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it’s just a, you know – when we bring them all together it just kind of benefits everyone.” 

Emma (peri-urban district, M3 project) reported, “I think that everybody had a lot to give 

to the whole thing, which was a huge strength.” 

Management. 

Management refers to attempts to manage the behavior of others. Descriptions of 

efforts to focus collaborative endeavors, facilitate discussions, manipulate the behavior of 

others, and employ tactfulness during discussions were also included in this subtheme. 

Management was discussed in 12 of the interviews. Each school system representative 

discussed the concept of Management.  

Participants described the process of facilitating or focusing collaborative efforts 

as beneficial to the process. For example, Danielle (urban district) stated, “I think when 

you have a collaboration, you are going to have a person that facilitates.” She later 

reported employing Management to keep the collaborative group focused on the goals set 

forth by urban district: “There was sometimes when I had to redirect the group, in my 

opinion.” Some participants reported using Management practices to impact the behavior 

of collaborators who were perceived as negatively impacting collaborative efforts. Dalia 

(university) discussed working with an individual she perceived to be Expert-Oriented: 

“In some ways, If I’m being snotty, I’ll say I was managing [her] through my behavior.” 

She later described this behavior in more detail: “I was minimizing her negative reaction 

so that we could begin to move forward.” 

 Emma (peri-urban district, M3 project) described her attempts to manage the M3 

group as one of her contributions to the collaboration: “I think one of my strengths was 

that I’m trying to break things down. Like, ‘Who’s doing this?’ And, you know, ‘You’re 
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doing this part, I’m doing this part.’” Likewise, Danelle (urban district) felt that her 

primary role within the collaboration involved the process of management. Specifically, 

when asked about her role within the collaboration, she responded, “I think you could say 

facilitator. You could call my role the owner of the project…in pulling it together. And 

initiating it. Making sure that we had the piece for the schools’ participation done 

correctly.” 

Assimilation. 

Assimilation refers to the process of entering the group or collaboration, being 

eased or thrown into the collaboration, and references to system entry processes. 

Discussion of these issues were coded under Assimilation when participants referenced 

both the individual and group levels. This subtheme was discussed in 11 interviews. An 

examination of group and individual responses revealed that each of the administrators, 

as well as each university representative, discussed facets of Assimilation. 

Several participants discussed the experience of being eased into the 

collaboration. Katrina (university) said: 

I don’t think that you all were expecting us to come in and just, like from the get 

go, you know, run with something. I think that, you know, you all really tried to 

kind of ease us into the project. 

 

Rachel (university) offered a similar sentiment: “I wasn’t thrown to the wolves in any 

situation. So that was nice.”  The process of assimilating into the collaboration was not 

always perceived as easy. During the university group interview, Ashley (university) 

said, “It was difficult to initially learn and become part of the whole collaboration.” 

Katrina (university) reported that her experience of assimilation took some time, despite 

being supported by other collaborators: “When you come on, you have to kind of learn 
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[the state agency], and then you have to understand the projects, and then understand the 

research that we’re trying to do within the projects.” 

Modeling. 

Modeling refers to demonstration or modeling of behaviors or skills. This 

subtheme was discussed in 10 interviews. Analysis of group and individual responses 

revealed that each administrator and each individual involved in the M3 project discussed 

the concept of Modeling. 

Several participants described the process of modeling collaborative behaviors. 

For example, Debbie (peri-urban district, multiple projects) described modeling 

flexibility for her school district: “So I really felt like we were modeling the ‘what ifs’ 

and ‘how abouts.’” Rachel (university) discussed learning from the modeling of others in 

situations involving aggressive individuals: “It was nice to kind of sit back and see how 

everyone else handles a situation that I considered to be kind of difficult to deal with.” 

Shelly (peri-urban district, M3 project) noticed the modeling of other behaviors: “I think 

you guys were great models for kind of how, when you move into another level of 

education, or in research, this is how to present yourself.” Some participants felt that the 

conscious modeling of professional learning behaviors assisted in promoting those 

behaviors in others. For example, Sean (university) reported: 

We needed to demonstrate things that we did. And the support visits and all those 

kinds of things that were part of the model that [the university] was working on 

were not at all part of what they were doing at [the state agency]. So we need to 

demonstrate how that stuff would work first, I think. 

 

Ownership. 

The subtheme Ownership refers to a sense or lack of ownership, investment, or 

commitment regarding the collaboration or specific projects. This subtheme was 
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discussed in eight interviews. Examination of group and individual responses did not 

reveal group- or role-specific patterns of response for this subtheme. 

Participants reported a sense of ownership or commitment to the project to be 

important to collaborative success. Danielle (urban district) reported, “The commitment 

that was there would be a strength.” A lack of ownership was seen as a detriment, as 

conveyed by Debbie’s (peri-urban district, multiple projects) statement: “I don’t feel like 

the teachers own the process at a level that I’d like them to own it.” Participants also 

discussed a sense of ownership regarding specific project endeavors. During the M3 

group interview, Brandon (peri-urban district, M3 project) described a commitment to the 

behavioral process that was the focus of the M3 project: 

I think for me personally it was trying to continue to keep this alive at the system 

level cause I’m chairing the system level SST committee through our meetings 

with the assistant coordinator, so I’m kind of pushing this out there that we’ve got 

people trained in this. We could come in, we could do some more staff 

development. This does meet best practice, for at least tier 3 behavior intervention 

planning. So I guess I sort of feel invested in it because I participated all along 

and have kind of promoted it as well. So I have a stake. 

 

Formality. 

Formality refers to descriptions of the level of formality or informality within the 

group setting. This subtheme was discussed by two participants. Examination of group 

and individual responses did not reveal group- or role-specific patterns of response for 

this subtheme. 

Both participants who discussed formality found less formality to be more 

conducive to discussion. When asked about strengths of the collaboration, Katrina 

(university) stated, “I think it was a little bit more informal.” Shelly M3 corroborated this 

view: “I think you would tie in a positive feeling with collaboration if you had it in a 
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more relaxed atmosphere.” She also attributed a decrease in formality to feelings of 

increased involvement: “I kind of felt that there was a very easy atmosphere in there as 

opposed to, bringing your homework and presenting it to the teacher. I liked that part 

about it.” 

Outcomes. 

Outcomes refers to perceived or measured outcomes of the collaboration itself or 

the impact of participation in the collaboration on collaborators. Each participant 

discussed various Outcomes of the collaboration. Subthemes discussed under this 

overarching theme included General impact, Evolution, Learning, Emotional Outcomes, 

Sustainability and Generalization, and Relationship Development. Participant support for 

the theme of Outcomes and its corresponding subthemes are presented in Table 34. 

General Impact. 

General Impact refers to perceptions of the general impact of the collaboration on 

organizations or individuals and perceived successes or failures that could not be 

attributed to other outcome categories. This subtheme was discussed in each interview. 

Perceptions regarding the impact of the collaboration were largely positive. Sean 

(university) asserted, “Overall, I think it’s been a great experience for the students.”  

Emma (peri-urban district, M3 project) said, “I thought we got a good finished 

product out of it.” Debbie (peri-urban district, multiple projects) said the following of the 

collaboration: “It’s been good. I think everyone’s been very impressed with it.” Rachel 

(university) said of a project that was perceived by many to be difficult: “They all had 

positive reactions even though it was a difficult experience for everyone.” Some 

collaborators questioned the general impact of the collaboration on the school districts  
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Table 34 

Participant Support for Outcomes and Corresponding Subthemes 

Theme/Subtheme Participant Support 

 University SA UD Peri-Urban District 

 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 1 1 2 3 4 5 

Outcomes * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

General Impact * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

Evolution * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

Learning * * * * *  * * * * * * * * 

Emotional Outcomes *  * * *  * * * * * * * * 

Sustainability and 

Generalizability * *  * *  * * * *  * *  

Relationship 

Development     *  * * *  *  * * 

Note: University – 1 = Dalia, 2 = Sean, 3 = Katrina, 4 = Rachel, 5 = University Group 

Interview; State Agency (SA) – 1 = Tanya, 2 = Rebecca, 3 = Denise; Urban District (UD) 

– 1 = Danielle; Peri-Urban District – 1 = Debbie, 2 – Shelly, 3 = Emma, 4 = Peri-Urban 

District Group Interview, 5 = Jessica. 
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involved. For example, Sean (university) said, “You know, our end goal is to try to 

influence teachers and school districts. I’m less clear about that. I think there’s been some 

individual impacts.” He later said, “So overall, there’s been some good – It’s mixed. 

There’s been some good outcomes, some that are less good.” 

Evolution. 

Evolution refers to growth, development, change, or evolution of the collaboration 

or individuals over time. References to Learning were not included in this subtheme. The 

subtheme of Evolution was discussed in each interview. 

Several participants discussed changes in the collaboration itself. For example, 

Sean (university) said, “One of the things that surprises me – has surprised me about the 

project over time – is that it hasn’t been linear at all. It goes back and forth.” He later 

expanded on this idea: “In some ways how it’s going to work is ongoing. It’s a work in 

progress. It changes. It changed this year from what it was before.” During the university 

group interview, Ashley (university) commented, “Throughout my journey there it’s 

becoming more collaborative.” During the M3 group interview, Shelly (peri-urban 

district, M3 project) discussed the importance of personal growth: “I thought the growth 

from – we were participants, and then we became kind of like leaders. I thought that was 

valuable. You know, sometimes you want to be like, ‘Is this worth my time?” 

Collaborators also attributed changes in their behaviors to their experience within 

the collaboration. For example, Emma (peri-urban district, M3 project) said, “It made me 

much more organized when I’m collaborating and working with other people.” She also 

reported increased flexibility and willingness to listen: 

Before I may have, um, just basically redeliver information, “This is the way it is. 

We’re going to do this and this.” But I think now I’m more, I’m more likely to 
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listen to people and listen to their ideas and maybe changes things based on their 

wants and their needs and their ideas. 

 

Mia (university) said, “I am more comfortable relying on the strengths of others, letting 

go a little.” During the university group interview, Ashley (university) said, “I try to 

listen more.” Debbie (peri-urban district, multiple projects) also described changes in her 

system: “I think we’ve moved a little bit as a system in terms of not just shutting things 

down right away, which is a really exciting change to see.”  

Learning. 

The subtheme Learning refers to comments regarding learning from the 

collaborative experience and perceptions of an increase in knowledge. This subtheme was 

discussed in 13 interviews. Examination of group and individual responses did not reveal 

group- or role-specific patterns of response for this subtheme. 

Participants reported learning about educational and collaborative practices as a 

result of their involvement. For example, Dalia (university) said, “I think that the two 

years on the project probably built my consultation skills and skills at collaborating.” 

During the university group interview, Katrina (university) said, “My understanding of 

the [professional learning] model components became clearer.” When asked what she got 

out of her experience in the collaboration, Danielle (urban district) replied, “An 

experience to hear other’s opinions about this subject which we were working with. To 

hear some of the current research on the subject we were involved in.” Rebecca (state 

agency) stated, “I learn a lot from the different people who are involved. Again, staying 

current, what’s going on currently.” Jessica (peri-urban district, M4 project) attributed her 

learning to the multi-disciplinary nature of the group: “I learned a tremendous amount 
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from the special [education] side. I know the math content, but the special [education] 

side was just fascinating.”  

Emotional Outcomes. 

Emotional Outcomes refers to comments expressing frustration, stress, or burnout; 

calming down from frustration or upset; excitement, enjoyment, or happiness; and 

perceptions of gratitude. This subtheme was discussed in 12 of the 14 interviews. An 

examination of group and individual responses revealed that each school system 

representative discussed Emotional Outcomes. 

Participants reported feelings of frustration in relation to various factors. Debbie 

(peri-urban district, multiple projects) described feeling frustrated and discouraged by the 

impact of competing demands on collaborative efforts: 

It was very discouraging for me that we were at that crossroad where I knew I had 

a principal who was very involved and interested in the training.  I knew I had 

teachers who were invested and definitely were getting from the training all or 

more than what they expected and yet life was conflicting for them.  Um, so the 

[pause] my latest involvement was really a frustration of how do we do this. We 

want to do this, we just don’t know if we can.  

 

Dalia (university) described frustration stemming from her perceptions of the treatment 

she received at the hands of another collaborator: “By the end of the first year I was 

frustrated enough that I wasn’t sure that I wanted to keep going.” Denise (state agency) 

described frustration in response to a lack of perceived involvement and insufficient 

attendance at a professional learning project: “Okay, and that made me mad. Okay? And 

it made me frustrated.”  

Participants also described positive feelings regarding collaborative process. For 

example, Emma (peri-urban district, M3 project) described her reaction to the M3 

group’s communication practices: “Everybody listened to what people had to say, and I 
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felt good about it.” Some participants reported feelings of excitement related to perceived 

success. For example, Rachel (university) discussed encouraging a school system 

representative to think critically about an educational program:  

That was kind of neat to be able to see him – and he honestly went back and 

talked with different people and talked with the principal and tried to figure out 

why did they do that. So it made me feel really good. I was really excited. 

 

Sustainability and Generalization. 

Sustainability and Generalization refers to perceived success or failure to sustain 

or generalize the collaboration, research, or professional learning content. References to 

future behaviors of seeking or not seeking collaboration were also coded under this 

subtheme. Sustainability and Generalization was discussed in 10 interviews. A 

comparison of group and individual responses revealed that each organizational 

administrator discussed this subtheme. 

The university personnel discussed the generalization of professional learning 

approaches within the state agency. Sean (university) said: 

You know, that we can see some concrete evidence of things that are part of what 

we’ve tried to do there are now kind of standard protocol. Which were clearly not 

there before and are clearly not there at other [state agencies]. So I think there’s 

good reason we’ve had a positive impact on them….At least as long as [Denise 

(state agency)] is – wherever [Denise (state agency)] is doing this kind of thing, 

she’ll be thinking in those terms.  

 

During the group interview, university students also perceived this trend: 

Ashley: And they’ve been taking ideas and stuff that we do and just kind of using 

them. And I think we probably do the same. We take a lot of their knowledge. 

 

Dalia: But that’s the whole idea behind the sustainability.  

 

Mia: Yep. 
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Denise (state agency) corroborated these sentiments: “We have incorporated bits and 

pieces of that into what we do.”   

Participants also discussed the sustainability of the professional learning content. 

Shelly (peri-urban district, M3 project) said: 

This is something that I can use next year and the next year and the next year. So I 

think that’s just, it just kind of made it more valid to me that I could now take this 

back to my school to other people, and it can make a difference. 

 

Despite perceiving the general benefits of the professional learning content and 

expressing sustainability at an individual level, collaborators on the M3 project expressed 

frustration regarding a perceived lack of sustainability at the system level. Consider the 

following exchange: 

Evelyn: …I’m not sure that there was a clear expectation for what are we going to 

do now that we know how to do this. Like, we spent all these two years on this 

process, and I don’t know that the people in higher places even understood it. 

 

Shelly: No. 

 

Brandon: That’s one of [my weaknesses]. Lack of administrative support. 

 

Shelly: I said that, too. 

 

Emma: Mhmm. 

 

Shelly: No buy-in. 

 

Brandon: Yeah, we had to have my department set this up, but really didn’t have 

much interest after- 

 

Shelly: Didn’t come. 

 

Brandon: Didn’t come. 

 

Evelyn: I think maybe the first one said hello. 

 

Brandon: And didn’t really sustain anything. There was no responsibility 

delegated to anybody else. There was no administrative buy-in, as you said. So we 



229 
 

 

were kind of – took the ball and ran with it. And I think there’s still, at least on 

my part, the belief that this would be- 

 

Emma: A system-wide kind of thing? 

 

Brandon: It should be system-wide in implementation. 

 

Evelyn: And beneficial. It’s not like it would be, I think, just another piece of 

paper. It’s very beneficial. 

 

Brandon: And this is very useful methodology for functional behavioral 

assessment and behavior intervention planning. It’s what we ought to be 

implementing systematically for at least our tier 3 and tier 4 students. And yet, 

…it’s alive. It’s still out there smoldering in the grass. You know the idea that this 

would become a real wave of change within the school system hasn’t begun to 

happen, so [pause]. And again, there’s nobody pushing it who controls the money 

and authority to get this going. So it still falls back on the grass roots at this point 

to keep it going. 

 

Finally, participants discussed the impact of this experience on their plans to seek 

collaboration in future endeavors. During the M3 group interview, Brandon (peri-urban 

district, M3 project) said:  

I was thinking, “Well, yeah, heck, the teachers in this system are a lot smarter 

than me. I better keep collaborating with them.” [laughter] So, I don’t know, in a 

lot of ways it just reinforced that nature of approach in my work. 

 

Ashley (university) stated on her group interview questionnaire, “I look around more 

widely for people and groups to collaborate with.”  

Relationship Development. 

The subtheme of Relationship Development refers to perceptions regarding the 

development or lack thereof of a relationship between collaborators. This subtheme was 

discussed in seven interviews. Examination of group and individual responses did not 

reveal group- or role-specific patterns of response for this subtheme. 

Some participants described perceiving the development of a relationship between 

collaborators. For example, Danielle (urban district) said, “In the collaboration piece, a 
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relationship had started to develop. An understanding, at least it was supposed to take 

whether it was fully understood.” Jessica (peri-urban district, M4 project) described 

establishing a relationship with professional learning participants: “I was able to connect 

with the teacher group that I was working with.” Shelly (peri-urban district, M3 project) 

described collaboration as a conduit for Relationship Development: “It’s a great way to 

connect – not feel so isolated.”  

Textural-Structural Synthesis Presentation: The Phenomenon of Collaborating in a 

Professional Learning Focused University-Community-School Collaboration 

 The composite textural-structural synthesis of the data provides an understanding 

of how the participants perceived the various themes and subthemes to relate to or impact 

one another (Moustakas, 1994). This aspect of data analysis is meant to represent the 

participant group as a whole by combining the perceptions of all participants. As such, 

the perceptions of the participants regarding the phenomenon under study and the 

meaning they derived from their experiences are not attributed to individuals. However, 

the inter-organizational nature of the current sample resulted in some variations of 

experience that were unique to particular organizational groups. In order to accurately 

reflect the experiences of the collaborative group as a whole, as well as the different 

organizational groups, the current textural-structural synthesis differentiates those 

experiences that were unique to a particular organizational group from experiences 

shared across organizations.  

 The participants in the current study described collaborative process as a complex 

and multi-faceted experience involving a multitude of variables that were interrelated in a 

variety of ways. An examination of the textural and structural experiences of each 
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participant revealed that these interrelated variables, or subthemes, could be synthesized 

into seven main ideas, including Group Composition and Intangible Contributions, Goals 

and Focus, Assimilation and System Entry, Involvement in the Collaboration, 

Collaborative Roles, Personality, and Outcomes. The present textural-structural synthesis 

presents each of these main ideas in the language of the participants themselves. 

Furthermore, the participants’ descriptions of these main ideas was examined in detail to 

ascertain the relationships participants perceived among the myriad subthemes identified 

in this study. An overview of the main ideas and the themes and subthemes participants 

reported to be related to those main ideas is presented in Table 35.  

