionalized 

programs (Carroll and Hannan 2000; Scott and Davis 2006).  On the other hand, fully-

institutionalized programs at large, research-intensive universities must prioritize knowledge 

production, technological development, and prestige-bearing academic labor, thus crowding out 

prospects for service work (Weisbrod 2008).  The case study explores how faculty and staff 

members navigate this tension in real time.  It uses a web survey and a semi-structured interview 

to explore the balance of engagement with research, teaching, and other pressing obligations. 

 The key finding from the study is that, for a group of highly-motivated faculty and staff 

members, engagement work does not compete with academic labor.  Rather, respondents create 

projects that fulfill multiple purposes at once.  Integration is an acceptable tactic to help engaged 

personnel to perform engagement work and, more importantly, to reinforce strong commitments 
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already in place.  Respondents also explained that high commitment is a function of motivations 

arising prior to doctoral training.  They rated their commitments to engagement work higher than 

the commitments of central administrators and their colleagues and comparable to the students 

with whom they work and teach.  Despite efforts to recruit faculty and staff with various levels 

of commitment to engagement work and experience performing it, response bias may paint a 

rosier picture of how integration takes place.  Nevertheless, the study sheds more light on the 

sensemaking occurring in the context of engagement work:  why it’s important to do, how 

engaged personnel support each other’s efforts, and how calls to “it’s who we are” existing for 

both core and affiliated Mexican American Studies faculty and staff.         
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NOTES 

 

 1.  Ethnic studies here refer collectively to the interdisciplinary fields centered on the 

politics, history, and culture of racial and ethnic groups in America.  The collective term 

encompasses singular-focus programs like African American, Native American, Mexican 

American, and Asian American Studies programs, cognate fields (e.g., Afro-Caribbean Studies, 

Latin American Studies, etc.), and generalist ethnic studies fields featuring comparative studies 

of multiple racial and ethnic groups housed within an academic unit.  Ethnic studies is used 

interchangeably with the term race-based interdisciplinary fields.  Lower-case names refer to 

collective academic fields, whereas upper-case names refer to titles of specific programs within 

colleges and universities.  Hereafter, the dissertation focuses on Chicana/o Studies, a discipline 

that focuses on the politics, history, culture, and experiences of Mexican American and Mexican-

descent indigenous peoples.     

 

 2.  For more information about the invisibility of Latina/o scholars in the academy until 

the 1940s, see Ignacio García’s (1996) essay “Juncture in the Road” and Juan Reyna and José 

Garcia’s (1988) more extensive coverage in Perspectives in Mexican American Studies.   
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APPENDIX A – HOLDING PATTERNS:  CURRICULAR AND STRUCTURAL 

EXPANSION AMONG CHICANA/O AND ETHNIC STUDIES PROGRAMS IN 

HIGHER EDUCATION 

 

Abstract 
 

 Chicana/o Studies emerged in academia following intense student protest at colleges and 

universities across the United States.  Existing literature emphasizes the role of student protest as 

a necessary condition for creating new programs.  However, the fate of programs after creation 

remains elusive.  The status of programs today shows variance in the level and type of 

institutionalization that they achieve in four-year colleges and universities.  Institutionalization 

matters because it not only signals programs’ staying power, but also the research, teaching, and 

service capabilities they can accomplish.  The following study combines large-scale educational 

data surveys and archival sources in examining the development of 125 Chicana/o Studies and 

ethnic studies programs at four-year colleges and universities.  This study defines and measures 

curricular and structural expansion as proxies for formal institutionalization.  The findings show 

that protest and Latina/o student enrollments predict curricular expansion, whereas institutional 

wealth is the strongest predictor for structural expansion.  The findings also indicate that 

Chicana/o Studies are half as likely as ethnic studies programs to achieve structural expansion.     
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Introduction 

Chicana/o Studies is an interdisciplinary academic field whose subject matter focuses on 

the historical, cultural, political, and economic conditions of Mexican Americans in the United 

States (Acuña 2011).  Protest, mobilization, and the legacy of the preceding Mexican American 

Civil Rights Movement figure prominently in creating the new discipline.  Mexican Americans 

had long resorted to community organizing and strikes for a wide range of issues, including land 

rights, workers’ rights, civil and political inclusion, and educational access (Rosales 1997).  

Mexican American youth adopted the label “Chicano” to signify their political consciousness 

and demands for reform, particularly in secondary and higher education (Moore and Cuellar 

1970).  Flores (2001:206) described the “painful birth” of Chicana/o Studies following the East 

Los Angeles Walkouts of 1968.  Hundreds of high school students walked out to protest 

overcrowded facilities, understaffing of teachers and staff, curricula excluding Mexican 

American history and culture, and racist interactions with White teachers (García and Castro 

2011).  These episodes illustrated a turn toward confrontational tactics when institutions had 

failed to accommodate the educational needs of Chicana/o youth (García, J. 1996).    

While action unfolded in the streets, students, faculty, and staff in public colleges across 

the Southwest assembled the Chicano Coordinating Council on Higher Education (CCCHE) at a 

conference in Denver, Colorado; this group convened to draft El Plan de Santa Barbara.  It 

articulated four demands.  First, El Plan dictated clear strategies for colleges and universities to 

recruit Chicana/o students.  Second, it called for academic programs to teach Chicana/o students 

about their history and culture, subjects long neglected in existing degree programs (Acuña 2011; 

CCCHE 1969).  The CCCHE demanded Chicana/o scholars teach “authentic” depictions of 

Mexican American history and contributions to American society, explicitly rejecting negative 
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cultural and racial stereotypes embedded in prior White scholarship (Davalos 2010; Powers 

2008; Valencia 1991).  Third, El Plan insisted that programs help Chicanas/os achieve self-

determination.  Self-determination entailed the capability for Chicanas/os to devise and enact 

solutions to benefit their own communities (Duran and Bernard 1973).  Doing so would enhance 

Chicanas/os’ group solidarity, increase awareness of social conditions, and strengthen ethnic 

pride (Baros 2014; García, J. 1996).  Fourth, El Plan expected colleges and universities to turn 

full control and authority of the new programs over to Chicana/o students and faculty members 

directly.  This would prevent vendidos (i.e., sell-outs to Anglo administrators) from co-opting 

Chicana/o Studies programs’ efforts to recruit and shape political consciousness of successive 

cohorts (Barrera 1974; CCCHE 1969; Flores 2001).   

Student protest and formal mobilization to demand new academic programs were not 

unique to Chicana/o Studies.  Black students protested using similar tactics and demanded 

African American Studies programs with racially inclusive curricula and more Black faculty 

members to develop them (Ochoa O’Leary 2007; Rojas 2007).  However, Chicana/o Studies’ 

demands for program and curricular accommodation and changes to the control and oversight of 

new programs constituted a “double threat” to academic organization.   

The double threat referred not only to fundamental challenges to university bureaucracy 

and authority (Baldridge 1971), but also to the collegial environment of higher education.  

Etzioni (1975) argued that research, teaching, and membership in academic disciplines confer 

professional expertise well-regarded by similar-status peers in the academy.  Expertise vis-à-vis 

formal credentials are knowable, perceivable, and accepted.  But more importantly, peers with 

established credentials are more likely to regard each other as status equals, which allows 

interactions among them to proceed smoothly.  Austin and Gamson (1983) distinguished equal 
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status peers from new entrants – who have yet to demonstrate their expertise – and predicted 

resistance to non-conforming behaviors.  Resistance became substantial when non-experts’ 

demands break down customary patterns of group interaction and institutional operation.   

In a broader theoretical sense, stories of resource acquisition, institutional dynamics, and 

ardent protest, signal the struggle of new organizations to attain legitimacy within the fields in 

which they emerge (Hannan and Carroll 1992; Johnson, Dowd, and Ridgeway 2000; Stryker 

2000).  These struggles mirror the development of Chicana/o Studies and ethnic studies 

programs as legitimate areas of study in higher education [note 1].  However, Haro (1983:36; see 

also Arce 1978) argued that dominant groups monopolized power over higher education reform 

and ensured Chicana/o Studies programs remained in a “peripheral position… in relation to the 

academic enterprise.”  La Belle and Ward (1996) discussed how ethnic studies programs faced 

financial constraints and generalized political hostility.  At the program level, Hu-DeHart (1993, 

1995) noted that poor staffing and fragmented organization prevented ethnic studies programs 

from achieving stability.  Periodic reviews of samples of Chicana/o Studies programs expressed 

similar observations (García, I. 1996; Rivera and Burrola 1985; Rochin and de la Torre 1986).  

Even if student protest pushed colleges and universities to create new programs, hostile 

environments may shape institutionalization prospects over time.  Because institutionalization is 

fraught with contest, it is important to study how Chicana/o and ethnic studies programs secure a 

long-term place in the academy (Gumport and Snydman 2002; Schneiberg and Lounsbury 2008).        

The following study answers two research questions.  First, how has the field of 

Chicana/o Studies proliferated in higher education since its establishment in the late 1960s?  I 

propose two dependent variables for measuring institutionalization.  Curricular expansion refers 

to the process of assembling courses into formal credentials, including minors, majors, and 
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degrees.  Structural expansion refers to the development of individual programs from loosely 

assembled units to more complex and specialized units, including research centers and full-

fledged academic departments.  Demographic, institutional, and mobilization variables reflect 

existing (and meaningful) differences among academic programs, signaling attributes that 

support the professionalization of new fields (Blau 1973; Gumport and Snydman 2002).   

Second, how does growth in Chicana/o Studies compare to ethnic studies?  Like 

Chicana/o Studies programs, ethnic studies programs examine the histories and cultures of 

minority populations, share critical perspectives on the significance of race and ethnicity in 

America, and examine marginalization and inequality as substantive matters.  These programs 

promote scholarship that “repositions people of color as the subjects of their own histories and 

intellectual traditions” (Brooks 2006:315).  Ethnic studies also took shape after student protest 

and the Civil Rights Movement (Yang 2000).  Yet, Turk-Bicakci (2007:35; emphasis added) 

described how ethnic studies was first recognized “as an important conglomerate area of study” 

that could incorporate various minority groups’ cultures and experiences into a single program.  

In addition, ethnic studies case histories do not indicate persistent levels of disruptive protest as 

Chicana/o Studies programs (Yamane 2001; Yang 2000).  These distinctions suggest ethnic 

studies’ program creation would be less likely to threaten traditional university hierarchies and 

authority structures than their Chicana/o Studies counterparts if institutionalized.  Creating new 

academic programs is difficult for any field to do; however, ethnic studies programs may present 

fewer organizational challenges and thus become more easily institutionalized than Chicana/o 

Studies programs. 

To answer these questions, I use Acuña’s (2011) sample of 125 Chicana/o Studies and 

ethnic studies program at four-year colleges and universities to examine determinants of 
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program institutionalization, and test whether the “double threat” conceptualized above translates 

into reduced development for Chicana/o Studies programs.  I use Allison’s (2014) event history 

analysis method to estimate program institutionalization over a 50-year time period.   

Literature Review 

 Administrators may have perceived Chicana/o Studies as a “double threat” because of its 

violation of bureaucratic and collegial organizational arrangements in academia.  Applying 

organizational theory to higher education institutions, I argue that new academic programs must 

demonstrate organizational fit with existing dominant models.  Doing so furthers acceptance in 

the organizational field by peer firms, whereas the failure to emulate increases the risk of 

program failure (DiMaggio and Powell 1983; Hannan and Freeman 1977; Scott and Davis 2006).  

Scholars often described isomorphism as a consequence of large-scale organizations within the 

same professional field (Greenwood et. al. 2008; Hannan and Freeman 1977; Scott and Davis 

2006).  I extend this logic to curricular and structural organization of academic programs within 

universities.  The rationale to grant new academic programs the resources and personnel they 

need to achieve long-term organizational stability depends on their ability to perform research 

and teaching obligations to levels of high proficiency, as dictated by college administrators and 

prevailing norms of academic labor across colleges and universities (Baldrige 1971; Blau 1973).   

Colleges and universities play a central role in producing knowledge.  Following the 

applied research model mandated by the Morrill Land-Grant Acts, scientific rationality and 

experimentation became recognized as ideal expressions of academic scholarship (Boyer 1990, 

1996).  Knowledge production and dissemination through peer-reviewed publication are 

arguably the dominant mechanisms through which faculty members attain promotion and tenure, 

and for new academic programs to demonstrate the value of their scholastic contributions to the 
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academic community at large (Austin 1990; Austin and Gamson 1983; Baldridge 1971; Choudry 

and Kapoor 2010).  The content scholars produce and decisions regarding where to publish and 

circulate empirical findings (vis-à-vis academic disciplines) form core components of scholarly 

identity and peer recognition in academia (Abbott 2001; Clegg 2008).  Disseminating knowledge 

confers to scholars the right to support, extend, and challenge the content of one’s academic 

discipline.  Scholars gain these rights of access and privilege to information only after their work 

gains approval through processes of peer review.  Failing to do so risks delegitimation, not only 

of scholars’ individual contributions, but potentially to academic fields as a whole.  Dynamics of 

competition and legitimation are especially salient for scholars advocating new interdisciplinary 

fields in academia (Frickel and Gross 2005; Kuhn 1996).       

The story of Chicana/o Studies reveals two major barriers in its institutionalization.  First, 

scholars of the new field jockeyed over how to turn culturally appropriate renditions of Mexican 

Americans and their experiences into a substantive body of work.  The failure to produce and 

disseminate this content through traditional academic outlets compromised Chicana/o Studies’ 

ability to abide by knowledge production requirements prevalent across academic institutions 

(Baldridge 1971).  Second, calls for fundamentally reallocating power and authority, prescribed 

by El Plan de Santa Barbara, came from Chicana/o students, faculty, and community members 

who had not yet demonstrated the expertise (i.e., degrees and formal credentials, knowledge of 

university administration structures, clear affiliation with academic institutions, etc.) to make 

such demands.  Chicana/o Studies proponents occupied an unavoidable “outsider” position, 

whose demands threatened collegiality and hierarchy in the academic work place (Etzioni 1975).  

These points illustrate a need to consider field-level variations in program institutionalization.  

The literature review proceeds with a summary of key points in the creation of Chicana/o 
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Studies, and how Chicana/o Studies ran counter to prevailing norms of knowledge production 

and collegiality.  By contrasting these barriers to those faced by ethnic studies, I argue that 

Chicana/o Studies faced greater challenges in gaining acceptance and that this reflects deeper 

consequences of academic program classification in the institutionalization process.   

Building From Scratch:  The Bodies of Chicana/o and Ethnic Studies Scholarship 

Mexican Americans were largely invisible from early 20th century scholarship.  White 

historians and social scientists published little more than negative racial stereotypes:  how 

Mexican culture contributed to urban delinquency, how Spanish language use hindered formal 

education and justified segregated educational policy, and how Mexican Americans lacked the 

desire to assimilate to American values (Powers 2008; Valencia 1991).  Yet, stereotypes 

circulated freely in the academic press because White scholars were deemed objective by their 

academic peers (Acuña 2000; González 1999; Ochoa O’Leary 2007; San Miguel 1999).  The 

academy would not see “qualified” Latina/o scholars until the 1940s.  Américo Paredes, Jovita 

González, George I. Sánchez, Carlos Castañeda, and Arthur Campa were among the first 

Latinas/os to earn advanced degrees in humanities and social science fields (García, I. 1996, 

Reyna and García 1988).   

Chicana/o Studies experienced considerable growing pains in the academy.  The first 

cohort of Chicana/o scholars in higher education deliberately situated their scholarship as critical 

and oppositional toward Anglo-dominated academic work (Flores 2001).  Rejecting “liberalism’s 

ideological hegemony over social science,” scholars turned away from traditional academic 

presses.  Instead, they published essays on self-determination, artistic works, and commentaries 

on Mexican daily life in alternative outlets.  El Grito was the first Chicano Studies academic 

journal.  However, Chicanas/os preferred publishing their work in Chicana/o-owned publications 
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like Quinto Sol and Arté Publico to ensure Latina/o communities could access educational 

materials (Contreras 1997:32). 

Soldatenko (2009) described the intellectual divide between the “perspectivists” and the 

“empiricists” by the 1970s.  The perspectivists’ work emphasized experiences of long-term 

marginalization among Mexican Americans in the United States.  To them, the key problem in 

society was institutional racism.  Racism denied Mexican Americans educational advancement 

and social and political inclusion in American society.  Because educational institutions were 

complicit in dealing with racism, the perspectivists argued Chicana/o Studies programs were 

designed to instill cultural and ethnic pride in students.  The empiricists agreed about the 

Mexican American condition and the ills of racism, but knew Chicana/o Studies needed to show 

intellectual rigor in order to gain acceptance in the academy.  Their scholarship used established 

Marxist and colonialist theories to explain Mexican Americans’ place in society, wedding racial 

experiences with issues of class and oppression.  Soldatenko (2009:83; emphasis added) argued 

that the perspectivists’ work “could not be easily broken down into analytical parts; empirics, 

like other academic fields, saw perspectivist work as subjective and individualistic.  

Perspectivism simply could not find space in an institution that was centered on an empirical 

framework.”  As a result, they fell out of favor by the end of the 1970s, leaving the surviving 

empiricists to possess control over the Chicana/o Studies scholastic base. 

In this same time period, ethnic studies progressed by compiling existing racial, cultural, 

and historical scholarship and incrementally adding to it.  Scholars more consistently framed 

their work in familiar historical and anthropological terms, partially due to their formal education 

in the humanities and social sciences (Sleeter 2013).  While Chicana/o Studies scholars took time 

to embrace Marxism and “conventional” theories, ethnic studies scholars were attempting to fuse 



58 

stratification and racism into universalistic theories that transcended individual minority groups’ 

experiences.  Scholars also gained recognition for compiling massive documentation of minority 

groups’ historical experiences and presenting new takes on the past (Blackwell, Kwoh, and 

Pastor 2002; Sleeter 2013; Yang 2000).  Exemplary works included Occupied America (Acuña 

2000), From Slavery to Freedom (Franklin and Higginbotham 2010), Strangers from a Different 

Shore (Takaki 1998), and Custer Died for Your Sins (Deloria 1988), among others.  Occupied 

America offered a thorough treatment of Mexican history since the 1500s.  Strangers from a 

Different Shore presented variation in Asians’ immigration experiences.  Custer Died for Your 

Sins reinterpreted colonization and genocide as contributors asserting Native American tribes’ 

self-determination.  These works should not suggest that ethnic studies scholars took a less 

oppositional stance toward Anglo-centric scholarship.  Rather, couching work in familiar 

frameworks and taking integrative approaches toward theory and intersectional issues (i.e., race, 

class, and gender) may have camouflaged such resistance to academic audiences in ways that 

Chicana/o Studies scholars could or would not do with their own work (Scott 2008).     

Do We Embrace or Reject the Academic Enterprise? 

Duran and Bernard (1973) described how the push for new Chicana/o Studies programs 

coincided with the Chicana/o Movement’s demands for Mexican Americans’ right to self-

determination.  The authors reasoned that minority communities were best situated to know the 

problems they experience in daily life; therefore, solutions necessarily required their insight.  

Accordingly, Chicana/o Studies programs would help teach students the skills and training they 

need to return home and improve their communities.  Beyond demands for applied and practical 

training, El Plan de Santa Barbara stated who should be in control of these new programs:    

Implementation of the Chicano Studies Program hinges on the establishment of  

priorities.  In that connection, the processes of authorization and approval as well  
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as of funding are central.  Operationally, the first step requires the establishment  

of the Junta Directiva to be constituted by Chicano students, faculty, and  

administrators.  The Junta will address itself to guiding the approval and the 

implementation of the program (CCCHE 1969:101-102; emphasis in original). 

