Addiction and Lifestyles in Contemporary
Europe: Reframing Addictions Project

(ALICE RAP)

WP 21 MS 38Evaluation Rport

Maurice BMittelmark, University of Bergen

(with Andreas Bethmann & Walter Farke, Bethmann & Hilgenbdcke)y GbR



Contents

ST U 0] 0=V RSP 5
=T 1 o] o I PP P PP PR PUPPPN 8
ROS- ALICE RAResearch Orientations STUAY..........c.cccuuurrriiiiimiiiiiiieiieeieeeeeeeeeeeeeeaeeeaaeaeneeeeeens 8
O IS T {1 0] 4P oSS 3
@ IS 1 == Tod 1o | 0] [ a T PP 8
ROS 11 AIM and METNOMS.........ccoiiiiiiiiiiiie e 9
RESUIL Of ROS.IL ..t e bbb e e s e e Q
DiISCUSSION Of ROS.IL ...ttt 9
COLLABORATEnapping of collaborative contacts with ALICE RAP Work Packages......... 12
COLLABORATE MEBOM........euiiiiiiei ittt e e e e e 12
Analysis of COLLABORATE ... e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 12
Results Of COLLABORATE. ... ...ttt e e ran e e e e e aanes 12
Discusion 0of COLLABORATE ........ooi ittt 12
1= (0] o I PSP PP PP PPPR 14
FUTURESALICE RAP FULUIES STUAY....cceeiiiiiiiiiiee e ettt e e e e s snneneeeee e 14
FUTURES Background and StUAY. 2iM............ccccuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiieeceeeeeeeeeee e e e e 14
FUTURES . L.t e e e e e et ettt et e e e e e e e e e eeeeebbbb e e eeeas 15
FUTURES | MEENQAAS ... .ceeiiiiieiiiieeieee ettt ettt e e et e e e e e e e e eeeeeeens 15
FUTURES | SAMPIQ...eeiiiie ettt e e et e e e e s s ee e e e e e e nnnneees 16
FUTURES | RESULLS ...ttt 16
FUTURES | DISCUSSION.....cetiiiieeiiiitti e e ettt e s e e e e e e e s e e e e e e s nnnnnneeee s 36
FUTURES L. .ttt e e e e e et e et e et e e e e e e e e e e e e anbbaa e e e eeas 38
FUTURES Il MEINQAAS ... ittt 38
FUTURES 1l SAMPI@....coiiiiiiieeee et e e e e e e e e e e e aaaaaaaeens 38
FUTURES 11 ANAIYSIS. ..ottt e ettt e et e e e e e e eaaeeeeaaeaeeaaeaaeaaaaaaans 38
FUTURES Il RESUIES ...ttt 38
FUTURES [I DISCUSSIONL. ...ceeiiiiitiieite e e ettt ettt e e e e s e e e e s e e e e e e aannes 39



Y 0] 011 T | SRR 76
ROS QUESHIONNAILE. .....ceiiiiiiiiiieieie et e e s e e e e s s ssnrnee e e e e s s ssnnnnneeeeeessnnnnnnesod O

FUTURES QUESLIONNAIIE........ciiii it eeciiiiteiietteeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeesaaaaaaaeaasaenssnesennsnnnnend 1



“s AND “’55'»2‘

Q \CeR p

oY
e,

v\°‘)

7 A»
"Oﬂnuuvuo““

. 400/(110'*9

The research leading to these results or outcomes has received funding from the European
LyA2yQa {SOSYUGK CNI YSg-2003 untdeNBAMIAYESentNTt T K H .
266813- Addictions and Lifestyle in Contemporary EurapReframing Addictions Project

(ALICE RA®www.alicerap.e.

