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Summary  

 
This is the third of the three interim evaluation reports to be delivered by WP 21. The report 
focuses on: 

a. The ROS studies -- The study of the collaborative research orientations of 
ALICE RAP scientists undertaken between two and five years after the 
start of the project 

i. ROS I -- Round I of data collection using the Research Orientation 
Scale (ROS) on 25 April нлмо ŀǘ ǘƘŜ .ŀǊŎŜƭƻƴŀ tŀǊǘƴŜǊǎΩ Meeting. 
The Round I ROS findings were reported in MS 37 Evaluation 
Report 2. 

ii. ROS II -- Round II of ROS data collection on September 22 2015 at 
ǘƘŜ [ƛǎōƻƴ tŀǊǘƴŜǊǎΩ aŜŜǘƛƴƎ. This report concentrates on the 
Round II ROS findings 

b. COLLABORATE -- An online survey of all partners conducted during June 
2014, assessing the degree of collaboration each respondent had with all 
the ALICE RAP Work Packages. 

c. The FUTURES studies -- The study ƻŦ ![L/9 w!t ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎΩ experiences in 
the project, their perceptions of synergy in the project, and their attitudes 
towards future collaboration following the close of the formal phase of 
the project. 

i. FUTURES I data was collected in November 2014 via an online 
survey.  

ii. FUTURES II data was collected in September 2015 via an online 
survey. FUTURES I and FUTURES II data were collected using the 
same questionnaire. This report includes findings from both 
Rounds of data collection. 

The overarching framework of WP21 is the Bergen Model of Collaborative Functioning1, 
supplemented by the Process Evaluation Framework developed by the Evaluation Network 
for Transdisciplinary Research2. Both are systems models, not outcome or impact models. 
They are discussed in detail in MS36 and MS37 that were submitted previously by 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 study (meaning conducted in 
collaboration with all ALICE RAP partners) of the implementation and action processes used 
                                                           
1
 Corbin, J. H., & Mittelmark, M. B. (2008). Partnership lessons from the Global Programme for Health 

Promotion Effectiveness: a case study. Health Promotion International, 23(4), 365-371. 
2
 Bergmann M, Brohmann B, Hoffmann E, Loibl MC, Rehaag R, Schramm E, Voß J-P (2005) Quality criteria of 

transdisciplinary research. A guide for the formative evaluation of research projects. ISOE-Studientexte, No 13, 

Frankfurt am Main, Germany. 
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by ALICE RAP to meet its stated goals. As a participative process evaluation, rather than an 
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 time. Furthermore, 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 test-retest strategy), 
due to staff turnover and low response rates. Therefore, even when the same instrument 
has been used for more than one round of data collection, various analysis strategies have 
ōŜŜƴ ǳǎŜŘ ƻƴ ƻǎǘŜƴǎƛōƭȅ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ŘŀǘŀΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ŀ ŦƻǊƳ ƻŦ ΨƘŜŀǾȅ ǘǊƛŀƴƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΩΥ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŦƻǊƳǎ 
of data, collected at various time points, from varying samples, and analysed in various ways. 
The aim is to synthesise all the resulting information to illuminate the collaborative 
processes of the extraordinarily complex project called ALICE RAP. Following from the above, 
the reader will understand why heterogeneity of analysis approaches is reported here, even 
in cases where data have been collected on several occasions with the same instruments.  

The process analysis synthesis will be undertaken in the Final Report of WP21; MS36, MS37 
and the present MS38 present just parts of the picture that is developing as the project 
unfolds.  

The main finding of the work reported here is that a majority of respondents perceive that 
ALICE RAP is delivering synergy in pursuit of its mission. Self-reports of interactions across 
Areas and Work Packages suggest that transdisciplinarity is being achieved. Yet there is 
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 minority. The main thrust of the findings is 
that the organisational and management model of ALICE RAP forges the conditions needed 
for synergy. The process factors that seem most important in fostering synergy are the 
importance of the ALICE RAP mission, good communications from leaders and between 
Areas and Work packages, and a strong atmosphere of collaboration. We have made some 
attempt to examine possible differences in collaboration between the sexes, between 
younger and older partners, and between social and biomedical scientists. To the extent that 
such differences are evident, they are mostly weak. 