 

 Case histories showed that the verbiage of El Plan influenced the character and content of 

students’ grievances with college administrators (Flores 2001; Marquez 2007; Rangel 2007).  

Students at UC San Diego demanded not only racially-inclusive curricula, but also seats in 

faculty governance affairs (Barrera 1974).  Students at New Mexico Highlands University took 

over the administration building after the university failed to hire and retain Chicana/o faculty 

(Chicano Students Committee for Justice 1974).  Widespread coverage of mass disruption within 

the Chicana/o Movement may have preemptively framed college administrators’ understanding 

of Chicana/o-specific students’ grievances (Rosales 1997). 

Ethnic studies advocates initially pursued disruptive tactics, but they were short-lived.  

The Third World Liberation Front (TWLF) began at San Francisco State University in 1968 

(Yamane 2001).  Members of the Black Student Union grew frustrated with incremental minority 

faculty changes.  In protest, several minority student associations staged a strike on November 6 

of that year.  Students presented several demands including the establishment of several ethnic 

studies programs, reappointing dismissed faculty members and allocating new teaching lines, 

and preventing program dissolution (Whitson and Kyles 1999).  However, aggressive police 

response to classroom walk-outs compelled SFSU to temporarily close down (Ferreira 2003, ch. 

4).  Students engaged in strike activity at Berkeley in 1969 after proposals for separate Black, 

Chicana/o, Asian, and Native American programs went unheard.  Participants demanded more 

minority studies programs, more direct financial aid assistance, and more minority faculty and 

administrators (Cook 2001).  As with San Francisco, police violence was so intense that it 

alienated non-strike supporters (Rorabaugh 1989).            
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Observers outside California saw these actions and opted for non-confrontational tactics 

than Chicana/o Studies and TWLF activists.  Armando Solorzano described the ethnic studies 

movement in Utah as built on negotiation between advocates and state officials.  Students and 

faculty petitioned for ethnic studies at the University of Utah, but repeatedly stressed how new 

courses like US Latina/o History could help the university meet its teaching needs.  Once 

administrators were convinced, students and faculty asked for more resources so that they could 

continue partnering with the university (Bulkeley 2004).  Students at San Jose State University 

traded confrontation for influence.  The provost agreed to let students help select a director for an 

educational opportunity program after they agreed not to make the unit too political.  In return, 

students helped devise Latina/o recruitment strategies; instead of disrupting the institution, non-

confrontational tactics gave students power (Sanchez 1974).  These findings suggest a more 

conciliatory approach toward academic hierarchy in Ethnic Studies than Chicana/o Studies.  

Theory and Hypotheses 

Organizational theory allows several mechanisms for producing change (Scott and Davis 

2006).  Brint and colleagues (2009) cited four in their study on expanding knowledge in higher 

education:  diffusion, demographic diversity, organizational ecology, and organizational 

stratification.  The diffusion approach emphasized change as the spread of innovations within an 

organizational field.  Organizations are more likely to adopt popular strategies and practices 

deemed as effective in improving operations, efficiency, or rationality (DiMaggio and Powell 

1983).  The demographic approach emphasized change as a result of new constituencies, i.e., 

racial and ethnic minorities, enrolling in college in sufficient proportions to compel change 

(Slaughter 2002; Rojas 2006).  As minorities come to occupy greater proportions of the student 

body, colleges and universities are more likely to support curricula catering to their interests.  
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The ecological approach explained change as an adaptation to constraints from the organizational 

field.  Instead of relying on new constituencies to act, change came from existing attributes 

internal to the organization (Hannan and Freeman 1977).  The stratification approach explained 

change as a function of inequalities in organizational finances, power, and status.  Colleges and 

universities cultivate financial assets, which sustain impressive facilities, hire well-renowned 

faculty and secure high status in the field (Archibald and Feldman 2010).  Brint and colleagues 

(2009) operationalized the four frameworks as follows:  (1) diffusion as the existence of 

interdisciplinary programs across time; (2) demographics as the proportion of enrolled minority 

students; (3) ecology as total student body enrollment; and (4) stratification as operating budgets 

per student and private locus of control.  They found enrollment size and density dependence 

were the strongest predictors in the early adoption and ongoing establishment of ethnic studies 

programs (Brint, et. al. 2009, 2011).          

Competing studies integrated insights from organizational theory with other influences 

that promote change.  Rojas (2006) used social movement theory to determine the role of protest 

in creating African American Studies.  He hypothesized that disruptive student tactics (e.g., sit-

ins and riots) were less effective in creating new African American Studies programs than non-

disruptive tactics (e.g., hunger strikes) because disruptive activities prevented colleges and 

universities from conducting daily business.  He tested this claim with a logistic regression 

modeling predicting the odds of creating a new African American Studies program.  Controlling 

for diffusion, enrollments, and institutional wealth, non-disruptive tactics had a positive effect on 

African American Studies program creation whereas disruptive tactics had no effect.   

Olzak and Kangas (2008) suggested that new academic fields mutually reinforced each 

other’s establishment in higher education.  Instead of studying the diffusion of a particular ethnic 
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studies program, they examined intra-institutional contexts for supporting new academic fields.  

They argued that a college would be more likely to support an ethnic studies major if women’s 

studies and African American Studies programs were already in place.  To test this claim, they 

conducted a two-stage least squares regression model.  Controlling for financial resources, 

selectivity, and enrollments, they found ethnic and women’s studies majors reinforced each other 

whereas African American Studies and women’s studies did not.     

Consistent with prior scholarship (Brint et. al. 2009, 2011; Olzak and Kangas 2008; Rojas 

2006), the current study incorporates multiple sources of organizational change in examining 

how Chicana/o Studies and ethnic studies programs develop in higher education.  Given different 

pathways to achieve change, the proposed model measures and compares the effects of 

Chicana/o Studies program classification on institutionalization while controlling for seven 

demographic, institutional, and mobilization factors from previous studies.  Figure 1 shows the 

conceptual model.   

Independent variable selection largely matched Brint and colleagues’ (2009) and Rojas’ 

(2006) choices in their respective studies with two exceptions.  Contrary to Rojas (2006), the 

current study’s model did not separately estimate the effects of Carnegie classification (e.g., 

doctoral degree granting universities, Master’s degree granting universities, baccalaureate 

institutions, etc.).  It is plausible that doctoral degree granting institutions are the most resource 

rich among four-year colleges and universities.  However, this would confuse direct and indirect 

effects on institutionalization.  To avoid this issue, I used Carnegie classification as a constraint 

on the dependent variables (e.g., Bachelor’s degree as highest offering at a baccalaureate 

institution).  Second, the model excludes interaction effects.  Green (1991) devised calculations 

for ratios of subjects (N) and predictors (m) based on power analyses of multiple and partial 
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correlations.  He determined that N ≥ 50 + 8m for multiple correlations and N ≥ 104 + m for 

partial correlations would yield appropriate ratios.  Estimating seven predictors for 125 cases 

meets both rules of thumb; including interaction terms would fail to meet either formula.   

The disruptive development of Chicana/o Studies suggests that academic programs 

identified as such would face more resistance in achieving institutionalization than Ethnic 

Studies programs.  Different approaches in creating scholastic bases for Chicana/o Studies and 

ethnic studies may suggest variation in how scholastic bases turn into formal curricula.  In terms 

of bodies of scholarship, curricula offering a range of multiracial topics and connections between 

race and broad societal matters helped Ethnic Studies gain acceptance relative to particularistic 

programs like Chicana/o Studies (La Belle and Ward 1996).  Assuming a ceterus paribus 

condition for other sources of organizational change, I predict:      

Hypothesis 1.  Chicana/o Studies programs are less likely to achieve curricular expansion 

than ethnic studies programs. 

 

Histories of disruptive protest and generalized reluctance toward administrative control 

over new Chicana/o Studies programs suggest they would have a more difficult time adjusting to 

systems of hierarchy and authority prevalent in higher education institutions than ethnic studies 

programs (Flores 2001; García, J. 1996).  Advocates insisted from the very start that Chicana/o 

Studies program should both teach Chicanas/os the skills and training to improve community life 

and foster radical activism.  Achieving these two objectives would upend the institutional racism 

in the academy (Barrera 1974; Baros 2014; CCCHE 1969).  Ethnic studies took an oppositional 

stance too, but did not reject academic institutions outright (Sanchez 1974).  Assuming a ceterus 

paribus condition for other sources of organizational change, I predict: 

Hypothesis 2.  Chicana/o Studies programs are less likely to achieve structural expansion 

than ethnic studies programs. 
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Data and Methods 

Data 

 The sample consisted of 125 Chicana/o and ethnic studies programs at four-year colleges 

and universities across the United States (Acuña 2011, Appendix A).  I merged large-scale 

educational and archival sources to create a data set that permits modeling of program-level 

organizational change over time.  CollegeSource, Inc. provided archival college catalogs; the 

catalogs indicated programs’ curricular and structural organization and program classification 

(i.e., Chicana/o Studies or ethnic studies) across time.  Catalogs, combined with program web 

sites, enabled construction of a full timeline for every case.  Financial records, enrollments, and 

locus of control (i.e., public, private) data came from the Higher Education General Information 

Survey (HEGIS), the Integrated Postsecondary Educational Data System (IPEDS) (United States 

Department of Education 1998, 1999), and the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of 

Teaching (Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching 2013).  Rojas (2006) collected 

campus protest data from The New York Times and the Los Angeles Times.  Because my sample 

included smaller, regional universities, I consulted LexisNexis Academic and Access World 

News.  These search engines provided extensive search options and coverage of local and 

regional papers in all areas of the country.     

Consulting multiple data sources reduced unavoidable imprecision in historical records 

(i.e., a program founded in the 1970s) and narrowed estimates of the timing of major events.  It 

also allowed for data corroboration instead of relying on ad-hoc judgments; this created more 

valid empirical data.   

Dependent Variables 

 I used two measures of program institutionalization:  curricular expansion and structural 

expansion.  I coded curricular offerings at each time into one of seven categories:  (0) courses 
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without a credential, (1) minor, (2) undergraduate certificate, (3) Bachelor’s, (4) graduate 

certificate, (5) Master’s, and (6) Ph.D [note 2].  Similarly, I coded structural configurations as (1) 

program, (2) research center, and (3) department.  I excluded alternative units like racial and 

ethnic cultural centers and resource libraries because they were typically not responsible for 

research, teaching, or knowledge production activities.  Categories of dependent variables arose 

from open coding of course catalogs, program histories, and archival data sources (Berg 2007).  

Categories approximated ordinal values assumed to reflect meaningful differences.  I coded 

expansion as a dichotomous variable:  1, if the event (expansion) occurred within the observation 

period, and 0 if it did not occur.  Once the event occurred, the case was dropped from the sample. 

 I followed three guidelines when coding program outcomes to ensure accuracy and 

consistency.  First, as stated before, Carnegie classification served as a restriction on the range of 

outcomes.  For example, a baccalaureate institution cannot, by definition, offer degrees beyond 

the Bachelor’s degree.  If a program offered a Bachelor’s option at its start, curricular expansion 

could not be coded at all for the case.  Similarly, if a program started out as a department, no 

further structural expansion could occur.        

Second, I did not require a specific type of expansion to occur, such as the offering of a 

graduate-level degree or the creation of a full-fledged department, in order to code the outcome 

1.  To get a full range of institutionalization outcomes, I treated all expansion events equally.   

Third, when data sources presented conflicting information, I made coding decisions 

based on the preponderance of empirical evidence.  For example, if a course catalog and a 

secondary manuscript conflicted on a program’s start date, I used catalog data because they are 

official resources students can consult throughout their enrollment.  If a structural mismatch 
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existed, then I assigned a value based on the scope of duties appearing in historical materials.  I 

maintained a codebook of specific decisions in order to maintain consistency. 

Independent Variables 

 The key independent variable derived from my hypotheses was program classification 

(CHICANO).  It was coded dichotomously:  1, for Chicana/o Studies programs, and 0 for ethnic 

studies programs.  This variable distinguished programs that specialize in the history, politics, 

culture, and society of Mexican Americans and/or nations in Latina/o diaspora versus more 

generalist multi-ethnic and cultural curricula. 

Control Variables 

 Control variables included demographic, institutional, and mobilization characteristics 

and geographic diffusion of Chicana/o Studies and ethnic studies programs.   

 Demographic characteristics.  I included total student body enrollment (TOTENR) and 

Latina/o student enrollments (LATENR) as demographic control variables.  Because small, 

regional colleges, liberal arts institutions, and larger state colleges are all part of the sample, 

enrollment sizes vary considerably.  Therefore, I took the natural log-value of total enrollment.  

Latina/o student enrollments were calculated as a percentage of total student enrollment. 

 Institutional characteristics.  I included locus of control (PUBLIC) and institutional 

wealth (WEALTH) as institutional control variables.  Sources of funding and adherence to state 

and federal governmental controls distinguish public and private universities.  Historically, 

public universities have been more receptive to applied research and learning objectives that 

satisfy state and governmental interests.  Presuming states have a vested interest in educating 

diverse populations, public universities may be more receptive to Chicana/o Studies programs 

than private universities (Gross and Grambsch 1974). 
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 Institutional wealth refers to financial assets that support teaching, research, and 

academic productivity.  Financial assets signal that organizational development is affordable and 

allows colleges to create diversified academic structures (Cohen, March, and Olsen 1972; Carroll 

and Hannan 2000).  Assets also ensure colleges can invest in innovation and tap into competitive 

and desirable niches (Bresser and Millonig 2003).  Monitoring endowments is a standard way of 

tracking college wealth.  However, recent changes to how colleges report endowments and assets 

make private colleges’ financial status difficult to track for the observation period (Goldstein and 

Menditto 2005).  To address this concern, I used Geiger’s (2004) method for calculating the 

operating budget for each student:  the sum of tuition and fee revenue, state appropriations, and 

endowment income, minus monies paid for institutional financial aid (e.g., grants, scholarships), 

divided by the 12-month enrollment count for full- and part-time students [note 3].  I converted 

quotients into 2015 dollars based on the Consumer Price Index, then converted figures into a 

natural log-value. 

 Mobilization characteristics.  I coded mobilization (MOBIL) as a dichotomous value:  

1, if it occurred; 0, if it did not occur.  Mobilization data came from secondary archival sources 

(for years 1965-1977) and searches in LexisNexis Academic and Access World Web (for years 

1978-2014).  For the search engines, I compiled complex Boolean search strings (joint terms in 

italics) that included:  (1) university name, “and” (2) program name, “and” (3) common terms for 

protest activity (e.g., protest, march, or demonstration) (Rojas 2006) [note 4].  To capture 

mobilization activity more fully, I also counted protests by faculty and community members.  I 

read articles carefully to ensure that a clear, explicit instance of activism directly pertained to 

creating, strengthening, or securing more resources for the named Chicana/o or ethnic studies 

program.  For example, a student protest on immigrant rights would not count as mobilization, 
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whereas a protest calling for an immigration rights specialization in an ethnic studies major 

would count. 

 Regional diffusion.  Neo-institutional scholars associate diffusion with legitimacy-

seeking and conformity among organizational fields (Brint et al. 2009).  I calculated a more 

straightforward geographic measure.  El Plan de Santa Barbara and major student protest 

activities were concentrated in California and Colorado.  Students also convened conferences in 

the Pacific Northwest and shared strategies for starting new programs there (Acuña 2011; CCHE 

1969; Flores 2001).  Thus, I coded cases 1 if they were in the western United States (REGION). 

Method 

 I tested the hypotheses using event history analysis of curricular and structural expansion 

during years 1970-2014.  University programs were the primary unit of analysis.  Programs 

remained in the data set until the event of interest occurred; then, they were dropped.  Although I 

integrated data across multiple sources, some cases featured missing information.  HEGIS has 

published financial and enrollment data since 1965, but the earliest electronic file available 

online was for the 1971-1972 academic year (United States Department of Education 1998).  

Some program histories also yielded imprecise timing of events (e.g., 1970s, “early” 1980s).  

Given these circumstances, I coded events and predictors within five-year intervals (i.e., 1970-

1974 = period 1, 1975-1979 = period 2, etc.) [note 5].  Allison (2014) stated that interval 

censoring is appropriate when an event of interest is known to occur within two time points.  

Event history methods can accommodate larger case-period records (i.e., event by predictors at 

time t) such as years, biennials, and decades without unduly biasing parameter estimates or 

deflating standard errors (Allison 2014; Petersen 1995).  Because curricular and structural 

expansion are singular and independent events, dependence correction is not needed (Allison 
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2014). 

 For equations 1.1 and 1.2, the indicator (t) indicates measures that vary by time period: 

 

log [(P(t)CE / (1 – P(t)CE)] = β0 + β 1CHICANO(t) + β 2PUBLIC + β 3WEALTH(t) + 

β 4TOTENR(t) + β 5LATENR(t) + β 6MOBIL(t) + β 7REGION + e 

(1.1) 

 

log [(P(t)SE / (1 – P(t)SE)] = β 0 + β 1CHICANO(t) + β 2PUBLIC + β 3WEALTH(t) + 

β 4TOTENR(t) + β 5LATENR(t) + β 6MOBIL(t) + β 7REGION + e 

(1.2) 

 

Results 

 

 Table 1 describes variables of interest, variable type, years measured, and data sources.  

Table 2 shows the frequency and distribution of Chicana/o and ethnic studies programs over the 

observation period.  In 1970, a majority of Chicana/o Studies programs explicitly referred to 

specific ethnic groups; 20 out of 85 Chicana/o Studies programs called themselves as such, 17 

were Mexican American Studies, and 11 each referred to Hispanic/Latina/o Studies or Latin 

American Studies.  By 2014, Hispanic/Latina/o Studies was the most common single-ethnic title.  

However, it was more common (37 of 85) to list two Latina/o populations in their title (e.g., 

Mexican American and Latina/o, Latin American and Caribbean, etc.).  Brint and colleagues 

(2009:164) observed similar naming patterns in non-Western and race studies programs. 

Conversely, 18 out of 30 ethnic studies programs called themselves this in 1970; and half of the 

sample continues to do so.  Eleven ethnic studies programs blend the “ethnic” label with gender 

and nationality labels; and four programs stripped “ethnic” out of the title altogether, referring to 

themselves as American or cultural studies by 2014.  Finally, 10 programs in the sample changed 

program classification; nine switched from Chicana/o to ethnic studies.  Catalogs showed signs 

of consolidation; this occurred when Chicana/o Studies programs became “options,” “tracks,” 
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“areas of interest” or “specializations” within an ethnic studies program.  This event justified 

making program classification time-variant as well (see Equations 1.1 and 1.2 above). 

 Table 3 provides descriptive statistics and correlations for variables of interest.  The 

sample includes 732 total case-period records.  The correlation matrix shows a negative 

association between Chicana/o Studies program classification and both types of expansion; the 

negative association is larger for structural expansion.  Figure 2 presents hazard rates for 

Chicana/o and ethnic studies programs in each time interval.  Excluding 2005-2009, differences 

in hazard rates for curricular expansion do not differ more than .100.  By contrast, hazard rates 

for structural expansion of ethnic studies programs quickly outpaced Chicana/o Studies after 

1985.  This finding suggests a growing sense of acceptance for ethnic studies following a period 

of early adoption.     

