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Executive Summary 

 

Introduction: The Minnesota Alliance With Youth (the Alliance) is a state-wide “backbone” 

intermediary organization that coordinates a collaborative network of schools, youth development 

intermediaries, and community-based organizations that strive to raise graduation rates and reduce 

the achievement gap.  Three Alliance-supported communities—Northfield, Hastings, and 

Worthington—have had notable success leveraging community-wide organizational collaborations to 

achieve those aims.  These communities offered a window through which to see how organizational 

collaboration operates in practice and identify factors that kindle successful collaboration.   

 

Study methodology: To discover what has enabled these communities to develop successful 

collaborations, this study employed the following data collection methods: 23 individual interviews 

with collaboration members and Alliance staff; 26 completed surveys (49-question adapted version 

of the Wilder Collaboration Factors Inventory); 3 focus group interviews with 28 collaboration 

members. 

 

Findings: Through triangulation, the three data collection methods identified several key factors, or 

themes, involved in the success of organizational collaboration.  The most important include: 

 

1. Relatively cohesive and geographically bounded communities helped provide clear definition 
to member selection and collaboration scope.  

2. High-ranking members enabled efficient decision-making and bring experience, expertise, 
connections, and resources. 

3. Relationship building, and the trust that it generated, was a process in which time and regular 
meetings were key features. 

4. The presence of impartiality—collaboration members without an organizational stake in the 
distribution or use of resources—helped maintain focus on the overall mission. 

5. Shared organizational understanding was foundational and often built by intentionally 
spending time and energy at the outset of a collaboration, informing all collaboration members 
about each member’s respective program and/or organization. 

6. Inclusive and intentional vision-building activities helped collaboration members commit to 
the vision along the way. 

7. Money brought potential collaboration members together—yet, previous collaborative 
activities were necessary to generate the vision, knowledge, and relationships needed to win 
competitive grants.   

8. Collaboration maximized existing resources.  Collaboration members clearly expressed a lack 
of adequate resources and the belief that collaboration would help make up for that lack.  

9. Can-do, positive, and risk-taking attitudes among collaboration members helped achieve 
success.  
 

The Alliance may be well-served by providing additional direction and support to the organizational 

collaborations with which it partners to help ensure the presence of these success factors.1  

                                                
1
 Please see Appendix 12: Propositions for Collaborators: Findings and Questions to Consider. 
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I.  Introduction. 

Every 26 seconds, a student drops out of school.  One in four students fails to graduate from 

high school.  Less than half of Native American (41%), African-American (44%), and 

Hispanic (45%) students complete high school on time.  Research shows that those who 

drop out are twice as likely as graduates to be unemployed, three times as likely to live in 

poverty, and eight times more likely to go to prison.2  On the state level, a 45% disparity in 

the in the graduation rates between white and black students, earns Minnesota the 

unenviable distinction of having the worst such gap in the country.3  

 

Increasingly, complex issues such as the dropout crisis are being addressed through 

organizational collaboration.  Chris Huxham, one of the leading academic scholars of 

collaboration, argues that complex issues cannot be addressed by any one organization 

acting along.  Rather, the multitude of ramifications for society of complex issues demand 

multi-organization approaches to tackle them, which has led to a rapid increase in 

organizational collaboration.456  Simultaneously, the devolution of government services has 

led to a decades-long increase in using networks of private and nonprofit organizations to 

deliver services that once government’s responsibility.78 

 

                                                
2
 http://www.americaspromise.org/.  Accessed March 10, 2013. 

3
 http://www.minneapolisfoundation.org/CommunityIssues/Education.aspx.  Accessed June 18, 2013. 

4
 Huxham, Chris.  (1996).  Creating Collaborative Advantage.  London: Sage. 

5
 Chisholm, Rupert.  (1998).  Developing Network Organizations.  Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley.   

6
 Provan, Keith, and H. Brinton Milward.  (2001).  Do Networks Really Work? A Framework for Evaluating 

Public Sector Organizational Networks.  Public Administration Review.  Vol 61. No. 4.  
7
 Goldsmith, Stephen, and William Eggers  (2004).  Governing by Network: the New Shape of the Public 

Sector.  Washington, D.C.: The Brookings Institution. 
8
 Sandfort, Jodi.  (2010).  Nonprofits within Policy Fields.  Journal of Policy Analysis and Management.  

Summer.  Vol 29. No. 3. 

http://www.americaspromise.org/
http://www.minneapolisfoundation.org/CommunityIssues/Education.aspx
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The Minnesota Alliance With Youth (the Alliance) provides a window through which to see 

how organizational collaboration operates in practice.  The Alliance has joined forces with 

Grad Nation, a national campaign led by America’s Promise Alliance, to achieve a 90% 

graduation rate by 2020.9  Given the size and complexity of the dropout crisis, the Alliance’s 

approach is to mobilize and engage entire communities, not just individual schools or 

community-based organizations.  The Alliance has two primary strategies to realize its 

mission of igniting the spark in all young people in Minnesota to become actively engaged, 

develop strong voices and acquire skills needed for success in school, work, and life:10  

 

1) to mobilize key stakeholders, including young people, statewide 

intermediaries, school districts, mayors, community leaders, educators, and 

private sector champions;  

2) to increase school and community-based organizations’ capacity to engage 

parents and communities through placement of AmeriCorps Promise 

Fellows.   

 

II.  Description of Organization 

The Minnesota Alliance With Youth is a backbone intermediary organization11 that impacts 

individuals and systems by helping communities statewide develop a framework of 

common goals, shared agendas, collective measures, and unified messages.  More 

specifically, the Alliance is the Minnesota affiliate of the America’s Promise Alliance and is 

                                                
9
 2009 Graduation For All Act (H.R. 4122) 

10
 http://mnyouth.net/about/.  Accessed June 22, 2013. 

11
 Kania, J., Kramer, M. (2011).  Collective Impact.  Stanford Social Innovation Review, Winter 2011.   

http://mnyouth.net/about/
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the statewide host-coordinator of approximately 200 AmeriCorps Promise Fellows.  The 

Alliance coordinates a collaborative network composed of schools, youth development 

intermediaries, and community-based organizations (CBOs) that serve as host sites for 

Promise Fellows.  Promise Fellows provide a powerful and cost-effective solution for 

school districts and CBOs striving to meet the needs of youth in grades 6-10.  Promise 

Fellows increase the capacities of the organizations in which they serve by employing an 

array of research-based intervention strategies with the goals of: increasing youth 

engagement; fostering youth voice; and helping students acquire the skills needed to be 

successful in school, work, and life. 

 

The Alliance also coordinates the Minnesota Youth Council (MYC).  The MYC is a diverse 

network of 8th through 12th graders and adult partners from each congressional district 

who collaboratively identify and address youth issues.  Minnesota Governor Mark Dayton 

recently signed into law a bill which established the MYC as the official youth voice in 

legislation.12    

 

III.  Purpose of Study 

Three Alliance-supported communities in Minnesota have achieved distinguished success 

in raising graduation rates and reducing the achievement gap: Northfield; Hastings; and 

Worthington.  Alliance staff wanted to know why these three communities achieved such 

success.  Given limitations of time and resources, however, it was necessary to narrow the 

focus of the study.  Conversations with Alliance staff quickly revealed a central factor 

                                                
12

 https://www.revisor.mn.gov/bills/bill.php?b=House&f=HF630&ssn=0&y=2013. Accessed July 10, 2013. 

https://www.revisor.mn.gov/bills/bill.php?b=House&f=HF630&ssn=0&y=2013
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believed to exist in all three communities: flourishing community-wide organizational 

collaborations.  This belief is in essence an assumption. 

 

Assumption: The successes of the three communities in question are not 

attributable to one single school or individual.  Rather, it is assumed that 

their successes are, to a degree, a result of their respective community-wide 

collaborations.  This assumption is derived from the stated beliefs of Alliance 

staff, expressed at the outset of this study, and serves as the premise on 

which the study is based.  

 

In sum, this study assumes that organizational collaboration has some role in the 

communities’ respective theories of change.  It is important to note that this study does not 

attempt to validate the successes (e.g. increased graduation rates) of the respective 

communities.  The study simply seeks to answer one primary question: how did Northfield, 

Hastings, and Worthington achieve flourishing organizational collaborations?   

 

Purpose of the study: to better understand the process of organizational 

collaboration in Alliance-supported communities.   

 

In answering this question, it is hoped that practical lessons can be extracted from 

Northfield, Hastings, and Worthington and applied to future collaboration efforts in 

Alliance-supported communities.  This study was conducted for an applied purpose, and 

therefore makes limited reference to the academic literature on the subject of 
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organizational collaboration.  The study’s findings could benefit from additional treatment 

of the academic literature to discuss the ways in which it does, and does not, support the 

work of organizational collaboration scholars.   

 

IV.  Description of Community Collaborations 

Originally, five communities were identified by Alliance staff as having achieved notable 

success in improving student outcomes.  During the initial phase of the study, two 

communities were ruled out of consideration for participation in the study.  One 

community did not meet Mattessich et al.’s definition of organizational collaboration.13  

Another community expressed interest early on in participation but later declined due to 

internal dynamics.  The three communities that remained clearly stood out among their 

peers. 

Northfield 

PRIMEtime, as the Northfield collaboration is known, was recently recognized by the 

National League of Cities as a model program demonstrating innovative and collaborative 

approaches within government.14  According to its website, “PRIMEtime is a network of 

local after school and summer programs that provides free, enriching out-of-school-time 

opportunities to over 1,000 Northfield youth each year.”15  Collaboration members are the 

leaders of participating programs and organizations, as well as several Promise Fellows.  

Facilitation is primarily provided by a collective impact backbone organization.   

                                                
13

 (See Pg. 13 of this study.)  Mattessich, P., Murray-Close, M., & Monsey, B. (2001). Collaboration: What 
makes it work (2nd ed.). Saint Paul, MN: Amherst H. Wilder Foundation.   
14

 http://www.nlc.org/Documents/Find%20City%20Solutions/IYEF/small-cities-report-out-of-school-time-
programming-may-2013.pdf.  Accessed July 11, 2013. 
15

 http://primetimekids.org/.  Accessed July 11, 2013. 

http://www.nlc.org/Documents/Find%20City%20Solutions/IYEF/small-cities-report-out-of-school-time-programming-may-2013.pdf
http://www.nlc.org/Documents/Find%20City%20Solutions/IYEF/small-cities-report-out-of-school-time-programming-may-2013.pdf
http://primetimekids.org/
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Hastings 

The Hastings collaboration is a network of local schools and community-based 

organizations that have come together to provide academic support, after school 

programming, and community service opportunities for youth in the area.  The community 

services that youth served by the collaboration provide have quickly become an 

indispensable and appreciated service at many community events.  Collaboration members 

are the leaders or representatives of participating organizations.  Facilitation is primarily 

provided by the Promise Fellow. 

