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In this article we propose a model for collaboration in education. We begin by examining the 
roots of collaboration in consultation, collegiality, and cooperation. We then delineate the 
features of collaboration as phenomenon and process, offering the view that through talk, 
action, and reflection among individuals a community of learners emerges. Finally, we 
suggest that collaboration can create a space that enables us to challenge taken-for-granted 
ways of working together and to bring about transformation in educational practice. 

Cet article propose un modèle de collaboration en éducation. On se penche d'abord sur les 
racines de la collaboration dans la consultation, la collégialité et la coopération. Par la suite, 
on découpe les caractéristiques de la collaboration comme phénomène et processus pour 
présenter l'optique selon laquelle le dialogue, l'action et la réflexion par des individus mènent 
à l'émergence d'une communauté d'apprenants. En dernier lieu, on propose que la collabora­
tion puisse donner Heu à une remise en question des façons de travailler ensemble qui sont 
tenues pour acquises d'une part, et à des transformations dans la pratique pédagogique 
d'autre part. 

The t e r m collaboration has been u s e d i n the e d u c a t i o n a l research l i terature for 
qui te s o m e t i m e to descr ibe g r o u p s of people w o r k i n g together ( H a f e r n i k , 
M e s s e r s c h m i t t , & V a n d r i c k , 1997; L i e b e r m a n , 1986, 1992; M i l l e r , 1990; S k a u , 
1987; T i k u n o f f & W a r d , 1983). S o m e of these projects are d e e m e d successful , 
others less so. O f t e n not clear is the co l labora t ive aspect of these projects. M o s t 
educators w o u l d agree that c o l l a b o r a t i o n i n v o l v e s b r i n g i n g people a n d g r o u p s 
together for a c o m m o n p u r p o s e . Others w o u l d argue that s i m p l y d i v i d i n g u p 
the l a b o r is not c o l l a b o r a t i o n (El l iot t & W o l o s h y n , 1997) a n d that c o l l a b o r a t i o n 
i n v o l v e s s o m e k i n d of t r a n s f o r m a t i o n i n the par t ic ipants ( C l a r k et a l . , 1996). 
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A l t h o u g h g e n u i n e c o l l a b o r a t i o n c a n be d e m a n d i n g , w e bel ieve it has the p o t e n ­
t ia l to t r a n s f o r m e d u c a t i o n i n w a y s that other forms of p a r t n e r s h i p cannot . 

W e are teacher educators i n a m i d - s i z e d u n i v e r s i t y . O u r interest i n c o l ­
l a b o r a t i o n b e g a n w h e n each of us w a s i n v o l v e d i n separate co l labora t ive 
research projects . I n s h a r i n g o u r stories w i t h one another , w e f o u n d that each 
of us w a s s t r u g g l i n g to u n d e r s t a n d her experience. A n d so w e e m b a r k e d o n a 
process of " c o l l e c t i v e self r e f l e c t i o n " (Schratz, 1993) about the m e a n i n g of 
c o l l a b o r a t i o n a n d its i m p l i c a t i o n s i n e d u c a t i o n . T h i s article reflects o u r g r o w ­
i n g u n d e r s t a n d i n g of w h a t c o l l a b o r a t i o n means w h e n educators c o m e together 
to research the i r pract ice . W e def ine research i n e d u c a t i o n b r o a d l y . In o u r v i e w , 
research encompasses the search for w a y s to i m p r o v e pract ice , to construct 
k n o w l e d g e , a n d to t r a n s f o r m self. 

O t h e r s h a v e i n v e s t i g a t e d c o l l a b o r a t i o n (Brock E d u c a t i o n , 1997; E d u c a t i o n a l 
L e a d e r s h i p , 1986; T e a c h i n g E d u c a t i o n , 1992) d e s c r i b i n g projects at a l l levels of 
e d u c a t i o n . A c o m m o n f o r m of c o l l a b o r a t i o n occurs b e t w e e n teachers a n d u n i ­
v e r s i t y researchers. There are m a n y other conf igura t ions as w e l l s u c h as c o n ­
sultants or teachers w o r k i n g w i t h other teachers, facul ty a d v i s o r s w o r k i n g 
w i t h s t u d e n t teachers a n d their c o o p e r a t i n g teachers, a n d d o c t o r a l s tudents 
e x p l o r i n g the i r r e l a t i o n s h i p w i t h their mentors (Chr i s t iansen , G o u l e t , K r e n t z , 
& M a e e r s , 1997; P e t e r - K o o p , Santos -Wagner , Breen, & Begg , 2003). 

