ESRC-2021-001

Assessing the Performance of Higher Education Institution (HEI) — Community
Partnerships

Ryan Plummer & Samantha Witkowski 2, Amanda Smits &, Gillian Dale 2

aEnvironmental Sustainability Research Centre, Brock University

Cite as: Plummer, R., Witkowski, S., Smits, A., & Dale, G. (2020). Assessing the performance of
higher education institution (HEI)- community partnerships. Unpublished manuscript.

Abstract

As partnerships between Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) and communities have taken on
increased importance, greater attention has been paid to how these partnerships are formed, the
manner in which they operate, and what they can accomplish. Assessing the performance of
these partnerships is critical for accountability, transparency, and understanding their value.
However, no performance assessment framework exists of HEI-community partnerships. In this
paper we summarize scholarship on HEI-community partnerships and present a conceptual
framework to assess their performance. The assessment framework provides a mechanism for

continuous improvement. Practical considerations and future research directions conclude the

paper.
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1.0. Introduction

Higher education institutions (HEIs) have long engaged communities. This has occurred in
several ways, such as: cooperative and continuing education; pre-professional programs;
administrative and academic units with outreach mandates; professional service provisions;
student volunteer initiatives; access to facilities and events; service learning; and community in
the classroom (Bringle and Hatcher, 2002; Mosier and Ruxton, 2018; Thomas, 1998). Whereas
communities were historically considered passive recipients of knowledge or sources for
experimentation (Bringle et al., 1999), HEIs in the 1990s were challenged to innovate and
elevate their approach (Boyer, 1996). As Fitzgerald et al. (2012) argue, “today and in the future,
public universities need to build on their experience of university—community relationships and
transition to making engagement more central to the core of the institution” (see also Bawa and

Munck, 2012; Holland and Malone, 2019; Weerts and Sandmann, 2010).

Within the broader community engagement movement, we specifically focus on HEI-community
partnerships. In literature and practice, there is often little agreement about the meaning of the
term ‘partnership’. While it is often used to signal collaborative efforts to advance mutual
interests, multiple different definitions exist. In an effort to be transparent and clear about the
way in which we use the term throughout the paper, we follow the articulation put forth by
Brinkerhoff (2002, p. 21), who comprehensively describes a partnership as a:

“...dynamic relationship among diverse actors, based on mutually agreed

objectives, pursued through a shared understanding of the most rational division

of labour based on the respective comparative advantages of each partner.

Partnership encompasses mutual influence, with a careful balance between

synergy and respective autonomy, which incorporates mutual respect, equal

participation in decision-making, mutual accountability and transparency”.

Although the techniques and strategies used in the formation of HEI-community partnerships are
well-understood, the manner in which they evolve is less clear given that these partnerships are
dynamic and may involve multiple pathways (Anderson et al., 2018; Bringle and Hatcher, 2002;
Dorado and Giles, 2004; Levkoe and Stack-Cutler, 2018; Thune and Gulbrandsen, 2014).



Partnerships can be positioned along a continuum of formalization (Hall, 1999; Plummer and
FitzGibbon, 2004), but there is a clear distinction between those which are formal (i.e., a joint
entity or process has been established and codified) as opposed to informal (i.e., the entities
behave as partners but without explicit arrangements; Reuschke, 2014; Smith and Wohistetter,
2006; Wildridge et al., 2004). In this paper, we focus primarily on the former because of the
implications for HEI accountability (e.g., Holton et al., 2015) as well as the shift towards

performance-based funding (e.g., de Boer et al., 2015; Jongbloed et al., 2018).

As HEI-community partnerships are gaining priority for both entities, it is becoming increasingly
important to develop a mechanism to assess their performance (Hart and Northmore, 2011;
Holton et al., 2015). The importance of recognizing the perspective of community partners in the
partnership assessment process is critical (Srinivas et al., 2015) and the assessment framework
proposed incorporates the perspective of both the HEI and community partners. There are
multiple potential methods for assessing performance including self-assessments, basic
checklists, and indicators (Busch et al., 2019; Furaco and Miller, 2009; Hart et al., 2009;
Langworthy and Garlick, 2008; McClenney, 2007). In some instances, case studies have also
been used to advance the understanding of the operation and contributions of HEI-community
partnerships (see Bowen and Martins, 2006; Holton et al., 2015; McNall et al., 2009;
VanDevanter et al., 2011).