 

Worthington 

The Worthington collaboration, known as the Nobles County Integration Collaborative 

(NCIC) is actually a collaboration of six school districts which have students in Nobles 

County: Adrian, Brewster, Ellsworth, Fulda, Round Lake, Heron Lake, Okabena and 

Worthington. According to the NCIC website, NCIC “promotes students success and 

community acceptance of differences by providing opportunities for students, families and 

staff from diverse backgrounds to learn from and with one another.”16  The NCIC is 

comprised of two organizational structures.  The Collaborative Council is a 23 member 

body comprised of community members as well as school representatives.  The Council 

provides consult to the Joint Powers Board, the decision-making body, which is made up of 

a representative of each participating school district.  Facilitation is provided by NCIC staff. 

 

                                                
16

 http://www.isd518.net/ncic.  Accessed July 11, 2013. 

http://www.isd518.net/ncic
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V.  Study Methodology 

To discover what has enabled these communities to develop collaborations capable of 

achieving improved student outcomes, this study employed multiple data collection 

methods, in the following time sequence: 1) Background informational interviews with 

select Alliance;  2) Individual interviews with key members of each collaboration; 3) 

Online, adapted version of the Wilder Collaboration Factors Inventory survey17 of key 

members of each collaboration; and 4) In-person semi-structured group interviews with 

key participants.  Through triangulation, these data collection methods illuminate several 

key themes that have contributed to the process of successful organizational collaboration 

in Northfield, Hastings, and Worthington.  

 

Data collection method 1: Background informational interviews with Alliance staff 

Purpose: to identify the key participants in and primary contextual 

information on each of the three communities. 

Process: one-on-one, in-person interview using mind mapping notes 

Protocol: see Appendix 1 

Analysis: information gleaned from these interviews helped identify key 

members of each collaboration (see data collection method 2) and informed 

the researcher of primary contextual information. 

Number of interviews: 3 

 

                                                
17

 Mattessich, Paul, et al. (2001).  Collaboration: What Makes It Work, 2
nd

 Edition.  St. Paul: Amherst 
H.Wilder Foundation.  Five additional factor statements were added to the original 41 WCFI factor 
statements. 
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Data collection method 2: Individual interviews with key members of each collaboration. 

Purpose: to identify the core characteristics of each collaboration according 

to key members of each collaboration and inform semi-structured group 

interview questions. 

Process: 30-40 minute, one-on-one phone interview using digital note 

taking. 

Protocol: see Appendix 2 

Analysis: Individual interview notes were used to inform the semi-

structured group interview questions (see data collection method 4).  

Individual interview notes were also used to identify the study’s overall 

findings. 

Number of interviews: 20 

 

Data collection method 3: 49-question Adapted version of the Wilder Collaboration 

Factors Inventory survey of key members of each collaboration. 

Purpose: to establish the extent to which the collaboration participants self-

identify as flourishing using quantitative rating and inform semi-structured 

group interview questions. 

Process: Online survey conducted using Survey Monkey™ was sent to key 

members of each collaboration via email. 

Protocol: see Appendix 6 

Analysis: Survey responses were quantitatively analyzed using MS Excel.  

Analysis of responses by community was used to establish the extent to 
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which the collaboration participants self-identified as flourishing.  Analysis of 

responses across communities (i.e. aggregated) was used to identify common 

collaboration strengths and weaknesses. 

Number of surveys completed: 26 

 

Data collection method 4: In-person semi-structured group interviews with key 

participants. 

Purpose: to probe deeper into specific factors identified via data collection 

methods 1, 2, and 3. 

Process: 60-90 minute, in-person semi-structured group interviews were 

conducted in each community and recorded using a digital audio recorder. 

Protocol: see Appendices 3-5 

Analysis: Audio recordings were transcribed analyzed through a) an initial 

reflective journaling process to identify major themes and broad categories 

for coding; and b) qualitative coding based in a grounded theory approach. 

Number of semi-structured group interviews: 3 

Number of group interview participants: 28 

 

VI.  Definition of Collaboration 

Merriam-Webster’s 2013 Online Dictionary defines collaboration as “to cooperate with an 

agency or instrumentality with which one is not immediately connected”18  However, no 

definition is universally agreed to in the seminal literature in this field.  As Alter states: No 

                                                
18

 http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/collaboration, accessed July 7, 2013. 

http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/collaboration
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agreement exists in the literature about standard definition of these terms.”19  Indeed, the 

variety of terms used to connote two or more organizations working together to achieve a 

similar goal (e.g. partnership, service integration, cooperation, coalition, inter-

organizational relationship, alliance, etc.) makes it difficult for authors from diverse fields 

to use the same language.20  Guo and Acar create a specific definition of collaboration for 

the nonprofit sector, defining it as multiple nonprofit organizations working together to 

address problems through joint effort, resources, and decision making and co-ownership of 

the end product.21   

 

Mattessich, Murray-Close, and Monsey conducted an extensive and rigorous review of the 

existing literature on collaboration (Collaboration: What Makes It Work, 2nd Edition).22  

According to the authors, “Collaboration is a mutually beneficial and well-defined 

relationship entered into by two or more organizations to achieve common goals.”  

Moreover, the authors write that “the relationship includes a commitment to mutual 

relationships and goals; a jointly developed structure and shared responsibility; mutual 

authority and accountability for success; and sharing of resources and rewards.”23   

 

                                                
19

 Alter, C. (2000). Interorganizational collaboration. In R. J. Patti (Ed.), The handbook of social welfare 
management. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. Pg. 284. 
20

 Bailey, D., & Koney, K. M. (2000). Strategic alliances among health and human services organizations: 
From affiliations to consolidations. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
21

 Guo, C., & Acar, M. (2005). Understanding collaboration among nonprofit organizations: Combining 
resource dependency, institutional, and network perspectives. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 
34(3), 342-343. 
22

 Mattessich, P., Murray-Close, M., & Monsey, B. (2001). Collaboration: What makes it work (2nd ed.). 
Saint Paul, MN: Amherst H. Wilder Foundation.   
23

 Ibid.  Pg. 4. 
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The work of Mattessich et al. provides a valuable summary of the existing literature on 

collaboration.  However, as the authors readily admit, their work does not act as a guide to 

specific actions.  This study aims to develop further understanding about what has enabled 

the Alliance-supported collaborations in Northfield, Hastings, and Worthington, 

respectively, to flourish. 

 

VII.  Wilder Collaboration Factors Inventory 

Through their extensive literature review, Mattessich et al. identified 20 factors, organized 

into six factor categories that influence the success of organizational collaborations.  Based 

on the 20 factors, staff at the Wilder Research Center then developed the Wilder 

Collaboration Factors Inventory (WCFI) as an instrument to help groups systematically 

survey where they stand on the factors that influence the success of collaboration (i.e. 

identify strengths and weaknesses).24   

 

Originally, the WCFI consists of 40 factor statements (corresponding to the 20 factors).  The 

Adapted WCFI25 consisted of 46 factor statements corresponding to 22 collaboration 

factors.  The additional six factor statements correspond to two new factors, mutually 

reinforcing activities and shared measurement.  These additional statements and their 

corresponding factors were derived from the work of John Kania and Mark Kramer on 

collective impact26 and included at the behest of Alliance staff.  Appendix 6, Adapted WCFI, 

                                                
24

 Mattessich, P., Murray-Close, M., & Monsey, B. (2001). Collaboration: What makes it work (2nd ed.). 
Saint Paul, MN: Amherst H. Wilder Foundation.  Pg. 35. 
25

 See Appendix 6. 
26

 Kania, J., Kramer, M. (2011).  Collective Impact.  Stanford Social Innovation Review, Winter 2011.   
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details the 22 collaboration factors and 46 factor statements, and highlights those factors 

and statements which were adapted for this study. 

 

Respondents indicated their level of agreement to each statement by selecting Strongly 

Agree (given a numerical rating of 5), Agree (4), Neutral/No Opinion (3), Disagree (2), 

Strongly Disagree (1).  Factor scores were calculated by averaging the scores of the 

statements belonging to each factor.   

 

VIII.  Summary of Key WCFI Findings27 

The main purpose of conducting the WCFI with collaboration members in Northfield, 

Hastings, and Worthington was to establish the extent to which the respective 

collaborations self-identify as flourishing.  Survey results indicate that all three 

collaborations collectively rated themselves highly.  This general finding helps validate, at 

least in part, the study’s assumption that the successes of each community are, to some 

degree, the result of their respective collaborations.  (It is unlikely that collaboration 

members would rate their respective collaboration highly on the WCFI if it wasn’t at least 

somewhat responsible for community achievements.)  The most noteworthy collective 

finding is simply how highly each community rated themselves across the board.   

 

Table 1 below shows the demographics of the WCFI survey respondents.  Among the three 

communities of Northfield, Hastings, and Worthington, a total of 26 collaboration members 

took the survey.  Promise Fellows in each community took the survey, and made up one out 

                                                
27

 WCFI survey findings specific to each community will be explained further below. 
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of every five survey respondents.  The approximate median tenure of survey respondents 

in their respective collaborations is three years. 

 

Table 1: Survey Respondent Demographics 

Demographic 
# of 

Respondents 

% of 

Total 

C
o

m
m

u
n

it
y

 Northfield 11 42% 

Hastings 6 23% 

Worthington 9 35% 

R
o

le
 Not PF 21 81% 

PF 5 19% 

T
en

u
re

 

<1 year 7 27% 

1-2 years 2 8% 

2-3 years 4 15% 

3-5 years 3 12% 

5-10 years 8 31% 

>10 years 2 8% 

   *N=26 total survey respondents 

 

Chart 1 below shows the average factor score of each community.  Interestingly, each 

community had an identical average factor score of 4.3, indicating an average rating 

between “Agree” and “Strongly Agree.”  This finding shows that survey respondents rated 
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their respective collaborations highly, on average, thereby self-identifying as a flourishing 

collaboration.   

 

Moreover, Chart 1 shows each community’s standard deviation of the averages for each 

factor (i.e. standard deviations were calculated using averages of each factor score, not 

individual responses).  Worthington had the smallest standard deviation (0.2), while 

Northfield had the largest (0.4).  In other words, 68% of Worthington’s factor scores fell 

within 0.2 of its average score of 4.3, while 68% of Northfield’s scores fell within 0.4 of its 

average score of 4.3.  This indicates a high degree of consistency—collaboration members 

in all three communities not only gave an average factor rating between “Agree” and 

“Strongly Agree”, but they also tended to rate each factor consistently high.   

 

Chart 1: Average Factor Score and Standard Deviation by Community 

 

       *N=22 total collaboration factors 
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Chart 2 below shows the number of factors by score range.  Out of 22 total factors, 

Northfield collaboration members rated 18 between 4.0 and 5.0 (i.e. between “Agree” and 

“Strongly Agree”).  Hastings and Worthington each rated 19 factors between 4.0 and 5.0.  

Each community rated 3 factors between 3.0 and 4.0, and Northfield was the only 

community to rate a factor below 3.0.    

