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Higher education in this country has always been expected to serve the public good. Sometimes, the emphasis is on preparing educated citizens or practitioners in especially critical fields. At other times, the discussion has been more about how public service can deepen and enrich learning and prepare students to lead purposeful, responsible and creative lives. Sometimes, the focus is upon institutions themselves as major intellectual and cultural assets and how those resources can be tapped to build healthy communities. To follow the progression of the engagement agenda, one need only examine the list of conferences on community service and engagement that have been held at Wingspread over the past twenty years. The first one, held in 1988, studied Community Service and America’s University Students. By 1991, the topic had shifted in Improving Student Learning and Teacher Preparation through Community Service. Shortly thereafter, in 1993, Wingspread began to address the critical question of how to measure and evaluate work conducted in a community-based mode. By 1998, conferees were talking about Campus/Community Partnerships and renewing the civic mission of the American Research University. Most recently, people gathered at Wingspread to bring the whole thing together into a Federation for Engagement. 

In this address, I will explore engagement at four orders of magnitude---the individual, the academic community and its concepts of scholarship, the institution and its relationships with its immediate community and the role of higher education within a large network of interactions that define a region of innovation. 

Individual experiences. Twenty years ago, some critics of higher education thought that college students were pampered and selfish people who cared more about their trips to the beach during spring break than they did about learning. Out of such concerns, Campus Compact was born. Its initial focus was to ensure that students were offered many opportunities to engage in community and volunteer service and to learn the habits of active citizenship and social responsibility. It did not take very long for many of us to realize that these experiences could become powerful occasions for learning, if examined thoughtfully. This led to the next phase of engagement, the drawing of real-life experiences into the curriculum and their use in accomplishing clear educational goals.

Engaged Learning. In 2002, the Greater Expectations panel issued a report calling for a fresh approach to liberal education that would produce graduates prepared for life and work in the 21st century who are “intentional about the process of acquiring learning, empowered by the mastery of intellectual and practical skills, informed by knowledge from various disciplines and responsible for their actions and those of society (Foreword by Andrea Leskes in Huber and Hutchings 2004, p. iv).” Integrated learning requires an environment in which students can bring together their formal studies and their life experiences, explore and understand the worldviews of different fields, learn how to examine a complex issue from multiple perspectives, and bridge the often daunting gaps between theory and practice, contemplation and action. 

As the Association of American Colleges and Universities and the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching have expressed it in their joint statement on Integrative Learning (Huber and Hutchings 2004, p. 13), 

Integrative learning comes in many varieties: connecting skills and knowledge from multiple sources and experiences; applying theory to practice in various settings utilizing diverse and even contradictory points of view; and, understanding issues and positions contextually.

This approach changes the working relationships of the disciplines within an institution. There also must be a significant change in how campuses interact with the communities around them and with other knowledge-based organizations like K-12, social service agencies, business alliances and other collections of knowledgeable people who depend upon accurate and timely information to do their work. A college or university that can create an environment where this form of integration can occur can be called truly engaged.  In such a setting, the gaps that limit new working relationships between the professions and the liberal arts, general education and the in-depth study of the major, formal study and daily life, academic affairs and student affairs, research and teaching can be closed. Engagement is a natural and powerful vehicle for doing this. 

I plan to argue that all of our students must integrate the insights and perspectives of the disciplines in order to foster their growing understanding of the world and then they must apply that growing understanding to a series of issues of increasing complexity and importance, some of which, at least, are posed by the challenges of daily life in the communities around them as well as the challenges they can experience at the frontiers of the respective disciplines where knowledge is being generated right in front of them. A good place to work out these connections and to design the continuum of experiences that can draw our students towards greater sophistication, purpose and capability is in the kinds of community-based learning or service-learning that we have been exploring across this nation since the idea first surfaced on the Wingspread Conference agenda in the late 1980’s.  Engaged learning can make the creation and application of knowledge both visible and compelling and, at the same time, these experiences can be put to good use as students make the challenging transition from the more intentional and predictable environment of a college campus to the complex and ever-changing world beyond. 