T i k u n o f f a n d W a r d (1983) i d e n t i f i e d w h a t they ca l l the "essent ia l charac­
ter is t ics" of c o l l a b o r a t i o n : 

1. researchers and practitioners work together at all phases of the inquiry 
process; 

2. the research effort focuses on "real w o r l d " as wel l as theoretical problems; 
3. mutual growth and respect occur among all participants; and 
4. attention is given to both research and implementation issues from the begin­

ning of the inquiry process, (p. 466) 

These essent ial characterist ics resonated w i t h us , b u t fe l l short of e x p l a i n i n g 
the d e p t h of o u r experiences . W e w e r e not a lone. F o r e x a m p l e , as a result of 
their c o l l a b o r a t i o n , C l a r k a l o n g w i t h her u n i v e r s i t y a n d school col leagues g r e w 
" i n c r e a s i n g l y a w a r e of h o w m u c h each . . . c h a n g e d , " a n d came to "see [ them­
selves] a n d one another d i f f e r e n t l y " ( C l a r k et a l . , 1996, p . 222). H a f e r n i k et a l . 
(1997), c o l l a b o r a t i n g w i t h i n the a c a d e m y , f o u n d they w e r e able to " m a k e 
c o n t r i b u t i o n s to [their] i n s t i t u t i o n , profess ion , a n d c o m m u n i t y " a n d that their 
c o l l a b o r a t i o n p r o v i d e d each of t h e m w i t h " a b u i l t - i n s u p p o r t s y s t e m " (pp. 
33-34). 

W i t h others w e r e a l i z e d that c o l l a b o r a t i o n does not just h a p p e n . F o r ex­
a m p l e , K a p u s c i n s k i (1997), a teacher educator , wr i tes about w h a t she h a d 
o r i g i n a l l y b e l i e v e d to be a success ful co l laborat ive s t u d y w i t h f ive interns a n d 
their c o o p e r a t i n g teachers. Years later she says that she w a s " s a d d e n e d b y the 
arrogance a n d i n s e n s i t i v i t y [she] h a d d i s p l a y e d i n the p l a n n i n g a n d c o n d u c t ­
i n g of a n ent ire pro jec t " that " h a d fostered a n a tmosphere that s t i f led the 
p a r t i c i p a t o r y p r o c e s s " (p. 8). A l t h o u g h K a p u s c i n s k i " h a d thought that o r g a n i z ­
i n g meet ings w o u l d ensure p a r t i c i p a t i o n , " a n d that " c o l l a b o r a t i o n w o u l d 
o c c u r n a t u r a l l y , " she r e a l i z e d that at the t ime she " h a d g i v e n l i tt le t h o u g h t to 
roles a n d r e l a t i o n s h i p s w i t h i n a co l labora t ive pro ject" (p. 9). Somet imes 
partners m a y be u n c l e a r as to w h a t is expected of t h e m . E l l i o t t a n d W o l o s h y n ' s 
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(1997) s t u d y of seven co l labora t ive par tnersh ips , for e x a m p l e , l e d t h e m to 
argue that " c o n f u s i o n a m o n g partners about h o w c o l l a b o r a t i o n f u n c t i o n s " 
creates a " m a j o r obstacle to the creat ion of equi table a n d f u n c t i o n a l co l labora ­
t ive p a r t n e r s h i p s " (p. 24). 

In the v a r i o u s stories of c o l l a b o r a t i o n , w e c o u l d see c o m m o n themes (com­
pare T i k u n o f f & W a r d , 1983), but w e r e u n s u r e of w h a t m a d e these projects 
c o l l a b o r a t i v e : w h a t set t h e m apart f r o m other w a y s of c o m i n g together i n 
e d u c a t i o n . W e a s k e d ourse lves , W h a t h a p p e n s i n co l laborat ion? W h y d o some 
experiences w o r k w h i l e others fail? H o w d o w e k n o w w h e n w e are col laborat­
ing? W e s e e m e d to lack the language to express o u r e v o l v i n g u n d e r s t a n d i n g of 
c o l l a b o r a t i o n . It w a s also d i f f i c u l t to separate the parts f r o m the w h o l e , to 
del ineate features that i n c o l l a b o r a t i o n are interconnected . 