 

Chart 2: Number of Factors by Score Range 

 

       *N=22 total collaboration factors 

 

Chart 3 below shows statements by score range, and indicates that there is slightly more 

variation in statement scores than factor scores.  This is to be expected, as factor scores 

were calculated by averaging the scores of the statements belonging to each factor. 
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Chart 3: Number of Statements by Score Range 

 

       *N=46 total factor statements 

 

Table 2 below shows the highest and lowest rated collaboration statements, on average 

among the three communities.  Most notable among the highest rated statements are the 

top two.  The first indicates that collaboration members hold their respective collaboration 

leaders in high esteem.  The second indicates that collaboration members think that their 

colleagues all want their respective missions to succeed.  Notable in the lowest rated 

statements is an indication that collaboration members lack adequate resources, including 

human resources, to achieve what their respective collaborations want.  Furthermore, 

collaborations may need to reconsider their respective memberships to ensure that all 

necessary voices are represented at the table. 
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Table 2: Highest and Lowest Rated Collaboration Statements 

  Collaboration Statement 3 Community Average 

T
o

p
 5

 S
c
o

re
s
 

The people in leadership positions for this collaboration 
have good skills for working with other people and 
organizations. 

4.83 

Everyone who is a member of our collaborative group 
wants this project to succeed. 

4.73 

People in this collaboration understand the value of 
sharing data. 

4.62 

There is a lot of flexibility when decisions are made; 
people are open to discussing different options. 

4.61 

The people in this collaborative group are dedicated to the 
idea that we can make this project work. 

4.59 

B
o

tt
o

m
 5

 S
c
o

re
s
 

Leaders in this community who are not part of our 
collaborative group seem hopeful about what we can 
accomplish. 

3.94 

We are currently able to keep up with the work necessary 
to coordinate all the people, organizations, and activities 
related to this collaborative project. 

3.83 

Our collaborative group has adequate “people power” to 
do what it wants to accomplish. 

3.75 

All of the organizations that we need to be members have 
become members of this collaborative group. 

3.71 

Our collaborative group has adequate funds to do what it 
wants to accomplish. 

2.73 

 

 

Table 3 below shows the highest and lowest rated collaboration factors, on average among 

the three communities.  Factor scores are derived by averaging their respective factor 

statements.  As such, factor scores should be expected to be higher, on average, and to have 

less variance.  Skilled leadership, which has only one corresponding factor statement 

(discussed above, and shown in Table 2) is the highest rated collaboration factor.  Adequate 

resources, people, and processes to achieve desired outcomes are the lowest rated factors, 

and the only factors with an average below 4.0 (Agree = 4).    
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Table 3: Highest and Lowest Rated Collaboration Factors 

  Collaboration Factor 3 Community Average 

T
o

p
 3

 S
c
o

re
s
 Skilled leadership 4.83 

Flexibility 4.52 

Members see collaboration as in their self-interest 4.52 

B
o

tt
o

m
 3

 S
c
o

re
s
 

Appropriate cross section of members 4.06 

Appropriate pace of development 3.98 

Sufficient funds, staff, materials, and time 3.26 

 

 

In sum, the WCFI shows that survey participants in Northfield, Hastings, and Worthington 

rate themselves highly, on average.  In particular, survey participants rated their respective 

leaders very highly, and their respective resources quite low.  For a summary of the highest 

and lowest rated factor statements of each individual collaboration, see Appendices 7-9.  

For a complete, detailed summary of all WCFI survey results, please see Appendices 10 and 

11. 

 

IX.  Qualitative Analysis  

Analysis of individual interviews (see Data collection method 2) consisted of a basic 

journaling process.  Interview data informed the questions asked in each community’s 

semi-structured group interview.  In so doing, each group interview had some unique 
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questions.  Interview data was also used to flesh out and/or strengthen findings from the 

analysis of group interviews.   

 

Group interview analysis employed a modified grounded theory approach by which units of 

data were sorted into themes through induction to provide conceptual meaning.  Grounded 

theory posits that all explanations or theories are derived from data rather than the 

subjective viewpoint of the researcher.28  Audio recordings of the three group interviews 

were transcribed verbatim and then printed.  Transcriptions were read twice through to 

identify initial theme categories, then cut with scissors into units of data (i.e. cohesive 

statements made by an individual group interview participant).  Interocular significance—

the differences and similarities that hit us between the eyes—was then used to cluster the 

units of data into categories of like meaning.29  These themes are reported below as 

findings. 

 

The themes were developed inductively and initially were grouped into umbrella 

categories without referencing existing research.  However, it was quickly realized that the 

six factor categories developed by Mattessich et al.—environment, membership 

characteristics, process and structure, communication, purpose, and resources—provided 

a comprehensive and logical framework with which to organize the themes.  In sum, the 

themes were induced from the qualitative data using a grounded theory approach and only 

then organized into preset categories developed through Mattessich et al.’s extensive 

                                                
28

 Glaser, B. G., & Strauss, A. (1967). The Discovery of Grounded Theory: Strategies for Qualitative 
Research.  Chicago: Aldine. 
29

 Scriven, Michael.  (1993).  Hard-won Lessons in Program Evaluation.  New Directions for Program 
Evaluation, 58.  San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 



24 
 
 

literature review.  This bottom-up-meets-top-down approach was used to blend the 

analytical rigor of grounded theory with the order and insight of existing research.  

Presentation of findings within the Wilder collaboration factor categories should not be 

interpreted as a validation of Mattessich et al.’s categories; the limited scope of this study 

prevents such an attempt.  The categories are used simply for logical presentation of 

findings. 

 

X.  Summary of Key Interview Findings 

1. Environment30 

Relatively cohesive and geographically bounded communities. 

Study participants recognized the advantage of living and working 

in communities that we’re cohesive and geographically bounded, 

at least relative to the Twin Cities metropolitan area.  

Collaborating organizations and the people who represented them 

are limited in number and known to all, simplifying the process of membership selection.  

Backbone organizations, such as the United Way of Hastings and Northfield’s Healthy 

Community Initiative are local and accessible.  The scope of collaborations—who the 

beneficiaries are and where they live—is limited by geographic boundaries.  Community 

norms and values may be easier to develop and maintain.  Geographically bounded 

communities may also contribute towards maintaining low staff turnover, which was 

reported as an asset for organizations and collaborations alike.  

                                                
30

 Mattessich et al. says, “Environmental characteristics consist of the geographic location and social 
context within which a collaborative group exists.  The group may be able to influence or affect these 
elements in some way, but it does not have total control over them.” (Pg. 12) 

“There’s clear 

definition about 

where our 

collaboration starts 

and stops.” 
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Collaboration can become a normed expectation. 

In two of the three communities, several individual phone 

interviews began with participants stating that 

“collaboration is simply the way things get done around 

here” or a variation thereof.  These people found it difficult, 

at first, to dissect the factors that contribute to their respective collaborations because 

collaboration had become so habituated.  Previous attempts at collaboration in these 

communities had not always succeeded in the short-term.  Overtime, however, 

collaboration grew from a seedling idea into a familiar way of operating.   

 

2. Membership Characteristics31 

Leaders: high ranking membership. 

The virtues of high ranking membership were widely 

recognized.  Collaboration members who are leaders in 

their respective organizations have the power to make 

decisions on their organizations’ behalf, thereby speeding 

the collaboration’s decision-making process.  Collaboration 

members with connections to other organizations in the 

community and to organizational resources, as well as experience navigating bureaucracy 

and collaborations were also seen as highly valuable.  Moreover, participation of high-level 

leaders was highlighted by several people as a signal to other community members of the 

                                                
31

 Mattessich et al. says, “Membership characteristics consist of skills, attitudes, and opinions of the 
individuals in a collaborative group, as well as the culture and capacity of the organizations that form 
collaborative groups.”  (Pg. 14) 

“You need the right people 

at the table—people who 

have leadership positions 

in their organizations and 

a broader view of the 

landscape, people who can 

bring resources to the 

table and decision making 

power.” 

“We are so used to 

collaborating that it’s 

become our everyday 

experience.  It’s just the 

norm here.” 
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importance of the collaboration.  Indeed, when a member of one collaboration began 

sending a lower-level staff person in their place it was disruptive to the entire collaboration 

because it undermined one of the core features of its design. 

 

Can-do attitude. 

Another clear hallmark of the Northfield, Hastings, and 

Worthington collaborations is the prevalence of variations of 

a “can-do”, positive attitude.  Several people proudly self-

identified as risk-takers.  They stressed the importance of 

taking chances.  Others espoused the simple need to continuously “look for ways to make it 

work.”  These people didn’t necessarily see themselves as risk takers, but did see a marked 

difference between their positive attitude and a more defeatist attitude of “others.”  A can-

do attitude is all the more valuable given that each collaboration indicated a lack of 

adequate resources in their WCFI responses.   

 

Collaboration is a long-term process. 

The mention of risk-taking or positive attitudes often 

occurred in close proximity with language that 

recognized the fact that collaboration is, by nature, a 

continuous work-in-progress.  Study participants who 

espoused risk-taking or positive attitudes also tended to 

express a long-term view of collaboration; in the long 

run (the bet) pays off.  It was unclear, however, if there was a causal relationship.  In the 

“Before the focus was 

on why you can’t; now 

the focus is on how 

you can.” 

“It’s not cooperating or 

partnering, but something 

where everyone gives and 

everyone gains.  You might 

not be served in the short 

term, or get something 

right away.  But you’ll be 

better off in the long term.” 
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short-term, collaboration can sometimes feel frustrating or slow.  Does a long-term view 

lead to increased risk-taking and positivity?  Does risk-taking and positivity lead to a long-

term outlook?  It would seem intuitive that there is some truth in both propositions.   

 

Relationship building. , 

Mutual respect, understanding, and trust was the collaboration 

success factor most frequently found in the literature reviewed by 

Mattessich et al.  Trust was also one of the factors most frequently 

cited by study participants.  Despite the ubiquitous references to trust in many interview 

conversations, there appeared to be no quick solution for building trust.  Participants said 

that relationship-building should be intentional, and frequently noted the effectiveness of 

informal events and activities at building relationships, but even more frequently said that 

building trusting relationships was simply a process of time.  Few formal mechanisms were 

mentioned, with one very notable exception: every community reported the importance of 

having regular collaboration meetings.  Regular meetings (and regular meeting attendance, 

by inference) were described as essential for building relationships in each community.  It 

is important to note that the frequency of meetings ranged from bi-weekly to bi-monthly; 

what was reported as essential was the regularity of meetings, regardless of frequency. 

 

  

“We had to grow 

relationships into 

trustful 

relationships.” 
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3. Process and Structure32  

Facilitation: the value of impartiality. 