Despite the informativeness of case studies to date, there is currently no existing framework for
systematically assessing the performance of HEI-community partnerships (Bowen and Martens,
2006; Brinkerhoff, 2002; Holton et al., 2015; Rubin, 2000; Srinivas et al., 2015). As such, the
purpose of this paper is to advance understanding of HEI-community partnerships, specifically
the desirable conditions of their performance, and develop such an assessment framework. We
start by synthesizing scholarship on HEIs and community partnerships. The manner in which
these partnerships develop provides an entry point from which we explore their formation,
functioning, and impacts. In drawing upon theoretical and applied scholarship, we then
conceptualize a framework for assessing the performance of HEI-community partnerships.

Practical considerations and future research directions conclude the paper.



A search of scholarly literature was conducted on the subject of performance assessment for
HEI-community partnerships for the purpose outlined above. The search focused on assessing
HEI-community partnerships more broadly, as well as specific aspects relating to the qualities of
successful HEI-community partnerships. Databases of scholarly literature were searched using
terms relating to performance assessment, HEI-community partnerships, and qualities of success.
All materials were carefully reviewed in order to provide a comprehensive summary of the

salient points in this paper.

2.0. HEIs and Community Partnerships

2.1. The Lifecycle of HEI-Community Partnerships

As partnerships between HEIs and communities have taken on increasing importance, greater
attention has been paid to their lifecycle (Amey and Brown, 2005; Buys and Bursnall, 2007; Hart
and Northmore, 2011; Holton et al., 2015). Several frameworks exist that outline the stages of
HEI-community partnerships, with subtle differences relating to context (e.g., resources,
precipitating circumstances, interpersonal factors). Notwithstanding the importance of context,
Sargent and Water’s (2004) framework of academic collaboration is frequently employed to
capture the development and evolution of HEI-community partnerships (Bringle and Hatcher,
2002; Buys and Bursnall, 2007; Lewinson, 2014). Their framework takes into account contextual
and interpersonal factors, and sets out four phases of collaborative partnerships, as identified and
described in Table 1.

Although the lifecycle of formal partnerships by Sargent and Waters (2004) aptly captures the
phases through which HEIs and communities progress, it is not without criticism. The linear
manner of the phases is frequently cited as a shortcoming (Bringle and Hatcher, 2002; Buys and
Bursnall, 2007; Lewinson, 2014), as HEI-community partnerships develop and evolve in a
variety of ways (Anderson et al., 2018; Bringle and Hatcher, 2002; Dorado and Giles, 2004;
Thune and Gulbrandsen, 2014).



Amey and Brown (2005) depict this maturation process in their model of interdisciplinary
collaboration, which draws attention to four evolving dimensions of partnerships: discipline
orientation, knowledge engagement, work orientation, and leadership (see also Bensimon and
Neumann, 1993; Bolman and Deal, 1997; Tuckman, 1965). Consequently, Amey and Brown
(2005) suggest that a partnership can be identified as being at an early, moderate, or mature stage
of development. HEI-community partnerships may also not reach a completion phase. Rather,
they may be non-linear, iterative and ongoing (Bringle and Hatcher, 2002; Buys and Bursnall,
2007; Lewinson, 2014). As such, we use Sargent and Water’s (2004) life-cycle of academic
collaboration due to its wide application in academic partnership literature, while addressing the

critiqgues made above.

2.2. Unpacking HEI-Community Partnerships

In this section, we deconstruct HEI-community partnerships according to the circumstances of
their formation, the manner in which they function, and what they may accomplish. In
synthesizing scholarship related to each aspect we give a succinct description, highlight
important considerations, and offer examples cited in the literature to embody high-performing

HEI-community partnerships. Table 2 provides a summary of this synthesis.

