
AEA/CDC Summer Evaluation Institute 
 
Offering 2:  Evaluating Organizational Collaboration 

Description:  “Collaboration” is a misunderstood, under-empiricized and un-
operationalized construct. Program and organizational stakeholders looking to do 
and be collaborative struggle to identify, practice and evaluate it with efficacy. This 
workshop aims to increase participants’ capacity to quantitatively and qualitatively 
examine the development of inter-organizational partnerships. Together, we will 
review, discuss, and try out specific tools for data collection, analysis and reporting, 
and we will identify ways to use the evaluation process to inform and improve 
collaborative ventures. You will practice using assessment techniques that are 
currently being used in the evaluation of PreK-16 educational reform initiatives and 
other grant-sponsored endeavors including the Safe School/Healthy Student 
initiative. 

Audience: Attendees with a basic understanding of organizational change 
theory/systems theory and familiarity with mixed methodological designs 

Rebecca Gajda, Ph.D. has been a facilitator of various workshops and courses for 
adult learners for more than 10 years. She was a top-10 workshop presenter at 
Evaluation 2007, lauded for her hands-on, accessible, and immediately useful 
content. As Director of Research and Evaluation for a large-scale, grant-funded 
school improvement initiative, she is currently working collaboratively with 
organizational stakeholders to examine the nature, characteristics and effects of 
collaborative school structures on student and teacher empowerment and 
performance. Dr. Gajda received her Ph.D. from Colorado State University and is 
currently an assistant professor at the University of Massachusetts Amherst. 

Offered (Two Rotations of the Same Content - Do not register for both):  

• Tuesday, June 24, 9:25 – 12:45 (20 minute break within)  

• Wednesday, June 25, 9:25 – 12:45 (20 minute break within)
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June 2008

Rebecca Gajda, Ph.D.,
Department of Educational Policy, Research, & Administration
Rebecca.Gajda@educ.umass.edu, people.umass.edu/rgajda

Welcome

What interests you about the evaluation of 
organizational collaboration?

What research/evaluation questions do you 
and your stakeholders seek to answer?
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Strategic Alliances
(Austin, 2004;  
Gajda, 2004; Bailey 
& McNally Koney, 
2000)

Team-based 
organizations
(Peters, 1987) 

Critical Friends 
Groups
(NSRF, 2005)

Learning 
organizations
(Schmoker, 2004; 
Senge, 1999)

Professional learning 
communities
(Dufour, et. al., 2005; Hord, 
2002, Pounder, 2000;). 

Continuous 
improvement 
teams 
(Fullan, 2005)

Communities of 
practice
(Wenger, 1998; 
Sergiovanni, 2004)

Self-managing teams,     
Quality circles                   
(Peters & Waterman, 1982)

Ubiquitous, unoperationalized, unempiricized construct…

Coalitions

Consortia

Networks

Evaluative 
Inquiry Groups

The sine qua non of 
collaboration is shared 

purpose.

Two or more entities come together 
for a reason - to achieve a vision, to 

do something that could not 
otherwise be accomplished as 

independent actors working alone.
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PRINCIPLES of
ORGANIZATIONAL
COLLABORATION

1. An Imperative
2. Complex Context
3. Stages of Development
4. Levels of Integration and Quality
5. A Human Endeavor
6. Cycle of Inquiry

1. AN IMPERATIVE
We live in a time when no organization can succeed on its 
own…As we look around us in a new century, we realize that 
businesses and non-profits in today’s interconnected world will 
neither thrive nor survive with visions confined within the walls 
of their own organizations.  They need to look beyond the 
walls and find partners who can help achieve greater results 
and build the vital communities to meet challenges ahead.