 Table 4 shows the logit models for program expansion.  Exponentiating the coefficient of 

a significant term gives the multiplicative effect of the independent variable on the odds of 

expansion.  Increases in student body enrollment, percent Latina/o enrollment, and the 

occurrence of campus mobilization improve the chances of curricular expansion.  Protest activity 

has the strongest net effect.  Programs featuring the occurrence of at least one protest event were 

over twice as likely to expand curricular offerings, controlling for other factors (β6 = 0.818, e β = 

2.27).  Given a log-unit increase in total enrollment, programs are 1.5 times more likely to 

expand their degree offerings (β4 = 0.428, e β = 1.53), whereas increases in Latina/o enrollment 

slightly improved the odds (β5 = 0.019, e β = 1.02).  All other things equal, Chicana/o Studies 

program classification did not reduce the chances for curricular expansion.  Therefore, I find no 

support for Hypothesis 1. 

 Only institutional wealth and program classification had a significant effect on structural 
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expansion.  For each log-unit increase in institutional wealth, programs are over twice as likely 

to transition from programs into more advanced research centers or departments (β3 = 0.769, e β 

= 2.16).  All other things equal, Chicana/o Studies programs were half as likely as ethnic studies 

to undergo structural expansion (β1 = -0.711, e β = 0.49).  This finding supports Hypothesis 2.  In 

sum, the current study suggests that Chicana/o Studies program classification partially constrains 

the opportunities for race-based interdisciplinary fields to undergo formal institutionalization. 

Discussion and Conclusion 

 Different organizational sources accounting for program institutionalization is consistent 

with organizational literature and prior empirical studies (Bess and Dee 2008; Brint et. al. 2009; 

DiMaggio and Powell 1983; Hannan and Freeman 1977; Olzak and Kangas 2008; Rojas 2006; 

Scott and Davis 2006). But why are these pathways for change different for two otherwise tightly 

associated measures of institutionalization in higher education? 

 Following the Civil Rights Movement, Current Population Surveys in the 1970s showed 

a closure of racial gaps in college enrollments with occasional years of minority-White parity 

(Baker and Vélez 1996).  Increases in total student bodies and Latina/o representation likely 

converged to create the critical mass needed to achieve curricular reforms (Birnbaum 1983).  

Students did more than enroll; they acted.  Minority students pushed for inclusive racial and 

ethnic curricula and for same-race faculty members to teach this content; these demands were 

consistent across sites (Acuña 2011; CCCHE 1969; Cook 2001; Davalos 2010; Ferreira 2003; 

Powers 2008; Valencia 1991).  Diverse enrollments and massification in higher education 

represent broader trends that favorably shifted the environment in support of Chicana/o and 

ethnic studies. 

 Nothing in higher education is free, but some forms of change are cheap.  Aside from     
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time, curricular change may involve little more than repackaging existing courses on the books.  

Even if colleges and universities allocated professional development funds to revamp courses, 

these expenses would pale in comparison to the personnel and space required to sustain a full-

bodied program.  Administrators may look favorably at ethnic studies programs with multiple 

racial and ethnic concentrations as more cost-effective than a series of stand-alone programs.  

Still, new programs get harder to support as state and federal education funds dry up and revenue 

generation options remain few (Archibald and Feldman 2010; Weisbrod 2008).  Absorption of 

Chicana/o Studies into broader ethnic studies units may signal one of few mechanisms to keep 

struggling programs alive (García, I. 1996).   

Narrowly defined race-based interdisciplinary fields may also face more difficulties 

attracting and retaining students in their degree programs than generalist majors for two reasons.  

First, a narrowly defined field may be associated with a narrow curricular base.  Fewer courses 

may preclude programs from setting up specializations that cover the range of knowledge areas 

embedded within race-based interdisciplinary scholarship (Acuña 2011; Soldatenko 2009) or 

provide skills and training deemed attractive by prospective employers (Gumport 2001).  If a 

program cannot attract minors and majors, then it risks failing to meet basic teaching demands.  

Second, a narrowly defined field may struggle to attract and retain student enrollments.  Low 

enrollments may signal to administrators that a program is uninteresting to students.  They may 

also fail to produce a reliable network of program supporters for adverse changes (Eckel 2000).  

Parties interested in starting new programs should recognize favorable environmental contexts:  

large and resource-rich universities interested in recruiting and retaining Latina/o students. 

 In conclusion, the current study makes two contributions to the empirical literature on 

organizational change in higher education.  First, it draws insights from case-specific events to 
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show variation in Chicana/o Studies and ethnic studies programs’ organizational development.  

Although protest is common to both fields, they differed in their approaches toward knowledge 

production and organizational fit into college and university structures.  These factors preclude 

treating the institutionalization of all race-based interdisciplinary fields as equal (Brint et. al. 

2009, 2011).  Second, the current study overcomes limitations of previous work.  Event history 

analysis contrasts institutionalization between two potentially competing race-based 

interdisciplinary fields.  The conceptual model is balanced, giving relatively equal weight to 

multiple sources of organizational change.  It exceeds Rojas’ (2006) intensive but restricted 

study of the creation of African American Studies programs, and the creation of new majors in a 

single academic year (Olzak and Kangas 2008).  The model also attends to the consequences of 

program classification while controlling for other theorized sources of organizational change. 

Future research should proceed in two directions.  First, replication of the current study 

with larger program samples can determine if divergent pathways for institutionalization are 

consistent for other race-based interdisciplinary fields.  Professional association directories 

(Bataille, Carranza, and Lisa 1996; Blackmer Reyes 2004) can help create comparably-sized 

subsamples for comparison.  Second, few studies have systemically traced the development of 

Asian American and Native American Studies outside of ethnic studies overviews.  To avoid 

replicating the black-white binary of race and ethnic relations research, studying these programs 

would reveal similarities, differences, and contexts of institutionalization in these arenas.  
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Notes 
  

1. I define “ethnic studies” as programs utilizing a multicultural and comparative  

approach to study the history, culture, and experiences of minority groups in America in a 

collective sense.  Consequently, the ethnic studies programs studied here may include African 

American, Asian American, Latina/o, and Native American components and many possible 

combinations therein.  Ethnic studies is printed in lower case throughout this manuscript to 

clarify the academic field in which such work takes place.      

 

2.   I eliminated one case – an ethnic studies program at a Midwestern research-focused 

university – because it offered only a few courses with no credential for the whole time period. 

 

 3.  Changes to reporting endowment income occurred in 1996.  For remaining years, I 

substituted private gifts, grant, and contract revenues for endowment income.  I also considered 

investment income and changes in endowment market value at the start and end of each 

academic year; however, these generated more missing data.  The most recent year of final 

release data for wealth and enrollment figures in IPEDS is 2013.   

 

 4.  Rojas’ (2007, Appendixes B and C) follow-up study expands the search for campus 

mobilization to special collections housed at the University of Illinois at Chicago, the University 

of Chicago, the University of Texas at Austin, San Francisco State University, and the Chicago 

and New York Public Library systems; and to the San Francisco Times.  This level of review 

would be cost-prohibitive for this project.  Instead, I replicated and refined Olzak and Kangas’ 

(2008) search strategy; this was successful in producing 208 news articles for 125 cases, of 

which 97 yielded some explicit evidence for campus mobilization. 

 

5.  I extended time intervals to five years to create comparable records for each case and 

to minimize missing data.  Rojas (2006) consulted enrollment figures from the Office of Civil 

Rights through the 1960s and 1970s; however, these data were not accessible at my institution.  I 

consulted electronic HEGIS data files.  They showed that institutions reported minority 

enrollments every other year at best.  Some colleges and universities did not comply.  Latina/o 

enrollment would not be tracked annually until the issuing of the Office of Management and 

Budget’s Directive 15 (see Waters 2002).  Financial expenditures were also reported unevenly 

for the 1970s and 1980s for some institutions.   
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List of Figures and Tables 

Figure 1:  Conceptual Model 

 

Note:  Shaded element in blue is the independent variable of interest.  Non-shaded variables are 

control variables whose hypothesized effects appear as dotted lines to dependent variables 

shaded in gray.    
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Figure 2:  Hazard Rates for Curricular and Structural Expansion, 1970-2014 
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Table 1:  Variables, Sources, and Coding     

Variable Sources Type Years 

Dependent Variable 
 

  

Curricular expansion CollegeSource  Dummy (1 = expansion) 1970-2014 

 Program web sites   

Structural expansion CollegeSource  Dummy (1 = expansion) 1970-2014 

 Program web sites   

    

Program Classification 
 

  

Chicana/o Studies CollegeSource Dummy (1 = Chicana/o) 1970-2014 

Ethnic Studies CollegeSource Dummy (1 = Ethnic) 1970-2014 

 
   

Organizational Variables 
 

  

Locus of control Carnegie Dummy (1 = public) 1973-2013 

Institutional wealth HEGIS/IPEDS Ratio 1970-2014 

 
   

Demographic Variables 
 

  

Total enrollment HEGIS/IPEDS Ratio 1970-2014 

Latina/o enrollment HEGIS/IPEDS Ratio 1976-2014 

 
   

Mobilization Variables 
 

  

Campus mobilization LexisNexis   Dummy (1 = mobilization) 1970-2014 

 Access World News   

    

Diffusion 
 

  

Geographic region US Census Dummy (1 = West) -- 

Note:  Carnegie Classifications published in years 1973, 1976, 1987, 1994, 2000, 2005, and 

2010, last updated 2013.  Values imputed for subsequent years until next survey.  Independent 

and control variables measured as five-year averages with two data periods:  1970 and 1974 

for period 1, 1975 and 1979 for period 2, etc., until year 2014. 
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Table 2:  Chicana/o and Ethnic Studies Program Designation, 1970-2014 

  Count 

Designation Name Start 2014 

Chicana/o Chicana/o Studies 20 13 

Studies Mexican American Studies 17 10 

 La Raza Studies 2 0 

 Hispanic/Latina/o Studies 11 17 

 Latin American Studies 11 2 

 New Immigrant (Puerto Rican, Dominican, etc.) 7 1 

 Other (Border, Southwestern, etc.) 5 0 

 Composite, 2 group 12 37 

 Composite, 3 group 0 5 

 Total 85 85 

    

Ethnic Ethnic Studies 18 15 

Studies American Studies 3 2 

 Other (Cultural, Intercultural, etc.) 1 2 

 Ethnic and Race Studies 4 3 

 Ethnic and American Studies 3 2 

 Ethnic and Women's Studies 1 4 

 Ethnic and Critical/Comparative Studies (any) 0 2 

 Total 30 30 

    

Crossover Chicana/o Studies absorbed into Ethnic Studies       9 

Programs Chicana/o Studies split from Ethnic Studies  1 

 Total            10 

    

  All Programs 125 125 

Sources:  CollegeSource, archived course catalogs     
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Table 3:  Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlation Matrix (125 universities, 732 case-periods)   

Variables Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1. Chicana/o Studies 0.723 0.448 1.000         

2. Public university 0.762 0.426 0.057 1.000        

3. Log-wealth/student 9.411 0.524 -0.181 -0.293 1.000       

4. Log-total enrollment 9.524 0.882 0.058 0.405 0.041 1.000      

5. % Latina/o enrollment 11.367 14.033 0.214 0.167 -0.432 -0.139 1.000     

6. Campus mobilization 0.086 0.281 -0.033 -0.046 0.158 0.106 -0.024 1.000    

7. Regional diffusion 0.475 0.500 -0.323 0.280 -0.061 -0.067 -0.052 0.076 1.000   

8. Curricular expansion 0.137 0.344 -0.024 0.014 0.077 0.109 0.020 0.154 0.034 1.000  

9. Structural expansion 0.079 0.271 -0.101 0.073 0.033 0.077 0.017 0.040 0.073 0.199 1.000 

 



88 

Table 4:  Discrete-Time Logit Models for Curricular and Structural Expansion  

 

     Curricular    Structural   

     Expansion    Expansion 

Variable       (B/SE)       (B/SE) 

Chicana/o Studies -0.362 -0.711* 

 (0.281) (0.348) 

 

Public university 0.036 0.668 

 (0.388) (0.510) 

 

Log-wealth per student 0.536 0.769* 

 (0.295) (0.369) 

 

Log-total enrollment 0.428* 0.390 

 (0.186) (0.241) 

 

% Latina/o enrollment 0.019* 0.017 

 (0.009) (0.012) 

 

Campus mobilization 0.818* 0.217 

 (0.345) (0.480) 

 

Regional diffusion 0.327 0.505 

 (0.273) (0.340) 

 

Constant -11.261*** -14.042*** 

 (3.267) (3.970) 

 

Log-likelihood -222.24 -154.14 

Degrees of freedom 7 7  

Χ2 22.67 20.03 

R2 0.049 0.061 

Observations 586 592 

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001  
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APPENDIX B – OUTWARD BOUND:  CHICANA/O STUDIES PROGRAM 

INSTITUTIONALIZATION AND ITS PROSPECTS FOR COMMUNITY 

ENGAGEMENT 

 

Abstract 
 

 Over the past 50 years, Chicana/o Studies programs have been gradually incorporated 

into formal academic structures in higher education.  Having attained some degree of 

organizational stability, how and to what extent have successfully institutionalized programs 

been able to conduct community engagement with Latina/o populations in cities and towns 

outside college campuses?  The following study examines mission statements and program web 

sites for 68 Chicana/o Studies programs at four-year colleges and universities to help determine 

what accounts for variation in community engagement strategies.  The study monitors three 

strategies of interest:  duties that do not pertain to community engagement, duties that entail 

general community interaction, and duties that signal mechanisms for promoting interaction off-

campus.  The findings show that curricular, but not structural, expansion is positively associated 

with engagement work.  The findings also show that public universities and Chicana/o Studies 

programs with histories of student protest were associated with community engagement, whereas 

colleges with high percentages of Latinas/os in the study body were associated with off-campus 

engagement.       
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Introduction 

Ernest Boyer (1990) criticized American colleges and universities for faculty reward 

systems that prioritized research at the expense of teaching excellence and serving the needs of 

greater communities outside of the college campus.  In his address before the Academy of Arts 

and Sciences at Cambridge, Massachusetts, Boyer (1996) expressed concern about the decline of 

commitment to service.  He observed the absence of service in faculty members’ promotion and 

tenure requirements, and that faculty members who chose to do service jeopardized their careers.  

He further remarked how disengagement represented a greater unresponsiveness from other 

social institutions, including politics and the mass media.  Higher education was heading in that 

direction as well.  To buck these problematic trends, Boyer (1996:19-20) emphasized how 

engagement should “[connect] rich resources of the university to our most pressing social, civic, 

and ethical problems, to our children, to our schools, to our teachers, and to our cities.”  

 Holland (2005) called on universities to adopt the engaged institution model:  one in 

which universities leveraged the intellectual assets of their workforces to resolve concerns of the 

public and address social issues in real time.  Engaged institutions invest in and reward applied, 

problem-centered, and transdisciplinary research models and support flexible approaches for 

producing knowledge.  Holland (2006:np) envisioned colleges and universities integrating 

community engagement throughout all work areas of the institution.  Engagement would become 

a “central and defining characteristic” of the institutional mission, to which “broad commitment” 

would be backed by sources of “ongoing funding,” “fundraising efforts,” and “infrastructure to 

support partnerships and widespread participation.”  Community-based research and teaching 

“become valid criteria for rewards,” that are “intentionally integrated across disciplines.”  Yet, 

calls for reform failed to identify changes in practice that could help guide colleges and 
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universities toward more substantive community engagement efforts.  In addition, they failed to 

consider how race-based interdisciplinary fields like Chicana/o Studies may take the lead in 

engagement reforms while balancing core academic duties.   

 The following study answers two research questions.  First, how do Chicana/o Studies 

programs in higher education communicate their community engagement strategies to external 

stakeholders?  I draw on organizational theory to demonstrate the heightened role of the mission 

statement in communicating commitments toward Latina/o populations.  Mission statements are 

an accepted, legitimized way for modern organizations to share their values, beliefs, and purpose 

with stakeholders and external audiences (Bart 2001).  To the extent that agents identify with the 

values and beliefs printed therein, mission statements guide agents’ work and direct them toward 

satisfying broader goals (Hill and Jones 2008).  I critically examine the idea that values and 

beliefs go unexamined or are taken for granted in higher education institutions; rather, faculty 

and staff members may be more in touch with what their disciplines stand for, and may draw on 

historical legacies to shape academic programs’ purpose as they institutionalize (Halstead and 

Taylor 1996). 

Chicana/o Studies programs emerged in the late 1960s promising to teach students ways 

to improve life in Mexican American and Latina/o neighborhoods.  Now operating in four-year 

colleges and universities as stand-alone units with various degrees of formal institutionalization, 

Chicana/o Studies programs presumably have a vested interest in expressing community 

engagement commitments – namely where, how, and under what conditions they serve local 

neighborhoods’ interests (Hill Zuganelli forthcoming, Appendix A).   

Second, to what extent do differences in program institutionalization and university 

characteristics account for differences in community engagement strategies embedded within 
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mission statements?  Fully-institutionalized Chicana/o Studies programs may have more 

financial, human, and organizational resources in place to create more and extensive off-campus 

engagement connections than less-institutionalized programs.  Hence, programs’ curricular and 

structural expansion over time may serve as proxies for measuring the status and stability of 

Chicana/o Studies programs (Hill Zuganelli forthcoming, Appendix A).  In turn, the current 

study estimates associations among both elements of program institutionalization, university 

characteristics, and engagement outcomes to determine more versus less favorable environments 

for Boyer’s (1990, 1996) and Holland’s (2005, 2006) reforms. 

To answer these questions, I use a sample of 68 Chicana/o Studies programs in four-year 

colleges and universities (Acuña 2011) to examine the placement of community engagement 

strategies within program mission statements.  I use an open and inductive content analysis 

approach to quantify variation in community engagement strategies (Berg 2007; Chelimsky 

1989; Zhang and Wildemuth 2009).  Text segments from online mission statements are coded for 

three engagement outcomes:  (1) academic labor unrelated to engagement, (2) academic labor 

that entails any community interaction, and (3) academic labor that facilitates community 

interaction outside college campuses.  The three outcomes represent incremental steps toward 

putting students, faculty, and community members in spaces where parties learn about pressing 

local needs and collaborate to solve them (Jacob et. al. 2015).  Significant predictors of program 

institutionalization (Hill Zuganelli forthcoming, Appendix A) are retained in tests of association 

with on- and off-campus engagement outcomes. 

Literature Review 

Organizational Theory in Higher Education 

 Empirical focus on the technical and rational features of modern organization began in  
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the 1950s.  Scott and Davis (2006, ch. 2) described early organizational scholarship as focused 

on how highly formalized collectivities orient action toward the pursuit of specific, clearly 

defined goals.  Such coordination required tight structural arrangements and clearly delineated 

lines of authority and influence.  Gouldner’s (1954) comparative studies on industrialized 

bureaucracies emphasized patterns of organizational structure and operations across firms and 

domains.  Thompson (1967:54, cf. Scott and Davis 2006) described organizational structure as “a 

fundamental vehicle by which organizations achieve bounded rationality.”  Weber’s ([1922] 

1978; see also Camic, Gorski, and Trubek 2005) portraits of modern bureaucracies linked formal 

and impersonal rules, roles, and positions to their ability to secure compliance and legitimacy in 

the eyes of agents.  Early rational choice models served as guides for action, but fared poorly in 

predicting individual behaviors.  Yet, “So long as we use individual choice models to predict the 

behavior of relatively large numbers of individuals or organizations, some potential problems are 

avoided by the familiar advantages of aggregation” (March 1978:588).           