2.3. Inputs of HEI-Community Partnerships

Like any other relationship, HEI-community partnerships commence for various reasons. The
initiation phase often focuses on the inputs dedicated by the two or more parties that contribute
to the formation of the partnership. In order to self-disclose effectively during the early stages of
a HEI-community partnership, each entity must effectively communicate their interests,
motivations, and resources to the other party. Therefore, the four primary input qualities are:

motivation for the partnership, transparency, financial resources, and human resources.

Entry into a formal partnership requires a shared commitment to agreed-upon aims. Relatedly, an
important aspect for the formation of the partnership are the contributions that the HEI and

community dedicate to the partnership. These contributions should be congruent with the aims of



the partnership as they shape the process by which it unfolds and influence what can be

achieved.

Understanding each entities’ motivations for the partnership, and being transparent about
respective strengths, limitations, and expectations is essential at the outset of a partnership
(Amey and Brown, 2005; Buys and Bursnall, 2007; Sargent and Waters, 2004). For example,
community partners may not be fully aware of the requirements in the day-to-day operations of
academia. Conversely, academics may value scholarly peer-reviewed publications and have
limited understanding of impactful outcomes for a community partner. Mutual understanding of
what constitutes value or usefulness is paramount (Buys and Bursnall, 2007). Differing
expectations regarding the outputs of collaboration can impact the partnership process (McNall
et al., 2009; Sargent and Waters, 2004). Transparent and open communication about realistic

expectations and values (shared and different) is required from the outset (Table 2).

A major resource affecting partnerships is funding (Buys and Bursnall, 2007; Hall and
McPherson, 2011; Holton et al., 2015; Levkoe and Stack-Cutler, 2018; Sargent and Waters,
2004). For example, the type or source of financial support can affect the scope of the project in
terms of duration or the type of data collected. Moreover, these types of resources can also
dictate the roles that different collaborators engage in, depending on who secures research
funding (Sargent and Waters, 2004). Adequate human resources are just as important to the
success of a partnership. These can include available experts, faculty members, students,
information technology staff, administrative staff, and other colleagues. Access to these types of
supports and creating a collaborative network is also integral to partnership success (Bringle and
Hatcher, 2002; Hall and McPherson 2011; Harper et al., 2004; Holton et al., 2015; Levkoe and
Stack-Cutler, 2018; Sargent and Waters, 2004; Schulz et al., 2002; Walsh, 2006). In HEI-
community partnerships specifically, it is important to identify different types and sources of
support, as both entities can contribute and involve many different actors to facilitate the success
of the partnership.

2.4. Processes of HEI-Community Partnerships



The process by which the HEI-community partnership operates is a second salient aspect of HEI-
community partnerships. The process influences a number of measures of partnership success,
such as perceptions of group effectiveness and perceived benefits of participation (McNall et al.,
2009). A process that cultivates respectful and positive relationships is especially critical for
successfully moving the partnership beyond the initiation phase and towards effective
implementation (Sargent and Waters, 2004). The five primary process qualities are: shared-
decision making, communication, trust, mutual respect, and adaptability. These qualities largely
focus on the interpersonal dynamics between the individuals involved in a partnership, such as
fostering good relations and breaking down barriers arising from different institutional contexts
(Buys and Bursnall, 2007).

Although the motivations for engaging in a HEI-community partnership may vary, it is important
that the process includes their integration - the development of both shared understanding and
decision-making among the partners (Amey and Brown, 2005; Hall and McPherson, 2011,
McNall et al., 2009; Sargent and Waters, 2004; Schulz et al., 2002). This allows the partners to
feel a collective responsibility for their work, adds to academic synergy, and accounts for the
shared experiences from a multidisciplinary point of view (Amey and Brown, 2005; Hall and
McPherson, 2011). Shared decision-making has been a point of difficulty and contention in HEI-
community partnerships, as the hierarchical status of “expert” that researchers tend to hold may
intentionally and/or unintentionally influence the partnership agenda. This results in HEIs acting
as detached experts and treating the community as a laboratory, thus leaving the community
distrustful and dissatisfied with the partnership (Hall and McPherson, 2011; Reinke and Walker,
2005). When all members share responsibility for their actions and make decisions collectively,
power is also shared, thereby leading to mutual trust and respect (Buys and Bursnall, 2007).
Often, formal partnerships allow for shared decision-making to be addressed in the partnership

agreement to aid in this process.

