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This construct appears to be important to the process of collaboration and differs 

from those in the direction setting stage of the Selin & Chavez model and the strategic 

plan stage of the Melaville & Blank model. The ERP’s construction of a strawman was 

the result of their long-term involvement in collaborative endeavors -  they knew from 

experience that developing a restoration plan would take much longer without presenting 

a framework for discussion.

Summary of Results 

The qualitative results suggest that of the 47 constructs between the two models, 

13 constructs were not present in the collaborative process of Team Paradise. Table 34 

summarizes the constructs that were present. The following discussion elaborates on 

those not present.

Selin & Chavez Model 

Of the constructs in the Antecedents stage, four did not appear to be present for 

establishing the formation of the collaborative: crisis, broker, mandate, or incentives. In 

the Structuring Stage, three of the constructs were not present. None of the interviewees 

indicated that Team Paradise designed monitoring and control systems, assigned roles 

that are more formal for individuals, or elaborated the tasks of project completion. 

However, as this effort was part of a larger effort by the ERP, many of those processes 

were already in place. In the Outcomes Stage, two of the constructs were not present. The 

team members stated that the team realized the benefits of the process; however, as an 

established collaborative venture, it will be the job of the ERP to review and manage the 

outcomes of the process (assessing the program and evaluating the impacts), not Team 

Paradise.
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Table 34

Summary o f Qualitative Results

Selin & Chavez Model 
Constructs

Qualitative Results Melaville & Blank Model 
Constructs

Qualitative Results

Antecedents
•  Crisis
•  Broker
•  Mandate
•  Common vision
•  Existing networks
•  Leadership
•  Incentives

•  Common vision
•  Existing networks
•  Leadership

Getting together
•  Commit to collaborate
•  Involve the right people
•  Decide to act

•  Commit to 
collaborate

•  Involve the right 
people

•  Commitment to act

Problem setting
•  Identity stakeholders
•  Recognize 

interdependence
•  Consensus on 

legitimate stakeholders
•  Common problem 

definition
•  Perceived benefits to 

stakeholders
•  Perceived salience to 

stakeholders

•  Identify 
stakeholders

•  Recognize 
interdependence

• Consensus on 
legitimate 
stakeholders

•  Common problem 
definitions

• Perceived benefits 
to stakeholders

•  Perceived salience 
to stakeholders

Building trust
•  Develop a mission and 

community presence
•  Define shared vision and 

goals
•  Conduct a community 

assessment
•  Develop a  base o f common 

knowledge stakeholders

•  Develop a mission 
and community 
presence

•  Define shared vision 
and goals

•  Conduct a 
community 
assessment

•  Develop a  base o f 
common knowledge 
stakeholders

Direction setting
•  Establish goals
•  Set ground rules
•  Joint information search
•  Explore options
•  Organize subgroups

•  Establish goals
•  Set ground rules
•  Joint information 

search
•  Explore options
•  Organize 

subgroups

Developing a strategic plan
•  Formalize interagency 

relationships
•  Develop technical tools
•  Design service delivery 

prototype
•  Define target outcomes
•  Conduct a neighborhood 

analysis
•  Focus on a neighborhood

• Develop technical 
tools

•  Design service 
delivery prototype

•  Define target 
outcomes

•  Conduct a 
neighborhood 
analysis

•  Focus on a 
neighborhood

Structuring
•  Formalizing 

relationships
•  Roles assigned
•  Tasks elaborated
•  Monitoring and control 

systems designed

•  Formalizing 
relationships

Taking action
•  Evaluate progress
•  Recognize diversity
•  Implement outreach strategy
•  Formulate staffing strategy

•  Evaluate progress
•  Implement outreach 

strategy
•  Recognize diversity

Outcomes
•  Programs
• Impacts
•  Benefits derived

•  Benefits derived Going to scale
•  Build community 

constituency
•  Build governance structure
•  Design a fiscal strategy
•  Deepen collaborative 

culture
•  Develop interprofessional 

training

•  Build community 
constituency

•  Build governance 
structure

•  Deepen collaborative 
culture

Reflect & celebrate •  Reflect & celebrate
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Melaville & Blank Model 

Four constructs within the Melaville and Blank model were not supported by the 

qualitative results. In the Develop a Strategic Plan Stage, Team Paradise members did not 

have to formalize interagency relationships; they were able to rely on those already 

established by the ERP. They did not formulate a staffing strategy, as proposed in the 

Taking Action stage. The two constructs not present in the Going to Scale stage were 

design a fiscal strategy and develop interprofessional training.

Summary

The qualitative portion of this study assessed the constructs in two models relating 

to collaboration by examining the processes used by Team Paradise in the development 

of the Paradise Creek Restoration Plan. Of the 47 constructs within the two models, 34 

were found to be used by Team Paradise. Chapter VI will contain a discussion of the 

findings from the quantitative and qualitative chapters as they relate to the research 

questions.
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Chapter VI 

Findings and Discussion

Collaboration is one method that communities, citizen groups, public agencies, 

and individuals are using to solve complex policy problems. Research on collaboration 

constructs and models varies due to its complex and evolutionary process. The purpose of 

this research was to examine collaboration constructs using Gray & Wood’s theoretical 

dimensions framework, and two conceptual models found in the literature. This chapter 

begins with a brief review of the research questions and design of the research. Following 

this is a presentation of the quantitative and qualitative findings as they address the 

research questions, implications for theory and practice, and recommendations for future 

research.

Research Questions and Design

The research began with an analysis of empirical studies to identify constructs of 

the process of collaboration. Those constructs were organized based on Gray & Wood’s 

theoretical dimensions framework. The research questions that comprised the focus of the 

study were to a) determine what constructs were present in the processes used by Team 

Paradise as they developed the Paradise Creek Restoration Plan, b) how these constructs 

relate or fit the Selin & Chavez and Melaville & Blank process models of collaboration, 

and c) if additional constructs, not found in the two process models, can be identified 

based on the collaborative processes utilized in the development of the Paradise Creek 

Restoration Plan.