- Drucker & Whitehead, Harvard Business School, 2000)
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From the Industrial Era to the 
Knowledge Era

Information widely availableInformation held by a few

Knowledge EraIndustrial Era

Interest in continuous 
improvementInterest in short-term gains

Risk tolerantRisk averse

Proliferation of performance 
info systemsFew performance info systems

Managers coach and lead
Managers control, maintain 

stability

CommitmentControl

Self-governing teamsHierarchical chain of command

Adaptation of Exhibit 1.1 in Preskill & Torres (1999)

The Imperative of 
Collaboration

• Public Health - Prevention & Intervention
• Emergency Management
• Community-Based Social Services
• Inter-disciplinary Research and Development 

Centers (e.g. EPSCoR; HBCU)
• Intra-Governmental Agency Alliances
• Facility Planning and Development
• School Improvement
• Corporate Foundations
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2. Complex Context
Inter-Organizational Collaboration

Strategic Alliances

Intra-Organizational Collaboration
Communities of Practice (teams)

Inter-Personal Collaboration  
Community of Practice (team)

Organizations are
“Constellations of CoPs” 
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3. STAGES OF DEVELOPMENT

Assemble and Form
Storm and Order

Norm and Perform
Transform and Adjourn

Tuckman, 1965; Tuckman & Jensen, 1977; 
Bailey & Koney, 2000

Monitor Strategic Alliance 
Development

A series of questions may be posed to both 
strengthen each of the developmental 

phases and facilitate the transition of the 
alliance from one phase to the next.

Bailey and McNally Koney (2000)
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LEVELS of INTEGRATION

 

 

Shared Information & 
Mutual Support 

Common Tasks & 
Compatible Goals 

Integrated Strategies
& Collective Purpos 

Unified Structure & 
Combined Cultures 

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

Cooperation 
affiliations, 

 loose ntwks.  

Coordination 
associations, 
coalitions 

Collaboration 
consortia, joint 

ventures 

Coadunation 
mergers, 

consolidations 
 
     

 
 
Defining Strategic Alliances Across a Continuum of Integration 
Adaptation of Figures 1.1, 1.2, & 1.3 in Bailey and McNally Koney (2000)

 Low                                       Formal Integration                                   High

4.

One Two Three
Relationship stage Philanthropic Transactional Integrative

Level of engagementLow High

Importance to missionPeripheral Strateg

Magnitude of resourcesSmall Big

Scope of activities Narrow Broad

Interaction level Infrequent Intensiv

Managerial complexitySimple Comple

Strategic value Modest Majo

Cross-Sector Collaboration Continuum (Austin, 20
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5. A HUMAN ENDEAVOR

Ultimately, it is people
who collaborate not organizations.

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Dialogue 

Decision-
Making 

Action

Evaluation
SHARED 

PURPOSE

6. COMMUNITIES of PRACTICE (Teams) ENGAGE IN 
A CYCLE OF INQUIRY (DDAE)

They must do much more than meet!
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KEY COLLABORATION 
EVALUATION STRATEGIES

1. Operationalize the concept of collaboration 
(facilitate an increase in collaboration literacy)

2. Inventory and map strategic 
alliances/communities of practice

3. Assess status and progress of strategic alliance 
development

4. Repeated assessment of pre-existing and 
projected levels of integration (SAFAR) & quality 
(CoPCAR) 

5. Facilitate stakeholder meaning making and use of 
data

“It ought to be remembered that there is nothing more difficult to take in 
hand, more perilous to conduct, or more uncertain in its success, than to 
take the lead in the introduction of a new order of things.  Because the 
innovator has for enemies all those who have done well under old 
conditions, and lukewarm defenders in those who may do well under the 
new.  This coolness arises partly from fear of the opponents, who have the 
laws on their side, and partly from the incredulity of men, who do not 
readily believe in new things until they have had a long experience of 
them.”

~ Machiavelli, The Prince

A new order of things…
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Operationalize Collaboration -
Facilitate an Increase in
Collaboration Literacy

• Semantically - clarify terminology, 
difference between a SA, PLC, CoP, team, 
work group, etc.

• Conceptually - From chains of command to 
communities of practice

• Principles of collaboration - An imperative, 
quality of process IS important, need to 
move through stages, cycle of inquiry

COMMUNITY OF PRACTICE INVENTORY FORM
Organization: ___________________________________________________________________________     
Department:  ___________________________________________________________________________
Date: _____________________________________________________________________________

Continued…

5) 

4) 

3) 

2)

1)

Frequency of 
Face-to-Face 

Meetings

Is CoP 
Formally 

Recognized?

