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ABSTRACT 
In this paper, we present an initial effort in the creation 
of a generic instrument for measuring the performance 
of collaboration across organisational and professional 
boundaries. Based on the literature and previous re-
search on collaboration, a three-dimensional instru-
ment for measuring the preconditions for and the per-
formance of collaboration has been constructed. Valid-
ity and reliability have been tested, and the instrument 
has been used in more than 100 projects. It has been 
demonstrated that the instrument can serve a number 
of purposes: to consecutively measure and assess the 
performance of collaboration; to identify weak parts of 
the collaboration; to reveal if there are different pre-

conditions for the involved partners’ full engagement in 
the collaboration; and to relate the performance to 
other similar collaboration projects. The outcome of 
the use of the instrument indicates that it can serve as 
an interactive tool for promoting a learning organisa-
tion in the context of collaboration and for building 
innovative network structures. 
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INTRODUCTION 
Collaboration between different organisations and 
professions has become more common over the last 
decades. It has been argued that it is a necessary way of 
working when dealing with highly complex and intrac-
table social problems (Keast et al. 2004). Interorganisa-
tional collaboration includes a number of different 
types of networks and partnerships between the public 
and the private, as well as the voluntary, sectors. It also 
includes collaboration between professionals within the 
same organisation or in different organisations. Col-
laboration revolves around very different issues, e.g., 
children in need of special support, children at risk, 
work rehabilitation, and persons with multiple disabili-
ties.  

Research has addressed collaboration from a num-
ber of different angles. A number of core concepts and 
theoretical frameworks have been presented in order to 
identify a conceptual basis for interprofessional col-
laboration (D’Amour et al. 2005).  

There have been some efforts to develop instru-
ments for measuring the preconditions for and the 
performance of collaboration. For instance, a meas-
urement was designed that included indicators of how 
the involved actors perceived different aspects of the 

collaboration process on the individual, group and 
organisational levels (Ødegård, 2006). However, most 
of the conceptual frameworks identified address the 
team level and not the collaborative process in a more 
comprehensive way. Hence, although there are some 
attempts at meta-analysis of inter-professional collabo-
ration (see for instance San Martín-Rodríguez et al. 
2005), it seems that the focus in research and literature 
on analysing collaboration is on the process and the 
structure of the team. In this paper we wish to contrib-
ute to the body of literature that addresses collabora-
tion in a more holistic way.  

We will address the issue of measuring the perform-
ance of collaboration within human services organisa-
tions with a special focus on persons with disabilities. 
The overarching aim is to present a measurement that 
can serve a number of purposes in the study of col-
laboration. The first part of the paper describes the 
measuring instrument. The second part outlines four 
ways to utilise such an instrument and illustrates these 
four ways with data from a number of current collabo-
rative projects. The final part discusses the pros and 
cons of this type of tool and indicates further conse-
quences of systematically measuring collaboration. 

THE EMERGENCE OF A THREE-DIMENSIONAL APPROACH 
In the literature on collaboration, a number of sugges-
tions exist on how to approach collaboration and iden-
tify facilitating and/or hindering mechanisms1. There 
are a number of different theoretical approaches to 
understanding the phenomenon (see for instance Hux-
ham & Vangen, 2005; Sullivan & Skelcher, 2002; 
Leathard, 2003). It has been argued that such mecha-
nisms can be classified as interactional factors (inter-
personal relations between team members), organisa-
tional factors (conditions within the organisation) and 
systemic factors (conditions outside the organisation) 
(San Martín-Rodríguez et al. 2005). The following three 
characteristics of collaboration have also been empha-
sised: there is a common mission; members are inter-
dependent; and there are unique structural arrange-
ments (Keast et al. 2004). These three characteristics 
require, for instance, that the collaborating partners see 
the whole picture, accommodate new values and atti-
tudes, and change their perceptions of each other 
(“stepping into others’ shoes”) [ibid, p. 368]. Further-
more, the barrier for collaboration has been divided 
into five categories: structural issues, procedural mat-

                                                 
1 A mechanism is something that has the power to produce events. 
This is often described as a ‘generative process’. “To ‘generate’ is to 
‘manufacture’, to ‘form’, to ‘produce’, to ‘constitute’” (Pawson & 
Tilley 1997:67). 

ters, financial factors, status and legitimacy, and profes-
sional issues (Leathard, 2003). 

