
 

From Survey “The SSI project has created relationships that will 

persist beyond this specific project.  Current stakeholders will be 

natural participants in future projects because we already know each 

other, know what each has to offer, and have a productive 

collaboration to build upon. “ 

  

  

1 2 3 4 5 

1. Sustainability science: Stakeholders,  scholarship, action (α=0.85) 

~I want to help empower stakeholders to have a voice in the research. 0.76 0.24 0.09 0.14 0.19 0.59 

 ~they will help me be the kind of scholar I want to be. 0.73 0.08 0.15 0.17 0.00 0.70  

~of the satisfaction I experience from taking on interesting challenges. 0.73 0.29 0.08 -0.10 0.11 0.64 

 ~I really enjoy working with stakeholders. 0.72 0.34 -0.03 0.06 -0.05 0.65 

 ~it makes my research relevant and locally appropriate. 0.69 0.12 0.10 0.32 -0.20 0.65 

 ~I don't have the right to exclude stakeholders from processes that may impact them. 0.60 0.03 -0.21 0.16 0.33 0.54 

2. Boundary spanning for sustainability: Disciplines, Institutions (α=0.73)   

~I enjoy learning from people with different types of knowledge. 0.25 0.78 -0.07 -0.09 0.04 0.69 

~it will help ensure the sustainability of the issue(s)  I study/care about. 0.20 0.74 0.13 0.36 0.00 0.73 

~their involvement in this research is more likely to influence individual/institutional action. 0.38 0.57 0.17 0.13 -0.01 0.51 

3. SSI as factor (α=0.76)   

~of the funding SSI provides. 0.03 0.24 0.86 0.14 -0.09 0.83 

~SSI requires me to include them. 0.12 -0.06 0.86 -0.07 0.16 0.79 

4. Societal and broader impacts (α=0.61)   

~I feel like I've failed if my research isn't used by society. 0.06 0.29 -0.25 0.82 0.10 0.83 

~I believe the issue I study is in a state of crisis. 0.29 -0.25 0.25 0.64 0.02 0.62 

~it will help me educate and train citizens, a central goal in my work. 0.20 0.38 0.15 0.54 0.19 0.54 

5. Departmental factor  (α=0.65)              

~my department required my participation. -0.14 0.01 0.20 0.07 0.87 0.82 

~it helps me bring on more graduate students. 0.28 0.03 -0.11 0.08 0.82 0.77 

Totals 

Eigenvalues 4.98 1.75 1.67 1.32 1.18 10.9 

Percent of variance (%) 31.5 10.91 10.41 8.27 7.36 68.5 

Our overarching objective was to identify approaches to linking knowledge with 

action to improve our collective work in an engaged learning organization. An 

understanding of how people work together across disciplines and across 

University-community boundaries allows us to learn from each other what 

works well and identify potential vulnerabilities to improve the ways we work 

together over time to build resilience and sustain partnerships. We draw on 

studies of resilience in social ecological systems (Walker, 2004), collaboration 

on interdisciplinary teams (Dewulf et al. 2007, Thompson, 2009) and theories of 

communication (Daniels & Walker, 2001)  in the development of our 

constructivist inquiry approach (Lincoln and Guba, 1985). 
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Workshop with pre and post-test evaluation  

(October 2012) 

 

Questionnaires, purposive and comprehensive sampling 

1) Paper-based questionnaire on learning experience preferences at SSI 
retreat (May 16, 2012; n=50) 

2) Online questionnaire using Qualtrics survey software (n=155) 

3) Statistics: Descriptive, Principal Components Analysis (PCA) 
 

Inductive content analysis of transcripts, Grounded Theory  

Three-stage triangulation of interviews to 
develop code book (n=15) 

Coding with NVivo 9, 614 pages of transcript 

Semi-structured interviews with SSI faculty and graduate students 
(n=41) 

On going participant observations at  monthly SSI All-Team Meetings 
and associated events 

