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The Nature of the Work

Participants can work somewhat independently from one another

The work is unambiguous

Common Ground

The task is so simple that vocabulary is not an issue

Previous collaboration with these people was successful

Participants share a common vocabulary

If not, there is a dictionary


If not, there is a culture that actively helps people understand

Participants share a common management or working style

Collaboration Readiness

The culture is naturally collaborative 

Participants have a motivation to work together that includes mix of skills required, greater productivity, they like working together, there is something in it for everyone, NOT a mandate from the funder, the only way to get the money, asymmetries in value, etc.

Participants trust each other to be reliable, produce with high quality and have their best interests at heart

The goals are aligned in each sub-community

Participants have a sense of group self efficacy (able to complete tasks in spite of barriers)

Management, Planning and Decision Making

The principals have time to do this work

The distributed players can communicate with each other in real time more than 4 hours a day

There is critical mass at each location

There is a point person at each location

A management plan is in place

The project manager is respected and has real PM experience

A communication plan is in place

The plan has room for reflection and redirection

No legal issues remain (e.g. IP)

No financial issues remain (e.g. money is distributed to fit the work, not politics)

A knowledge management system is in place

Decision-making is free of favoritism
Decisions are based on fair and open criteria
Everyone has an opportunity to influence or challenge decisions

Technology Readiness

Collaboration technologies provide the right functionality and are easy to use
If technologies need to be built, user-centered practices are in place 

     Participants are comfortable with the collaboration 

         technologies

Technologies give benefit to the participants

Technologies are reliable
Agreement exists among participants as to what platform to use

Networking supports the work that needs to be done

Technical support resides at each location

An overall technical coordinator is in place

Special issues:



If data sharing is one of the goals, defacto standards are in place and shared by all participants, and a plan for archiving is in place


If instrument sharing is part of the collaboration, a plan to certify remote users is in place 


Effects on the Science Itself

New ways of working are demonstrated, and then sustained

There is a change in the mix of normal vs. revolutionary science

New models of science emerge (e.g. microparticipation)

Existing collaborations work more easily
More and new collaborations are formed

Collaborations have a wide geographic and disciplinary spread

New and bigger discoveries are made and made more quickly

A conceptual revolution is enabled

More jointly authored papers are made and made more quickly.

More papers are published

Findings are shared more quickly

Greater willingness to share early ideas

There is more high quality research

Artifacts that are shared are richer
Desirable cognitive activities occur more frequently

Less undesirable duplication
Theoretical discussions are accelerated, enriched

Barriers are crossed (geographic, disciplinary)

Fewer disruptive activities

Greater success in competitive arenas

Science Careers

Higher likelihood of tenure, and faster tenure

Fewer departures from the field

Greater diversity of scientists

Greater willingness to initiate a project

Willingness to engage in face-to-face interactions knowing the collaboratory will sustain it

Improved quality of life and higher satisfaction of researchers

Learning, Science Education

More students are mentored

Extended reach of seminars 

Material is used in a classroom setting

New distance learning paradigms emerge

New (diverse) students are attracted to the field

Faster time to Ph.D.

Scientists in related fields learn from the collaboratory

Easier to reach common ground
Tacit knowledge is shared

Participation reaches beyond US R1 universities

Inspiration to others

New collaboratories are developed as a result

Other software is built inspired by it

Funding and Public Perception

A particular collaboratory is refunded
Public become more interested, increases literacy

Public participates more (e.g. microcontributions)

Congress becomes more interested

New funding initiatives appear for science and collaboratories

Collaboratory Tools

Builder demos the tools working

Users use it with support, unaided, or with sustained use; users complain when it is taken away

New users try it, continue to use it

Tools move from research prototypes to production quality
Tools are reused elsewhere
The Success of the Endeavor
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