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Abstract

Global issues present many opportunities for
government (DG) researchers to form long-lastingtienships
that lead to shared research agendas focused astianse of
international importance. However, the relativelpugg DG
community has little experience and few guidingatetgies or
methods for encouraging these kinds of investigatié\s a result,
the practical feasibility of international DG resgla partnerships
is of interest for both investigators and fund@itsis paper reports
the evaluation of an experiment to create sustéénakernational
digital government research collaborations by pimg
legitimacy and modest funding within a minimal sétstructural
and management requirements. Participants rate@xperience
as highly positive, contributing substantially tbeir research
productivity, community building, international ameaess, and
professional growth. While the working group stggtés not a
substitute for direct research support, it is adilgareplicable
method to build international research communitiesd to
stimulate and enhance their scholarly work.

Categories and Subject Descriptors
K.4.1 [Public Policy Issues]

General Terms
Management, Measurement, Performance, Design,
Experimentation

Keywords
International digital government research, collaioe research,
virtual research teams

1. Introduction

Globalization of the economy, international healéimd
environmental issues, multi-cultural populationspss-border
flows of goods and information, and a host of ottrends are
indicative of an increasingly networked world. Usiisal concerns
such as privacy, identity, and good governancet exisund the
globe.

Many of these concerns involve information policiésols,
and strategies that need to take into accountrdiffecultures and
languages, as well as separate or incompatibleepses and
information systems. Consequently, research
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questions that cross the boundaries of nationsgasaing in
number and importance.

This changing global landscape represents an rappty to
explore important international digital. governmé@R6) research
questions. However, unlike in other long-establisbemains, the
DG community has little experience and few guidstigitegies or
methods for encouraging these kinds of investigatio

International DG research collaborations are difficto
establish and sustain for several reasons. Fusttad the relative
newness of the digital government field, there lbaen less
interaction among researchers in different coustdempared to
what one finds in more established scientific ¢ikoes. Second,
although this domain already involves scholars frath the
disciplines needed to investigate these topicsethee very few
support mechanisms and forums to engage in joisbordinated
work. In addition, once a potential collaboratidarts that could
lead to joint research efforts, it is logisticaland financially
difficult to sustain it to the point of integratedsearch proposals
and reliably funded projects. Instead, separatdifighand support
programs exist in different countries that are idift or
impossible to harmonize into sustained collaboeagifforts.

Despite these difficulties, the development of rin&tional
DG research is trending upward as measured byqatioins that
address comparative and transnational topics [Bls Dody of
work is explicitly international in nature and addses questions
that focus on understanding topics and solving lerob that cross
the jurisdictions, cultures, or customs of diffarecrountries.
However, the absolute number of these publicati@mesents
only a small fraction, about nine percent, of ajitdl government
research published between 1994 and 2008 [5].natenal work
includes benchmark rankings on a variety of e-gowent
maturity indicators as well as comparative studilkat seek
universal theories and transferable practices bgyitg a defined
topic in a variety of cultural settings. Transnatib studies are
also present but in much smaller numbers. Thededb@n issue
or problem that involves either planned or unexgedhteraction
among two or more countries.

Most of this work has been conducted by individs@iolars
working on topics of personal interest. That insérés also
expressed in symposia and panels at conferencds asidhe
International Digital Government Research Confeeeftly.o) and
the e-government track in the Hawaii InternatioBiehference on
System Sciences (HICSS) where discussions aboeitnattonal
research design, methods and funding are becomioge m
frequent.

The practical feasibility of international DG resgahas been
a topic of interest for both investigators and fersd For example,
in 2004, a group of American and European resessdogether
with US National Science Foundation (NSF) and Eesop
Commission (EC) research sponsors discussed theimmereed
for international research in domains such as demegcand
governance, public health, and international laat span multi-



national or even global dimensions. Combined witigital
government research themes, including informatice wand
integration, citizen services, and technology ambwedge
transfer, these globally important domains providsetting for
new relationships within the research community detdween
researchers and government professionals. The ciparits
concluded with a call for a both formal and infotnedforts to
support these kinds of international investigatifiis

NSF and EC research sponsors also experimented awith

program of linkages between pairs of separatelgddnprojects.
However, these linkages faced considerable hurébesboth
engagement and sustainability because the prdpectsot been
designed for international collaboration and wehealy well
under way [12] when the opportunity for collabooati was
offered.