Engaged Scholarship. For as long as most of us can remember, the intellectual work of the academy has been artificially separated for purposes of evaluating the work of faculty into research, teaching and service. Seen through the research lens, we are examining a form of scholarship and its practitioners can be called public intellectuals or public scholars. Seen through the teaching lens, we are discussing an approach to the curriculum and to our expectations for our students as well as for ourselves as their mentors. Seen through the service lens, we are changing the dimensions of application of research to community problems from an outreach model of service delivery in which experts apply well-researched answers to clearly characterized problems to a collaborative model in which adaptive responses are being developed in a collaborative mode to often contested and poorly defined problems (the “swampy lowlands” of David Schoen 1997, p. 3.) 

It has become increasingly clear that the dissection of the process of observation, action and reflection into three separate facets of a scholarly life, either for faculty members or for students, is much too restrictive. A milestone conception along the pathway toward an integration of these aspects of scholarship was the work of Ernest Boyer. In 1990, Boyer (1990) proposed a grand synthesis in his monograph Scholarship Reconsidered. Priorities of the Professoriate. He began by “looking at the way the work of the academy has changed throughout the years-moving from teaching, to service, and then research, reflecting the shifting priorities both within the academy and beyond (Boyer 1990, p. xi). Examining the changing context within which higher education operates, Boyer concluded that “At no time in our history has the need been greater for connecting the work of the academy to the social and environmental challenges beyond the campus. (Boyer 1990, p. xii).” He then wrote an entire monograph addressing his core theme: “The most important obligation now confronting the nation’s colleges and universities is to break out of the old tired teaching versus research debate and define, in creative ways, what it means to be a scholar (Boyer 1990, p. xii).” 

The result of Boyer’s wonderfully integrative reflection on this challenge was a model of scholarship that could no longer be broken into separate parts. He developed a concept of four views of scholarship: discovery, integration, application and teaching. In recent years, many have chosen to develop more fully the idea of the Scholarship of Teaching in order to make clear that instructors can and must approach their work as teachers in the same scholarly fashion that they would address a research question of interest to them. As in other realms of scholarly work, the questions of concern to all of us about how people learn now require a much more cross-disciplinary approach and the active revisiting of the habits of mind and the standards of excellence of individual disciplines. 

Others, myself included, have elected to add an additional component of scholarship, namely interpretation, and argue that anyone---student, faculty member, staff member or community participant---can engage in all four aspects of scholarly work (discovery, integration, interpretation and application). What varies is who defines the questions, who does the work, who interprets the results and who puts the results to good use. If the focus is a matter of shared concern and the arena of study is community-based, it is public scholarship. Boyer set in motion the first line of engagement, that of the interaction across realms of scholarly activity. As we shall see, this way of thinking has grown since his initial contributions and has expanded into more and more aspects of academic life.

The next major milestone along the path to a richer conception of public scholarship emerged from the work of the Kellogg Commission on the Future of State and Land-Grant Universities (Kellogg Commission 1995) which shifted the terms research, teaching and service to the words discovery, learning and engagement. In so doing, the Commission opened up a consideration of who participates in scholarly work, where that work is done, who defines the questions of significance and who cares about the answers obtained and who is responsible for putting the resulting insights and knowledge to effective use in addressing complex, societal problems either in a particular community or on a global scale. This shift in emphasis opened the door for thinking about the ways in which concepts of scholarship apply to the student experience. 

One especially helpful formulation of education for the 21st century, as seen through the eyes of a group of people spanning k-12, higher education and business and community leadership is the approach offered in Greater Expectations (2002.) The national panel called for students to “become intentional learners who can adapt to new environments, integrate knowledge from different sources, and continue learning throughout their lives (Greater Expectations 2002, p. xi).” Matched against these goals, the experiences of public scholarship offer an especially rich and varied way to establish a context for students to become

“EMPOWERED through the mastery of intellectual and practical skills

INFORMED by knowledge about the natural and social worlds and about forms     of inquiry basic to these studies

RESPONSIBLE for their personal actions and civic values.(Greater Expectations  2002, p. xi) 

Since the work of the Kellogg Commission, some observers have begun to think both about the large domain encompassed by a scholarly agenda and the way in which both research (defined broadly as discovery, integration, interpretation and application) and teaching (also defined broadly as an approach to the collective enterprise called “the curriculum”) can be approached in an engaged manner and thus can become public scholarship (Ramaley 2005.)