Length of 
Time CoP

has Existed

Purpose of 
the CoPCoP NameName of 

Faculty/Staff 
Member

Evaluation Strategy: Identify and Inventory
Communities of Practice
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1 X X X X 4
2 X X X X 4
3 X X X X 4
4 X X X 3
5 X X X 3
6 X X X 3
7 X X X 3
8 X X X 3
9 X X X 3

10 X X 2
11 X X 2
12 X X 2
13 X X 2
14 X X 2
15 X X 2
16 X X 2
17 X X 2
18 X X 2
19 X X 2
20 X 1
21 X 1
22 X 1
23 X 1

1 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 5 5 6 8 9

TOTAL FACULTY IN EACH COMMUNITY OF PRACTICE

*Sterling High School - CoP Identification Snapshot

Assess Inter-Organizational 
Collaboration

SAFAR
Strategic Alliance Formative Assessment Rubric

Gajda, R. (2004). Utilizing collaboration theory to evaluate strategic alliances.
American Journal of Evaluation. 25, 1, 65-77.
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Level of 
Int e gra t ion  Purpos e   Str a te g ies  a n d 

Tasks  
Leadershi p  an d 

Decision - M akin g   
Inte r persona l  an d 

Co m munic a tion  
Networking  Cr ea te  a  w e b  o f 

commun ic a tion  
Loo se  or  no  s tructur e  Non -h ie ra rch ic al  V e ry  li tt le  int e rp e rs on al 

conf li ct  

1  
Id e nt ify  a nd  c rea te  a 
b ase  of  s upport  

F le x ib le , ro les  not -
d e fin e d  

F le x ib le  Commun ic a tion  a mong 
all  m e mb e rs  in f re qu e nt 
or a b se nt  

  

E x p lor e  int e res ts  F e w  if  a n y  d efi n e d 
tas k s  

M in im a l  or  no  g roup 
d e c isi on  m a k ing  

  

Coopera t ing  W ork  tog e th er  t o 
e n s ur e  t as k s  a re  don e  

M e mb e r l ink s  a re 
a d v is or y  

Non -h ie ra rch ic al, 
d e c isi on s  t e nd  to  b e 
low  s ta k es  

Som e  d e gr ee  of 
p e rs on al  comm itm e n t 
a nd  in v es tm e nt  

2  

L e v e ra g e  or  raise 
mon e y  

M in im a l  s truct u re  F a c ili tati v e  lea d e rs , 
u s u all y  v o lunt a ry  

M in im a l  int e rp e rs on al 
conf li ct  

  

Id e nt ify  mutu al  n ee d s , 
but m ai nt ain  se p a ra te 
id e nt it ies  

Som e  s tr a te g ies  a nd 
tas k s  id e nt if ie d  

S e v e ral  p e op le  fo rm 
"go -to" hub  

Commun ic a tion  a mong 
m e mb e rs  c lea r ,  but 
m a y  b e  info r m al  

Par tnering  Sh a re  r es ourc es  to 
a ddr ess  common  
iss u es  

Str a te g ies  a nd t as k s  
a re  d e v el op e d  a nd  
m ai nt ai n e d  

Autonomou s  
lea d e rs h ip  

Som e  int e rp e rs on al 
conf li ct  

3  

Org a n iz a t ion s  r e m a in 
a utonomou s  but  
s upport  s om e th ing  n e w  

C e ntr al  bod y  o f  p e op le  A llia nc e  m e mb e rs 
s h a re  e qu all y  in  th e  
d e c isi on  m a k ing  

Commun ic a tion 
s y s te m  a nd  form a l  
inform ati on  ch a nn els  
d e v el op e d  

  

To r ea ch  mutu al  go als 
tog e th e r  

C e ntr al  bod y  o f  p e op le 
h a v e  s p e c if ic  tas k s  

D e c isi on  m a k ing 
m e ch a n is m  a re  in 
p la c e  

E v id e nc e  of  p rob le m 
s o lv ing  a nd  
product iv ity   

Mergi n g  M e rg e  r es ourc es  to 
cr ea te  or  s uppor t 
s om e th ing  n e w  