Participant organisations in ALICE RAP can be seemwat.alicerap.eu/abouialice
rap/partners.html

The views expresie KSNB NBFf SOG 2yteé (KS

I dzi K2 NR& | yR
any use that may be made of the information contained therein.


http://www.alicerap.eu/
http://www.alicerap.eu/about-alice-rap/partners.html
http://www.alicerap.eu/about-alice-rap/partners.html

Summary

This is thehird of the threeinterim evaluationreportsto be delivered by WP 2T he report
focuses on

a. The ROS studies Thestudy ofthe collaborative research orientations of
ALICE RAP scientistadertaken between two and five yearsafter the
start of the project

i. ROS }- Round lof data collection using the Research Orientation
Scale (RO®N 25AprilH n Mo 4 GKS . Wvea®t 2y It
The Round | ROS findings were reported in MS 37 Evaluation
Report 2.

ii. ROS H- Round llof ROS data collectioon September 22015 at
0KS [Aaoz2y t | Tisyepithchcentrdt&sioh yha
Round Il ROS findis

b. COLLABORATEAN online survey of all partners conducted during June
2014, assessg the degree of collaboratioeach respondent had with all
the ALICE RAP Work Packages.

c. TheFUTURES studiesThe study2 ¥ ! [ L/ 9 wexperiencksNili y S NE& ¢
the project, their perceptions of synergy in the project, and ttaiitudes
towards future collaboration following the close of the formal phase of
the project

i. FUTURES data wascollected inNovember 2014 via an online
survey

ii. FUTURES data was collectedin September2015 via an online
survey.FUTURES | and FUTURHEStd were collected usinthe
same questionnaire This repat includes findings from both
Rounds of data collection.

The overarching framework of WP21 is the Bergen MaufeCollaborative Functioning
supplemented by thé’rocess Evaluatiorrdmework developed by the Evaluation Network
for Transdisciplinary ReseafctBoth are systems models, not outcome or impact models.
They are discussed in detail in MS36 and M®&3T were submitted previouslyby WP21.

The Bergen Model is the main process evaluation framework and is evident throughout this
report. The framework of the Evaluation Network was used to operationalise elements in
the Bergen Model.

The emphasis of WP21 evaluation is on a collaborative sfutdaning conducted in
collaboration with all ALICE RAP partnefsthe implementation and action processes used

! Corbin, J. H., & Mittelmark, M. B. (2008Rartnership lessons from the Global Programme for Health
Promotion Effectiveness:@ase study. Health Promotion International, 23(4) -365.

2Bergmann M, Brohmann B, Hoffmann E, Loibl MC, RehaagBhramm E, VoR-P (2005) Quality criteria of
transdisciplinary research. A guide for the formative evaluation of research projectsSt@diéntexte, No 13,
Frankfurt am Main, Germany.



by ALICE RAP to meet its stated goals. As a participative process evaluatianthaathan
outcome evaluation, WP21 has collected data at many time points using a wide variety of
methods. In some cases, the same instruments have been used on more than one occasion.
However, the study samples have varied greatly over tifugthermore,the response rates

for the various studies have tended to be under 50 percent. The generalisability of results to
the entire ALICE RAP partnership is unknown.

Even if the sampling frame for all our studies has been the official ALICE RAP participant
roster, no attempt is made to treat the data as coming from a cohort (a-tetst strategy)

due to staff turnover and low response rates. Therefaeen when the same instrument

has been used for more than one round of data collection, various analysisgiés have

0SSy dzaSR 2y 2aiSyarocofe aAYAfFINI RIFIGF® ¢KAA )
of data, collected at various time points, from varying samples, and analysed in various ways.

The aim isto synthesise all the resulting informatioto illuminate the collaborative

processes of the extraordinarily complex project called ALICEA®A®wing from the above,

the reader will understand why heterogeneity of analysis approaches is reported here, even

in cases where data have been collectedseveral occasions with the same instruments.

The process analyssynthesis will be undertaken in the BIrReport of WP21; MS36, MS37
and the present M38 present just parts of the picture that is developing as the project
unfolds.

The main findingf the work reported here is that a majority of respondents perceive that
ALICE RAP is delivering synergy irsyntiiof its mission. &f-reports of interactions across
Areas and Work &kagessuggest that transdisciplinarity is being achiev&@t there $
considerable variability in our measures of transdisciplinary orientation and behaviour. Some
ALICE RAP partners express a disciplinary orientation, and doubt the value of ALICE RAP as a
scientific project. However, they are clearly in the minoritgemain thrust of the findings is

that the organisational ash management model of ALICE Ré#ges the conditions needed

for synergy. The process factors that seem most important in fostering syreegyhe
importance of the ALICE RAP mission, good commuomnsafrom leaders and between
Areas and Work packages, and a strong atmosphere of collabor&tlerhave made some
attempt to examine possible differences in collaboration between the sexes, between
younger and older partners, and between social and bidita scientists. To the extent that
such differences are evident, they are mostly weak.