There are many motivations for considering public scholarship as legitimate work for both faculty and students. At one level, it offers a way for scholars as well as students to integrate their scholarly interests and their personal experiences and motivations. As David Cooper expresses it, “Could I bring my ‘whole self’ to a vocation in higher education? Could I practice a scholarship that nourished an active inner life, while forging strong and meaningful links to the public sphere? What would scholarship, teaching and service look like if they supported both personal wholeness and the fulfillments of an engaged public life? (Cooper 2002, p. 26).”For this kind of authenticity to be possible, the entire scholarly and learning environment must expand and open up. This idea leads us to a consideration of engaged institutions.
Engaged institutions. At the beginning, engagement referred primarily to individual experiences---how students learn and how faculty choose the questions they wish to pursue in their research.  As engagement spreads from individual experiences to shared experiences within departments and across disciplines, scholarship itself begins to change. The traditional distinctions of teaching, research and service begin to blur and research ceases to be the exclusive purview of faculty and their most advanced students. As engagement progresses, the distinctions articulated by Boyer (1990)---discovery, integration, application and the scholarship of teaching--- cease to matter as much. Discovery and application can occur together in what Donald Stokes (1997) calls Pasteur’s Quadrant, where theoretical advances and practical utility combine. The scholarship of teaching blends with discovery and all forms of scholarship can occur in a complex cycle of innovation that draws upon observation and experience to challenge theory and that applies theory to the understanding of experience (Ramaley et al, 2005). Universities and colleges are in an especially good position to be the locus of work of this kind and can, by doing so, accomplish their public responsibilities as stewards of public resources and contributors to community development. 

As the different forms of scholarly activity come together in an engagement model, we must find a new vocabulary to describe what we are doing. There is no need to retain the term service in our lexicon. Now research is often engaged research and teaching and learning are becoming engaged learning. More commonly, engaged research takes place as an integration of theory and practice, with utility being one intended outcome and advancement of our fundamental knowledge being the other outcome. Active or hands-on learning can take place in a campus setting or off campus. In either environment, learning has meaningful consequences that can influence the thinking and the lives of others. Recent research shows clearly that this kind of learning fosters deeper, more lasting insights and promotes greater confidence and competence (summarized in Bransford et al 1999, Pascarella and Terenzini 2005). 

The engaged institution, which today takes many forms ranging from state and land-grant universities to regional comprehensive institutions, urban universities, community colleges and liberal arts colleges, is committed to direct interaction with external constituencies and communities through mutually-beneficial exchange, exploration, and application of knowledge, expertise, resources and information. These interactions enrich and expand the learning and discovery functions of the academic institution while also enhancing community capacity. The work of the engaged institution is responsive to (and respectful of) community-identified needs, opportunities, and goals in ways that are appropriate to the campus’ mission and academic strengthens. 

Unless the institutional as a whole embraces the value and validity of engagement as legitimate scholarly work and provides both moral support and concrete resources to sustain it, engagement will remain individually defined and sporadic. Such limited interventions cannot influence larger systems on a scale necessary to address community issues.  Significant change to incorporate a strong community base for research and education requires (1) the possibility of reward or benefit for faculty and staff; (2) individual influence and inspired leadership throughout the institution, not just at the top; (3) an institution that is responsive to the needs of the community it serves; (4) educational planning and purposefulness that recognizes the value of active and responsible community service that has a real community impact; (5) a willingness to adopt a shared agenda and a shared resource base over which the institution has only partial control; and finally, (6) the capacity to change (Ramaley 2006.)

Regardless of local circumstances and institutional traditions and history, there are a few conditions that must be in place for a community-based strategy to work. First, community-based work must be valued as a meaningful educational experience and a legitimate mode of scholarly work.  Second, the evaluation of faculty and student work must include rigorous measures of the quality and impact of community-based scholarship, and professional service must be recognized as a component of staff work as well. 

Third, mediating structures must be provided to help faculty and students identify community-based learning and research opportunities and technical support must be available to help faculty and students use these opportunities and assess the results of such programs, both from their own point-of-view and from the perspectives of the community and its priorities and experiences. Finally, opportunities must be provided for faculty, staff and students to develop the skills to participate in research and curricular programs in a collaborative mode with partners from different academic disciplines and with significant community involvement. 