Taking a different approach, in 2005 NSF awardézliayear
grant to The Center for Technology in Government tfz
University at Albany to create a framework for astsinable
global community of digital government scholars][1Bhe goal
was to create opportunities for DG researchersotm flong-
lasting relationships that lead to shared reseagemdas focused
on international questions. The project includedeaperimental
strategy for enabling international DG working gosuhrough a
combination of formal recognition, a few structuratjuirements,
and modest travel funding. This paper presentsvatuation of
that strategy to encourage and support multi-disepy
international DG research collaborations. The rehai of this
paper reviews relevant literature on the challengfedistributed
research teams, describes the experimental stradegypresents
the methodology and results of an evaluation ofdkpeeriment
from the perspective of the participants. We codelwith a
discussion of the findings and their implicatiors fostering
future international DG research.

2. Challenges for Distributed, Multi-

Disciplinary, Research Teams

A strong trend in science and technology policythia hard
sciences has been to encourage research programeature
collaboration among investigators, institutionsd aisciplines [9,
3]. One stream of research has addressed the catyplef
coordination in geographically distributed reseaedms. Most of
the empirical focus in this area is on scientiarhs or research
and development teams in the hard sciences thatigpttutional
and national boundaries. This work has identifiegnificant
challenges as well as certain elements and fattatsare critical
to success.

Walsh and Maloney [9], for example, outlined vagdactors
driving these collaborations including a growingteirest in
scientific problems that span disciplines, advances
communication and transportation technologies tlmake
collaborations easier to sustain, an increasingiiernational
migration of graduate students between countries gavernment
policies that encourage collaboration, especiallgtwieen
universities and firms.

However, physical distance remains an issue fordination.
While information technology tools for communicafiracross
distance were initially hailed as a potential bteedugh for
effective communication across distributed groupshsequent
research indicates that there are both benefits marders to
electronically mediated communication in distrittiteesearch
collaborations [2,7]. Olson and Olson [11], detered that
cultural and time zone differences, and the lirota of available

information and communication technologies for ip&zsonal
communication, contribute to serious problems foliaboration.
Reinforcing the difficulties imposed by physical si@ince,
Cummings and Kiesler [2] found that co-location risore
important to the success of collaborations than diversity of
disciplines represented, and that collaborativejegte suffer
fewer negative effects if researchers are locatedha same
university. |

Scholars have also found that the coordination Iprob of
geographically and institutionally dispersed grotgftect cultural
differences and local work setting norms. The issare manifest
in the different expectations and ways of workingthie various
local settings which tend to cause problems forfthmation and
integration of the research group [2, 9]

In more general terms, professional groups in n@ademic
disciplines and work fields attempt to overcomeilsimobstacles.
These communities of practice (CoPs) are netwoflksdividuals
that form around common interests, commitment, @iutust and
collaboration [10]. With continuing advancementstéechnology
and the effects of globalization, CoPs, whose pabistructure
envisioned co-location of participants, have nowoaémerged
within virtual environments where the interactionsf
geographically dispersed members are mediated foymation
and communication technologies [8]. Kimble and Iditr [6],
analyzing the functionality and differences betweeaditional
and virtual CoPs, conducted an international casedys
comparing the US, UK, and Japan. Three key findiemgerged,
namely the significance of the role of shared acts in the
process of creating, sharing and sustaining knaydedhe role
such artifacts played in facilitating participatiorand the
importance of building and sustaining personal ti@tships
between the members which is often accomplishey thmbugh
face-to-face meetings.

The National Science Foundation has a strong oggoin
interest in furthering international science andgiereering
collaborations and has funded research projectigris to look
specifically at the effectiveness of these reseaallaborations.
One such project studied the results of NSF's mfdion
Technology Research (ITR) program which linked stigators
within the US in several hundred collaborative pots.
Cummings and Kiesler [2] described the potentiaidfiés that
come with investigating difficult research probleimg bringing
multiple networks of researchers together, but &iley found that
the costs of coordination in multidisciplinary, riuniversity
collaborations are high. The need to overcome niistaspend
time arranging logistics for travel, and figure omays to keep
communicating all add costs and barriers. Consdbtyen
communication tended to fall off as many investigatdiscovered
it was easier to work on their own. Projects eryptba variety of
mechanisms for coordination, but face-to-face suipien and
coordination were especially important in achievsigtainability.
Moreover, explicit coordination activities such dgvision of
responsibility for tasks and knowledge transfer ngo
investigators predicted project outcomes (i.e.s¢hiat employed
these mechanisms were more likely to produce neswilatge,
create new tools, and train students). Howevereatgr number
of universities involved in a collaboration preeidt fewer
coordination activities and fewer project outconjé8]. The
researchers suggest that success depends on degedtjptegies
that deal effectively with physical distance ane tivision of
labor among researchers; address cultural, linguishd varying
world views; and find routines to solve problemshedule
activities, and monitor progress [4].



