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Collaboration Profile: 

Early Childhood Councils of Colorado
September 2010
Overview of Survey Respondents

Members from all 30 Early Childhood Councils across Colorado participated in an annual collaboration survey in August and September 2010.  The survey is actually two separate tools to assess collaboration created by Professors Darrin Hicks and Carl Larson of the University of Denver.  The Process Quality and Working Together tools have been used successfully in past research to assess the health and strength of collaborations and to tie those factors to related goals and outcomes for the coalitions.
Coordinators for each Early Childhood Council were asked to send the online survey to all of the Council members they had listed in their 4th quarter report for State Fiscal Year 2010 and to secure responses from at least 80%. They were also invited to send it out more broadly to committee members, staff and contractors (e.g., training teams) if that seemed appropriate for their Council structure. In calculating scores throughout this profile, all responses were included, since many Council processes involve committee members and other stakeholders as actively in their work as those people who are considered “official members.”
The intent of the survey, which will be conducted annually, is to give Councils: 
· A report that provides specific information about each Council’s own scores, along with an explanation of how to interpret the results; and

· Related training and technical assistance on how to interpret and use the results of the survey to facilitate future Council collaboration.
Because the survey will be conducted annually, this tool is also intended to let Councils see and respond to changes in collaboration over time.

 

At the state level, aggregate data will be analyzed to describe collaboration within the 30 Councils both as a point-in-time picture and longitudinally. This information will help inform future technical assistance for Councils and will also assist in communicating funding and policy needs to both local and state-level stakeholders.

Throughout this report, scores that are at or above established cut-offs and that are above the state average for that item are highlighted in green.  Scores that are at or above the cut-off but below the state average are in yellow, and those below the cut-off are highlighted in red.

Role in Collaborative
	Council Role
	Number of Respondents
	Number of Active Council Members

(as Listed in SFY2010 4th Quarter Report)
	Council Member Response Rate (Number of Respondents Identified as Council Members ÷ Number of Active Council Members)
	Total Response Rate

(Total Number of Respondents ÷ Number Active Council Members)

	Committee Member
	114.0
	
	
	

	Contractor
	23.0
	
	
	

	Council Member
	421.0
	
	
	

	Other
	63.0
	
	
	

	Staff
	73.0
	
	
	

	TOTAL
	694.0
	997
	42%
	70%


Domain Representation

	Domain
	Number of Respondents
	Percent of Respondents

	Early Learning
	300.0
	43%

	Family Support and Parent Education
	125.0
	18%

	Health
	87.0
	13%

	Other
	97.0
	14%

	Social, Emotional and Mental Health
	85.0
	12%


Process Quality Rating Scale

Overall, the Process Quality Rating Scale includes 20 questions related to the functioning of a collaborative process.  The items ask respondents to look at such things as whether the process is “open and credible,” fair to all members, and free from outside influences. The scale is broken down into four subscales:
· Structural Integrity – items evaluating procedural fairness

· Authenticity – the openness and sincerity of the process

· Equity – the distribution of outcomes regardless of organizational affiliation
· Treatment – items related to feelings of dignity and respect from the group

Scores of 4.25 or higher indicate a “good” collaborative process.  Items with lower scores (highlighted in red) merit some attention and discussion by the Council, as well as some possible outside technical assistance.  Likewise, scores in green are strong suits for the collaboration and should be examined for possible replication in other parts of the process. Note: items marked with an asterisk (*) were reverse-scored to account for the fact that stronger agreement with these statements reflects a more negative perception of the collaborative process. The reverse scoring insures that the 4.25 or higher cut-point for “good” collaborative processes applies to all items no matter their phrasing.

	Structural Integrity Subscale Questions
	Score

(out of 6)

	The people involved in the process usually are focused on broader goals, rather than individual agendas
	5.05

	The process is free of favoritism
	4.98

	In the process, everyone has an equal opportunity to influence decisions
	4.78

	The process responds fairly to the needs of its members
	4.97

	Decisions made in the process are based on fair criteria
	5.02

	The criteria for allocations are fairly applied
	4.93

	In the process there is sufficient opportunity to challenge decisions
	4.71

	In discussions about decisions or procedures, some people are discounted because of the organization they represent*
	4.78

	The decisions made in the process are consistent
	4.78

	Decisions are based on accurate information
	4.90

	Decisions are made based upon facts, not personal biases and opinion
	4.84

	I am able to influence the decisions made
	4.68

	I am given an opportunity to express my views before decisions are made
	5.04


	Authenticity Subscale Questions
	Score 

(out of 6)

	Often decisions are made in advance and simply confirmed by the process*
	3.78

	In the process, some people’s “merits” are taken for granted while other people are asked to justify themselves*
	4.66

	In the process, strings are being pulled from the outside, which influence important decisions*
	4.40


	Equity Subscale Questions
	Score

(out of 6)