The most robust result is from the FUTURES | study, in which 55 percent of the variability in
the ALICE RAP Synergy Scaleelated to the importance of the mission ra the
collaborative atmosphereof the project Mission is an input in the Bergen Model of
Collaborative Functioning, and collaborative atmosphere is a throughput in the Model. The
results of the process evaluation of ALICE RAP suggest that the Modelduastijty as a

guide to factors that research managers should consider when designing and implementing
large scale transdisciplinary health research projects.

In particular, the cultivation of a psychosocial aspect of resegrlgaders forging a good
collaborative atmosphere in the context of a research mission that is compelsegms at

least as important as structural factors such as staffing, financing, communication and role
and structure definition.



If this evaluation research has a messageftture large scale transdisciplinary research
projects, it is this:ileaders should invest substantial and continuous time and energy in
developing a shared sense of mission, and in forging a collaborative atmosphere. Good
management practices in the psydurxial arena may be equal in importance to good
technical management of a project.



Section |

ROS-- ALICE RAP Research Orientations Study

ALICE RAlRas atransdisciplinary orientation, which encourages the different disciplines to
GUNI YyAOSYR GKSANI aSLI NI ¥S002DS2H HDE o 2 KIS G K
RSPSt2L) I aKINBR FLILINRIOK G2 !''[L/9 w!tQia NB
policy in Europe. The potential for such transcendence has been demonstrated in several
previous studies, including TDR research involving healémases and social scienceBhis

potential is of special importance to IKIE RAP, which has a rich mix ohiedical and social

scientists representing a wide range of disciplinary perspectives. However, moving in the
direction from multidisciplinary to transdisciplinary research is challenging because
disciplinary traditions and cultures reinforce parallel g8oary approaches to social

problem solving, rather than transcending disciplinary siloS2R calls for

The study of collaborative research orientation reported here was undertaketwo

phases. The first phase (ROSpiyvided ALICE RAP with insighto 2 dzi A dG&a &OAS
orientations to research collaboration after two years of the projecperiod that included

GKNBES tFINIYSNEQ aSSGdAay3a o. | NOSdn@Baicelohain al &
April 2013). At the time of data collection forghi a G dzRe |4 GKS DSYySNI € t
Barcelona in April 2013, the Work Packages were to have met 22 mfoR&t deliverables

(58%). This process evaluation was timed to provide ALICE RAP with information about
collaboration readiness that could hesed to stimulate a better collaborative atmosphere

RdzZNAYy 3 GKS NBYIFAYRSNI 2F (GKS LINR2SOGx AT GKS

The second phase ROS It dzA SR (G KS wh{ AyadNHzySyd | 3FAy |
meeting, which wask S f | 44 &AOKSRdzZ SR LI NIYSNBQ YSSGAyY:
study attitudes towards future collaboration, armbtain selfreports of experience as an

ALICE RAP partner, close to the end of the project.

The ROSland ROS i dzR& & | Y LIex3iEtebutiord Sreyivey iR Takle 1.

ROSI Summary Asreported in detail in M37 Evaluation Remt 2, the main finding
fromROSH I & ( K| (expréissedisyfdndNdalivity for inter/transdisciplinary research,
regardless of scientific background, gender and afje. suggested this is du@erhaps in
good part,to a selection etct. The ALICE RAP leadership intended to recruit scientists with
the needed scientific expertisand with proclivity for transdisciplinarityWWe concludel that

at near the mdLJ)2 Ay G 2 F ! [ L/ QorieméationZto dblkkd®rationSwadjuiiel
consistent with the transdisciplinary mission of the project.