The most robust result is from the FUTURES I study, in which 55 percent of the variability in 
the ALICE RAP Synergy Scale is related to the importance of the mission and the 
collaborative atmosphere of 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 Model has good utility 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 research ς leaders forging a good 
collaborative atmosphere in the context of a research mission that is compelling ς seems at 
least as important as structural factors such as staffing, financing, communication and role 
and structure definition. 
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If this evaluation research has a message for future large scale transdisciplinary research 
projects, it is this: leaders 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 psychosocial arena may be equal in importance to good 
technical management of a project. 
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Section I 

ROS -- ALICE RAP Research Orientations Study 
ALICE RAP has a transdisciplinary orientation, which encourages the different disciplines to 
άǘǊŀƴǎŎŜƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǳŀƭΣ ǘƘŜƻǊŜǘƛŎŀƭ ŀƴŘ ƳŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ƻǊƛŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴǎέ3, to 
ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ŀ ǎƘŀǊŜŘ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ![L/9 w!tΩǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΣ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ǊŜŦǊŀƳƛƴƎ ŀŘŘƛŎǘƛƻƴǎ 
policy in Europe. The potential for such transcendence has been demonstrated in several 
previous studies, including TDR research involving health sciences and social sciences. This 
potential is of special importance to ALICE RAP, which has a rich mix of biomedical 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 disciplinary approaches to social 
problem solving, rather than transcending disciplinary silos as TDR calls for. 

The study of collaborative research orientation reported here was undertaken in two 
phases. The first  phase (ROS I) provided ALICE RAP with insight ŀōƻǳǘ ƛǘǎ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛǎǘǎΩ 
orientations to research collaboration after two years of the project, a period that included 
ǘƘǊŜŜ tŀǊǘƴŜǊǎΩ aŜŜǘƛƴƎǎ ό.ŀǊŎŜƭƻƴŀ ƛƴ aŀȅ нлммΣ bŜǿŎŀǎǘƭŜ ƛƴ aŀȅ нлм2 and Barcelona in 
April 2013). At the time of data collection for thiǎ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ DŜƴŜǊŀƭ tŀǊǘƴŜǊǎΩ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎ ƛƴ 
Barcelona in April 2013, the Work Packages were to have met 22 of 38 project deliverables 
(58%). This process evaluation was timed to provide ALICE RAP with information about 
collaboration readiness that could be used to stimulate a better collaborative atmosphere 
ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƳŀƛƴŘŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΣ ƛŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘ ǿŜǊŜ ǘƻ ōŜ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅΩǎ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎΦ  

The second phase ς ROS II ς ǳǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ wh{ ƛƴǎǘǊǳƳŜƴǘ ŀƎŀƛƴ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ нлмр [ƛǎōƻƴ tŀǊǘƴŜǊǎΩ 
meeting, which was tƘŜ ƭŀǎǘ ǎŎƘŜŘǳƭŜŘ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎΩ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΦ ¢ƘŜ ŀƛƳǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǘƻ 
study attitudes towards future collaboration, and obtain self-reports of experience as an 
ALICE RAP partner, close to the end of the project. 

The ROS I and ROS II ǎǘǳŘȅ ǎŀƳǇƭŜǎΩ ŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ ǎex distributions are given in Table 1. 

ROS I Summary  As reported in detail in MS37 Evaluation Report 2, the main finding 
from ROS I ǿŀǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊΩǎ expressed strong proclivity for inter/transdisciplinary research, 
regardless of scientific background, gender and age. We suggested this is due, perhaps in 
good part, to a selection effect. The ALICE RAP leadership intended to recruit scientists with 
the needed scientific expertise and with proclivity for transdisciplinarity. We concluded that 
at near the mid-Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƻŦ ![L/9 w!tΣ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŀƳΩǎ orientation to collaboration was quite 
consistent with the transdisciplinary mission of the project.  