One of Northfield’s biggest keys to success has been 

the presence of collaboration members who do not 

have an organizational stake in the distribution or 

use of resources.  The presence of such people 

serves to keep other collaboration members focused 

on the collective mission and ask difficult questions without having their motivations 

questioned.  In particular, several of Northfield’s collaboration members talked about the 

value of having an impartial backbone organization as the convener and facilitator of the 

collaboration.  In Hastings, their Promise Fellow approximates that impartial role, earning 

praise for her service as the meeting convener and agenda setter. 

 

Intentional building of shared organizational understanding. 

Two communities in particular talked openly about the 

need to intentionally spend time and energy at the outset 

of their collaborations informing other collaboration 

members about their respective programs and 

organizations.  This process can take months, some 

people said, but as the collaboration ages, program and 

organization updates become briefer.  Members of the 

Northfield collaboration said that for many years they had good out-of-school-time 

                                                
32

 Mattessich et al. says, “Process and structure refers to the management, decision-making, and 
operational systems of a collaborative effort.”  (Pg. 18) 

“It helps to have a neutral party 

at the table to keep us on track 

collaborating…Our collaboration 

works because of that role: 

someone to challenge us when 

our thinking narrows and keep 

us true to our mission.” 

“It was just this huge 

change, when people finally 

understood…Finally we got 

to ‘what’s best for the kids?’  

It was huge.  But it took a 

lot of work to get there, 

because people didn’t 

understand and respect the 

work of the other 

participants.” 
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programming, but it was chaotic and not “planful” because people simply didn’t know what 

was going on in other organizations.  In Worthington, building mutual respect and 

understanding—albeit between cultures—is the literal mission of the collaboration, and 

the focus of much of the program content.  The key to building mutual respect and 

understanding, study participants reported, is open conversations not only about what 

each program or organization does, but also the values, thinking, and assumptions that 

inform their respective work. 

 

4. Communication33  

Listeners. 

One of the most important aspects of good communication, 

according to study participants, is listening to understand 

rather than to respond.  This point of view manifested in 

multiple ways.  This approach was reported as an effective way to work with collaboration 

members who are difficult to work with and/or hesitant towards collaborating, as well as 

critical to understanding the other programs and organizations that are represented at the 

table (see paragraph above).  Moreover, listening to understand instead of to respond was 

often seen as an effective means to build mutual respect, trust, and understanding. 
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 Mattessich et al. says, “Communication refers to the channels used by collaborative partners to send 
and receive information, keep one another informed, and convey opinions to influence the group’s 
actions.”  (Pg. 23) 

”Listen with the intent to 

understand, not with the 

intent to respond.” 
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5. Purpose34   

Mission-focused. 

Many study participants have been involved in other 

collaborative efforts in the past and frequently 

mentioned how common it is for collaborations to 

exist in name only.  People and organizations in “other 

collaborations” often remain in “silos” and/or 

prioritize their own interests above the 

collaboration’s.  In group interviews, study participants proudly reported the centrality of 

the collaboration’s mission.  They frequently told of people dropping titles and roles, and 

doing whatever was necessary to serve youth.  In individual interviews however, 

participants, while still speaking positively about their fellow collaboration members, 

reported only “minor” turf wars.  This suggests that some degree of turf-mentality may be 

inevitable, even in highly successful collaborations.  Participants also said that it takes time 

for collaboration members to build the trust necessary for everyone to prioritize the 

collective mission.  One factor that contributed significantly to helping Northfield maintain 

a collective focus on mission is the role of collaboration members who do not have a 

personal or organizational stake in the distribution or use of resources, as mentioned 

above.   
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 Mattessich et al. says, “Purpose refers to the reasons for the development of a collaborative effort, the 
result or vision the collaborative group seeks, and the specific tasks or projects the collaborative group 
defines as necessary to accomplish.”  (Pg. 25) 

“Everyone is here for the same 

reason: how can we do best for 

the kids?  Many people say 

they’re collaborative, but when 

push comes to shove, they walk 

away from the meetings with 

their work coming first.  That 

doesn’t happen here.” 
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Clear and coherent vision. 

One of the strongest themes of all was the importance of 

developing a sound vision.  Vision-building was different 

for each community, but in each one an inclusive approach 

was used.  In Northfield the goal of developing a seamless 

combination of out-of-school-time programming arose from the shortcomings of previous 

iterations of the collaboration.  They realized the necessity of getting all the relevant 

players around the table and taking the time to develop mutual understanding of one 

another’s programs and how they could fit together.  In Hastings, vision-building was 

specific to their application to receive a Promise Fellow.  The process of envisioning how to 

serve Hastings youth who were “falling between the cracks” was open to all member 

organizations, transparent, and intentionally “over-designed” the program so as to clarify 

each member’s expectations.  In Worthington, they brought in an external facilitator to hold 

multiple community meetings and discuss how to make schools and communities become 

more accepting of each other.  From those public meetings, they developed the 

collaboration’s structure, goals, and membership.  

 

6. Resources35  

Money convenes. 

The power of money and resources to induce 

organizational collaboration is undeniable.  All three 
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 Mattessich et al. says, “Resources include financial and human ‘input’ necessary to develop and 
sustain a collaborative group.”  (Pg. 27) 

“We worked really hard on 

the initial proposal—we 

weren’t just writing a 

document, but committing 

to it along the way.” 

“I don’t want to undersell 

the role of the grant.  We 

came together around 

money.” 



32 
 
 

communities came together because of resources.  Two of the communities formed official 

collaborations as a result of substantial grant awards that go beyond the scope of the work 

of Promise Fellows; one community’s collaboration formed specifically around the 

opportunity to host a Promise Fellow.  Money can bring actors together and force them to 

coordinate operational decision making, resource distribution, monitoring and evaluation, 

and program integration.  These, in turn, can attract additional funds later.  In Northfield, 

for example, the data tracking required by their grant revealed a bigger scope and impact 

than previously estimated, thereby helping to secure additional grant funding.  And yet, it is 

also undeniable that a certain level of prior collaboration, or attempts at collaboration, was 

essential precursors to generating the vision, knowledge, and relationships needed to win 

competitive grants.  Money is an effective incentive to collaborate; but previous 

collaboration efforts may also be  a form of currency itself. 

 

Money is not everything. 

In spite of acknowledging the catalytic role that money 

plays, collaboration members in all three communities 

clearly indicated that they still lacked adequate resources 

to achieve what they want.  They reported that working 

together not only increased their ability to access money, 

but it also helped them do the most with what they have.  

Collaborations leveraged the excess capacity (e.g. extra office space, idle van, etc.) within 

their network of collaboration members in order to maintain their program operations, 

albeit on the cheap.  It may well be that one of the most influential motivations to 

“Because we have a large 

number of people at the 

‘table’, everyone brings 

certain resources, 

networks, and connections 

because of the diversity of 

programs.  We’ve got a 

huge network that can be 

leveraged.” 
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collaborate is the realization that collaborating organizations are stronger together.  It may 

also be especially true given the current economic situation many organizations find 

themselves in. 

 

XI.  Limitations of the study 

There are several limitations of this study that should be taken into consideration. 

 

This study is a practical paper, not a true “professional” or “academic” paper.   The 

study was conducted for an applied purpose, and therefore makes limited reference to the 

academic literature on the subject of organizational collaboration.  The study’s findings 

could benefit from additional treatment of the academic literature to discuss the ways in 

which it does, and does not, support the work of organizational collaboration scholars.   

 

Only three collaborations were studied, and they were not chosen at random.  It 

should be remembered, however, that this study does not purport to generalize its findings.  

Rather, it is hoped that the findings simply help explain what contributed to the respective 

success of these collaborations. 

 

Grounded theory, and qualitative analysis in general, is not objective.  Grounded 

theory, its advocates claim, allows the data to speak for itself; findings bubble up from the 

data itself rather than from a prior set of hypotheses or propositions.  While this study 

sought to achieve this objective, the data collected was a direct product of the specific 

questions designed by the author.  Moreover, group interview questions were informed by 
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the information gleaned via individual phone interviews, leading to varied group interview 

questions. 

 

Researcher as an internal evaluator.  The author is employed by the Alliance and studied 

collaborations that were supported by the Alliance.  It is possible that collaboration 

members may have been reluctant to provide full disclosure.  This is plausible, though not 

confirmed.  Many collaboration members readily shared less than glowing comments, 

especially during individual interviews.  Moreover, the overall positive commentary is most 

likely due to selecting collaborations that were already perceived by Alliance staff as highly 

successful. 

 

Assuming impact and the importance of collaboration.  As recognized in the beginning 

of this report, this study relies upon the assumption that the participating communities had 

notable success in improving student outcomes and that organizational collaboration 

played a role in that success.  However, only one collaboration has validated 

documentation of its impact; improved student outcomes in the other collaborations were 

not able to be validated.  It is should be remembered that the purpose of this study was not 

to validate collaborations’ respective successes, but rather to develop further 

understanding of collaboration.    

 

XII.  Organizational implications of findings for the Alliance  

The following propositions are meant to provoke discussion.  They are not concrete 

recommendations. 
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Collaboration is key.  While this study does not definitely prove that organizational 

collaboration is the cause of the improved student outcomes in the three communities, it is 

likely that collaboration or at least prior experience with collaboration is a main driver.  

The implication for the Alliance, then, is how to embed the Promise Fellow program within 

such a community.  Should the Alliance choose host site communities based on the 

presence of flourishing collaboration?  Should Promise Fellows initiate collaboration where 

it does not yet exist?   

 

Clarify the role of Promise Fellows vis-à-vis collaboration.  It appears as though the 

Alliance’s funders (e.g. Serve MN) are pushing Promise Fellows to deliver more uniform, 

routinized intervention services that can be easily documented, aggregated, and analyzed 

for impact.  The work of collaborations, on the other hand, can be messy, time-consuming, 

and hard to document, aggregate, and analyze for impact.  If in the long term collaborative 

approaches may generate the most impact, this tension requires serious discussion.  

Moreover, if Promise Fellows are primarily a cheap way for schools and community-based 

organizations to operate programs, how do we help them understand the dynamics of 

organizational collaboration that are so crucial to their work?     

 

Location, location, location.  A clear finding of this study is that relatively cohesive and 

geographically bounded community may be an asset for collaboration.  Does this mean that 

the Alliance should forego attempts at fostering collaboration in the Twin Cities 

Metropolitan Area?  Certainly not.  However, Alliance staff may want to pay special 
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attention to how collaboration efforts can delimit the selection of members and definition 

of scope. 

  

People, people, people.  Survey and interview data show that having the right people at 

the table is very important.  Moreover, study participants shared their insight into the type 

of person that is ideal for organizational collaboration.  They are leaders who have 

connections and decision-making power.  They are humble enough to listen to others and 

to prioritize the collective mission above their own ego and their own organization or 

program.  They focus on solutions and take risks.  They are champions of youth.  They 

understand collaboration to be a long-term process that requires them to nurture, nurture, 

nurture.  The Alliance should think about how they can help ensure that the collaborations 

it supports have members with these qualities.  Requiring applicants to host Promise 

Fellows to submit a description of each existing or potential collaboration member 

detailing what they bring to the table and why they were selected may be wise. 