Effective communication is paramount to the successful operation of a given partnership (Amey
and Brown, 2005; Bringle and Hatcher, 2002; Buys and Bursnall, 2007; Curwood et al., 2011;
Hall and McPherson, 2011; Holton et al., 2015; Maurrasse, 2002; McNall et al., 2009; Sargent
and Waters, 2004; Schulz et al., 2002; Walsh, 2006), and open communication helps to clarify



the roles and objectives associated with each party (Buys and Bursnall, 2007). For example,
there may be divergent or contrasting interests among HEI-community partners that require
discussion and resolution at the forefront of a new relationship in order to minimize
misunderstandings during the implementation phase (Buys and Bursnall, 2007; Rubin, 2000).
Additionally, maintaining the energy and commitment of partnership members is fostered
through regular contact and communication in the form of meetings, email, lunches, etc. (Buys
and Bursnall, 2007). Therefore, effective communication is not only concerned with the extent to
which team members feel comfortable and able to express their opinion or clarify matters, but
also the appropriate frequency of communication efforts (Buys and Bursnall, 2007; Schulz et al.,
2003).

Trust is another quality necessary to the functioning of a successful partnership. Trust is the
“willingness to be vulnerable to the actions of another, based on the expectation that the other
will perform a particular action despite one’s lack of control over the situation” (Mayer et al.,
1995, p. 729). Within a partnership, each party must feel a certain level of trust towards one
another in order to, for example, give constructive feedback, be honest about respective abilities
or capacities, and so on (Amey and Brown, 2005; McNall et al., 2009; Schulz et al., 2002). Trust
can be fostered through open communication and respect for one another’s skills, roles, and
abilities (Amey and Brown, 2005; Buys and Bursnall, 2007; Sargent and Waters, 2004; Walsh,
2006).

Reciprocity, or mutual respect, is also necessary for successful partnerships, but exchanges do
not need to be identical in order to be mutually beneficial. For example, in HEI-community
collaborations, academics tend to initiate partnerships to assist community agencies while also
improving the quality of research and student learning (Furco and Miller, 2009; Hart and
Northmore, 2011; Mosier and Ruxton, 2018; Sargent and Waters, 2004; Savan, 2004; Weerts
and Sandmann, 2010). At the same time, community partners are often interested in initiating
partnerships with academic institutions as a way to gain expert or evidence-based knowledge that
will inform decision-making processes and lead to improved community services (Buys and
Bursnall, 2007; Hall and McPherson, 2011; Holton et al., 2015; Walsh, 2006). As such, it is

critical to recognize that each partner offers unique perspectives and skills, allowing the



partnership to be strengthened through the application of diverse resources towards a common
goal (Schulz et al., 2002).

HEI-community partnerships are often non-linear and iterative (Bringle and Hatcher, 2002; Buys
and Bursnall, 2007; Lewinson, 2014). Following initiation, it is common for issues to arise at any
time which require clarification, reflection, and/or adjustment. Adaptability is thus an important
quality to the successful functioning of HEI-community partnerships as it allows for the capacity
to reflect upon actions, respond to issues, learn from experiences, and make adjustments
accordingly (Amey and Brown, 2005; Bowen and Martens, 2006; Bringle and Hatcher, 2002;
Buys and Bursnall, 2007; Hall and McPherson, 2011).

2.5. Outcomes of HEI-Community Partnerships

The terminology surrounding the accomplishments of HEI-community partnerships is currently
inconsistent in the literature (Buys and Bursnall, 2007; Hall and McPherson, 2011; Sargent and
Waters, 2004). In particular, the use of the terms ‘outputs’, ‘impacts’, and ‘outcomes’ is
imprecise. While recognizing their interrelationships in this section, we focus on outcomes (see
Table 2, conceptual framework) because it encompasses outputs and types of impacts

appropriate to assessment.

