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Partnership 
surveys

Several efforts to create surveys gauge community partners’ opinions on how collaborations produce 
outcomes that meet the community's needs (e.g. Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, 
2023; Gavazzi & Fox, 2014; Sladek & The Democracy Collaborative, 2017). Others more inclusive:

• Socially Modified Economic Valuation (SMEV) Higgins et al. (2024)

• Community Partnership Health Assessment Framework (Lubar & Marks, 2022)

• Ripple Effects Mapping (University of Minnesota Extension, 2023) 

• Knowledge Engagement Impact Assessment Toolkit (University of Calgary, 2023).



Survey development and validation
The survey was developed through three stages: 

1) interviews with community partners to identify meaningful outcomes 

2) analysis of the relevance of such indicators by comparing them with 
external sources identifying long-term impacts of institutional-community 
engagement

3) survey item development and face validity test.



First Stage 2022-2023
Work with members of the community to:

• Develop indicators to assess the impact of 
Indiana University Indianapolis (IUI)’s 
engagement

• Identify current gaps in IUI’s engagement 
strategies 



2022
 Framework: 

Anchor Dashboard 
2016 Core 
Measures

SELECTED AREAS
1. Community building
2. Education
3. Health, safety & 

environment

SELECTED OUTCOMES

1. Stable and effective partners

2. Educated youth 

3. Safe streets and campuses

4. Vibrant arts and cultural 
development

5. Healthy community residents



Scope (Who, 
where, when)

Hyperlocal engagements (Dostillo et al., 2019) to define the 
communities of interest as communities where IUI “…has strategically 
organized community engagement efforts to focus on a bounded area 
within its larger city or metropolitan region in ways that enhance the 
institution’s ability to form partnerships and advance community 
development” (p.5).



Initial information 
sources
The Collaboratory and Digital Measures 
Activity Insight (DMAI) were used as 
primary information sources to identify and 
map strategically organized community 
engagement efforts considering:

• stakeholders engaged
• geographic engagement
• purpose of engagement
• length of engagement
• interdisciplinarity of projects and 

activities



Initial Zip Codes/Organizations
29 organizations identified:
IU Student Outreach Clinic
John H. Boner Community Center
Martindale-Brightwood Community Center
Archdiocese of Indianapolis
Arsenal Technical High School
George Washington High School
Indiana Black Expo
Indiana Cancer Consortium 
Indianapolis Cultural Trail
Indianapolis Urban League/ Madame Walker Theatre Center
Latino Health Organization
Marion County Commission on Youth
IndyFringe
United Way of Central Indiana
Marion County Public Defender Agency
Edna Martin Christian Center
Felege Hiywot Center
Francis W Parker School 56
James Russell Lowell School 51
KIPP Indianapolis, Inc.
KIPP Indy College Prep Middle
Daniel Webster - School 46
Mary Rigg Neighborhood Center
William Penn School 49
Christamore House
Haughville STRONG Neighborhood Association (HSNA)
Hawthorne Community Center
Indianapolis Metropolitan Schools
SOURCE River West



Data collection: 
Exploratory 
Interviews

Conversations with seven (7) IUI faculty members to know about:

• Their current projects with the community; intended/observed impact on the 
community; community organizations they think we should contact and why

Conversations with twelve (12) community partners to understand:

• Partnerships, projects, or activities with IUI; how do they describe the results of 
these engagements; ways the community and their organizations have been 
impacted; areas for improvement



Topics of Conversations with Faculty & Staff

Name of the organization 
(s) you have been 
working with

Nature and duration of 
the project (s)

Last time you worked 
with this (these) 
organization (s)

Who we should contact in 
this (these) organization 
(s)

Concerning the project(s), 
what questions we 
should ask to understand 
IUI’s impact

Other faculty/staff 
working with this (these) 
same organization (s)?



Interview with 
community 
partners

• Can you describe the project in which you are currently involved with IUI? What is IUI’s 
role in this project?

• Who in IUI works with you?
• What is your role in this project?
• Who are the beneficiaries?
• What would make this project successful?
• In what ways does the project benefit the community?
• What have been the most positive or negative aspects of IUI’s involvement with the 

project? 