The research design was based on a mixed-methods approach with data collected 

through use of a survey instrument, qualitative interviews, and a review of pertinent 

documents. The quantitative and qualitative data was analyzed to determine the
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constructs present in the collaborative process used by Team Paradise and how these 

constructs related to the collaborative models. The following discussion relates the 

findings to the research questions.

Research Findings

The first research question asks, “What constructs of collaborative processes were 

present in the process used by Team Paradise as they developed the Paradise Creek 

Restoration Plan?” Gray & Wood suggest there are three theoretical dimensions to 

collaboration, based on a review of theories on the process of collaboration. These three 

dimensions, preconditions, process and outcomes, offer the framework to organize 

common collaboration constructs found in the literature. The results of the data analysis 

utilize this framework to the answer the research question.

Dimensions o f  Collaboration

Results from the data indicate that many of the constructs identified in the 

literature were evident in the collaborative process used by Team Paradise. Table 35 

summarizes the constructs by dimension, as suggested by Gray & Woods’ framework. 

The construct was viewed to be supported by the quantitative data if a majority (above 

50%) of the survey responses were either in the strongly agreed/agreed or good/excellent 

categories. Dark shaded boxes in the table indicate model constructs that were supported 

by both quantitative and qualitative data Light shaded boxes indicate model constructs 

that were supported by either quantitative or qualitative data.

Preconditions are the factors that motivate and facilitate stakeholders to 

participate. The data suggests that seven of the constructs in the precondition dimension 

were identified as part of the Team Paradise process as discussed in Chapters 4 and 5. 

Three of these constructs were verified by more than one data source, “common vision,”
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“existing networks,” and, “leadership.” The members of Team Paradise were motivated 

to collaborate by a common vision -  that of environmental restoration. They recognized 

the importance of strong leadership and the usefulness of the ERP’s established network 

of business, government, and neighborhood contacts.

Table 35

Matrix o f Constructs to Theoretical Dimensions

Dimension

Preconditions

Process

Outcomes

Constructs Supported By the 
Data

• Broker
• Generation of collective

benefits
• Crisis 

Availability of fundini

Joint information search 
Evaluate progress 
Skilled convener

Finding solutions to problems 
Programs reviewed

Constructs Not Supported By 
________ the Data__________
Mandate 
Incentives 
Key event 
High stakes/high 

interdependence 
Access to resources

• Communication

Learning from partners 
Greater efficiency

Note: D ark  shaded  boxes ind ica te  m odel constructs th a t w ere  supported  by  b o th  quan tita tive  an d  qualita tive  
d a ta  L igh t shaded  boxes ind ica te  m odel constructs th a t w ere  supported  b y  e ither quan tita tive  o r  qualita tive  
data.
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The survey data suggests that two of the constructs were apparent in the processes 

used by Team Paradise. The ERP was the broker that brought the diverse stakeholder 

group together with a common vision. Some of the survey respondents believed that a 

crisis precipitated the formation of Team Paradise; the issue was so critical that they 

needed to act now.

The interview results supported two constructs. The stakeholders were able to see 

the collective benefits of participating in this process -  that of a restored Paradise Creek. 

The availability of funding, through the receipt of the grant money, prompted the 

decision to act.

Five of the constructs could not be verified by the data collected. It was apparent 

from both the survey and interviews that the collaborative effort did not start as the result 

of a mandate by a government agency to include public participation. The group did not 

use financial contributions as incentives to engage potential partners. The Paradise Creek 

Restoration Plan stated that the selection of Paradise Creek was due to the ability to focus 

their efforts on a small microcosm of the Elizabeth River; it was not due to a key 

community event. High stakes/high interdependence refers to the strategic management 

concept of resource dependence. The organizations involved in Team Paradise did not 

enter into collaboration to obtain critical resources, or to obtain competitive advantage, 

indicative of resource dependence. This could be explained by the non-profit status of the 

ERP.

The process dimension refers to the process through which collaboration occurs. 

Eight of the constructs in this dimension were identified by the data as contributing to the 

collaborative process used by Team Paradise. Five of these constructs were supported by 

multiple data sources. The respondents believed that they had the right stakeholders
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involved in the process. The survey comments and interview results did indicate that it 

would have been desirable to have increased participation from individuals in the 

neighborhood and elected officials, but that their absence did not affect the outcome of 

the process. The data revealed that the stakeholders had identified a common problem 

definition that they could agree with. The data identified aspects of strategic planning and 

more formal procedures to manage the collaborative effort and that a community 

presence was established. The results strongly suggest that the members acknowledged 

their interdependencies. That information was shared among the stakeholders was 

supported by survey results and several of the documents reviewed; however, two 

individuals indicated that more scientific data was needed. The stakeholders believed that 

an evaluation process was in place, although a few members were unsure of the eventual 

success of the project without a more formal evaluation system build in to the process. 

Research suggests that establishing the role of convener is a critical part of a 

collaborative effort (Gray, 1985). Convener refers to either a stakeholder or an umbrella 

organization that create the forum for collaboration. Most of the respondents commented 

that the ERP staff, as a whole, helped to guide the process and presented the team with a 

strawman plan to start the process.

There was only one construct that pertains to the process of collaboration that was 

not supported by the data. Collaboration requires a well-developed communication 

system. The survey results indicate that communication was a potential problem. 

Comments on the open-ended question that asked what were the important factors for 

continued progress included “establishing goals and good communication with the group 

and government agencies,” “better information flow,” and “frequent and clear
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communication.” These comments suggest that the Team did not adequately address 

communication needs.

The last dimension represents the expected outcomes of collaboration. The data 

suggests that four of the constructs were present in the processes used by Team Paradise. 