ROSII Background Data collection using thResearch Orientation Scélesee the
appendi} wasundertakeninH nmp 0 GKS [A&d02Y t I NOySaBRQ aS¢
was usedin ROS and ROS.II

% Rosenfield PL. The potential of transdisciplinary research for sustaining and extending linkages between health
and social science. Soc Sci Med 1992; 35: 1343 + 57.

“Hall, K. L., Stokols, D., Moser, R., Taylor, B. K., Thornquist, M. D., Nebeling, L. C., ... & Jeffery, R. W.

(2008). The collaboration readiness of transdisciplinary research teams and centers: findings from the National
Cancer Institute's TREC Ye&@ne evaluation study. American jourmdipreventive medicine, 35(2), S161

S172.



ROSII Aim and Methods On 22 September at the Lisboh | NIy S NE&E Q
Meeting, the ROSwvas completedas a selfeport questionnaire with 59 people returning
questionnaires. However, some people attending the meeting and completing the ROS
were guests and not involved in ALICE RAP. The number of ALICE RAP respondents was 42
of which 38 provided data on the ROS and on the sex and age variables.

Result of ROSII The mean ROScore was 30.4 (29.5 among women and 31.6 among
men; scale range =-40; empirical range = 1Z40). The ROS was not distributed normally and
therefore no statistical comparison of mean scores by age, sex and scientific background
were undertaken.The distibution of the ROS score by agadasex is shown in Figure 1.
Noteworthy findings on the individuakems were the majorities strongly agreeing or
strongly disagreeing with these items:

1 52% strongly disagree The research questions | am often interestadyenerally do
not warrant collaboration from other disciplines

1 52% strongly agree While working on a research project within my discipline, |
sometimes feel it is important to seek the perspective of other disciplines when
trying to answer particulaparts of my research question

1 55% strongly agreeAlthough | reply primarily on knowledge from my primary field
of interest, | usually work interactively with colleagues from other disciplines to
address a research problem

1 60% strongly agreeln my colldorations with others | integrate theories and model
from other disciplines

Discussion of ROSII ROS | and ROSsHould be considered as two separate studies, since

the sample frames (partners in attendance at the 2013 Barcelona and the 2015 Lisbon
meetings) were different, even if drawn from approximately the same sample universe
(participants in ALICE RAP at the two time poinfgg conclude that amongst partners

attending the two meetings and participating in the ROS data collection, the mean ROS score

was similar, at about 28 in ROS | and about 30 at IR@$perience in ALICE RAP seems to
KIS YySAGKSNI RSONBF&aSR y2NJ AYONBIFaSR LJ NIy
collaboration.

® The sample frames for both Rounds were the ALICE RAP partners present in the meeting room on 25 April
2013 (ROS 1) and on 22 September 2015 (ROS II). Counts of the number of partners present are not available
for either meeting, so response rates are not known.

9



Table1.ROSIAT A 2/ 3 )) OAiI Pl A06 maCA AT A OAg AEOOOEAOGO

ROS | ROS II

Sex n (% of ROS I tot  n (% of ROS Il adj. tot
Female 29 (53 22 (58
44 & younge 20 (36 11 (29

45 & olde 9 (16 11 (29

Male 26 (47 16 (42
44 & younge 10 (18 5(13

45 & olde 16 (29 11 (29

Missing 4
44 & younge 2

45 & olde 2

Total 55 42
Adjusted total 55 38

10
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COLLABORATE- mapping of collaborative contacts with ALICE RAP Work
Packages

ALICE RAB conceived as a transdisciplinary research (TDR) project. Great effort has been
made to organise the project in ways that encourage the partnersrégssadministrative
boundaries (Areas, Work PackageS)bstantial parts of partner meetings have been
devoted to discussions and consultations having the aim to stimulate the TDR atmosphere.

COLLABORATE Methods To provide the project with feedback about tleatent

of inter-Work Package collaboration at about the mdy pointof the project an online
surveywas conducted during June 2014. The survey was sent to all partners on the ALICE
RAP mailing lisiThe sample frame was the 183 names and email addrasst® ALICE

RAP master list provided to WP21 by the Barcelbleadquarters team. In this survey
respondents were asketb indicate how much collaboratiothey had experienced with

each ALICE RAP work package. The alternatives were (a) very littleantact, (b) on the

same mailing list, (c) have casual conversations, (d) exchange information useful to ALICE
RAP, or (e) share some decisimaking; make joint presentations or publications.