Outcomes are the resulting changes or impacts from the partnership (MacPhee, 2009). They
include changes over short, intermediate, or long timescales (Koontz and Thomas, 2012;
MacPhee, 2009), and largely depend on the effectiveness of the group in using their individual
and collective resources to reach their goals (Schulz et al., 2003). Sargent and Water (2004)
identify three categories of outcomes: objective outcomes, subjective outcomes, and learning
outcomes (Table 2). Objective outcomes, also referred to as tangible outcomes, are products
which coincide with impact measures for one or both partners (e.g., publications, reports,
presentations, etc.).Subjective outcomes, on the other hand, are intangible outcomes that have
value to one or more individuals. For example, overall satisfaction is a subjective outcome
relating to the perceptions of those involved in the partnership. Factors influencing, or related to,
overall satisfaction may include the level of trust present between collaborators, the performance

of activities in relation to overall goals, overall productivity, and so on. Finally, HEI-community



partnerships can result in substantial benefits for learning (Furco and Miller, 2009; Hart and
Northmore, 2011; Holland and Malone, 2019; Mosier and Ruxton, 2018; Sargent and Waters,
2004; Savan, 2004; Weerts and Sandmann, 2010). Learning outcomes include: creating new
knowledge (through dialogue with one another, or through the research itself), finding integrative
and multi-perspective solutions to challenges, and developing new practical skills required for
the partnership (i.e., research skills, communication skills, critical thinking, etc.; Amey and
Brown, 2005; Bringle and Hatcher, 2002; Sargent and Waters, 2004).

3.0. A Conceptual Framework to Assess the Performance of HEI-Community Partnerships

As HEI-community partnerships have taken on increased importance, greater attention has also
been paid to their formation, functioning, and what they can accomplish. Assessing the
performance of these partnerships is critical for accountability, transparency, and understanding
their value. In this section, we develop a conceptual framework (see Figure 1) for assessing HEI-
community partnerships. It is imperative at the outset to clarify our use of, and approach to,
assessment. Assessment, also referred to as needs assessment, is a process for determining how
to close a learning or performance gap. It involves identifying what the most critical needs are
and developing an approach to address them. The assessment process includes

“comparing the current condition to the desired condition, defining the problem

or problems, understanding the behaviours and mechanisms that contribute to the

current conditions, determining if and how specific behaviors and mechanisms

can be changed to produce the desired condition, developing solution strategies,

and building support for action” (Gupta et al. 2007, pp. 14-15).
Assessment seeks to furnish credible evidence (e.g., resources, actions, outcomes) for the
purpose of improving effectiveness in higher education (Banta and Palomba, 2014). In following
the work of Brinkerhoff (2002) regarding improving partnership relationships and outcomes, we
employ an approach to assessment that is process-oriented, developmental, participatory, and

continuous. As such, assessment in this work is employed relative to the stage of the partnership.

Our conceptual framework (see Figure 1) sets out three salient dimensions for assessing the

performance of HEI-community partnerships and illustrates their interrelationships. Each
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dimension is described and details are provided to explain the overall workings. The conceptual
framework is intended to be a general guide with transferability to numerous HEI-community

partnerships, as opposed to capturing the particularities specific to any one partnership.

An appropriate entry point is to consider how a HEI-community partnership comes into
existence and may evolve over time. An agreement between an HEI and community entity is a
formal initiation of a partnership. Commonly, such partnerships are codified in a memorandum
of understanding (MOU), as illustrated in Figure 1. In terms of the four stages presented by
Sargent and Waters (2004), clarification occurs as the parties consider inputs, with
implementation and ‘completion’ logically following as the process unfolds. The feedback loop
in Figure 1 recognizes that HEI-community partnerships often do not have a definitive endpoint,

and may be continually refined throughout the life of the project.