W e spent m a n y h o u r s t a l k i n g to one another , t r y i n g to n a m e the processes 
a n d c o m p o n e n t s that w e c o u l d i d e n t i f y f r o m o u r experiences a n d f r o m those of 
others. T h e b e g i n n i n g of a m o d e l e m e r g e d that m i g h t h e l p e x p l a i n the what 
( p h e n o m e n o n ) a n d the how (process) of c o l l a b o r a t i o n . In c o m b i n i n g the fea­
tures that w e h a v e i d e n t i f i e d i n a m o d e l , w e are t a k i n g a first step t o w a r d the 
crea t ion of w h a t L a k o f f a n d J o h n s o n (1999) refer to as an " i d e a l case 
p r o t o t y p e . " A p r o t o t y p e "a l low[s ] us to evaluate category m e m b e r s relat ive to 
s o m e c o n c e p t u a l s t a n d a r d " (p. 19). W e bel ieve that this m o d e l has the potent ia l 
to r e s p o n d to the q u e s t i o n : Is c o l l a b o r a t i o n a p p r o p r i a t e i n this p a r t i c u l a r c o n ­
text a n d for these speci f ic goals? 

T h i s art icle presents o u r current t h i n k i n g about the p h e n o m e n o n a n d p r o ­
cess of c o l l a b o r a t i o n i n e d u c a t i o n . In it w e discuss w h a t w e bel ieve to be 
essent ial e lements of effective c o l l a b o r a t i o n . W e b e g i n b y e x a m i n i n g the h i s ­
t o r i c a l roots of c o l l a b o r a t i o n i n e d u c a t i o n : c o nsu l ta t io n , co l leg ia l i ty , and 
c o o p e r a t i o n . N e x t w e e x p l o r e e m e r g i n g constructs i n w h a t w e c o n s i d e r to be 
the essence of c o l l a b o r a t i o n . F i n a l l y , w e discuss the process of co l labora t ion 
itself, d r a w i n g o n o u r i n d i v i d u a l a n d col lect ive experiences. 

The Roots of Collaboration 
A n y n e w soc ia l pract ice is the t r a n s f o r m a t i o n of a p r e v i o u s l y e x i s t i n g pattern 
of ac t ion ( W e r t s c h & T u l v i s t e , 1996). C o l l a b o r a t i o n as a p h e n o m e n o n i n the 
e d u c a t i o n a l context p r o b a b l y has its roots i n m o r e f a m i l i a r practices : in the 
three Cs of c o n s u l t a t i o n , co l leg ia l i ty , a n d c o o pe ra t io n (Krentz , G o u l e t , C h r i s ­
t iansen, & M a e e r s , 1996). W e t h i n k that co l labora t ive projects c o n t a i n some 
e lements of a l l three. In the f o l l o w i n g sect ion w e b r i e f l y descr ibe each of the 
three Cs to s h o w h o w c o n s u l t a t i o n , co l leg ia l i ty , a n d coopera t ion e x p l a i n some 
parts of the c o l l a b o r a t i v e process , b u t d o not account for the w h o l e c o l l a b o r a ­
t ive exper ience . 

Consultation 
C o n s u l t a t i o n , w h i c h u s u a l l y i n v o l v e s some k i n d of talk, the seek ing or g i v i n g 
of i n f o r m a t i o n or a d v i c e , o r the s h a r i n g of expert ise is a n i m p o r t a n t part of 
c o l l a b o r a t i o n . L i s t e n i n g is centra l to the consul ta t ive process ; it is a w a y of 
k n o w i n g (Be lenky , C l i n c h y , G o l d b e r g e r , & T a r u l e , 1986). In c o nsu l ta t io n , l i s ­
t e n i n g h e l p s shape " r e l a t i o n s h i p s that p r o v i d e w o m e n [for example ] w i t h 
experiences of m u t u a l i t y , e q u a l i t y , a n d r e c i p r o c i t y " that b u i l d "capaci t ies for 
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k n o w i n g " (p. 38). These f o u n d a t i o n s s u p p o r t the col laborat ive process , b u t are 
not the w h o l e of c o l l a b o r a t i o n . S o m e t h i n g m o r e is r e q u i r e d . 