“Formal program establishment,” one that will continue the implementation process, was 

verified through multiple data sources. One outcome of a collaborative endeavor is that of 

“finding solutions to problems.” Interview data suggests that Team Paradise was 

successful in generating a restoration plan with workable solutions to clean up Paradise 

Creek. Documents reveal that many of the demonstration projects identified in the 

restoration plan have been completed, such as the restored oyster reef added in 2004 and 

the restoration of six acres of wetlands and forested buffer. Assessing the success of a 

collaborative involves reviewing programs, assessing the impacts, and having 

stakeholders determine whether to continue the collaborative arrangement. The survey 

data indicates that the over half of the respondents believed that this occurred; however, 

the interview respondents did not address these outcomes specifically. They realized that 

the results of the restoration plan would not be seen immediately and that the ERP would 

continue to work towards their goal of the environmental cleanup of the Elizabeth River.

I t ’s a success in what it was trying to accomplish. I t ’s a good plan -  it may take five years 
but the plan is in place.

They’ll be more o f a success in 10 years when the trees grow -  i t ’s not a finished success 
yet.

Two of the constructs in the outcomes dimension could not be verified by the data 

collected. Interview data did not indicate that greater efficiency or learning from their
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partners was a result of the collaborative process. Overall, 19 of the 27 constructs 

identified in the literature review as influencing the process of collaboration were found 

in the processes used by Team Paradise, as supported by the quantitative and qualitative 

findings.

Collaboration Models 

In an effort to identify the most significant constructs within the three dimensions 

of collaboration, researchers have proposed various models or frameworks of 

collaboration. The second research question asks, “How does the set of constructs 

identified by the Team Paradise stakeholders relate or fit the collaboration process 

models developed by a) Selin & Chavez and b) Melaville & Blank?” Figure 6 -  The 

Collaborative Process in Resource Management as Assessed, has been annotated to 

illustrate the constructs in the Selin & Chavez model that were present in the processes 

used by Team Paradise. The construct was viewed to be supported by the quantitative 

data if a majority (above 50%) of the survey responses were either in the strongly 

agreed/agreed or good/excellent categories. Dark shaded boxes in the table indicate 

model constructs that were supported by both quantitative and qualitative data Light 

shaded boxes indicate model constructs that were supported by either quantitative or 

qualitative data.

Selin & Chavez Model

As seen in Figure 6, the majority of the constructs in the Selin & Chavez 

model were present in the processes used by Team Paradise. Antecedents deal with the 

circumstances that lead to collaboration. Three of the antecedents, “common vision,”
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“existing networks,” and, “leadership” were verified by more than one data source. Not 

all of the antecedents are required to influence whether or not collaboration will occur. 

There was agreement that Team Paradise was not the result of a government mandate or 

incentives.

Figure 6

The Collaborative Process in Natural Resource Management as Assessed

DIRECTION
SETTING

STRUCTURINGPROBLEM
SETTING

OUTCOMESANTECEDENTS

* Programs( runs

Impacts• Broker
Roles assigned

Mandate
1'asks 
elaborated

Monitoring 
and control 
s> stems 
designed

Incentives

Note: Dark shaded boxes indicate model constructs that were supported by both quantitative and qualitative 
data Light shaded boxes indicate model constructs that were supported by either quantitative or qualitative 
data.

Problem setting is the first developmental stage of collaboration. The process 

begins with the identification of relevant stakeholders. After reaching consensus, the 

stakeholders begin to appreciate the interdependencies that exist between them and
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realize that only through collective action will the problem be solved. The goal of 

problem setting is identification of a common definition that stakeholders can agree and 

act on. If they believe the issue is important to them and that the benefits will outweigh 

the costs, they will participate. Direction setting is where stakeholders begin to identify 

the values that bring them to the table and attempt to develop a common purpose. The 

constructs in the problem setting and direction setting stages were supported by both the 

qualitative and quantitative data.

The structuring stage reflects the need to manage stakeholders in a systematic way 

by institutionalizing the process, especially for problems that require a sustained 

commitment (Selin & Chavez, 1995). Only the construct of formalizing relationships was 

verified by multiple data sources. Two of the constructs, “tasks elaborated” and 

“monitoring and control systems designed”, were identified by survey respondents as 

being part of the Team Paradise process, but these could not be validated through 

documents or interviews. Assigning roles as part of institutionalizing the process was not 

found to be part of the collaborative process. The ERP represents the institutionalization 

of the collaborative effort to environmentally restore the Elizabeth River; therefore, many 

of the structuring constructs have been in place since the development of their Watershed 

Action Plan of 1996.

Outcomes deal with the ability of the collaboration to finalize their 

actions, assess the results, and decide whether to continue the collaborative arrangement. 

Multiple data sources verified that Team Paradise was able to assess the benefits derived 

from their collaboration. Implementation of the programs and assessing the impacts were 

supported by the survey data only. The ERP generated the formation of Team Paradise to 

develop the restoration plan. Once the plan was completed, the actions identified in the
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plan fell to the ERP to complete. As such, the constructs of “programs” and “impacts” 

appear to fall outside the role of Team Paradise.

Melaville & Blank Model

Figure 7 -Melaville & Blank Five Stage Process for Change as Assessed, has 

been annotated to illustrate the constructs in the Melaville & Blank model that were 

present in the processes used by Team Paradise. The construct was viewed to be 

supported by the quantitative data if a majority above (above 50%) of the survey 

responses were either in the strongly agreed/agreed or good/excellent categories. Dark 

shaded boxes in the table indicate model constructs that were supported by both 

quantitative and qualitative data Light shaded boxes indicate model constructs that were 

supported by either quantitative or qualitative data.

The stage “Getting Together” deals with the decision to act, identifying the 

stakeholders, followed by the group making a commitment to act. In “Building Trust and 

Ownership” the stakeholders develop a base of common knowledge. They set the stage 

for change by conducting a community assessment, which leads to the creation of a 

shared vision. The overarching framework for the ensuing work of the collaborative is the 

development of a vision statement, mission statement, and a set of goals. The constructs 

in these two stages were supported by multiple data sources. This compares with the 

results of the previous model. The construct “commit to collaborate” in the “Getting 

Together” stage concerns the factors that motivate the formation of a collaborative 

endeavor. While similar to the “Antecedents” stage in the Selin & Chavez model, they 

are not detailed as specifically.
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Figure 7

Melaville & Blank Five Stage Process for Change as Assessed

GOrNG TO 
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Develop inter
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Note: Dark shaded boxes indicate model constructs that were supported by both quantitative and qualitative 
data Light shaded boxes indicate model constructs that were supported by either quantitative or qualitative 
data.