Finally, an assessment of international supplemtenlisk US
and European researchers via existing European @Gsiom and
NSF ITR grants, found that major institutional sagp for
transatlantic research collaborations is difficidecause the
funding institutions support research for somewhlifterent
reasons, tend to encourage proposals of diffeieatand scope,
fund them for different periods of time, and apgliferent rules
and restrictions to project budgets. For exampl&FNunded
relatively small projects, mostly involving univéiss, for longer
periods with fewer requirements placed on the gestThe EC-
funded work was for shorter periods, but involvedrenpartners
and much higher amounts of funding. European ptejeere also
expected to deliver new products and services hadfrequent
involvement of industrial partners added speciahsiberations
for intellectual property protections. In additiothe projects
included in the transatlantic collaborations wereealy in
operation and had already committed most or all todir
resources. The evaluation team
mechanisms for enabling international researchaboliations be
sought that would at least partially address thfssenidable
challenges [12].

The findings of these last two assessment effond the
related research on distributed collaboration athdnstrate that
active  coordination, communication, and  face-to-face
engagements are predictors of successful collabogat They
also document the major challenges of trying tonituanize
established institutional approaches across ndtidnading
bodies. Accordingly, we set out to experiment véthalternative
strategy that starts at the grass-roots level whessential
relationships are formed and to see if groups fdrimethis way
lead to sustainable research collaborations.

3. An international working group strategy
as an experiment

An experiment with international working groups ciésed in
this section was in direct response to these cigdle to
coordination and productive collaboration. Theraileobjective
of the international working group strategy wasteate and test
a framework for encouraging digital government sai® to
develop productive and sustained relationships witbrnational
colleagues in order to jointly address comparatised
transnational DG topics. International digital govment is
rooted in a diverse set of disciplines and targeteaddressing
problems that occur in many countries, in multipldtures, and
across a wide range of social and technical topiesdescribed
above, this complexity generates important comperatind
transnational research questions, but at the same it
discourages collaboration and joint research acnogsonal
borders..

3.1. Elements of the Strategy

The literature just reviewed on collaboration asrdsstributed
groups found that active coordination, frequent ectir
communication, and face-to-face encounters weréiges of
successful collaborations. Accordingly, a compeitsolicitation
process was launched for time-limited internatiomabrking
groups with complete freedom to choose topics atigipants,
but with specific requirements for structural, mgement, and
implementation components. The formal call for megls was
distributed widely to NSF digital government grages well as
to the listservs of related professional societies.

recommended that ne

Each proposal was required to identify an inteoreti topic,
problem, or domain and explain its relevance fogitdi
government research; identify an international grofimembers
from senior and junior ranks as well as graduatelesits and,
where appropriate to the topic, practitioners. Bsafis had to
name co-chairs from the US and at least one otbentoy,
describe deliberate plans for coordination outtnirhow
participants would communicate and cooperate adistances as
well as how they would manage themselves as aillistd
community of scholars. In addition, they were regdito include
a plan for periodic public presentations of progre® prepare
annual reports, and to demonstrate that all ppeits had the
support of their institutions for professional tinteavel costs of
non-US participants, and other resources that wielg them
achieve their goals. Moreover, groups were requicedlan five
face-to-face meetings over a three-year period.

Thirteen proposals for international working groupgre
received and each proposal underwent a blind ge@w process
involving an international and multi-disciplinaryayp of more
than 30 reviewers. Each proposal was reviewedt iyaat three
people and ranked based on intellectual merit, grmakeup,
resource commitment, and probability of sustaingbilThree
proposals were selected for support and each wasdad access
to modest travel support ranging from $62,000 td5,&00.
Because the funds were provided by a US federakmaonent
agency, NSF, they could be used to support onliygizents from
US institutions.

3.2. Description of Working Groups

The three international working groups addressdterdnt
topics and goals, and encompassed a wide varietgwftries and
disciplines.

3.2.1. Online Consultation and Public Policy Making

This e-consultation working group focused on waye\aluate
the policy and other social impacts of online €itizconsultation
initiatives aimed at influencing actual governmetécision
making. They aimed to determine how the optimalgiesf such
initiatives is affected by cultural, social, legahd institutional
contexts. To that end, they considered the impaét®nline
consultations on government agencies and policy ensakon
public participants and civil society organizatipramd on the
relationship between the design of consultationigmignpacts. Of
particular interest was the ways in which legallitmal and
institutional context shape prospects for succefse 17 group
members comprised senior faculty, junior facultyd graduate
students from the US, United Kingdom, Israel, ltalpd France.
Their disciplines included law, political sciencepublic
administration, information technology, and comnaation. The
group convened five times in cities in the US, Wid France
between 2007 and 2009. Each meeting was dividegeleet time
devoted to the group’s research and a related adh@vent open
to the public.