Group composition and intangible contributions. 

A visual representation of the Group Composition and relevant factors is 

presented in Figure 2. The diverse composition of the collaborative group was seen as a 

strength by collaborators across organizations. The mix of professional backgrounds 

allowed the collaborators to provide different perspectives regarding professional 

learning content and delivery, as well as approaches toward the process of collaborating. 

Many collaborators felt that the diversity of the collaborative group contributed to 

individual learning and personal growth. Furthermore, the different organizations 

provided unique contributions to the collaboration. Specifically, the schools brought the 

consideration of practical issues, the state agency assisted with funding and dissemination 

of information across the state, and the university brought a research and problem solving 

perspective. Collaborators believed that the contributions of each organization were 

needed to make the collaboration effective. 
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Table 35 

Textural-Structural Synthesis Overview 

 

Collaborative 

Structure Communication Characteristics 

Group 

Dynamics Outcomes 

Group 

Composition 

and Intangible 

Contributions 

 Choice   Experience 

 Attitudes, 

Priorities, and 

Beliefs 

 

 

 Intangible 

Contributions 

 Group 

Composition 

 Learning 

 Evolution 

 

Goals and 

Focus 
 Goal 

Misalignment 

 Administration 

and Supervision 

 Time and 

Resources 

 

 

  Culture 

 Flexibility and 

Openness 

 Group 

Composition 

 Workload and 

Involvement 

 Agreement 

 

 

 General Impact 

 Emotional 

Outcomes 

Assimilation 

and System 

Entry 

 Goals and 

Focus 

 Staff Changes 

 Time and 

Resources 

 Supportive 

Communication 

 Clarifying and 

Asking 

Questions 

 

 Competence 

and Skill 

 Personality 

 Comfort and 

Anxiety 

 Culture 

 Flexibility and 

Openness 

 

 Collaborative 

Roles 

 Familiarity 

and Rapport 

 Group 

Composition 

 Workload and 

Involvement 

 Modeling 

 Agreement 

 Management 

 

 

 Emotional 

Outcomes 

 Relationship 

Development 

Involvement 

in the 

Collaboration 

 Goals and 

Focus 

 Time and 

Resources 

 Administration 

and Supervision 

 Brainstorming 

 Clarifying and 

Asking 

Questions 

 Talking 

 Listening 

 Negotiation 

 Body Language 

 Supportive 

Communication 

 Organized and 

Prepared 

 Competence 

and Skill 

 Comfort and 

Anxiety 

 Self-Motivated 

 Passivity and 

Aggressiveness 

 Expert-Oriented 

 Understanding 

 Taking 

Personally 

 Culture 

 

 

 Workload and 

Involvement 

 Ownership 

 Group 

Composition 

 Agreement 

 Power 

Differential 

 Management 

 Familiarity 

and Rapport 

 Emotional 

Outcomes 

 Relationship 

Development 

 General Impact 

Collaborative 

Roles 
 Administration 

and Supervision 

 Goals and 

Focus 

 Time and 

Resources 

 

 

 Negotiation   Group 

Composition 

 Workload and 

Involvement 

 Agreement 

 Relationship 

Development 

 Emotional 

Outcomes 

 General Impact 

Personality  Goals and 

Focus 

 Talking  Flexibility and 

Openness 

 Agreement 

 Management 

 Emotional 

Outcomes 
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 Time and 

Resources 

 Self-Motivated 

 Team-Oriented 

 Expert-Oriented 

 Detail-Oriented 

 Comfort and 

Anxiety 

 Organized and 

Prepared 

 

 

 Workload and 

Involvement 

 Power 

Differential 

 General Impact 

Outcomes  Goals and 

Focus 

 Administration  

 Listening 

 Clarifying and 

Asking  

 Expert-Oriented 

 Flexibility and 

Openness 

 Management 

 Workload and 

Involvement 

 General Impact 

 Learning 

 Evolution 

 and Supervision  Questions 

 Talking 

 Self-Motivated  Power 

Differential 

 Collaborative 

Roles 

 Sustainability 

and 

Generalizability 

 Relationship 

Development 

 Emotional 

Outcomes 
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Nearly every collaborator entered the collaboration with feelings of excitement 

about and a belief in the effectiveness of collaboration. While some individuals 

experienced a decrease in excitement about this specific university-community-school 

collaboration as their feelings of frustration with various challenges grew, their attitudes 

toward collaboration in general did not change. Nearly every collaborator joined the 

collaboration voluntarily, a factor which was seen as a strength by most collaborators.  

Goals and focus. 

A visual representation of the Goals and Focus of the collaboration and relevant 

factors is presented in Figure 3. The collaboration was created with the overarching 

purpose of developing and delivering high quality professional learning and professional  

Figure 2. Group Composition, Intangible Contributions, and Relevant Factors 

Relationship of variables perceived to impact and be impacted by Group Composition 

and Intangible Contributions. Arrows represent perceived directional impact. Boxed 

text represents subthemes of the current study. 

Choice 

Attitudes,  
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Evolution 

Learning 

Group 
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General  

Impact 
Intangible 

Contributions 
Experience 
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support to local educators; however, the collaborators across organizations had differing 

opinions regarding the practices associated with high quality professional learning. This 

made the process of developing projects and sustaining changes in professional learning 

delivery difficult. Furthermore, the different organizations involved entered into the 

collaboration with additional unique goals. For example, the state agency engaged in the 

collaboration with the primary purpose of increasing resources and manpower. The 

university entered into the collaboration with the primary purposes of researching 

professional development practices and building long-term relationships with the state 

agency and local school districts. The effort to conduct research was made more 

Figure 3. Goals, Focus, and Relevant Factors 

Relationship of variables perceived to impact and be impacted by Goals and Focus. 

Arrows represent perceived directional impact. Boxed text represents subthemes of the 

current study. 
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challenging for the university students by limited supervision and guidance. The effort to 

build relationships was made more challenging during initial phases of the collaboration 

by different expectations among collaborators regarding the role of university students. 

Both university and non-university collaborators believed that the university’s focus on 

building relationships increased the power of the collaboration. In contrast, the school 

systems that joined the collaboration did so with the primary purpose of receiving 

training and support in predetermined content areas. Some university collaborators 

perceived this focus to limit research efforts in part because the focus of the school 

systems often changed yearly, limiting the university’s ability to determine long-term 

impacts of the professional learning projects. The school system administrators also 

discussed the secondary goal of building relationships with the state agency and 

university; however, this goal was not addressed by other school system personnel such 

as teachers and support staff. One school system expressed the additional goals of 

engaging in research and increasing teacher ownership over educational practices. 

Goal alignment and prioritization. 

The diversity of the goals of each organization limited the alignment of goals 

during joint efforts. University personnel conveyed the perspective that at times, it 

seemed to fall to the university students to attempt to manage the different needs and 

goals in order to produce a product that was acceptable to all parties. Because the goals 

were more often additive as opposed to conflicting, the university students had the most 

difficulty meeting all goals when the required workload exceeded the time and resources 

available to the students.  
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When the workload involved in addressing all goals exceeded the manpower 

available, the collaborators were required to prioritize the goals and postpone their 

attention to one or more endeavors. The state agency and school system administrators 

were generally supportive of the university’s goal of research; however, the university 

staff was often over-extended and could not address both the professional learning and 

research goals in the time available. At these times, the university goal of research was 

usually postponed in favor of developing high quality professional learning, a decision 

that was influenced by the goal of establishing long-term relationships with the other 

organizations. It is possible that this decision was also influenced by the prioritization of 

short-term contingencies over long-term contingencies. For example, collaborators were 

frequently faced with short-term responsibilities such as developing a training to be 

presented the following week. In contrast, research related tasks were typically extended 

over long periods of time, allowing for the frequent delay of those tasks in favor of more 

immediate professional learning related needs. Over time, this became a source of 

significant stress and frustration, as the students’ primary purpose for joining the 

collaboration was to engage in research.  

Neither state agency nor school system representatives addressed the issue of goal 

misalignment. It is possible that the university personnel’s efforts to prioritize the goals 

of the collaborating organizations prevented those organizations from becoming aware of 

goal conflicts or neglect. 

Assimilation and system entry. 

A visual representation of Assimilation and System Entry and relevant factors is 

presented in Figure 4. The process of entering the collaboration involved the  
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Figure 4. Assimilation, System Entry, and Relevant Factors 

Relationship of variables perceived to impact and be impacted by Assimilation and 

System Entry. Arrows represent perceived directional impact. Boxed text represents 

subthemes of the current study. 
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development of relationships; collaborative roles; and personal, organizational, and joint 

goals. This process was repeated to some degree with the entry of each collaborator or 

organization. The experience of entering the collaboration, as well as the experience of 

accepting new collaborators or organizations, was complex and somewhat challenging 

for nearly every collaborator involved. For incoming collaborators, concerns were often 

centered on personal or organizational goals, establishing collaborative roles, and feelings 

of competence regarding collaborative endeavors. For existing collaborators, concerns 

were often centered on changing relationships and redefining collaborative roles. The 

assimilation process was impacted by several factors which changed over time, resulting 

in differing experiences of assimilation for the collaborators who joined the partnership at 

different points in time.  

Staff changes and personality. 

One factor that seemed to have significant impact on the experience of 

assimilation and system entry was the recurrent change in staff at the state agency during 

the initial phases of the collaboration. Both administrators and consultants changed 

multiple times, requiring state agency and university personnel to begin the process of 

assimilation again with each change in staff. The addition and resignation of university 

students over the course of the collaboration also resulted in repeated assimilation 

experiences, both for incoming and existing collaborators. Changes in university 

representatives impacted state agency, university, and school system personnel. While 

sometimes stressful, the addition of new staff often eventually led to feelings of increased 

involvement and excitement.  
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Experience and anxiety. 

Regarding individuals who were new to the collaboration, previous experiences 

both with collaboration in general and the content of specific professional learning 

projects in particular impacted their sense of comfort or anxiety regarding joining the 

collaboration. Specifically, individuals with more experience in either collaborative 

endeavors or professional learning topics felt less anxiety upon joining the collaboration 

than individuals with less experience. Several collaborators from the university and 

school systems discussed entering the collaboration with insufficient knowledge 

regarding how to collaborate.  

Group composition and culture. 

The composition of the collaborative group impacted the process of assimilation 

for new collaborators due to the differences in backgrounds and personalities of the 

different collaborators. Yearly staff changes within the state agency and university 

personnel resulted in a frequently changing collaborative group. This factor added to the 

complexity of assimilation, especially regarding the process of building relationships. 

The different organizations, and in particular the different school systems, were also 

described as having unique personalities or cultures. As such, the process of assimilation 

varied depending on the school systems involved. School systems that were more 

hierarchical in nature generally required a longer process of system entry and 

assimilation. These organizations were characterized by less flexible decision-making, 

chain of command, and communication practices and structures. It seemed that the more 

political or hierarchical the school system, the more likely they were to have ongoing 

issues that impacted professional learning projects but that were unrelated to those 
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projects. In these situations, collaborators found it beneficial to employ patience and 

flexibility so as to best meet the needs of the systems while maintaining the collaborative 

relationship. 

Workload and modeling. 

At some points in the collaboration, the workload was sufficiently heavy to 

increase the difficulty of the assimilation process. Veteran collaborators attempted to 

minimize this challenge by taking on a greater share of the workload and reassuring new 

collaborators regarding reasonable expectations of skill and knowledge. Several 

collaborators described observing veteran collaborators during the process of 

assimilation, a factor which was perceived to lead to learning and decreased anxiety. 

Behaviors modeled by veteran collaborators included communication practices such as 

clarifying and listening, as well as management practices such as encouraging the 

participation of each collaborator and addressing disagreements with flexibility and 

openness. New collaborators were required to find a balance between observing veteran 

collaborators and attempting increased involvement over time.  

Involvement in the collaboration. 

A visual representation of perceptions of involvement in the collaboration and 

relevant factors is presented in Figure 5. Feelings of involvement within the collaboration 

were linked to several other characteristics of the collaboration, including inter-group 

interaction and planning, attendance at planning meetings and trainings, the amount and 

distribution of the workload, goal alignment, personal contributions, the power 

differential between collaborators, and communication practices. 
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Figure 5. Perceptions of Involvement and Relevant Factors 

Relationship of variables perceived to impact and be impacted by Perceptions of 

Involvement. Arrows represent perceived directional impact. Boxed text represents 

subthemes of the current study. 
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Inter-group involvement. 

Individual involvement within the collaboration and with other specific 

collaborators varied considerably during the course of the collaboration. Sometimes most 

or all of the collaborators involved at any given time would work together, and at other 

times collaborators would branch out to work on tasks individually or in smaller groups.  

The level of involvement between the university and state agency personnel 

changed over the course of the collaboration, as well. While both state agency and 

university personnel perceived this change, only the university personnel articulated 

distinct phases of involvement. Initially, university students were primarily asked to 

provide manpower to established and ongoing state agency projects without being invited 

to assist with planning. During this phase, university students experienced worry 

regarding the perceived benefit of their assistance and frustration regarding the lack of 

relevance between the professional learning projects and their own research goals. Next, 

the university students were given several professional learning projects to design and run 

without state agency involvement. Over time, state agency involvement in the university 

projects increased, and state agency staff began asking for the opinions of university 

students regarding state agency projects. During this phase, the two groups worked 

primarily independently but consulted with one another regarding content and approach. 

Eventually, the groups began to work together again on projects, returning to joint 

manpower with the added component of joint planning. This additional interaction 

resulted in an increase in the workload placed on the university students. While seen as 

worthwhile and an indication of collaborative success, this increase in workload also 

generated significant stress. It is interesting to note that while the university personnel 



244 
 

 

expressed varying emotional outcomes when discussing this aspect of their experience, 

state agency personnel only conveyed general positive feelings regarding their ability to 

work with university personnel. 

Attendance. 

Most collaborators found attendance and perceptions of involvement to be 

correlated. Specifically, physically attending planning meetings and trainings led to 

greater feelings of involvement on the part of all collaborators. Collaborators who did not 

attend meetings consistently were perceived to be less involved than those with frequent 

attendance. Attendance and scheduling were often a challenge for several university and 

school system collaborators, however, due to competing demands unassociated with the 

collaboration. 

Time and resources. 

Collaborators across organizations perceived the workload involved in the 

collaboration as large and challenging. In particular, the university students found the 

large workload to be a consistent source of stress because the workload demands often 

exceeded the resources available to the students. The university students perceived that 

there was a slight imbalance in terms of the workload placed on them compared to the 

workload placed on other collaborators, a factor which might have negatively impacted 

the collaboration. Over time, the state agency recognized the heavy workload placed on 

the university students and reduced some of their responsibilities. 

Teamwork and trust development. 

Collaborators across organizations discussed the importance of sharing the 

workload. The construct of sharing the workload was complex and included the need for 
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each collaborator to pull their own weight, assist collaborators who had become 

overwhelmed, and refuse to take on the responsibilities of individuals who were not 

perceived as needing assistance. Collaborators engaged in these behaviors in order to 

fulfill responsibilities, become involved in the collaboration, and decrease or prevent 

feelings of frustration or resentment in their fellow collaborators. The process of sharing 

the workload often contributed to the development of trust between collaborators and a 

sense of ownership in the final product. 

Insufficient involvement. 

Some collaborators were perceived to not contribute satisfactorily to the planning 

and execution of collaborative endeavors. Three hypotheses were proposed to explain this 

phenomenon. Specifically, one collaborator suggested that the goals between all of the 

individual collaborators were not in alignment, causing the collaborators whose goals 

were not being addressed to decrease their involvement. It should be noted that most 

collaborators responded to issues of goal misalignment by becoming more involved in an 

attempt to address all goals. 

Another collaborator suggested that some collaborators were too prepared upon 

entering planning sessions, preventing other collaborators from contributing fully in the 

decision-making process. Again, it should be noted that most collaborators across 

organizations perceived organization to be a positive characteristic. Furthermore, several 

collaborators who were commended for their organization were also commended for their 

ability to actively involve other collaborators during planning sessions. 

A third collaborator suggested that some collaborators were unable to engage 

fully in the collaboration due to systemic organizational issues unrelated to the 
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collaboration. Collaborators across organizations described experiencing personal and 

professional obligations that were in conflict with collaboration demands. It is possible 

that some collaborators were unable to find a balance between these responsibilities. 

In general, collaborators responded to the unsatisfactory involvement of others by 

attempting to fill the perceived gap left by the uninvolved collaborators.  

Personal contributions. 

The degree of individual involvement was also impacted by the extent to which 

individuals felt that they could personally contribute to the collaboration. Individuals who 

felt competent or comfortable to perform a specific task were more likely to volunteer for 

that task. Within some group compositions, this became an important factor in 

determining the distribution of the workload. The tendency of some collaborators to take 

on tasks that made other collaborators anxious was seen as a strength of the collaboration. 

Communication. 

Communication practices within the collaborative group were also reported to 

impact feelings of involvement. Several collaborators felt that the size and complexity of 

the collaborative group could have led to confusion and disorganization; as such, they 

cited the necessity of clear and consistent communication in maintaining effectiveness. 

The state agency consultants often served as a liaison between school systems and the 

state agency director. The university students also served as a liaison between the 

university faculty member, the state agency administrator, and the different school 

systems.  
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Brainstorming. 

A large portion of the workload involved the planning of future projects. This 

planning was conducted through face-to-face meetings and via e-mail. Both venues were 

perceived as effective means of communication. The act of planning required a great deal 

of discussion, which was facilitated by the communicative behaviors of speaking, 

listening, and asking questions. This process also took a great deal of time, and decisions 

were not made quickly. One collaborator likened the planning process to a wave, and 

several collaborators described it as a back and forth process.  

Talking and Listening. 

Each collaborator discussed the importance of talking and not talking at 

appropriate times. Voicing opinions, suggestions, and feedback were considered an 

important part of the collaborative process, especially during planning efforts. Several 

collaborators also discussed the need to avoid talking at times in order to give others the 

opportunity to speak. They described coming to the realization over the course of their 

involvement that they did not have to speak in order to say that they collaborated. The act 

of not talking was described differently from the act of listening. Listening was also a 

factor that several collaborators cited as important to communication in general and 

decision-making in particular. Some collaborators reported that individuals listened to 

other collaborators during disagreements as well as times of consensus.  

Questions, body language, and support. 

Other aspects of communication included clarifying meaning, paraphrasing, and 

asking for information or feedback. These behaviors were described as particularly 

important when establishing goals and encouraging the participation of other individuals. 
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The practice of paraphrasing was described as effective in calming individuals who were 

perceived as aggressive. Some individuals hypothesized that paraphrasing provided a 

second voice to a suggestion or opinion, increasing the comfort of the individual who 

initially voiced the opinion. Some collaborators experienced anxiety regarding asking 

questions because they initially felt the need to have all the answers. They reported that it 

was necessary to give up an expert role in order to ask questions, which they felt 

ultimately contributed to the development of a higher quality product. Some collaborators 

mentioned that they might have unintentionally conveyed frustration or a lack of patience 

through body language. Finally, collaborators engaged in supportive communications 

such as encouragement of others in order to increase feelings of involvement. 