ROS II  Background   Data collection using the Research Orientation Scale4 (see the 
appendix) was undertaken in нлмр ŀǘ ǘƘŜ [ƛǎōƻƴ tŀǊǘƴŜǊǎΩ aŜŜǘƛƴƎΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴƴŀƛǊe 
was used  in ROS I and ROS II.  

                                                           
3
 Rosenfield PL. The potential of transdisciplinary research for sustaining and extending linkages between health 

and social science. Soc Sci Med 1992; 35: 1343 ± 57. 
4
 Hall, K. L., Stokols, D., Moser, R. P., 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 Year-One evaluation study. American journal of preventive medicine, 35(2), S161-

S172. 
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ROS II Aim and Methods   On 22 September at the Lisbon tŀǊǘƴŜǊǎΩ 
Meeting, the ROS was completed as a self-report questionnaire, with 59 people returning 
questionnaires.5 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  ROS II  The mean ROS score was 30.4 (29.5 among women and 31.6 among 
men; scale range = 1-40; empirical range = 17-40). The ROS was not distributed normally and 
therefore no statistical comparison of mean scores by age, sex and scientific background 
were undertaken. The distribution of the ROS score by age and sex is shown in Figure 1. 
Noteworthy findings on the individual items were the majorities strongly agreeing or 
strongly disagreeing with these items:  

¶ 52% strongly disagree -- The research questions I am often interested in generally do 
not warrant collaboration from other disciplines 

¶ 52% strongly agree - While working on a research project within my discipline, I 
sometimes feel it is important to seek the perspective of other disciplines when 
trying to answer particular parts of my research question 

¶ 55% strongly agree - Although I reply primarily on knowledge from my primary field 
of interest, I usually work interactively with colleagues from other disciplines to 
address a research problem 

¶ 60% strongly agree - In my collaborations with others I integrate theories and model 
from other disciplines 

 

Discussion  of ROS II  ROS I and ROS II should 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 points). We 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 I and about 30 at ROS II. Experience in ALICE RAP seems to 
ƘŀǾŜ ƴŜƛǘƘŜǊ ŘŜŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ƴƻǊ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎΩ ǇǊƻŎƭƛǾƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ ǘǊŀƴǎŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŀǊȅ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ 
collaboration. 

  

                                                           
5
 The sample frames for both Rounds were the ALICE RAP partners present in the meeting room on 25 April 

2013 (ROS I) 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. 
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Table 1. ROS I ÁÎÄ 2/3 )) ÓÁÍÐÌÅÓȭ ÁÇÅ ÁÎÄ ÓÅØ ÄÉÓÔÒÉÂÕÔÉÏns. 

 

 

 
ROS I ROS II 

   
Sex n (% of ROS I total) n (% of ROS II adj. total) 

   
Female 29 (53) 22 (58) 

44 & younger 20 (36) 11 (29) 

45 & older 9 (16) 11 (29) 

   
Male 26 (47) 16 (42) 

44 & younger 10 (18) 5 (13) 

45 & older 16 (29) 11 (29) 

   
Missing 

 
4 

44 & younger  2 

45 & older  2 

   
Total 55 42 

   
Adjusted total 55 38 
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&ÉÇÕÒÅ ρȢ 2ÅÓÅÁÒÃÈ /ÒÉÅÎÔÁÔÉÏÎ 3ÃÁÌÅ ÓÃÏÒÅ ÄÉÓÔÒÉÂÕÔÉÏÎ ÂÙ ÁÇÅ ÁÎÄ ÓÅØȟ ,ÉÓÂÏÎ 0ÁÒÔÎÅÒÓȭ 
Meeting, 2015.  
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COLLABORATE -- mapping of collaborative contacts with ALICE RAP Work 
Packages 
ALICE RAP is conceived as a transdisciplinary research (TDR) project. Great effort has been 
made to organise the project in ways that encourage the partners to cross administrative 
boundaries (Areas, Work Packages). Substantial 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 the extent 
of inter-Work Package collaboration at about the mid-way point of the project, an online 
survey was conducted during June 2014. The survey was sent to all partners on the ALICE 
RAP mailing list. The sample frame was the 183 names and email addresses in the ALICE 
RAP master list provided to WP21 by the Barcelona Headquarters team. In this survey, 
respondents were asked to indicate how much collaboration they had experienced with 
each ALICE RAP work package. The alternatives were (a) very little or no contact, (b) on the 
same mailing list, (c) have casual conversations, (d) exchange information useful to ALICE 
RAP, or (e) share some decision-making; make joint presentations or publications. 