 

You want impartiality on your side.  Collaboration members without an organizational 

stake in the distribution or use of resources are an invaluable voice.  How can the Alliance 

ensure the presence of impartiality at the collaboration table?  Should the Alliance 

recommend or require the presence of a champion of youth and/or representative of an 

intermediary organization without a personal or organizational stake that could provide 

impartiality?  If not, how will the collaboration members ensure that they can ask tough 

questions without casting doubt upon each other’s motives? 
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Building a vision takes a lot of time and effort, but is invaluable.  One of the strongest 

themes of all was the central role that vision-building played in the setting the direction 

and tone of the collaborations studied.  Inclusive and intentional vision-building activities 

not only provide direction and definition, they help potential collaboration members 

commit to the vision along the way.  How can the Alliance ensure that communities involve 

multiple stakeholders from the outset to develop a strong foundation of “buy in”?  

Requiring letters of support from community members who participated in the vision-

building effort may help to verify this. 

 

Build trust, but it need not be a prerequisite.  Trust was a very important success factor 

cited by study participants, and figures largely in the research of Mattessich et al. However, 

other research has found that the norm may be that the starting point between 

organizations is suspicion.36  This seems logical, and is buttressed by this study’s findings.  

As such, the appropriate focus of time and energy should be on trust building.  It is okay to 

start a collaboration without trust, but trust should be intentionally built, especially 

through a strategy of “small wins.”   

 

Communities and Promise Fellows want direction and support.  Communities and 

Promise Fellows that are new to collaboration often are unsure of what it looks like and 

how to do it.  The most frequent recommendation that they shared via individual and group 

interviews was a desire to receive more support at the outset of their collaborative efforts.  

The exact type of support desired varied, ranging from inviting all of the collaboration 
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members/Youth Support Team (YST) to an Alliance training to having Alliance Training 

Directors attend initial collaboration/YST meetings.  Collaboration members also 

expressed an interest in learning from and with other collaborations in the state (e.g. 

community mentor-mentee relationships or networking events). 

 

Perhaps Promise Fellows who serve in sites with organizational collaborations would be 

well served to be trained how to conduct basic stakeholder analysis techniques such as 

Power vs. Interest Grids, Stakeholder Influence Diagrams, and Bases of Power Directions of 

Interest Diagrams.37  Such activities could help them to more effectively and efficiently 

understand, navigate, and engage organizational collaborations. 

 

XIII.  Conclusion 

During the design phase of this study, Alliance staff stated that they wanted to know why a 

select few communities have had notable success improving student outcomes.  Due to 

resource constraints, the scope of the study was narrowed by an explicit assumption that 

their successes were, to a degree, a result of their respective community-wide 

collaborations.  It very likely not a coincidence that the communities identified as 

successful by Alliance staff also had flourishing organizational collaborations. However, 

this study cannot definitely prove that assumption correct; despite the considerable 

supporting evidence, further research is necessary.  The contribution this study makes is to 

deepen understanding of the factors that support successful organizational collaboration in 

Alliance-supported communities.   
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To conclude, it is important to recognize that collaborations entail tradeoffs and should not 

be fetishized.  Collaboration scholar Chris Huxham has written extensively on this subject, 

in the process provides a cautionary notice.  The potential for synergy from working 

collaboratively, “collaborative advantage,” is enticing.  Conversely, the often disappointing 

output in reality, which he terms “collaborative inertia,” is an unfortunately common 

result.38  These intertwined concepts should inform a process of thoughtful discernment 

before undertaking a collaborative endeavor.  They may be resource-intensive, slow to 

develop, and provide relatively little fruit.  They may also increase the capacity of 

participating organizations to achieve their desired impact.  If collaboration is pursued, the 

reader may be well-served to maximize the success factors identified by this study. 
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XIV.  Appendices 

 
Appendix 1: Data collection method 1 Alliance Staff Interview Protocol 

 
Data collection method 1: Background informational interviews with Alliance staff 
 
Interview protocol: 
 

1. Who are the collaboration members?  (Organizations, people, agencies, Promise 

Fellows, etc.) 

2. What are their respective roles in the collaboration? 

3. Who are the most important players?   

4. What is the purpose/function of the collaboration? 

5. When did the collaboration start?   

6. What is the role of the Alliance/Promise Fellow? 

7. Other contextual, background factors? 

 
  



41 
 
 

Appendix 2: Data collection method 2 Interview Protocol 

 

Data collection method 2: Individual interviews with key members of each collaboration. 

 
Interview protocol: 
 
Key player protocol 

My name is Mark Gruen, as you (may) already know I am an evaluation specialist with the 

Minnesota Alliance with Youth and also a graduate student at the Humphrey School of 

Public Affairs.  First off, I’d like to thank you for taking the time and energy to speak with 

me today and to share your experience and expertise with the Alliance.  Just to reiterate, 

the purpose of the study is to develop understanding of the process of organizational 

collaboration so that we, in turn, can better support collaboration in the communities 

where we work.   

 

I will be interviewing you because we are relying on the knowledge and experience of 

people such as yourself to inform the study.   I won’t be asking any threatening questions, 

but just so you know this interview is confidential.  Excerpts from this interview may be 

part of the final report, but would be reported anonymously and could not be attributed to 

you personally.  Any questions before we begin?  

 

Community:  

Interviewee name:  

Organization:  

Title/position:  

1. Can you briefly describe your role at X?  How long have you been there? 
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2. Briefly, what is your organization’s role in the collaboration?   

a. What is your personal role in the collaboration?   

b. How long have you been a part of it? 

 

3. Take a minute to think of a time when you were aware that your collaboration was 

working really well, maybe a moment when you felt really proud of your work together.  

Can you describe that moment, or that event?  

a. What about that moment/event made you realize it was working really 

well/made you feel proud?   

b. What contributed to that moment/event? 

 

4. Let’s focus on the early stages of the collaboration.  

a. Before the collaboration even began, what were the main obstacles or 

challenges that prevented people from working across organizational 

barriers?   

b. (If you weren’t present) what have you heard from others about that 

development process? 

c. What was the catalyst that made people decide to invest time and energy in 

the collaborative process? 

d. Who were the champions of the process 

i. What drove them?  
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e. (If not already answered:) How did collaboration members overcome those 

early obstacles? 

 

5. Thinking of the internal dynamics of the collaboration: over the years what challenges 

has the collaboration had? 

a. What lessons did the collaboration learn from those challenges? 

 

6. What external factors have impacted the collaboration 

a. How have you dealt with them?   

 

7. Finish this sentence, please: if it weren’t for collaboration, we wouldn’t…  

a. How do you know? 

 

8. This collaboration has evolved within a larger context, and incidents are likely to have 

occurred outside the collaboration, either within the context of your organization or 

within the community, that have impacted the collaboration. Can you think of an 

example of an external incident that has influenced the collaboration? (e.g. larger 

environment, policy, funding, external context)  

 

9. What role(s) have the Alliance and the Promise Fellows played in the collaboration? 

 

10. How could the Alliance support the process of organizational collaboration in a 

community that is just beginning the process? 
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11. Do you have any final thoughts or comments you’d like to share? 

 

NEXT STEPS: There are two more components of this study.  We have an in-person 

focus group, or group interview, that we’re doing in April, which I hope you can attend, 

and also a brief online survey meant to assess your collaboration’s strengths.  I 

appreciate your time and energy, the sharing of your experience and expertise! 
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Appendix 3: Semi-structured Group Interview Protocol Northfield 4/12/13 

 

Introduction: 5 min.                                   

Thank you for time, energy, and talent! 

 Time: clarify length of meeting 

 Brief self-intro re: background in PYD (coaching, VISTA, Peace Corps), excitement 

about evaluation that’s learning-oriented. 

 Reiterate purpose: to learn from your experience and expertise in organizational 

collaboration so that the Alliance can better support the communities with which 

we partner.  Of course you aren’t perfect, no collaboration is, but you’ve had some 

pretty notable success, and I want to encourage you in this space here to reflect on 

your experiences, and what you’ve learned from the process of collaboration.  

 Ask for permission to record (START RECORDING) 

 

Ice breaker: 5-10 min. 

o Participants share 1) name and 2) a favorite way to spend time and energy 

when they’re not at work that isn’t public knowledge. 

 

FG questions drawn from 1) phone interviews; 2) WCFI survey, which I will share at the 

end; and 3) survey of Alliance staff on what they consider most important information 

needs. 

 

Questions 
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1. Obviously, the organizations that make up Prime Time weren’t always so integrated.  A 

few of you described the evolution of Prime Time as one in which there were perhaps 3 

phases.  At first, there was a lack of understanding of other people’s programs and roles.  

Then a period of mapping your collective resources and priorities.  And, over time, a 

deeper level of program, and even financial, integration.  What was particularly 

successful in helping you move from one phase to the next?   

a. What’s next?! 

 

2. In the survey you all took, every single one of you “strongly agreed” with the statement 

that “The people in leadership positions for this collaboration have good skills for 

working with other people and organizations.”  A number of you also told me that it’s 

very important to have the support of high-level decision-makers for a collaboration to 

work.  How do you attract, convince, and keep interested those people? 

 

3. A good number of you indicated in the survey that not all of the organizations that you 

need to be members of this collaboration actually are members of the collaboration.  

Could you describe the process with which you identified and recruited potential 

collaboration members.  And, if you were to mentor a neighboring collaboration, say in 

Faribault, what would you recommend doing the same or different? 

 

4. Many of you mentioned the importance of having an objective convener, or facilitator, 

of this collaboration, like Zach who doesn’t have a program involved or a vested 

interest.  I think it’s safe to say that most of the communities the Alliance supports don’t 
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have an obvious convener organization like the Healthy Community Initiative.  How 

could you create the same effect that HCI brings in a community without HCI? 

 

5. A few of you mentioned in our phone conversations a previous and influential member 

of this collaboration who was reluctant to jump into collaboration with both feet.  You 

all know more than most that collaboration is indeed messy, time intensive, and 

sometimes frustrating.  What lessons have you learned about how to work with 

someone who hasn’t fully bought into the collaborative process? 

 

6. Having sufficient funds, staff, and time was the factor that you all rated the lowest on 

the survey, which probably comes as no surprise to you.  Many other communities that 

host Promise Fellows fail in getting collaborations off the ground because of how 

resource intensive they can be in the start-up phase.  What helps this collaboration to 

do its work in spite of the resource constraints?  What lessons have you learned?  

 

7. Conclusion: Recommendations or other final comments (think, pair, share if time 

allows). 
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Appendix 4:  Semi-structured Group Interview Protocol Hastings 4/10/12 

 

Introduction: 5 min. 

 Thank you for time, energy, and talent! 

 Time: clarify length of meeting 

 Brief self-intro re: background in PYD, excitement about evaluation that’s learning-

oriented. 