In the spirit of continuous improvement, the assessment framework targets the aspects and
qualities desirable for good HEI-community partnerships (Table 2). Inputs are the contributions
that the HEI and community dedicate to the joint venture. Initial inputs should be identified in
the formal mechanism at the outset as they largely inform expectations. While inputs do not
directly translate into outcomes, they most certainly have a bearing on what is feasible and can
reasonably be accomplished. Inputs take many forms and each may be equally valuable to the
HEI-community partnership. As identified in Table 2, these may include financial resources,

human resources, motivation, and transparency for entering into joint agreements.

Process refers to the manner in which the HEI-community partnership operates. Formal
mechanisms for partnerships, such as MOUs, usually address matters with legal repercussions
such as intellectual property, liability, and conflict resolution. While MOUs are signed by
individuals with authority to bind the organizations to the partnership, matters of governance and
modes of decision-making appropriate for collaborative undertakings may not be addressed.
Important process qualities identified in Table 2 include shared decision-making, sound

communication, trust, mutual respect, and adaptability.
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Outcomes refers to what is produced and the impacts to those directly involved in the HEI-
community partnership. While products from each partnership are unique, their state can be
heuristically assessed against target outcomes, categorized into objective, subjective, and
learning qualities (see Table 2).

The feedback loop in Figure 1 depicts assessment as a continuous practice. It requires regular
and systemic attention to aspects of inputs, processes, and outcomes. Information gained is
essential for reporting, accountability, and transparency. Assessment, in this manner, provides an
opportunity for the partners to regularly consider their performance against the aspects and
qualities desirable for good HEI-community partnerships (Table 2). An evidentiary basis is thus
provided for making incremental adjustments. In so doing, the HEI-community partnership is
engaged in an adaptive approach to management and governance for continuous improvement
(cf Lee, 1994; Folke et al., 2005). An adaptive approach is particularly appropriate given the
dynamism and complexity of HEI-community partnerships.

4.0. Conclusions

The importance of HEI-community partnerships has steadily increased over the past few
decades. Despite this upward trajectory, a rigorous and dynamic framework for assessing the
performance of these partnerships does not yet exist (e.g., Holton et al., 2015; Srinivas et al.,
2015; Shiel et al., 2016). To address this need, we first synthesized scholarship on HEI-
community partnerships and then developed a conceptual framework for assessing performance.
The conceptual framework is intended to be a general guide with transferability to numerous

HEI-community partnerships

A dynamic conceptual framework for assessing HEI-community partnerships has several
pragmatic implications. Assessment encourages HEI-community partnerships to consider their
present state in relation to target aspects and qualities. The approach taken to assessment
emphasizes process, participation, and continuous improvement. Utilization of the conceptual
framework provides HEI and community partners with evidence for decision-making and

responding to prevailing trends regarding performance, accountability, and transparency (e.g.,
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Austin and Jones, 2018; Hazelkorn, 2018; Ramirez and Tejada, 2018). In addition, governments
are increasingly tying funding for HEIs to performance mechanisms (see Jongbloed et al., 2018
for a summary in OECD countries). Given the increasing emphasis on community service and
impacts in classifications by HEIs, accurately capturing and systematically reporting the

performance of such partnerships will become increasingly important.

The conceptual framework developed in this paper also serves as a departure point for multiple
avenues of future research. Fleshing out an accompanying methodology, which makes the
proposed conceptual framework operational, is an immediate first step. This is a noteworthy
challenge as it requires the creation and validation of an instrument that can fully capture the host
of conceptual considerations and address the perspective of both HEIs and community
organizations. This will involve a combination of quantitative and qualitative techniques and
analyses. Applying the framework and methodology to formal HEI-community partnerships on a
range of subjects should follow. The framework put forth in this paper provides a basis for future
HEI-community partnership studies that investigate causal pathways of inputs, process, and
outcomes, as well as how these aspects (and qualities therein) relate to impacts. Pursuing this
research agenda will advance understanding of HEI-community partnerships and ultimately offer

tools for enhancing their effectiveness.
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Tables & Figures

Table 1. The lifecycle of formal partnerships (Adapted from Sargent and Waters, 2004).

