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ABSTRACT
In this era of knowledge-intensive and innovation-focused econo-
mies, university missions are pivoting. Universities need to consider 
new and varied ways of working, including developing key partner-
ships, collaborations, and engagements with various stakeholders 
and end users. This paper presents an integrative literature review 
providing insight into the partnerships universities typically 
embrace to inform future partnership practices. A total of 751 
abstracts from peer-reviewed articles published between 2008 
and 2018 were examined and categorised, aligning with the pillars 
of university business: Teaching and Learning, Research, and 
Service. The review also includes identification of the types of 
journals partnership research is predominately published in, and 
the disciplines and fields that dominate research reporting on 
partnerships. This paper highlights trends in the findings around 
patterns of partnership engagements in higher education, discuss-
ing how funding models, university agendas, and the historical 
value placed on different disciplines influence the uptake of and 
worth placed on partnerships.
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Introduction

Throughout history, universities have been credited as the repositories and generators of 
knowledge in society. The substantive mission of a university has been to create, dis-
seminate, and utilise knowledge, delivering excellent education and research servicing 
society and the community. Contemporary university missions are often based on the 
triad (20th-century) mission of the university including: (1) Research, (2) Teaching and 
Learning, and (3) Service (Scott, 2006).

In recent decades, megatrends (e.g. momentous technological, global, environmental, 
and social shifts) have reshaped society dramatically, influencing the workforce and 
impacting the knowledge and skills needed of workers in the technological age. Recent 
internal and external market demands have reframed the professed value of university 
activities and practices. Pressures have been exerted on higher education institutions to 
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equip future employees with appropriate and transferrable skills for economic and labour 
market priorities (Teichler, 2009) and remain crucial in ‘equipping students with the skills 
they need to succeed in the workplace of the twenty-first century’ (Akour & Alenezi, 2022, 
p. 2). The alignment between university and industry needs and wants has intensified. 
Whilst the need for research and knowledge creation that supports the successful devel-
opment of economies remains, industry demands have also become a significant driver 
and influencer.

To remain relevant and respond to contemporary community and global needs, higher 
education institutes have had to strengthen and diversify how they engage with and 
serve the needs of society, stakeholders, partners, and the community (Boland, 2011). 
Universities are being asked to consider their role in society and evaluate their relation-
ships and engagement with their constituencies, stakeholders, and communities 
(Kromydas, 2017). These challenges demand a significant shift in strategy for institutions 
with the concept of partnership becoming central to the ongoing success of higher 
education institutes and featuring prominently in university strategic plans (Fox & 
Diezmann, 2020). It is now universally agreed that universities cannot survive indepen-
dently but must build networks that support changing agendas aligning with society’s 
goals, businesses and workforces, and government (Ingleby, 2015).

This study uses a systematic literature review to explore and provide an initial scoping 
of the types of stakeholder partnerships universities engage in. The systematic literature 
review method was chosen to best identify, appraise and collate all relevant evidence of 
the breadth of partnership engagement in universities. This methodology generated 
robust, empirically derived data needed to examine the following research questions:

(1) How do publications about university and stakeholder partnerships thematically 
align with the university pillars of Teaching and Learning, Research, and Service?

(2) Which discipline and/or fields research and report on partnerships between uni-
versities and stakeholders?

(3) Which journals (and journal rankings) are publishing papers on partnerships 
between universities and stakeholders?

(4) What is the global reach of research about university and stakeholder partnerships?
(5) Are there any evident trends from the literature about universities and stakeholder 

partnerships?