 Reiterate purpose: to learn from your experience and expertise in organizational 

collaboration so that the Alliance can better support the communities with which 

we partner.  Of course you aren’t perfect, no collaboration is, but you’ve had some 

pretty notable success, and I want to encourage you in this space here to reflect on 

your experiences, and what you’ve learned from the process of collaboration.  

 Ask for permission to record (START RECORDING) 

 

Ice breaker: 5-10 min. 

 Participants share 1) name and 2) a favorite way to spend time and energy when 

they’re not at work  

o Encourage participants to share something that isn’t already public 

knowledge. 

 

Mutual respect, understanding, and trust is a highly rate factor…maybe the bedrock 

of collaboration. 
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 Many of you have told me in phone conversation of the culture and history of 

collaboration here in Hastings.  And as I’m sure we all know, that takes conscious 

effort.  What intentional efforts have you made to develop mutual respect, 

understanding, and trust in this collaboration? 

o What do you think has contributed to the development of these qualities? 

 

Shared vision is another key success factor that you rated highly.   

 A number of you mentioned in phone conversation that the original Promise Fellow 

grant application was a notable event in this collaboration’s history.  What made 

that process notable? 

o Would you do anything differently knowing what you know now? 

o Were there any other particularly helpful vision-building efforts that you can 

remember? 

 

Open and frequent communication is another factor that, collectively, you rated as a 

strength of this collaboration. 

 What do you think is successful about this collaboration’s communication? 

o How did that communication system come to be? 

o Has the communication system changed over time?  Why? 

 Jazz musician Wynton Marsalis once said, “Playing jazz means learning how to 

reconcile differences, even when they’re opposites...Jazz teaches you how to have 

dialogue with integrity.”  I’ve heard from a number of you that there have been 

changes in who sits at this table.  Perhaps this is a good example of an issue that 
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requires good communication, or as Marsalis put it, “dialogue with integrity”.  What 

have you learned to be the keys to achieving “dialogue with integrity”? 

 

Skilled leadership.  This, in fact, was the factor that you scored the highest of all. 

 (Read statement from survey.)  Why did you rate it so high? 

 I’ve heard that the organizational structure of this collaboration is one in which Amy 

sets the agenda, runs the meetings, usually implements the decisions on a program 

level, and the YST is like a board, making the leadership-type decisions.  What has 

worked well about that set up, and how do you think it would work in other 

communities?   

o What’s unique about Hastings that has enabled this set up to succeed? 

o What changed in year 2 about PF’s development?  

 

Established informal relationships and communication links—not only rated highly 

but also a common theme in phone interviews. 

 What do you think enabled those relationships to form and flourish? 

 If you were to mentor a community that lacks these types of 

relationships, what would you share with them? 

 

Sufficient funds, staff, materials, and time. 

 Collaborative work is often expensive in the startup phase in terms of financial 

capital, but also in terms of social and political capital.  What facilitated your 

collaborative work at the outset? 
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Conclusion. 

 If you had the opportunity to pull Sarah Dixon, the Alliance’s CEO aside and give her 

a couple recommendations on how the Alliance could improve itself to better 

support collaboration, what would you tell her?  (And it’s not a hypothetical—this is 

what we’re doing right now!) 

 (IF TIME ALLOWS, hand out survey results.)   

o Do you think some of these factors are more important than others?   

o What has been most important for you/this collaboration? 
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Appendix 5:  Semi-structured Group Interview Protocol Worthington 4/16/13 

 

Introduction: 5 min.                                   

 Thank you for time, energy, and talent! 

 Time: clarify length of meeting 

 Brief self-intro re: background in PYD (coaching, VISTA, Peace Corps), excitement 

about evaluation that’s learning-oriented. 

 Reiterate purpose: to learn from your experience and expertise in organizational 

collaboration so that the Alliance can better support the communities with which 

we partner.  Of course you aren’t perfect, no collaboration is, but you’ve had some 

pretty notable success, and I want to encourage you in this space here to reflect on 

your experiences, and what you’ve learned from the process of collaboration.  

 Ask for permission to record (START RECORDING) 

 

Ice breaker: 5-10 min. 

o Participants share 1) name and 2) a favorite way to spend time and energy 

when they’re not at work that isn’t public knowledge. 

 

FG questions drawn from 1) phone interviews; 2) WCFI survey, which I will share at the 

end; and 3) survey of Alliance staff on what they consider most important information 

needs. 

 

1. Shared vision is a key success factor that you rated highly.   
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 Thinking back to the time when this collaboration was just starting, were there any 

particularly helpful vision-building efforts or activities that you can remember? 

o I heard that there was some sort of needs assessment that took place.  How 

did that come about?  Would you do anything differently knowing what you 

know now? 

 

2. (skip)  Mutual respect, understanding, and trust is a highly rate factor…maybe the 

bedrock of collaboration.  

 What do you think has contributed to the development of these qualities? 

 What intentional efforts have you made to develop mutual respect, understanding, 

and trust in this collaboration? 

 

3. One of the unique aspects of this collaboration in comparison to the other 

collaborations that we’ve looked at, is that you work with multiple geographic 

communities.  What are the biggest challenges of working with multiple geographic 

communities?  What have you learned as a result?  How develop a sense of ownership? 

 

4. Another unique aspect of this collaboration compared the others is the formal 

organizational structure of the collaboration, with the collaborative council and joint 

powers board.  What do you think works particularly well about this set up?  What do 

you think its limitations are/How would you improve it? 
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5. In the phone interviews that I did with a few of you, I heard that it can be a challenge to 

recruit and empower minority voices within the collaboration.  What lessons have you 

learned about how to engage and empower those voices? 

 

6. I also heard over the phone that one of the things that sets apart this community from 

others and that makes collaboration more possible here, is that many people have 

recognized the size of the issue—no one has all the answers.  That may sound obvious 

to some, but it was told to me that that recognition is more evident in this community in 

particular.  Why do you think that is? 

 

7. Thinking broadly now, about the things that we’ve talked about and perhaps things that 

we haven’t talked about, if you were to mentor a neighboring community who is starting 

to develop a collaboration, what would you recommend doing the same or different? 

 

8. I understand that MDE’s integration aid has two main purposes—to promote cultural 

integration and to improve student achievement.  Do you think there’s an even balance 

between those two, or is there one that is more of a focus here?   

a. What led to that shift in focus?   

b. What was the process like? 

 

9. (skip) Do you have people here who haven’t fully bought into the collaborative process?  

What lessons have you learned about how to work with someone like that? 
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10. (skip) What helps this collaboration to do its work in spite of the resource constraints?  

What lessons have you learned? 

 

11. Conclusion: Recommendations or other final comments (think, pair, share if time 

allows). 
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Appendix 6: Adapted Wilder Collaboration Factors Inventory 

 

Note: factor statements that differ from the original WCFI are highlighted in yellow below. 

 

Factor 

 

Statement 

 

Mutual respect, 

understanding, and trust 

1. People involved in our collaboration always trust one another. 

2. I have a lot of respect for the other people involved in this collaboration. 

Appropriate cross section of 

members 

3. The people involved in our collaboration represent a cross-section of those who have a stake in what the 

collaboration is trying to accomplish. 

4. All of the organizations that we need to be members have become members of this collaborative group. 

Members see collaboration as 

in their self interest 
5. My organization will benefit from being involved in this collaboration. 

Ability to compromise 6. People involved in our collaboration are willing to compromise on important aspects of our project. 

Sufficient funds, staff, 

materials, and time 

7. Our collaborative group has adequate funds to do what it wants to accomplish. 

8. Our collaborative group has adequate “people power” to do what it wants to accomplish. 

Skilled leadership 
9. The people in leadership positions for this collaboration have good skills for working with other people and 

organizations. 

Members share a stake in both 

process and outcome 

10. The organizations that belong to our collaborative group invest the right amount of time in our collaborative 

efforts. 

11. Everyone who is a member of our collaborative group wants this project to succeed. 

12. The level of commitment among the collaboration participants is high. 
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Appendix 6 (Cont.) 

Factor 

 

Statement 

 

Multiple layers of participation 

13. When the collaborative group makes major decisions, there is always enough time for members to take 

information back to their organizations to confer with colleagues about what the decision should be. 

14. Each of the people who participate in decisions in this group can speak for the entire organization they 

represent, not just a part. 

Flexibility 

15. There is a lot of flexibility when decisions are made; people are open to discussing different options. 

16. People in this collaborative group are open to different approaches to how they can do the group‘s work. 

They are willing to consider different ways of working. 

Development of clear roles 

and policy guidelines 

17. People in this collaborative group have a clear sense of their roles and responsibilities. 

18. There is a clear process for making decisions among the partners in this collaboration. 

Adaptability 

19. This collaboration is able to adapt to changing conditions, such as fewer funds than expected, changing 

political climate, or change in leadership. 

20. This group has the ability to survive even if it had to make major changes in its plans or add some new 

members in order to reach its goals. 

Appropriate pace of 

development 

21. This collaborative group has tried to take on the right amount of work at the right pace. 

22. We are currently able to keep up with the work necessary to coordinate all the people, organizations, and 

activities related to this collaborative project. 

Shared measurement 

23. People in this collaboration understand the value of sharing data. 

24. People in this collaboration agree on the ways success will be measured. 

25. People in this collaboration increasingly use data to adapt and refine their strategies. 
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Appendix 6 (Cont.) 

Factor 

 

Statement 

 

Open and frequent 

communication 

26. People in this collaboration communicate openly with one another. 

27. I am informed as often as I should be about what goes on in the collaboration. 

28. The people who lead this collaborative group communicate well with the members. 

Established informal 

relationships and 

communication links 

29. Communication among the people in this collaborative group happens both at formal meetings and in 

informal ways. 

30. I personally have informal conversations about the project with others who are involved in this collaborative 

group. 

Concrete, attainable goals and 

objectives 

31. I have a clear understanding of what the collaboration is trying to accomplish. 

32. People in our collaborative group know and understand our goals. 

33. People in our collaborative group have established reasonable goals. 

Shared vision 

34. The people in this collaborative group are dedicated to the idea that we can make this project work. 

35. My ideas about what the group wants to accomplish with this collaboration seem to be the same as the ideas 

of others. 

Unique purpose 

36. What we are trying to accomplish with our collaborative project would be difficult for any single organization 

to accomplish by itself. 

37. No other organization in the community is trying to do exactly what we are trying to do. 

Mutually reinforcing activities 

38. People in our collaborative group increasingly align their individual work with our initiative’s common 

agenda. 

39. My organization and our community partners collaboratively develop new approaches to advance the 

initiative. 

 

 



59 
 
 

 

Appendix 6 (Cont.) 

Factor 
 

Statement 
 

History of collaboration or 
cooperation in the community 

40. People in our community have a history of working together. 

41. Trying to solve problems through collaboration has been common in this community. It‘s been done a lot 
before. 

Collaborative group seen as a 
legitimate leader in the 
community 

42. The members of the collaboration understand the community, including its people, cultures, values and 
habits. 

43. Leaders in this community who are not part of our collaborative group seem hopeful about what we can 
accomplish. 

44. Others (in this community) who are not part of this collaboration would generally agree that the 
organizations involved in this collaborative project are the “right” organizations to make this work. 