In “Developing a Strategic Plan” stage, the stakeholders explore options for 

tackling the issue by focusing their efforts on a prototype delivery service. They conduct 

a neighborhood analysis to identify targeted outcomes that will drive service delivery. 

Interagency relationships are formalized and technical tools developed to capture needed 

information. Four of the five constructs in this stage were supported by more than one 

data source. “Formalizing interagency relationships” was identified by 57% of the survey
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respondents as part of the collaborative processes involved in the Paradise Creek plan 

development, but was not verified through other sources. The ERP has collaborated with 

most of the organizations surrounding the Elizabeth River. Through their River Stars 

program, which motivates industry, government, and other facilities in the Elizabeth 

River watershed to “pursue voluntary pollution prevention and wildlife habitat goals,” 

they’ve already developed long-term relationships with other agencies (River Star, 2001, 

p.l). This could explain why the interview respondents did not indicate that this construct 

was part of their process of collaboration.

In the “Taking Action” stage, the development of a strategy for selecting, training, 

and supervising staff takes place. After implementation of a prototype, the group designs 

an evaluation strategy that helps them identify systems-change requirements, make mid

course corrections, and measure results. Three of the four constructs in this stage were 

validated by multiple sources. The construct “formulate staffing strategy” was not 

validated by any data collected. The Paradise Creek Restoration Plan did not require a 

staffing strategy, as the actions to support the plan will be managed by ERP employees. 

This would explain the lack of data supporting this construct.

In the stage “Going to Scale” the prototype is expanded and includes developing 

collaborative leaders that will continue implementation, deepening the collaborative 

culture of partner organizations, devising a long-range financial plan, building a formal 

governance structure and constructing a community constituency. Interprofessional 

training is developed to affect long-term change. Multiple data sources indicate that two 

of the five constructs in this stage, “build community constituency” and “build 

governance structure” were present in the Team Paradise collaborative process. Interview 

results indicated that the stakeholders believed that the ERP has shared their collaborative
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culture with other organizations involved in the river restoration, but the survey results 

indicated 50% of the respondents agreed this was the case. Survey results (78.5%) 

indicated that Team Paradise had designed a fiscal strategy; however, a major theme 

identified in the survey research, which was supported by survey comments, was the lack 

of secure funding to accomplish the plan’s goals. Of the 44 written comments to the 

question that addressed what the most important factors for continued success were, nine 

identified funding issues. As in the previous stage, personnel issues dealing with the 

construct “develop interprofessional training” could not be validated by any data 

collected. This could be a function of the management of the process by the ERP staff.

During each of these stages, the collaborative members pause to reflect on what 

has happened and celebrate success. Multiple data sources indicate the “reflect and 

celebrate” cycle was present in the processes used by Team Paradise.

Additional Constructs

The third research question asks, “Can any additional constructs, not described in 

the Selin & Chavez and Melaville & Blank models, be identified based on the 

collaborative process used to develop the Paradise Creek Restoration Plan ?” The survey 

data was designed to address the constructs in the two collaboration models proposed for 

study. However, the interview data and document review provided the opportunity to 

elicit other elements of collaboration that were not bounded by the two model’s 

constructs. Based on that data, two additional constructs were identified by themes in the 

data. A motivation to create Team Paradise was that it was an “achievable goal,” and “the 

use of a strawman plan by the ERP staff to lay a foundation” for the process.

When asked what prompted the start of Team Paradise, many of the interview 

respondents replied that focusing on a section of Paradise Creek was a good way to start
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as it was an achievable goal, with results that could keep the momentum going for the 

eventual restoration of the entire Elizabeth River.

The ERP focused on Paradise Creek because i t ’s a different direction, a smaller focus 
that what ERP normally does. It represents a small success.

The Elizabeth River, as a whole, has a high level o f pollution. Paradise Creek is the 
worst creek in the river. I t ’s easier to work with small chunks -  we can set a goal we can 
get to.

It was something new -  before this the focus was on the big picture. This time we were 
looking at something small. Paradise Creek became a test case as it was doable - sort o f  
a sub-watershed.

This construct deals with the motivation of the stakeholders to participate in the 

collaborative endeavor, and differs from those found in both the “precondition” 

dimension, and the “antecedents” and “getting together” stages of the two models. The 

identification of this construct might be a process of the feedback loops indicated by the 

arrows in the two models. As the collaborative develops a more formal presence, the 

group revisits prior stages to address other “problems;” therefore, this would not 

necessarily be a precondition that motivates the group to initially form. Due to the limited 

number of interviews, further research would be necessary to determine if this represents 

a new construct.

A common theme found in the interview process, and substantiated by a number 

of documents, was that the use of a strawman plan by the ERP staff to lay the foundation 

for the collaborative effort contributed to the success of Team Paradise. In effect, the 

ERP acted as a convener organization. This construct was not found in the two models 

used for this study, although it relates to Gray’s process model of collaboration and Gray 

& Wood’s process dimension of collaboration. Gray identifies the identification and
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establishment of a convener as an important part of the problem-setting stage. This 

convener can be either a stakeholder or an umbrella organization that creates the forum 

for collaboration. It was apparent that the ERP acted in this capacity. Neither 

collaboration model includes this construct in any stage.

Implications for Theory and Practice 

The literature on collaboration has identified constructs that appear to be 

necessary to the process of collaboration. The purpose of this research was to determine 

what constructs were present in the process used by Team Paradise as they developed the 

Paradise Creek Restoration Plan, and how those constructs compared with the models 

proposed by Selin & Chavez and Melaville & Blank.

The identification and use of constructs and models in the field of collaboration 

contributes to the building and refinement of collaboration theory. This research makes 

three contributions to the literature on collaboration: a) the findings from this study 

supports construct findings from three other studies on collaborative processes; b) the 

comparison of models from separate professional disciplines suggest that the process of 

collaboration could be generic; and, c) this study found two additional constructs not 

identified in either model studies.