Defining university and stakeholder partnerships

Universities participate in activities with a range of stakeholders, and collaborations 
between university and industry partnerships are rapidly becoming a common prac-
tice worldwide. In recent decades partnerships and engagements have been 
acknowledged and embedded in many universities’ operations, functions, and mis-
sions (Rybnicek & Königsgruber, 2019). Partnerships have been defined as ‘a delib-
erately designed, collaborative arrangement between different institutions, working 
together to advance self-interest and solve common problems’ (Goodlad, 1988, 
p. 13). Other broad definitions suggest that partnerships are considered 
a ‘collaborative between two or more institutions of higher education, businesses, 
or social agencies, with the goal of obtaining a shared objective’ (Eddy, 2010, p. 10). 
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These joint ventures are referred to by many other terms, including collaborations, 
strategic alliances, joint ventures (Eddy, 2010), and academic engagements 
(Perkmann & Salter, 2012). For the purpose of this research, the term partnership 
will be used to represent engagements and collaborations, and the word ‘stake-
holder’ will be used to represent the communities and constituencies that univer-
sities engage with in partnerships.

There are many positive benefits in forming partnerships for universities and industry 
alike (Atta-Owusu et al., 2021). Partnerships can support innovative teaching (Mamdani,  
2016); increase funding (Chapleo & Simms, 2010); contribute to research, teaching, and 
infrastructural development, and build knowledge transfer (Freeman et al., 2017). For 
industry, partnerships can aid future recruitment; provide access to new thinking and 
ideas, emerging research and practice; and leverage internal research capabilities 
(Rybnicek & Königsgruber, 2019). The benefits documented in the literature include 
mutual economic and research benefits, increased collaboration and bridging the gap 
between theory and practice (Bodas & Verspagen, 2017; Falqueto et al., 2020; Ferns et al.,  
2019; Grudnoff et al., 2017; Harms et al., 2017; Law et al., 2021).

Whilst there are many benefits to partaking in a partnership, there are also some 
common barriers experienced in partnerships. These include a lack of clear purpose or 
inconsistent understanding of purpose; unequal and/or unacceptable balance of 
power and control; inadequate understanding of roles and responsibilities; and finan-
cial and time commitments that may outweigh potential benefits (Anderson-Butcher 
et al., 2022; Ćudić et al., 2022). Sustainability of partnerships is an important concept in 
partnership literature (for example, see Herbert et al., 2018; le Cornu, 2015) and 
a serious concern for those individual academics who are manage these complex 
spaces with university pressure to create sustainable models (Gutierrez, 2024). This 
concern is especially pertinent when universities, governments, and systems appear to 
put much emphasis on ideals of partnerships on paper, however then ‘sub-optimally 
allocate[ing] their scarce human and physical capital’ (Jongbloed et al., 2008, p. 304) to 
this space.

Universities’ partnerships with stakeholders are often connected to the missions of 
a university – Research, Teaching and Learning, and Service. Research partnerships 
support the commercialisation of academic knowledge, involving the patenting and 
licencing of inventions, academic entrepreneurship, and the creation and distribution 
of knowledge (Eddy, 2010). These types of partnerships are avenues for industry and 
government to gain access to, and benefit from, the skills and expertise of researchers 
and students. Teaching and Learning partnerships support teaching and curriculum 
agendas to ensure that graduates are work-ready and are prepared to contribute to 
the social and economic prosperity of the nation. Partnerships are developed to 
support program development, delivery, work-integrated learning, service to students 
and industry, and quality learning programs (Christensen & Eyring, 2011). Universities 
engage in partnerships that serve the community locally and nationally. These con-
nections with the community aim to enhance expertise across economic, social, 
educational, health, and quality of life societal concerns (Fitzgerald et al., 2012). 
Given the complexity, variety, and growing importance of partnerships, it is timely to 
consider research conducted about partnerships within higher education to inform 
future research, policy, and processes in this field.
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Methods

The systematic review utilised in this study was an integrative literature review (Torraco,  
2016; Whittemore & Knafl, 2005). This style of literature review uses an integrated 
approach to reviewing, critiquing, and synthesising the literature on a particular topic 
employing rigorous processes in the selection of literature, analysis, and presentation of 
results. As Torraco (2016) argues, integrative literature reviews allow holistic conceptua-
lisation and synthesis of literature in mature, new or emerging topics. While universities 
have been engaged in partnership work for decades (mature topic), it is not always in 
a balanced way across disciplines or mission priorities (Atta-Owusu et al., 2021). This 
review includes a meta-analysis due to the large dataset to assist with conceptual/ 
thematic representation of the data, and synthesises this dataset to answer specific 
research questions.