Analysis of COLLABORATE  Responses were graphed in a network graph (Figure 
3). The arrows relate to reports of collaboration at levels (d) exchange information useful 
to ALICE RAP, or (e) share some decision-making; make joint presentations or publications. 
Each solid arrow represents one Work PŀŎƪŀƎŜ ƳŜƳōŜǊΩǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ of interaction with at least 
ƻƴŜ ǇŜǊǎƻƴ ƛƴ ƻƴŜΩǎ ƻǿƴ ²ƻǊƪ tackage, or in another Work Package. Closely stippled 
arrows indicate that two respondents in a Work Package reported similar collaboration, 
and the distanced stippled arrows indicate three respondents reporting the same 
collaboration (see Figure 2Ωǎ ƭŜƎŜƴŘ ŦƻǊ ŀ Ǿƛǎǳŀƭ ŜȄǇƭŀƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŀǊǊƻǿ 
depictions). ALICE RAP has seven Areas with Area 7 having the coordinating function. Since 
communication from and to Area 7 is ubiquitous, it is excluded from the analysis.  

Results of COLLABORATE  Of the 183 partners who were sent the online survey 
invitation, 73 responded with usable data (40%). The results are summarised in Figure 2. 
The graphic representation indicates that certain Areas experienced more intense intra-
area collaboration than others, with Areas 3 and 5 seeming to stand out in this regard. In 
the other Areas, certain combinations of Work Packages also seemed to experience more 
intense collaboration than did others, with the combinations 2-3 in Area 1 and 4-5 in Area 2 
standing out. 

Discussion of COLLABORATE  The data suggest that a great deal of inter-
Area and inter-Work Package collaboration happened in the period before data collection. 
Yet, the pattern was of substantial heterogeneity, with Area 3 seeming to be a beehive of 
inter-Area collaboration, and Areas 2 and 5 beehives of intra-Area collaboration.  

In their interpretations of the instructions for completing the COLLABORATE survey, there 
is reason to believe that respondents pondered personal instances of collaboration. Area 6 
communicated at level (d) Ψexchange information useful to ALICE RAPΩ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƭƭ 
other Work Packages, yet arrows of collaboration from other Areas to Area 6 are almost 
entirely absent from Figure 3. It seems, then, that the data underrepresent the actual level 
of collaboration, and perhaps illuminate the more intense and inter-personal 
collaborations that the respondents experienced. 
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Figure 2. Results of COLLABORATE. 
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Section II  

FUTURES -- ALICE RAP Futures Study 

FUTURES  Background and study aim  
The Bergen Model of Collaborative Functioning posits three types of outputs. Additive 
outputs are those that would have been produced by the ALICE RAP partners even if ALICE 
RAP had not been 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 = 3), and 
synergistic outputs are a type of interaction effect (2+2 = 5). 