	The process gives some people more than they deserve, while shortchanging others*
	4.71

	The allocation of resources is decided fairly
	4.91


	Treatment Subscale Questions
	Score

(out of 6)

	My rights are respected when decisions are made
	5.16

	I am treated with dignity by everyone involved in the process
	5.20


Qualitative Themes

In addition to the 20 questions scored on the 1-6 scale reported here, respondents also answered four qualitative questions about what’s working, what could be improved and why they participate in the Council.  The themes from the answers to these questions are summarized below:
	What’s Working
	What Could Be Improved
	Reasons for Participation

	· Broad representation across domains
· Teamwork and partnerships

· Strong leadership

· Communication with and between members
	· Recruit more business leaders, parents, health professionals
· Role clarity for members

· Increase consistency of participation

· Foster shared ownership
	· Passion for supporting young children and families
· Networking and information sharing

· Representing home organization/job requirement

· Influence/community impact


Working Together Scale
The Working Together Scale has some overlap with the Process Quality Scale, but it looks more at group interactions, norms, and motivations for participation. Two questions were also added to one section of this survey by the Councils Initiative to delve more deeply into the results of the collaboration.  

There are five components to the Working Together Scale:
· The Context of the Collaboration – examines the underlying reasons the Council exists

· The Structure of the Collaboration – looks at Council make-up and operating norms

· Collaboration Membership – evaluates intergroup trust and willingness to compromise

· The Collaboration Process – delves into credibility and openness
· The Results of the Collaboration – the ultimate perceived value of the collaborative

Unlike the Process Quality Scale, the items in this section of the survey are answered on a scale of 1-4, with a rating of 3.0 or higher signifying a “good” score.  Scores that fall below this mark are highlighted for further reflection and discussion by the Council membership.

	Context of the Collaboration
	Score

(out of 4)

	Our collaborative effort was started because we wanted to do something about an important problem
	3.70

	Our Council’s top priority is having a concrete impact on the real problem
	3.65


	Structure of the Collaboration
	Score

(out of 4)

	The membership of our Council includes those stakeholders affected by the issue
	3.56

	Our membership is not dominated by any one group or sector
	3.32

	Our collaboration has access to credible information that supports problem solving and decision making
	3.68

	Stakeholders have agreed on what decisions will be made by the Council
	3.37

	Stakeholders have agreed to work together on this issue
	3.59

	Our Council has set ground rules and norms about how we will work together
	3.58

	We have a method for communicating the activities and decisions of the Council to all members
	3.67

	There are clearly defined roles for Council members
	3.25


	Collaboration Members
	Score

(out of 4)

	Members are more interested in getting a good group decision than improving the position of their home organization
	3.27

	Members are effective liaisons between their home organizations and our Council
	3.52

	Members trust each other sufficiently to honestly and accurately share information, perceptions, and feedback.
	3.40

	Members are willing to let go of an idea for one that appears to have more merit
	3.40

	Members are willing to devote whatever effort is necessary to achieve the goals
	3.27


	Collaboration Process
	Score

(out of 4)

	Divergent opinions are expressed and listened to
	3.52

	The openness and credibility of the process help members set aside doubts and skepticism
	3.39

	We set aside vested interests to achieve our common goal
	3.45

	We have an effective decision making process
	3.48


	Results of the Collaboration
	Score

(out of 4)

	Our Council is effective in obtaining the resources it needs to accomplish its objectives
	3.46

	The time and effort of the collaboration are directed at obtaining the goals rather than keeping the collaboration in business
	3.45

	As a result of participating in this collaboration, my home organization has adopted shared goals developed by the Council
	3.11

	My home organization has developed or improved programs or services it delivers as a result of participation in the collaboration
	3.28


Interpretation of Results
According to research by the survey authors (“The Influence of Collaboration on Program Outcomes: The Colorado Nurse Family Partnership” by Darrin Hicks, Carl Larson, Christopher Nelson, David L. Olds and Erik Johnston; Evaluation Review, March 2008), there are two defining features to successful collaborations:
· Strong process leadership – defined as leadership that values and facilitates the convergence of diverse opinions and positions, rather than holding on to hierarchical norms or historical turf; and

· An open and credible process – meaning that stakeholders “perceive the process to be fair and authentic,” feel that all participants are treated equally, and believe they can genuinely influence group decisions.
Councils should pay particular attention to those items that reflect the presence (or absence) of these key collaborative features.  The research suggests that they will strongly influence ultimate success in achieving the collaboration’s goals.  

In addition, Councils should celebrate and try to continue areas where they have scored high on this collaborative survey.  These are “bright spots” that can be replicated in other parts of the process that may be more difficult.  Finally, honest group reflection to make changes in areas that members have identified as challenges is a valuable outcome of this evaluation process.  There is always opportunity for continuous improvement – on behalf of the collaborative and on behalf of the young children and families in a Council’s communities.
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