A specific process was followed to identify important key variables when categorising 
the literature. Due to the extensive literature base, the researchers focused on abstracts 
rather than full papers to allow a larger field of literature to be reviewed and categorised. 
They were informed by the works of Fox and Diezmann (2017) and Mercer-Mapstone et al. 
(2017).

Phase 1: Identification of literature

To determine the dataset for the literature review, three stages were undertaken. Stage 1 
involved identifying the broad literature pool, including setting up the key concepts and 
identifying suitable databases relating to the topic. A research assistant with significant 
experience in systematic reviews was employed to ensure a rigorous dataset was 
obtained. The parameters were set in consultation with this research assistant, including 
limiting the databases to ERIC (Education Resources Information Centre) and Informit. 
These databases were chosen because they are comprehensive and extensive, which 
ensured the literature search accessed peer-reviewed publications from different fields of 
study.

Stage 2 entailed choosing intercepting concepts: education with partnerships or 
collaboration with higher education or universit*, commercial* or industry, work inte-
grated learning or placements, professional experience, clinical practice, research colla-
borations, community engagement, and synonyms with the assistance of the ERIC 
thesaurus. A timeframe was also applied to limit the period for the search to 10 years 
(2008–2018). The total number from the initial search was 1725. Endnote and Covidence 
were used to remove duplicates, which decreased the number to 1105.

Stage 3 imposed three exclusion criteria to confirm a rigorous and correct dataset was 
obtained. A manual review by the authors removed abstracts that met the following 
exclusion criteria:

(1) Papers that were not from a peer-reviewed journal. Including only peer-reviewed 
journals ensures that the interests and values of mainstream research communities 
have a degree of quality control and credibility through a peer-review process. This 
quality check was essential, considering only the abstracts were being reviewed.

(2) Abstracts outside the 2008–2018 date range.

4 A. S. GUTIERREZ ET AL.



(3) Papers that did not reflect a university partnership or collaboration or did not meet 
the definition of a partnership as outlined in the literature review.

This analysis removed a further 354 papers, taking the final number to 751 abstracts for 
analysis. These 751 abstracts were sourced from 377 journals. From these 377 journals, 14 
stood out as publishing the highest number of papers. Further insight into the academic 
status of the publications was obtained by investigating the journal impact factor and 
H index sourced from Scimago Journal and country rank, and the Web of Science 
database.

Phase 2: Stages of analysis

After the data set was established, the researchers used a framework analysis (Ritchie & 
Spencer, 1994) which involved: (1) familiarization with the data, (2) identification of 
themes/codes, (3) indexing or categorization of themes/codes, (4) charting of data in 
tabular or graphical formats, and (5) mapping and interpretation of data into an excel 
framework (Fox & Diezmann, 2020).

(1) Familiarization with the Data: The categorisation process was completed by two 
researchers, discussing several abstracts to ensure mutual agreement. Additional 
discussions occurred on abstracts that the researchers deemed ambiguous. On 
many occasions the full paper was reviewed to ensure robust evidence was 
obtained to ensure correct categorisation.

(2) Identification of themes/codes: The themes/codes were based on the aims of the 
research which included understanding how partnerships aligned (or otherwise) 
with university business, categorisations of Research, Teaching and Learning and 
Service, and the structural demarcation of fields/disciplines. Identifying patterns in 
the types of journals, and any geographical patterns of significance, were also of 
interest.

(3) Indexing or categorization of themes/codes: The first theme/code investigated was 
the three pillars of university business. The researchers used colour coding to 
allocate each abstract into three pillars of university business: Research, Teaching 
and Learning, or Service. As part of this discussion, the researchers defined the 
three pillars in the following ways:
● Research: Abstracts that mentioned research outcomes, grants, commercialisa-

tion, or products.
● Teaching and Learning: Abstracts that focussed on strategies, approaches, mod-

els, or policies used to improve learning outcomes for cohorts of students.
● Service: Abstracts that discussed programs/activities/processes intended to 

improve society and serve socio-economic, climate, political, and/or cultural 
needs (often labelled community engagement).