Organizational scholars applied classic rational approaches to colleges and universities, 

but these settings readily violated key theoretical assumptions.  Instead of tight organization and 

structure, Cohen, March, and Olsen (1972) described universities as organized anarchies:  

organizations with fluid participation, unclear technology, and uneven preferences among its 

members.  Glassman (1973) noted the irregular contact among workers within and across higher 

education units embedded in the larger university structure.  Such imagery higher education 

organizations consisting of associated units with irregular contact as loosely coupled (Glassman 

1973; Weick 1976).  Collectively, these works undermined the idea that only tightly integrated 

organizations could possess stability over time. 

Regarding why organizations perform the duties they do and what with consequences,   
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Weick (1976) rejected several popular explanations in the organizational literature such as 

calculation of cost-benefit analyses, authority inherent to offices, and evaluation and reward 

systems (see also Scott and Davis 2006).  Weick (1976) argued that educational organizations 

performed activities that signaled a split between intention and action.  Administrators and 

leaders can make detailed policy changes and state clear rationales for them, but directives may 

not penetrate into offices and classroom spaces.  Teachers may craft curricula, but are unlikely to  

have sufficient influence over textbook content.  Parents may influence some school board 

decisions, but other concerns are impenetrable.  Even the processes and outcomes of learning 

remain distinct.  Educational organizations cannot claim unity, integration, and coordination; at 

best, events are responsive to each other but retain separateness (Weick 1976). 

 While the assumption of tight organizational control relaxed, scholars rejected efficiency 

as the most important constraint guiding organizational action.  Meyer and Rowan (1977:340) 

proposed that formal structures “are driven to incorporate the practices and procedures defined 

by prevailing rationalized concepts of organizational work and institutionalized in society.”  

When organizations operate in line with rational expectations by external constituencies of what 

they are supposed to do, organizations attain legitimacy.  Organizational work entails conformity 

to institutionalized rules, which suggests an openness to environmental monitoring that purely 

efficient operations could not accommodate.  DiMaggio and Powell (1983) argued that the state 

and the professions were dominant forces in explaining organizational homogeneity over time. 

Similarly, empirical work began rejecting the notion of agents as perfectly rational and 

calculating individuals who single-mindedly strive to satisfy their own interests (Kiser and 

Bauldry 2005).  Weber’s (1958) bureaucracies traded efficient and consistent organizational 

operation via formal, impersonal rules and procedures for a potentially technically ordered and 



95 

rigid structure that restricted individual’s choices.  Bureaucracy lifted the burden of agents’ 

rational decision-making; it was bureaucratic structure itself that risked trapped agents within 

proverbial iron cages (Adler 2012; DiMaggio and Powell 1983; Scott and Davis 2006). 

New Institutionalism               

 By contrast, the new institutionalism approach explores how agents socially constructed 

their understandings of organizational life.  Cultural-cognitive processes allow agents to consider 

and share cultural beliefs; and through interaction with others, developing meanings that 

supported collective action without the trappings of routine labor (Berger and Luckmann 1966; 

Scott and Davis 2006).  Greenwood and colleagues (2008:4-5) define an institution as “a more-

or-less taken-for-granted repetitive social behavior that is underpinned by normative systems and 

cognitive understandings that give meaning to social exchange and thus enable self-reproducing 

social order.”  Such social behaviors are prominent in the operation of modern organizations 

including higher education institutions.  Although formal controls and sanctioning still occur, the 

process of institutionalization does not require overt rule and norm enforcement from agents 

occupying positions of power.  Rather, institutionalization reflects an underlying social process 

of work processes taking on a rule-like status in agents who believe in their value and worth.  

Agents build consensus around shared understanding of rules and norms and widely adhere to 

expected conduct.  As consensus and shared understanding increase, rules and norms gain 

permanence (Meyer and Rowan 1977).   

DiMaggio and Powell (1983) proposed three mechanisms by which institutionalization 

ensures isomorphism among organizations operating in the same field:  coercive, mimetic, and 

normative.  Coercive mechanisms entailed application of sanctions for organizations who defy 

norms and expectations.  Mimetic mechanisms entailed following established practices in order 



96 

to avoid facing uncertainty from organizational environments.  Normative mechanisms reflected 

efforts by professionals working in a similar field to define the conditions and methods of their 

work in order to justify occupational autonomy.  Scholars used these mechanisms to demonstrate 

the role of legitimacy in maintaining stable bureaucracies, political governance, and legal 

institutions, among other arenas of social life (Camic, Gorski, and Trubek 2005; Meyer and Scott 

1983; Stryker 1994, 2000, 2001). 

The shift from purely determinative structural effects toward interactive ones; from    

superficial change, expressed by ceremonial conformity, toward consequential changes in 

response to internal and external pressures; and changing emphasis from institutional stability 

over time toward institutional change meant that organizational theory had reached a point of 

maturity (Scott 2008).  New institutional theory stressed cultural features of environments, how 

cultural features encourage cognitive appraisals through work in those settings, and the symbolic 

elements that compel meaning (Scott 2004).  But what ideas do faculty members share and 

communicate?  And what, if any, organizational devices help compel this process along?  The 

next section discusses how mission statements encourage cultural-cognitive processing.      

Mission Statements in Higher Education 

 A mission statement refers to a formal written document that communicates the purpose 

of an organization and its reason for being to internal and external audiences (Bart 2001).  

Mission statements confer a sense of purpose to organizations by identifying the interests and 

needs organizations can satisfy for stakeholders (Delucchi 2000; Schmitz 1993).  Meacham 

(2008) noted that mission statements for higher education organizations also provide guidance 

regarding issues of central concern to the campus.  They can direct faculty members’ and 

administrators’ conversations toward necessary actions and shape long-term solutions.  As 
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cultural-cognitive tools, they embody organizational culture and serve as a frame of reference for 

values and beliefs (Atkinson 2008; Fugazzotto 2009). 

 Mission statements also communicate language that strengthens agents’ organizational 

identity and sense of attachment.  “Whether an organization, group, or person, each entity needs 

at least a preliminary answer to the question ‘Who are we?’ or ‘Who am I?’ in order to interact 

effectively with other entities over the long run” (Albert, Ashforth, and Dutton 2000:13).  To the 

extent mission statements reinforce consistent themes regarding who organizations are to others, 

such language helps agents see themselves as members of the organizational group (Ashforth, 

Harrison, and Corley 2008).  Just as organizations make language-based identity claims for their 

internal and external constituencies, agents undergo cognitive appraisals and communicate 

claims about their belonging to the organization (Ran and Duimering 2007).  The current study 

explores how Chicana/o Studies program use their respective Internet web spaces to promote 

engagement work (Bart 2001). 

 Even though mission statements contain rich information about organizational culture 

and values, it is unclear whether they compel meaningful cultural values for agents, or if they are 

simply taken-for-granted.  If colleges and universities tend toward loosely coupled organizational 

structures, then mission statements dictated by central administration seem unlikely to penetrate 

their values and beliefs throughout the entire organization (Glassman 1973; Weick 1976).   

Empirical studies also produced mixed findings.  Meacham and Gaff (2006) analyzed the 

missions of colleges and universities in The Princeton Review’s The Best 331 Colleges and found 

that most failed to provide information about goals for undergraduate education.  For those that 

did, student learning goals were intermingled with bromides about social responsibility, 

democracy, appreciation of diversity, and lofty desirable values.  The authors failed to establish a 
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link between mission and educational practice.  Delucchi’s (1997) study of liberal arts colleges 

in the Peterson’s Guide to Four-Year Colleges showed that 68% of them awarded a majority of 

degrees in the professional disciplines rather than the arts and humanities.  By contrast, Morphew 

and Hartley (2006) observed that locus of institutional control (i.e., public versus private 

colleges) was a better predictor of mission statement elements than Carnegie classification.  

Missions centered on serving local educational needs, a teaching-centered approach to pedagogy, 

and educational access were the most common elements in public universities.  In contrast, 

private universities frequently cited religious affiliation, the liberal arts tradition, and instilling a 

sense of community on campus as their top aims.  A study of senior business students at 16 

universities found that mission statements featuring cultivation of ethical principles increased 

students’ self-evaluation of moral character relative to students who attended universities without 

an ethical statement (Davis, et. al. 2007). 

The link between mission statements and organizational values may be particularly weak 

for organizations with complex and differentiated structures (van Vught 2007).  Impacts may be 

hard to measure because mission statements are expected to successfully transmit organizational 

culture and values throughout entire university systems.  Today’s universities consist of a vast 

network of loosely coupled academic programs and departments, research centers, support and 

retention services, central administration, and auxiliary units, even in schools of relatively 

smaller sizes (Baldridge 1971; Kerr 2001; Weick 1976).  Agents may draw meaning from their 

proximal work spaces than top-down administrative directives.  Even if administrators want 

subordinate units to perform engagement work, program heads and faculty members may be 

more mindful of the organizational resources (i.e., financial resources, personnel, historical 

experiences, etc.) the unit can invest toward making engagement happen (Bok 1982; Boyer 
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1990; Weisbrod 2008).  Therefore, the influence of academic disciplines themselves need to be 

recognized in this discussion.          

Bringing Chicana/o Studies Back In 

 Faculty members’ primary affiliation generally lie within the discipline-bound programs 

and departments in which they conduct their everyday work (Abbott 2001).  To the extent 

academic disciplines socialize agents to important values and beliefs, analytical attention must be 

paid to “local” mission statements.  To explore this further, I will briefly discuss an academic 

field in which community engagement lies at its critical reason for being:  Chicana/o Studies. 

The field of Chicana/o Studies arose out of civil rights struggles of the late 1960s.  Social 

and political unrest characterized this time period, particularly for Mexican American youth who 

witnessed their parents’ struggles and grew weary of being denied educational opportunities 

(Maciel and Ortiz 1996; Ochoa O’Leary 2007).  These youth adopted the label “Chicano” to 

signify collective political and social consciousness and to demand higher education reform 

(Moore and Cuellar 1970).  Two major protest events marked the birth of the new field.   

First, the East Los Angeles Walkouts of 1968 featured hundreds of high school students 

protesting against overcrowded facilities, curricula excluding Mexican American culture and 

heritage, and racist interactions with teachers.  Mass demonstration illustrated the willingness of 

youth to engage in confrontational tactics to express their demands (Flores 2001; García 1996; 

García and Castro 2011).  Second, students, faculty, and staff convened a conference at which 

they drafted El Plan de Santa Barbara.  El Plan called for California colleges and universities to 

create formal Chicana/o Studies programs.  Such programs would teach Chicanas/os their 

political and cultural history – by Chicanas/os, for Chicanas/os – long denied to them.  More 
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importantly, education would become a pathway to improve living conditions at home (Chicano 

Coordinating Council on Higher Education [CCCHE] 1969:9-10, emphasis added): 

Chicanismo [Chicana/o identity] draws its faith and strength from two main 

sources:  from the just struggle of our people and from an objective analysis of 

our community’s strategic needs.  We recognize that without a strategic use of 

education, an education that places value on what we value, we will not realize 

our destiny.  Chicanos recognize the central importance of institutions of higher 

learning to modern progress, in this case, to the development of our community. 

 

 The field of Chicana/o Studies is unique insofar as its reason for being directly stemmed 

from putting Latina/o students’ and communities’ needs before building its academic reputation.  

Knowledge of the historical plight of marginalized communities may compel agents to monitor 

their institutional policies more closely to ensure that their actions do not further problematic 

relationships (Milem, Chang, and Antonio 2005).  Assuming that scholars in Chicana/o Studies 

know Mexican Americans’ historical legacy and are motivated to correct course, how do their 

respective programs infuse commitments to serve Latina/o communities with the performance of 

competing academic labor? 

Theory and Hypotheses 

 The CCCHE (1969) called for formal academic programs to be built with community 

participation in mind.  These programs would empower Chicana/o students by teaching their 

history, culture, and instilling values and direct training to provide community engagement.  

Chicana/o students would then be able to help themselves, their families, and their communities 

achieve self-determination (Duran and Bernard 1973).  Unlike other academic disciplines, the 

field of Chicana/o Studies places community engagement at the core of its reason for being in 

higher education.  Accordingly, reasons for being should appear explicitly in program mission 

statements.  Mission statements are designed to communicate the values, motivations for work, 

and constituencies served to external stakeholders.  Agents working in academic fields with 
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strong commitments to community engagement have a vested interest in communicating how 

and to what extent they follow through their values and beliefs, dictating how they spend 

institutional resources to fulfill said commitments (Atkinson 2008; Bart 2001; Fugazzotto 2009).   

On the other hand, agents have a vested interest in not overpromising the duties they can 

perform given resources in stock.  This entails creating and communicating feasible strategies 

that identify the extent of outreach, populations served, and visions for future projects expressed 

in good faith (Abrams, Meyers, and Irani 2010; Kesckes 2006).  Even if agents do not have 

intricate knowledge of their respective program’s financial or human personnel resources, they 

may possess tacit knowledge of their institutional design (e.g., recently established program, 

fractured interdisciplinary unit, signs of growth and expansion, etc.) and how their units support 

engagement activities.  With this tacit knowledge in place, I hypothesize:   

Hypothesis 1.  Chicana/o Studies program institutionalization measures are positively 

associated with the presence of community engagement strategies in mission statements. 

 

Apart from program institutionalization, colleges and universities may independently 

possess attributes that create more or less hospitable environments for community engagement 

opportunities to develop.  The current study considers several organizational attributes that 

support community engagement identified in prior empirical studies. 

Gross and Grambsch (1974) argued public universities were more receptive to satisfying 

the state’s educational needs than private universities.  One way to demonstrate this commitment 

is to invest time and resources into building community partnerships and promoting this activity 

to external stakeholders.  Therefore, I hypothesize:   

Hypothesis 2.  Public universities are positively associated with the presence of  

community engagement strategies in mission statements. 

     

If time and resources are necessary for making community engagement possible, then 
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wealthier colleges and universities may be more likely to invest in these activities relative to 

poorer universities.  Financial assets signal that organizational development is affordable and 

allows colleges to create diversified academic structures (Cohen, March, and Olsen 1972; Carroll 

and Hannan 2000).  Financial assets may also ensure colleges can invest in innovation and tap 

into competitive and desirable niches (Bresser and Millonig 2003).  Therefore, I hypothesize: 

 Hypothesis 3.  Universities with high operating budgets per student are positively  

associated with the presence of community engagement strategies in mission statements. 

 

Community engagement may also appear in mission statements because growing 

constituencies on campus demand it as part of their educational experiences.  Brint and  

colleagues (2009) focused on total student body enrollment, presuming that larger student bodies 

could create the critical mass necessary to support new academic initiatives (see also Chadwick 

and Pawlowski 2007).  Slaughter (2002) emphasized the proportion of minority enrollments; if 

mobilized, colleges and universities could offer programs that cater to their specific requests.  

Chicana/o students held protests, demonstrations, and walkouts demanding that colleges and 

universities create and sustain Chicana/o Studies programs (Acuña 2011; CCCHE 1969; Rosales 

1997).  Given the linkages between student enrollment and mobilization activity, I hypothesize: 

 Hypothesis 4.  Universities with large student body enrollments are positively associated  

with the presence of community engagement strategies in mission statements. 

  

Hypothesis 5.  Universities with large proportions of minority enrollments are positively 

associated with the presence of community engagement strategies in mission statements. 

  

Hypothesis 6.  Universities with prior mobilization in support of Chicana/o Studies 

programs are positively associated with the presence of community engagement 

strategies in mission statements. 

 

Data and Methods 

Data 

 The sample consisted of 69 Chicana/o Studies programs at four-year colleges and  
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universities across the United States (Acuña 2011, Appendix A).  Acuña’s (2011) original data 

set included 94 programs.  I excluded programs based on three criteria.  First, I excluded nine 

programs that were absorbed into broader ethnic studies programs and departments at some point 

during their institutionalization.  Because no counterpart for El Plan de Santa Barbara existed 

for generalist ethnic studies programs, this exclusion would ensure consistent discipline-level 

effects on community engagement institutionalization.  Second, I excluded thirteen programs for 

whom the full range of institutionalization options were not available.  Archived college catalogs 

showed that some colleges and universities instantly established Chicana/o Studies departments 

and/or certified degree options at the highest level possible given a university’s Carnegie 

classification.  To capture associations between proxies for institutionalization (e.g., curricular 

expansion, structural expansion) properly, cases with truncated expansion were discarded (Hill 

Zuganelli forthcoming, Appendix A).  Third, I excluded three programs that appear dismantled at 

the present time.  During the current study’s data collection process, I learned that Eastern New 

Mexico University and Indiana State University had disbanded their respective Chicana/o 

Studies programs within the past five years.  While Our Lady of the Lake University’s program 

remains functioning, the university does not allocate program-specific web space; therefore, it is 

difficult to assess its communication of community engagement work on the Web. 

           I compiled data from two sources.  First, organizational, demographic, mobilization, and 

program-level institutionalization data for each Chicana/o Studies program were drawn from Hill 

Zuganelli’s (forthcoming, Appendix A) study on the development of Chicana/o Studies programs 

between 1970 and 2014.  Data originated from large-scale education surveys including the 

Higher Education General Information Survey (HEGIS), Integrated Postsecondary Educational 

Data System (IPEDS), and the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching; archived 
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college catalogs provided by CollegeSource, Inc.; and newspaper search engines, LexisNexis 

Academic and Access World News.   

To reduce missing institutional data, I measured loci of control, institutional wealth, 

student enrollments, mobilization, and organizational stability metrics (i.e., curricular and 

structural expansion) for each case every five years.  The decision to code cases every five years 

emerged in response to unavailable historical records of institutionalization particularly for early-

adopted Chicana/o Studies programs of the late 1960s and 1970s and changes in colleges’ 

financial reporting during the 1990s (see Goldstein and Menditto 2005).  Each program was 

coded as a series of repeated observations (Hill Zuganelli forthcoming, Appendix A, note 5); 

time-variant measures were collapsed into overall mean values.  Although this sacrificed some 

internal precision per case, this approach allowed fully comparable between-case records that 

could better signal favorable environments for community engagement.  Second, I extracted 

mission statement data from program web sites.  I collected text, images, and transcripts of video 

footage from web spaces marked explicitly as “mission,” “history,” and “about us” and compiled 

content into a word processing file.   

Although mission statements are ubiquitous, their placement on Internet web sites may 

vary by case.  To find the mission statement, I typed the university and program name into a 

search engine and navigated to what appeared to be the program’s main web page.  The main 

page appeared within the first ten search results for all cases.  If the mission statement appeared 

on the main page, then I copied and pasted all of the text into a word processing file.  Then, I 

copied the source URL and date of access.   

Some programs feature main pages with very little content.  An example may include a 

banner image, a brief salutation or welcome, and a hyperlink to “read more” about the program.  
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In this instance, I followed a breadcrumb navigation approach (Levene 2010).  If a search result 

did not land directly on the mission statement page, then I scanned web sites for pages marked 

“about us,” “history,” “mission,” “values,” or similar verbiage linked one degree from the main 

page.  I limited breadcrumbs to two pages.  This prevented uneven examination or mining of web 

content across cases.  It also properly operationalized the study’s dependent variables.  

Community engagement strategies had to appear within mission and identification statements.  If 

programs buried these commitments deeply within pages of web content, then it becomes more 

difficult for readers to gauge the seriousness of those efforts (Fugazzotto 2009).           

To account for changes in program web site content, I used the Wayback Machine (Kahle 

and Gilliat 2001).  The Wayback Machine is a non-profit Internet service that compiles and 

reproduces web content from archived cached pages.  I retrieved cached pages capturing any and 

all variations of program web sites between 2014 and the present day [note 1].  I copied archival 

pages only if their text differed meaningfully from original pages.  For example, if an archival 

copy listed a series of learning objectives that was removed from or relocated on the original, 

then I copied the archival source URL and text content.  This would also allow more precise data 

with which to estimate associations among institutionalization indicators, program status (i.e., 

presence of expansion), and engagement strategies.   