Form al  st ructur e to 
s upport  s tr a te g ies  a nd 
tas k s  is  a pp a re nt  

Strong, v isible  
lea d e rs h ip  

H igh  d e gr ee  of  
comm itm e n t  a nd 
in v es tm e nt  

4  

E x tr a ct  mon e y  fro m 
e x is t ing 
s y s te m s /m e mb e rs  

Sp e c if ic  a nd  comp le x  
s tr a te g ies  a nd  tas k s 
id e nt if ie d  

Sh a r ing  a nd  d ele g a tion 
of ro les  a nd 
res pon si b ili t ies  

Po ssi b ili ty  o f 
int e rp e rs on al  conf l ict 
h igh  

  

Comm itm en t  fo r  a  long 
p e r io d of  t im e  to  
a ch ie v e  s hort  a nd  
long -te rm  outcom es  

Comm it tees  a nd  s ub -
comm itt ees form e d  

L ea d e rs h ip  c a p italizes  
upon d iv e rsi ty  a nd 
org a n iza t ion al 
s tr e ngth s  

Co mmun ic a tion  is  
c lea r, fr e qu e nt  a nd 
pr ior i t ize d  

  

    H igh  d e gr ee  of 
prob le m  s o lv ing  a nd 
product iv ity  

Unifyi n g  Un if ic a tion  o r 
a cqu isi t ion  to  for m  a 
si ng le  s tructur e  

H igh ly  fo r m al,  le g all y  
comp le x  

C e ntr al,  t y p ic all y  
h ie ra rch ic al  lea d e rs h ip  

Po ssi b ili ty  o f 
int e rp e rs on al  conf l ict 
v e ry  h igh  

5  R eli nqu is hm e nt  o f 
a utonom y  to  s upport 
s ur v iv ing  org a n iza tion  

P e rm a n e nt  re -
org a n iza tion  of  
s tr a te g ies  a nd  tas k s  

L ea d e rs h ip  c a p italizes  
upon d iv e rsi ty  a nd 
org a n iza t ion al 
s tr e ngth s  

Commun ic a tion  is  
c lea r, fr e qu e nt , 
pr ior i t ize d, form a l a nd 
inform al  

 

Strategic Alliance Formative Assessment Rubric

Safe School Healthy 
Students Initiative (SS/HSI)

• Effective school violence prevention, 
intervention and response can only occur 
through a community-wide infrastructure

• Departments of Education, Health and 
Human Services, and Justice, 1999

• Project LINK (CO); Project PASS (VT)
• Collaboration a required/desired outcome

and delivery method (vehicle and a 
destination)
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SS/HSI Evaluation
Stakeholder Questions
How do we determine if partnerships have become 

increasingly seamless or if new linkages have 
been formed?

How do we describe a “community-wide 
infrastructure” and how can we measure 
and/or characterize its development over time? 

What level or breadth of collaboration is needed to 
achieve particular outcomes? 

What is the point at which efforts to increase 
collaboration are a waste of resources, without 
increasing desired outcomes?

Figure  4. Strateg ic Alliance  Formative Assess ment Ru bric Š Rec ord ing Spreads heet 

 

 
CURRE NT/BASEL IN E 

and 
PROJECTE D/DE SIRE D  

LEVE LS OF 
INTEGR ATION  

1-5 
 

Date : ________ 

Sch ool 
District  

Drug /Alc ohol 
Preve ntion 

Team 

Sch ool 
Resource 

Officer 
Team 

Comm unity 
Menta l 
Health 

Ag ency 

Cit y Police 
Depa rtment 

Comm unity 
Resource 

Center 

Uni vers ity 
Social Work 
Depa rtment 

Visit ing 
Nurs e 

Ass ociation 

Sch ool D istrict 
Drug /Alc ohol Preve nt ion 

Team 
   

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
              

Sch ool Re sourc e Of ficer 
Team 

                

Comm unity Mental 
Health Age ncy 

              

Cit y Police Depart ment 
  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

Comm unity Reso urc e 
Center 

              

Uni vers ity Social  W ork 
Depa rtment 

              

Visit ing Nur se 
Ass ociation 

              
               