There were a small handful of abstracts that, after robust discussion by the researchers, 
were allocated to multiple pillars due to equal focus on more than one pillar. These were 
placed in a combined category (2% of the papers).
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The second coding completed was based on disciplines/fields. Debates exist around 
the categorisation of disciplines or fields of study (Tight, 2020). To support this process, 
the researchers turned to other classification systems, specifically the ‘fields of research’ to 
classify research outputs and grant applications (e.g. The Australian and New Zealand 
Standard Research Classification (ANZSRC) released by the Australian Bureau of Statistics 
(ABS) the UK Research and Innovation Classifications2, Clarivate, such as Web of Science. 
The categories and conceptual thinking around fields and disciplines influenced the 
categorisation of the abstracts for this systematic review. Table 1 outlines the major fields 
and a sample of discipline areas to illustrate the categorisation of the abstracts which 
were mostly based on the ANZSRC classifications, unless there was a significant field, for 
example, ‘community engagement’. This field is important in the area of partnership 
research and had significant publications, hence validating the need for a separate 
category beyond established classifications.

The third code tracked noted the journals in which the abstracts were published. 
Specifically, journal name, impact factor, and H Index (as of 2021) were noted. This 
information was sourced from Scimago Journal, Country Rank, and the Web of Science 
database. The journals that published more than five abstracts (total of 20 journals) were 
documented and presented for analysis and cross-tabulated with the pillars to gain an 
understanding of relationships and themes.

The final coding recorded the contributing countries in the abstracts; 488 abstracts, or 
65% included this information. While this data is incomplete, it provided an indication of 
dominant countries publishing research on partnerships and any patterns in specific 
country that were heavily featured. While a range of countries were represented, includ-
ing from Europe and Asia, the dominant countries were English-speaking nations.

(4) Charting of data in tabular or graphical formats, and
(5) Mapping and interpretation of data into an excel framework: After the initial categor-

isation using the abstracts in paper format, data was entered into an excel 

Table 1. Major disciplines/fields.
Major Field Sample Disciplines/Abstract Foci

Agriculture Agriculture and Farm Management
Commerce, Management, 

Tourism and Services
Hospitality, Economics, Business

Community Engagement Main focus on Community Engagement, including whole campus approaches
Creative Arts and Writing Animation, Drama, Digital Media, Fashion, Game Design, Visual Arts, Music, 

Journalism
Education Adult Education, Curriculum, Distance Education, Diversity, Early Childhood, English 

as Additional Language, Initial Teacher Education including professional 
experience, Library, School Counselling Schooling, Teacher Professional 
Development, Youth Mentoring

Health Child Welfare, Dental, Drug Industry, Gerontology, Health Education, Medicine, 
Nursing, Pharmaceutical, Health industry work-integrated learning, Psychology, 
Social work

Higher Education Governance, Higher Education Operational, Intellectual Property, Work-Integrated 
Learning from a whole of university perspective

Industry Engagement General links between Industry and University
Law Law firms, Law studies
Science STEM, Sustainability, Engineering, Earth sciences, Biological sciences
Social Sciences Anthropology, Geography, Politics, Sociology
Technology and ITC Technology, Information systems, ICT studies, Licencing and patents
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framework, and specific codes and language were inserted to allow future analysis. 
This process enabled the researchers to search for and identify specific themes or 
components (Stober, 1997) and apply descriptive statistics (Witte & Witte, 2016) to 
the frequency of variables. This analysis enabled a holistic picture of university 
partnerships as represented across the 751 abstracts. The descriptive statistics 
were applied to the variables that aligned with the research questions, including: 
(1) university pillars, (2) disciplines/fields, (3) journals and metrics, and (4) countries/ 
regions of abstract origin. This data is represented numerically as percentages and 
presented visually in tables or pie charts to compare frequency data.