Despite best efforts to capture full institutionalization and mission statement information, 

some missing data remained.  One program’s web site was taken offline for site maintenance 

during the data collection process and was not restored by publication time.  However, the 

archived pages listed engagement strategies for coding; these cases were coded.  Four web sites’ 

archived pages could not be crawled due to the robots exclusion standard.  The exclusion 

standard refers to the presence of web page code that prevents web crawling software from 
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accessing sites’ internal files or directories.  Thus, a crawler will post an error message to a third-

party user (Scarfone, Jansen, and Tracy 2008).  However, these programs listed engagement 

strategies on their current web sites; therefore, archived information was moot.  Five other web 

sites had not been crawled by the Wayback Machine by publication time.  Among these five 

sites, three had engagement strategies posted on the current version of their web sites.  The two 

other programs did not, and were coded 0 for engagement.  Therefore, two of the 95 cases 

(2.1%) yielded missing data.  The community engagement data file generated 41,947 words of 

content for subsequent analysis.           

Dependent Variable 

 I used two measures of support for community engagement:  explicit discussion of 

community engagement as a teaching, pedagogical, or research-guided practice; and specific 

mentions of vehicles and processes through which community engagement takes place off-

campus posted on program web sites for years 2013-2016.        

 I coded both measures dichotomously, 1 if program materials signal explicit on-campus 

or off-campus community engagement strategies or processes.  I based assessment of strategies 

as community engagement on the National Center for Cultural Competence at Georgetown 

University’s (2005, cf. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 2011:3, emphasis added) 

working definition.  It reads as follows: 

Community engagement is the process of working collaboratively with and 

through groups of people affiliated by geographic proximity, special interest, or 

similar situations to address issues affecting the well-being of those people.  It is a 

powerful vehicle for bringing about environmental and behavioral changes that 

will improve the health of the community and its members. 

 

Therefore, cases were coded 1 if word choices suggested that community interaction was 

integral in programs’ teaching, research, and/or service practices.  I used an open, inductive 
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coding scheme when reviewing mission statements and identification pages.  Short paragraphs 

ranging between one and four sentences in length constituted the unit of analysis for program 

web pages (Berg 2007; Zhang and Wildemuth 2009).  I began open coding with word counts for 

“community,” “population,” and similar verbiage to learn how programs described Latina/o 

communities.  As coding proceeded, I extracted surrounding text segments to determine if, first, 

mission statements linked community interaction to such descriptions; and, second, if 

interactions specified any formal mechanism for helping improve community well-being.  This 

process required reading and re-reading web text as needed to understand contextual meaning 

driving organizational strategies and decisions (Chelimsky 1989; Strauss 1987).  

 I maintained a codebook of interpretive distinctions and consistently referred to it when 

presented with new themes or ambiguous verbiage.  Commenting features in word processing 

software aided in critical interpretation.  For instance, one program promoted historical research 

on minority communities within the region.  While this could entail collaboration, reading the 

entire paragraph revealed a different focus.  In this case, the program emphasized recruiting 

scholars with a common research interest in studying regional communities as subjects, as 

opposed to formal engagement work.  Such commentaries not only aided in coding consistency, 

but helped me reflect on the ease with which program leaders confuse community interaction 

with other academic activities (Bringle, Hatcher, and Holland 2007; Jacob et. al. 2015).            

Independent Variables 

 The key independent variable of interest is program institutionalization.  I devised three 

measures:  curricular expansion during years 1970-2014, structural expansion during the same 

time period, and program age.  Curricular expansion referred to the assembling of course 

offerings from standalone classes into formal credentials such as minors, majors, and degrees.  
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Structural expansion referred to the emergence of research centers and full-fledged departments 

from initial program status.  Program age was the difference between 2016 and the approximate 

year a program first appeared in a course catalog.  These measures permitted a test of Hypothesis 

1.  Predictors of program institutionalization in the previous study (Hill Zuganelli forthcoming, 

Appendix A) were retained in subsequent tests of association.  These predictors permitted tests 

of Hypotheses 2 through 6.      

 Demographic characteristics.  Total student body enrollment and Latina/o student 

enrollments served as demographic variables.  I consulted HEGIS/ IPEDS databases to track 

enrollments over time.  Given considerable variation in institutional enrollment across cases, I 

converted enrollment counts into natural log-values.  Latina/o student enrollments were coded as 

percentages.       

 Institutional characteristics.  Public locus of control and operating budget per student 

were institutional variables.  Locus of control did not vary across time.    I used Geiger’s (2004) 

method to estimate the operating budget for each student:  the sum of tuition and fee revenue, 

state appropriations, and endowment income, minus institutional costs for grants and 

scholarships, divided by the 12-month enrollment count for full- and part-time students.  Figures 

were converted into 2015 dollars using the Consumer Price Index, of which their natural log-

values were taken.  Although public locus of control did not affect Chicana/o Studies program 

institutionalization in the previous study (Hill Zuganelli forthcoming, Appendix A), it remains of 

theoretical interest to the current study.  Public universities may be more apt than private 

universities in building relationships with local and state stakeholders; doing so enhances 

reputation and satisfies state needs (Weisbrod 2008; Whiteford and Strom 2013).   

 Mobilization characteristics.  LexisNexis (years 1965-1977) and Access World News  
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(years 1978-2014) generated archival data for which I coded presence or absence of mobilization 

for each case.  Protests and demonstrations by students, faculty members, and/or community 

members specifically intended to establish and/or preserve a Chicana/o Studies program were 

coded 1, accordingly.  

Method 

The first step was to collect web page data and perform introductory analysis.  Figure 1 

illustrates the coding process using a sample of the word processing file.  Panel A shows the first 

step:  highlighting any mention of “community” in each case (overlaid with a “1”).  For each 

highlighted section, I read the content to determine if interaction, collaboration, or similar 

working dynamics were expressed.  Panel A shows interactive content (overlaid with a “2”).  

This particular program demonstrated how working with local communities and commitments to 

social justice were reflected in curricular offerings.  Therefore, this segment justifies coding 1 for 

community engagement.  However, such work and commitment – at least here – does not require 

off-campus activity for this commitment to occur; therefore, the off-campus variable is coded 0.   

Panel B shows coding for off-campus community engagement.  The text segment 

(overlaid with a “3”) shows a program that requires off-campus service learning in order to 

complete its Chicana/o Studies major.  The segment describes service learning internships as a 

way “to establish empowering mutually beneficial contacts within the Latino communities of the 

greater Bay Area.”  Therefore, it is likely that this mechanism requires interpersonal contact 

among students, community members, and service agencies; and this segment is coded as an 

indicator of off-campus engagement.  I repeated this process for all 69 Chicana/o Studies 

programs in the sample. 

Chi-square tests of association identified favorable program and university characteristics   
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for including community and off-campus engagement in program mission statements.  This 

approach is indicated in educational studies of college access, campus climates, and service to 

racial and ethnic minorities in higher education (Hurtado, et. al. 1997, 1998).  Continuous 

independent variables were transformed into dichotomous measures based on the grand mean for 

each independent variable in the full sample.  Scores at or above the mean value constituted 

“high” values (e.g., high operating budgets for student, high Latina/o enrollments, etc.) for each 

program.  Scores below the mean value were “low” values.  I ran tests of association for “any” 

community engagement outcome and off-campus engagement outcomes separately [note 2]. 

Results 

 Table 1 describes variables of interest, coding schemes, data sources, and descriptive 

statistics.  It also shows cutoff values distinguishing “high” versus “low” cases for independent 

variables.  Table 2 shows relationships among program institutionalization measures, community 

engagement, and off-campus engagement.  It also features separate descriptive statistics for 

program age and engagement outcomes by extent of program institutionalization.  A majority of 

cases (n3 = 23) indicate curricular expansion without structural expansion; programs showing no 

signs of expansion marked the second-highest frequency (n1 = 21), followed v   by programs 

showing both curricular and structural expansion (n4 = 18).  Community engagement is greatest 

among fully-institutionalized programs (MCOM4 = 0.72) whereas off-campus engagement is 

greatest among programs exhibiting structural but not curricular expansion (MOUT2 = 0.50).  Non-

institutionalized programs revealed the lowest proportions on both outcomes (MCOM1 = 0.30, 

MOUT1 = 0.15).  This indicates potentially greater association between institutionalization and 

engagement than its absence.  
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 Table 3 shows the results of the Chi-square tests of association.  Curricular expansion 

was associated with the inclusion of community engagement in program mission statements and 

informational pages (χ2
(1) = 4.55, N = 68, p = 0.03).  Structural expansion was also associated 

with community engagement, but only at a = 0.10 (χ2
(1) = 2.80, N = 68, p = 0.09).  Structural 

expansion had a similar association to off-campus engagement (χ2
(1) = 3.47, N = 68, p = 0.06).  

Older Chicana/o Studies programs (i.e., > 33 years in operation) were not associated with either 

outcome.  The results partially support Hypothesis 1. 

 Three university characteristics were also associated with engagement outcomes.  Public 

universities (χ2
(1) = 3.95, N = 68, p = 0.05) and programs with histories of campus mobilization 

(χ2
(1) = 6.85, N = 68, p = 0.01) were associated with the inclusion of community engagement in 

program mission statements.  Programs in colleges with high levels of Latina/o enrollment (i.e., 

14% and above) were associated with off-campus engagement (χ2
(1) = 3.97, N = 68, p = 0.05).  In 

contrast, richer universities and universities with high total enrollments were not associated with 

either outcome.  These results support Hypotheses 2, 5, and 6, but not Hypotheses 3 and 4.   

 Table 4 summarizes common strategies for enacting community engagement, on- or off-

campus, and cross-references them against levels of program institutionalization.  The data 

presented here includes counts of non-duplicated text segments for the most common themes.  

This accounts for strategies that appear in current and archived web pages, as well as multiple 

approaches that (some) programs take in conducting engagement work. 

 Regarding off-campus engagement, fully and partially institutionalized Chicana/o Studies   

programs [note 3] tended to perform three strategies:  (1) requiring completion of a service-

learning class or experience to earn a minor, major, or degree; (2) encouraging work experience 

in community service agencies; and (3) promoting participatory action research with community 
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input and/or involvement.  Both fully and partially institutionalized programs mention building 

relationships with community agencies to ensure successful student placements.  However, fully 

institutionalized programs were more likely to promote the establishment of joint community-

university agencies than were partially institutionalized programs.  Joint agencies operating 

outside college campuses were crucial in channeling university resources into local 

neighborhoods.  In turn, Chicana/o Studies’ pedagogical activities converged with university-

side interests regarding building visibility in community settings, investing in local needs, and 

improving town-gown relations (Milner 2008; O’Mara 2012; Ostrander 2004). 

San Francisco State University (2011) promoted a “community clinic providing health 

and medical services in San Francisco’s Mission District,” a high Latina/o population area 

(Mission Anti-Displacement Coalition 2006), which was “established by faculty, students, and 

licensed medical personnel from Latina/Latino Studies.”  Similarly, Michigan State University’s 

(2010) Chicano/Latino Studies program maintains an active partnership with the city through the 

Lansing Latino Health Alliance.  Non-institutionalized programs were less likely to conduct off-

campus engagement.  However, those that did off-campus engagement tied it to other desirable 

institutional practices.  The most common example was recruitment of local Latina/o high school 

students through faculty visits to high schools and community colleges, hosting student visits, 

and representing programs at career fairs.   

Generalized mentions of community engagement focused on two strategies.  First, the 

most popular strategy, regardless of institutionalization, was giving students skills and training to 

promote effective community interactions.  Students developed such skills primarily through 

classroom instruction.  Community- and service-oriented courses were intended to sensitize 

students to real-life struggles and conditions in minority neighborhoods.  Building sensitivity 
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would help students communicate more effectively with community service agencies and 

community leaders, thereby increasing the chances of successful future collaboration.  Second, 

programs emphasized applied research agendas and sensibilities that guided faculty members’ 

academic work.  In addition to these strategies, fully-institutionalized programs were more likely 

to support shaping students into “agents of change” in an explicit manner.  A graduate of 

California State University, Fullerton’s (2015) Chicana and Chicano Studies program applauded 

the unit for “[providing] guidance and the tools that allow students to use academic language to 

frame ideas that otherwise would be ignored in other departments.”  She described such guidance 

as critical in empowering her to enact change. 

Although the following strategies did not entail community interaction, programs in the 

sample tended to promote five common academic labor activities.  They were ranked from most 

to least common as follows:  (1) teaching about Latina/o culture, history, and identity; (2) 

enhancing or diversifying students’ career and educational prospects after graduation; (3) 

fostering diversity and cultural appreciation for Latinas/os; (4) conducting research on Latina/o 

populations; and (5) demonstrating population-level pan-ethnic/diasporic diversity.  Teaching 

was the most frequently cited program design element regardless of institutionalization.  Fully 

institutionalized programs were more likely to emphasize conducting Latina/o research than 

diversity or cultural appreciation.  Partially institutionalized programs were more likely to 

emphasize career and educational opportunities, whereas non-institutionalized programs 

balanced career promotion and cultural appreciation.  It is worth noting that lesser-

institutionalized programs were more likely to demonstrate how their program activities align 

with university missions, perhaps as a bid to merit their sustainment (Frye 1993). 

 In conclusion, the data analyses support Hypotheses 1, 2, 5, and 6.  Institutionalization 
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partially explains variation in the type and location of community engagement activities.  Public 

universities, universities with high Latina/o enrollments, and universities with a history of 

mobilization in support of Chicana/o Studies serve as the most favorable conditions for 

community engagement.  Wealthier universities and universities with larger student body 

enrollments were not associated with engagement work. 

Discussion and Conclusion 

 Although most measures of institutionalization and favorable college and university 

environments translated into community engagement as expected, two well-established links did 

not hold.  The failure to associate institutional wealth with community engagement may simply 

reflect differing spending priorities in the universities sampled here.  Put another way, wealthier 

colleges may have the funds to invest in community engagement, but prefer to spend resources in 

different ways to enhance their reputations.  Hazelkorn (2014) criticized American colleges and 

universities for spending to compete for favorable national and global rankings.  The critical 

mass argument holds for creating and sustaining desired academic programs in the long term.  

But given the history of weak minority representation in colleges and universities, it is difficult 

to imagine Latinas/os enrolling in sufficient numbers across the country to merit engagement 

operating in a similar way (Brint, et. al. 2009; Chadwick and Pawlowski 2007; for exceptions of 

minority-majority college enrollments see Hill Zuganelli forthcoming, Appendix A). 

Recall the debate on whether and to what degree mission statements are ignored, taken-

for-granted, or poorly predictive of organizational practices (Meacham and Gaff 2006; Delucchi 

1997).  Although the data file included nearly 42,000 words for content analysis, approximately 

20% of the file pertained to community engagement work.  The rest of the file contained all sorts 

of text elements, including but not limited to non-service learning objectives; appeals to sign up 
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for a Chicana/o Studies minor, major, or degree; extracurricular activities and social gatherings; 

news and events; and other materials (Atkinson 2008; Morphew and Hartley 2006).  This 

illustrates that community engagement strategies unavoidably compete for attention compared to 

programs’ fundamental teaching and research objectives; indeed, they are crowded out.  On the 

other hand, given the uneven pace at which Chicana/o Studies programs have made a permanent 

home in the academy, program missions illustrate diverse and creative ways to demonstrate 

community engagement commitments and signs of variance in engagement tactics.  This issue 

needs further exploration in future research. 

 Finally, there are two limitations to the current study.  First, despite collecting current and 

archived web page content, community engagement strategies may still remain buried in web 

pages or, worse, not get published at all.  Faculty and staff may have not sufficient oversight over 

program web pages, let alone the technical knowledge to add content or time to publish updated 

missions regularly.  Second, commitments are expressed to the extent these materials get crafted 

deliberately in faculty governance proceedings and disseminated effectively on the Web.  The 

current study does not address how mission statements get crafted, though the role of program 

founding documents like El Plan de Santa Barbara may kick-start such a process.        

Future research should continue to examine the role of program-level mission statements 

and how they shape academic work.  Moreover, higher education organizations present an 

opportunity to study intersecting missions.  Virtually every unit within a college abides by a 

mission statement; and as academic work becomes coordinated across programs, departments, 

and auxiliary units, superiors must recognize how and to what extent missions align or contradict 

one another (Morphew and Hartley 2006).  Today’s Chicana/o Studies programs may have 

(some) durable institutional status, but the daily work involves interdisciplinary and cross- 
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organizational interactions (Harris and Holley 2008).  Colleges and universities have a vested 

interest in portraying themselves as socially responsible organizations whose teaching, research, 

and service labor satisfies the needs of external constituents and the state (Hersh and Schneider 

2005).  Thus, how do institution-level missions interact with program-level ones, both for the 

tenure and promotion process?  And more broadly, how are community members to reconcile 

both missions when assessing the seriousness of colleges and universities in promoting 

engagement work?   

  Until the mission statement and organizational practice literatures converge onto micro-

level work environments, perhaps the easiest thing to do is to keep mission statements simple, 

clear, and concrete, and to develop regular monitoring and assessment procedures (Talbot 2003).  

These tasks may prevent colleges and universities from making promises they cannot keep and 

preserve organizational reputation (Kesckes 2006).  For students, faculty, and communities 

invested in the success of Chicana/o Studies, promises cannot afford to be broken.     
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Notes 

 1.  The Wayback Machine archival search includes a one-year lag between expansion 

events and publication of expansion through college catalogs and program news listings on web 

sites.  This lag gives colleges and universities time to publish curricular and structural changes to 

Chicana/o Studies programs that occur in the middle of an academic semester (e.g., a new major 

approved in spring 2013 will appear in a course catalog by fall 2014). 

   

 2.  I initially ran a direct-effects logit model of program and university characteristics on 

engagement as follows, similar to that of program institutionalization:  log [(PENGAGE / 1 – 

PENGAGE)] = β0 + β 1CUREXP + β 2STREXP + β 3PRGAGE + β 4PUBLIC + β 5WEALTH + β 

6TOTENR + β 7LATENR + β 8MOBIL + e (Hill Zuganelli forthcoming, Appendix A).  The 

equation showed model fit (χ2
(8) = 18.77, N = 67, p = 0.02; H0 = data does not fit model, i.e., 

model of independence) for any engagement mention at all, but not for off-campus engagement 

(χ2
(8) = 14.76, N = 67, p = 0.06).  Model fit did not improve with stepwise variable deletion for 

either equation (Lai and Ing 2010).   

   

3.  Fully institutionalized programs exhibited both curricular and structural expansion 

since their establishment.  Partially institutionalized programs exhibited either form of 

expansion.  Hence, institutionalization exists as a 2 x 2 combination of expansion outcomes.    