The model of basic determinants proposed in this 
paper has some commonalities with the approaches 
mentioned: It includes all the individual aspects or 
determinants that are mentioned in these suggestions, 
but they are classified somewhat differently. The per-
spective emerged from an analysis of collaboration on 
persons with psychiatric disorders and drug abuse. The 
creation of an addiction centre was studied (Danermark 
& Kullberg, 1999; Danermark, 2000) over a period of 
three years. The goal was to study how basic ideas 
about collaboration were manifested in practice. The 
researchers conducted an in-depth study of the estab-
lishment of interprofessional and interorganisational 
collaboration between agencies in social services, psy-
chiatry and social insurance. They identified a number 
of types of factors that influenced the character of 
collaboration. Furthermore, literature on collaboration 
was reviewed in order to identify which hindering and 
facilitating factors were mentioned in the literature. 
Articles, books, and chapters in books were included in 
the review. The review resulted in a number of factors 
which were grouped into the three dimensions and 
related to theoretical approaches discussed in the litera-
ture.  

The analysis was founded in critical realism 
(Bhaskar, 1978; Dickinson, 2006), which has been pro-
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posed as a fruitful meta theory when analysing collabo-
ration (Dickinson, 2006). There are many aspects of 
critical realism that benefit the analysis of collaboration. 
One such aspect is the understanding of causality. It is 
understood in terms of the conditioning powers of 
structures (Bhaskar, 1978). These powers are potentials 
that are actualised, i.e., mechanisms, depending on the 
context. Hence, in critical realism the understanding of 
what actually happens is that it is produced by a com-
plex interplay of facilitating and hindering mechanisms 
generated by different structures. This is captured in 
the formula mechanisms + context = outcome. 

The original analysis of the collaboration process 
used some concrete theories: social problems theory, 
controversy studies, professional studies, and the new 
institutionalism. However, it should be noted that the 
indicators were not deduced from these theories. The 
process had the character of abduction, i.e., an interplay 
between theory and empirical observations.  

The result was that there were three types of dimen-
sions that were central for how collaboration evolved: 
factors related to legislation, rules and regulations; the 
organisational structure of the collaborative agencies; 
and the professionals’ perspectives with regard to both 
the object for collaboration and each other. The first 
dimension has to do with the issue of regulation. There 
are a number of factors influencing collaboration that 
are related to how the different organisations are gov-
erned through regulations. These can be formal, exter-
nal regulations, such as laws, as well as internal regula-
tions, such as rules that an organisation decides upon 
itself. Various informal “rules” – for instance “tradi-
tionally, we have always done it like this” – may also be 
involved. This dimension therefore includes both ex-
ternal and internal factors. The rationale for identifying 
regulating mechanisms as a separate dimension is that 

they influence and sometimes even determine what an 
individual organisation can and cannot do in terms of, 
for instance, sharing information, use of its resources, 
and flexibility. Some of these factors are within the 
control of the individual organisation, and some are 
not.  

The second type of factor is related to the fact that 
the individual organisations are often organised differ-
ently due to their disparate tasks and duties, for in-
stance patient organisations and public authorities. In 
some cases such differences hinder collaboration and 
therefore need to be addressed. For instance, collabora-
tion between a single-unit organisation and an organisa-
tion consisting of a number of minor units might result 
in a number of difficulties due to different decision-
making processes.  

Whereas the first and second types of factors are 
more or less structural, the third type of factor is inter-
actional. Interactional factors include those related to 
building trust, common views and mutual respect. In 
the literature, such factors are considered to be ex-
tremely important for successful collaboration (Hux-
ham & Vangen, 2005; Sullivan & Skelcher, 2002; 
Jovchelovitch, 2007). 

The three dimensions are not to be seen as 
autonomous or independent from one another; rather, 
they stand in a complex relation to each other. How 
such a relationship specifically manifests itself in par-
ticular cases is an empirical question. For instance, we 
can imagine that collaboration between a highly central-
ised organisation with a strict hierarchical decision-
making process and a decentralised organisation with 
delegated decision making will manifest influencing 
factors that can be said to be both a question of organi-
sation and of regulation.  