Results

Research question 1: Paper abstract algnment with the university pillars of 
teaching and learning, research, and service

Across the pillars of Teaching and Learning, Research, and Service (and those that sat 
evenly between), the most dominant pillar in the partnership literature was Teaching and 
Learning with 367 abstracts, equating to almost half the total number of abstracts (49%). 
The field of Research accounted for 167 abstracts (22%), Service 206 (27%), and combined 
pillars totalled 11 abstracts (2%).

Excluding the combined results, the smallest group of abstracts pertained to research 
partnership collaborations (22%). Within the Research category, 35% of the abstracts were 
related to science-based disciplines, 28% focused on Higher Education partnerships, 12% 
were related to Education, and 10% to the Commerce field. In the Teaching and Learning 
category, an overwhelming number of abstracts aligned with the field of Education (57%), 
and the next largest group was Science related fields with 10%. All other fields had less 
than 9% of abstracts in this pillar. Finally, in the Service category, 42% of abstracts aligned 
with Community Engagement activities and policies, 21% Higher Education, and 15% 
Education. All other areas were less than 4%.

Further exploration of the results suggests Science reports more on research partner-
ships than any other field, with 59 of the 76 abstracts aligning with science research. 
Education reports predominantly on Teaching and Learning partnerships (209 from 266 
abstracts), and Service partnerships were the focus of the Community Engagement 
publications (86 from 98 abstracts). Whilst this may seem expected, all Faculties prioritise 
Research, Teaching and Learning, and Service as pillars in their business. It appears these 
pillars are enacted differently across Faculties.

Research question 2: Partnerships abstracts categorized by discipline/fields

Across the 751 abstracts, the most dominant discipline/field of study was Education, with 
266 papers. The next closest area was Higher Education with half the number of papers 
(133), followed by Community Engagement (98) and Science (76). All discipline/field areas 
and their number of abstracts are listed in Table 2.

In reviewing the categorisation of partnerships within the different fields and disci-
plines, the above data set was extracted, and fields with more than 20 abstracts were 
analysed further and displayed in Figure 1.
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As seen in Figure 1, the field of education dominates the partnership literature space 
making up 38% of the publications of the fields with more than 20 abstracts. Indeed, 
when the three highest fields are combined, 58% of abstracts are from education (school- 
based or higher education).

Research question 3: Journals of significance that feature partnership abstracts

The 751 abstracts were sourced from 377 journals. Journals that had published more than 
five publications were collated (a total of 20 journals). Data relating to the impact factor 
and H index was also sourced. This enabled the researchers to assess the academic rigour 
of the journals. Cross-tabulation with the pillar was conducted to examine any trends 
between the pillar and the academic value of the journal.

The top two journals that publish articles about university and stakeholder 
partnerships are not ranked in Scimago Journal, Country Rank, or Web of 
Science. These two journals were primarily published in the pillars of Teaching 
and Learning, and Service. In addition, out of the 20 journals, 13 had no impact 

Table 2. Major disciplines/fields.
Major Field Number of Abstracts

Agriculture 9
Commerce, Management, Tourism and Services 53
Community Engagement 98
Creative Arts and Writing 17
Education 266
Health 46
Higher Education 133
Industry 11
Law 5
Science 76
Social Sciences 11
Technology and ITC 26

Technology
4%

Commerce 
8%

Community 
Engagement 

14%

Educa�on 
38%

Health 
6%

Higher 
Educa�on 

19%

Science
11%

Technology Commerce
Community Engagement Educa�on
Health Higher Educa�on

Figure 1. Fields with more than 20 abstracts.
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factor, and two had low impact factors (0.404; 0.62). From the list of 20 journals, 
only two were ranked as Q1 journals. As evident from this analysis, the journals 
that contain partnership research are more likely to be not ranked at all or not 
ranked highly against current research quality standards. Given the current 
research metrics of academic institutions, this is significant as the majority of 
these journals would not meet the higher education metric of a high-quality 
publication. The two highest-ranking journals (in terms of impact factor) in the 
analysis were predominantly located with the Research categorised abstracts 
(13 out of 14 abstracts).