Only six Chicana/o Studies programs in the data set featured structural expansion without 

curricular expansion.  Therefore, partial institutionalization outcomes were interpreted together 

for the thematic analysis. 
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Table 1:  Variables, Sources, Coding, and Descriptive Statistics  

Variable Sources Mean SD 

Dependent Variables    

Community engagement (1 = present) Program web sites 0.54 0.50 

 Wayback Machine   

Off-campus engagement (1 = present) Program web sites 0.28 0.45 

 Wayback Machine   

    

Program Institutionalization    

Curricular expansion (1 = present) CollegeSource  0.61 0.49 

 Program web sites   

Structural expansion (1 = present) CollegeSource  0.36 0.48 

 Program web sites   

Program age CollegeSource 32.99 13.09 

 Program web sites   

    

Organizational Variables    

Locus of control (1 = public) Carnegie 0.76 0.43 

Log-institutional wealth HEGIS/IPEDS 9.44 0.52 

    

Demographic Variables    

Log-total enrollment HEGIS/IPEDS 9.59 0.91 

Latina/o enrollment HEGIS/IPEDS 13.71 15.48 

    

Mobilization Variables    

Campus mobilization (1 = present) LexisNexis   0.39 0.49 

 Access World News   

    

Note:  Mean values are the cutoff for classifying converted continuous variables into 

dichotomous “high” versus “low” variables.   
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Table 2:  Community Engagement Measures by Program Institutionalization and Age  

  Structural Expansion 

  Absent Present 

    

Curricular 

Expansion 

Absent 

Boise State, Brandeis, CSU 

Bakersfield, CUNY Queens, DePaul, 

Duke, Eastern New Mexico, 

Millersville, Montana State, New 

York, North Park, Portland State, 

Princeton, Purdue, Saint Peter’s, 

SUNY Fredonia, Sul Ross, North 

Texas, UT Arlington, UT El Paso, 

Wyoming  

 

Central Washington, CSU 

Dominguez Hills, CUNY Brooklyn, 

Notre Dame, Texas A&M, UT 

Austin  

 

 

 

 

 

 

N2 = 21 N2 = 6 

MAGE1 = 22.15, SDAGE1 = 13.79; 

MCOM1 = 0.30, SDCOM1 = 0.47;  

MOUT1 = 0.15, SDOUT1 = 0.37 

MAGE2 = 37.83, SDAGE2 = 12.67; 

MCOM2 = 0.67, SDCOM2 = 0.52;  

MOUT2 = 0.50, SDOUT2 = 0.55 

   

Present 

Austin, Central Florida, Cornell, CSU 

Channel Islands, CUNY City, Eastern 

Washington, Florida International, 

Fordham, Holy Cross, Iowa, Michigan 

State, New Mexico, New Mexico 

State, Northeastern Illinois, 

Northwestern, Pennsylvania, Pueblo, 

Syracuse, Texas Lutheran, UT San 

Antonio, UW Madison, UW 

Milwaukee, Wayne State  

 

 

Arizona State, CSU Fullerton, Fresno 

State, IU Bloomington, San 

Francisco State, Arizona, UC Davis, 

UC Irvine, UC Los Angeles, UC 

Santa Cruz, Connecticut, Houston, 

UI Chicago, UI Urbana-Champaign, 

Mass-Amherst, Michigan, Rutgers, 

UT Pan American  

 

 

 

N3 = 23 N4 = 18 

MAGE3 = 36.39, SDAGE3 = 9.84; 

MCOM3 = 0.57, SDCOM3 = 0.51;  

MOUT3 = 0.26, SDOUT3 = 0.45 

MAGE4 = 39.06, SDAGE4 = 8.90; 

MCOM4 = 0.72, SDCOM4 = 0.46;  

MOUT4 = 0.39, SDOUT4 = 0.50 

Note:  Analysis excludes Our Lady of the Lake University, an institution that does not give 

academic programs their own web space.  
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Table 3:  Chi-Square Tests of Association for Community and Off-Campus Engagement  

 

     Community    Off-Campus 

     Engagement    Engagement 

Variable    (n = 44)    (n = 22) 

Curricular expansion 4.55* 0.73 

 

Structural expansion 2.81† 3.47† 

 

Program age 0.89 0.33 

 

Public university 3.95* 0.88 

 

Institutional wealth 0.60 0.53 

 

Total enrollment 2.71 1.32 

 

Latina/o enrollment 0.33 3.97* 

 

Campus mobilization 6.85** 0.17 

† p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001  
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Table 4:  Unique Text Segments Describing Engagement Practices by Level of Institutionalization 

  Number of Text Segments 

   

  Level of Institutionalization 

Engagement Strategy Full Partial None 

Off-Campus Service-learning requirement to complete major, minor, degree 3 3 1 

 Experience working at service agencies, community-university 

organizations 

2 3 -- 

 Promote local cultural events/celebrations -- 2 -- 

 Developing participatory action research with community input 1 1 -- 

 Solicit community input through community advisory boards 1 -- -- 

 Recruiting Latina/o students from local high schools -- 1 1 

     

Any Skills/training to help solve community issues/problems 6 7 3 

 Program guidance by applied research agenda/sensibilities 5 7 2 

 Cultivating students to be agents of change 3 -- -- 

     

None Teaching about Latina/o culture, history, identity, etc.  19 23 15 

 Research on Latina/o culture, history, identity, etc. 7 5 1 

 Foster self/other diversity/appreciation of Latina/o culture 5 6 5 

 Enhance/diversify students’ career/educational opportunities 4 10 5 

 Demonstrate pan-ethnic/comparative approach in Latina/o culture 2 2 1 

 Support university’s mission/backing of diversity -- 8 3 

 Enhance students’ college experience/campus life -- 2 -- 

     

Total  58 80 37 

Note:  Numbers refer to counts of unique text segments of specific engagement practices.  Counts may not sum to total number of 

Chicana/o Studies programs as some feature multiple engagement strategies and others have none.  Full institutionalization refers to 

programs with curricular and structural expansion.  Partial refers to either measure of expansion.  
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APPENDIX C –  “IT’S WHO WE ARE:”  INTEGRATING COMMUNITY 

ENGAGEMENT AND ACADEMIC LABOR IN MEXICAN AMERICAN STUDIES  

AT A RESEARCH-INTENSIVE UNIVERSITY   

 

Abstract 
 

 The field of Chicana/o Studies has prioritized community engagement as one of its core 

tenets for existence since its emergence in academia in the late 1960s.  Today, the field has 

matured into a formal academic discipline with hundreds of programs and departments operating 

in four-year colleges and universities across the country.  Now that the field is organizationally 

well-positioned to follow through with its commitment to helping Latina/o communities off-

campus, how does engagement labor compete with research and teaching duties?  The following 

study examines how faculty members working in a Mexican American Studies department at 

Western State University, a research-intensive university, integrate engagement into academic 

labor.  Surveys and semi-structured interviews with 15 full-time faculty and staff members 

illustrate two major findings.  First, respondents expressed very high personal commitments to 

performing engagement work stemming from both pre-doctoral experiences and a sense of 

purpose and identity drawn from their fields of training.  Second, integration is successful to the 

extent that engagement and academic labor both serve as conduits for conducting applied 

research or performing enhanced teaching experiences outside of the traditional classroom.        
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Introduction 

 The National Center for Cultural Competence at Georgetown University (2005, cf. 

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 2011) defined community engagement as “the 

process of working collaboratively with and through groups of people affiliated by geographic 

proximity, special interest, or similar situations to address issues affecting the well-being of 

those people.”  Practices of open communication, resource exchange, and active partnership 

between agencies and communities distinguish engagement (Bringle, Hatcher, and Holland 

2007; Jacob et. al. 2015) from associated terms in the empirical literature, including charity 

(Dunn 2000), volunteerism (Handy et. al. 2000), and outreach (Ramaley 2005).  Ernest Boyer 

(1990) criticized colleges and universities for neglecting the needs of local citizens when 

designing educational curricula.  Similarly, the Kellogg Commission (2001:13) called on 

colleges to “[redesign] their teaching, research, and extension and service functions to become 

even more sympathetically and productively involved with their communities, however 

community may be defined.”   

In some colleges and universities, leaders back commitments to community engagement 

by allocating tangible resources and organizational infrastructure for performing such work.  

Kesckes (2006) applauded this in a study of successful department-driven community 

engagement initiatives.  His work suggested that academic units are successful in acquiring intra-

organizational and extra-organizational resources (e.g., city funds, state and national grants, etc.) 

to make even ambitious projects feasible.  However, three problems appear in his account.   

First, Kesckes’ (2006) description of projects often failed to identify whether community 

engagement planning came from internal faculty and staff discussions of desired actions, from 

top-down administrative calls for performing such work, both approaches, or from some other 
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set of motivating factors entirely.  Organizational theory allows for top-down or bottom-up 

approaches for creating community engagement opportunities; however, this issue requires 

clarity before generalizations can be made (Baldridge 1971; Baum and Amburgey 2005; Scott 

2004).   

Second, Kesckes (2006) failed to consider how academic fields and disciplines link 

community engagement to their own missions, and by extension, their reasons for being (Furco 

2001).  Some academic fields may develop an inherent commitment to community engagement 

as a product of their historical experiences (Acuña 2011; García 1996; Soldatenko 2009; 

Southwest Network 1974) or through bids for formal institutionalization in the academy (Hill 

Zuganelli forthcoming, Appendix A).  To the extent faculty members rely on mission statements 

to guide work practices, program-level attention may resolve questions of sources that drive 

engagement work articulated earlier (Hill and Jones 2008). 

 Third, Kesckes (2006) did not consider how faculty members balance engagement work 

with competing (and equally enforced) demands for research productivity and teaching (Blair-

Loy, Wharton, and Goodstein 2011; Gildersleeve 2014).  Exploring how and under what 

conditions faculty members pursue community engagement while balancing research and 

teaching demands remain underdeveloped in the empirical literature.       

The field of Chicana/o Studies includes the range of interdisciplinary specializations 

focusing on political and social conditions of Mexican Americans and peoples of the Latina/o 

diaspora.  Over time, administrators and program chairs have named and renamed units after 

specific regions, populations, and cross-cultural connections (Aguilar 2003; Soldatenko 2009; 

see also Hill Zuganelli forthcoming, Appendix A, Table 2).  Regardless of the formal program 

name, Chicana/o Studies situates community engagement and commitments to improving  
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Latina/o lives as central to its disciplinary identity.  These explicit articulations of community 

engagement, racial and ethnic solidarity, and application of knowledge geared toward achieving 

social justice date back to the start of the field in the late 1960s (Acuña 2011; Baros 2014; 

Chicano Coordinating Council for Higher Education [CCCHE] 1969; Duran and Bernard 1973; 

García 1996; Padilla and Montiel 1984). 

This case study answers the following research question:  How do faculty members 

working in a department of Mexican American Studies at a high-productivity research university 

in the western United States balance community engagement and competing academic demands 

[note 1]?  Community engagement may be successful at research universities because these 

institutions tend to have a wider and greater range of financial and economic resources to invest 

in this type of activity.  Divisions of labor may be sufficiently differentiated to task specific units 

(academic or not) to perform such work (Birnbaum 1983; van Vught 2007; Weisbrod 2008).  

However, research universities may seem unlikely candidates for supporting community 

engagement because it draws time away from knowledge production, revenue-generating 

scholarship, and activities that enhance faculty and institutional prestige (Ellingson and Quinlan 

2012; Furco 2001; O’Meara and Braskamp 2005; Weisbrod 2008).  Yet, if research universities 

project total and complete indifference to the needs to educate citizens or serve constituencies 

off-campus, they risk reputational loss, external support, and possibly state funding (Bruning, 

McGrew, and Cooper 2006; O’Mara 2012).      

Previous studies on balance in academic labor focused on intrapersonal issues – 

particularly how female faculty members juggle academic careers with family and relationship 

demands (Bassett 2005; Comer and Stites-Doe 2006; Hunter and Leahey 2010; Robertson 2002).  

Organizational studies showed that integration among research, teaching, and service (including 
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community engagement) aspects of academic labor may increase faculty members’ well-being 

(Bess and Dee 2008; Bloomgarden and O’Meara 2007; Clegg 2008; Huber 2004).  The current 

study examines how faculty members incorporate community engagement into competing duties 

and, in turn, interpret fit among different spheres of academic work.  The sensemaking involved 

in seeing fit (rather than competition) among engagement, research, and teaching may signal 

powerful field-level socialization (Chadwick and Pawlowski 2007; Weick 1976).  Field-level 

socialization may reinforce perceptions of work compatibility, and motivate faculty members to 

remain committed to engagement work even if it does not produce financial or reputational 

rewards (Antonio, Astin, and Cress 2000; O’Meary and Braskamp 2005).   

The paper proceeds as follows.  The first section features a literature review on research 

productivity and the de-centering of service in higher education.  Scholars called on colleges and 

universities to reverse these trends by calling for equal attention to research, teaching, and 

service duties (Bloomgarden and O’Meara 2007; Boyer 1990, 1996; Ramaley 2005).  However, 

they offered little guidance on how integration should proceed.  To address this gap, I argue that 

faculty members’ fields and disciplines play an unacknowledged role in enacting integration.   

Second, I use the case of a department of Mexican American Studies at a research 

university in the western United States to illustrate how individual academic programs can build 

an integrative approach toward engagement and academic labor over time.  The context includes 

a summary of key developments in the program’s rise to departmental status, how engagement 

first appeared through course offerings, and how formal institutionalization facilitated integration 

of community engagement with the department’s external identity.  Third, I discuss findings 

from an online survey of 14 faculty members and 12 semi-structured interviews that demonstrate 

different strategies for balancing engagement and academic labor.  Respondents’ reflections on 
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engagement as being part of “who they (and their disciplines) are” shows internal cultural-

cognitive processes consistent with new institutionalism theory.  I conclude by acknowledging 

study limitations and providing recommendations for future research.   

Literature Review 

 

Research Productivity and its Discontents 

 Rates of scientific publishing in peer-reviewed academic journals have been on the rise 

since the early 1900s (Larsen and von Ins 2010).  Amassing research publications and circulating 

work in high-prestige academic journals serve as well-established criteria for academic success 

in higher education (Sabharwal 2013; Starbuck 2005).  Research productivity not only assures 

faculty members’ success, but it also confers prestige and high rankings to their departments and 

universities of employment (Fairweather 2002).  Knowledge production serves as one of the 

dominant factors in allocating rewards, determining promotion and tenure, and shaping day-to-

day work activities within academia (Dey, Milem, and Berger 1997; Fox 1983; Menges 1999; 

Powell and Snellman 2004; Tierney and Bensimon 1996).  Even teaching-oriented institutions 

are not immune from satisfying research demands (Green 2008).   

Surveys of the professoriate in the 1970s showed grave concern with the dominance of 

research in academia.  “Publish or perish” served as both a formal reward system, but also a 

contributor to research agendas that maximized raw output over substantive contributions to new 

knowledge and theory.  Competing duties, including teaching excellence or service, created 

tension and left respondents with little recourse than to play the game as best they could (Blau 

1973, ch. 5).  More recent surveys of doctoral students showed that training in research excluded 

cultivation of desired teaching and administrative skills.  Students stated appreciation for 

teaching, interests in professional service, and desires for cross-disciplinary collaboration as 
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motivations for pursuing faculty positions.  However, they recognized that more enjoyable 

aspects of the job, such as mentoring undergraduate students outside of class or serving on task 

forces, were deemed unimportant compared to research productivity.  Despite tacitly accepting 

the need to publish, respondents reported that this was not the academic life they envisioned, nor 

did research-centric training prepare them for the jobs they would eventually take (Golde and 

Dore 2001, 2004). 

Service in the Academy 

 The land-grant university at the turn of the 20th century represented, perhaps, the most 

explicit recognition of the value of service.  Congress passed two laws that encouraged practical 

training and serving the needs of cities and communities through higher education.  The Morrill 

Land-Grant Act of 1862 bestowed land and start-up funding to establish new colleges and teach 

citizens engineering, agriculture, and practical skills (Boyer 1990, 1996; Gumport 2001).  The 

Hatch Act of 1887 established agricultural experiment stations and led to the development of 

agricultural and mechanical colleges (Brown, Pendleton-Jullian, and Adler 2010; Frye 1993).  

Congress passed a second Morrill Act in 1890 to establish land-grant colleges in the former 

Confederate states, providing the first step toward educating Black residents (Craig 1992).  The 

spread of agricultural and mechanical schools signified the first time “service” became explicitly 

tied to the mission of higher education institutions (Boyer 1990). 

 So, what went wrong?  Three explanations have appeared in the literature.  First, given 

the role Congress played in passing service-oriented reforms, Roper and Hirth (2005) argued that 

colleges’ commitments stopped when laws no longer pressured them to reform.  The Smith-

Level Act of 1914 marked the end of legislation during the land-grant era.  The Act issued 

permanent funds for Extension programs at state schools.  Colleges could comply by reserving 



137 

organizational space for these programs to operate, but the law did not require them to supply 

financial resources.  Concerns regarding academic freedom from the 1920s onward precluded 

colleges from directing applied research agendas as they could in the land-grant era.  Today’s 

public and state flagship universities certainly serve states and regions.  Some schools even adopt 

claim the land-grant mantle from times past.  But without legal measures in place to ensure 

durable economic investment to states and regions, calls to serve may be little more than 

symbolic gestures to capture a declining share in state investment of higher education (Cooper 

1999; Delaney and Doyle 2011; Ehrenberg 2006; McLendon and Mokher 2009).     

Second, Boyer (1990) described an internal critique elite leaders held toward the 

democratic ideals of land-grand schools.  He wrote, “Skeptics looked with amusement, even 

contempt, at what they considered the excesses of utility and accommodation.  They long 

resisted the idea of making the university itself a more democratic institution… [viewing] the 

agricultural experiment stations as a betrayal of higher education’s mission” (p. 6).  Higher 

education needed to serve national and technological interests, not just local ones; “enlarging” 

service required formal research, predicated on creating new forms of human knowledge.  This 

new graduate education model developed, rather ironically, at the very elite institutions once 

championing the agricultural and mechanical colleges’ cause in times past.  After the Great 

Depression, the federal government incentivized broader scientific and technological research – 

pure science – instead of serving the common good (Boyer 1996).   

 A third explanation focused on collegiate administration and bureaucracy.  Cooper (1999) 

described the “betrayal” of the land-grant tradition as rooted in the professional complex.  

Because colleges and universities were increasingly being run by leaders invested in profit, 

status, and prestige, service-oriented concerns would continue to get overlooked.  Gumport’s 
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(1993) study of two research universities facing retrenchment revealed intra-organizational 

conflicts regarding college finances.  She distinguished executive and subordinate administrators 

who adopted corporate and market language for making program cuts; faculty research “stars” 

whose grant-winning research fostered antipathy toward programs that wanted preservation; and 

targeted faculty who felt that their interests went unprotected. 

 Given these trends, scholars predicted two outcomes.  Austin and Gamson (1983) and 

Baldridge (1971) saw research and service duties as fundamentally incompatible with each other.  

If faculty members wanted to conduct service, then they risked inevitable role strain because 

such work interfered with research and knowledge production demands.  However, even if role 

strains were inevitable, other researchers reasoned that faculty members’ perceived value fit and 

positive working relationships in other dimensions of their work would help relieve pressure 

(Austin 1990; Hesli and Lee 2013; O’Meara and Braskamp 2005).  To alleviate role strain, 

service-learning scholars demanded that colleges and universities institute structural reforms in 

order to integrate research, teaching, and service duties.  I review these reforms in brief below. 

Integrating Academic Labor:  Bringing the Disciplines Back In 

 Harvey and Knight (1996) defined integration as the linking of teaching, learning, and 

educational elements into a coherent and executable program.  Service-learning literature has 

since conceptualized integration as an ideal practice extending across research, teaching, and 

service domains.  This activity pertained not only to bringing service-learning activities and 

opportunities for students’ personal growth into the classroom (Bryant, Schönemann, and Karpa 

2011; Gottlieb and Robinson 2006; Hutchings and Clarke 2004; Zlotkowski 1998), but also 

promoting academic labor practices that facilitate completion of research, teaching, and service 

requirements simultaneously (Bloomgarden and O’Meara 2007; Boyer 1996; Furco 2001). 
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Bruning, McGrew, and Cooper (2006:125) broadened engagement to include strategies for 

sending students, faculty, and staff members out into community settings as well as inviting 

community members “to explore the cultural, intellectual, athletic, and artistic benefits that are 

provided in college and university campuses.”   