THE STRUCTURE OF THE MEASURING INSTRUMENT 
The three dimensions were divided into ten more fo-
cused aspects of the dimensions. A number of indica-
tors (30)2 of the aspects were then constructed (see 
Table 1). The indicators were operationalised as state-
ments (items) (Likert scale) to which respondents were 
to indicate the extent of their agreement as follows: 
0=not at all, 1=to a minor extent, 2=to a certain extent, 
3=to a large extent, 4=to a very large extent. 

                                                 
2 Note the difference between indicator and item. An indicator can 
be operationalised by more than one item. 
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Table 1: Levels – Dimensions – Aspects – Indicators – Items  
 
Levels Dimensions Aspects 

(internal & 
external) 

Indicators Items 

Governing 
rules 

Allocation of 
responsibility 

Rules 

Decision-
making  
process 

Agreements 

The allocation of responsibility is clearly communicated 
Governing rules and regulations have been examined in order 

to identify possible hindering rules and regulations for collabo-
ration 

No hindering rules and regulations for collaboration have been 
identified 

The identified hindering rules and regulations for collaboration 
have been removed 

The identified hindering rules and regulations for collaboration 
have not been removed but clear instructions for handling such 
hindering rules and regulations are available 

Between the collaboration partners agreements (regarding joint, 
long- and short term goals, etc.) have been made 

STRUCTURAL Rules & regu-
lations 

Financial 
control 

Financial 
(economic) 
control 

The financial (economic) control has been examined in order to 
identify possible hindering factors for collaboration 

No hindering factors regarding financial (economic) control for 
collaboration have been identified  

The identified hindering factors regarding financial (economic) 
control for collaboration have been removed 

The identified hindering factors regarding financial (economic) 
control for collaboration have not been removed but clear in-
structions for handling such hindering factors are available  

Anchoring Anchorage of 
project and its 
goals 

The project is anchored on a political level  
The project is anchored on a management level 
The project is anchored on an operational level 
A coordinated follow-up has been agreed upon 
A coordinated evaluation has been agreed upon 
The decision-making process is well known 
Common goals are anchored on a political level  
Common goals are anchored on a management level 
Common goals are anchored on an operational level 

Formulation 
of goals 

Common 
goals  
formulated 

Contradictory 
goals 

Collaboration 
target group 
defined 

Overall goals are jointly formulated 
Measurable goals are jointly formulated 
Project goals do not conflict with other party’s organisational 

goals 
The target group for collaboration is jointly defined 

Resources Resources for 
collaboration 

Resources for developing communication between the collabo-
ration partners have been allocated on a management level 

Resources for developing communication between the collabo-
ration partners have been allocated on an operational level 

STRUCTURAL Organisation 

Communica-
tion 

Roles defined 

Distribution of 
work defined 

Work routines

Overall oper-
ating meetings

Informal meet-
ings for shar-
ing informa-
tion 

The roles of the project group members are clearly defined 
The distribution of work is clearly defined among the members 

of the project group 
The work routines are clearly defined among the members of 

the project group 
Overall operating meetings are regularly carried out on a man-

agement level 
Overall operating meetings are regularly carried out on an 

operational level 
Informal meetings for sharing information are regularly carried 

out 
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Organisation Action plans  

Long-term 
planning 

All relevant 
actors 

Incentives 

Organisa-
tional models 

Action plans are formulated within the project group 
A project coordinator is appointed within the project group 
Guidelines are developed within the project group 
All relevant actors have been engaged in the project group 
Long-term planning for the collaboration process is made by 

the project group 
There are clear incentives for collaboration participation on a 

management level 
There are clear incentives for collaboration participation on an 

operational level  
Different organisational models for collaboration have been 

examined 
According to each party’s specific conditions the optimal or-

ganisational model for collaboration has been selected 
Within the project there is considerable freedom, e.g., to de-

velop new ways of working 

  

Documenta-
tion 

Measures of 
collaboration 

Regular 
documentation

Measurable criteria for successful collaboration have been 
formulated by the project participants 

Measurable criteria for problems in collaboration have been 
formulated by the project participants 