The findings have added to theory building by providing additional validation of 

many of the constructs found in the literature. Of the 27 constructs contained in Gray & 

Wood’s framework, nineteen were supported by this study. Many of the constructs not 

validated by the process used by Team Paradise can be explained by the 

institutionalization of collaboration by the ERP. Gray and Wood state that if collaborative 

groups can “transform their core objectives so that they can survive” then we should be 

able to study the process of transformation from “a temporary to a relatively permanent
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structure” (p. 19). The ERP has evolved from a temporary group, started in 1991, to a 

more permanent structure, through their incorporation in 1993 and their subsequent 

collaborative activities.

The findings from this research have implications for future model and theory 

building in the area of collaboration. The constructs identified in Gray & Wood’s three 

dimension framework and in the two process models were drawn from the literature in 

the primary areas of education, public affairs, social science, natural resources, and 

health. This study also utilized models from separate professional disciplines as 

theoretical frameworks for studying the process of collaboration used by Team Paradise, 

a non-profit environmental organization. The Selin & Chavez model was developed for 

use in natural resource management and therefore the constructs in that model can be 

expected to be similar to those found in the process used by Team Paradise. The 

Melaville & Blank model was developed for use in the social services area; however, 

Team Paradise also utilized many of the constructs in that model. The findings from this 

research suggests that it might be possible to develop a generic model of collaboration 

using common constructs found in the literature that reflect the iterative and dynamic 

nature of the process of collaboration.

This study found two constructs present in the Team Paradise process that were 

not in either model, a precondition of achievable goal, and the use of a strawman by the 

ERP staff. Preconditions to collaboration refer to the motivation for stakeholders to 

collaborate. For this study, the fact that the restoration of Paradise Creek was an 

achievable goal was a fairly important factor in establishing their collaborative, as found 

through the interview process. According to those interviewed, this construct not only 

contributed to the formation of Team Paradise, but also to its success. The small number
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of interview subjects is a limitation of this finding; further research will be necessary to 

determine its efficacy as a collaboration construct.

This study found that the construct dealing with the ERP’s use of a strawman to 

lay the foundation for the collaborative effort was an essential step in their collaborative 

process, and reduced the potential for confrontation. This construct aligns with the 

convener role identified in Gray’s process model, but is not evident in either of the 

iterative models used as frameworks for this study. In the case of Team Paradise, this 

construct was the result of the institutionalization of a collaborative process within the 

ERP.

This research also has implications for practice. This study indicates that 

collaboration does follow certain steps, or stages, consisting of a number of constructs. 

Many of the constructs in the two models were present in the process used by Team 

Paradise. Practitioners considering collaboration as a way to solve policy problems can 

use either of these prescriptive models as the basis for their own process. As evidenced 

by this research, not all of the constructs identified in the literature are found in all 

collaborative ventures; however, these models provide a useful framework for 

organizations new to collaboration.

Recommendations for Further Research

The nature of this study contributes to future research pertaining to collaboration 

constructs. Recommendations for research will address the need to overcome some of the 

limitations of this study. The primary limitations deal with the selection of a single 

organization for observation, the type and size of the organization selected, and the 

longevity of the organization studied.
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A single organization was used for this study due to its successful use of 

collaborative practices, its location in respect to the researcher, its accessibility, and the 

proactive participation of the group. While this proved to be expedient, it also presented 

some limitations. Future research should focus on the constructs present in multiple 

organizations to add validity and generalizability to the data.

Team Paradise represents the efforts of an established environmental 

collaboration within a geographical area that has supported other collaborative processes 

by this organization. Further research should attempt to identify those collaboration 

constructs present in collaborative projects that reflect other urban policy concerns, such 

as transportation, education, emergency management, and regional land use issues. Can a 

generic, interdisciplinary model be developed for use in urban areas?

Additionally, there is a limitation in the identification of the two additional 

constructs, due to the small number of interview respondents. While one of the 

constructs, the use of a strawman, was validated by previous research, the limited number 

of interview subjects that generated the additional precondition bears further research to 

determine whether it truly is a collaboration construct.

The ERP represents a successful, long-standing collaborative organization. They 

have been refining their collaborative approach to environmental restoration for over 

fifteen years. This research suggests that several of the constructs identified in the 

literature were not substantiated due to the formal organizational structure already in 

place. Further research should determine if the collaborative process changes as an 

organization matures, resulting in the addition of different constructs or a reorganization 

of the constructs reflected in the models studied.
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Communities are facing complex policy problems that cannot be solved by a 

single agency. However, uniting organizations through collaborative practices can create 

the synergy needed to achieve the results that no one organization can achieve alone. 

Continued research on the practice of collaboration is crucial to understanding the 

process. The more we can understand how to create and implement successful 

collaborative arrangements, the closer we are to providing solutions to these problems.
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Appendix A 

Proposed Research Timeline

February 2004 Dissertation proposal approved

March 2004 Approval by the Institutional Review Board

April 2004 Begin interviews/document review

April 2004 Survey administered

May 2004 Survey follow-up

December 2004 Start analyzing data

January 2005 Begin draft dissertation chapters

May 2006 Complete dissertation
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Appendix B 

Interview Format and Question Guide

Explain Purpose
“This interview is part of a study to understand collaboration, and more specifically, how 
it works within the development of the Paradise Creek Restoration Plan.”

Obtain Consent
"As we discussed, your name and any other information about you will not be identified 
in any way without your express written consent. Is that still agreeable to you?"

Introduction

1. Tell me about yourself (both personal and professional)
2. Have you participated in any groups outside of the ERP?
3. How long have you been involved with the ERP?
4. Are you still involved with the ERP? If so, why?