In addition to presenting papers, panels, and postt
international conferences, this working group’s mgoal was to
produce a multi-authored book to identify and measuwccessful
e-consultations and describe how the approachdoegs design
and evaluation of a specific consultation shouldtdigored to
legal, political, and cultural contexts. The fadming book,
Connecting Democracy: Online Consultation and theéuFe of
Democratic Discoursés a collaborative volume that presents a



multi-disciplinary and international look at onlirensultations
and draws the on the individual and collectiveezignce of the
group in 18 chapters co-authored by group members.

3.2.2. North American Digital Government Working
Group

This group’s goal was to produce a digital govemtmesearch
agenda that addresses comparative and transnatioestions
germane to North America. As such, it focuses om twadvance
research across proximate geographic and poliboaindaries.
The 20 group members include senior and junior Ifacu
practitioners, and graduate students from Cana@xjdd and the
United States. Fields represented include puldimiaistration,
informatics, management, and computer science. Noeth
American Digital Government Working Group (NADGWG)
convened four times, at least once in each of themioer
countries between 2007-2009. In each meeting, tadvi
government officials gave presentations on keydssand new
initiatives and engaged in discussion of their aeste potential.

Early in the time period, NADGWG organized two togdi
subgroups based on participant expertise and Bitefesubgroup
focusing on border regions is working to understattd
information sharing and interoperability issues asfdhllenges
faced by governmental agencies in the border regidrCanada,
Mexico, and the United States. Specific issues uphel
transnational business processes and collaboratives-border
initiatives. The second subgroup has a focus dnirffdrmation
product pricing and is investigating the roles afvegrnment
policy, trust, and information and communicationhteologies in
the promotion of emerging North American distriloatinetworks
for goods such as organic and fair trade food. .

At the same time, the group has continued to devalmore
comprehensive North American digital governmenteagsh
agenda and has successfully applied for fundingnfriooth
Mexico and Canada to continue to support the gimeyond the
term of the working group experiment.

3.2.3. Digital Governance and Hotspot Geoinformatics
for Monitoring, Etiology, Early Warning, and
Management

The Geoinformatics Hotspot Working Group focused on

developing a prototype geoinformatic hotspot sulaete system
that relies on advanced software and statisticahrtigues to
detect emerging crises. The work involves five csiselies and
illustrative applications in such areas as pubéalth, watershed
management, persistent poverty, and the securityetiorked
infrastructure.

Over the course of the experiment 54 senior facyltgior
faculty, graduate students and practitioners frovm S, Italy,
India, Indonesia, China, and Japan participate@irTdisciplines
include statistics, computer science, public hedthestry, and
public administration. The group’s expertise wadsntyafocused
on the practical challenges of watershed managernmemtiral
India where it involved not only university faculgnd students
but also public officials and civil society orgaafions.

This group also leveraged other research projéwts were
already in progress to pull together findings, $ochnd other
resources that could be re-used in the workinggamntext. The
final products include progress toward a set ofvemfe tools, a
case book, and extensive and replicable practicglacts on
watershed management in India. Between 2007 an@, 20@

group held six extended meetings in the US andalntiat
included not only research efforts , but also ctam® instruction
and various forms of engagement with local and onaf
government officials..

4. Evaluation M ethodology

The evaluation of the working group strategy adsikegwo
goals. The first goal is to determine the efficatyhe WG
strategy for establishing transnational DG reseaddlaborations
that are innovative, diverse, sustainable, andénftial on
research practice. The second goal seeks to igeagficable
actions, resources, incentives, strategies, stédtets)
relationships, and methods that lead to efficatys paper
presents the results of a survey administered rticjpents at the
end of the experimental period that addressesrsdteef/aluation
goal. It represents the aggregate of individuakeigmces and
opinions. A second qualitative study, in progreskjresses the
second goal through case studies of the three grasip
collaborative organizations.

The survey was completed in October 2010. It was &e91
participants identified as current members of thee¢ working
groups. In total, 55 participants responded (a &@gnt response
rate, including at least 50 percent from each groufhe survey
consisted of 35 Likert-type scale items, three tjoes regarding
certain kinds of academic outputs, two open-endegtipns, and
a set of demographic items. The 35 items are derfsx@m the
requirements placed on proposals for working grewgport (e.g.,
periodic meetings, senior and junior participarsyl the overall
goals of the experiment (i.e., to understand how skrategy
affected participants’ interest, ability, and oppaity to address
international digital government problems). Togeththey
covered the following topics:

« Opinions about general and specific elements oéeepce
with the working group

« Assessment of the value of certain features ofvibrking
group strategy, such as the value of face-to-fagetimgs

- Identification of research products such as jouantitles and
grant proposals associated with participation elorking
group

» Interactions in the DG community during the timettod
experiment such as conference participation andeswi
exchanges
Demographic questions such as amount of interration
experience, discipline, institutional location, aadk

- Several open-ended questions covering personal and
professional benefits or achievements, and othmmnaoanity
building activities

We analyzed the data using both descriptive anerential
methods. Additional variables were created or dated in order
to assign respondents to groups according to oilze (US
versus non-US), and length of experience with tratisnal and
comparative research, DG research, and internatidBaesearch
(i.e., five or fewer years versus six or more).alidition, three
multi-item scales were created to represent keycepts in the
experiment: working group requirements, internalawareness,
and individual career effects.