Research question 4: Countries/regions of publication

Another variable statistically tested investigated major contributing countries. From the 
65% of papers that included country details, a significant frequency pattern emerged. As 
can be seen in Figure 2, abstracts published by the United States of America authors 
dominate the publications, followed by Australia and the UK. It needs to be noted that the 
journals were in English, hence this excludes many countries.

When these major countries are cross-tabulated with pillars it presents some interest-
ing findings showing each country has different priority areas for partnership publications 
(see Table 3).

The data suggests publishing papers on partnerships is more valued in the USA, which 
dominated with 46% of the papers compared to the other major contributing nations. 
This is further highlighted through the USA journal dedicated to professional develop-
ment schools (PDS) partnership publications, which enabled 33 publications dedicated to 
this funded programme (22% of all USA papers and 39% of the Teaching and Learning 

Figure 2. Major contributing countries with greater than 10 abstracts.

Table 3. The top three major countries cross-tabulated with pillars.
Country Teaching and Learning Service Research

USA 84 (56%) 55 (37%) 11 (7%)
Australia 59 (58%) 31 (31%) 11 (11%)
UK 26 (48%) 14 (26%) 14 (26%)
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papers). The other major countries’ abstracts focused on various partnerships, with no 
recognisable repetition of overarching projects or programmes.

Research question 5: Evident trends from partnership literature

The findings of the systematic literature review established that authors are publishing 
about partnerships across all pillars of university business. Three main trends emerge from 
this literature review that are important for consideration for the future direction of 
university and stakeholder partnerships.

The first trend is that most publications in the partnership and higher education field 
align with Teaching and Learning and are published primarily in lower-ranked journals. As 
the literature review highlighted, partnerships can support future recruitment and are 
often seen as a way to bridge the theory – practice gap and support student employability 
(Schulte et al., 2017). The emphasis of publications on stakeholder and university partner-
ships in this pillar may be due to pressure on universities to increase the employability 
and skills of their graduates (Ferns et al., 2019; Grudnoff et al., 2017). The priority to 
improve graduate employability may also account for the overrepresentation of the 
Education and Community Engagement fields (two of the highest published fields). The 
Teaching and Learning publications focused on improving curriculum outcomes, teach-
ing and learning programs, and work-integrated learning skills. Service publications 
focused on improving social outcomes and societal issues. These fields tended to be 
published in what would be considered lower-ranked journals.

Second, universities’ funding and economic imperatives have influenced the partner-
ship field. When considering the economic business of universities, Research relies on 
grants, commercialisation, and patents (Eddy, 2010); Teaching and Learning rely on 
student fees; and Service often relies on community grants. The findings indicate partner-
ships in the Service field do not translate into high research outcomes as these abstracts 
were least visible in higher-ranked journals. This finding illustrates Jongbloed et al. (2008) 
and Benneworth and Jongbloed’s (2010) findings concerning the value placed on Service- 
related work and a call for the valorisation of the commercialisation of Humanities, Arts, 
and Social Sciences, which is lacking. The Research pillar accounts for the least number of 
abstracts across the three pillars. Still, these are published in higher-ranked journals and 
are often linked to economic imperatives for universities. Where stakeholder and uni-
versity research partnerships do feature, it is in the field of Science, and these are 
published predominately in higher-ranked journals. The publications reviewed report 
on science-based research outcomes, commercialisation, and patents that were, in the 
main, linked to industry research grants. When considering the traditional valorisation of 
university business, the dominance of research and science partnership publications in 
high-ranking journals places a higher value on economic contributions from commercia-
lisation, grants, income, and patents (Atta-Owusu et al., 2021; Benneworth & Jongbloed,  
2010).

Finally, the findings also indicate dominance in the geographical location of publica-
tions on partnerships. The USA accounted for almost half of the publications available, 
followed by Australia. In the USA context, a significant number of publications related to 
PDS projects, which are partnerships in which schools and universities work together to 
improve the preparation of quality teachers (Carpenter & Sherretz, 2012). These 
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partnerships generally have funding, however some publications discuss the challenges 
when accreditation bodies suggest scaling up, or situations in which funding decreases or 
disappears (Adair Breault, 2013). While the Research pillar publications, in the most part, 
appeared to be funded by industry or research grants, funding for Teaching and Learning 
and Service projects were often raised as issues in the abstracts. A lack of funding impacts 
academic publishing. The number of PDS publications is an indicator of the impact 
funding can have on an academic’s capacity to share knowledge and theorise partnership 
work.