Engagement on a Larger Scale: Regions of Innovation

The nature of innovation is changing as business, technology and society increasingly intersect and influence each other. These changes have important implications for higher education---how we are organized, with whom we collaborate, how we prepare our students for life and work in the 21st century, how we interact with other educators in K-12 as well as how we interact with employers who are investing in further education for their workforce and how we generate and use our intellectual assets and expertise. These new forms of interactions and new opportunities for collaboration are changing some of the fundamental concepts that have driven our approach to education, knowledge transfer and the management of human capital, intellectual capital and social capital. 

In 2006, IBM Corporation brought together 248 thought leaders from nearly three dozen countries and regions representing 178 organizations on four continents and asked them to explore the evolving nature of innovation. The first conversation (GIO 1.0)
, conducted in 2004, concluded that innovation is increasingly global, multidisciplinary, collaborative and open.

· Global: New ideas are driven by interactions made possible by networked technology and open standards that are removing geographic barriers to interaction and moving the economy from a reliance on natural resources to people resources. In this environment, people can work together across both time and space but location still matters because the quality of life in a particular region affects who will choose to live there. No longer, however, are the options open to a particular geographic area bounded by or limited by the people and ideas and natural resources found there.

· Multidisciplinary: A number of years ago, Michael Gibbons developed the idea of Transdisciplinary to describe the remarkable changes that are taking place in how and where knowledge is generated and how and where it is put to use. The GIO conception is very closely related to the concept of Transdisciplinary, based on the observation that the challenges and opportunities we now experience are complex. If we are to respond to them in an innovative way, we need a “diverse mix of talent and expertise (p.2).” 

· Collaborative and Open: GIO 2.0 argues that increasingly, “innovation results from people working together in new and integrated ways (p.2).”  This is occurring both within our more traditionally organized enterprises, both public and for-profit and in modes that bring shifting networks of people and organizations together, shaped by common interests rather than by unique institutional affiliations or identities. In these environments, we need new definitions of such classic concepts as enterprise, intellectual property, risk and benefit, trust and responsibility and brand. 

The second set of GIO interactions in 2006 took these ideas and applied them to three different contexts: the future of the enterprise, transportation and the environment. Changes in the very nature of business and how it develops will have significant implications for how we organize and operate our institutions both public and private, how the field of competition changes, what individual and collective behaviors will be rewarded, and how the workings of industry will be judged in the broader context of the social and environmental impacts of their operations. 

Give the context in which many of the participants at this conference live and work, you will all quickly see how closely this resembles the profound changes that are taking place in the organization and delivery of health care and the role of health care organizations in their communities and their regions. Even the concept of community health itself is changing from a network of providers charged with promoting healthy health and access to care to a community-wide collaboration that is growing into a parallel to the same concepts of engagement that we have been exploring in higher education for over a decade. That topic alone is worth a lengthy address in its own right. My own University, Winona State University, is the host and coordinator of a rapidly evolving network of colleges, industry partners and health policymakers that is changing the very way we prepare new health care professionals and assist our health care providers in restructuring their workforce, their approach to practice and their community relationships to deliver high quality care to a changing population. From my perspective, I see all the levels of engagement in this emerging model, called the Center of Excellence in Health Science Education and practice (CIHSELP). 

GIO 2.0 offers some tantalizing glimpses of a new reality that will be earth-shaking. While the focus of most recent economic development strategies, including the current NGA Innovation America Task Force is on regional innovation, it is helpful to think about engagement in the broader context of how regions will interact with each other and what will, in fact, confer competitive advantage. Before examining how regions might fit together, we must look first at what we mean by a region of innovation.

What is a region of innovation and what infrastructure creates and sustains it: starting assumptions

In today’s economy, competition between nations is less relevant than competition between regions of innovation made possible within “creative centers.”(the idea of a region of innovation comes from Innovation America prospectus) A region of innovation has “groups of high wage, rapidly growing businesses that are closely linked through collaboration, research efforts, common products and services,” (Innovation America); that is, a region of innovation is shaped by clusters of related companies that create a local high skilled labor pool, attract new talent to the region as well as retain local talent.

To set up conditions that support the emergence of a region of innovation, a community must become a creative center and an attractive place to live. Creative centers are characterized as healthy, diverse and sustainable communities that offer historical context, engaging physical and cultural environments, opportunities for exchange and exploration across diverse perspectives and deep understanding and appreciation of human diversity.(from Richard Florida’s work)

To create regions like this, state policy and programs must support conditions that generate creative centers around which a region of innovation can form and grow. State policy also must address the realities of a 21st century education---the Science, Technology, Engineering and Mathematics (STEM) knowledge that can support this new growth strategy as well as the skill sets that promote creativity, innovation and the transfer of knowledge into the process of innovation and solution funding.  Unlike entrepreneurship which tends to involve individuals with creative ideas or particular working models that link a college or university to a particular company or agency, the concept of regional innovation requires a larger collaborative environment and new kinds of working relationships to facilitate the generation of knowledge and its effective use both in education and in regional advancement.