Agreement. 

At times, the collaborators disagreed on goals or courses of action. During these 

times, the ease with which the collaborative group obtained consensus was perceived to 

be determined by the group composition. Some groups reached consensus more easily 

than other groups. The collaborators attributed this difference to feelings of stress brought 

on by the heavy workload and to variations in the diversity of background experiences 

within the collaborative group, with greater diversity leading to increased disagreement. 

Occurrences of disagreement were not viewed as a negative feature of the collaboration, 

although they did cause some temporary discomfort. Instead, several collaborators 

described disagreements as opportunities for growth and reported that they resulted in a 

better product. Several factors were described as helpful in addressing disagreements or 

challenges. Specifically, collaborators reported the importance of understanding the 
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perspective of other collaborators in addressing disagreements. This was perceived by 

some collaborators to be difficult for collaborators who were very close to a situation.  

When collaborators became upset during disagreements, other collaborators 

generally responded by listening, showing concern, and paraphrasing to demonstrate 

understanding.  Several collaborators also described approaching some challenges or 

disagreements with an attitude of acceptance, which was characterized by refraining from 

disagreeing or becoming frustrated. This behavior was seen as positive by some 

collaborators and negative by others. Conversely, some collaborators reported 

approaching disagreements with persistence, a behavior that was generally perceived as 

effective in obtaining desired results. A few collaborators also reported feeling that 

disagreements and challenges should not be taken personally. While the disagreement 

between collaborators sometimes resulted in discomfort, it seemed as if the group and the 

project grew more as a result. 

Communication with administrators and supervisors. 

For the university students, the process of communication was perceived to be 

complicated by the need to report to two administrators: the state agency director and the 

university faculty member. These individuals were often not present during planning and 

work meetings, requiring that communication be conducted primarily via e-mail or 

phone. When either or both of the administrative individuals were difficult to reach, the 

collaborative group’s ability to make decisions and accomplish tasks was hindered. This 

aspect of the collaboration led to feelings of frustration and confusion for some 

collaborators. The university faculty member addressed the issue of communication as 
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well, reporting that the general effectiveness of the collaboration seemed improved when 

communication was consistent between the university and state agency administrators.  

Power differential. 

Finally, the sense of equity or power differential within the group was related to 

feelings of involvement. Specifically, the relationship between feelings of involvement 

and the power differential within the collaborative group appeared to be bidirectional, 

because either factor could impact perceptions of the other factor. On one hand, the 

degree to which each individual felt involved in the group and contributed to the 

workload impacted their sense of equity within the group, both as it related to decision-

making practices and as it related to a sense of personal importance within the group. 

Conversely, the degree to which each individual felt that the relationship between 

collaborators was equitable impacted their willingness to share the workload and their 

feelings of involvement within the collaboration. Generally, the collaborators treated each 

other as equals, and each collaborator contributed to decision-making practices.  

Management and expert-oriented collaborators. 

Several factors impacted the sense of equity within the collaborative group. One 

of these factors was related to efforts to manage or guide the collaborative group during 

decision-making practices. This practice was perceived to increase equity when the 

individual managing the group made an attempt to encourage participation from each 

collaborator and to inhibit equity when they were perceived to not encourage 

participation. Some individuals were perceived as unable to give up an expert role within 

the collaboration. These individuals were perceived to implement a power differential 

between collaborators by asserting their expertise and minimizing the contributions of 
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other collaborators. Other collaborators sometimes attempted to manage the behavior of 

expert-oriented collaborators by deferring to their expertise on unimportant issues. This 

practice was perceived to increase equity by minimizing expert-oriented collaborators’ 

negative reactions to the contributions of others.  

Familiarity, administration, and goal alignment. 

Other factors that were proposed as possible hindrances to equitable decision-

making practices and communication included the popularity of some collaborators and 

the supervisory role of other collaborators. Specifically, one individual felt that some 

collaborators were uncomfortable disagreeing with individuals who were perceived as 

popular within the group or with individuals who held a position of professional power 

outside of the collaborative setting.  There was also a complex interaction between school 

system needs and equity in the collaboration. Administrative support at the school system 

level increased the freedom of design enjoyed by the collaborators. In contrast, school 

system needs that were not open for debate reduced collaborator freedom in designing the 

professional learning projects and in providing choice to professional learning 

participants.  

Collaborative roles. 

A visual representation of collaborative roles and relevant factors is presented in 

Figure 6. The establishment of collaborative roles was an important and continuously 

evolving task. It was a necessary part of system entry and assimilation, and it impacted 

feelings of involvement within the collaboration. Some collaborators expressed surprise 

at the consistent need to define and redefine collaborative roles. Collaborators described  
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Figure 6. Collaborative Roles and Relevant 

Relationship of variables perceived to impact and be impacted by Collaborative Roles. 

Arrows represent perceived directional impact. Boxed text represents subthemes of the 

current study. 

Collaborative 

Roles 

Negotiation Administration and 

Supervision 

Workload and 

Involvement 

Relationship 

Development 
Goals and  

Focus 

Time and 
Resources 

Agreement Emotional 

Outcomes 

General  

Impact 



253 
 

 

taking on several different roles within the collaboration, including facilitative, 

communicative, and supportive roles.  

Negotiation, goals, and trust. 

The process of establishing roles required frequent negotiation, which involved 

administrators and other collaborators. Several factors were perceived to impact the 

negotiation of and decisions regarding collaborative roles, including goals, the 

establishment of trust, differing expectations, workload, and resources. During the initial 

phases of the collaboration, negotiations regarding collaborative roles required 

consideration of the goals each administrator had regarding responsibilities of the 

collaborators and supervision of those collaborators who were also university students. 

These negotiations took some time to conduct but were not contentious in nature. When 

establishing collaborative roles with different school systems, goals regarding the content 

and amount of training requested impacted the roles taken on by each collaborator. 

Throughout the course of the collaboration, the amount of work required and the presence 

of competing demands also impacted the roles of each collaborator. Furthermore, 

changes in workload, time available, and competing demands required frequent 

renegotiation of roles.  

Differing expectations. 

There were some differences in opinion regarding the roles appropriate for some 

collaborators. In particular, one collaborator who was not in an administrative role 

frequently attempted to engage in a supervisory role over university students despite the 

fact that neither the students nor administrators found this behavior acceptable. 

Administrators across organizations perceived this behavior to complicate the process of 
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establishing collaborative roles. Furthermore, the behavior resulted in considerable 

frustration for the university students and consideration of leaving the collaboration. This 

issue was not resolved, and the individual who disagreed regarding the roles of the 

university students eventually significantly decreased her involvement in the 

collaborative process while maintaining her position within her organization.  

At times, university personnel were not satisfied with the roles expected of them 

by the state agency. At these times, the university personnel attempted to expand their 

collaborative roles by effectively fulfilling their initial responsibilities. In this way, they 

deliberately established trust within the state agency regarding their competence and 

follow through. They perceived this effort to be effective in securing expanded 

collaborative roles; however, the state agency staff did not discuss experiencing changes 

in expectations regarding the roles of university personnel. 

Personality. 

A visual representation of personality and relevant factors is presented in Figure 

7. Personality was perceived by many collaborators to be influential in negotiation roles, 

planning, addressing disagreements, and making decisions. Many personality 

characteristics were described as if on a continuum, with one end of the continuum 

perceived as helpful and the other end perceived as harmful to the collaboration. Some 

collaborators reported that the collaboration itself was strong enough to work around 

difficult individuals in order to keep the collaboration going.     

Flexibility and openness. 

One personality characteristic that was perceived as important to collaborative 

success was flexibility. This was characterized by openness to feedback, willingness to  
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Figure 7. Personality and Relevant Factors 

Relationship of variables perceived to impact and be impacted by Personality. Arrows 

represent perceived directional impact. Boxed text represents subthemes of the current 

study. 
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make changes to products that were perceived as in progress or finished, willingness to 

use suggestions perceived as unlikely to work, and flexibility with personal and 

professional time. Some collaborators felt that approaching discussions with flexibility 

increased the comfort of other collaborators to voice opinions and disagreements. The 

task of frequently changing products was sometimes perceived as draining. Individuals 

who were perceived as inflexible were described as difficult to work with and frustrating. 

When working with inflexible individuals, other collaborators increased their own 

flexibility in response. This practice was perceived to minimize the negative reactions of 

inflexible collaborators and improve the general effectiveness of the collaboration.  

Collaborators across organizations also attributed the characteristic of inflexibility 

to some school systems. System inflexibility was characterized as an unwillingness to 

compromise or adjust goals despite compelling reasons for adjustment, such as when 

research refuted the effectiveness of the system’s original goal or when the original goal 

was not achievable with the given resources.  

Self-motivated and team-oriented. 

The characteristic of self-motivation was described as positive and desirable in 

collaborators. It was attributed to the behaviors of taking on responsibility and 

accomplishing tasks. Some collaborators discussed the importance of being oriented 

toward social or team activities. This was also referred to as being a team player. This 

was seen as a necessary characteristic for working well with others. Some individuals 

perceived the characteristic of organization as beneficial in assisting with planning efforts 

and division of the workload. 
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Expert-oriented and detail-oriented. 

Collaborators who were perceived as expert-oriented were also described as 

difficult to work with and, occasionally, insulting. These collaborators were perceived to 

inhibit efforts to establish equitable collaborative roles. Some collaborators hypothesized 

that expert-oriented collaborators focused on their expertise in response to feelings of 

insecurity. A few individuals described themselves as being detail-oriented, a 

characteristic they perceived to have the potential to inhibit collaborative efforts; 

however, this characteristic was not mentioned by other collaborators. 

Outcomes. 

A visual representation of perceived outcome frequency and sufficiency is 

presented in Figure 8. The collaborators described several outcomes of the collaboration, 

including the general success regarding collaborative goals, learning, evolution, 

relationship development, and the sustainability and generalization of collaborative 

efforts.  

General impact. 

Regarding the general impact of the collaboration, many collaborators perceived 

the experience to be beneficial to all parties involved and found their participation to be a 

positive experience. The state agency received manpower, the university personnel 

obtained research and unique experiences, and the school systems received high quality 

professional learning projects. Some collaborators expressed uncertainty regarding the 

effectiveness of the professional learning projects in changing teaching practices; 

however, other collaborators reported viewing increased teacher engagement in 

professional learning activities when provided through the collaboration. The university  
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Figure 8. Perceived Outcomes of the Collaboration 

Frequency or sufficiency of collaborative outcomes as perceived by participants. 

Boxed text represents subthemes of the current study. 
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personnel felt that the research obtained was limited throughout the course of the 

collaboration due primarily to time constraints and insufficient preparation.  

Learning and evolution. 

Most of the collaborators reported learning something from the experience. 

Specifically, individuals learned about the process of consulting and collaborating with 

others, working with difficult individuals in a tactful way, current research regarding 

professional learning topics, and the perspectives of other groups regarding specific 

educational issues. Each collaborator also reported changes in either personal beliefs or  

behaviors. Regarding changes in beliefs, several collaborators described realizing the 

acceptability of not having all the answers. Regarding changing behaviors, collaborators 

reported increases in the behaviors of relying on others, listening to others, asking for 

information, asking for feedback, responding with flexibility, voicing opinions, 

attempting to understand the perspective of others, encouraging the participation of 

others, and seeking out collaboration in other settings. They reported decreases in the 

behaviors of talking for the sake of talking and criticizing the contributions of others. 

Sustainability and generalizability. 

Several collaborators reported the sustainability and generalization of various 

aspects of the collaboration. For example, the act of collaboration itself was perceived to 

have increased in one school system. Individuals within that school system have also 

begun to expect different practices from professional learning endeavors. Additionally, 

several of the professional learning practices utilized by the university personnel were 

adopted or adapted by state agency personnel for use in other non-collaborative 

endeavors. One collaborator reported that her school system appeared to be increasing its 
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flexibility regarding goals and decision-making. The representatives of one school system 

reported that the practices addressed in their collaborative professional learning project 

had not become system-wide, an outcome which was a source of frustration. The lack of 

generalization of the professional learning content was attributed to insufficient 

administrative support and teacher initiative.  

Relationship development. 

Some collaborators described the development of a relationship between 

collaborators. This was sometimes stated as an increase in trust or sense of belonging 

within the group. It was also described as an increased understanding of the roles of the 

collaborators. Most collaborators also described several emotional impacts of the 

collaboration, including frustration, excitement, and gratitude. 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

Purpose of the Current Study  

 The current study sought to address identified gaps in the literature by exploring 

the collaborative processes involved in a professional learning focused university-

community-school collaboration. The following research question guided the inquiry: 

 What are the university, community, and school representatives’ perceptions 

of the collaborative process involved in a professional learning focused 

university-community-school collaboration? 

This study was conducted to address content-specific gaps in the literature and 

methodological limitations of the current literature base. Specifically, the literature on 

inter-organizational collaboration in education is predominantly focused on collaborative 

outcomes as opposed to the processes that contributed to those outcomes. In a review of 

relevant literature, no article was identified that studied a professional learning focused 

university-community-school collaboration. Furthermore, many articles identified that 

studied collaborative process employed vague or limited sampling procedures, resulting 

in data that might not have been representative of all collaborators involved (e.g. Buys & 

Bursnall, 2007; Frankham & Howes, 2006). Some studies also exhibited vague or 

constricted methods of data analysis, decreasing the trustworthiness or generalizability of 

results (e.g. Baker & Martin, 2008; Deslandes, 2006). In response to the limitations of the 

current literature base, authors have called for more information regarding the process of 

establishing and maintaining effective inter-organizational collaborations with a 
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professional learning focus (Stokols, 2006) and the different types of collaborative 

practices employed in effective collaborations (Goddard et al., 2007). 

 The collaboration under study was an on-going collaboration between an urban 

university in the southeast United States, a state-funded educational support agency, an 

urban school district, and a peri-urban school district. The collaboration was created to 

design and facilitate standards-based professional learning programs to K-12 educators. 

The collaboration, spanning five years, involved collaborators with a variety of 

educational backgrounds, years of experience in education and with collaboration, and 

roles within the current collaboration. The collaborators involved had experienced the 

collaboration at different phases in partnership development, from initiation to current 

practice. Furthermore, the collaboration itself resulted in the development and facilitation 

of 13 professional learning programs designed to meet the needs of personnel from 6 

local school districts.  

 Participants in the current study included representatives of each organization 

involved in the collaboration. Participant involvement spanned the course and scope of 

the collaboration, resulting in a holistic and representative sample of the collaboration. 

The data were collected and analyzed using Moustakas’ (1994) transcendental 

phenomenology methodology, a qualitative methodology that facilitates a holistic 

approach to data collection and interpretation. Both individual and group interviews were 

collected to obtain participant perceptions of the collaborative processes involved in the 

collaboration. The results were presented according to Moustakas’ recommendations, 

including themes and subthemes discussed by the study participants as well as a synopsis 

of participant perceptions regarding the connections between themes and subthemes.  
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Contributions to the Literature 

 This study makes several important contributions to the literature. First, it is the 

only study identified by this author to examine the collaborative processes involved in a 

professional learning-focused collaboration between a university, a state agency, and 

several local school systems. Second, the rigorous methodology and holistic sampling 

used in this study provide thick, rich descriptions of the collaborator’s experiences from 

multiple points of view. Third, the trustworthy results of the study provide support for 

assertions in the literature regarding the importance of shared goals and communication 

practices. Finally, the study provides several findings which have not yet been discussed 

in the literature. These include factors impacting feelings of involvement within the 

collaboration; the importance of assimilating to the project, individuals, and cultures of 

the organizations involved; and the impact of personality on collaborative interaction. 

Furthermore, the myriad and complex relationships between the different variables that 

are perceived to impact collaborative success were explored.  

 Goal alignment in collaborative endeavors. 

 Participants described various aspects of the collaborative structure as important 

to their experiences. Most notably, several participants commented on the complex 

challenges associated with the various goals ascribed by the different organizations. 

Participants across organizations found it difficult to accomplish all goals. They also 

found goals to be incompatible at times. For example, the goal of the state agency to 

devote the manpower provided by the university students toward professional learning 

projects was not compatible with the university’s goal to devote student time towards 

research endeavors. This was consistent with Stokols’ (2006) observation that 
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collaborators encounter progressively more diverse goals as the number of organizations 

involved increases. Stokols went on to assert that the level of difficulty in meeting goals 

increased with the diversity of those goals. Other inter-organizational collaborations in 

education have conveyed similar findings. For example, Baker and Martin (2008), Buys 

and Bursnall (2007), and Miller and Hafner (2008) found that participants attributed 

collaborative success in part to shared goals. In contrast, Platteel et al. (2010) and Rice 

(2002) found that participants attributed some of their collaborative difficulties to 

competing or conflicting goals between organizations.  

 Alignment of goals might have been facilitated by persistent efforts to clarify the 

collaborative goals of all parties, an act that Buys and Bursnall (2007) and Platteel et al. 

(2010) found important to collaborative success. Several factors complicated the act of 

goal clarification during the current collaboration. For example, the frequent changes in 

state agency administration required that collaborative goals be clarified with each new 

administrator. The three individuals who served as state agency administrator during the 

course of the collaboration had dissimilar backgrounds in the area of research, which 

might have resulted in differing opinions regarding the value of and need for research 

endeavors. The third agency administrator, who held the position for four of the five and 

one half years under study, appeared to prioritize applied practice over research. The 

limited communication between the agency and university administrators impeded their 

ability to resolve the issue of their competing priorities. The high workload placed on all 

parties likely complicated this effort further by reducing the amount of time left to devote 

to communication and goal clarification.  
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Collaborative communication. 

 Findings regarding the importance of communicative behaviors were also 

consistent with the literature. Current results support previous studies regarding the value 

of listening (Robertson, 2007; Miller & Hafner, 2008; Coronel et al., 2003; Clark et al., 

1996), asking questions (Frankham & Howes, 2006; Platteel et al., 2010; Robertson, 

2007; Miller & Hafner, 2008), and providing support (Frankham & Howes, 2006; Rice, 

2002). Collaborators in the current study found these behaviors to promote equity within 

the collaborative group, ensure joint understanding of goals, and increase feelings of 

involvement within the collaboration. 