Collegiality 
C o l l e g i a l i t y is another i m p o r t a n t part of co l labora t ion . It i m p l i e s a n equitable 
a n d f r i e n d l y r e l a t i o n s h i p a m o n g col leagues: a re la t ionsh ip w h e r e everyone ' s 
k n o w l e d g e a n d exper ience are v a l u e d . L i t t l e (1990) wri tes about w e a k a n d 
s t r o n g f o r m s of c o l l e g i a l i t y . F o r her its strongest f o r m is " jo int w o r k " such as 
team teaching , p l a n n i n g , observat ion , ac t ion research, a n d m e n t o r i n g . In o u r 
t h i n k i n g , jo int w o r k i m p l i e s some k i n d of col lect ive c o m m i t m e n t o n the part of 
those w h o w o r k together. F o r B e l e n k y et a l . (1986) co l leg ia l i ty h o l d s the seeds 
of " t r a n s f o r m a t i v e re la t ionsh ips w i t h p e e r s " (p. 38), a n d "connected k n o w i n g " 
(p. 101) g r o w s o u t of re la t ionships i n w h i c h par t ic ipants are r e c i p r o c a l l y " c o n ­
n e c t e d " to one another . C a r i n g for the other is part of the co l leg ia l i ty that 
i n f o r m s c o l l a b o r a t i v e efforts. C o l l e g i a l i t y , h o w e v e r , cannot be forced o n a 
p a r t n e r s h i p ( H a r g r e a v e s , 1992) b y the u n i v e r s i t y , n o r can it be m a n d a t e d b y 
s c h o o l a d m i n i s t r a t o r s . C a l l i n g a collégial p a r t n e r s h i p co l labora t ive is not 
e n o u g h to m a k e it so. C l a n d i n i n a n d C o n n e l l y (1996) refer to the stories of s u c h 
p a r t n e r s h i p s as " c o v e r s tor ies " i n e d u c a t i o n . 

Cooperation 
A l t h o u g h c o o p e r a t i o n is par t of co l labora t ion , the t w o processes are di f ferent 
( H o r d , 1986). T h e best of c o n s u l t a t i o n a n d co l leg ia l i ty seem to converge i n 
coopera t ive e n d e a v o r s w h e r e par t ic ipants agree o n c o m m o n goals a n d w o r k 
together to b r i n g t h e m to rea l i ty . C o o p e r a t i o n , h o w e v e r , is not yet c o l l a b o r a ­
t i o n , a l t h o u g h c o o p e r a t i o n requires efforts to u n d e r s t a n d other people ' s k n o w ­
ledge. A s n o d d i n g s (1984) expla ins , " i n the intel lectual d o m a i n o u r c a r i n g 
represents a quest for u n d e r s t a n d i n g " (p. 169). In the cooperat ive m o d e p a r ­
t ic ipants s t r ive together to achieve a m u t u a l goa l . It is t h r o u g h u n d e r s t a n d i n g 
the k n o w l e d g e each b r i n g s to the process that the goal can be ac h ie ve d . 

T h e di f ference b e t w e e n coopera t ion a n d co l labora t ion became clear to us i n 
the s tory of a coopera t ive v e n t u r e b e t w e e n a u n i v e r s i t y a n d a school ( K r e n t z & 
W a r k e n t i n , 1994). T h i s project w a s a n attempt to "cooperate i n pre-service 
teacher e d u c a t i o n a n d in-serv ice staff d e v e l o p m e n t " (p. 3) a n d w a s in i t ia ted b y 
the a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of a s c h o o l b o a r d a n d a facul ty of e d u c a t i o n . It began as a 
coopera t ive venture , w i t h the u n i v e r s i t y a n d the s c h o o l seek ing m u t u a l 
benefits a n d s h a r i n g the g o a l of i m p r o v e d ear ly c h i l d h o o d e d u c a t i o n . F o r m u c h 
of the l i fe of the project, i m p l e m e n t a t i o n i n the school was t o p - d o w n . A s t ime 
w e n t o n , h o w e v e r , the project e v o l v e d into a co l laborat ive one. 