Favorable political and social 
climate 

45. The history and environment surrounding power and decision making are positive. (Edited.) 

46. The time is right for this collaborative project. 
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Appendix 7: Highest and Lowest Rated Collaboration Statements—Northfield 

 

  Collaboration Statement Northfield Average 
To

p
 5

 S
co

re
s 

The people in leadership positions for this 

collaboration have good skills for working with other 

people and organizations. 

5.00 

Everyone who is a member of our collaborative group 

wants this project to succeed. 
4.91 

I have a lot of respect for the other people involved in 

this collaboration. 
4.82 

My organization will benefit from being involved in 

this collaboration. 
4.73 

People in this collaboration understand the value of 

sharing data. 
4.73 

B
o

tt
o

m
 5

 S
co

re
s 

Our collaborative group has adequate “people power” 

to do what it wants to accomplish. 
3.82 

The organizations that belong to our collaborative 

group invest the right amount of time in our 

collaborative efforts. 

3.82 

We are currently able to keep up with the work 

necessary to coordinate all the people, organizations, 

and activities related to this collaborative project. 

3.82 

All of the organizations that we need to be members 

have become members of this collaborative group. 
3.18 

Our collaborative group has adequate funds to do 

what it wants to accomplish. 
1.91 
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Appendix 8: Highest and Lowest Rated Collaboration Statements—Hastings 

 
 

  Collaboration Statement Hastings Average 

To
p

 6
 S

co
re

s 

The people in leadership positions for this collaboration have 

good skills for working with other people and organizations. 4.83 

The people involved in our collaboration represent a cross-

section of those who have a stake in what the collaboration is 

trying to accomplish. 
4.67 

People involved in our collaboration always trust one another. 
4.67 

Everyone who is a member of our collaborative group wants this 

project to succeed. 
4.67 

There is a lot of flexibility when decisions are made; people are 

open to discussing different options. 
4.67 

People in this collaborative group are open to different 

approaches to how they can do the group‘s work. They are 

willing to consider different ways of working. 
4.67 

B
o

tt
o

m
 6

 S
co

re
s 

This collaboration is able to adapt to changing conditions, such 

as fewer funds than expected, changing political climate, or 

change in leadership. 
3.83 

People in this collaboration agree on the ways success will be 

measured. 
3.83 

People in our collaborative group increasingly align their 

individual work with our initiative’s common agenda. 3.83 

We are currently able to keep up with the work necessary to 

coordinate all the people, organizations, and activities related to 

this collaborative project. 
3.67 

People in this collaboration increasingly use data to adapt and 

refine their strategies. 
3.67 

Our collaborative group has adequate funds to do what it wants 

to accomplish. 
2.83 
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Appendix 9: Highest and Lowest Rated Collaboration Statements—Worthington 

 
 

  Collaboration Statement Worthington Average 

T
o

p
 7

 S
c
o

re
s
 

The people in leadership positions for this collaboration have 

good skills for working with other people and organizations. 
4.67 

Everyone who is a member of our collaborative group wants this 

project to succeed. 
4.63 

There is a lot of flexibility when decisions are made; people are 

open to discussing different options. 
4.63 

People in this collaboration understand the value of sharing 

data. 
4.63 

I have a clear understanding of what the collaboration is trying 

to accomplish. 
4.63 

The people in this collaborative group are dedicated to the idea 

that we can make this project work. 
4.63 

The time is right for this collaborative project. 4.63 

B
o

tt
o

m
 5

 S
c
o

re
s
 

The organizations that belong to our collaborative group invest 

the right amount of time in our collaborative efforts. 
3.75 

When the collaborative group makes major decisions, there is 

always enough time for members to take information back to 

their organizations to confer with colleagues about what the 

decision should be. 

3.63 

Leaders in this community who are not part of our collaborative 

group seem hopeful about what we can accomplish. 
3.63 

Our collaborative group has adequate funds to do what it wants 

to accomplish. 
3.44 

Our collaborative group has adequate “people power” to do 

what it wants to accomplish. 
3.44 
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Appendix 10: Summary of WCFI Survey Results—Percent Distribution by Response 

Factor Statement 

Strongly 

agree Agree 

Neutral/ 

No 

opinion Disagree  

Strongly 

disagree 

Statement 

score 

average 

Factor 

score 

average N 

Mutual respect, 

understanding, 

and trust 

People involved in our collaboration always trust one another. 46% 50% 4% 0% 0% 4.42 

4.48 

26 

I have a lot of respect for the other people involved in this 

collaboration. 
65% 31% 0% 0% 4% 4.54 26 

Appropriate cross 

section of 

members 

The people involved in our collaboration represent a cross-section of 

those who have a stake in what the collaboration is trying to 

accomplish. 

46% 46% 4% 4% 0% 4.35 

3.98 

26 

All of the organizations that we need to be members have become 

members of this collaborative group. 
19% 35% 35% 12% 0% 3.62 26 

Members see 

collaboration as in 

their self-interest 
My organization will benefit from being involved in this collaboration. 58% 38% 4% 0% 0% 4.54 4.54 26 

Ability to 

compromise 

People involved in our collaboration are willing to compromise on 

important aspects of our project. 
42% 42% 12% 4% 0% 4.23 4.23 26 

Sufficient funds, 

staff, materials, 

and time 

Our collaborative group has adequate funds to do what it wants to 

accomplish. 
0% 27% 15% 54% 4% 2.65 

3.19 

26 

Our collaborative group has adequate “people power” to do what it 

wants to accomplish. 
8% 69% 12% 12% 0% 3.73 26 

Skilled leadership The people in leadership positions for this collaboration have good 

skills for working with other people and organizations. 
85% 15% 0% 0% 0% 4.85 4.85 26 

Members share a 

stake in both 

process and 

outcome 

The organizations that belong to our collaborative group invest the 

right amount of time in our collaborative efforts. 
12% 72% 12% 4% 0% 3.92 

4.40 

25 

Everyone who is a member of our collaborative group wants this 

project to succeed. 
76% 24% 0% 0% 0% 4.76 25 

The level of commitment among the collaboration participants is high. 52% 48% 0% 0% 0% 4.52 25 
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Appendix 10 (Cont.) 

 

Factor Statement 

Strongly 

agree Agree 

Neutral/ 

No 

opinion Disagree  

Strongly 

disagree 

Statement 

score 

average 

Factor 

score 

average N 

Multiple layers of 

participation 

When the collaborative group makes major decisions, there is always 

enough time for members to take information back to their 

organizations to confer with colleagues about what the decision should 

be. 

32% 52% 8% 8% 0% 4.08 

4.12 

25 

Each of the people who participate in decisions in this group can speak 

for the entire organization they represent, not just a part. 
32% 56% 8% 4% 0% 4.16 25 

Flexibility There is a lot of flexibility when decisions are made; people are open to 

discussing different options. 
64% 32% 4% 0% 0% 4.60 

4.50 

25 

People in this collaborative group are open to different approaches to 

how they can do the group‘s work. They are willing to consider 

different ways of working. 

40% 60% 0% 0% 0% 4.40 25 

Development of 

clear roles and 

policy guidelines 

People in this collaborative group have a clear sense of their roles and 

responsibilities. 
24% 60% 16% 0% 0% 4.08 

4.10 

25 

There is a clear process for making decisions among the partners in this 

collaboration. 
20% 72% 8% 0% 0% 4.12 25 

Adaptability This collaboration is able to adapt to changing conditions, such as 

fewer funds than expected, changing political climate, or change in 

leadership. 

36% 52% 12% 0% 0% 4.24 

4.24 

25 

This group has the ability to survive even if it had to make major 

changes in its plans or add some new members in order to reach its 

goals. 

36% 56% 4% 4% 0% 4.24 25 

Appropriate pace 

of development 

This collaborative group has tried to take on the right amount of work 

at the right pace. 
20% 72% 8% 0% 0% 4.12 

3.98 

25 

We are currently able to keep up with the work necessary to 

coordinate all the people, organizations, and activities related to this 

collaborative project. 

12% 64% 20% 4% 0% 3.84 25 
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Appendix 10 (Cont.) 

Factor Statement 

Strongly 

agree Agree 

Neutral/ 

No 

opinion Disagree  

Strongly 

disagree 

Statement 

score 

average 

Factor 

score 

average N 

Shared 

measurement 
People in this collaboration understand the value of sharing data. 64% 36% 0% 0% 0% 4.64 

4.33 

25 

People in this collaboration agree on the ways success will be 

measured. 
28% 56% 16% 0% 0% 4.12 25 

People in this collaboration increasingly use data to adapt and refine 

their strategies. 
40% 44% 16% 0% 0% 4.24 25 

Open and 

frequent 

communication 

People in this collaboration communicate openly with one another. 52% 40% 8% 0% 0% 4.44 

4.40 

25 

I am informed as often as I should be about what goes on in the 

collaboration. 
40% 52% 4% 4% 0% 4.28 25 

The people who lead this collaborative group communicate well with 

the members. 
52% 44% 4% 0% 0% 4.48 25 

Established 

informal 

relationships and 

communication 

links 

Communication among the people in this collaborative group happens 

both at formal meetings and in informal ways. 
60% 36% 4% 0% 0% 4.56 

4.42 

25 

I personally have informal conversations about the project with others 

who are involved in this collaborative group. 
36% 56% 8% 0% 0% 4.28 25 

Concrete, 

attainable goals 

and objectives 

I have a clear understanding of what the collaboration is trying to 

accomplish. 
48% 52% 0% 0% 0% 4.48 

4.41 

25 

People in our collaborative group know and understand our goals. 36% 64% 0% 0% 0% 4.36 25 

People in our collaborative group have established reasonable goals. 40% 60% 0% 0% 0% 4.40 25 

Shared vision The people in this collaborative group are dedicated to the idea that 

we can make this project work. 
60% 40% 0% 0% 0% 4.60 

4.44 

25 

My ideas about what the group wants to accomplish with this 

collaboration seem to be the same as the ideas of others. 
36% 56% 8% 0% 0% 4.28 25 
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Appendix 10 (Cont.) 