Analysis of COLLABORATE Responses were graphed in a networlaghr (Figure

3). The arrows relate to reports of collaboration at levels (d) exchange information useful

to ALICE RAP, or (e) share some decisiaking; make joint presentations or publications.

Each slid arrow represents one WorkkPO 1 I 3 S Y S Y @f$niéiaction Mdh laid el

2yS LISNER2Y Ay &kadeQdr in2nmtier Wa@k\NBackage. Closely stippled

arrows indicate that two respondents in a Work Package reported similar collaboration,

and the distanced stippled arrows indicate three respamide reporting the same

collaboration (see FigureQa f S3ASYyR F2NJ | @A&adzZf SELX Iyl
depictions) ALICE RAP has seveaaswith Area7 having the coordinating function. Since
communication from and to®a7 is ubiquitous, it is ekeded from the analysis.

Results of COLLABORATE Of the 183 partners who were sethe online survey
invitation, 73 responded with usable data (40%Me results are summarised in Fige
The graphic representation indicates that certain Areaperienced mag intense intra
area collaboratiorthan others, with Areas 3 and 5 seeming to stand out in this regard. In
the other Areas, certain combinations of Work Packages also seemed ¢oienge more
intense collaboratiorthan did others, with thecombinations 23 in Area Jand 45 in Area 2
standing out.

Discussion of COLLABORATE The data suggest that a great deal of inter
Area aml inter-Work Rackagecollaborationhappened in the period before data collection.
Yet, the pattern was of substantiakterogeneity, withArea 3 seeming to be a beehive of
inter-Areacollaboration, and Areas 2 anddeehivesof intra-Areacollaboration

In their interpretations of the instructions for completing the COLLABORATE survey, there

is reason to believe that respdents pondered personal instances of collaboration. Area 6
communicated at level (dxchange information useful to ALICE RAPF NB |j dzSy G f & g A
other Work Packages, yet arrows of collaboration from other Areas to Area 6 are almost

entirely absent fron Figure 31t seens, then, that the data underrepresent the actual level

of collaboration, and perhaps illuminate the more intense and Hpersonal

collaborations that the respondents experienced.

12



Figure 2. Results of COLLABORATE.
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Section Il

FUTURES- ALICE RAP Futures Study

FUTURESBackground and study aim

The Bergen Model of Collaborative Functionipgsits three types of outputs. Additive
outputs are those that would have been produced by &idCE RApartners even iALICE
RAPhad not een established (2+2 = 4), antagonistic outputs are those that would have
been avoided if possible (e.g., wasted time, energy and/or resources; 2+2 an@
synergistic outputsire a type of interaction effed2+2 = 5).

This report focuses on the studyf possible synergy. To position this idea, consider the
following sentiments a partner might hold about involvement with oth&LICE RAP
partners after March 201,&he formal project enelate:

Additive output
G¢KS LINBP2SO0 ¢l & LI Singthing dew &yl dzZ3 KX 0 dzi L

A ¥ 4 A x

KILIWSYSR GKIG ¢S O2dzZ R y2i KI@#S SELISOGSR
Synergy

G¢KS LINRP2SOG KlFa NBFfte YryFr3aSR (G2 I OK.
important; we have got to find a way to keep going on this path
023SUKSNHE

Antagony output

G ¢ KS LINE 2 S<iious Kvaste ofongy Siyie and energy, | am
Y2QAY3A 2y (2 Y2NB LINRPRdAzZOGA DS 62NJ HE

This is but one way to coaptualise possiblesynergy,with others being more

concrete: joint publications, new projects, new consortia and new teaching

programmes, amongst margther possibilities. Yet it seesmeasonable that an

attitude expressing the desire to keep working wiLICE RABPBartners to

forward the ALICE RARRAdaA2y> F2fif2gAy3a GKS LINRP2SOGQa
intermediate synergistic outcome. With such a positivetate, some of the key

conditions for moving beyondLICE RA&e assured, with a base ALICE RAPa

g2N]l @ . & WYWHGGiAGdzRSQ 6S YSIy |y SELINBaaSR LINB
way. Attitudes do not determine future behaviour, but they do predispose

people to act in certain ways if circumstances allow.