AVERAGE CURRENT/  
BASE LINE AND 

AVERAGE  
PROJEC TED /DESIRED  

LEV EL OF 
INTEGRATION  BY 
GROUP/AGENC Y                      

        
AVERAGE  

CURREN T/BAS ELINE  
LEV EL OF 

INTEGRATION  
ACROSS TH E 

AL LIANCE       

AVERAGE  
PROJEC TED/I DEA L 

LEV EL OF 
INTEGRATION  ACR OSS 

THE  A LLIANCE       
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Levels of Collaboration Survey 
 
This form is designed for those who work in one of the organizations or programs that are 
partners in the Safe Schools, Healthy Students initiative. Please review these descriptions of 
different levels of collaboration.  

• On the response section at the bottom of the page, please circle the name of the 
organization or group with which you are associated.  

• Using the scale provided, please indicate the extent to which you currently interact 
with each other partner. (Skip your own row.) 

 
 Five Levels of Collaboration and Their Characteristics 
 Networking 

1 
Cooperation  

2 
Coordination  

3 
Coalition 

4 
Collaboration 

5 
Relationship  

Characteristics 
-Aware of 
organization 
-Loosely defined 
roles 
-Little 
communication  
-All decisions are 
made 
independently  

-Provide 
information to each 
other 
- Somewhat defined 
roles  
-Formal 
communication  
-All decisions are 
made independently  

-Share information 
and resources 
-Defined roles 
-Frequent 
communication 
-Some shared 
decision making 
 
 

-Share ideas 
-Share resources 
-Frequent and 
prioritized 
communication 
-All members have a 
vote in decision  
making 
 

-Members belong to 
one system 
-Frequent 
communication is 
characterized by mutua
trust 
-Consensus is reached 
on all decisions  

 
Safe Schools, Healthy Students Partners 

No 
Interaction 

at All 

Networking Cooperation  
 

Coordination  
 

Coalition 
 

Collaboration
 

Mental Health Agency 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Early Childhood Programs 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Parent Education Program 0 1 2 3 4 5 
School District Prevention Counselors 0 1 2 3 4 5 
After School Programs Director  0 1 2 3 4 5 
Student Improvement Teams 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Principals 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Teachers 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Police Department 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Mental Health 
Agency          

10    2.14

Early Childhood 
Programs

3    1.15

Parent 
Education           

3    1.03

Grant 
Director

6    1.61

Prevention 
Counselors

7    2.01

Principals

7    2.63

Teachers

7    2.5

-- Key --

Level 0  None               No line

Level 1  Networking     No line

Level 2  Cooperation   

Level 3  Coordination

Level 4  Coalition

Level 5  Collaboration

Number of links determines 
size of circle.

Collaboration Between Safe 
Schools, Healthy Students
Partners - November, 2002

Mean 
Number 
of Links

Mean       
Level of 
Collaboration

5.08 1.50

Suspension 

Alternative 

High School

1   .50

After School 
Programs

6    1.86

Family 
Service 
Agency

4    1.06

Police 

5    .94

Student 

Improvem ent 

Teams

2    .88
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Assess Inter-Personal 
Collaboration Within a Primary 

Work System

CoPCAR
Community of Practice Collaboration 

Assessment Rubric

Gajda, R. & Koliba, C. (2007).  Evaluating the imperative of inter-personal collaboration: A school 
improvement perspective.  American Journal of Evaluation. (28), 1, 26-44.

6

5

4

3

2

1

Full attendance at meetings is rare or 
the group meets face-to-face 

sporadically. Agenda for group dialogue 
is not planned. process for dialogue is 

entirely improvisational. Disagreements 
do not exist or are unrecognized. Some 

or most group members are not 
interested and/or hold disparate 

conception as to the purpose of the 
group. Team members may air 

disagreements privately after the 
meetings.  

Each member takes action 
but not necessarily as a 
result of group decision-

making; Group actions are 
somewhat coordinated 
and interdependent; 

actions may lack 
complexity or challenge, 
but are generally related 
to a the cenral practice 

and purpose of the group. 