Our international counterparts are getting more education and are, on average becoming better educated than the average American (Tough Choices or Tough Times, p. 4). In this country we still have an unacceptably low percentage of our youth who take sufficient mathematics and enough advanced coursework in critical areas in high school, especially science and mathematics, to be well-prepared for college-level work. Minnesota young people also demonstrate a low level of interest in science and engineering
.

Meanwhile, the structure of the world economy continues to evolve. Many previously well-paying middle class jobs contain significant components of work that can be modeled in an expert system and thus automated. It is becoming much less expensive and therefore more attractive to automate those functions that used to be performed by people, changing what we mean by basic and advanced skills (Murnane and Levy’s work).  To compete in this climate, “producing the most important new products and services depends on maintaining the worldwide technological lead, year in and year out, in (existing industries) and in the new industries that new technologies generate. But that kind of leadership does not depend upon technology alone. It depends on a deep vein of creativity that is constantly renewing itself.” (Tough Choices or Tough Times, p. 5-6).

High levels of education will be the only real personal security there is in this new economy. It can be argued that such an education requires that students apply what they are learning in real world settings and that they explore their learning in ways that have personal meaning to them. According to the recent report by the National Center on Education and the Economy, “the core problem is that our education and training systems were built for another era, an era in which most workers needed only a rudimentary education ( p. 8). A 21st century education must prepare all of our students to be creative, innovative solution-finders who can deal with problems they have never seen before while working with people they have never met before, many of whom are very different in values, culture, experience and expertise from themselves, while the problem itself continues to change as they work on it. They also must be able to find and effectively use resources that are available to them in their communities. This cannot be modeled easily in a classroom.

To create regions of innovation, we need to link our educational systems (both K-12 and postsecondary) to resources in the community to address both workforce development and economic and community development. This will open up an avenue to design new approaches to collaboration and partnership that create the capacity to innovate in all of these related systems and thus to create new approaches to education, workforce development, environmental sustainability and diversification and growth of our economy. These new working relationships can create a vital and innovative infrastructure for regional development. 

It is this convergence of a new global, multidisciplinary, collaborative and open business environment with the concepts of regional innovation that will create the conditions for the tipping point to take place in our approach to engagement.  The pivotal change required to make a regional innovation strategy work is to have well-placed, distinctive colleges and universities that work well together and that are equipped and able to engage in meaningful, sustainable and effective collaborations across all sectors. 

As we enter a new century, we can discern the outlines of a new approach to regional development elicited by the increasingly multidimensional and interrelated challenges facing communities and regions. Collaborations and long-term partnerships are especially appropriate as a means for addressing the reform of large-scale systems, such as education, health care, public safety, economic development and job creation, corrections and social services or workforce development that face communities today. At the same time, the experiences of partnership nurture core democratic skills. There are a number of lessons to be drawn from the partnerships that have been formed in recent years. At its best, any partnership regardless of the reasons for its existence is at heart a learning collaborative or learning community that behaves in the ways that any learning organization behaves. Like any such entity, a good partnership

· Promotes a discipline of reflection (using real information rather than perceptions)

· Encourages new patterns of conversation that bring university and community participants together in new ways

· Permits a community to accept a manageable amount of risk and a commitment to experimentation

· Creates new information and new patterns of information flow

Each partnership has unique elements shaped by the history, capacity, cultures, missions, expectations and challenges faced by each participating group or organization. What must remain as a constant, however, is that any partnership must be based on the academic strengths, educational philosophy and institutional goals of the university. The other constant feature must be the fact that the needs and capacities of the community must define the approach that the University should take to forming a partnership. 

There is no such thing as a universal “community.” It takes time to understand what elements make up a particular community and how people experience membership in the community. It is not easy to define who can speak for the community just as the University itself is not monolithic. Often partnerships are fragmented by competing interests in the community itself. 