5. Survey Findings

Respondents represented all three working groupis,
academic ranks and types of positions and a dozedeaic
disciplines including law, applied statistics, deraphy, e-
government, forestry, informatics, information gaie,
management information systems, organizationaliesugolitical
communication, political science, and public adstirEtion.
Sixteen (30 percent) of the respondents were U&ens, a factor
of importance to NSF’s goal to increase internatio@xposure
and engagement by American scientists and enginler than
three-quarters (42 respondents) were universityulfiac or
university-based researchers (26 of these wereisenademics,
16 junior level). Five respondents were PhD stuslemtthe time
of survey, and six other respondents received tdeictoral
degrees while members of a group.

WG members had varying amounts of experience inadG
international research ranging from zero to 40 yedhe mean
length of experience in DG research before engagimgWG was
8.3 years (median=6). The mean experience for ialtlsk of
comparative or transnational (i.e., internationafrk was 7.84
years (median=4), and the mean for internationalr&&arch was
4.8 years (median=3).

The survey results indicate that the WG strategy énaighly
positive effect on the participants. As shown inbl€a 1,
respondents gave high scores to nearly every meaguvalue.
They rated the overall experience as highly ber#fi@ mean
score of 4.58 on a 5-point scale). All but thresnis scored higher
than 4.0, including such topics as the usefulnésgooking with
ideas outside ones own field (4.47), greater undeding of the
practical challenges of international digital goweent (4.47),
contribution to individual research goals (4.44Y am sense of
international community (4.43) and long-lasting fpesional
relationships (4.42). Other highly rated items added the added
value provided by the face-to-face meetings, opmities to
engage in collaborative work, and increased inteiesDG
research.

Similarly, most of the logistical and practical mlents
received high positive ratings, including the phgsilocation of
the meetings (4.21), and the name recognition swbciated
legitimacy of NSF (4.25), which in turn helped secadditional
travel funding (4.21) and other resources (4.2@mfrother
institutions. Even the three lowest scoring itenesawated above
the mid-point of the scale: influence of the WG esence on
awareness of cultural factors in teaching (3.83) mrethods of
supervision or mentoring (3.71) and the value oflinen
collaboration tools to support the group’s worl383.

These overwhelmingly positive effects of the expece
hold up across different groups although the effemte more
strongly pronounced for some types. For example2@rof 32
measures, junior (untenured) scholars perceive@xperience to
be more highly positive than senior scholars. Thaifferences

are statistically significant (t-test, p<.05) fdret six items noted
“a” in the last column of Table 1. These includergased interest
in international DG research generally, in inteiovel DG
research, in interdisciplinary work, in transnatibnand
comparative studies, in the value of practitiomemlvement, and
in the value added by meeting locations. All ofsthepportunities
are less likely to be accessible to early careleolacs which may
explain the higher value they placed on these altsnef the WG
experience.

It appears that the more experienced DG researciedr
better able to take full advantage of the workingoug
opportunities for enhancing their research rang#élssand or
more years of general DG experience by the endpérement;
about 56 percent of the respondents) perceive@stperience to
be more highly valuable than those with five yeardess. The
more experienced participants recorded higher meares on 21
of the 32 measures These differences were staligtsignificant
(t-test, p<.05) for the three variables noted “b"the table. The
value of the overall experience and the likelihoofd having
established long-lasting professional relationshipsre rated
higher, and the value of online collaboration sefvwas rated
lower. Scores were more consistent across leveistefnational
research experience and US vs. non-US participdits. mean
scores of non-US participants tended to be higheradl, but
none of these differences was statistically sigaifi.

While the scale items shown in Table 1 measure the
perceptions and opinions of the respondents, Tébtexl 3
present research productivity and scholarly engageeffects of
the strategy as measured by reports of specifidymts associated
with the working groups such as journal articlehodarly visits,
and jointly developed conference panels, softwamd, curricula.
Of particular note, are the number of respondeihis rgported
serving on dissertation committees (17), writinipfjeesearch
proposals (18), or engaging in long scholarly si§&3), or joint
curricula development (16). These kinds of adésiindicate
stronger and more long-lasting relationships thanld/be
expected from more typical activities such as jgiatithored
journal articles and conference proposals. As shiovinoth
tables, despite the fact that no funding was pedifbr research
activities or salaries, the total number of outpefsorted is more
than three times the number of survey respondenlicating
substantial productivity and a high rate of colladtive activity
over the three-year span of the experiment.