Iterative 

formal and 

informal 

feedback 

cycles to  

SSI teams & 

management 

Our results emphasize who researchers engage, how they engage and respective level of involvement in SSI research. We found that researchers described stakeholders following a distinct typology and we propose a nested framework 

that considers stakeholders at individual, organizational, community, societal and more-than-human scales. We identified the mean level of involvement by stakeholder type and noted that researchers saw themselves as most involved, 

followed by SSI as an organization, municipal officials, state agencies and non-profit organizations. More than 50% of respondents indicated that their engagement with specific stakeholder groups, including with individual citizens, non-

profit organizations, state agencies and tribal communities, began within the grant cycle. An principal components analysis revealed patterns in the reasons respondents gave for why they engage stakeholders. A commitment to 

sustainability science principles emerged as a key factor (eigenvalue=4.98, VAR=31.5%). We found that 69% (n=57) reported that they feel they are getting better at stakeholder engagement and 88% (n=72) said that they intend to 

continue to engage stakeholders after the grant is finished. We conclude that these findings demonstrate potential sources of resilience, an important consideration in planning for the future of sustainability science in the State. 
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Figure 3. Self-reported likelihood of continuing to engage stakeholders after grant (n=82). 88% indicated on going commitment.  

“I was motivated to engage stakeholders in 

my SSI project(s) because . . .” 

Knowledge of the perceptions and practices of stakeholder engagement allows for active 

feedback to promote learning and address potential vulnerabilities for improved resilience. 

We now understand the ways in which SSI researchers describe stakeholders and the mean 

level of involvement. Here we see a strength in the high degree of engagement with 

municipal officials, state agencies and non-profit organizations and a potential area of 

improvement in expanding engagement with underserved groups such as K-12 schools and 

tribal communities. Our results on communication frequency demonstrate that researchers 

are in contact with key stakeholders  on a monthly or quarterly basis and this finding  

provides guiding research questions for future studies: is this adequate frequency from a 

stakeholder perspective? K-A research on partnership preferences indicates that this 

frequency may be acceptable for municipal officials due to their interest in consulting and 

facilitating roles (Hutchins et al., 2011), which may not require daily or weekly contact.  

 

The results from the Principal Components Analysis demonstrate that researcher motivations 

for stakeholder engagement align with issues of democratic engagement, boundary crossing, 

making research relevant and interdisciplinarity. Other motivation factors include broader 

societal impacts, SSI, and departmental commitments. Our result that 69% of respondents 

feel that they are getting better at stakeholder engagement shows active social learning, 

which is considered a source of resilience (Folke et al., 2010). The finding that SSI 

researchers intend to maintain their stakeholder engagement is another potential source of 

resilience and  an area for on going investigation as the organization changes over time.   

 

Please see attached handout for references. 

Figure 1. Proposed stakeholder typology based on stakeholder 

qualitative interview data  

Table 1. Communication frequency  among researchers  and self-reported 

stakeholders 

Figure 2. Mean level of involvement by stakeholder category for all possible stakeholders as identified in the 
interviews (n≈70; 1=Not involved, 4=Very involved) 

3. Why we engage 

4. Sources of resilience 

Specifically we intended to: 

1) Assess the K↔A frameworks guiding 

sustainability science projects within individual 

teams, between teams within SSI, and among 

SSI teams and their defined stakeholders. 

2) Explore and describe opportunities and 

complexities for working across disciplines and 

with stakeholders. 

3) Generate data to guide the development of a 

workshop to improve collaboration and efforts to 

link knowledge and action. 

  

Daily Weekly 
Bi-

Weekly 
Monthly Quarterly Annually Never 

Cooperative Extension 0 0 1 9 8 9 4 

Departmental 

colleagues  
6 9 4 11 10 1 0 

Federal 

agencies/officials 
2 2 2 7 13 9 2 

SSI team members 12 16 8 12 7 5 1 

Future generations 7 6 1 1 3 5 7 

Individual citizens 0 8 5 10 18 9 9 

K-12 schools 0 1 1 2 7 7 8 

More-than-human 

world 
7 2 1 2 1 2 1 

Municipal officials 0 1 2 14 21 9 7 

NSF 0 0 0 0 8 27 9 

NGOs 0 5 3 14 17 17 1 

Private sector 0 2 0 10 16 17 4 

State 

agencies/officials 
0 1 2 22 21 11 2 

SSI 6 6 6 24 14 6 2 

Tribal communities 0 1 0 2 2 4 3 

Administrators 0 2 4 9 14 8 3 

Total 40 62 40 149 180 146 63 

2. How we engage 

69% agree they are getting better at stakeholder engagement. 

Rotated Component Matrix 
 Communalities 

Table 2.  Principal Components Analysis of researcher motivations to engage stakeholders (n=75; α=Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficients)  