Most members consider 
information about the 

effects of their practice 
and performance on 

essential outcomes, but 
minimal data is 

systematically collected, 
analyzed, or publicly 

shared. Group may rely on 
"hearsay," "anecdotes," or 
"recollections" as data to 

inform dialogue and 
decision-making.

Agenda for group dialogue is pre-
planned, prioritized, and documented. 

All group members regularly meet face-
to-face. Group dialogue is structured 
and focused on the examination and 

analysis of evidence related to practice 
and performance.  Disagreements and 
controversy exist, are addressed and 
resolved "now" or as close to now as 
possible. Group members regularly 

invoke and reaffirm shared purpose and 
essential outcomes.

Agenda for group dialogue exists. Most 
group members regularly meet face-to-
face; Process for dialogue tends to be 

improvisational, but the focus is usually 
related to making meaning of 

information about practice and 
performance; Group will occaisionally 

invoke or reaffirm a shared purpose. 
Professional tension tends to be 

unrecognized or unresolved. Group will 
occaisionally invoke or reaffirm a shared 

purpose and essential outcomes. 

All decisions are informed by 
group dialogue; process for making 

decisions is transparent and 
adhered to; group 

leaders/facilitators are purposefully 
selected and visible. Group 

consistently makes decisions about 
what individual and collective 

actions they will initiate, maintain, 
develop, and/or cease. Decisions 
are directly related to the central 
practice and purpose of the group 

Each member consistently 
takes specific action as a 
result of group decision-
making; Member actions 

are coordinated and 
interdependent, 

complex/challenging, and 
directly related to the 
central practice and 
purpose of the group.

COMMUNITY of PRACTICE - COLLABORATION ASSESSMENT RUBRIC 
Dialogue Decision-Making Action Evaluation

Each member 
systematically collects and 

analyzes quantitative 
and/or qualitative 

information about her/his 
practice and the effects of 

her/his practice on 
essential outcomes; 

evaluation findings are 
shared publicly and inform 

group dialogue and 
decision-making.

Decisions are usually informed by 
group dialogue; decision-making 

process may be unstructured 
and/or lack transparency; group 

leaders exist, but may not be 
purposefully selected or visible; 

Group periodically makes 
decisions about what practices 

they will initiate, maintain, 
develop, and/or cease; Decisions 

are generally related to the central 
practice and purpose of the group.

 A process for making decisions is 
not transparent or does not exist. 

Decisions are minimally informed 
by group dialogue. Group leaders 
are not purposefully chosen or are 

not visible. Most decisions are 
unrelated to the central practice 

and purpose of the group.

Individuals take minimal 
action; group actions tend 

to be uncoordinated or 
involve very little 
challenge and/or 

complexity. Actions are 
typically unrelated to a 

shared purpose or essential 
outcomes.

Group members do not 
regularly collect or share 
information about their 
practice and effects of 
practice on essential 

outcomes.  
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*Sterling High School - English Department

CoPCAR Raw Data

Rater Dialogue Decision-MakingAction Evaluatio
Teacher 1 5 3 5 2
Teacher 2 5 3 4 2
Teacher 3 4 3 3 1
Teacher 4 4 2 3 1
Teacher 5 5 3 5 2
Teacher 6 5 4 5 1

Team Leader 5 4 5 2
Average Ratings 4.7 3.1 4.3 1.6
Principal's Rating 5 3 4 2

CoPCAR Scores:  English Department

Individual Community of Practice : Collaboration Assessment Protocol  
 
Date: _________________________________________________________________________________________  
 
CoP Name:  ______ _____________________ __________________________________________________________
  
Participant s: _____ ____________________ ___________________________________________________________  
 
PART I Š COMMUNITY OF PRACTICE -COLLABORATION ASSESSMENT RUBRIC  (CoP-CAR)  
 
Please review the CoP-CAR and assess , on a scale of 1 -6, the degree to which this particular  CoP exhibits the 
characteristics of collaboration . 
 