Moreover, the majority of respondents reported ity
would have been unlikely (31 percent) or very uellk (29
percent) to have engaged in these collaboratiottseif working
group did not exist. In addition, these scholarlpducts and
relationships appear to have been generated withdraordinary
effort. For 56 percent of respondents, the WG effook less than
10 percent of their time; for 30 percent it consdnhess than 5
percent.



Table 1. Mean ratings of value as perceived by working group members

Significant
Variable Mean" N Std. Dev. | differences®
Rating of overall working group experience 4.58 52 0.750 b
Introduced me to useful ideas outside my main field 4.47 53 0.504
Improved my understanding of practical international DG challenges 4.46 54 0.818
Contributed to my own research or professional goals 4.44 52 0.698
Fostered a sense of international community 4.43 53 0.844
Built long lasting professional relationships 4.42 53 0.865 b
Value of face to face meetings 4.40 53 0.862
Increased my opportunity for collaborative research 4.40 53 0.631
Increased my interest in international DG research 4.40 52 0.774
Will prompt me to do future comparative or transnational DG research 4.38 52 0.771
Value of mixing senior, junior & student scholars 4.37 54 0.784
Increased my interest in collaborative research 4.36 53 0.787
Increased my opportunity for international DG research 4.34 53 0.783
Increased my opportunity for interdisciplinary research 4.33 52 0.648
Increased my interest in interdisciplinary research 4.32 53 0.803 a
Increased my opportunity for DG research 4.28 53 0.769
Enhanced my ability to work across disciplines 4.26 54 0.732
Increased my interest in DG research 4.26 53 0.788 a
Increased my awareness of cultural factors in research 4.25 52 0.711
Value of NSF name recognition 4.25 48 0.838
Will prompt me to do practice-oriented research 4.23 52 0.854
Locations of physical meetings added value 4.21 52 0.977 a
Value of travel funds, other than from NSF 4.21 43 0.940
Value of support from organizations other than NSF 4.20 51 0.939
Value of practitioner involvement 4.19 53 0.810 a
Increased my interest in research-practice collaborations 4.13 53 0.810
Encouraged faculty-student collaboration 4.10 52 0.774
Increased my opportunity for research-practice collaborations 4.09 53 0.838
Encouraged engagement with practitioners 4.08 53 0.781
Increased my cultural awareness in teaching 3.83 53 0.727
Will influence the way | supervise and mentor others 3.71 52 0.766
Value of online collaboration software used 3.38 47 0.990 b

! 5-point scale where 1 is most negative and 5 is most positive

2 Differences: a=Senior vs. Junior scholars, b=more vs. less previous DG experience,
Significance determined by t-test, p=.05




Table 2. Research productivity: individual reports of sole or jointly Table 3. Scholarly engagement: individual reports of collaboration
authored scholarly work related to the WG theme with at least one other WG member
N of respondents reporting scholarly activity N of resaondei:ts reporting
related to their WG Type of engagement planned progress/ total
Type of complete
research In Under | Accepted or Joint manuscripts _ 11 31 42
activity progress review published Total Dissertation committees 1 16 17
Journal Long scholarly visits 10 8 18
articles 31 17 25 73 Short scholarly visits 9 15 24
Conference Joint research proposals 13 20 33
papers 24 22 26 72 Joint conference panels 5 18 23
Book Jointly developed software
7 6 13
chapters 20 23 18 61 or other tools
Total by Jointly developed curricula 7 9 16
status 75 62 69 206 Total by status 63 123 | 186
Table 4. Thematic Scales
Scale WG requirements International awareness Individual career effects
Value of face to face meetings Fostered a sense of international Built long lasting professional
Locations of physical meetings community relationships
added value Will prompt me to do future comparative | Contributed to my own research or
Value of mixing senior, junior & or transnational DG research professional goals
student scholars Increased my interest in international Introduced me to useful ideas
Value of practitioner involvement DG research outside my main field
Value of travel funds. other than Increased my awareness of cultural Increased my opportunity for DG
from NSF ' factors in research research
Value of support from Increased my awareness of cultural Increased my opportunity for
organizations other than NSF factors in teaching international DG research
Encouraged faculty-student Improved my understanding of practical | Increased my interest in
collaboration international DG challenges collaborative research
Increased my opportunity for
collaborative research
Increased my interest in
Items interdisciplinary research
included Increased my opportunity for