The Bergen Model of Collaborative Functionipgoposes that a number of

collaboration factors interact to result in more or less synergy. These include the

Ay Llzia WLI NIYSN) NBAQAdNPRAAKSTNYAEAARY QMS & 2 dzR
FNBE LINPOSaa OUKNRdAzAKLIzi0 FFOG2NER o0GKS O2ff
AYGSNI OGA2yaqQs WiESIFERSNEKALIQEZ WwWO2YYdzyAOFGA2ya
facilitate two types of processes, those related to producing tgreed

deliverables of a collaboration (production tasks), and those related to the

functioning of the collaboration as a social process (maintenance tasks). This

14



follows the understanding that any production system that is not maintained will
eventuallycease to function as intended.

Following from the above, the aBnof FUTURES wete study ALICE RAP
LJ- NI yesphierResin ALICE RAP, and thedttitudes towards future
involvement with ALICE RAP

FUTURES |

FUTURES | Mthods Conducted in the first half of November
2014, FUTURES was situated in Month 44 of the ALICE RAP project.
Approximately 75 percent of the 60 mitiis allocated to ALICE RAP had passed,
and the projectwas moving into its final full year. Thuke timing was right to
start considerationof outputs, in line with the Bergen Modl®f Collaborative
Functioning

Snergy was measuckg A G K G2 NBflFGSR O2yadNHzOGaz 2yS i
the other termedWO2 Yy i Ay dZA 1@ Qd ¢KS &d@ySNHeaO2yaidNHzOl ¢
sum score of three variables from the online sur{e survey is provided in the

appendix) each with these possible responses:

1 I have not experienced this at all
1 I have experienced this rarely
1 I have experienced this occasionally
1 I have experienced th frequently
The three variables are:
1 ALICE RAP is achieving significant synergy in addictions research
1 My work is so specialised that | do not need ALICE RAP

1 The quality of ALICE RAP work does not meet my scientific standards
(which can also be construed a measure of antagony).

Attitudes aboutcontinuity -- LI NJi Y S NB Q ¥F dzii dzMBICEARASRE f OSYSyYy G 6 A
current funding ceases were measuredn the online survey with seven items,
on a fourpoint scale

1 ['will not participate

1 1 will endorse andgupport, but lwill not participate actively

1 ['will participate as a supporting player, but my rolasnbe modest
1 ['will participate extensively

The seven items were:

15



f Endorse the continued pursuit #LICERAPAE a A daaizy -2F |y SGARS

based approach to atictions policy

Connect to existing networks with like interests

Establish smaller networks built around Areas and Work Packages of

ALICE RAP

1 Advocacy for theALICE RAMission of an evidencbased approach
to addictions policy in my country/region

i Estabish a formal organisation at the European level to continue on
the path of ALICE RAP

1 Write research funding applications at country or European levels for
follow-up to ALICE RAP

1 Write scientific papers usir§LICE RAdRta

= =4

ltem scores were summed to creatone of 1 KS & (idzReé Q& 4§ &sll&NBe& YSI
WO2YO.AYdA (e Q

The survey also included multiptems intended to measurall the other elements of the
Bergen Model of Collaborative Functionifdnis is described in detail in the Results section.

To reduce response bias, e FUTURES questionnaildS S NE S& | 62dzi KIf F
response scales, with some starting with the positive end of the scale and the others
starting with the negative end of the scale. In calculating the scales shown for FUTURES |,

the items are codedecoded so that higher scales scores relate to positive attitudes. In the
presentation of the individual items for FUTURES lI, the items are presented in Figures in
their original coding.

Besides responding to the quantitative part of thensy as just described, respondents
were given the opportunity to writeemarks about each item.