 Participants of this study also found it necessary to voice opinions and provide 

feedback, a behavior viewed as important in previous collaborations (Frankham & 

Howes, 2006; Coronel et al., 2003; Robertson, 2007; Miller & Hafner, 2008; Grundy et 

al., 2001; Clark et al., 1996). It is interesting to note that some participants also found 

value in withholding comments at times, a viewpoint that was not expressed in previous 

studies. Specifically, participants described initially entering the collaboration with the 

belief that they must comment on each suggestion in order to feel that they were making 

an adequate contribution. They reported learning over the course of their involvement 

that this was not always the best course of action; instead, if they agreed with a 

suggestion or comment, there was no need to expand upon that comment unless they 

were providing support. Participants also reported withholding expressions of 

disagreement at times in an effort to move discussions forward, a phenomenon which has 

not been discussed in the literature. According to participants, letting small disagreements 

go allowed the collaborative group to remain focused on larger goals and facilitated 

flexibility and compromise during decision making. 
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 Finally, the current results suggest that the act of planning or brainstorming was 

integral to the present collaboration. The practice of joint planning was suggested by 

Hord’s (1986) model of inter-organizational collaboration; however, a review of 

qualitative studies describing collaborative process revealed limited support for the 

guideline. Specifically, only Rice (2002) observed the importance of joint planning in a 

meta-analysis of qualitative studies assessing collaborative processes involved in 

professional development schools. It is possible that the professional learning focused 

nature of this collaboration required more intensive planning than is needed in service-

oriented collaborations, because the collaborators were preparing to teach skills to others 

instead of applying those skills themselves. As such, in addition to coordinating actions 

and resources, current collaborators were required develop presentations and materials 

that would sufficiently convey the joint knowledge of the collaborative group. 

Furthermore, high quality professional learning endeavors require multiple training 

sessions, a comprehensive knowledge of research-based practices, and a rigorous analysis 

of participant learning and practice (NSDC, 2001; Ryan & Deci, 2000; Lewis & 

Hayward, 2003). In order to meet the unique needs of this collaboration, the group 

needed to pool resources repeatedly through joint planning. Additionally, the process of 

planning professional learning endeavors was iterative, as reported by several 

collaborators, requiring the group to reconvene often while planning each professional 

learning endeavor. The repeated and iterative nature of this process might have 

contributed to participant perceptions regarding the importance of joint planning. 
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 Perceptions of involvement. 

 Perceptions of the involvement of others appeared to be impacted by factors such 

as attendance and workload contributions, a phenomenon that is consistent with the 

literature on inter-organizational educational collaboration (Grundy et al., 2001; 

Deslandes, 2006; Robertson, 2007; Grundy et al., 2001). Generally, collaborators who 

frequently missed meetings or did not contribute to the workload were perceived by other 

collaborators to have limited involvement. In many cases, this led to feelings of 

frustration or disappointment. Participants perceived unequal involvement to negatively 

impact collaborative outcomes, as the knowledge and manpower applied to the 

collaboration were diminished by decreased involvement. Several collaborators 

attempted to address this issue by increasing their own involvement, attempting to fill 

gaps left by missing collaborators, and attempting to help collaborators who appeared to 

be overwhelmed by the workload. 

 Only one study in this area of the literature was found to address perceptions of 

the involvement of self. Specifically, Grundy et al. (2001) briefly mentioned a university 

representative’s perception that teachers felt less involved in collaborations when they 

were not included in the decision making process. The results of the current study not 

only supported this supposition but expanded upon the concept. Collaborators reported 

that the degree to which they felt involved in the group and contributed to the workload 

impacted their sense of equity within the group, both as it related to decision-making 

practices and as it related to a sense of personal importance within the group. They also 

perceived the relationship between these variables to be bi-directional. Specifically, the 

degree to which collaborators felt that the relationship within the group was equitable 
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impacted their willingness to share the workload and their feelings of involvement within 

the collaboration. 

 System entry and assimilation. 

The process of system entry and assimilation was complex and challenging 

throughout the course of the collaboration, a factor which has not been described in detail 

in previous studies assessing inter-organizational collaboration in education. For the 

collaborators in this study, assimilating to the collaboration produced feelings of anxiety 

regarding both professional tasks and interpersonal interactions. The recurrent process of 

assimilation required the frequent establishment and reestablishment of collaborative 

roles, a factor found to be important to collaborative success (Buys & Bursnall, 2007; 

Brandon et al., 2008; Jaipal & Figg, 2011). Furthermore, the ability of novice 

collaborators to contribute to workload and decision-making tasks was hindered by their 

limited knowledge of, experience with, and comfort with both collaborative and project-

oriented endeavors. As such, each change in staff delayed or hindered the collaborators’ 

abilities to accomplish collaborative goals.     

Collaborators attempted to minimize the negative impact of assimilation both on 

the new collaborators and on collaborative outcomes. Several participants described the 

effort of other collaborators to ease new members into the process of joint work. This led 

to feelings of appreciation, increased comfort, and involvement for assimilating 

collaborators. Veteran collaborators also attempted to take on more of the workload 

during the process of assimilation, both to minimize feelings of discomfort for new 

collaborators and to ensure the completion of necessary tasks. 
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The recurrent nature of the assimilation experience was attributed to the frequent 

changes in both state agency and university staff. Collaborators across all organizations 

perceived the impact of staff changes, especially with regard to changes in university 

students. While changes in general staff have not been discussed previously in the 

literature, Weinstein et al. (1991) reported changes in administrative staff during their 

university-school collaboration. Although they did not discuss administrator turnover 

within the context of assimilation to the collaboration, they did attribute their difficulty 

implementing systemic change at least in part to changes in administration. Staff 

turnover, or teacher mobility, is not limited to educators involved in inter-organizational 

collaborations. The NCES reported that teacher attrition increased in rate from 5.6% in 

1987 to 8.0% in 2009 (NCES, 2011). Furthermore, in between 2007-08 to 2008-09, 7.6% 

of teachers changed schools. This resulted in mobility of 15.6% of public school teachers 

between the 2007-08 and the 2008-09 school years. The impact of staff changes on 

collaborative endeavors suggests that individuals involved in education-related 

collaboratives should consider the potential impact of turnover on goal establishment and 

completion. 

Personality and collaborative interaction. 

Participants also frequently discussed the perception that the personalities of the 

various collaborators greatly impacted a variety of factors associated with group 

dynamics, especially with regard to power differential, assimilation, collaborative roles, 

and management. It is possible that the changing nature of the group composition and the 

subsequent recurring assimilation needs brought the impact of personal characteristics to 

light. Specifically, the frequent changes in staff allowed the collaborators to experience 
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the same or similar tasks with collaborators sporting a variety of personality traits, 

highlighting the impact of those characteristics on both group dynamics and the 

accomplishment of goals.  

The construct of personality has received little to no focus in other studies 

assessing inter-organizational collaborations in education. For example, one quoted 

participant in Buys and Bursnall’s (2007) study commented on a balance between the 

personalities of different collaborators, but the authors characterized this quote as a 

reference to skill sets (p. 79). Clark et al. (1996) discussed the importance of personality 

to the acceptability of educational practices, but participants did not link personality and 

collaborative group dynamics. Of the studies reviewed in this paper, only Miller and 

Hafner (2008) recognized the importance of personality to collaborative efforts. 

Specifically, they discussed the perception that one collaborator’s “humble” personality 

was conducive to listening (p. 86) and briefly mentioned the occurrence of personality 

conflicts within the collaboration (p. 100). The authors did not explore these constructs in 

detail, however, as they were deemed beyond the scope of the investigation.  

The frequent and widespread references to personality within the current study 

suggest the need for consideration of personal characteristics when developing 

collaborative groups. The participants of this study consistently identified certain 

personality characteristics as conducive to collaborative success, including flexibility, 

social or team orientation, self-motivation, patience, and understanding. They also 

identified other characteristics, such as expert and detail orientation, as possible 

hindrances. It is unlikely that this list of influential characteristics is exhaustive. Perhaps 

equally unlikely is the possibility that an optimal group composition would consist only 
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of individuals who boast each of the identified positive characteristics. Instead, the nature 

and interplay of personality within collaborative endeavors is likely more varied and 

complex than the current study has identified.  

Features of Successful Inter-Organizational Collaborations 

 The current study offers three distinct and increasingly comprehensive models of 

inter-organizational collaboration: (1) the original Hord (1986) model of inter-

organizational collaboration, (2) a synthesis of Hord’s model of inter-organizational 

collaboration with the literature on the topic, and (3) the Hord-Psimas model of inter-

organizational collaboration. The original Hord model of inter-organizational 

collaboration, which is compared to the literature in Table 2, offered several collaborative 

guidelines organized into five distinct categories: Beginning Process, Communication, 

Resources/Ownership, Leadership/Control, and Requirements/Characteristics.  

 The second model proposed in this study is the Synthesis Model of collaboration, 

which resulted from an in-depth examination of the literature on inter-organizational 

collaboration in education in which several additional guidelines were identified. The 

Synthesis Model expanded upon the original Hord (1986) model of inter-organizational 

collaboration by adding the organizing category of Relationship/Rapport, as well as 

adding guidelines to following original categories: Beginning Process, Communication, 

Resources/Ownership, and Leadership/Control. The Synthesis Model is summarized in 

Tables 19 and 20. 

 The final and most comprehensive model proposed in this study is the Hord-

Psimas model of inter-organizational collaboration, which combines the original 

guidelines proposed by Hord (1986), the additional guidelines identified in the literature, 
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and several guidelines identified by the results of the current study. Specifically, 

participants in the current study identified several factors important to collaborative 

success that have not been identified previously in the literature. The themes and 

subthemes identified in the current study are used to support and expand the Synthesis 

Model of inter-organizational collaboration, resulting in the research-based Hord-Psimas 

model of inter-organizational collaboration. The guidelines of the Hord-Psimas model are 

defined in Table 36. The themes and subthemes from the current study that provide 

support for the Hord-Psimas model are summarized in Table 37. The subthemes related 

to the outcomes of the collaboration are not included in this comparison, as they are not 

indicative of behaviors or characteristics of collaborative process.  

 The Hord-Psimas model of inter-organizational collaboration. 

 The Hord-Psimas model of inter-organizational collaboration is supported by the 

literature on inter-organizational collaboration in education, as well as by the findings of 

the current study. Support for the Hord-Psimas model is as follows. 

 Beginning process. 

The beginning process category of the Hord-Psimas model of inter-organizational 

collaboration includes the guidelines of exchanging services, joint planning, shared 

goals, relevant goals, clarifying focus, and securing commitment from collaborators and 

supervisors. The current study provided support for each of the guidelines within the 

category of beginning process. Furthermore, the results of the current study suggest that 

the category of Beginning Process could be expanded to include the guideline of choice. 

 The guideline of exchanging services was defined as follows: organizations 

should agree upon an exchange of products or services, and each organization should  
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Table 36. 

The Hord-Psimas Model of Inter-Organizational Collaboration: Guidelines and 

Definitions 

Category/Guideline Definition 

Beginning Process 

Exchanging services Organizations should agree upon an exchange of products or 

services. Each organization should offer the other a product 

or service. 

Joint planning Organizations should join forces to plan and execute the 

design of a shared project. Personnel from each organization 

should be involved in developing the nature of the 

collaboration. 

Shared goals Collaborators should develop shared goals for the 

collaboration. Organizations should agree on projected 

results, outcomes, products, and services. 

Relevant goals Collaborators should develop goals that are relevant to each 

organization. This expands the guideline of shared goals as 

simple agreement upon goals does not ensure relevant goals. 

Accounts for the following additional factors: 

Relevance of collaboration to school needs (SC1) 

Encouraging relevant goals (ISPL1) 

Clarifying focus Collaborators should take time to clarify the focus of the 

collaboration. Care should be taken to ensure the 

understanding of each collaborator regarding the goals and 

purpose of the collaboration. 

Securing commitment 

from collaborators and 

supervisors 

Commitment should be expressly secured from both the 

collaborators and the collaborators’ supervisors within their 

given organizations. Securing commitment from  

 organizational supervisors should decrease the competing 

demands on collaborators. 
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Choice Participation in the collaboration in general, and in specific 

collaborative tasks in particular, should be voluntary. 

Communication 

Communication roles 

and channels 

Collaborators should establish defined roles and channels for 

communication to facilitate clear and accurate conveyance of 

information. 

Listening Collaborators should listen to the opinions and suggestions of 

other collaborators to ensure accurate understanding of their 

views. 

Asking questions Collaborators should ask questions of each other. They 

should seek the opinions and advice of other collaborators to 

facilitate open communication. 

Voicing opinions Collaborators should voice opinions regarding possible goals, 

suggestions, actions, and decisions. Care should be taken to 

use clear language and avoid jargon. 

Structure for 

expressing and 

resolving conflict 

A communication structure for expressing and resolving 

conflicts should be established. Emphasis should be placed 

on approaching disagreements with openness and acceptance. 

Resources/Ownership 

Shared workload Each organization should contribute staff time, resources, and 

capabilities. Contributions from each organization should be 

defined during the planning process. 

Mutual funding Organizations should work together to obtain funding, 

possibly from an outside source, for the express purpose of 

supporting the collaboration. 

Shared ownership Shared ownership of the collaboration should develop over 

time. 

Providing assistance Collaborators should provide assistance to one another when 

engaging in collaborative tasks. This can be differentiated 

from the guideline of shared workload in that the emphasis is 
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not on an equitable distribution of work between 

organizations but on individual collaborators providing 

assistance within and across organizations. This can be 

differentiated from delegated responsibility, as well, in that 

the individuals are not assuming responsibility for tasks that 

will be accomplished independently. 

Leadership/Control 

Dispersed leadership Collaborative leadership should be dispersed among the 

organizations. 

Delegated 

responsibility 

Responsibility for collaborative tasks should be delegated 

among the collaborators. Individuals should take initiative in 

assuming responsibility. 

Shared control Collaborators should assume shared, mutual control of the 

collaboration to facilitate congruent effort in accomplishing 

collaborative tasks. 

Strong and supportive 

leadership 

The identified leaders within the collaboration should provide 

support for collaborators by demonstrating effective 

collaborative techniques, negotiating with organizational 

supervisors for time and resources, providing order and 

structure for collaborative tasks, and encouraging equitable 

collaborator participation in discussions and decision  

making. 

 

Equitable value Each collaborator enjoys equitable value within the 

collaboration. As such, each collaborator is treated as an 

equal, and suggestions and opinions contributed by each 

collaborator are given equal weight. 

Requirements/Characteristics 

Expenditure of time & 

energy 

Each organization should devote time and energy to the 

collaboration. 

Action and risks Each organization should take action and risks within the 

collaboration. 
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Frequent meetings Frequent large and small meetings between collaborators 

should be arranged. 

Compromise Compromise is a necessity. Various trade-offs must be made 

by each organization. 

Combined staff A combined staff, in which representatives from each 

organization are present, should be developed. A staff trade 

or loan may be made to accomplish this goal. 

Contributions of  

expertise 

Each organization should contribute different kinds of 

expertise, as this is a primary motivator for collaborating. 

Personality Consideration should be given to the various personality 

characteristics attributed to potential collaborators and the 

degree to which the personalities of different collaborators 

will facilitate or hinder efforts to work together. 

Relationship/Rapport  

Establishing rapport Care should be taken to establish rapport among 

collaborators. Time should be spent prior to engaging in 

planning or collaborative tasks becoming acquainted with 

other collaborators.  

Requesting and 

providing reassurance 

Collaborators should request reassurance from other 

collaborators in times of uncertainty regarding the 

collaboration. Collaborators should also provide reassurance 

during times of uncertainty.  

Social engagements Collaborators should arrange and attend social engagements 

with other collaborators from within and across organizations 

to facilitate interactions removed from the potential stressors 

affiliated with the collaborative tasks. 

Addressing negative 

history if applicable 

Collaborators should address the possible harmful effects of 

previous negative experiences with collaboration. 

Experiences should be addressed regarding previous 

collaborations with different partners as well as previous 
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collaborations with current partners. Any mistrust of 

organizational representatives should be addressed. 

Attempting to 

understand the 

experience of fellow 

collaborators 

Collaborators should attempt to understand the perspective of 

other collaborators. Care should be taken to understand 

experiences and concerns specific to working within the 

culture of different organizations. Collaborators should 

recognize and accept similarities and differences between 

themselves and other collaborators. 

Formality The formality of group interactions should be adjusted 

according to the activities and needs of the group. 

Culture The culture of included and affected organizations should be 

carefully considered at all phases of the collaborative 

endeavor. Adjustments to the cultural needs of various 

organizations should be made to accommodate varying 

cultural needs and priorities. 
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Table 37. 

Participant Support for the Hord-Psimas Model of Inter-Organizational Collaboration 

Category/Guideline Supporting Themes and Subthemes 

Beginning Process 

Exchanging services Subtheme: Goals and Focus 

Administrators involved in the initiation of the collaboration 

reported the goal of exchanging services as a motivating 

factor in participating in the collaboration. 

Joint planning Subtheme: Brainstorming 

Participants reported that joint planning activities led to 

increased feelings of collaboration and involvement. 

Shared goals Subtheme: Goals and Focus 

Competing goals were perceived to negatively impact 

collaborative success. Goals that were shared were most 

likely to be attended to and accomplished. 

Relevant goals Subtheme: Goals and Focus 

Goals that were perceived to be irrelevant to some 

collaborators presented a source of stress and frustration to 

those collaborators. 

Clarifying focus Subtheme: Goals and Focus 

The collaboration might have benefited from efforts to clarify 

goals as administrative staff changed. 

Securing commitment 

from collaborators and 

supervisors 

Subtheme: Time and Resources 

Participants frequently cited competing demands as a source 

of stress and a hindrance to attendance and workload 

contributions. 

Choice Subtheme: Choice 

Participants found the voluntary nature of their participation 

to be a strength of the current collaboration. 
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Communication 

Communication roles 

and channels 

Subtheme: Collaborative Roles 

Subtheme: Talking 

Several participants reported serving as a liaison between the 

organizations involved. Collaborators found both 

communicating in person and via e-mail to be effective 

modes of communication. 

Listening Subtheme: Listening 

Participants described the act of listening as very important to 

collaborative success. 

Asking questions Subtheme: Clarifying and Asking Questions 

Clarifying meaning and asking questions facilitated effective 

discussions, brought participants up to speed, and conveyed 

understanding to frustrated individuals. 

Voicing opinions Subtheme: Talking 

Participants expressed opinions, offered feedback, and 

provided suggestions during planning sessions. Failure to 

voice opinions was seen as harmful to collaborative efforts.  

Structure for 

expressing and 

resolving conflict 

Subtheme: Agreement 

Subtheme: Negotiation 

Subtheme: Taking Personally 

Collaborators reported that disagreement and negotiation 

were conducive to growth when handled appropriately. Some 

participants suggested that not taking disagreements 

personally was an important factor in discussions. 

Resources/Ownership 

Shared workload Subtheme: Workload and Involvement 

The act of sharing the workload contributed to feelings of 

involvement and equity between group members.  

Mutual funding Subtheme: Time and Resources 

Some collaborators reported that additional outside sources 
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of funding might have provided much needed support for 

goals that were not shared by all collaborators.  

Shared ownership Subtheme: Ownership 

Many individuals perceived a sense of ownership over the 

collaboration to be positive and motivating. 

Providing assistance Subtheme: Workload and Involvement 

Some individuals reported assisting collaborators who 

seemed overwhelmed, a behavior that decreased the stress of 

collaborators who received help. 