T o w a r d the e n d of the f ive-year par tnersh ip , teachers began to take o w n e r ­
s h i p for the ac t ion research a n d p l a n as w e l l as direct the project. D e c i s i o n ­
m a k i n g n o longer res ided so le ly w i t h those i n pos i t ions of p o w e r at each 
i n s t i t u t i o n . A s a project p a r t i c i p a n t c o m m e n t e d , 

It took a little longer than we thought it might, and I think it was a real learning 
for us in that you don't empower teachers by just telling them that they now 
have power. There is a growth process involved and teachers have to find that 
out for themselves. (Krentz & Warkentin, 1994, Field notes) 
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Project prac t i t ioners e v o l v e d f r o m b e i n g the objects of change to b e i n g d i rec ­
tors of the i r o w n actions i n the project. A project p a r t i c i p a n t s u m m a r i z e s this 
i d e a as f o l l o w s : 

When I think about what the Project was really about—an opportunity for 
everybody to grow—then I see a growth aspect in this approach for everyone. 
A n d that includes the university personnel who were involved because they had 
an opportunity to see theory into practice and be part of the resources that 
helped it happen. A n d I w o u l d expect that probably all of us have learned to find 
our way, and learned more about the need to form a partnership. (Krentz & 
Warkentin, 1994, Field notes) 

T h e s tory of this project h e l p e d us to u n d e r s t a n d that success i n co l labora ­
t i o n is l i n k e d to the s h a r i n g of b o t h o w n e r s h i p of the project a n d its l eadersh ip . 
S h a r i n g ideas about c l a s s r o o m pract ice a n d t r y i n g to i m p l e m e n t n e w a p ­
proaches to t e a c h i n g a n d l e a r n i n g i n v o l v e d a l l the people a n d the resources 
that they h a d to offer the project. E a c h p a r t i c i p a n t came to u n d e r s t a n d that the 
changes that w e r e b e i n g m a d e w e r e a result of everyone ' s c o n t r i b u t i o n . 

O u r experiences taught us that c o l l a b o r a t i o n is a p a r t i c u l a r w a y of c o m i n g 
together, t h i n k i n g , a n d ac t ing . C o l l a b o r a t i o n matures over t ime t h r o u g h c o n ­
t r i b u t i o n s that each p a r t i c i p a n t m a k e s t h r o u g h the processes i n v o l v e d i n c o n ­
s u l t a t i o n , col légial interact ions , a n d c o o p e r a t i o n . T h e f o l l o w i n g sect ion 
presents o u r t h i n k i n g about c o l l a b o r a t i o n as a p h e n o m e n o n a n d as a process. 

Collaboration as Phenomenon and Process 
C o l l a b o r a t i o n c a n be v i e w e d as b o t h p h e n o m e n o n a n d process. B y this w e 
m e a n that it c a n be descr ibed i n terms of the qual i t ies of experience b e i n g 
e x a m i n e d , a n d it c a n also be descr ibed i n terms of h o w that experience occurs 
( C o n n e l l y & C l a n d i n i n , 1990). O u r e x p l o r a t i o n of c o l l a b o r a t i o n as p h e n o m e n o n 
a n d process has l e d us to a closer e x a m i n a t i o n of its m a i n features, w h i c h are 
presented i n the r e m a i n d e r of this article. W e h a v e i d e n t i f i e d these features 
a c c o r d i n g to h o w par t i c ipants es tabl ish a n d m a i n t a i n re la t ionships , w o r k w i t h 
others to achieve the project goals , a n d are t r a n s f o r m e d b y process. W e label 
these features as ways of being, ways of doing, a n d ways of becoming. W a y s of 
b e i n g , w a y s of d o i n g , a n d w a y s of b e c o m i n g interact w i t h one another i n 
c o l l a b o r a t i o n . These processes are c y c l i c a l a n d i terat ive, s h a p i n g the co l labora ­
t i o n o v e r t i m e (see F i g u r e 1). 