FUTURES Sample ALICE RAP provided the sample frame of 184 names and
email addresses comprising all persons having a connection to the project as of October
2014. All in the sample frame were contacted via email during Octob&4 2vith an
invitation to participate in the online survey. One reminder was also sent. Eiguaty(84)
responses were received (46% response rate) of which four respondents ansavdydtie

first seven of the 18 closeeinded questions (the seven items on the first page of the online
survey). An additional 19 persons looked at the survey web page but did not complete any
of the questionnaire items. Of the sample frame, 81 persons J4déonot respond to the
invitation to open the link to the survey. As a consequence of the guarantee of anonymity,
no attempt was made to undertake a missing data analysis; the demographic
characteristics of responders and nogsponders are therefore ndtnown. Taking all the
above into account, the final analysis sample was n = 80.

FUTURES Results  The esultsare presented in two pag first the quantitative findings
andthenthe qualitative findings.

FUTURES | quantitative findings The results areorganised according to the
Bergen Mode of Collaborative Functioning.he Model uses nine scales, the descriptive
statistics for which are given in TableThe analysis begins with data on the main outcome
of interest in this report, synergyfor which there are two measuresthe synergy scale
(Figure 3 ard the continuity scale (Figure).4At the bottom of each Figure, simplified

16



diagram of the Bergen Model of Collaborative Functioning is shown with the relevant
construcs highlighted in a gold rirgas reminderof where each construct iglaced in the
Model. The output construct in theAF3 dzNB a4 YARBdaadr& et in thiSreport.

Ly AYLRNIOFYydG y20S Aa GKIFIG GKS O2yaidNdHzl woz2y
this analysis(attitude towards possible future behaviourgince ALICE RAP was still

underway when this research was conducted. Obviously, firm data on the actual level of
continuity could be gathered following the close of ALICE RAP.

Figures 57 show results for the thre@put constructs: missio, people and money. Figures
8-11 show results for the four throughput constructs: collaborative atmosphere,
leadership, communication, and clear roles and structures.

The relationships between theynergyand the continuityoutput measures and the three

input and four throughput measureare shown in Table8 and 4. Multiple regression

analysis was used to simultaneously examine the variance in the syaecggontinuity

measures that was accounted for by the input ahdoughput mesures. Tabl& shows

GKIG Ay GKS Fylfeaira 2F (KS aeySNHe aoltSz 2
constructs were significant predictors, accounting together for 55% of the variance in the

synergy scaleTable 4shows that in the analysisf continuity -- the future engagement
scale--2yfeé GKS UGKNRAAKLIzi 02y aidNHzOG wO2YYdzyA O
accounting for 25% of the variance in the future engagement scale.

17



Table 2. FUTURES k Descriptive statistics for the nine  scales of the Bergen Model of
Collaborative Functioning.

N Minimum | Maximum | Mean | Std. Deviation | Variance Skewness Kurtosis

Statistic | Statistic | Stafistic | Statistic Statistic Statistic | Statistic | Std Eror | Statistic | Std. Error
Mission Scale 80 1 g 6,06 1858 3452 - 458 268 032 KD
Paople Scale 80 ] g 730 1453 21 -1 268 N KD
Mongy Scale 80 0 3 159 1,099 1,207 -1 269 | -1,295 KD
Collaborative
mosphere Scale 80 2 15 9,59 21 7405 - 78 268 5 KD
Leadership Scale 80 0 12 760 2840 8,066 - 446 268 - 165 KD
Communications Scale 80 0 12 817 2841 8,070 - 75 269 023 432
Roles and Structures
Segle 80 3 18 11,06 3469 | 1203 - 478 268 - 354 532
Synergy Scale 80 0 g 6,03 2074 4,303 - 18 268 146 532
Continuity Scale 80 0 il 12,33 4762 | 22678 - 434 268 - 163 532
Valid N (listwise) 80

18




Figure 3. ALICE RAP FUTURESZ Measure of perceived synergy.
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Figure 4. ALICE RAP FUTURESZ Measure of attitude towards continuity.
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Figure 5. ALICE RAP FUTURESZ Measure of mission perc eption.
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Figure 6. ALICE RAP FUTURESZ Measure of partner resources.
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