This report focuses on the study of possible synergy. To position this idea, consider the 
following sentiments a partner might hold about involvement with other ALICE RAP 
partners after March 2016, the formal project end-date: 

Additive output 

ά¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǿŀǎ ǇƭŜŀǎŀƴǘ ŜƴƻǳƎƘΣ ōǳǘ L ƎǳŜǎǎ nothing new really 
ƘŀǇǇŜƴŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ ŎƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘ ŀƴȅǿŀȅΦέ 

Synergy 

ά¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ Ƙŀǎ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ƳŀƴŀƎŜŘ ǘƻ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ƴŜǿ ŀƴŘ 
important; we have got to find a way to keep going on this path 
ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊΗέ 

Antagony output 

ά¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ serious waste of my time and energy, I am 
ƳƻǾƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǘƻ ƳƻǊŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾŜ ǿƻǊƪΗέ 

 

This is but one way to conceptualise possible synergy, with others being more 
concrete: joint publications, new projects, new consortia and new teaching 
programmes, amongst many other possibilities. Yet it seems reasonable that an 
attitude expressing the desire to keep working with ALICE RAP partners to 
forward the ALICE RAP aƛǎǎƛƻƴΣ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ŎƭƻǎŜΣ ƛǎ ŀ ƪŜȅ 
intermediate synergistic outcome. With such a positive attitude, some of the key 
conditions for moving beyond ALICE RAP are assured, with a base in ALICE RAPΩǎ 
ǿƻǊƪΦ .ȅ ΨŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜΩ ǿŜ ƳŜŀƴ ŀƴ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎŜŘ ǇǊŜŘƛǎǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ōŜƘŀǾŜ ƛƴ ŀ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ 
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 Functioning proposes that a number of 
collaboration factors interact to result in more or less synergy. These include the 
ƛƴǇǳǘǎ ΨǇŀǊǘƴŜǊ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎΩΣ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎΩ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ΨƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩΦ !ƭǎƻ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ 
ŀǊŜ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ όǘƘǊƻǳƎƘǇǳǘύ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎ όǘƘŜ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛǾŜ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘύ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ΨƛƴǇǳǘ 
ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴǎΩΣ ΨƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇΩΣ ΨŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ ŀƴŘ ΨǊƻƭŜǎκǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ Ƴŀȅ 
facilitate two types of processes, those related to producing the agreed 
deliverables of a collaboration (production tasks), and those related to the 
functioning of the collaboration as a social process (maintenance tasks). This 
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follows the understanding that any production system that is not maintained will 
eventually cease to function as intended. 

Following from the above, the aims of FUTURES were to study ALICE RAP 
ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎΩ experiences in ALICE RAP, and their attitudes towards future 
involvement with ALICE RAP. 

 

FUTURES I 
FUTURES I Methods    Conducted in the first half of November 
2014, FUTURES I was situated in Month 44 of the ALICE RAP project. 
Approximately 75 percent of the 60 months allocated to ALICE RAP had passed, 
and the project was moving into its final full year. Thus, the timing was right to 
start consideration of outputs, in line with the Bergen Model of Collaborative 
Functioning. 

Synergy was measured ǿƛǘƘ ǘǿƻ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘǎΣ ƻƴŜ ǘŜǊƳŜŘ ΨǎȅƴŜǊƎȅΩ ŀƴŘ 
the other termed ΨŎƻƴǘƛƴǳƛǘȅΩΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎȅƴŜǊƎȅ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘ ǿŀǎ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǎŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ a 
sum score of three variables from the online survey (the survey is provided in the 
appendix), each with these possible responses: 

¶ I have not experienced this at all 

¶ I have experienced this rarely 

¶ I have experienced this occasionally 

¶ I have experienced this frequently 

The three variables are: 

¶ ALICE RAP is achieving significant synergy in addictions research 

¶ My work is so specialised that I do not need ALICE RAP 

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

Attitudes about continuity -- ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎΩ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜƳŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ALICE RAP after 
current funding ceases -- were measured in the online survey with seven items, 
on a four-point scale: 

¶ I will not participate 

¶ I will endorse and support, but I will not participate actively 

¶ I will participate as a supporting player, but my role must be modest 

¶ I will participate extensively 

The seven items were: 
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¶ Endorse the continued pursuit of ALICE RAPΩǎ aƛǎǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀƴ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ-
based approach to addictions policy 

¶ Connect to existing networks with like interests  

¶ Establish smaller networks built around Areas and Work Packages of 
ALICE RAP 

¶ Advocacy for the ALICE RAP Mission of an evidence-based approach 
to addictions policy in my country/region 

¶ Establish a formal organisation at the European level to continue on 
the path of ALICE RAP 

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

¶ Write scientific papers using ALICE RAP data 
 

Item scores were summed to create one of ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅΩǎ ǎȅƴŜǊƎȅ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜs, called 
ΨŎƻƴǘƛƴǳƛǘȅΩ. 