   Service-learning scholars placed responsibility for integrative reforms on college 

administrators.  Consistent with Boyer’s (1990) call for reform, Holland (2005) argued that 

integration could only occur when universities make engagement an explicit part of their mission 

statements.  Once put into place, administrators would create organizational structures to conduct 

engagement work and incentivize faculty members for helping the university enact its mission 

(Furco 2001).  To be fair, clear metrics for measuring research, teaching, and service integration 

have yet to be developed in a widespread fashion.  Academic labor remains segmented and its 

components remain differentially weighted and evaluated in promotion and tenure guidelines 

(Alshare, Wenger, and Miller 2007; Green 2008; Letter 2001).  However, the development of 

community-engaged participatory research (Norris-Tirrell, Lambert-Pennington, and Hyland 

2010; Strand, et. al. 2003) indicates faculty member and field-led efforts to promote integration.  

These projects yield a wide variety of products, including peer-reviewed publications, issue 

awareness reports, newsletters, field manuals, and learning materials.  Recognizing all of these 

products as valuable contributions within an inclusive scholarship portfolio could help bridge 

research and service duties more coherently (Ellingson and Quinlan 2012).  Similarly, Boyer, 

Attaran, and Edmondson (2012) and Hatcher and Bringle (2012) suggested promotion and tenure 

guidelines which allow single forms of labor to satisfy multiple requirements across domains. 

 This study makes two contributions to the empirical literature on integrating academic 

labor.  First, this study emphasizes the role of fields and disciplines in promoting engagement 
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and academic labor integration through professional socialization.  Academic disciplines form 

core components of faculty members’ scholarly identity and constitute the arena in which labor 

takes meaning (Abbott 2001; Antonio, Astin, and Cress 2000; Clegg 2008).  Socialization shapes 

a department’s organizational culture and orients faculty members’ conduct therein (Tierney and 

Bensimon 1996).  The field of Chicana/o Studies is distinctive because community engagement 

constitutes a core form of academic labor and its main reason for being; students and community 

members have demanded engagement since the establishment of the field in the late 1960s.  El 

Plan de Santa Barbara served as an enduring reference for why community engagement matters 

in the present day (Acuña 2011; CCCHE 1969; Duran and Bernard 1973).  

Second, this study considers different integrative strategies depending on whether 

engagement takes place on- or off-campus.  Hill Zuganelli’s (forthcoming, Appendix B) research 

on off-campus engagement showed that Chicana/o Studies programs could facilitate off-campus 

contact if they required students to complete service-learning projects in order to earn their 

degrees.  However, colleges can also develop research-engagement linkages to the extent they 

support applied research as part of faculty members’ promotion and tenure.  Applied research 

may entail off-campus scholarly work in community settings or inviting community members to 

campus to share their perspectives and insights.   

The following case study examines the Department of Mexican American Studies at 

Western State University (MAS-WSU), a research-intensive university in the western United 

States.  Since its establishment in the late 1960s, MAS-WSU has grown into a full-fledged 

academic department offering undergraduate and graduate degrees.  The context explores how 

developing community-inclusive curricula, in the midst of program institutionalization, 
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facilitated future engagement efforts.  Thereafter, I used web surveys and semi-structured 

interviews to explore how integration takes place in real time. 

Context 

 Western State established MAS-WSU in 1968 in response to students and community 

members’ demands.  The program credited the Mexican American Liberation Committee 

(MALC), the city’s primary Chicana/o youth organization, for pushing college administrators to 

create a visible Chicana/o presence at the university.  Students and community activists built a 

relationship with a multicultural program administrator.  The administrator drafted a formal 

proposal for a Chicana/o Studies committee within the Department of Romance Languages.   

Archived course catalogs (1969-1973) indicated that the study of Mexican Americans 

was a specialized interest attached to one of three educational tracks.  Students could complete 

20 units in either Programs “A” or “B” to pursue elementary education and secondary education 

certification, respectively; MAS courses also served as electives for the Department’s Spanish 

language major.  In the 1973-1975 catalog, the committee added Program “C,” which “prepares 

the student to make use of… training in Spanish and… background in Mexican-American 

Studies to go into programs and projects concerned with Mexican American problems” 

(emphasis added; see Figure 1).  Whichever option students chose, the College of Education 

supplemented MAS with course offerings from anthropology, geography, government (i.e., 

political science), history, sociology, and speech programs.  Cooperation between the Colleges of 

Education and Liberal Arts created the curricular base from which the program would take off. 

By 1975, the Committee gained formal recognition and began operating independently.   

Formal recognition allowed the Committee to create degree-granting options (e.g., new majors, a 

Bachelor’s degree) and conduct student advising.  The Department of Romance Languages 
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relinquished control over MAS and refocused its instruction in French, Italian, Portuguese, and 

Spanish language and literatures.  However, one professor and a reference librarian stayed on the 

Committee to teach bilingual instruction.  Multidisciplinary course offerings in MAS-WSU were 

under the stewardship of one or two professors in each department, contributing anywhere from 

two (English and Reading) to five (sociology) courses per academic year [note 2].   

The 1977-1979 course catalog described MAS-WSU as “an interdisciplinary program 

which focuses on the Chicano experience.  Its general objective is to provide a socially pertinent 

education with humanistic and practical content which will enrich the total University curriculum 

as well as prepare students to serve the Chicano community” [emphasis added].  Program “C” 

became a full-fledged major:  48 units, of which 15 were upper-division.  In addition, the major 

offered its first community-relevant course:  Politics of the Mexican American Community.  The 

Political Science department described the course as the study of the political structure and 

processes of the Mexican-American community, emphasizing history, schooling, political 

behavior, class issues, and future trends.  Figure 2 shows how the Mexican American Studies 

major appeared in the course catalog.     

Having assumed new teaching and curriculum creation responsibilities, the Committee 

became formally inaugurated as a stand-alone research center in 1981.  The push for the Center 

followed the appointment of MAS-WSU’s first full-time director.  The director maintained 

dialogue with students, faculty, and community activists who felt that educational problems in 

the surrounding city were not being suitably addressed.  Meanwhile, a state-wide professional 

association advocating for Chicanas/os in higher education surveyed faculty members for 

pressing issues from their institutions.  Respondents at three state public universities and two 

community college districts identified lack of community involvement as one of their chief 
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concerns.  The association petitioned Western State to establish a Hispanic Advisory Committee 

(HAC) in order to satisfy two objectives:  (1) propose educational services that benefit the local 

community by (2) identify real needs by appointing community members to the HAC.   

Bringing the community into the process fostered relationships with local residents and 

provided research opportunities for the new Center.  Members of the Chicana/o advocacy 

association, including those working for MAS-WSU, studied, published, and disseminated policy 

papers on improving the low rates of Latina/o students’ access into higher education.  They also 

held annual conferences to discuss policy papers and to highlight the need for serving the 

Chicana/o community.  For instance, one study identified four counties outside the state’s 

metropolitan areas that had minority-majority populations, yet less than 20% of eligible students 

in each county went to college.  Among the major flagship institutions in the state, Western had 

the lowest minority enrollment rates.  MAS-WSU proposed creating more Mexican American 

history and culture courses in order to attract students.  Cultural curricula could supplement 

existing educational opportunity programs to make Latina/o student recruitment more effective. 

MAS-WSU operated as a research center between 1983 and 2008.  The unit began with a 

small set of core faculty and a wide affiliate structure.  Although a full-time director had run day-

to-day duties in the Center, it would not receive its first full-time faculty appointment until 1991.  

Even with state funding, the Center largely subsisted on affiliate faculty located in other 

departments in the Colleges of Liberal Arts and Education.  Recall that the Committee began 

with faculty in the social sciences; by the 1990s, the network would extend into English, 

geosciences, journalism, library sciences, medicine, physics, and agricultural Extension and 

boast 25 members at its peak.  Nonetheless, course catalogs illustrated how quickly faculty 

members would come and go. 
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By 1997, MAS-WSU increased its full-time faculty from one to 6.5 lines.  The head of 

the Center at the time, an agricultural economist from California State University, Long Beach, 

pushed for MAS-WSU to serve as a think tank for Mexican-American issues.  Immigration, 

health care, and economic improvement constituted a shift in the research agenda.  A public and 

community health scholar replaced the outgoing head in 2003.  He focused the research agenda 

on integrating Hispanic and border health issues, education, and immigration policy; and in a 

throwback to the program’s origins, public history and cultural studies became new 

specializations.  The Center successfully built clout as a local intellectual force, one whose work 

continued to represent the needs of the community.  The research center attained departmental 

status in 2009. 

Hill Zuganelli’s (forthcoming, Appendix B) study on the development of community 

engagement strategies differentiated between on-campus and off-campus interactions.  He found 

that well-institutionalized programs were more likely to facilitate off-campus engagement 

through joint community-university agencies and formal service-learning requirements.  In 

contrast, non-institutionalized programs primarily taught Latina/o communities as subject matter.  

The chronology of MAS-WSU suggests a more nuanced story of institutionalization.  With an 

unclear path ahead, teaching about Latina/o communities and diversity issues served as 

necessary first steps in developing the program.  Communities as objects of study were 

insufficient for creating engagement opportunities.  However, courses could sensitize students to 

community needs and prepare students and faculty for actual engagement in the future.   

Figure 3 shows the growth of community-inclusive courses nested within total curricular 

offerings.  Politics of the Mexican American Community (political science) and Library Service 

to Minority Groups (library science) were the only two community-inclusive courses offered 
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from 1977 to 1986.  MAS-WSU would not offer its own – a two-part introductory course on 

Mexican American Studies with an emphasis on social services and their community impact – 

until 1987.  By 1997, MAS-WSU retitled the second-semester course Social Perspectives and 

converted it into a stand-alone offering.  Women’s Studies offered a course on Chicana feminism 

with a focus on lesbian communities in 2002.  Further curricular growth was deferred until 

MAS-WSU reached departmental status.  A participatory action research class once offered 

sporadically in 2004 became the core of a new social justice area of specialization.  Under the 

direction of new program leaders, core faculty created special topics courses on public policy, 

social justice research, and cross-cultural perspectives on health and spirituality in the state.  

Thus, community engagement could not come into fruition until MAS-WSU amassed the 

structural and organizational resources necessary to stabilize its existence at Western State.  To 

explore how engagement and academic labor interaction took place after program stabilization, I 

surveyed and interviewed core and affiliated faculty members to learn their experiences.  `                   

Data and Methods 

 

Data 

 The survey sample consisted of 15 full-time faculty and staff members out of a total of 43 

members for a response rate of 34.9%.  I created a 21-item survey on engagement experience and 

collected demographic information on respondents through the web platform Qualtrics.  I sent 

invitations to e-mail addresses listed on MAS-WSU’s faculty and staff roster in Fall 2015.  The 

invitation stated my name and university affiliation, the purpose of the study, and estimated time 

of completion (10-20 minutes).  The survey featured built-in skip logic based on user responses 

and experiences with engagement work; therefore, some surveys required less time than others 
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(Couper 2008).  To maximize response rate, the invitation ended with, “Whether you have a lot 

of community engagement experience or none at all, your participation counts.”       

Respondents received invitations on November 2, November 19, and December 8, 2015.  

If respondents failed to complete the survey by December 20, 2015, then they were dropped 

from recruitment.  Qualtrics sent respondents unique URLs which aided tracking.  Of the 15 

responses, seven completed the survey after the first invitation; five more completed after the 

second invitation; and the last three completed before the end of the semester.      

 Respondents who completed the survey portion saw the following prompt: 

    I would like to schedule a follow-up interview to discuss your experiences and  

motivations to perform community engagement, or not, in greater detail.  The  

interview will take between 30 and 60 minutes and can be scheduled at a time and  

place convenient for you.  You will also be compensated for your time.  May I  

complete a follow-up interview with you? 

 

 If they answered “yes,” then the next few items arranged the follow-up interview.  I 

collected an e-mail address, a preferred method for the follow-up interview (e.g., in person, 

Skype, phone), contact information, and a list of free days and times to complete the interview.  

We confirmed the final interview date and time via e-mail.  Respondents signed consent and 

compensation forms per IRB procedures.  Of the 15 who completed the survey, 12 completed the 

follow-up interview for a response rate of 80.0%.  Table 1 lists survey questions; Table 2 lists 

interview questions.   

Method 

 I analyzed integrative activity by organizing semi-structured interviews around several 

key themes.  First, I examined motivations for engagement in one’s formative training and early 

career to determine how past motivations shape current work.  Second, I asked about community 

engagement experience in the past five years.  I restricted the time frame to control for different 
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lengths of employment at the university.  After respondents shared an engagement project, I 

asked what difficulties, if any, occurred for conducting community engagement work.  Third, I 

asked respondents to describe why their engagement projects were valuable to students and the 

Latina/o community.  Interviews lasted between 45 and 90 minutes.  I transcribed audio files, 

conducted content analysis, and induced major themes related to integration efforts (Zhang and 

Wildemuth 2009). 

Results 

Table 3 lists demographic characteristics of the 15 survey respondents.  The gender 

composition of the sample was 40% male.  This is higher than males’ representation in the total 

core and affiliated faculty pool at MAS-WSU (31%).  The mean age of respondents was 53.20 

years (SD = 10.36).  Thirteen respondents hold a doctoral degree in their respective fields with 

an average completion by the year 1996 (SD = 9.69 years).  Among them, twelve are in tenure-

track employment positions; one respondent recently retired, and two others work as staff or 

non-tenured research associates.  Nearly all respondents ethnically identified as either Mexican 

American and/or Chicana/o (n = 9) or Hispanic or Latina/o (n = 8), with one identifying 

specifically as Puerto Rican; ethnically-mixed respondents also identified as White.  One faculty 

member identified mixed Native American and Mexican American heritage.  Six of eight faculty 

and staff who hold a primary appointment in MAS-WSU completed the survey and interview.  

Eight respondents hold a joint appointment.            

Community Engagement Experiences   

Community engagement indicators from the survey appear in Table 4.  At the start of the 

survey, respondents were primed with a working definition:  “Community engagement describes 

how colleges and universities exchange knowledge and resources with local communities so that 
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each party helps meet the other’s needs and improve their well-being” (see Centers for Disease 

Control and Prevention 2011).  Nearly all respondents had heard of this term prior to the survey 

(mean = 0.93, SD = 0.27).   

To control for different lengths of employment at Western State, I asked respondents to 

count the number of community engagement projects they had participated in during the past 

five years.  Respondents reported participating in four projects (mean = 4.29, SD = 2.02) and 

taking various leadership positions in them.  I measured leadership on a seven-point scale, 

ranging from “1” for contributing community engagement ideas for others to perform (i.e., a 

“pitchperson”) through “4” for sharing project management duties (i.e., a “partner”) to “7” for 

sole project leadership and execution (i.e., a “leader”), and calculated a weighted average.  

Respondents tended to perform projects where they shared management duties with others (mean 

= 3.99, SD = 1.21).   

Respondents then shared a basic summary of a past community project, including who 

participated in the research, activities performed, and motivations for doing the project.  I 

designed the question to accommodate an unlimited number of characters in the text box.  

Respondents were probed to choose the first community engagement project that came to mind 

among project(s) completed in the last five years.  Most respondents disclosed an off-campus 

engagement project.  Four respondents completed projects in the city center (e.g., downtown, 

near campus).  Two respondents’ projects took place outside the city center, but within the 

county; four other projects took place outside the county. 

Commitment and Socialization toward Community Engagement Work 

 Respondents rated their personal commitment to community engagement on a scale of 1 

to 10, with 1 meaning not at all committed and 10 meaning extremely committed.  They rated 
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themselves very highly (mean = 9.47, SD = 1.19) and their colleagues less favorably (mean = 

6.93, SD = 2.28).  To control for self-evaluation biases, I asked a follow-up question:  “How 

would you rate your commitment to community engagement relative to…” and gave a generic 

reference (i.e., administrators, colleagues, students).  The question continued:  “Would you say 

you are [blank] committed....?”  Respondents chose “much more,” “more,” “about as much as,” 

“less,” and “much less” to fill in the blank.  I converted responses into a valence measure ranging 

from +2 (much more) to -2 (much less).  Respondents stated they were more committed to 

engagement than administrators (mean = 1.17, SD = 0.83) and colleagues (mean = 0.83, SD = 

0.94), but, on average, they approached parity with students (mean = 0.58, SD = 1.00).   

When asked where they first learned the need to perform community engagement, eight 

respondents said that it preceded their doctoral studies (mean = 0.53, SD = 0.52).  Three 

specified formative childhood experiences.  Two respondents discussed volunteer work in high 

school, while three others mentioned volunteer work and club activities in undergraduate school.        

Evidence of Integration   

The survey results also indicated two signs of integration activity:  (1) using integrative 

language derived from the scholarship on teaching and learning to describe engagement in 

general terms and (2) describing engagement project as mechanisms for fulfilling other forms of 

academic labor.  These findings appear in Table 4.  First, on a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 meaning not 

at all familiar and 5 meaning very familiar, respondents were “least” (but substantively) familiar 

with community-based scholarship (mean = 3.93, SD = 1.54); familiar with civic engagement, 

service learning, and participatory action research (means = 4.36-4.43, SDs = 0.93-1.45); and 

most familiar with volunteerism (mean = 4.64, SD = 0.63).  Similar terminology appeared in 

several respondents’ descriptions of recent engagement projects.  Second, when asked which 
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academic labor activities were associated with community engagement in a general sense, eleven 

respondents called engagement a service activity.  Nearly as many said engagement described 

their teaching pedagogies (n = 10) and research or scholarship activities (n = 9).   

The next step was to determine how faculty members’ actual community engagement 

experiences demonstrate integration.  After describing a recent project, respondents identified 

whether it served a research, teaching, or service purpose.  Most respondents (n = 8) said their 

projects satisfied a service requirement.  Service activities included participation on a local 

school advisory board, promotional activities for a city-wide cultural celebration event, and 

outreach to Native American students living on reservation lands.   

Four respondents said that their project helped satisfy a teaching requirement or played 

some role in classroom instruction.  Teaching responses included health promotion, college 

preparation, economic development in border communities, environmental protection, and 

lecture series for senior citizens.   

Research integration occurred through documenting and executing engagement activities.  

Typically, the goal of research-linked engagement was to produce resource guides, executive 

summaries, and applied research on new interventions.  Faculty members received state and 

federal grants for conducting engagement activities.  Two respondents used grant funds to study 

immigrant rights’ groups and cross-border linguistics in translation work.  However, three 

respondents described projects where community education became a strategy for enacting a new 

intervention, such as health promotion or improving educational access for local youth.   

Evidence of Complex and Discipline-Specific Integration   

The survey indicated connections between engagement and different forms of academic 

labor.  In open-ended interview questions, however, respondents elaborated on the meaning and 
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significance of their projects.  Responses indicated more complex linkages among engagement 

and academic labor than expected, how linkages lent rigor to engagement work, and how 

perceptions of rigor bolstered respondents’ defenses of engagement work to others.  Table 5 

illustrates these findings. 

Isabel and Lina, two tenure-track faculty in MAS-WSU, received grant funding to study 

cancer screenings and immigration advocacy groups respectively.  The Centers for Disease 

Control initially funded Isabel’s study until the government shutdown in 2015.  The five-year 

grant had been cut, but the CDC allowed Isabel to keep some of the funds if she could execute 

deliverables.  Despite this setback, she remarked:  

…when you go and do a project like this, it’s naïve to think, ‘Okay, we’re going  

to do this little presentation and then all you guys are set.’  Because oftentimes 

you’re an informal social worker.  You’re now having to go find the services for 

these ladies to go and then get screened.  You can’t just talk about education and 

not tell them where to go to get screened, right, to get a Pap smear.   