interdisciplinary research

Enhanced my ability to work
across disciplines

Increased my opportunity for
research-practice collaborations

Will influence the way | supervise
and mentor others

Value of NSF name recognition

Increased my interest in research-
practice collaborations

Will prompt me to do practice-
oriented research

Increased my interest in DG
research

Encouraged engagement with
practitioners

17

Reliability

0.903

0.879

0.954




We used the items shown in Table 1 to construdtiitem
scales representing key constructs in the studyesd& are shown
in Table 4 below. The scales represent three theftee first is
the required features of the working groups whiciptare the
seven structural elements of the strategy as redly the call for
proposals and the subsequent review and selectmess. The
second theme, growth in international awarenesseapértise is
represented by six items that encompass oppoesnito
experience and understand other cultures in thetegbrof
scholarly work including research and teaching.e Tdst theme,
individual career effects, encompasses the persismaiopment
and community building aspects of the working grexperience
as represented by 17 items such as contributionsnudti-
disciplinarity, personal networks, and the abitityrelate research
to practice. The reliability of these thematic ssals very high
(0.93, 0.879, and 0.954 respectively) as indicégdronbach’s
alpha, a measure of the internal consistency ofitdmas or the
likelihood that they are related to a shared uryiteglconcept.

Further, as shown in Table 5, all three scales stremg and
highly significant positive correlations with theeyall experience
rating. The scales are also highly and signifigaatirrelated with
one another, suggesting they reinforce one anatharpackage of
effects. Taken together these correlatigmevide substantial
confirmation of the effectiveness of the workingup strategy
for encouraging and supporting an international italig
government research community.

Table 5. Correlation of key themes with overall rating
of experience
Overall
Experience sig
Rating
Required WG features 0.732 .000
International awareness building 0.714 .000
Individual career effects 0.795 .000

6. Discussion and I mplications

This paper presented a quantitative evaluationstfaegy to
encourage the development and growth of an intemeltdigital
government research community. It reported the ltesof a
participant survey which is one part of a more -clatep
evaluation process that will also include quaklatcase studies
now in progress.

The strategy constituted an experiment in whicheehr
international working groups with diverse membequshand
research interests, selected through a competjiaer review
process, worked for three years under a small Betroctural
requirements.  Beyond the few standard features., (ia
management plan, periodic face-to-face meetingd, aamixture
of senior, junior, and student scholars), the ttgesups varied
considerably in size, structure, focus, goals, amhods. Each
group received modest travel funds for the pardictp from US
institutions from an NSF grant. Travel support fmrticipants
from non-US institutions was provided by other migations or
by the participants themselves. No funding from aoyrce was
provided for salaries; however, each working graligh secure
some monetary and in-kind support for meeting kiggs often
provided by the host sties.

This portion of the evaluation addresses the efficaf the
WG strategy for creating international DG researclaborations
that are innovative, diverse, sustainable and émflial on research
practice, as viewed by the participants themsedtéise end of the
three-year period. The following section summarizdse
implications of the survey findings.

6.1. Discussion of WG Strategy Results

The WG strategy included a set of required featasesaid
out in the call for proposals. These features mmmwed a
conscious effort to aid the groups in overcoming #nown
challenges of collaboration across geographicalistriduted,
multi-disciplinary research teams. We observed ehraajor
impacts:

Modest structural requirements create a supportive
framework for both scholarly productivity and professional
development. The proposal requirements appear to have provided
incentives and benefits to the participants. PBipdints strongly
agreed that the diverse mix of scholars, in terfrdiszipline and
career stage, and the periodic face-to-face mestimglifferent
countries all had beneficial effects on the experée In addition,
from the survey comments, it also appears thatféoe that
everyone had to find some level of resources inemwrtb
participate put them on a more equal footing andivated them
to become and stay engaged.

Moreover, without dedicated funding for researchivéies
or salaries and regardless of the topic or specifaracteristics of
each individual working group, productivity was higm terms of
preparing journal articles and book chapters, dmief
conference panels or securing grant funding for itemofl
collaborative work. Likewise, working group membersre able
to forge personal and professional relationships $ignify long-
lasting connections through such activities as ediation
committees, joint curricula development, and loogagarly visits
that allowed them to work intensively in each othework
settings and cultural environments.

Face-to-face engagement is essential to the success of
international resear ch teams. Reinforcing the findings of earlier
studies of distributed research teaths majority of respondents
(60 percent) reported that they would have beeikelglor very
unlikely to have engaged in these productive collations absent
their participation in their working groups. Thesgportunities for
short term immersion in relevant local settings eveleen as
highly beneficial. Participants rated the value tbé physical
location of the meetings at 4.21, reflecting apjatgan of the
opportunity to experience the home cities and waarkironments
of their colleagues, including in many cases thanck to meet
not only with local scholars but also local goveemn
professionals. In addition, the informal activitieshat
accompanied most meetings served to build sharedoma
experiences that tended to strengthen professi@haionships.
Online collaboration tools did have some benefitf bnly in
combination with opportunities to meet in persons Ane
respondent put it, “Competition for time and atientto projects
‘back home’ is just too great to sustain such distawork
without the impetus of periodic meetings.”