The survey also included multiple items intended to measure all the other elements of the 
Bergen Model of Collaborative Functioning. This is described in detail in the Results section.  

To reduce response bias, the FUTURES questionnaire ǊŜǾŜǊǎŜǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ƘŀƭŦ ǘƘŜ ƛǘŜƳǎΩ 
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 I, 
the items are coded-recoded so that higher scales scores relate to positive attitudes. In the 
presentation of the individual items for FUTURES II, the items are presented in Figures in 
their original coding.  

Besides responding to the quantitative part of the survey as just described, respondents 
were given the opportunity to write remarks about each item.  

FUTURES I 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 October 2014 with an 
invitation to participate in the online survey. One reminder was also sent. Eighty-four (84) 
responses were received (46% response rate) of which four respondents answered only the 
first seven of the 18 closed-ended 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 (44%) did not 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 non-responders are therefore not known. Taking all the 
above into account, the final analysis sample was n = 80. 

FUTURES I Results The results are presented in two parts, first the quantitative findings 
and then the qualitative findings. 

FUTURES I quantitative findings  The results are organised according to the 
Bergen Model of Collaborative Functioning. The Model uses nine scales, the descriptive 
statistics for which are given in Table 2. The analysis begins with data on the main outcome 
of interest in this report, synergy, for which there are two measures, the synergy scale 
(Figure 3) and the continuity scale (Figure 4). At the bottom of each Figure, a simplified 
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diagram of the Bergen Model of Collaborative Functioning is shown with the relevant 
constructs highlighted in a gold rings as reminder of where each construct is placed in the 
Model. The output construct in the FƛƎǳǊŜǎ ΨŘŜƭƛǾŜǊŀōƭŜǎΩ ƛǎ not addressed in this report. 

!ƴ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ƴƻǘŜ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘ ΨŎƻƴǘƛƴǳƛǘȅΩ ƛǎ ǘǊŜŀǘŜŘ ŀǎ ŀƴ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘƛƴŀƭ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘ ƛƴ 
this analysis (attitude towards possible future behaviour), since 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 5-7 show results for the three input constructs: mission, 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 the synergy and the continuity output measures and the three 
input and four throughput measures are shown in Tables 3 and 4. Multiple regression 
analysis was used to simultaneously examine the variance in the synergy and continuity 
measures that was accounted for by the input and throughput measures. Table 3 shows 
ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎȅƴŜǊƎȅ ǎŎŀƭŜΣ ƻƴƭȅ ǘƘŜ ΨƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩ ŀƴŘ ΨŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛǾŜ ŀǘƳƻǎǇƘŜǊŜΩ 
constructs were significant predictors, accounting together for 55% of the variance in the 
synergy scale. Table 4 shows that in the analysis of continuity -- the future engagement 
scale -- ƻƴƭȅ ǘƘŜ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘǇǳǘ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘ ΨŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΩ ǿŀǎ ŀ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ǇǊŜŘƛŎǘƻǊΣ 
accounting for 25% of the variance in the future engagement scale.   
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Table 2. FUTURES I ɀ Descriptive statistics for the nine scales of the Bergen Model of 
Collaborative Functioning.  
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Figure 3. ALICE RAP FUTURES I ɀ Measure of perceived synergy.  
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Figure 4. ALICE RAP FUTURES I ɀ Measure of attitude towards continuity.  
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Figure 5. ALICE RAP FUTURES I ɀ Measure of mission perc eption.  
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Figure 6. ALICE RAP FUTURES I ɀ Measure of partner resources.  

 
















































































