A good collaboration will continue to evolve as a result of mutual learning. To be successful, a collaboration should be built on new patterns of information gathering, communication and reflection that allow all parties to participate in decision-making and learning. This requires time and face-to-face interactions. The early rush of enthusiasm can be replaced by fatigue and burn out unless the collaboration begins early on to identify and recruit additional talent to the project or the collaboration and makes room for the encouragement and refreshment that comes from continuous learning that is purposeful and useful to everyone involved. This is true both within the University community where a few dedicated faculty cannot be expected to carry the entire engagement and civic responsibility agenda and within the broader community where a small number of community leaders and volunteers cannot be expected to handle a sustained effort over time. Both the university and its partners need to find ways to involve a truly representative cross-section of the talent in the community. Like any other important effort, community partnerships must be accompanied by a strong commitment to a “culture of evidence.” It is important to keep a running assessment of how well the partnership is working from the point of view of all participants. 

An Engaged Network.  The concept of engagement has spread into an international community. Explorations of the role of engagement in nation-building flourish from Europe to the Pacific Rim and Australia. The universities of the world are gathering themselves to help stabilize the world order, preserve the peace and act as stewards of an endangered environment while continuing to offer a pathway to opportunity and accomplishment for increasing numbers of the world’s people. 

To see these movements in perspective, we need only read the Presidents Declaration on the Civic Responsibility of Higher Education, prepared in 1999 or the Tailloires Declaration on the Civic Roles and Social Responsibilities of Higher Education, prepared in 2005 by an international group of Chancellors, Presidents and Rectors.  The Campus Compact Declaration articulates the commitment of all sectors of postsecondary education in this country to the re-examination of our public purposes and our commitment to the democratic ideal. In the Taillores Declaration (2005), an international community embraced the idea that higher education institutions exist to serve and strengthen the society of which we are a part. In a global community, that statement increasingly calls us to work together since we now share the world in new and powerful ways and the actions of one of us can alter the choices of the rest.

The Future.  In my opinion, the experience of engagement will become the pathway to a fresh interpretation of the role of higher education in the 21st century. This conception rests on a rethinking of the core of the academy---namely, the nature of scholarship itself and our expectations for the undergraduate experience. The goal of engaged scholarship is not to define and serve the public good directly on behalf of society, but to create conditions for the public good to be interpreted and pursued in a collaborative mode with the community. In contemporary society, the exercise of citizenship requires constant learning and the thoughtful and ethical application of knowledge. By including our students in engaged scholarship, we introduce them to basic concepts and, at the same time, offer them a chance to explore the application and consequences of ideas in the company of mature scholars and practitioners. By drawing inspiration from our community connections, we enrich our own lives as scholars and teachers and together ensure that society will have the knowledge and insights that it will need to remain healthy and competitive in a changing world order. By joining with other engaged colleges and universities around the world, we enrich our own lives and help to shape the emerging world order. 

The challenge of engagement is really to bring life and work together:  in the lives of our students and faculty, in the collective work of our institutions and in our working relationships with the broader community. All of our discussions about the conditions required for engagement have at their heart the problem of achieving coherence and integrity---to allow personal meaning and intellectual work to come together: for us, for our disciplines, for our departments and for our institutions. 

True engagement offers the opportunity to experience learning in the company of others in a situation where learning has consequences and where individuals are respected and given voice. It is in this process of mutual inquiry where contributions can be made to the public good while, at the same time, advancing the personal and private interests of the participants. It is this blending of the personal and the public that will help us resolve the tensions that now exist between the expectations of society and its elected representatives on the one hand and the higher education community on the other about the appropriate roles and responsibilities of higher education in contemporary society. 

In an engaged institution, an ideal education lies between the two poles of experience and purpose, thought and action, self-realization and social responsibility. An education is meaningful when it liberates the spirit and feeds the soul and, at the same time, prepares us to make good decisions, contribute to public life, and live as responsible citizens of our democracy, To foster a society in which learning has consequences, our colleges and universities must direct themselves to bringing public purposes and private benefits together. Public Good and Private Benefit cannot and must not remain as competing alternatives. Individual aspirations and personal goals can be most productively advanced when research and education are inspired by both a thirst for knowledge and a desire for practical outcomes. In my opinion, we are indeed approaching a tipping point where the expectations of policymakers, business leaders, and community members will create conditions that advance the value and practicality of pursuing engaged scholarship and education. 
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