The collaboration process is regularly documented  

Views Core concepts 
defined 

Holistic  
perspective 

Fundamental 
views 

Consensus on 
responsibility 

Core concepts are defined within the project group 
A holistic perspective exists within the project group regarding 

the collaboration target group 
Fundamental views on the collaboration target group have 

been discussed within the project group 
Differences in fundamental views on the collaboration target 

group have emerged 
The differences in fundamental views are likely to obstruct the 

collaboration process 
Within the project group there is consensus regarding respon-

sibility 

INDIVIDUAL Shared per-
spectives 

Knowledge Collaboration 
experience 
and knowl-
edge 

Knowledge 
about the 
others 

Joint in-service 
training 

Method de-
velopment 

The project participants have former collaboration experiences 
The project participants have considerable knowledge about 

collaboration 
The collaboration partners have knowledge about each other 

regarding key missions 
The collaboration partners have knowledge about each other 

regarding each party’s possible resources 
The collaboration partners have knowledge about each other 

regarding each party’s possible limitations 
Joint in-service training is carried out on a regular basis within 

the project group 
Joint method development is carried out on a regular basis 

within the project group 
The experience of others regarding similar collaboration has 

been assimilated within the project group 
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Validity and reliability  
The questionnaire has been validated by experts well-
versed in theoretical and empirical research on collabo-
ration. As shown below, it has been used in a number 
of studies and over time within a number of projects. 
The results have been discussed with professionals 
from many of these projects who have confirmed that 
the indicators were relevant and that no important 
aspects of collaboration were missing. This indicates 
that the instrument has face validity.  

Furthermore, the reliability was tested by Cron-
bach’s alpha analysis. The result is shown in Table 2. 
Each of the three dimensions and the questionnaire as 
a whole were tested.  
 
 
 
 

Table 2: Reliability test, Cronbach´s Alpha 
 
 Cronbach’s 

Alpha 
Number of 

items 

Rules & regulations .690 4 
Organisation .907 35 
Shared perspectives .802 11 
Total .933 52 

Note: In the test non-obligatory attendant questions 
were excluded.  

 
As will be seen below (Figures 1-3), the pattern for 
each of the dimensions is the same for the different 
occasions of measurement. This further indicates the 
reliability of the questionnaire. 

THE MEASUREMENT APPLIED 
The questionnaire has been used by the authors in 13 
studies covering 104 Swedish collaborative projects. It 
has been used for several different purposes, each of 
which we will illustrate in this paper. The first purpose 
has been to serve as an instrument for consecutively 
measuring and assessing the performance of collabora-
tion. The questionnaire is filled in just after the collabo-
rative network structure is in place and the collabora-
tion is at an early stage of evolution (base line). The 
questionnaire is then filled in at regular intervals (about 
every nine to fifteen months in the projects reported 
below). This gives the participants the possibility to 
assess the development of the collaboration. The second 

purpose is to identify weak parts of the collaboration. 
Items with a low score might be very important to the 
collaboration and hence need to be addressed at an 
early stage of the process. A third purpose is to reveal if 
there are different preconditions for the different part-
ners’ full engagement in the collaboration. The fourth 
and last purpose is that of comparison––a project can 
relate its scores to other similar projects. Although 
there cannot be any “normal values” because each 
individual project is unique, a project can nevertheless 
benefit from relating its performance to other collabo-
ration projects. 
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ASSESSING THE PERFORMANCE OF COLLABORATION 
For illustrating the first purpose, we choose an example 
consisting of a study of 87 projects aimed at increasing 
and enhancing collaboration on children at risk (Dan-
ermark et al. 2009). The main organisations involved 
were schools and social work agencies. In some of the 
projects, police and child psychiatry clinics were also 
participating organisations. The questionnaire was filled 
in twice (two months after the start of the collaboration 

and then twelve months later). It was filled in by the 
project managing group of each project, in which all 
the participating actors were represented. Figures 1 to 3 
show the results for the three different dimensions. 
The results are the average for all 87 projects, and 100 
percent indicates that all projects responded with the 
highest possible value on the Likert scale for an item.  

 
Figure 1: Rules & Regulations 
 

 
Note: The Y-axis shows the percentage of responses for the two most positive response options.  
 
 
Item no  Description of Item 

1 The allocation of responsibility is clearly communicated 
2 Governing rules and regulations have been examined in order to identify possible hindering rules and regulations for collaboration 
3 Between the collaboration partners agreements (regarding joint, long- and short-term goals, etc.) have been made 
4 The financial (economic) control has been examined in order to identify possible hindering factors for collaboration 
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Figure 2: Organisation 

 
Note: The Y-axis shows the percentage of responses for the two most positive response options.  
 