CoP-CAR S cores  

CoP Member  Dialogue  Decision-Making Action  Evaluation  
1)  1    2     3    4     5    6 1    2     3    4     5    6 1    2     3    4     5    6 1    2     3    4     5    6 
2) 1    2     3    4     5    6 1    2     3    4     5    6 1    2     3    4     5    6 1    2     3    4     5    6 
3)  1    2     3    4     5    6 1    2     3    4     5    6 1    2     3    4     5    6 1    2     3    4     5    6 
4)  1    2     3    4     5    6 1    2     3    4     5    6 1    2     3    4     5    6 1    2     3    4     5    6 
Continued É  1    2     3    4     5    6 1    2     3    4     5    6 1    2     3    4     5    6 1    2     3    4     5    6 
 
PART II Š  INTERVIEW PROTOCOL  
 
Introductory   

1. How did your CoP  come into being ? 
2. What are the common practices  that the members of this CoP  share?   
3. What is the purpose of this CoP?  

 
Dialogue  

1. Describe the content of your typical discussions ; what do you talk about?  
2. What is the process of your dialogue?  How do you talk with one another?  
3. Who decides  what to talk about?  
4. To what extent and in what ways is data used to  inform your dialogue?  
5. How formalized are the agenda s for each meeting?  

 
Decision -making  

1. Identify a recent decision  made during a meeting of this CoP.  
2. Who typically makes  decisions  in this CoP ?   
3. To what extent do your decisions relate  to your practice  and essential CoP outcomes?   
4. Who are the CoP leaders and how do they lead?  

 
Action  

1. What actions  or activities result from your meetings?   
2. To what extent and in what ways are individual actions coordinated and interdependent?  
3. To what extent and in what ways are CoP actions complex and challenging?  
4. To what extent and in what ways are CoP actions related to your practic e and affecting essential CoP 

outcomes ? 
 
Evaluation    

1. What kind of data is being collected  to inform the work of this CoP ?   
2. How is this data being collected and analyzed?  
3. Who is doing the collection and analysis ?  
4. To what extent and in what ways is data being used to inform CoP dialogue and decision -making?  

 
Closing  

1. To what extent and in what ways do you celebrate CoP accomplishments?  
2. What could be done to strengthen this CoP ? 
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2 
IDENTIFY and INVENTORY  

COMMUNITIES of PRACTICE (CoP) 
 

    Determine who is working with whom 
and for what purpose.  

1 
RAISE COLLABORATION LITERACY  

 
Foster a shared understanding of 

communities of practice (CoP) and 
professional learning communities.  

 workshops,  
 presentations  
 celebrations, 
 readings,  
 dialogue, etc. 

 Are all teachers a member of at least one 
team whose purpose is to improve teaching 

and learning? Is distribution of CoP 
membership equitable? 

YES 

NO 

4 
ASSESS QUALITY of COLLABORATION 

   
Determine level(s) and nature of team 

functioning.  

 TCAR self/peer/             
supervisor scored,  

 observations,  
 document reviews,  
 interviews 

Is team functioning of consistently high 
quality? Do the teams demonstrate high 

intellectual output?

 NO 

YES 

3 
RECONFIGURE  

TEACHER TEAMS  
 

Membership distribution 
should be purposeful and 

equitable. 

5 
MAKE CORRECTIONS 

 
 Support and direct 

individuals and teams in 
need of improvement.  

6 
RECOGNIZE ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

  
Celebrate achievements of teacher teams 

with high intellectual output. 

 CoP title,  
 member names,  
 length of existence,            
 primary purpose,  
 meeting schedule 

Address issues of  
 time allocation 
 group tasks, 
 training and skills, 
 personal responsibility 

Example:

Teacher 
Collaboration 
Improvement 
Framework

Gajda, R. & Koliba, C (in 
press). Evaluating and 
improving the quality of 
teacher collaboration: A 
Field-Tested framework for 
school leaders. NASSP 
Bulletin.

Outcomes Associated with 
Collaboration & Evaluative Inquiry

Individuals & Teams

More likely to take risks, ask for assistance, listen, use information to 
act, develop creative solutions, develop greater sense of personal 
responsibility for the organization’s outcomes, enhance personal self-
esteem, build self-efficacy…

Organization

Better services for clients, new products, increase in productivity, 
higher morale - better work climate, less turnover, less 
waste/sabatoge/error, improved financial performance, less 
redundancy-more efficient, able to adapt, effective use of limited 
resources…