Leadership/Control 

Dispersed leadership Subtheme: Administration and Supervision 

Each organization within the collaboration included an 

administrator who provided leadership.  

Delegated 

responsibility 

Subtheme: Collaborative Roles 

The establishment of collaborative roles allowed individuals 

to feel helpful and important within the collaboration. 

Difficulty establishing those roles contributed to feelings of 

stress and frustration. 

Shared control Subtheme: Power Differential 

Shared control or equitable decision-making practices were 

viewed by many collaborators as essential to feelings of 

involvement and value.  

Strong and supportive 

leadership 

Subtheme: Administration and Supervision 

Subtheme: Management 

Subtheme: Modeling 

Several collaborators expressed the desire for increased 

involvement of organizational administrators. Participants 

also found the act of organizing the efforts of their peers and 

modeling appropriate collaborative behaviors to be helpful. 

Equitable value Subtheme: Power Differential 

Participants desired a sense of equity within the collaborative 
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group. Feelings of equitable value led to increases in feelings 

of ownership and rapport. 

Requirements/Characteristics 

Expenditure of time & 

energy 

Subtheme: Workload and Involvement 

Subtheme: Time and Resources 

The collaboration required a great deal of time and effort 

from all parties.  

Action and risks Not Discussed 

Frequent meetings Subtheme: Time and Resources 

Subtheme: Workload and Involvement 

Several individuals conveyed the importance of meeting in 

person whenever possible. The construct of attendance, 

which was included under the subtheme of Workload and 

Involvement, was perceived to indicate involvement in the 

collaboration. 

Compromise Subtheme: Flexibility and Openness 

Participants consistently indicated the value of flexibility 

within the collaboration. Compromise was cited as helpful in 

prioritizing goals during times of high workload. Flexibility 

was also seen as helpful during planning efforts. 

Combined staff Subtheme: Group Composition 

Subtheme: Staff Changes 

The collaboration consisted of staff from each organization. 

Projects in which the representatives of one organization 

were perceived to be uninvolved were characterized as 

frustrating and less successful. Frequent changes in staff were 

perceived to impact the outcomes of collaborative endeavors. 

Contributions of  

expertise 

Subtheme: Intangible Contributions 

Subtheme: Experience 

Subtheme: Competence and Skill 

Participants perceived the contributions of others to be a 
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strength of the current collaboration. Individuals described 

making personal contributions in their areas experience, 

competence, and skill.  

Personality Subtheme: Attitudes, Priorities, and Beliefs 

Subtheme: Flexibility and Openness 

Subtheme: Passivity or Aggressiveness 

Subtheme: Organized and Prepared 

Subtheme: Expert-Oriented 

Subtheme: Self-Motivated 

Subtheme: Social and Team Oriented 

Subtheme: Detail-Oriented 

Subtheme: Humor 

Participants in the current study repeatedly discussed 

personality as important to group dynamics, communication 

practices, and outcomes of the collaboration. 

Relationship/Rapport (Organizing Category) 

Establishing rapport Subtheme: Familiarity and Rapport 

Subtheme: Assimilation 

Participants found familiarity and rapport between 

collaborators to impact decision-making and communication 

practices. The recurrent process of assimilation impacted the 

sense of familiarity and rapport within the collaborative 

group. 

Requesting and 

providing reassurance 

Subtheme: Supportive Communication 

Subtheme: Comfort and Anxiety 

Some collaborators described providing supportive 

comments to individuals who were perceived to be hesitant to 

participate, under stress, or uncomfortable with a task. 

Social engagements Not Discussed 

Addressing negative 

history if applicable 

Not Discussed 
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Attempting to 

understand the 

experience of fellow 

collaborators 

Subtheme: Understanding 

The act of attempting to understand the perspective of others 

was perceived to impact the ability of collaborators to avoid 

taking conflicts personally and to assist frustrated or angry 

collaborators to calm down. 

Formality Subtheme: Formality 

Participants found decreased formality to facilitate feelings of 

equity between collaborators. 

Culture Subtheme: Culture 

Each organization within the collaboration was seen to have 

its own culture. Consideration of cultural differences was 

perceived to be helpful in developing shared goals, working  

 together effectively, and increasing involvement across 

organizations. 

 

 

offer the other a product or service. In a review of the literature on inter-organizational 

collaboration in education, support for the guideline of exchanging services was provided 

by the findings of Marlow et al. (2005). The results of the current study also provided 

support for the guideline of exchanging services. Specifically, within the current study’s 

subtheme Goals and Focus (Theme: Collaborative Structure), participants involved in the 

initiation of the collaboration cited the potential benefit of an exchange of services as a 

motivating factor in their decision to engage in collaborative efforts.  

 The joint planning guideline stated that organizations should join forces to plan 

and execute the design of a shared project. Furthermore, personnel from each  

organization should be involved in developing the nature of the collaboration. This 

suggestion was supported by Rice (2002). This guideline also received support from the 
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current study’s subtheme of Brainstorming (Theme: Communication). Participants in the 

current study reported that joint planning activities led to increased feelings of 

collaboration and involvement. 

The guideline of shared goals stated that collaborators should develop shared 

goals for the collaboration. Organizations should also agree on projected results, 

outcomes, products, and services. The findings of Baker and Martin (2008), Buys and 

Bursnall (2007), Miller and Hafner (2008), Platteel et al. (2010), and Rice (2002) support 

this suggestion. The results of the current study are in line with the literature on this topic. 

Specifically, the guideline of shared goals was supported by the current study’s subtheme 

Goals and Focus (Theme: Collaborative Structure), in that competing goals were 

perceived to negatively impact the success of the current collaborative. Furthermore, 

goals that were shared were the goals most likely to be attended to and accomplished. 

The guideline of relevant goals is defined as follows: collaborators should 

develop goals that are relevant to each organization. This guideline received support in 

the literature from the findings of Deslandes (2006) and Grundy et al. (2001). 

Furthermore, participants in the current study reported that goals perceived to be 

irrelevant to some collaborators presented a source of stress and frustration to those 

collaborators, as identified in the subtheme of Goals and Focus (Theme: Collaborative 

Structure). 

The guideline of clarifying focus suggests that collaborators should take time to 

clarify the focus of the collaboration and ensure the understand of each collaborator 

regarding the goals and purpose of the collaboration (Brandon et al., 2008; Buys & 

Bursnall, 2007; Deslandes, 2006; Frankham & Howes, 2006; Miller & Hafner, 2008; and 
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Platteel et al., 2010). This guideline was also supported by the current subtheme of Goals 

and Focus. Specifically, participants felt that the current collaboration might have 

benefitted from efforts to clarify goals as administrative staff changed. 

Finally, the guideline of securing commitment from collaborators and supervisors 

was supported by the subtheme of Time and Resources (Theme: Collaborative Structure). 

This guideline suggests that commitment should be expressly secured from both the 

collaborators and the collaborators’ supervisors within their given organizations in order 

to decrease the competing demands placed on collaborators (Buys & Bursnall, 2007; 

Clark et al., 1996; Deslandes, 2006; Rice, 2002). Current participants frequently cited 

competing demands as a source of stress. They also found competing demands to be a 

hindrance to attendance and workload contributions. It is possible that securing 

commitment to the collaboration from organizational administrators might have 

alleviated some of those competing demands. 

A new guideline of choice is proposed here under the category of beginning 

process. The guideline of choice is proposed as follows. Participation in the collaboration 

in general, and in various collaborative tasks in particular, should be voluntary. The 

proposed guideline of choice is supported by the current study’s subtheme Choice 

(Theme: Collaborative Structure). Participants in the current study found the voluntary 

nature of their participation to be highly valuable, especially with regard to school system 

representatives. Individuals who were perceived to have diminished choice within the 

current collaboration found their lack of choice to be frustrating.  
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Communication. 

The Communication category of the Hord-Psimas model of inter-organizational 

collaboration includes the guidelines of communication roles and channels, listening, 

asking questions, voicing opinions, and structure for expressing and resolving conflict. 

The category of communication also received substantial support from the current study. 

The guideline of communication roles and channels was defined as follows: 

collaborators should establish defined roles and channels for communication to facilitate 

clear and accurate conveyance of information. Support for the guideline of 

communication roles and channels was found in Brandon et al. (2008), Coronel et al. 

(2003), Jaipal and Figg (2011), Rice (2002), Robertson (2007), and Weinstein et al. 

(1991). This guideline was supported by the current subthemes of Collaborative Roles 

(Theme: Group Dynamics) and Talking (Theme: Communication). Specifically, several 

participants reported serving as a liaison between the organizations involved, an act they 

perceived to be a part of their role within the collaboration. Collaborators also found both 

communicating in person and via e-mail to be effective modes of communication, 

suggestions that establishing communication channels was helpful to the current 

collaboration. 

According to the guideline of listening, collaborators should listen to the opinions 

and suggestions of other collaborators to ensure accurate understanding of their views. 

This guideline is supported by the findings of Clark et al. (1996), Coronel et al. (2003), 

Miller and Hafner (2008), and Robertson (2007). The guideline of listening was also 

supported by the current subtheme of Listening (Theme: Communication). Participants 

described the act of listening as very important to collaborative success. In particular, 
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they reported that listening to others promoted feelings of involvement and equity, 

decreased feelings of frustration, and facilitated effective communication between 

collaborators.  

The guideline of asking questions suggests that collaborators should seek opinions 

and advice of other collaborators to facilitate open communication (Frankham & Howes, 

2006; Shank, 2005; Miller & Hafner, 2008; Robertson, 2007; Plattell et al., 2010). This 

guideline was supported by the current subtheme of Clarifying and Asking Questions 

(Theme: Communication).  Participants reported that clarifying meaning and asking 

questions facilitated effective discussions, brought participants up to speed on current 

topics of discussion, and conveyed understanding to frustrated individuals. 

According to the guideline of voicing opinions, collaborators should voice 

opinions regarding possible goals, suggestions, actions, and decisions while using clear 

language and avoiding jargon (Coronel et al., 2003; Frankham & Howes, 2006; Grundy 

et al., 2001; Marlow et al., 2005; Miller & Hafner, 2008; Platteel et al., 2010; Robertson, 

2007; Weinstein et al., 1991). This guideline was also supported by the current study’s 

subtheme of Talking (Theme: Communication). Participants in the current study found 

the acts of expressing opinions, offering feedback, and providing suggestions during 

planning sessions to be highly valuable. Furthermore, failure to voice opinions was seen 

as harmful to collaborative efforts.  

Finally, the guideline of structure for expressing and resolving conflict is defined 

as follows. A communication structure for expressing and resolving conflicts should be 

established. Emphasis should be placed on approaching disagreements with openness and 

acceptance. This guideline is supported by the findings of Clark et al. (1996), Deslandes 
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(2006), Franham and Howes (2006), Grundy et al. (2001), Platteel et al. (2010), and 

Weinstein et al. (1991). Within the current study, the guideline of structure for expressing 

and resolving conflict was supported by the subthemes of Agreement (Theme: Group 

Dynamics), Negotiation (Theme: Communication), and Taking Personally (Theme: 

Characteristics). Specifically, collaborators reported that, when handled correctly, both 

disagreement and negotiation were conducive to growth of the group and more positive 

outcomes. Some participants suggested that it was important to refrain from taking 

disagreements personally during discussions. 

 Resources/Ownership. 

The Hord-Psimas model of inter-organizational collaboration includes the 

category of Resources/Ownership, which consists of the guidelines of shared workload, 

mutual funding, shared ownership, and providing assistance. This category also received 

substantial support from the results of the current study. 

Under the guideline of shared workload, Hord (1986) stressed the importance that 

each organization contributes staff time, resources, and capabilities. Contributions from 

each organization should be defined during the planning process, according to this 

guideline. This guideline was supported by the findings of Baker and Martin (2008), 

Brandon et al. (2008), Clark et al. (1996), Deslandes (2006),  Grundy et al. (2001), Jaipal 

and Figg (2011), Marlow et al. (2005), and Robertson (2007). The Hord-Psimas model 

guideline of shared workload is also supported by the current results through the 

subtheme of Workload and Involvement (Theme: Group Dynamics). Participants in the 

current study reported that the act of sharing the workload with other collaborators 

contributed to feelings of involvement and equity between group members.  
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The guideline of mutual funding stated that organizations should work together to 

obtain funding, possibly from an outside source, for the express purpose of supporting the 

collaboration. This guideline is supported by the findings of Baker and Martin (2008), 

Deslandes (2006), and Rice (2002). Within the current study, the guideline mutual 

funding was supported by the current subtheme of Time and Resources (Theme: 

Collaborative Structure). Some collaborators reported that additional outside sources of 

funding might have provided much needed support for goals that were not shared by all 

collaborators. As the inability to adequately address non-shared goals was a source of 

stress and frustration, it is likely that increasing the ability of collaborators to address all 

goals through additional funding would have been helpful.  

The guideline of shared ownership stated that shared ownership of the 

collaboration should develop over time and is supported by the findings of Jaipal and 

Figg (2011). Current findings also provided support of shared ownership through the 

subtheme of Ownership (Theme: Group Dynamics). Current participants perceived a 

sense of ownership over the collaboration as their feelings of involvement grew. They 

found this sense of ownership to be positive and motivating. 

 Finally, the guideline of providing assistance is defined as follows. Collaborators 

should provide assistance to one another when engaging in collaborative tasks. This can 

be differentiated from the guideline of shared workload in that the emphasis is not on an 

equitable distribution of work between organizations but on individual collaborators 

providing assistance within and across organizations. This can be differentiated from 

delegated responsibility, as well, in that the individuals are not assuming responsibility 

for tasks that will be accomplished independently. The guideline of providing assistance 
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is supported by the findings of Clark et al. (1996), Coronel et al. (2003), Grundy et al. 

(2001), Jaipal and Figg (2011), and Marlow et al. (2005). Within the current study, the 

guideline of providing assistance received support from the subtheme of Workload and 

Involvement (Theme: Group Dynamics). Some individuals reported assisting 

collaborators who seemed overwhelmed by their workload. This behavior decreased the 

stress of collaborators who received help and increased feelings of camaraderie within the 

collaborative group. 

 Leadership/Control. 

The Hord-Psimas model of inter-organizational collaboration includes the 

category of Leadership/Control, which consists of the guidelines of dispersed leadership, 

delegated responsibility, shared control, strong and supportive leadership, and equitable 

value. The results of the current study provided substantial support for the category of 

leadership/control. 

According to the guideline of dispersed leadership, collaborative leadership 

should be dispersed among the organizations. This suggestion is supported by the 

findings of Miller and Hafner (2008), Jaipal and Figg (2011), and Weinstein et al. (1991). 

The current study also provided support for this guideline through the subtheme of 

Administration and Supervision (Theme: Collaborative Structure). Each organization in 

the current collaboration included an administrator who provided leadership within the 

collaboration itself. It is important to note that this feature of the current collaboration 

was seen as most positive when the organizational administrators were in frequent 

communication with one another. In contrast, when communication between 

administrators was infrequent or ineffective, participants reported difficulty making 
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decisions and feelings of frustration related to the dispersed leadership within the 

collaboration. 

The guideline of delegated responsibility stated that responsibility for 

collaborative tasks should be delegated among the collaborators, and individuals should 

take initiative in assuming responsibility. The construct of delegated responsibility is 

supported by the findings of Buys and Bursnall (2007), Clark et al. (1996), Jaipal and 

Figg (2011), and Platteel et al. (2010), as well as the current subtheme of Collaborative 

Roles (Theme: Group Dynamics). Within the current collaboration, the establishment of 

collaborative roles allowed individuals to feel helpful and important. Difficulty 

establishing those roles contributed to feelings of stress and frustration. 

The guideline for shared control stated that collaborators should assume shared, 

mutual control of the collaboration to facilitate congruent effort in accomplishing 

collaborative tasks. This guideline received support from the findings of Brandon et al. 

(2008), Coronel et al. (2003), Grundy et al. (2001), Miller and Hafner (2008), Rice 

(2002), Robertson (2007), and Weinstein et al. (1991). Within the current study, the 

guideline of shared control was supported by the subtheme Power Differential (Theme: 

Group Dynamics). Participants reported that shared control and equitable decision-

making practices were essential to feelings of involvement and value. Given the 

importance of goal alignment noted by the participants of this study, it is possible that 

shared control might contribute to collaborative success by assisting with the 

development of goals that are shared and relevant to each organization.  

Strong and supportive leadership is defined as follows. The identified leaders 

within the collaboration should provide support for collaborators by demonstrating 
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effective collaborative techniques, negotiating with organizational supervisors for time 

and resources, providing order and structure for collaborative tasks, and encouraging 

equitable collaborator participation in discussions and decision making (Buys & Bursnall, 

2007; Grundy et al., 2001; Jaipal & Figg, 2011; Platteel et al., 2010; Rice, 2002). The 

guideline of strong and supportive leadership was supported by the subthemes of 

Administration and Supervision (Theme: Collaborative Structure), Management (Theme: 

Group Dynamics), and Modeling (Theme: Group Dynamics). Specifically, several 

collaborators within the current study expressed the desire for increased involvement of 

organizational administrators. Participants found the act of organizing the efforts of their 

peers to be helpful in moving the group forward and assisting with the development of a 

satisfactory product. They also reported modeling appropriate collaborative behaviors to 

be helpful in assisting incoming collaborators to determine appropriate modes of 

interaction when engaging in unfamiliar collaborative activities. 

 The final guideline within the category of Leadership/Control is the guideline of 

equitable value. According to the guideline of equitable value, each collaborator should 

be treated as an equal. Furthermore, the suggestions and opinions contributed by each 

collaborator should be given equal weight. This guideline is supported by the findings of 

Coronel et al. (2003), Deslandes (2006), Frankham and Howes (2006), Grundy et al. 

(2001), Marlow et al. (2005), Miller and Hafner (2008), Platteel et al. (2010), Rice 

(2002), and Robertson (2007). Within the current study, the guideline of equitable value 

was supported by the subtheme of Power Differential (Theme: Group Dynamics). 

Participants desired a sense of equity within the collaborative group. Furthermore, 
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feelings of equitable value led to increases in feelings of ownership and rapport, whereas 

feelings of inequitable value led to feelings of frustration and insult. 

 Requirements/characteristics. 

The category of Requirements/Characteristics includes the guidelines of 

expenditure of time and energy, action and risks, frequent meetings, compromise, 

combined staff, and contributions of expertise. The guideline of action and risks, while 

supported by previous literature on collaboration in education, was not discussed in the 

current study. However, the majority of the guidelines in this category received support 

from the results of the current study. Furthermore, the results of the current study suggest 

that the category of requirements/characteristics could be expanded to include the 

guideline of personality. 

The guideline of expenditure of time and energy stated that each organization 

should devote time and energy to the collaboration and is supported by the findings of 

Jaipal and Figg (2011), Platteel et al. (2010), and Rice (2002). This guideline also 

received support from the current subthemes of Workload and Involvement (Theme: 

Group Dynamics) and Time and Resources (Theme: Collaborative Structure). 