 
Item no Description of Item 

1 The project is anchored on a political level  
2 The project is anchored on a management level 
3 The project is anchored on an operational level 
4 A coordinated follow-up has been agreed upon 
5 A coordinated evaluation has been agreed upon 
6 The decision-making process is well known 
7 Overall goals are jointly formulated 
8 Measurable goals are jointly formulated 
9 Common goals are anchored on a political level  
10 Common goals are anchored on a management level 
11 Common goals are anchored on an operational level 
12 Project goals do not conflict with other party’s organisational goals 
13 The target group for collaboration is jointly defined 
14 The roles of the project group members are clearly defined 
15 The distribution of work is clearly defined among the members of the project group 
16 The work routines are clearly defined among the members of the project group 
17 Resources for developing communication between the collaboration partners have been allocated on a management level 
18 Resources for developing communication between the collaboration partners have been allocated on an operational level 
19 Overall operating meetings are regularly carried out on a management level 
20 Overall operating meetings are regularly carried out on an operational level 
21 Informal meetings for sharing information are regularly carried out 
22 Action plans are formulated within the project group 
23 A project coordinator is appointed within the project group 
24 Guidelines are developed within the project group 
25 All relevant actors have been engaged in the project group 
26 Long-term planning for the collaboration process is made by the project group 
27 There are clear incentives for collaboration participation on a management level 
28 There are clear incentives for collaboration participation on an operational level  
29 Different organisational models for collaboration have been examined 
30 According to each party’s specific conditions the optimal organisational model for collaboration has been selected 
31 Measurable criteria for successful collaboration have been formulated by the project participants 
32 Measurable criteria for problems regarding collaboration have been formulated by the project participants 
33 The collaboration process is regularly documented  
34 Within the project there is considerable freedom, e.g., to develop new ways of working 
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Figure 3: Shared Perspectives 

 
Note: The Y-axis shows the percentage of responses for the two most positive response options.  
 
 
Item no Description of Item 

1 Core concepts are defined within the project group 
2 A holistic perspective exists within the project group regarding the collaboration target group 
3 Fundamental views on the collaboration target group have been discussed within the project group 
4 Within the project group there is consensus regarding responsibility 
5 The project participants have former collaboration experiences 
6 The project participants have considerable knowledge about collaboration 
7 The collaboration partners have knowledge about each other regarding key missions 
8 The collaboration partners have knowledge about each other regarding each party’s possible resources 
9 The collaboration partners have knowledge about each other regarding each party’s possible limitations 
10 Joint in-service training is carried out on a regular basis within the project group 
11 Joint method development is carried out on a regular basis within the project group 
12 The experience of others regarding similar collaboration has been assimilated within the project group 

 
 
Note: Item 5 in Figure 2 scores lower at the second 
measurement. Our data does not contain sufficient 

information to further analyse this particular discrep-
ancy. 
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Identifying weak parts of the collaboration process 
The second illustration is from a project whose aim was 
to increase the autonomy and participation of children 
with severe multiple disabilities (mainly vision, intellec-
tual and mobility disabilities) (Coniavitis Gellersted, 
2011). Around each child, a network was formed con-
sisting of different professionals from different organi-
sations and of the parents. They each filled in the ques-

tionnaire individually on three occasions (about every 
six months). Here, we display only the results of the 
second dimension, organisational structure (see Figure 4). 
The items that scored low were focused upon and suc-
cessively improved over the period. Note that the 
number of items may vary between studies due to dif-
ferent foci and aims. 

 
Figure 4: Organisation 

 
Note: The Y-axis shows the percentage of responses for the two most positive response options.  
 
 
Item no Description of Item 

1 Overall goals are jointly formulated 
2 Measurable goals are jointly formulated 
3 Common goals are anchored on a management level 
4 Common goals are anchored on an operational level 
5 The roles of the project group members are clearly defined 
6 The distribution of work is clearly defined among the members of the project group 
7 The work routines are clearly defined among the members of the project group 
8 Action plans are formulated within the project group 
9 A project coordinator is appointed within the project group 
10 All relevant actors have been engaged in the project group 
11 Overall operating meetings are regularly carried out 
12 Informal meetings for sharing information are regularly carried out 
13 Long-term planning for the collaboration process is made by the project group 
14 There are clear incentives for collaboration participation 
15 Measurable criteria for successful collaboration have been formulated by the project participants 
16 The collaboration process is regularly documented  
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Different preconditions for the actors involved  
The third purpose is to investigate if there are differ-
ences in the preconditions for collaboration among the 
individual actors. That is, do the different actors have 
different preconditions? In eight projects aimed at en-

hancing the psychological health of children, a number 
of actors filled in the questionnaire at the base line 
(Danermark et al. 2012). Figure 5 shows the result for 
one of the three dimensions. 