Limitations

This review includes abstracts from 2008 to 2018. Due to one of the researchers experien-
cing a significant illness, the publication of this data was paused. After discussion, the 
researchers decided the data provided valuable information for the academic world and 
believed it was still relevant given the continued limited and fragmented research atten-
tion given to university partnerships (see Rossoni et al., 2023 discussion on barriers to 
university collaboration). As recent literature suggests, challenges continue to exist for 
developing and sustaining university partnerships in relation to resources, higher value 
on scientific research agendas over social enterprise such as work the Arts (Kottmann & 
Jongbloed, 2023) as well as the importance of greater theorisation around partnership 
work (Gutierrez, 2024).

Discussion

This systematic literature review focused on abstracts published about stakeholder and 
university partnerships. It reviewed 751 abstracts and categorised them to identify find-
ings based on the pillars of the university, discipline/field, journal significance, and global 
reach of publications. The frequency data and visual representations allow interpretation 
of types of partnerships that exist across Faculties and their alignment with the university 
business pillars of Research, Teaching and Learning, and Service. It is universally agreed 
that higher education needs to create effective and sustainable partnerships with stake-
holders to ensure relevance and financial security now and in the future (Ingleby, 2015). 
This requires recognition that partnerships are important and represented in multiple 
publication platforms and across all fields. The findings from this systematic literature 
review highlight a potential devaluing of research into partnerships that align with 
Teaching and Learning, and Service, as these pillars are often published in lower-ranked 
journals. This is confirmed by Atta-Owusu et al. (2021), who suggest universities may focus 
more on their research mission to the detriment of setting up industry partnerships. 
Jongbloed et al. (2008) also raise issues around the lack of resourcing and valuing of 
service-based work with communities that focus on social good and do not produce 
a commercial or research product. To remain relevant and respond to changing govern-
ment, industry, and community needs, universities must prioritise their business around 
all core pillars and explore the myriad of ways that these partnerships can be enacted. 
There is a concern that if partnerships are the future direction and mission of universities, 
evidence-based decisions on how to achieve successful and sustainable partnerships, best 
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practices, and lessons learnt are undervalued in the research using current metrics, which 
often drive grant decision-making processes.

In addition, much could be learned from fields such as Education and Community 
Engagement (where partnership research dominates) around effective negotiation, develop-
ment, and management of sustainable partnerships. It may also be worth supporting those in 
this pillar to theoretically conceptualise partnerships allowing knowledge sharing and 
research validation of this work. Countries worldwide are beginning to rethink how they 
fund and value research and are increasingly interested in metrics that demonstrate impact 
on stakeholders. Notably, universities may wish to reconsider the traditional arbitrary separa-
tion of Research, Teaching and Learning, and Service to define their core business and work 
allocations. As impact and engagement become greater priorities, universities should look to 
those with expertise in managing and sustaining partnerships and support them to share 
their knowledge through both traditional internationally accessible research outputs and 
locally accessible stakeholder reports.

This paper has provided insights into research on university partnerships that can inform 
future direction. The review demonstrated that this field is complex and underdefined. Given 
the importance of partnerships in contemporary university missions, there needs to be 
a concerted effort to encourage those with significant experiential and historical understand-
ing of partnerships to contribute to theorising this important area. Universities and funding 
bodies should raise the value of stakeholder impact metrics to recognise the impact partner-
ships have on the end user. This may require changing funding models for internal university 
business and external grants. It may even require rethinking the categorisation of academic 
work, traditionally classified against Teaching and Learning, Research, and Service. If we return 
to the substantive mission of universities, to create, disseminate, and utilise knowledge that 
services society and community, all university business should prioritise and support partner-
ship work across all Faculties to ensure universities represent the needs of those they serve.
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