Phase of Lifecycle

Description

Initiation

The motivation or reasons for engaging in collaboration:
instrumental and intrinsic. Instrumental rationales include
partnering because of complementary skills, specific
knowledge, unique data access opportunities, etc. Intrinsic
motivations include the enjoyment of working together and
building long-term relationships.

Clarification

The nature and type of collaborative project. In this stage,
the partners clarify issues such as duration of the project,
scope, number of collaborators required, and establish
goals associated with the partnership.

Implementation

The roles individuals play in the collaboration. Within

research partnerships, individuals carry out varied roles
and it is important to understand each other’s role, and
how roles may change or adapt, throughout the project
lifespan.

Completion

How collaborators rate the success of their project in terms
of objective outcomes (e.g., publications), subjective
outcomes (e.g., satisfaction with the experience of
collaborating), and learning outcomes (e.g., broadening
knowledge on a specific topic).
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Table 2. Aspects and Qualities for a Good HEI-Community Partnership.

Aspect

Qualities

Citation

Context/Inputs

Transparency (i.e.,
expectations, goals,
strengths, limitations)

Bowen and Martens, 2006; Bringle and
Hatcher, 2002; Buys and Bursnall, 2007,
Curwood et al., 2011; Levkoe and Stack-
Cutler, 2018; McNall et al., 2009; Sargent and
Waters, 2004

Motivation for
partnership

Amey and Brown, 2005; Buys and Bursnall,
2007; McNall et al., 2009; Sargent and Waters,
2004; Schulz et al., 2002; Walsh, 2006

Resources (financial)

Buys and Bursnall, 2007; Hall and McPherson,
2011; Holton et al., 2015; Levkoe and Stack-
Cutler, 2018; Sargent and Waters, 2004

Human Resources
(support)

Bringle and Hatcher, 2002; Hall and
McPherson, 2011; Harper et al., 2004; Holton
et al., 2015; Levkoe and Stack-Cutler, 2018;
Sargent and Waters, 2004; Walsh, 2006

Process

Shared-decision making

Amey and Brown, 2005; Busch et al., 2019;
Hall and McPherson, 2011; McNall et al.,
2009; Sargent and Waters, 2004; Schulz et al.,
2002

Communication

Amey and Brown, 2005; Bringle and Hatcher,
2002; Busch et al., 2019; Buys and Bursnall,
2007; Curwood et al., 2011; Hall and
McPherson, 2011; Holton et al., 2015;
Maurrasse, 2002; McNall et al., 2009; Sargent
and Waters, 2004; Schulz et al., 2002; Walsh,
2006

Trust

Amey and Brown, 2005; Bringle and Hatcher,
2002; Busch et al., 2019; Buys and Bursnall,
2007; Curwood et al., 2011; Hall and
McPherson, 2011; Harper et al., 2004; Levkoe
and Stack-Cutler, 2018; Maurrasse, 2002;
McNall et al., 2009; Sargent and Waters, 2004;
Schulz et al., 2002

Mutual respect

Amey and Brown, 2005; Bowen and Martens,
2006; Bringle and Hatcher, 2002; Buys and
Bursnall, 2007; Curwood et al., 2011; Hall and
McPherson, 2011; Harper et al., 2004; McNall
et al., 2009; Sargent and Waters, 2004
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Adaptability

Amey and Brown, 2005; Bowen and Martens,
2006; Bringle and Hatcher, 2002; Buys and
Bursnall, 2007; Hall and McPherson, 2011

Outcomes

Obijective (publications,
presentations, reports)

Amey and Brown, 2005; Hall and McPherson,
2011; Sargent and Waters, 2004

Subjective (satisfaction
with the experience)

Hall and McPherson, 2011; Holton et al., 2015;
Sargent and Waters, 2004; Schulz et al., 2002

Learning

Amey and Brown, 2005; Bringle and Hatcher,
2002; Hall and McPherson, 2011; Harper et al.,
2004; Holton et al., 2015; Sargent and Waters,
2004
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Figure 1. A conceptual framework for assessing the performance of HEI-community

artnerships.
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