Group Processes

5. What prompted formation of Tearn Paradise?
6. What was your role in the development of the restoration plan?
7. Can you describe how your individual group functioned?
8. Did you have the right mix of stakeholders involved in the process?
9. Were there elements of strategic planning involved?
10. Were there small advances made where you could evaluate “lessons learned?”
11. What do you see as favorable aspects of this group? Unfavorable aspects?
12. If there was confrontation, how did the group handle it?
13. Could you suggest any changes or improvements with regard to how the group 

functioned?
14. Were there certain individuals that helped or hindered decision-making?
15. Was there a lack of any resources that impeded your progress?
16. How do you view the ERP today?
17. Do you see Team Paradise as successful?

Conclusion

"'Thank you so much for both your time and expertise, this has been tremendously 
helpful. I will provide you with a copy of the transcript so that you can make sure I 
accurately interpreted your answers. This will also give you a chance to review what we 
discussed, and amend as needed. Thank you again, for your help.”
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Your Views on the Paradise Creek Restoration Plan Development

This survey is intended to study the planning process involved in the development o f  the Paradise 
Creek Restoration Plan o f 2003. Your honest responses to the items in the survey will be 
extremely helpful. All responses will be statistically summarized and displayed, along with the 
responses o f  others, without identifying you individually. Under no circumstances will individual 
responses be reported.

Completing the survey should take approximately 15 minutes. A  summary o f the results will be 
provided to the Elizabeth River Project upon completion. If you have any questions, please 
contact Pam Dunning at 757-898-4960, or via email at: pamdunning@cox.net.

Instructions:

Items are arranged in 7 groups followed by a set o f  demographic questions. To the right o f  each 
item is a scale for recording your responses. Please circle the appropriate response.

Please circle the response that best reflects your opinion on a scale o f 1 = strong disagreement to 
5 = strong agreement. Circle N /A  if  you have no opinion or the question does not apply to you.

A. Initial Group Formation: Strongly
Disagree Disagree

Neither Agree/ 
Disagree Agree

Strongly
Agree N/A

1. Now  is a good time to address the issue. 1 2 3 4 5 X
2. Our effort was started because certain

individuals wanted to do something about
the issue. 1 2 3 4 5 X

3. The situation is so critical, we must act now. 1 2 3 4 5 X
4. Other (optional):

B. Reasons for Participation: strongly Neither Agree/ Strongly
Disagree

Please identify your reason for participating in the group

Disagree Disagree Agree Agree N/A

5. To improve my watershed 1 2 3 4 5 X
6. To protect my financial interests 1
7. To report back to my organization about

2 3 4 5 X

what the group is doing 1 
8. To help achieve my organization’s goals

2 3 4 5 X

and objectives 1 
9. To prevent the group from achieving

2 3 4 5 X

undesirable changes in law or policy 1 
10. To head o ff state/federal legislation or

2 3 4 5 X

regulation 1 2 3 4 5 X

Other (optional):
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C. About the Group Strongly Neither Agree/ Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree N/A

11. The membership o f our group includes those
stakeholders affected by the issue. 1 2 3 4 5 X

12 . Stakeholders have agreed to work together
on this issue. 1 2 3 4 5 X

13. Our membership is not dominated by any
one group or sector. 1 2 3 4 5 X

14. The group treats all parties fairly and 1 2 3 4 5 X
consistently.

15. Some critical interests are not effectively 1 2 3 4 5 X
represented in the group.

16. Government agencies have too much
influence within the group. 1 2 3 4 5 X

17. The group represents the interests o f  most
people in the local community. 1 2 3 4 5 X

18. It’s essential to find solutions that are
satisfactory to all members o f  the group. 1 2 3 4 5 X

19. The group enjoys good access to people
with sufficient training to evaluate scientific
and technical information relevant to the
group. 1 2 3 4 5 X

2 0 . The scientists and engineers frequently clash
with non-technical stakeholders regarding
the proper role o f science and technology in
managing our watershed. 1 2 3 4 5 X

D. About the Process Strongly Neither Agree/ Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree N/A

2 1 . Members o f  the collaboration balance task
and social needs so that the group can
work comfortably and productively. 1 2 3 4 5 X

2 2 . Members trust each other sufficiently to
honestly and accurately share information,
perceptions, and feedback. 1 2 3 4 5 X

23. We start with small neighborhood projects to
develop “lessons learned.” 1 2 3 4 5 X

24. We have a unifying theme which describes
our goals. 1 2 3 4 5 X

25. Divergent opinions are expressed and
listened to. 1 2 3 4 5 X

26. We have an effective decision making
process. 1 2 3 4 5 X

27. We have concrete measurable goals to
judge the success o f  our group. 1 2 3 4 5 X

28. We have identified interim goals to maintain
the group’s momentum. 1 2 3 4 5 X

29. The data and information that exist on our
watershed are easily accessible to all
stakeholders. 1 2 3 4 5 X
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D. About the Process (cont) Strongly Neither Agree/ Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree N/A

30. Our group has access to credible information 
that supports problem solving and decision 
making.

31. Stakeholders have agreed on what decisions 
will be made by the group.

32. Our group has set ground rules and norms about

2

2

4

4

X

X

how we will work together. 1 2 3 4 5 X
33. We have a method for communicating the

activities and decisions o f  the groups to all
members. 1 2 3 4 5 X

34. Our group is organized in working sub-groups
when necessary to attend to key performance
areas. 1 2 3 4 5 X

35. There are clearly defined roles for group
members. 1 2 3 4 5 X

36. We have adequate staff assistance to plan and
administer the collaborative efforts. 1 2 3 4 5 X

37. We have an articulated mission statement. 1 2 3 4 5 X

E. Results of the Process strongly Neither Agree/ Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree N/A

38. The process we are engaged in is likely to
have a real impact on the problem. 1 2 3 4 5 X

39. We celebrate our group’s successes as we
move toward achieving the final goal. 1 2 3 4 5 X

40. There is an established method for monitoring
performance and providing feedback on goal
attainment. 1 2 3 4 5 X

To what extent do you agree that the following procedural and/or behavioral outcomes have
resulted from the efforts o f  your project?