Participants reported that the collaboration required a great deal of time and effort from 

all parties. Furthermore, participants perceived the decreased time and energy expended 

by some participants to negatively impact collaborative efforts.  

According to the guideline of action and risks, each organization should take 

action and risks within the collaboration, a suggestion supported by the findings of Jaipal 

and Figg (2011) and Platteel et al. (2010). The participants within the current study did 

not address issues of action and risk. 
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The guideline of frequent meetings stated that frequent large and small meetings 

between collaborators should be arranged, which was supported by the findings of Buys 

and Bursnall (2007), Clark et al. (1996), Coronel et al. (2003), Deslandes (2006), Miller 

and Hafner (2008), Jaipal and Figg (2011), and Platteel et al. (2010). Within the current 

study, support for the guideline of frequent meetings was provided by the subthemes of 

Time and Resources (Theme: Collaborative Structure) and Workload and Involvement 

(Theme: Group Dynamics). Specifically, several individuals conveyed the importance of 

meeting frequently and in person. The construct of attendance at both planning meetings 

and trainings was perceived to indicate involvement in the collaboration. 

The guideline of compromise stated that compromise is a necessity and that 

various trade-offs must be made by each organization. The construct of compromise is 

supported by the findings of Baker and Martin (2008) and Robertson (2007), as well as 

the current subtheme of Flexibility and Openness (Theme: Characteristics). Participants 

in the current collaboration consistently indicated the value of flexibility within the 

collaboration. Compromise was cited as helpful in prioritizing goals during times of high 

workload. Flexibility was also seen as helpful during planning efforts. Specifically, 

participants reported approaching decision-making efforts with flexibility by adjusting 

their own viewpoints and contributions as needed to accommodate other collaborators. 

These behaviors were perceived to facilitate effective communication and result in a 

better end product. 

The guideline of combined staff stated that a combined staff, in which 

representatives from each organization are present, should be developed. According to 

Hord, a staff trade or loan may be made to accomplish this goal. This guideline has not 
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been addressed thus far in the literature; however, the construct of combined staff 

received considerable support from the current study. Specifically this guideline was 

supported by the subthemes of Group Composition (Theme: Group Dynamics) and Staff 

Changes (Theme: Collaborative Structure). The current collaboration consisted of staff 

from each organization, a factor which was seen as a strength by many collaborators. 

Participants found the contributions of staff from each organization to be valuable to both 

the planning process and the end product. Furthermore, projects in which the 

representatives of one organization were perceived to be uninvolved were characterized 

as frustrating and less successful. Frequent changes in staff, which impacted the 

composition of the combined staff, were perceived to impact the outcomes of 

collaborative endeavors. 

Finally, the guideline of contributions of expertise stated that each organization 

should contribute different kinds of expertise, as this is a primary motivator for 

collaborating. This guideline received support from the findings of Brandon et al. (2008), 

Grundy et al. (2001), Jaipal and Figg (2011), Platteel et al. (2010), and Robertson (2007), 

as well as the current subthemes of Intangible Contributions (Theme: Group Dynamics), 

Experience (Theme: Characteristics), and Competence and Skill (Theme: Characteristics). 

Participants perceived the contributions of others to be a strength of the current 

collaboration. Individuals described making personal contributions in their areas of 

experience, competence, and skill. 

A new guideline of personality is proposed here under the category of 

Requirements/Characteristics. The guideline of personality is proposed as follows. 

Consideration should be given to the various personality characteristics attributed to 
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potential collaborators and the degree to which the personalities of different collaborators 

will facilitate or hinder efforts to work together. The proposed guideline of personality is 

supported by the current subthemes of Attitudes, Priorities, and Beliefs (Theme: 

Characteristics), Flexibility and Openness (Theme: Characteristics), Personality (Theme: 

Characteristics), Passivity or Aggressiveness (Theme: Characteristics), Organized and 

Prepared (Theme: Characteristics), Expert-Oriented (Theme: Characteristics), Self-

Motivated (Theme: Characteristics), Social and Team Oriented (Theme: Characteristics), 

Detail-Oriented (Theme: Characteristics), and Humor (Theme: Characteristics). 

Participants in the current study repeatedly discussed personality as important to group 

dynamics, communication practices, and outcomes of the collaboration. Specific 

personality characteristics perceived to be helpful to the collaboration included feelings 

of excitement upon entering the collaboration, approaching decision-making with 

flexibility, persisting to assert goals perceived to be important, accepting situations which 

could not be changed, approaching the collaboration with organization and preparation, 

and approaching difficult situations with a sense of humor. Participants who were 

perceived as self-motivated and social or team oriented were perceived to be well suited 

to participate in the current collaboration. In contrast, participants who were perceived as 

expert-oriented were found to be insulting, inflexible, and detrimental to collaborative 

efforts. Furthermore, some participants identified the attribute of detail-orientation to be 

potentially detrimental to planning efforts, as a focus on details sometimes unnecessarily 

slowed down planning efforts.  
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Relationship/rapport. 

The category of Relationship/Rapport is proposed here as an additional category 

not originally suggested by Hord (1986). This category includes the guidelines of 

establishing rapport, requesting and providing reassurance, social engagements, 

addressing negative history if applicable, and attempting to understand the experience of 

fellow collaborators. The guidelines of social engagements and addressing negative 

history if applicable were not discussed in the current study. However, the remaining 

guidelines in this category received support from the results of the current study. 

Furthermore, the results of the current study suggest that the category of 

Relationship/Rapport could be expanded to include the guidelines of formality and 

culture. 

The guideline of establishing rapport states that care should be taken to establish 

rapport among collaborators. Time should be spent prior to engaging in planning or 

collaborative tasks becoming acquainted with other collaborators. This guideline is 

supported by the findings of Baker and Martin (2008), Brandon et al. (2008), Buys and 

Bursnall (2007), Clark et al. (1996), Coronel et al. (2003),  Deslandes (2006), Grundy et 

al. (2001), Jaipal and Figg (2011), Marlow et al. (2005), Rice (2002), and Weinstein et al. 

(1991). This guideline received support from the current subthemes of Familiarity and 

Rapport (Theme: Group Dynamics) and Assimilation (Theme: Group Dynamics). 

Participants in the current collaboration found familiarity and rapport between 

collaborators to impact decision-making and communication practices. While some 

comments conveyed the perspective that too much familiarity between collaborators 

might have led to some undesirable influence during decision-making efforts, the 
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majority of comments in this area attributed more successful communication and 

decision-making in part to familiarity and rapport between group members. The recurrent 

process of assimilation impacted the sense of familiarity and rapport within the 

collaborative group, a factor which was seen as a weakness of the collaboration by some 

collaborators. 

 Requesting and providing reassurance states that collaborators should request 

reassurance from and provide reassurance to other collaborators during times of 

uncertainty regarding the collaboration (Frankham & Howes, 2006; Rice, 2002). The 

guideline of requesting and providing reassurance received support from the current 

subthemes of Supportive Communication (Theme: Communication) and Comfort and 

Anxiety (Theme: Characteristics). Some collaborators in the current study described 

providing supportive comments to individuals who were perceived to be hesitant to 

participate, under stress, or uncomfortable with a task. Participants reported that 

requesting and receiving assistance was helpful during periods of assimilation to the 

collaboration. 

The guideline of social engagements states that collaborators should arrange and 

attend social engagements with other collaborators from within and across organizations 

to facilitate interactions removed from the potential stressors affiliated with the 

collaborative tasks (Jaipal & Figg, 2011; Rice, 2002). While not mentioned by 

collaborators in the current study, it should be noted that participants in the current 

collaboration attended several social gatherings with one another, including a birthday 

party, going away lunches for exiting collaborators, holiday lunches, and social dinners. 
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According to the guideline of addressing negative history if applicable, 

collaborators should address the possible harmful effects of previous negative 

experiences with collaboration, including but not limited to mistrust of organizational 

representatives (Clark et al., 1996; Rice, 2002). This guideline was also not addressed in 

the current study, suggesting a lack of negative history between the current organizations. 

The guideline of attempting to understand the experience of fellow collaborators 

is defined as follows. Collaborators should attempt to understand the perspective of other 

collaborators. Care should be taken to understand experiences and concerns specific to 

working within the culture of different organizations. Collaborators should recognize and 

accept similarities and differences between themselves and other collaborators. This 

guideline is supported by the findings of Buys and Bursnall (2007), Clark et al. (1996), 

Grundy et al. (2001), and Marlow et al. (2005). The current study provides support for 

this guideline through the subtheme of Understanding (Theme: Characteristics). The act 

of attempting to understand the perspective of others was perceived by study participants 

to impact the ability of collaborators to avoid taking conflicts personally. It also assisted 

frustrated or angry collaborators to calm down. 

 A new guideline of formality is proposed here under the category of 

Relationship/Rapport. The guideline of formality is proposed as follows. The formality of 

group interactions should be adjusted according to the activities and needs of the group. 

The guideline of formality is supported by the current subtheme of Formality (Theme: 

Group Dynamics). Participants in the current study found the decreased level of formality 

during planning sessions to increase feelings of equity within the collaborative group. As 

increased feelings of equity led to increased participation in collaborative activities, 
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factors that might contribute to this feature are considered a valuable aspect of 

collaborative process.  

 Finally, a new guideline of culture is also proposed here under the category of 

Relationship/Rapport. The guideline of culture is proposed as follows. The culture of 

included and affected organizations should be carefully considered at all phases of the 

collaborative endeavor. Adjustments to the cultural needs of various organizations should 

be made to accommodate varying cultural needs and priorities. The proposed guideline of 

culture is supported by the current study’s subtheme of Culture (Theme: Characteristics). 

Participants in the current study ascribed different cultures to the organizations involved 

in the collaboration. They reported the importance of adapting to the different 

organizational cultures and found that such adaptations assisted in developing shared 

goals, working effectively within different organizational settings, and developing 

satisfactory involvement across organizational groups.  

Strengths and Limitations 

 The current study has several strengths. First, the study employed a rigorous 

methodology with a holistic sampling technique, increasing the trustworthiness of the 

results. Participants were recruited from each organization involved in the collaboration 

and represented a range of collaborative roles, years of experience, and levels of 

involvement within the collaboration. Data were collected in both group and individual 

formats to encourage dialogue between participants while maintaining opportunities for 

confidential discourse.  

 The roles of the primary researcher and peer coder as participant-observers in the 

current collaboration provide both strengths and limitations to the current study. 
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Regarding strengths, the participant-observer role guided the researchers in developing an 

informed research question, asking informed questions during the interview process, and 

allowing for consideration of contextual factors during data analysis. This role does pose 

the possibility of limitations, however, as the process of data analysis and interpretation 

might have been limited or influenced by the researchers’ previous experiences with the 

phenomenon. Nevertheless, it should be noted that the researchers engaged in the process 

of epoch per Moustakas’ (1994) recommendations in an effort to reduce the impact of 

researcher bias.   

 Other potential limitations were observed in the current study, as well. First, the 

study employed a small sample from a single collaboration. Second, the collaboration 

under study was characterized by several unique variables, including the group 

composition and the focus of the collaborative efforts. As such, the generalizability of the 

findings might be limited. However, the findings of the current study are consistent with 

the literature on inter-organizational collaboration in education, suggesting higher 

generalizability than might otherwise occur with the given sample size and setting 

characteristics. Furthermore, the study was in-depth and carefully constructed, resulting 

in an accurate portrayal of the described setting through thick, rich descriptions of 

collaborative experience.  

 The third limitation involves the time of data collection. Because data were 

collected several years after the initiation of the collaboration, participants were 

interviewed about experiences that had occurred between one and four years prior to data 

collection. One participant was interviewed three years after leaving the collaboration. 

These time delays might have impacted the ability of the participants to recall salient 
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details. However, participants were deeply engaged in the collaboration during their 

times of involvement, and as such keenly focused on collaborative process. Their 

participation, therefore, extended beyond casual involvement and allowed the participants 

to engage in astute and penetrating explorations of their collaborative experiences. 

 Finally, a fourth limitation is noted regarding the sample employed in the current 

study. Specifically, although care was taken to obtain representatives from each 

organization involved in the development and delivery of the professional learning 

projects, the voices of training recipients were not obtained regarding observed 

collaborative processes. Training recipients might have offered valuable information 

regarding the effectiveness of perceived collaborative processes from the perspective of 

those who were meant to benefit from the collaboration; however, obtaining perceptions 

from these individuals was beyond the scope of the current study. 

Implications for Practice 

 The current study offers several implications for practice. The high demand for 

collaboration in education suggests the need for informed, research-based practices in 

educational collaboration. The Hord-Psimas model of inter-organizational collaboration 

presented in this paper provides guidelines for multiple aspects of collaboration which are 

operationally defined and supported by research. Furthermore, the results of the current 

research offer insight into aspects of educational collaboration involving goal alignment, 

communication, perceptions of involvement, assimilation, and personal characteristics. 

 Hord-Psimas model of inter-organizational collaboration. 

 The Hord-Psimas model of inter-organizational collaboration presented here 

offers guidelines that address beginning aspects of collaboration, communication 
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practices, leadership and control, collaborative relationships, and specific practices and 

characteristics of successful collaborations. Future collaborators are encouraged to refer 

to this model of collaboration to guide the composition of collaborative teams, the 

generation of goals and responsibilities, the development of supportive infrastructure, and 

the facilitation of effective within- and between-group interactions. 

 Goal alignment. 

 The results of the current study suggest the need for goal alignment within inter-

organizational collaborations. Goals that were shared by all organizations in the current 

collaboration tended to be prioritized over goals that were not shared. Furthermore, goals 

that were not prioritized were often not met to the satisfaction of collaborators, leading to 

feelings of frustration. Such results suggest that care should be taken to clarify and 

confirm the importance of all collaborative goals both during the initiation of 

collaboration and upon entry of any new collaborators. As different organizations often 

enter into collaboration with varying and sometimes competing goals (Stokols, 2006), 

collaborators should take time as needed to clearly delineate all pertinent goals. It might 

also be helpful for collaborators to identify explicit plans for addressing each goal, as 

well as designate tasks associated with goal accomplishment. Such suggestions are in line 

with the Hord-Psimas model guidelines of joint planning, shared goals, relevant goals, 

clarifying focus, and delegated responsibility. 

 Communication. 

 Collaborators found communication practices to impact the establishment of 

goals, the development of high quality products, and the facilitation of feelings of 

involvement and equity between collaborators. Participants also found frequent 
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communication between organizational administrators to be highly impactful during 

planning and decision-making efforts. Such findings suggest that future collaborators 

take care to engage in clear and frequent communication regarding collaborative plans, 

needs, goals, practices, and results. The establishment of consistent and reliable means 

for communication and communicative roles might assist with this endeavor. 

Practitioners are encouraged to voice opinions during planning sessions to ensure that 

their needs are adequately conveyed. They are also encouraged to listen to the 

suggestions of others in order to facilitate feelings of involvement and equity. Clarifying 

and asking questions of others will assist collaborators in developing plans and products 

that are satisfactory to all collaborators. These suggestions are in line with the Hord-

Psimas model guidelines of communication roles and channels, listening, asking 

questions, and voicing opinions. 

 Perceptions of involvement. 

 Participants in the current collaboration reported feelings of involvement to be 

positively impacted by equitable decision-making and contributions to the workload. 

While the complex relationship between these three variables likely requires further 

research for full understanding, these results do suggest that collaborators should attend 

to the power differential and workload distribution present in collaborative teams. 

Practitioners should take care to seek the opinions of all collaborators during decision-

making, as this practice was felt to increase equity between members. This suggestion is 

in line with the Hord-Psimas model guidelines of shared control and equitable value. 

Practitioners should also encourage a fair and acceptable distribution of the workload 

among collaborators, as recommended in the Hord-Psimas model guideline of delegated 
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responsibility. This endeavor should be done with sensitivity to the experience and 

comfort level of fellow collaborators, as participants in the current study reported feeling 

more comfortable attending to tasks that were within their area of competence or 

expertise. This will allow participants to offer relevant contributions, as suggested in the 

Hord-Psimas model guideline of contributions of expertise. The results of the current 

study suggest that promoting shared control, equitable value, and delegated 

responsibility among collaborators will increase feelings of personal involvement within 

the collaboration, which in turn will encourage collaborators to continue to contribute to 

decision-making and task completion. 

 System entry and assimilation. 

 Participants also discussed several complex and interrelated issues that were 

perceived to stem in part from repeated experiences of assimilation within the 

collaborative group. Specifically, repeated efforts to assimilate to the collaboration and to 

new collaborators resulted in feelings of anxiety regarding professional tasks and 

interpersonal interactions. Novice collaborators also had difficulty contributing to the 

workload and to decision-making efforts, delaying the accomplishment of collaborative 

goals.  

 In order to counter the potentially negative impact of staff changes among 

collaborative teams, strides should be taken to decrease the amount of time needed for 

assimilation. Veteran collaborators should attempt to ease new collaborators into the 

collaborative environment by offering assistance and taking on more of the workload 

during the assimilation process. As several participants in the current study described 

entering the collaboration with insufficient knowledge regarding effective collaborative 
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practices, veteran collaborators are advised to model desired collaborative behaviors. 

Care should be taken to establish a desired level of formality within the collaborative 

group, as participants felt that decreased formality led to increased feelings of equity and 

involvement. Furthermore, collaborators should consider important aspects of the culture 

of the existing collaborative group, as well as the culture ascribed by the new 

collaborators. Participants in the current collaboration reported that consideration of 

cultural differences was important in facilitating effective modes of inter-organizational 

and interpersonal interaction. These suggestions are in line with the Hord-Psimas model 

guidelines of requesting and providing reassurance, formality, culture, strong and 

supportive leadership, providing assistance, and establishing rapport. 

 Personal characteristics. 

 Finally, the current study offers implications for practice in the area of personal 

characteristics. Participants in the current study identified several characteristics believed 

to contribute to successful communication, positive group dynamics, and quality 

outcomes. In particular, participants expressed the belief that flexibility and openness 

were desirable characteristics in fellow collaborators. They also found self-motivation 

and the ability to give up an expert role to be valuable characteristics. These results 

suggest that collaborators should attempt to approach collaborations with the willingness 

to adapt to the needs of others. They should be open to suggestions that are not in line 

with their own beliefs and willing to discuss disagreements amicably. Collaborators in 

the current study who displayed these characteristics assisted the collaborative group in 

arriving at plans and conclusions which were satisfactory to the whole group as opposed 

to one or two collaborators. These suggestions are in line with the Hord-Psimas model 
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guidelines of compromise, listening, shared control, equitable value, and structure for 

expressing and resolving conflict.  

 Collaborators should also exhibit self-motivation when assuming responsibility 

for collaborative tasks, a suggestion that is in line with the Hord-Psimas model guideline 

of delegated responsibility. While not suggested in the current study, it is likely that 

communication practices should go hand in hand with personally assumed 

responsibilities to avoid the duplication of tasks.  