 
Figure 5: Rules & Regulations 

 
Note: In this figure the Y-axis shows the mean in the Likert scale. 
 
 
Item no Description of Item 

1 The allocation of responsibility is clearly communicated 
2 The decision-making process is well known 
3 Governing rules and regulations have been examined in order to identify possible hindering rules and regulations for 

collaboration 
4 No hindering rules and regulations for collaboration have been identified 
5 The identified hindering rules and regulations for collaboration have been removed 
6 The identified hindering rules and regulations for collaboration have not been removed but clear instructions for han-

dling such hindering rules and regulations are available 
 
 
As Figure 5 illustrates, there are two actors that seem to 
have different preconditions than the other organisa-
tions. Youth and Child Psychiatry scores high on most 
of the indicators, whereas the school scores low on 
many of the items. For instance, Youth and Child Psy-
chiatry seems to have less of a problem with the exter-

nal factor rules. The school seems to have difficulties 
concerning the delineation of responsibilities with re-
gard to children with psychological problems. These 
are examples of issues that can be brought to the fore 
after reviewing the outcome of the questionnaire.  



 

 
14 

Comparison with other similar projects 
The fourth purpose is to put an actual project in a 
wider context by comparing it to other projects in or-
der to see how its performance relates to similar pro-
jects. Figure 6 displays how the above-mentioned pro-
jects on enhancing the psychological health of children 
performed on average compared to the average for the 

87 projects on children at risk shown above (see Fig-
ures 2-4). We show only the results for the third di-
mension (shared perspective), but the result is the same for 
the other two dimensions, i.e., the actual projects 
scored, on average, lower on almost all items (Daner-
mark et al. 2012). 

 
Figure 6: Shared Perspectives 

 
Note: In this figure the Y-axis shows the mean in the Likert scale. 
SKL= Swedish Association for Local Authorities and Regions 
MSU= The Authority for Educational Development 
 
 
Item no Description of Item 

1 Core concepts are defined within the project group 
2 A holistic perspective exists within the project group regarding the collaboration target group 
3 Fundamental views on the collaboration target group have been discussed within the project group 
4 No differences in fundamental views on the collaboration target group have emerged 
5 The differences in fundamental views are not likely to obstruct the collaboration process 
6 The collaboration partners have knowledge about each other regarding key missions 
7 The collaboration partners have knowledge about each other regarding each party’s possible resources 
8 The collaboration partners have knowledge about each other regarding each party’s possible limitations 
9 Within the project group there is consensus regarding responsibility 
10 Joint in-service training is carried out on a regular basis within the project group 
11 Joint method development is carried out on a regular basis within the project group 
12 The experience of others regarding similar collaboration has been assimilated within the project group 
13 Within the project there is considerable freedom, e.g., to develop new ways of working 

 

DISCUSSION 
The task of  building networking structures and effec-
tive collaboration is challenging. It is important that the 
actors involved be able to document and follow the 
development of  the collaboration process. We have 
suggested that an instrument covering three main di-
mensions of  collaboration and operationalised into a 
number of  indicators and items can serve this purpose.  

Some of  the respondents from a number of  pro-
jects that have used the questionnaire, however, have 
expressed concern that it was difficult to reach consen-
sus regarding the appropriate responses for the items. 
As a consequence, we have asked the participants in an 
on-going project to indicate whether or not consensus 
was reached and in which direction (on the scale) the 
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divergent opinions went. A future analysis will reveal 
whether or not this is important added information. 
Moreover, some comments from participants have 
indicated that one reason for this difficulty was that 
people in different hierarchical positions (e.g., managers 
versus more operative staff) had different opinions 
about the performance of  the collaboration. This was 
tested and confirmed in a study of  collaboration be-
tween schools and social services (Danermark et al. 
2011). Managers in both organisations evaluated the 
collaboration more positively than did subordinate 
staff. A conclusion is that one needs to be aware of  the 
hierarchal position of  the group of  respondents.  