41. Communication and cooperation between
stakeholders has improved. 1 2 3 4 5 X

42. There has been an increase in trust and
respect among stakeholders. 1 2 3 4 5 X

43. New stakeholders have become involved
in project activities. 1 2 3 4 5 X

44. Support has been gained from other
organizations. 1 2 3 4 5 X

F. Group Functioning

What a group accomplishes is often dependent upon how the group functions. Think about the 
way your group works and how effective you think the group is in the following ways. Please rate 
each item from 1 [low] to 5 [high] by circling the number which best describes your position. 
Circle U if  you are uncertain or can't answer.
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Poor Fair Satisfactory Good Excellent Uncertain

45. Bringing together parties with an interest 
in the issue

46. Listening to minority views
47. Building a clear mission (members know 

where the group is headed)
48. Developing group operating procedures 

(setting up subcommittees, rules, structures)
49. Communicating the interests and views o f  

all parties
50. Providing effective leadership
51. Securing adequate resources so group can 

do its work
52. Understanding community needs and assets.
53. Conducting a needs analysis.
54. Doing effective planning (assess needs/ 

assets, set goals, develop plan)
55. Making interorganizational linkages.
56. Carrying out planned actions
57. Making decisions accepted by all parties.
58. Facilitating compromise when needed to 

further progress
59. Providing for training o f  members as 

appropriate
60. Reviewing, reflecting, and evaluating to 

assure progress and results
61. Communicating progress and achievement
62. Developing capacity to sustain efforts

2 3 4 5 U
2 3 4 5 u

2 3 4 5 u

2 3 4 5 u

2 3 4 5 u
2 3 4 5 u

2 3 4 5 u
2 3 4 5 u
2 3 4 5 u

2 3 4 5 u
2 3 4 5 u
2 3 4 5 u
2 3 4 5 u

2 3 4 5 u

2 3 4 5 u

2 3 4 5 u
2 3 4 5 u
2 3 4 5 u

G. Impact of Group on Others

Listed below are various results that community groups achieve that affect individuals, families, 
agencies and the community in general. Please rate each item from 1 [low] to 5 [high] by circling 
the number which best describes your position. Circle U if  you are uncertain or can't answer.
As a result of Our group... Poor Fair Satisfactory Good Excellent Uncertain

63. People are now working together on this 
community issue.

64. More residents are actively involved in 
this issue.

65. All key stakeholders and interests are 
represented.

66. There is greater public support for this issue.
67. Existing resources have been realigned or 

modified.
68. Grants have been written.
69. There is increased funding/grants in the 

community.
70. We are able to influence budget/funding

2 3 4 5 U

2 3 4 5 U

2 3 4 5 U
2 3 4 5 U

2 3 4 5 U
2 3 4 5 U

2 3 4 5 u
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decisions. 1 2 3 4 5 U

What are the most important factors for continued progress?

Demographic questions

1. Do you live in the Elizabeth River watershed? EH yes □  no

2. Gender: □  Female □  Male

3. Age: ________ years

4. Race:
ED White ED Hispanic
ED Black ED Asian or Pacific Islander
ED American Indian, Eskimo, or Aleut ED Other

5. Which city/county do you currently reside in? ________________________

6. Please circle the highest degree you have received:
ED No high school diploma ED Masters
□  High school diploma □  JD
ED Associate degree □  Ph.D. or MD
□  Bachelor’s degree

7. What is your annual household income?
□  Less than $15,000 □  $50,000 - $75,000
□  $15,000-$25 ,000 □  $75,000 - $100,000
□  $25,000 -  $50,000 □  over $100,000

THANK YOU FOR COMPLETEING AND RETURNING THE QUESTIONNAIRE!
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Appendix D 

List of Documents Reviewed

1. Chesapeake Bay Program Backgrounder: Small Watershed Grant Program
2. 2002 Chesapeake Bay Small Watershed Grants Program Proposal Narrative
3. Chesapeake Bay Program Press Release: Chesapeake Bay Program Announces 2002 

Small Watershed Grant Recipients, July 29, 2002
4. Paradise Creek Restoration Plan Steering Committee Meeting at Southeastern Public 

Service Agency (SPSA) -  Refuse Derived Fuel Plant Meeting Agenda, October 7, 2002
5. Paradise Creek Restoration Plan Steering Committee Meeting Summary, October 7, 2002
6. A Five-Year Plan to Restore Paradise Creek Proposed Planning Process, October 7, 2002
7. Elizabeth River Project Criteria for Selecting Actions
8. Paradise Creek Restoration Plan Stakeholders Forum Summary, November 19, 2002
9. Paradise Creek Restoration Plan Steering Committee Meeting Agenda, December 5, 2002
10. Talking Points, Elizabeth River Project, Paradise Creek Steering Committee “State of the 

Creek”, December 5, 2002
11. Meeting Minutes: Paradise Creek Restoration Steering Committee, December 5, 2002
12. Mudflats: Newsletter of the Elizabeth River Project, Winter 2002
13. Mudflats: Newsletter of the Elizabeth River Project, Spring, 2004
14. The Pelican Press, The ERP Newsletter for Volunteers, Summer, 2004
15. Elizabeth River Archives: River Restoration Prompts White House Recognition, October 

22,2004
16. The Pelican Press, The ERP Newsletter for Volunteers, Spring 2005
17. Mudflats: Newsletter of the Elizabeth River Project, Summer, 2005
18. Elizabeth River Archives: Paradise Creek is Now One Step Closer (web document)
19. Elizabeth River Archives: Paradise Found (web document)
20. Elizabeth River Archives: Celebrating 10 Years of Restoration Success (web document)
21. Elizabeth River Archives: RADVA Plants Paradise (web document)
22. Elizabeth River Archives: Cleaning Up Paradise (web document)
23. Elizabeth River Archives: More Sediment Cleanup Sites Added
24. Elizabeth River Archives: ERP Celebrates Twelve Years of Restoration (web document)
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Appendix E

Team Paradise Project Staff

Lyle Jackson, Project Manager 
Joe Rieger, Project Scientist 
Alicia LoGalbo, Water Quality Scientist 
Robin Dunbar, Outreach Coordinator

Team Sediment Quality

Chair, Dr. Morris H. Roberts, Jr., Retired VA 
Institute of Marine Science 
Ed Corl, US Navy
Dr. Daniel Dauer, Old Dominion University