 Finally, participants found the act of relinquishing an expert role to be highly 

valuable in the current collaborative. They also expressed the belief that individuals 

unable to give up an expert role hindered communication efforts and feelings of equity 

within the group. Future collaborators should attempt to relinquish the expert role when 

possible by deferring to the expertise of others, considering all suggestions equally, and 

avoiding voicing opinions just for the sake of voicing opinions. These suggestions are in 

line with the Hord-Psimas model guidelines of contributions of expertise, shared control, 

equitable value, and voicing opinions. 

Implications for Research 

 Additional research in several areas would provide a valuable contribution to the 

literature. For example, participants in the current study engaged in an extended and 

thoughtful examination of their feelings of involvement within the current collaboration. 

They suggested that their perceptions of personal involvement, contributions to the 

workload, and feelings of equity within the collaborative group influenced one another in 

a bi-directional manner. More research is needed to determine the extent to which these 
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variables are linked, as well as the means by which collaborators might deliberately 

influence one variable by influencing others. 

 Furthermore, the current study highlighted the importance of personality to 

collaborative efforts, a factor which has not been addressed in depth in previous research. 

More information is needed regarding the perceived importance of personality within 

other types of collaborations, as well as the behaviors associated with different 

personality types. Such information might assist future collaborators in establishing 

optimal compositions of collaborative groups. 

  Many of the studies identified that discussed collaborative processes involved in 

inter-organizational collaborations in education examined the processes involved in 

short-term collaborations developed for highly specific purposes. Further study is needed 

to determine the extent to which the characteristics in these collaborations are perceived 

to be important by individuals with different collaborative experiences. Furthermore, 

these studies were generally qualitative in nature. While they provided thick, rich 

descriptions of the experience of collaborating with representatives from different 

organizations, the methodologies used generally limited the ability of the authors to make 

causal inferences between variables. Large scale research that includes the examination 

of both collaborative processes and outcomes might provide further insight into the 

behaviors and characteristics associated with effective, long-lasting inter-organizational 

collaborations in education. The results of the current study suggest that a model of inter-

organizational collaboration such as the Hord-Psimas model proposed here could guide 

such inquiry by providing a rich array of variables to examine.   
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APPENDIXES  

APPENDIX A 

Semi-Structured Individual Interview 

 

Introductory Statement: For the past few years, [the university] has been involved in a 

partnership with [the state agency] and several local school systems. I’m going to ask you 

some questions about your experiences in this collaboration. You may have more to say 

about some questions than others. That is fine. 

 

1. First I’d like to ask you what word you would use to describe this relationship. 

I’ve used the words “partnership” and “collaboration”. Do either of these words 

seem appropriate to you? Is there another word that you think provides a more 

accurate description of the relationship? Which word do you prefer? 

 

2. How would you describe the partnership/collaboration/other to others?  

a. Probes: 

i. How would you describe the strengths of the partnership/ 

collaboration/ other? 

ii. How would you describe the weaknesses of the relationship? 

 

3. Now I’d like to talk about your involvement in the relationship. How would you 

describe that? 

a. Probes: 

i. How long have you been involved? 

ii. When do you think you really started to get involved? 

iii. Tell me about a session that you were involved in when you first 

joined the collaboration. How would you have described your 

opinion of collaboration in general at that time? 

iv. Now tell me about a session that you were involved in when you 

felt like you were first starting to really get involved. What did you 

think about collaboration then? 

v. Now tell me about a more recent session, or one of your last 

sessions. How did you feel about collaboration then? 

vi. Ideally, what would you like for your involvement to be like, or to 

have been like? How is that different from the way it actually was, 

or is? 
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4. You’ve talked about a lot of different experiences with the collaboration.  

a. What do you think you, personally, brought to the collaboration?  

b. What do you think you get out of it?  

 

5.  You’ve had to work with a lot of different people during your involvement. Tell 

me what that has been like. 

a. Did you ever try to adjust your behavior to accommodate the people you 

were working with? 

 

6. Tell me about a time when you successfully changed your own actions in order to 

work better with someone else.  

a. Probes: 

i. Why did you choose that behavior change?  

ii. How did the others react?  

 

7. How about a time when you tried to adjust to someone else and it didn’t seem to 

work?  

a. Probes: 

i. Why did you choose that behavior change?  

ii. How did the others react?  

iii. What could you have done differently? 

 

8. Tell me about a time that you think the people you were working with changed 

their actions to better suit you and others involved.  

a. Probes: 

i. Why do you think they did that?  

ii. How did you react?  

iii. How did others react? 

iv. What could they have done differently? 

 

9. Has your involvement impacted the way you approach collaboration with others? 

 

10. If someone asked you if they should get involved in collaboration, what would 

your response be?  

 

11. Is there anything I should know that I didn’t think to ask?
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APPENDIX B 

Group Interview Questionnaire 

 

For the past few years, [the university] has been involved in a partnership with [the state 

agency] and several local school systems. The questions here are referring to your 

experiences with that collaboration. You might have more to say about some of the 

questions than others. That is fine. 

 

1. In the preceding paragraph, the words “partnership” and “collaboration” were 

used to describe this relationship. Which word do you prefer? If there is another 

word that you think provides a more accurate description of the relationship, 

please write that one. 

 

__________________________________________________________________ 

 

2. List three strengths of this collaboration. 

a.  

 

b.  

 

c.  

 

3. List three weaknesses of this collaboration. 

a.  

 

b.  

 

c.  

 

4. How long have you been involved in the collaboration? _____________________ 

 

5. Are you currently involved?  _________________________ 

 

6. When did you first feel like you were really involved?    
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7. List three things that happened then that made you feel like you were really 

involved. 

a.  

 

 

b.  

 

 

c.  

 

 

8. You’ve had to work with a lot of different people during your involvement. List 

three changes that you’ve made to your behavior in order to work better with the 

other people involved in the collaboration. 

a.  

 

 

b.  

 

 

c.  

 

9. List three ways that your involvement has impacted the way you approach 

collaboration with others. 

a.  

 

b.  

 

c.  

 

10. Would you recommend collaboration to others? List three reasons why or why 

not. 

a.  

 

b.  

 

c.  
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APPENDIX C 

Coding Manual 

Instructions 

 Each meaning unit that is coded should be coded at the lowest category level 

possible 

 Category levels are as follows: 

o LEVEL 1 

 Level 2 

 If a meaning unit seems to encompass two or more codes, assign each code that is 

relevant 

 A category might include the presence or lack of a particular phenomenon (for 

example, the code of flexibility should be applied to comments expressing 

flexibility or the lack thereof) 

 Codes should only be applied if the participant explicitly describes the appropriate 

phenomenon. Codes that are perceived to be implied or indicated due to previous 

comments should not be applied 
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At-A-Glance Summary 

Collaborative 

Structure 

factors related to the general nature of the collaboration 

or administration of the collaboration by organizational 

administrators 

Time/Resources 
factors related to time, scheduling, funding, manpower, 

or competing demands 

Administration/ 

Supervision 

factors related to administration of the collaboration or 

organizations, including supervision or guidance of 

subordinates, multiple bosses, or administrative support 

or perceived administrative perspective 

Choice voluntary or involuntary participation 

Goals/Focus 
purpose of collaboration, organizational priorities, goal 

alignment, organizational goals, clarity of goals 

Staff Changes changes in staff, staff turnover 

Communication communicative behaviors 

Talking 
Voicing or withholding ideas, opinions, feedback; 

discussion; general references to communication 

Listening Listening or not listening 

Negotiation ebb & flow, give & take, back & forth, negotiating 

Clarifying/ Questions 
asking or not asking questions, clarifying meaning, 

paraphrasing; asking for feedback 

Brainstorming Brainstorming; planning sessions, problem solving 

Supportive Comm. 

Making supportive statements, comments, or gestures; 

not making supportive statements or comments; 

validating or not validating comments of others 

Body Language 
comments related to facial expressions, body language, or 

“reading” people 

Characteristics 
Qualities, attributes, or characteristics of individuals or 

organizations 

Attitudes/Priorities… 
Attitude toward collaboration; sense of enthusiasm or 

excitement regarding collaboration or project 

Personality 

Comments regarding personality styles and 

characteristics that are unspecific or do not fit another 

characteristic 

Experience  
Previous experiences; background; factors related to new 

or unfamiliar experiences 

Flexibility/openness 
Flexibility or rigidity of individuals or groups; adjusting 

or not adjusting to situations; openness to feedback 

Taking Personally 
Taking or not taking the experiences personally; 

resentment or lack thereof 
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Persistence/Acceptance 

Referring to matters of patience with or acceptance of a 

situation, individual, or group; letting things go; 

aggressive behaviors or comments; persistence or 

pushing an issue 

Humor Mentioning humor or comedy; lack of humor 

Comfort/Anxiety 
Feelings of anxiety or comfort; going beyond comfort 

zone; confidence or lack thereof 

Competence/Skill 
Perceived competence or lack thereof regarding 

collaboration or project demands 

Expert-oriented 
need to be expert in a situation; desire for expert role; 

ability to give up expert role 

Self-motivated self-initiation; self-motivation; lack of self-motivation 

Social/team-oriented social personality; non-social personality; team player 

Detail-oriented Oriented or not oriented towards details 

Understanding 
Understanding or not understanding the perspective of 

others 

Organized/Prepared 
organization and preparation (or lack thereof) of 

collaborators or groups; foresight or lack of foresight; 

specific to a characteristic as opposed to an action 

Culture 
qualities attributed to organizational culture, politics, or 

“personality” (vs. individual personality) 

Group Dynamics 
Factors relating to the interpersonal interactions and 

relationships between group members 

Intangible 

Contributions 

Contributions of collaborators that do not involve time, 

effort, or attendance (i.e. perspective, skill, expertise);  

general need for each other (vs. workload); lack of 

contributions or need for each other 

Power Differential 

Power distributions within the collaborative group; 

decision making as it relates to power differential (i.e. 

equal say in decisions); equity or lack of equity btwn 

members; equal or unequal “voice” 

Formality The level of formality within the group or setting 

Familiarity/Rapport 

Familiarity/unfamiliarity, trust/distrust, rapport, and 

relationship between group members (not outcome); 

popularity/unpopularity; respect or lack of respect 

Workload/Involvement 

Factors related to workload, effort; sharing or not sharing 

workload; assisting or not assisting; attendance; degree or 

type of involvement within collaboration or with other 

collaborators; distribution of workload 

Agreement 
Referring to agreement or disagreement between 

collaborators  
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Management 
Managing or not managing the behavior of others; 

focusing collaborative efforts; facilitating; 

manipulating; employing or lacking tactfulness 

11 

Collaborative Roles 
Defining roles, role confusion, perceptions of roles 

(i.e. my role was…; her role was…) 
12 

Modeling Modeling and demonstrating or lack of demonstration 12 

Ownership 
A sense or lack of ownership, investment, or 

commitment in the project 
12 

Group composition 
The construction and composition of the collaborative 

groups; inter-disciplinarity or lack thereof 
12 

Assimilation 

process of entering the group or collaboration; being 

eased or thrown into the collaboration; references to 

system entry issues; individual or group level 

13 

Outcomes 
Outcomes of the collaboration itself or the impact of 

participation on the collaborators 
13 

Emotional Outcomes 

Feelings of frustration, stress, anger, or burnout; 

calming down from frustration; excitement, 

enjoyment, or happiness; gratitude 

13 

Sustain/Generalize 
Efforts or failure to sustain or generalize collaboration, 

research, or PL; seeking or not seeking collaboration 
13 

Learning 
Learning from the collaborative experience; increase 

in knowledge; lack of learning 
13 

General Impact 

General impact or lack of impact of the collaboration 

on organizations or individuals; perceived 

success/benefits or detriments of the collaboration that 

cannot be attributed to other outcome categories; 

general recommendations 

14 

Relationship Devel. 
Development or lack thereof of a relationship between 

collaborators (stated as outcome) 
14 

Evolution  

general growth, development, change, phases, or 

evolution of the collaboration or individuals over time, 

excluding learning 

14 
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 Full Coding Manual 

COLLABORATIVE STRUCTURE 

(Collaborative Structure) (Communication) (Characteristics) (Group Dynamics) 

(Outcomes) (At-A-Glance) 

Definition: factors related to the general nature of the collaboration or administration of 

the collaboration by organizational administrators 

Time/Resources 

Definition: factors related to time, scheduling, funding, manpower, or competing 

demands 

Exemplars: 

 It’s something that takes time.   

 We had so much going on, we definitely didn’t have the time maybe to sit down 

and do a couple of things 

 Trying to get the two schedules to come together. 

 Because what the collaborative is doing is more expensive – a more expensive 

way of providing professional learning than to have somebody to come a do a one 

day presentation.   

 I don’t know if it’s because of conflicting um initiatives or what. 

 I felt like we did a nice job of recognizing the fact that we were moving too 

quickly. 

Administration/Supervision 

Definition: factors related to administration of the collaboration or organizations, 

including supervision or guidance of subordinates, multiple bosses, or administrative 

support or perceived perspective 

Exemplars: 

 And we’re like, a group, within the group, within the group, so it’s like okay, like 

who do we really talk to about this.  And who…where do we go for that?   

 There needs to be more um, what’s that word, encouragement from the…from 

your administrators on your site. 

 We’re able to, you know, do what we do, with minimal supervision. 

 But I don’t necessarily feel like [Sean] was really a part of that all that much 

because he was out of town. 

 And in many ways this dissertation feels independent study, 

 two lines of reporting 
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Choice 

(Collaborative Structure) (Communication) (Characteristics) (Group Dynamics) 

(Outcomes) (At-A-Glance) 

Definition: voluntary or involuntary participation 

Exemplars: 

 No one was there that didn’t want to be there. 

 Okay, so when did you feel like really started to get involved? P:  I didn’t have a 

choice. 

Goals/Focus  

Definition: purpose of collaboration, goal alignment, organizational goals, clarity of goals 

Exemplars: 

 I don’t think we all had the end product in mind. We didn’t have what we were 

expecting.   

 We weren’t all on the same page. We didn’t have clear focus on what we were to 

come up with. 

 The university piece of it is to research and so that has got to come in there and 

figuring out how to balance that… 

 Kind of the goal of the collaboration, one of the goals would be to change the way 

all staff development is done.  

 We are trying to embrace positive behavioral support. That’s why we engaged in 

this partnership in the first place. 

 And I thought that with project I’d be able to change that, help support that 

change.   

 [The state agency] is very much like that in terms of “okay, we have to look for 

opportunities to build capacity.”  

 What the school system wants to a certain extent drives what you are doing.  

Staff Changes 

Definition: changes in staff, staff turnover 

Exemplars: 

 I wish we could have kept all the same people, because I really think um, there 

was some nice momentum building. 

 If we had only started it this year, where you know, we’re not going to have this, 

you know, staff turn-over and stuff, maybe it would have been better.     

 We lost some key people. 

 We lost [state agency] people that we had become comfortable with 

 Then [Tanya] left and got a new, another director. 
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COMMUNICATION 

(Collaborative Structure) (Communication) (Characteristics) (Group Dynamics) 

(Outcomes) (At-A-Glance) 

Definition: communicative behaviors 

Talking 

Definition: voicing or withholding ideas, opinions, feedback; discussions; general 

references to communication 

Exemplars: 

 just offering like feedback 

 But we would put the ideas out on the table.  

 At times he would say, oh I didn’t think about that or that’s a good idea or you 

know. So it just made it even more powerful 

 But I don’t um, know that I’ve given the feedback necessary to take us necessarily 

to the next level with this. 

 I felt a, um, there were times that I wanted to push [the peri-urban district] to 

speak up a little bit more   

 Some people do not want to be heard out of the, uh, have a voice. 

 Sometimes it’s just good to be quiet. 

 If someone comes up with a great idea, then what’s the point in chopping it up 

and redoing it?  It’s a great idea.  Acknowledge it, let them know it’s a good idea, 

and use it! 

 We don’t need to pick this apart just to say we collaborated on it. 

 And they come in and they do kind of rip it apart,  

 For the most part we really try to keep one another abreast of what’s going on. 

 We had productive discussion.   

 So that good old communication.   

Listening 

Definition: listening or not listening 

Exemplars: 

 So one of the things that I did do, like as far as change my behavior was just to 

start listening more. 

 You know if one of us felt strongly about something we would listen.  

 You know, I’m more conscious of um, listening. 
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Negotiation 

(Collaborative Structure) (Communication) (Characteristics) (Group Dynamics) 

(Outcomes) (At-A-Glance) 

Definition: ebb & flow, give & take, back & forth, negotiating 

Exemplars: 

 Sometimes there has to be a back and forth, kind of give and take process.  

 Really collaboration is kind of this like process, like almost like “the wave”.   It 

takes time to build, and then it kind of ebbs down, rather than making an 

appointment, and making all the decisions right then and there 

 We had to do some negotiating with the State, the [Department of Education]. 

 There’s some renegotiate… some of that happens anyway, 

Clarifying/Asking Questions 

Definition: asking or not asking questions, clarifying meaning, paraphrasing; asking for 

feedback 

Exemplars: 

 Just asking kind of more open-ended questions. 

 Not afraid to ask more questions for clarification 

 Speaking less about me not being happy about the situation, and just speaking 

more about me not understanding the situation. 

 Paraphrasing a lot 

Brainstorming 

Definition: Brainstorming; planning sessions, problem solving 

Exemplars: 

 Just the interactions among ourselves. The brainstorming sessions, I think have 

been very powerful. 

 Generally, when we came together at the end to try and to decide what was going 

to happen next for the next year.   

 A lot of trouble shooting, you know, just talking about what was going on. Us 

bouncing ideas off of each other. You all kind of venting and about the 

frustrations. 

 delayed/lack of communication   

Supportive Communication 

Definition: Making supportive statements, comments, or gestures; not making supportive 

statements or comments; validating or not validating comments of others 

Exemplars: 

 I tried to be more encouraging. 

 It is a team, and so we all have to kind of get along and understand one another 

and be there for one another. 

 Making a statement that’s almost supportive. 

 I think sometimes you just have to show that you are concerned. 
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Body Language 

(Collaborative Structure) (Communication) (Characteristics) (Group Dynamics) 

(Outcomes) (At-A-Glance) 

Definition: comments related to facial expressions, body language, or “reading” people 

Exemplars: 

 Even though the words may have been okay, maybe the facial expressions or the 

body language wasn’t. 

 So, yeah, to get a read on them, I can see that too. 
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CHARACTERISTICS 

(Collaborative Structure) (Communication) (Characteristics) (Group Dynamics) 

(Outcomes) (At-A-Glance) 

Definition: qualities, attributes, or characteristics of individuals 

Attitudes/Priorities/Beliefs 

Definition: attitude toward collaboration; sense or lack of enthusiasm or excitement 

regarding collaboration or project(s) 

Exemplars: 

 I came to it enthusiastically. 

 I always preach it. I mean, I’m a supporter of it. 