Analysis

• First round of coding using Word – three coders

• Second round using N-Vivo – one coder

• Codes discussion – Inter-rater Reliability

• Collation of codes into major categories 

• Thirty-two outcome indicators

• Seventy process indicators



Survey – First Draft (2022)

Community Building and Democratic Leadership Development (7 items)

Vibrant Arts and Cultural Development (4 items)

Educated Youth (PK-12) (8 items)

Community safety (6 items)

Healthy Communities (7 items

Stable and effective local partnerships –Principles of CE (Carnegie tool- 12 items)



External validity using 
Kuttner's Impact Codebook 
(2023) - CUMU

• Qualitative analysis of 
activity titles and 
descriptions for 700 
activities in the 
Collaboratory 

• Typology of medium-term 
impacts and long-term 
impacts

• We used Kuttner’s identified 
long-term impact codes to 
re-organize and expand the 
survey



Survey: Second draft (2023)

Vibrant Arts and Cultural Development (7 items)

Educated Youth (PK-12) (10 items)

Health & Wellbeing (8 items)

Environment & Sustainability (7 items)

Community safety (6 items)

Science, technology & innovation (7 items)

Community building (16 items)

Stable and effective partnerships (12 items - Carnegie)



Characteristics of the second draft (2023)

MORE COMPREHENSIVE – 
61 OUTCOME INDICATORS

TIMEFRAME: 
COLLABORATIONS IN THE 

LAST 12 MONTHS

RESPONDENTS REDIRECTED 
TO DIFFERENT SURVEY 

SECTIONS BASED ON AREAS 
OF COLLABORATION.

OPEN-ENDED QUESTION AT 
THE END TO REPORT  ONE 
MEANINGFUL PROJECT OR 

ACTIVITY WITH IUI.



Second Stage (2023-2024)
• Awarded: CEA - Research With and About 

Community Engagement. 2023-2024 
Grant

• Face & Content Validity (focus group-
based cognitive interviewing) (Farmer, et 
al., 2022)

• Pilot testing: online to 10% of 
community partners

• Construct validity and internal 
consistency

• Final revision
• Implementation: depends on the 

strategy selected by IUI to implement 
the survey

https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fnut.2022.1000258/full
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fnut.2022.1000258/full


Face and 
Content and 

Validity
October

October 2023: The 
research team examined 
the survey for common 
errors, such as double-

barreled, confusing, 
leading questions, or 
survey construction.

November

November 6 - November 16: 
six focus group-based 

cognitive interviews were 
conducted. 



Focus group-based 
cognitive interviews
• Purposive sampling: 11 community partners 

and 11 IUI employees were selected based on 
the areas of engagement.

• Verbal probing. Examples:

• How do you remember that this 
collaboration occurred within 12 
months?

• What does “community program, 
project, or activity” mean to you? 

• What is your thinking when you respond 
“Neutral”? 

• Can you provide an example or scenario 
where any option included in the 
question has occurred in the past?



Focus group 
participants

12 community partners
9 faculty members
2 staff members



Main lessons learned

The language needs 
to be less complex 

and more specific and 
contextualized

“Partnership,” 
“contribution,” and 

“collaboration” must 
be defined 

Many collaborations 
can happen in 12 

months. Difficult for 
respondents to assess 

just one

Misinterpretation of 
the scale (Neutral and 
Not Applicable were 

used interchangeably)

Some areas of 
collaboration were 

missing

Partnerships are 
interdisciplinary. 

Redirecting based on 
selected collaboration 

areas did not work. 

Options (items) were 
not always aligned 

with the areas. Areas 
need 

definitions/examples

More open-ended 
questions to let 

partners explain their 
contribution

The survey was 
perceived as too long 

and overwhelming



Survey: Final draft (2024)

Arts and Cultural Development (3 items)

Youth’s Education (4 items)

Health Inequalities (4 items)

Environmental Quality (3 items)

Community safety (3 items)

Economic Development (2 items)

Community Development (3 items)

Stable and effective partnerships (10 items - Carnegie) – Randomized order

Ra
nd

om
ize

d 
or

de
r



Survey Final 
Draft: 
Collaboration 
defined



Survey Final 
Draft: 
Questions 
referred to 
collaboration 
identified at 
the beginning



Survey Final 
Draft: 
Expanded 
collaboration 
types



Survey Final 
Draft: 

Expanded and 
defined 

collaboration 
areas



Survey Final 
Draft: Changed 

to unipolar 
scale- 

Simplified 
language



Pilot the survey

Data collection. 50 community partners were invited to 
take the survey. We got 24 responses, only 19 were valid 
and complete. 

Due to the low response rate, the tests to measure 
construct validity and internal consistency could not be 
completed. 

Implementation 
The tool will be piloted again in 2025 to test internal 
consistency and be available to faculty and staff working 
in partnership with the community after testing. 



Final thoughts
1. The study brought together community and university partners in the 

same setting to discuss their understanding of community-university 
collaborations. Using focus groups facilitated participant interaction and in-
depth discussions around topics of interest to community and university 
partners and showed the complexity of measuring engagement outcomes.

2. Using CI in a group-based setting was one of this study’s strengths, as 
very few studies report using focus group CI for survey validation (Farmer 
et al., 2022; Wallen et al., 2017).
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