 

Recent passage of restrictive immigration laws compelled Lina to continue research on the role 

 

of advocacy groups in shielding vulnerable families from harsh enforcement.  However, Lina 

 

wanted to immerse her advisees into those world experiences: 

I think what’s fundamentally important is that we’re teaching our students about 

immigration, but the danger comes from not even being near immigrants.  So, I 

think it’s part of that training to immerse them in a world that’s very much not 

like the world of a non-immigrant.  One that is highly insecure, unstable, you 

know, just steeped in fear and insecurity.  And so then, when I can, when I do 

research and I have students, I try to take them to some of those places where they 

can actually, you know, talk with people about a reality that we are very much 

removed from… 

 

 Ofelia, Elena, and Nadia received grant funding to conduct community-engaged research.  

In all three projects, faculty members helped train community members to conduct research.  

Ofelia’s project on alcohol prevention in urban youth, sponsored by the Substance Abuse and 

Mental Health Services Administration (SAMHSA), was part of a broader multidisciplinary 
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effort to promote minority educational access and success.  Ofelia negotiated expectations of 

universities taking leadership over large-scale projects: 

  But the people we started working with, we had drawn in more and more into the  

leadership.  Typically… it was kept separate, like, ‘I’m the university PI 

[principal investigator] and I’m just going to call you and say hey, recruit a 

couple, and we’re going to do this little thing in a separate room.” …That’s how 

things are usually done.  But when we had these monthly meetings where 

everyone came together and it really—it was people who were already leaders in 

their own communities.  All of a sudden they established leadership kind of 

within this prevention group.  We were a prevention collaborative.  So, when the 

opportunity for a Drug-Free Communities [Grant] came, they were like, ‘We can 

lead this!’ 

 

 Given the sensitive nature of the project and general disinclination toward talking to 

outsiders, Elena relied on community members to ask each other about their children’s possible 

exposure to heavy metals from a nearby mine.  She and her team enlisted volunteers and trained 

them on how to conduct interviews and draft their findings so that they could be presented before 

the mayor and the city council.  Still, the project could not avoid longstanding grievances within 

the community where Elena’s work took place: 

  When we got to this town, it was the Hatfields and the McCoys.  They didn’t like 

each other and they thought we were stirring everything up and making it worse.  

Well, there was people who thought that, and there was people who thought that 

we were answering questions that didn’t need to be answered.  And that’s, in part, 

why developing the community advisory board was to essential; it was because 

we actually invited them all to be on it, and you had people talking with each 

other that hadn’t in many years.  And realizing they all had the same interests 

[healthy children] in the end, they want their community and they want it to be 

safe, you know? 

 

 Nadia’s work on women’s economic hardships and experiences dealing with poverty put 

respondents’ voices front and center in the project.  She was sensitive about treating participants 

as human beings, subjects, and as co-creators in research.  In turn, she trained graduate assistants 

on matters of subject dignity in working with underprivileged populations.  Nadia stressed the 

importance of language, particularly avoidance of talking about subjects as “poor women.”  But 
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peer administrators and project collaborators did not share her level of professional awareness or 

acknowledgment of the vulnerable position of research subjects.  She explained:  

In those discussions, I find that what people know about that topic or that 

community, and by the language they use or the assumptions that are made about 

working with certain populations, that’s why I think there’s a disconnect there. 

 

 Comments from fellow project team members made things worse: 

 

  The question is—you know, it may also be about the assumptions involved when  

collecting data and the comments about, ‘Well, how can you trust what they say?’  

Or, ‘they’re not very reliable.’  Or, ‘they’re difficult to find; they won’t come 

back.’  And I’m like, ‘I don’t think I would come back either…’             

  

Maria, an adjunct professor in MAS-WSU, blended teaching and service in her project. 

She helped MEChA [Movimiento Estudantil Chicana/o de Aztlán] students plan a conference by 

teaching them operational and event planning skills.  Maria drew on her business background to 

help feed students’ drive for activism: 

They are always ready to change the world.  They’re ready to do demonstrations 

and to have difficult conversations.  They have great, great organizational skills in 

terms of organizing community engagement.  But they don’t know how to do a 

budget.  They don’t know how to fundraise.  They don’t know to do things that 

we learn in [the business school], right?  So, what we did in this particular project 

is—we married [the business school] to social justice…. we have a conference 

schedule, we have a conference budget, we have a conference—food, every single 

piece of the pie that we have to plan meticulously—feasibility and cost. 

 

 Affiliate members emphasized bringing education into public settings off-campus.  Elias 

hosted a corridos contest during a city-wide multicultural celebration.  When asked what 

motivated this project, he cited how corridos were an art form elaborating on the social 

conditions of the working class.  Instead of hiring professionals to perform for entertainment 

purposes, he wanted local residents to write and share their personal stories and to reflect on 

them through this medium.   Reno transformed a field trip to the desert into a learning 

opportunity for environmental preservation.  Students worked closely with a native plant society 
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to learn how buffelgrass threatened the health and vitality of cacti and natural flora in the desert.  

Alejandro discussed traveling several hours to teach writing to Navajo youth, empowering them 

to preserve their indigenous language and to see it as a strength in their professional aspirations.  

In conclusion, complex integration does not merely involve picking and choosing how 

engagement work conveniently fits a number of requirements.  Rather, respondents’ stories 

revealed how they navigate significant challenges and overcome them.  The key is to discover 

how prior training and skills are adaptable between work domains, to find connections within 

one’s labor, and to remain cognizant of how engagement contributes to educational success.     

Discussion and Conclusion 

Passion to perform community engagement across multiple academic disciplines suggests 

the presence of field-level socialization (Antonio, Astin, and Cress 2000).  Faculty members in 

MAS-WSU described socialization as the enduring commitment to community engagement 

fostered from the very start of the discipline.  In response to a recently adopted institutional 

strategic plan supporting campus-wide community engagement, Lina remarked: 

  …when it came out, we were like, ‘Really?  This is—hey, we practically invented  

it.  Because most of the professors I know in this department now, and before, 

have done community engagement.  We’ve sent students out there to work with 

communities.  It’s part of the Chicano, Mexican American Studies disciplines.  It 

is what students learn; this is why they come in…. This is who we are; this is part 

of our identity.  

 

 Isabel said MAS was unique because “we really do hold ourselves accountable to our 

community,” and that sharing community engagement activities with colleagues and inviting 

them to attending off-campus functions were effective ways to reinforce the commitment within 

their unit.  Most respondents knew of El Plan de Santa Barbara (mean = 0.75, SD = 0.45), but 

spoke of it as a legacy than a direct shaper for engagement strategies (Southwest Network 1974). 

 The notion of “it’s who we are” extended into departmental and university missions for 
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affiliated faculty.  Elena said that community engagement “[is] definitely part of the mission 

statement of my college:  to benefit communities” and that this commitment reflected a shift in 

health sciences altogether.  Ofelia described that the historical purpose of Western State was to 

“provide a university-level education to a broad base of people within the state,” which entailed 

reaching out to low-income, rural, and minority citizens and making education accessible (Boyer 

1990; Brown, Pendleton-Jullian, and Adler 2010).  Roberto conveyed how happy he was to work 

with vocal pro-engagement colleagues.  He described one colleague who “has said a couple of 

things on a number of occasions that really grabbed my attention and made me say, ‘yeah, that’s 

a real activist!’  Also… she actually sends around mass e-mails periodically to the… department 

forum.”  Although he admits thinking that Western State would function idealistically like the 

politically active campuses of the 1960s, working alongside passionate colleagues helped him 

realize that engagement is more supported than he had experienced on his own.  Even if mission 

statements make direct reference to the importance of engagement work, responses showed a 

mix of clear and tacit recognition in real-life practice (Fugazzotto 2009)      

Defending Community Engagement 

 When I asked faculty members to describe how their commitment to engagement work 

compared to administrators and students, some respondents shared stories of getting negative 

feedback outside supportive work settings.  Isabel heard snide remarks even in informal settings:  

“Sometimes when we’re, like, in large gatherings and we’re all talking about, what department 

are you in?  I think sometimes the perception of our department is that it’s a fluff major—and 

they seem to almost dismiss the type of work we do.”  Ofelia seconded, explaining:  “I think it’s 

the comments about scholarship, what they value, what grants count, what kinds of publications 

matter, what things don’t matter…. Some of them are like, ‘oh, you really did that?  That’s cute.’  
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It’s said in a very minimizing, ‘oh, that must be fun for you’ and not in a scholarship-valued, 

contributory kind of way.”  Both respondents reacted with silence, acknowledging that negative 

responses persist even after receiving tenure. 

 Elias recalled the brutal honesty of his department when he started working for Western 

State:  “They said, ‘Yeah, you gotta teach, and there was no mention of the service, and you go 

to publish.  Research and publication is what will keep you here’.”  Since he wanted to start his 

career at Western State, he accepted the terms of employment.  Yet, he added, “I always thought, 

okay, this is a research one university.  If I don’t get tenure here, there are different categories of 

universities….I don’t have to be a researcher.  That’s not the only thing that’s going to define my 

life.”  Elias said that his strong commitment to engagement work predating his career ensured 

that he would not sacrifice service and outreach to the local Mexican-American community. 

 This case study demonstrated how a department of Mexican American Studies integrated 

community engagement into its core mission, and how, in turn, faculty members working in and 

affiliated with the department integrated engagement activities into teaching, research, and 

service.  Rather than push for institution-wide reform (Boyer 1990), respondents articulated the 

roles of fields and departments in supporting engagement work.  Although overlapping strategies 

existed, core MAS-WSU faculty and affiliates in departments with an explicit community-

focused mission reported that engagement projects satisfied multiple job requirements.  This 

suggests not only that academic departments and fields broadly construe the academic labor that 

they do, but they also allow engagement to serve “double duty” for other functions.  In the best 

case scenario, engagement projects meet multiple teaching, research, and/or service requirements 

and are credited as such in evaluation proceedings; thus, integration can proceed seamlessly. 

Even if universities were slow to adopt broader definitions of scholarship and service, faculty   
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and staff may rely on positive cues from department heads (Ellingson and Quinlan 2012).   

In contrast, affiliate units that did not feature engagement as part of their missions relied 

more on supportive interpersonal interactions.  Some respondents emphasized how meeting and 

greeting off-campus partners brought positive emotional responses; others focused on 

colleagues’ positive expressions at work.  A consistent theme – engagement is part of “who we 

are” – suggests a need to further examine field- and discipline-level social interactions and 

socialization in fostering engagement commitments (Antonio, Astin, and Cress 2000; Tierney 

and Bensimon 1996). 

 The case study encountered three limitations.  First, only faculty members with strong 

commitment and ample experience in performing community engagement responded to survey 

and interview requests (see Table 4).  The low response rate is attributable to two factors.  

Conducting recruitment via e-mail may have made it easier to ignore requests to participate in 

the project.  Despite survey invitations and recruitment materials welcoming participation from 

all faculty and staff regardless of prior experience doing community engagement work, this may 

have gone unnoticed if respondents deleted the e-mails.  Note that e-recruitment happened after 

the pilot study yielded disinterest from a few faculty members.  To be clear, the face-to-face 

introduction was similar to the opening remarks in the web survey.  But since this project marked 

the first time I met MAS faculty, respondents may have been disinclined to work with someone 

they did not know ahead of time (Murchison 2010).         

Second, respondents who completed the survey and interview were largely homogeneous 

in terms of tenure-track status, commitment to engagement work, and experience performing it.  

Results are likely biased in favor of faculty and staff members who get enjoyment out of doing 

engagement work.  It is plausible that committed faculty would participate in a project that lines 
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up with a cause for which they are passionate.  As such, integration may come more smoothly 

for faculty and staff members who are willing to dedicate the time to do engagement work.  This 

desire may diminish anxiety and discomfort around competing pressures for academic labor 

especially in the pre-tenure phase (Conway 2012).  Third, the case study pertains to one Mexican 

American Studies department at a research university whose findings may not generalize to other 

Chicana/o Studies programs at different types of higher education institutions. 

Despite limitations, the current study still sheds light on how community engagement 

work is possible in an unexpected setting.  Intersecting the historical legacy of engagement in 

race-based interdisciplinary fields and perhaps the least likely place in the academy for such 

work to flourish reveals complex organizational dynamics, and possibly interpersonal strategies 

involved in negotiating such challenges.  

 Future research should focus on analyzing community engagement, integrative activities, 

and faculty members’ labor demands within programs and departments.  This focus would shift 

attention away from normative demands for university realignment (Boyer 1990) and toward 

interventions that recognize the complex organizational environments in which academic labor 

takes place (Bess and Dee 2008; Scott and Davis 2006).  This shift would also make room for 

bringing the disciplines back into community engagement (Butin 2006), recognizing that faculty 

members get the most support from these activities when they are reinforced in their proximal 

work environments.                            
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Notes 

 

 1.  I have applied pseudonyms to the university and to interviewees participating in the 

case study in order to protect their identities. 

 

 2.  By “course offerings,” I refer to any course developed and approved for inclusion in a 

course catalog.  Archival records cannot indicate whether a course was taught in a specific 

semester – only that it could have been. 
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Figure 2:  Mexican American Studies as Formal Major, 1977-1979 
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Figure 3:  Growth in Curricular Offerings and Community-Relevant Courses, 1977-2013 
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Table 1:  Sample Questions from Online Survey  

Topic Question   Coding 

Concept 

awareness 

Have you ever used the phrase community engagement to describe any research, teaching, or 

service work you have performed while working at Western State University? 

Yes, No 

 Community engagement is associated with a number of service and learning concepts in higher 

education.  How familiar are you with the following terms…?   

Rank (5, not/very) 

 Within the past five years, have you participated in any community engagement projects while 

working for Western State?  

Yes, No 

   

Engagement 

experience 

How many community engagement projects have you, yourself, participated in during the past five 

years? 

Ratio 

 Did you perform the same project on multiple occasions, different projects entirely, or both? Single choice 

 Which role(s) best describe your level of responsibility in enacting engagement projects?    Scale (1-7) 

 Please provide a basic summary of your project, who participated in it, and duties performed. Text field 

 Was this project designed as part of a… research project, teaching or classroom instruction, 

personal service or outreach, service on behalf of an employer, extracurricular activity, other? 

Multiple/check all 

 Which geographic area best describes where your project took place:  in city limits, outside city 

limits/within county, outside county, outside state? 

Single choice 

   

Refusing 

engagement 

There may be a number of reasons why you choose not to perform community engagement work.  

Which reasons below factor into your decision? 

Multiple/rank 

   

Commitment How would you rate your level of commitment to performing community engagement projects? Scale (1-10) 

 How would you rate your colleagues’ commitment to performing community engagement projects? Scale (1-10) 

 Fill in the blank:  I am [much less/much more committed] to performing community engagement 

than [administrators, colleagues, students]. 

Multiple valence 

(-2, +2) 
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Table 2:  Questions in Semi-Structured Interview 

Topic Question   

Motivation for 

community engagement  

To the best of your ability, tell me where you first learned the need 

to perform community engagement. 

 When you think about El Plan de Santa Barbara, what comes to 

mind? 

    

Normative assessment 

of roles 

What role do you think the university should play in helping 

communities solve their problems? 

 What role do you think your [program or department] should play? 

    

Community engagement 

experience 

What is it about [your engagement topic in survey] that drives your 

interest? 

 Describe the fundamental work you had to do to get this project 

going. 

 Why do you think your project is important to the Latina/o 

community? 

    

Difficulties Generally speaking, what challenges, if any, do you encounter in 

doing community engagement? 

 How do you handle these challenges? 

    

    

    

    

 

  



173 

Table 3:  Demographic Characteristics of Survey Respondents 

Variable N Mean SD 

Gender (male = 1) 6 0.40 0.51 

Age (years)  53.20 10.36 

Ethnic identity 15   

 Mexican American / Chicana/o 9 0.60 0.51 

 Hispanic / Latina/o 8 0.53 0.52 

 Puerto Rican 1 0.07 0.26 

 Native American 1 0.07 0.26 

 White 4 0.27 0.46 

Doctoral degree (PhD = 1) 13 0.87 0.35 

Year earned terminal degree  1996.33 9.69 

Tenure-track  12 0.80 0.41 

Primary appointment (MAS = 1) 6 0.40 0.51 

Has joint appointment (joint = 1) 8 0.53 0.52 

Note:  Ethnic identity question allows respondents to mark all that 

apply; therefore, percentages do not sum to 100%. 
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Table 4:  Community Engagement Indicators 

Variable N Mean SD 

Knowledge of community engagement 14 0.93 0.27 

Knowledge of El Plan de Santa Barbara 11 0.75 0.45 

Number of projects performed in past five years 14 4.29 2.02 

I integrate engagement with:    

 Service requirements 11 0.85 0.38 

 Teaching pedagogy 10 0.77 0.44 

 Research and scholarship 9 0.69 0.48 

I am familiar with (scale 1-5):    

 Community-based scholarship 14 3.93 1.54 

 Civic engagement 14 4.36 0.93 

 Service learning 14 4.36 1.45 

 Participatory action research 14 4.43 1.16 

 Volunteerism 14 4.64 0.63 

Personal commitment (scale 1-10) 15 9.47 1.19 

Commitment of others (scale 1-10) 15 6.93 2.28 

I am as committed to engagement as (valence -2 - +2):    

 Administrators 12 1.17 0.83 

 Colleagues in my department 13 0.85 0.80 

 Students 12 0.58 1.00 

Early motivation (motivation before PhD = 1) 8 0.53 0.52 

Leadership over community engagement (scale 1-7) 14 3.99 1.23 

Engagement outside campus (off-campus = 1) 12 0.86 0.36 

Location of off-campus engagement activities:    

 City center 4 0.36 0.50 

 Within county 2 0.18 0.40 

 Outside of county 4 0.36 0.50 

Source:  Faculty survey, excluding question on El Plan 

Note:  Two respondents did not identify the location of their projects. 
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Table 5:  Complex Integration of Engagement and Academic Labor among Core and Affiliated Faculty Members 

  Multiple Forms of Integration 

Respondent Project Research Teaching Service 

Ana Queer trans conference   Arranging travel for 

students to attend  

Isabel Cancer screening Role of promontoras in 

reducing STI rates 

Share/promote sexual 

health resources 

Community input on 

health education needs 

Lina Immigration advocacy How rights groups help 

families avoid detention 

Grad student training on 

community research 

 

Maria Student-run conference  Helping students plan, 

budget, run a conference 

MEChA advising 

Ulises City arts council   Promotion of public 

murals, new artists 

Reno Desert preservation  Course project on 

buffelgrass eradication   

Volunteer hours 

conducting clean-up 

Alejandro Navajo youth 

empowerment 

Indigenous language 

preservation for youth 

Conducting writing 

workshops 

 

Ofelia Alcohol prevention 

among urban youth 

Assessing policing and 

community education 

effectiveness 

Sharing grant-writing 

duties with community 

members 

Building university-

community connections 

Roberto Senior lecture series   History lectures in 

community centers 

Elena Heavy metal exposure Negative effects on child 

development 

Community learns 

interviewing skills 

 

Elias Folklore contest  Teaching public corridos 

as song of working class 

Judging original work at 

city cultural event 

Nadia Women’s economic 

hardships 

Homelessness and 

substance abuse 

Grad student training on 

participatory research 

Identifying agency 

interventions 

Source:  Semi-structured interviews   

 