Dr. Carl Fisher, The Elizabeth River Project Board 
Simeon Hahn, National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration
Mike Host, Norfolk Naval Shipyard

Marjorie Mayfield Jackson, The Elizabeth River 
Project
Jan Nielsen, Norflk Naval Shipyard

John Ponton, Tetra-Tech (formerly Foster Wheeler 
Environmental)
Robert Pretlow, US Army Corps o f  Engineers

Craig Seltzer, US Army Corps o f Engineers

Team Living Resources

Chair, Josh Priest, The Elizabeth River Project 
Board
Valerie Bliss, Community o f Cradock
Dr. George W. Brown, The Elizabeth River Project
Board
Noah Hill, VA Department o f  Conservation and 
Recreation
Mark Kalnins, VA Department o f  Environmental 
Quality
Michael Nickelsburg, Tidewater Community 
College
Christine Porter, US Navy
Walter Priest, VA Institute o f Marine Science

Willie Reay, VA Institute o f  Marine Science 
Jim Wesson, VA Marine Resources Commission

Team Water Quality

Chair, Tim Hare, CH2M Hill 
Michael Barbachem, URS Corp.
Pam Boatwright, The Elizabeth River Project 
Ernie Brown, VA Department o f Conservation and 
Recreation
David Cotnoir, Naval Facilities Engineering 
Command
Roger Everton, VA Department o f Environmental 
Quality
Shelly Frie, Woolpert LLP
Jeff Hancock, VA Department o f Conservation and 
Recreation
Richard Hartman, City o f  Portsmouth 
Dr. Roger F. Hatcher, Peck Land Co.

Noah Hill, VA Department o f Conservation and 
Recreation
Bill Hunt, North Carolina State University

Cindy Linkenhoker, City o f Portsmouth
Engineering Department
Kathy Mooney, Norfolk Naval Shipyard

Hugo Valverde, Hampton Roads Planning District 
Commission
Landon Welford, City o f  Portsmouth

Team Quality o f Life

Chair, Jeff Barba, Cradock Civic League

Mike Barnett, SPSA -  Waste to Energy RDF Plant 
Valerie Bliss, Community o f Cradock

Richard Cheliras, SPSA

Noah Hill, VA Department o f  Conservation and 
Recreation
Ted Hinson, Giant Cement Virginia, Inc.

Lyle Jackson, The Elizabeth River Project 
Glenn P. Markwith, Commander, Navy Mid- 
Atlantic Region 
David Peck, Peck Land Co.
Nettie Seagraves, The Elizabeth River Project 
Janet Whitley, Cradock Business Owners 
Association
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Appendix F 

Survey Comments

Initial Group Formation
• It was a good opportunity to build on other efforts that were already started on the creek 

Reasons for Participation:
• My relationships with other members of the group are agreeable and personally 

satisfying
• I feel my contributions to the group are appreciated
• Professional development
• To serve in an advisory capacity (part of my job)

Most important factors for continued progress

• Persistence
• Increase unrestricted handing
• Demonstrable small successes
• Achieving visible physical results that can be readily seen by the community and others 

and which can serve as an inspiration/catalyst for further action
• Money
• National and local government concem/support/action
• Less meetings/talking/gatherings; more productive visible action. Something needs to 

be seen
• Too much waiting time -  a plan or effort can die
• Establishing goals, and good communication with the group and government agencies
• Getting the word out and more widespread notices of volunteer opportunities, i.e. get 

the lower military people involved. Instead of a captain showing presence how about 50 
military volunteers to help with the environment. Each base has a volunteer board but 
nothing is ever mentioned about the project.

• Corporate involvement
• Financial backing from government resources
• Continued outreach & communication with group members
• Funding!!
• Continued community involvement
• Positive results
• Securing the partnership of the municipality and getting the municipality to look beyond 

the obvious financial shortfalls and committing to reinvesting to take back part of the 
city and increase value to generate future revenue

• Being able to resolve technical issues in a manner that allows them to move forward
• Better information flow
• Acknowledgement that 5 years is not enough to fix the problem
• Adaptive management
• Resources
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• Momentum
• Obtaining sufficient resources to achieve objective of the plan
• Keep the responsible agencies and stakeholders working together
• Specific projects seen to completion which have demonstrated environmental, social, 

and economic benefits
• Money for restoration work, increased stakeholder participation from all businesses, 

open communication between all players, including regulatory interface!
• ERP needs to have more stakeholder meetings
• Carry out the Paradise Creek Restoration Plan -  keep the momentum going
• Setting and communicating interim goals
• Continue to expand participation by various stakeholders and looking for alternative 

funding
• Maintaining group interest and momentum
• Develop public access park on south shore
• Coordinate efforts with adjacent restoration activities
• Frequent and clear communication
• Setting achievable goals and metrics to measure success/failure
• Organization -  lead effort
• Grant funding
• Citizen participation
• Successful political “buy-in”
• Maintain a public presence and continue to seek funding from a variety of sources
• Community support and commitment to the vision
• Commitment to good science
• The effort has gained considerable support

Other Comments

Question 20 bothered me. While there were frequent concerns and disagreements 
between scientists/engineers/and non-technical stakeholders is difficult to answer. 
“Frequently clash” seems to indicate an argument or fight. We disagreed but it was 
typically handled in a professional manner.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



VITA

135

Pamela T. Dunning received a Bachelor of Science, Occupational Education in 1985 
from Wayland Baptist University, Honolulu, Hawaii in 1985, a Masters of Public 
Administration in 1995 and a Masters of Urban Studies in 1999 from Old Dominion 
University, Norfolk, Virginia. She served on active duty in the U.S. Air Force from 1979 
to 1987, and in the U.S. Civil Service from 1987 to 1998 where her primary areas of 
specialization were human resource management and budgeting. She is currently a 
faculty member of Christopher Newport University, Newport News, Virginia. She is a 
member of the Pi Alpha Alpha and Phi Kappa Phi national honor societies.
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