 If I’m going to work this hard on something it needs to be something that I enjoy. 

 But I do believe that, um, that there was a level of commitment from all of the 

participants.   

 Um, if somebody asked you if they should get involved in collaboration what 

would your response be? P: Well, first off I would say oh it’s great.   

Personality 

Definition: comments regarding personality styles and characteristics that are unspecific 

or do not fit another characteristic 

Exemplars: 

 There were certain personality types that were a little strong to me. 

 To do this, it requires like some characteristics of the individual.   

 I think there are some individuals out there that you just need to let them work by 

themselves. 

 And she realized that they had two different personalities. One was more 

straightforward. One was more laidback, you know. 

 And if you’re not a social individual then that may pose a problem. 

 Some people need to be heard first. 

 One staff member almost impossible to work with. 

Experience 

Definition: previous experiences, background, factors related to new or unfamiliar 

experiences 

Exemplars: 

 I feel like the individuals coming, who’ve never been in schools, no experience 

whatsoever kind of struggle in this… in this setting. 

 I think the fact that, you know, I have been a teacher definitely helped. 

 I’ve had lots of experience in the classroom. 

 having a special education background 
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Flexibility 

(Collaborative Structure) (Communication) (Characteristics) (Group Dynamics) 

(Outcomes) (At-A-Glance) 

Definition: flexibility or rigidity of individuals or groups, adjusting or not adjusting to 

situations, willingness or unwillingness to change 

Exemplars: 

 You also have to kind of be flexible. 

 We were flexible in that system too, understanding “okay this is how it kind of 

goes, and how can we work within their culture?” 

 Basically, you’re on their turf. So you have to tailor it so you are successful. 

 I was picking my battles. 

 No matter how I tried to talk with them about it differently or tried to change the 

way I was…. It was, “No were doing it this way and this is, this is, this, and here 

it is scripted out and this is the way it’s gonna be.” 

 And yet I found that [the university], or [the state agency] were willing to come 

over here.    

 And we bumped some things as a result from agenda items to the following 

trainings where we could make that happen.   

Taking Personally 

Definition: taking or not taking the experiences personally; resentment or lack thereof 

Exemplars: 

 But I think at the end of the day we decided that you can’t take it personally. 

 Because when you think of collaboration, I think so much…I don’t know how to 

articulate this, but it’s not kind of about you. 

 I just kind of had to tell myself that particular situation probably wasn’t really 

about [the state agency]. 

 Knowing that there was more to what was going then us, you know. 

Persistence/Acceptance 

Definition: Referring to matters of patience with or acceptance of a situation, individual, 

or group; letting things go; aggressive behaviors or comments; persistence or pushing an 

issue 

Exemplars: 

 being more patient 

 And so, I tried to be patient. 

 You have to be a lot more patient with some than others. 

 It’s just a part of the game. 

 It is what it is. 

 And we are where we are. 

 She was basically considered by some as aggressive in how she would, how they 

were come across. 

 When I continued to be very persistent, eventually she got on the phone and said 

here’s a person. 

 I basically just had to put my foot down and say, in a nice, professional way of 
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course, we need a system level person from your end to support our efforts, okay. 

 But it doesn’t always work out the way you wanted it to, and yet, you know, we 

have to try it again. 

Humor 

(Collaborative Structure) (Communication) (Characteristics) (Group Dynamics) 

(Outcomes) (At-A-Glance) 

Definition: mentioning humor or comedy; lack of humor 

Exemplars: 

 They just try to kind of use a little humor to try to get through like difficult 

situations.   

 I think sometimes I do just kind of like bring in some comedy to the situation. 

Comfort/Anxiety 

Definition: feelings of anxiety or comfort; going beyond comfort zone; confidence or 

lack thereof 

Exemplars: 

 trust my own ability 

 This was new to me, so there was some anxiety. 

 And then it was no big deal, like “I’m going to do slides one through nine”.  And, 

it was really no big deal. 

 It is a little bit overwhelming being on this, [graduate research assistantship] in 

general. 

 I’m trying to figure out something that is beyond my scope. And I don’t know 

how far I can stretch my skill set to get there. 

 We were very nervous about putting general education and special education 

teachers together. 

Competence/Skill 

Definition: perceived competence or lack thereof regarding collaboration or project 

demands 

Exemplars: 

 Teachers need to be trained how to collaborate. 

 But I just think you need some training. 

 The hard part came afterwards when we actually started to do it because we didn’t 

know how. 

 When you say they didn’t know how to do it, do you mean they didn’t know how to 

negotiate the collaboration itself? P: We didn’t know how to make the 

collaboration work. 
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Expert-oriented 

(Collaborative Structure) (Communication) (Characteristics) (Group Dynamics) 

(Outcomes) (At-A-Glance) 

Definition: need to be expert in a situation; desire for expert role; ability to give up expert 

role 

Exemplars: 

 I remember working with one person who really it was important for that person 

to feel like the expert. 

 When you get people who are a little less secure. Then it is very hard for them to 

give up that expert role. 

 When people have been unable for whatever reason to give up that expert role in 

order to go with the collaboration, I think that’s been a weakness. 

 Um, [she] works from an expert model. And she is very committed to that expert 

model. 

Self-motivated 

Definition: self-initiation; self-motivation; lack of self-motivation 

Exemplars: 

 You have to be able to kind of be a self-initiated. 

 I guess I’m used to where I was expecting more  of the, the self-starter, the 

initiative to be, you know, if I have to send out a reminder of “oh yes, here it is”, 

as opposed to the “well, I can’t really do that” and here’s why this is tricky. 

 The people don’t seem to be self-motivated towards it. 

Social  

Definition: social personality; non-social personality; team player 

Exemplars: 

 And if you’re not a social individual then that may pose a problem. 

 You had to, um, be more of a team player. 

Detail-oriented 

Definition: oriented or not oriented towards details 

Exemplars: 

 I tend to be a very detailed person. 

 I think when I would get too detailed. 

 And I may be a little detail oriented.   

Understanding 

Definition: understanding or not understanding the perspective of others 

Exemplars: 

 But I understood. 

 I was frustrated but I could still understand why [she] was acting the way she was 

acting.   

 I totally understand how you all were feeling. Okay, but I still had to say, okay, 

maybe this is why she is doing this. 

 You can be too close to a situation. 
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 You can just can be too close to it and it’s hard to see why, decipher what you all 

are doing, versus the other, how, how, what may be going on with the other side. 

 I don’t think she quite understands what’s required of that from our standpoint.   

Organized/Prepared 

(Collaborative Structure) (Communication) (Characteristics) (Group Dynamics) 

(Outcomes) (At-A-Glance) 

Definition: organization and preparation (or lack thereof) of collaborators or groups; 

foresight or lack of foresight; specific to a characteristic as opposed to an action 

Exemplars: 

 You were very well prepared. 

 I said that it made me much more organized when I’m collaborating and working 

with other people. Um, it could be mass chaos working with multiple people. I 

don’t ever feel like it’s that way, because I feel like it’s always kind of structured 

and a bit of a pyramid to where you’ve got a contact, or you’ve um got such a 

clear game plan that you don’t have to worry about feeling like your fragmented 

by talking to different people. 

 Also having a “plan B” 

 I think an agenda is always a good thing. I think moves meetings ahead much 

more quickly. 

Culture 

Definition: qualities attributed to organizational culture, politics, or “personality” (vs. 

individual personality) 

Exemplars: 

 Various systems have their own personalities. 

 Okay, well you said, some systems are more political than others. Can you tell me 

a little bit more about that? P:  Yes, the hierarchy. 

 So it sounds like you think the collaboration looks different, in the different 

personalities the systems that you are working in? P:  It does 

 It’s not always gonna be smooth in every system that we go into. 

 Maybe it’s just that others don’t want that change here in the system. 

 And it’s just a very different approach than ours.   
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GROUP DYNAMICS 

(Collaborative Structure) (Communication) (Characteristics) (Group Dynamics) 

(Outcomes) (At-A-Glance) 

Definition: factors relating to the interpersonal interactions and relationships between 

group members 

Intangible Contributions 

Definition: Contributions of collaborators that do not involve time, effort, or attendance 

(i.e. perspective, skill, expertise);  general need for each other (vs. workload); lack of 

contributions or need for each other 

Exemplars: 

 There was a skill-set that you brought to the table that we didn’t have yet. So I 

think we partnered more so because we needed what you had, and you needed 

what we had.   

 He was pretty much to the table to help with the trouble shooting because see we 

all brought different perspectives.   

 You all have your strengths, um. We have ours.   

 I think each of those groups bring something unique. 

 I think, the strength has been when the people who are coming to work together 

recognize that everybody brings their own area of expertise. 

Power Differential 

Definition: power distributions within the collaborative group; decision making as it 

relates to power differential (i.e. equal say in decisions); equity or lack of equity btwn 

members 

Exemplars: 

 I felt that was very equal.   

 There was parity involved. 

 For the most part of my experience of the collaborative we all tend to treat each 

other as equals. 

 And the thing that I had to do was let go of it and let her, defer to her in some 

ways. 

 By time that training happened [she] was controlling a lot of the power point 

slides. 

 We didn’t want to tell them what to do. 

 I thought like wow “this is really going to happen, and we really get to pick”. 

 If I forced this decision on them, then they’re not probably going to be okay with 

it. 

 We don’t necessarily have a say in what school systems we necessarily work 

with. 
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Formality 

(Collaborative Structure) (Communication) (Characteristics) (Group Dynamics) 

(Outcomes) (At-A-Glance) 

Definition: the level of formality within the group or setting 

Exemplars: 

 I think you would tie in a positive feeling with collaboration if you had it in a 

more relaxed atmosphere. 

 I think it was a little bit more informal. 

 So I kind of felt that there was a very easy atmosphere in there as opposed to, 

bringing your homework and presenting it to the teacher. 

 Collaboration also involves like a good level of like just social interaction. 

 You don’t have to be so on pins and needles. 

Familiarity/Rapport 

Definition: familiarity/unfamiliarity, trust/distrust, rapport, and relationship between 

group members that is not stated as an outcome of the collaboration; 

popularity/unpopularity; respect or lack of respect 

Exemplars: 

 So that was kind of a level of familiarity that she could just tell them to hush up. 

 I mean it just, we were familiar with each other’s strengths. 

 Um, and then you and [Mia] joined us so there were four of us and um, that was 

scary at first because we were getting two more… 

 In the collaboration piece, a relationship had started to develop.  

 It was just matter of the team not working together at first. 

 So I guess I felt trust with um, [the state agency] and [the university]. 

Workload/Involvement 

Definition: factors related to workload, effort; sharing or not sharing workload; assisting 

or not assisting; attendance; degree or type of involvement within the collaboration or 

with other collaborators; distribution of workload 

Exemplars: 

 And, and then at one point I think you said like “okay, here’s the layout, who’s 

doing what?”  And I realized like we can’t, you’re not going to do it for us. 

 I think the way we had set it up where everyone kind of took a turn, um, I felt that 

was the fairest way 

 One thing I didn’t do was pick up the ball and run with it for them. 

 We all have a similar work ethic. Everybody does their share, and are willing to 

do more than their share, if that’s what…to take up the slack anywhere. 

 Okay, alright, um, so I’d like to talk about your involvement, your personal 

involvement in the relationship, how would you describe that? P:  Um, waning.    

 Um, I think that the first year I attended probably at least every other training. 

 Well, I’m thinking there was a year in between there where the [the state agency] 

people were, you were involved in several different, um, school systems and none 

of them were the school systems that I was really in.  
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Agreement 

(Collaborative Structure) (Communication) (Characteristics) (Group Dynamics) 

(Outcomes) (At-A-Glance) 

Definition: referring to agreement or disagreement between collaborators  

Exemplars: 

 What I considered invalid may not be what they consider invalid. 

 I think [Sean] and I and [Debbie] felt like we were always on the same page.   

 Sometimes difficult to come to consensus or make decisions. 

 I don’t feel like we ever disagreed.   

 Agreeing that we can disagree is important, in a collaboration of anything. So you 

won’t just have a bunch of people going along and getting along.   

Management 

Definition: managing or not managing the behavior of others; focusing collaborative 

efforts; facilitating; manipulating; employing or lacking tactfulness 

Exemplars: 

 I felt like I was minimizing her negative reaction so that we could begin to move 

forward. 

 I’ll say I was managing [her] through my behavior, 

 Sometimes I feel like it is manipulative. And it is. But on the other hand, anytime 

you are working with, anytime you have a difficult relationship somebody has got 

to be willing to be flexible or you are not going to get anywhere. 

 There was sometimes when I had to redirect the group in my opinion, and pull 

more of what I had, my initial end goal was.   

 When you have a collaboration you are going to have to have a person that 

facilitates. 

Collaborative Roles  

Definition: defining roles, role confusion, perceptions of roles 

Exemplars: 

 But it was just kind of we had to define what people’s roles were,   

 [Debbie] and I always saw that, um, you weren’t interns that had to be supervised 

in a sense because you had experience; you were consultants that came in. Um, 

[Sean] and I talked about that, and everybody was on that page. 

 And [she] came from a very different view of: they’re considered interns and that 

they have, I have to meet with them once a week and supervise them as interns 

would in a school district.   

 Focused on the type of group I am working with and what my role with that group 

is. 

 Roles and responsibilities are not always clear. 

 How would describe your role in the collaboration? P: (long pause) I think you 

could say facilitator. You could call my role the owner of the project, initial 

project in pulling it together.  And initiating it.    
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Modeling 

(Collaborative Structure) (Communication) (Characteristics) (Group Dynamics) 

(Outcomes) (At-A-Glance) 

Definition: modeling and demonstrating or lack thereof 

Exemplars: 

 Uh, and also I think you guys were great models for kind of how, when you move 

into another level of education, or in research, this is how to present yourself. 

 It’s almost like some of that you can model how to collaborate but you can’t wave 

a magic wand and make it happen. 

 And so one of the hardest things about the collaboration part is to model that and 

get people to come into it.   

 So I really felt like we were modeling the “what if’s and how abouts”, and you 

know um.   

 We needed to demonstrate things that we did. 

Ownership 

Definition: a sense or lack of ownership, investment, or commitment in the project 

Exemplars: 

 I felt like then we really had more ownership of it. 

 We’re pretty vested in what we want to do and for that to not happen I think that 

would be pretty devastating.   

 I also think this year, in a way it went better, because we had the school 

psychologist kind of more invested in it, it seemed. 

 I felt like I was on my own turf. 

 I thought that we’d be left with more ownership at the teacher level. 

 Cause ultimately we were responsible for the outcomes of the project.   

Group composition 

Definition: the construction and composition of the collaborative groups 

Exemplars: 

 We work closely with teachers and other school professionals. 

 Mix of special education teachers, regular education teachers, school 

psychologists and aides. 

 Since everyone was so different. 

 We’re all groups of professionals. 

 I think my role was kind of unique, because I was the only regular Ed this year. 
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Assimilation  

(Collaborative Structure) (Communication) (Characteristics) (Group Dynamics) 

(Outcomes) (At-A-Glance) 

Definition: the process of entering the group or collaboration; being eased or thrown into 

the collaboration; references to system entry issues; individual or group level 

Exemplars: 

 It was a little bit difficult in the beginning just trying to find your way, because its 

so much going on.   

 Because when you come on, you have to kind of learn [the state agency], and then 

you have to understand the projects, and then understand the research that we’re 

trying to do within the projects. 

 Having some kind of assimilation process for like, when a new person comes. 

 I felt like ya’ll didn’t want to overwhelm us. 

 So there are some things that could have been done. I was new to it and just 

didn’t. 
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OUTCOMES 

(Collaborative Structure) (Communication) (Characteristics) (Group Dynamics) 

(Outcomes) (At-A-Glance) 

Definition: outcomes of the collaboration itself or the impact of participation on the 

collaborators 

Emotional Outcome 

Definition: feelings of frustration, stress, anger, or burnout; calming down from 

frustration; excitement or happiness; gratitude 

Exemplars: 

 So um, and that could be a little bit frustrating, cause you’re like “really”?    

 They probably knew that [laughter] I was like over it. 

 I feel like every time we talk to her, it’s like pulling teeth. 

 After a while it can kind of wear on you. 

 They calmed down. 

 I really felt like we weren’t accomplishing anything 

 Once in a while when you ran into someone who was obviously burned out or 

negative. 

Sustain/Generalize 

Definition: efforts to sustain or generalize collaboration, research, PL content, or PL 

structure; seeking out or not seeking collaboration; failure to sustain or generalize 

Exemplars: 

 I’m just trying to…extend, you know, opening up another collaborative 

opportunity. 

 Try to see what other kinds of generalizations from this partnership or 

collaboration that we’ve built could we grow based on new initiatives. 

 If it can’t happen in this ideal circumstance I don’t know where I’m going to get 

another try.    

 Because it didn’t take on a life of its own. 

 I do know that it is generalizing some. 

 Look for opportunities for collaboration in other situations. 

 The way that training was provided was so very different from the way that [the 

state agency] traditionally provided training, that it made a difference that they 

were approaching.   

Learning 

Definition: learning from the collaborative experience; increase in knowledge; lack of 

learning 

Exemplars: 

 It’s nice to gain some other skills, because if you stick with what you really do 

well, and that’s it, then that’s all you have. 

 I learn a lot from the different people that who are involved. 

 Think about what can you learn from this mistake, so, that’s what I kind of what I 

took away from that. 
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 And also just having learned from you all, where you are talking about the 

professional learning model that you’ve done. 

General Impact 

(Collaborative Structure) (Communication) (Characteristics) (Group Dynamics) 

(Outcomes) (At-A-Glance) 

Definition: general impact or lack of impact of the collaboration on organizations or 

individuals; perceived success/benefits or detriments of the collaboration that cannot be 

attributed to other outcome categories; general recommendations 

Exemplars: 

 I think the overall collaboration around professional learning is working well. 

 I think the collaboration around research is not working so well. 

 The collaboration piece I don’t – with school systems and with [the state agency] 

– I don’t know that I would change a whole lot. I think that went really well. 

 And um, it ended up being a very positive thing for the teachers professionally, 

and individuals as well I think for the um, process. 

 It’s been good.    

 I’m not sure that we were – that we totally met the participants’ needs.   

 So I feel like each member of this collaborative was able to benefit from it in a 

different and specific way that met their needs. 

 It’s great for students in terms of the experiences they get. 

 The potential for collecting data.   

Relationship Development 

Definition: development or lack thereof of a relationship between collaborators 

Exemplars: 

 I think she learned to respect.   

 I enjoyed getting to know y’all. 

Evolution  

Definition: general growth, development, change, phases, or evolution of the 

collaboration over time, excluding learning 

Exemplars: 

 I think it’s definitely evolved since like I joined the team. 

 Then when you and [Mia] joined us it just seemed to continue to build. 

 There’s a lot of great things that he is going to end up building that we didn’t 

benefit from. 

 But then again, I felt like there was movement.    

 It really was a collaborative process kind of building what it was going to be. 

 

 

 

 