Scholars at all career stages benefit from participation and
junior scholars appear to reap special benefits. Participants
ranging from provosts to endowed chairs to tenarediuntenured



faculty to doctoral students engaged fully in therking groups.
The survey results indicated a highly positive eiqree
regardless of rank or amount of previous DG or riragonal
experience. Participants rated highly the valuevofking with
ideas outside of their own fields and having anashmity to
examine practical DG challenges first hand in tifiegnt locales
in which they met. For several variables in theveyr junior
participants indicated significantly higher leved$ benefit. In
comments, they attributed these to early careepmppities for
international and multi-disciplinary research, asellw as
engagement in mentoring relationships and sustaperdonal
interactions with experienced senior scholars, sarhethem
leaders in their fields.

6.2. Implicationsfor Research Sponsors

The working group strategy also holds lessonsdeearch
sponsors seeking to encourage interdisciplinarytimu
institutional, and international collaborations:

Modest funding for face-to-face engagement can generate

substantial scholarly results and network effects. Each working
group spent less that $75,000 spread out over theees to
support travel for the participants from US ingtdns. That small
amount, however, combined with the legitimacy o€ theer
review process and the NSF “brand” helped otheradguire
enough resources to participate as well. Oncetbeps formed,
the structural requirement to meet five times aer course of
three years helped to cement the group together kaeg it

moving toward specific goals associated with theskestone
events. The three-year time period seems to hage bufficient
to create incentive and sustain momentum. It atdoa shared
expectation about a definite end point for eithempleting their
work or moving it to the point where it could besgined by the
network of relationships and access to other fupdiources. A
follow up after several more years would be neggssaconfirm

the staying power of this effect.

Theinternational working group strategy can stimulate and
enhance resear ch partnershipsand results, but it isnot a
substitute for direct research funding for international
investigations. While the three groups in the experiment were
motivated to find new funding or to use existingaerces in
innovative ways, the need still remains for reseamonsors to
lessen the institutional barriers to internatiarslearch
collaborations. The working group strategy briimgfividual
scholars together to build relationships that gre for
collaboration, but their ability to work togethara sustained way
is still limited by the need to meet the separatal(different)
rules and routines of the sponsors in their hommu@s.

Thebasic inter national working group strategy isreadily
replicable asaway to build international research
communities.

By combining a mixture of simple basic requiremeats
reasonable length of time, and modest funding thckat creating
opportunities to engage face-to-face across boiexjdhe
working group strategy is readily replicable. @ndings suggest
that this low-cost package of design elements esea
environment for encouraging collaboration, discgyand
innovation across national boundaries regardlesspié. It
provides a simple structure which can accommodai@ym
different disciplines and participants pursuing &pe of
substantive investigation.

7. Conclusions and Future Research

In this paper, we described an experimental styatieg
encourage the emergence of a sustainable intenahtitigital
government research community. We presented atitptare
evaluation of that strategy based on a survey@ptrticipants in
three time-limited international working groups. €Thsurvey
results show that community building is attainalilerough
deliberate design and modest investments. Whdditidrature on
international research collaborations often measuseccess
solely in terms of tangible scholarly outputs suah papers,
articles and research grants, this experiment shbatscarefully
designed, low-cost collaborations can produce amiksults,
while also forging lasting networks of relationships well as
long-term career benefits that should continuestorn both kinds
of dividends.

This study is part of a larger evaluation effortiethwill use
both qualitative and quantitative methods. The ntianitation of
this survey portion of the study is its reliance thie reported
experiences and opinions of the participants asrthi@ source of
data — it tells us what participants did and wiwytthink about
the experience, but it does not tell us why or llogresults were
obtained. The next phase of our research addrégsdsnitation
through a case study approach which makes usesedtions,
documentary evidence, and individual and focus griaterviews
of each working group. In that qualitative phasar, goals are to
identify specific actions, resources, strategietakeholders,
relationships, and methods that appear to be agsdciwith
successful elements of each group. We will comsidpects such
as leadership, management, goals and incentivesgtinge
structure, activities between meetings, and tedugylse to try
to understand the dynamics, challenges, and acgsimpnts of
each of the three groups. A second goal for the saglies is to
determine the extent to which these characteristicctivities of
the groups are replicable by others. We also alail evaluation
report to be shared with NSF and other institutiodaital
government sponsors to convey the
recommendations for future research programs thatest
effectively in international investigations andeasch teams.
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