Factor Statement 

Strongly 

agree Agree 

Neutral/ 

No 

opinion Disagree  

Strongly 

disagree 

Statement 

score 

average 

Factor 

score 

average N 

Unique purpose What we are trying to accomplish with our collaborative project would 

be difficult for any single organization to accomplish by itself. 
58% 33% 4% 4% 0% 4.46 

4.39 

24 

No other organization in the community is trying to do exactly what we 

are trying to do. 
48% 36% 16% 0% 0% 4.32 25 

Mutually 

reinforcing 

activities 

People in our collaborative group increasingly align their individual 

work with our initiative’s common agenda. 
24% 64% 12% 0% 0% 4.12 

4.20 

25 

My organization and our community partners collaboratively develop 

new approaches to advance the initiative. 
36% 56% 8% 0% 0% 4.28 25 

History of 

collaboration or 

cooperation in the 

community 

People in our community have a history of working together. 52% 40% 8% 0% 0% 4.44 

4.40 

25 

Trying to solve problems through collaboration has been common in 

this community. It‘s been done a lot before. 
48% 40% 12% 0% 0% 4.36 25 

Collaborative 

group seen as a 

legitimate leader 

in the community 

The members of the collaboration understand the community, 

including its people, cultures, values and habits. 
36% 56% 8% 0% 0% 4.28 

4.08 

25 

Leaders in this community who are not part of our collaborative group 

seem hopeful about what we can accomplish. 
24% 52% 20% 4% 0% 3.96 25 

Others (in this community) who are not part of this collaboration would 

generally agree that the organizations involved in this collaborative 

project are the “right” organizations to make this work. 

16% 68% 16% 0% 0% 4.00 25 

Favorable political 

and social climate 

The history and environment surrounding power and decision making 

are positive. 
36% 52% 12% 0% 0% 4.24 

4.40 
25 

The time is right for this collaborative project. 56% 44% 0% 0% 0% 4.56 25 
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Appendix 11: Summary of WCFI Survey Results—Average Scores by Community 
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People involved in our collaboration always trust one another. 4.4 4.7 4.3 4.5

I have a lot of respect for the other people involved in this collaboration. 4.8 4.2 4.4 4.5

The people involved in our collaboration represent a cross-section of those who have a 

stake in what the collaboration is trying to accomplish.
4.1 4.7 4.4 4.4

All of the organizations that we need to be members have become members of this 

collaborative group.
3.2 4.2 3.8 3.7

Members see 

collaboration as in 

their self-interest

My organization will  benefit from being involved in this collaboration. 4.7 4.3 4.4 4.5 4.7 4.3 4.5 4.5

Ability to 

compromise

People involved in our collaboration are will ing to compromise on important aspects 

of our project.
4.1 4.5 4.2 4.3 4.1 4.5 4.3 4.3

Our collaborative group has adequate funds to do what it wants to accomplish. 1.9 2.8 3.4 2.7

Our collaborative group has adequate “people power” to do what it wants to 

accomplish.
3.8 4.0 3.4 3.8

Skilled leadership
The people in leadership positions for this collaboration have good skills for working 

with other people and organizations.
5.0 4.8 4.7 4.8 5.0 4.8 4.6 4.8

The organizations that belong to our collaborative group invest the right amount of 

time in our collaborative efforts.
3.8 4.3 3.8 4.0

Everyone who is a member of our collaborative group wants this project to succeed. 4.9 4.7 4.6 4.7

The level of commitment among the collaboration participants is high. 4.6 4.5 4.4 4.5

When the collaborative group makes major decisions, there is always enough time for 

members to take information back to their organizations to confer with colleagues 

about what the decision should be.

4.3 4.3 3.6 4.1

Each of the people who participate in decisions in this group can speak for the entire 

organization they represent, not just a part.
4.0 4.5 4.1 4.2

There is a lot of flexibility when decisions are made; people are open to discussing 

different options.
4.5 4.7 4.6 4.6

People in this collaborative group are open to different approaches to how they can do 

the group‘s work. They are will ing to consider different ways of working.
4.4 4.7 4.3 4.4

4.6

3.6

2.9

4.5

4.1

4.5

4.4

4.4

3.4

4.5

4.4

4.7

4.1

3.5

4.3

3.9

4.4

Statement Factor

4.1

4.5

Members share a 

stake in both process 

and outcome

Multiple layers of 

participation

Flexibility

4.4

Mutual respect, 

understanding, and 

Appropriate cross 

section of members

Sufficient funds, 

staff, materials, and 

time

4.5

4.1

3.3

4.4
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Appendix 11 (Cont.)
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People in this collaborative group have a clear sense of their roles and 

responsibilities.
4.0 4.0 4.3 4.1

There is a clear process for making decisions among the partners in this collaboration. 3.9 4.0 4.5 4.1

This collaboration is able to adapt to changing conditions, such as fewer funds than 

expected, changing political climate, or change in leadership.
4.5 3.8 4.3 4.2

This group has the ability to survive even if it had to make major changes in its plans 

or add some new members in order to reach its goals.
4.4 4.0 4.3 4.2

This collaborative group has tried to take on the right amount of work at the right pace. 4.1 4.2 4.1 4.1

We are currently able to keep up with the work necessary to coordinate all  the people, 

organizations, and activities related to this collaborative project.
3.8 3.7 4.0 3.8

People in this collaboration understand the value of sharing data. 4.7 4.5 4.6 4.6

People in this collaboration agree on the ways success will  be measured. 4.4 3.8 4.0 4.1

People in this collaboration increasingly use data to adapt and refine their strategies. 4.6 3.7 4.1 4.1

People in this collaboration communicate openly with one another. 4.4 4.5 4.5 4.5

I am informed as often as I should be about what goes on in the collaboration. 4.2 4.3 4.4 4.3

The people who lead this collaborative group communicate well with the members. 4.5 4.3 4.5 4.5

Communication among the people in this collaborative group happens both at formal 

meetings and in informal ways.
4.6 4.5 4.5 4.5

I personally have informal conversations about the project with others who are 

involved in this collaborative group.
4.5 4.2 4.0 4.2

I have a clear understanding of what the collaboration is trying to accomplish. 4.5 4.2 4.6 4.4

People in our collaborative group know and understand our goals. 4.5 4.2 4.4 4.3

People in our collaborative group have established reasonable goals. 4.4 4.3 4.5 4.4

The people in this collaborative group are dedicated to the idea that we can make this 

project work.
4.6 4.5 4.6 4.6

My ideas about what the group wants to accomplish with this collaboration seem to be 

the same as the ideas of others.
4.4 4.2 4.3 4.3

4.6

4.4

4.6

4.5

4.5

4.0

4.4

4.4

4.3

4.2

4.3

4.0

3.9

3.9

4.4

Statement Factor

4.1

4.2

4.0

4.3

4.4

4.4

4.4

4.4

Concrete, attainable 

goals and objectives

Shared vision

4.5

4.4

Shared measurement

Open and frequent 

communication

Established informal 

relationships and 

communication links

4.3

4.5

4.3

4.0

Development of clear 

roles and policy 

guidelines

Adaptability

Appropriate pace of 

development

4.3

4.14.0
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What we are trying to accomplish with our collaborative project would be difficult for 

any single organization to accomplish by itself.
4.7 4.3 4.3 4.4

No other organization in the community is trying to do exactly what we are trying to do. 4.3 4.5 4.3 4.3

People in our collaborative group increasingly align their individual work with our 

initiative’s common agenda.
4.3 3.8 4.1 4.1

My organization and our community partners collaboratively develop new approaches 

to advance the initiative.
4.3 4.2 4.4 4.3

People in our community have a history of working together. 4.6 4.3 4.3 4.4

Trying to solve problems through collaboration has been common in this community. 

It‘s been done a lot before.
4.5 4.3 4.3 4.3

The members of the collaboration understand the community, including its people, 

cultures, values and habits.
4.3 4.5 4.1 4.3

Leaders in this community who are not part of our collaborative group seem hopeful 

about what we can accomplish.
4.2 4.0 3.6 3.9

Others (in this community) who are not part of this collaboration would generally 

agree that the organizations involved in this collaborative project are the “right” 

organizations to make this work.

4.0 4.2 3.9 4.0

The history and environment surrounding power and decision making are positive. 4.2 4.3 4.3 4.3

The time is right for this collaborative project. 4.6 4.3 4.6 4.5

4.3

4.5

4.2

4.4

4.5

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.0

4.4

Statement Factor

4.4

4.2

4.4

4.1

4.4
Favorable political 

and social climate

Mutually reinforcing 

activities

History of 

collaboration or 

cooperation in the 

Collaborative group 

seen as a legitimate 

leader in the 

community

4.3

4.3

3.9

4.3

Unique purpose 4.3



   

   

Appendix 12: Propositions for Collaborators: 

Findings and Questions to Consider39  
 

Relatively cohesive and geographically bounded communities can help provide clear direction for 

selecting collaboration members and defining the collaboration’s scope.  

 What criteria will help you delimit the selection of members and definition of scope? 
 

High-ranking members bring decision-making power, experience, expertise, connections, and resources. 

 Who could provide these resources?  How will you keep their talents engaged and respect their time? 
 

Trust is essential…eventually; mutual suspicion is okay at the outset.  Developing trust is a process of 

time, regular meeting attendance, and intentional relationship building. 

 What activities/approaches will you use to build trust?  How can you create small, attainable goals that 
can be used to grow confidence and build momentum? 

 

The presence of impartiality helps maintain focus on the mission.  Collaboration members without an 

organizational stake in the distribution or use of resources are an invaluable voice. 

 Who are champions of youth and/or representatives of intermediary organizations without a personal 
or organizational stake who could provide impartiality?  If you do not have impartial voices at the table, 
how will you ask tough questions of members without casting doubt upon your motives? 

 

Productivity depends on understanding each collaborating organization. In order to effectively 

collaborate with other organizations, you need to understand not only what they do, but what assumptions 

undergird their work and what motivates them to collaborate.   

 What activities at the outset of the collaboration can create open conversations about what each 
program and/or organization does, and also the values, thinking, and assumptions that inform their 
respective work? 

 

Inclusive and intentional vision-building activities not only provide direction and definition, they help 

potential collaboration members commit to the vision along the way. 

 How will the vision be created?  How can you involve multiple stakeholders from the outset to develop a 
strong foundation of “buy in”? 

 

Chicken or egg: money and collaboration.  Clearly, money brings potential collaboration members 

together, yet collaboration efforts are also often necessary to generate the vision, knowledge, and 

relationships needed to win competitive grants.   

 What funding opportunities exist to help convene potential collaborators?  How will you identify 
opportunities for future funding in order to incentivize current collaboration efforts? 

 

Collaboration maximizes existing resources.  No one has enough resources to achieve all of their desired 

objectives.  Collaboration, however, enables members to do more with less by leveraging one another’s 

excess capacity.  

 What resource-sharing opportunities exist (Ex: volunteer networks, transportation, office space, 
financial, connections, expertise, etc.)?  Are there opportunities to avoid resource duplication? 

 

                                                
39

 Findings and questions are based on a study of collaboration in Alliance-supported communities, conducted by 
Mark Gruen in the Spring and Summer of 2013.  For more information, write to markwgruen@gmail.com. 



   

   

Can-do, positive, and risk-taking attitudes among collaboration members helps achieve success.  

Optimism is an effective tool to help overcome the inevitable obstacles that collaboration entails. 

 Who exudes these attitudes who can serve as a member?  How can you develop these attitudes in those 
who aren’t predisposed to have them? 