It has been pointed out (D’Amour et al. 2005) that 
the absence of  the user perspective is a serious draw-
back in the literature on collaboration. The instrument 
described here was utilised by users (parents of  chil-
dren with severe multiple disabilities), and the analysis 
revealed different perceptions of  the collaborative 
process between the professionals and the parents. This 
observation was presented to the networks and trig-
gered a discussion about the background of  the diver-
gent perceptions and how to address the roots of  the 
differences. This illustrates how the instrument could 
be used as a tool for enhancing integration of  the users 
in the collaborative process.  

Although it is analytically possible to separate them, 
the preconditions for and the performance of  collabo-
ration are empirically difficult to separate. For instance, 
knowledge about other actors can be seen as both a 
precondition for collaboration and an indicator of  
performance. Projects which had good knowledge 
from the start about the actors involved were in a bet-
ter position to develop network structures (Coniavitis 
Gellerstedt, 2011) than those which lacked such knowl-
edge. However, increased knowledge about each other 
was recognised as an indicator of  performance. We 
have chosen not to separate these two aspects of  col-
laboration in the instrument, although it is possible to 
do so when analysing the results of  the questionnaire. 

It is important to keep in mind that the question-
naire in its entirety is comprehensive. It must be 
adapted from case to case. In some projects, some 
questions might not be relevant. This means that they 
should be excluded so as not to cause confusion. For 
instance, not all indicators and items were relevant for 
the project focused on multi-disabled children, so a 
number of  items were excluded. As can be seen in 
Figure 5, this did not impact the utility of  the instru-
ment. The actors involved were able to learn from the 
outcome of  the measurements and draw important 
conclusions for further improvement of  the collabora-
tion. Furthermore, adaptations might be necessary 
based on the manner in which collaboration is organ-
ised, e.g., if  a separate project team is formed or if  the 
process is incorporated into the regular activities. 

As can be observed, the instrument does not con-
tain many contextual factors. It has been pointed out in 
the literature that contextual factors are indeed impor-
tant for the possibility of  developing efficient collabo-

ration. We have, however, deliberately excluded external 
factors beyond the dimension of  rules & regulations 
(laws). The main reason for this is that such factors are 
most often out of  the actors’ control and cannot be 
addressed in the short run. Another reason is that such 
factors differ between projects: to include them all in a 
generic questionnaire would have overloaded the ques-
tionnaire with questions irrelevant to many projects. In 
order to cope with important external factors, we have 
chosen to treat them as a separate set of  factors in our 
analysis of  the performances of  collaboration (Daner-
mark et al. 2011).  

Furthermore, the instrument is not finalised or 
fixed. After further empirical studies, some items may 
be excluded and new items added. The important as-
pect of  the questionnaire is that it has a face value for 
the participating actors. Our studies confirm that this is 
the case. If  so, it can fulfil its main purpose––to act as 
an interactive instrument for enhancing the collabora-
tion process and promoting a learning organisation. 
Hence, we do not suggest that this is the ultimate 
measure of  interagency and interprofessional collabo-
ration. We do argue, however, that an instrument such 
as this makes it possible to describe and analyse the 
level of, and the changes in, the performance of  col-
laboration. This has a number of  advantages. From a 
practical point of  view, it highlights dimensions of  
collaboration that need to be addressed and it helps 
managers and others involved in collaboration to “stay 
on top of ” the evolution, or development, of  the col-
laboration. It can give reliable information on whether 
the collaboration process is proceeding in the right 
direction, and if  not, indicate issues to be addressed. 
From a research perspective, when combined with a 
qualitative approach to understanding the collaboration 
process, it can increase our understanding of  underly-
ing mechanisms influencing collaboration. Further-
more, it provides researchers with a tool that can be 
used to further examine the outcome of  collaboration. 
By measuring different dimensions and aspects of  col-
laboration, as well as individual items, and by relating 
them to different outcome measures in a dynamic ap-
proach, it is our hope that it will contribute to increas-
ing our knowledge about the role of  collaboration and 
hence contribute to furthering the development of  
theories about collaboration. 
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