Ways of Being 
C o l l a b o r a t i v e par tners f i n d themselves s p e n d i n g m u c h t ime es tab l i sh ing a n d 
m a i n t a i n i n g re la t ionsh ips . A researcher i n a co l labora t ive project is not a 
d e t a c h e d observer , b u t a c o m m i t t e d col league w h o reflects o n his or her re­
search pract ice . I n other f o r m s of research, the u n i v e r s i t y expert of ten enters a 
r e l a t i o n s h i p i n o r d e r to i m p r o v e , change, o r u n d e r s t a n d a teacher's pract ice . I n 
c o l l a b o r a t i v e research, par t i c ipants s tr ive to o v e r c o m e past h ie rarc h ic a l re la­
t i o n s h i p s a n d to a c k n o w l e d g e the di f ferent expert ise of each. In the re la ­
t i o n s h i p , par tners seek to i m p r o v e , change, or u n d e r s t a n d their p e r s o n a l 
pract ice . E a c h par tner contr ibutes to the c o l l a b o r a t i o n i n v a r y i n g w a y s a n d to 
v a r y i n g degrees p e r h a p s , b u t a l l are c o m m i t t e d to self -ref lect ion, the i m p r o v e ­
m e n t of pract ice , a n d the u n d e r s t a n d i n g a n d d e v e l o p m e n t of theory . S u c h a 
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Figure 1. Collaboration in education. 

stance requires a p p r o p r i a t e w a y s of be ing , the m a i n c o m p o n e n t s of w h i c h w e 
h a v e i d e n t i f i e d as c a r i n g a n d respect, openness , a n d v o l u n t a r y p a r t i c i p a t i o n . 

Caring and respect 
In projects c o n s i d e r e d to be co l laborat ive , c a r i n g and respect for self, the other, 
a n d the project itself are essential . A c l imate of c a r i n g lays the f o u n d a t i o n for a l l 
c o l l a b o r a t i v e w o r k . In c o l l a b o r a t i o n , each partner respects a n d va lues the 
other 's ideas a n d strengths, a n d his or her w a y of d o i n g things . R e s p e c t i n g the 
other is a n i m p o r t a n t par t of c o l l a b o r a t i o n because there are t imes w h e n one 
has to s u b o r d i n a t e p e r s o n a l ideas i n o r d e r to achieve a joint g o a l (Tudge , 1993). 

In their research i n F irs t N a t i o n s teacher e d u c a t i o n i n N o r t h e r n C a n a d a , 
G o u l e t a n d A u b i c h o n (1997) report that they learned they w o u l d h a v e to 
change the feedback s tructure i n o r d e r to a c c o m m o d a t e their partners w h o 
f a v o r e d a n o r a l m o d e of ref lect ion. In d e s i g n i n g the research project, the re­
searchers h a d c o n s u l t e d the l i terature a n d p l a n n e d the research process 
w h e r e b y they w o u l d s u m m a r i z e their f i e l d notes a n d p r o v i d e these notes to 
par t i c ipants for w r i t t e n feedback. S o m e par t ic ipants were also asked to keep 
j o u r n a l s . Because the F i rs t N a t i o n s par t ic ipants h a d not been g e n u i n e l y i n ­
v o l v e d i n the p l a n n i n g process, their w a y s of k n o w i n g a n d c o m m u n i c a t i n g 
w e r e n o t taken in to account i n the d e v e l o p m e n t of the research p l a n . T h u s the 
requested i n f o r m a t i o n f r o m t h e m w a s not f o r t h c o m i n g . O v e r t ime , t h r o u g h 
in terac t ion , l i s t e n i n g , a n d o p e n i n g space for part ic ipants to express themselves 
i n their p r e f e r r e d m o d e s of c o m m u n i c a t i o n , researchers were able to set aside 
their n o t i o n s of a p p r o p r i a t e engagement . T h e y came to v a l u e a n d demonstra te 
respect for the choices m a d e b y the par t i c ipants . The N o r t h e r n e r s then began 
i n v i t i n g the researchers to l i s ten to ora l presentat ions that dealt w i t h the real i ty 
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of F i rs t N a t i o n s peoples : their histories , s t ruggle for s u r v i v a l , h e a l i n g , a n d the 
i m p l e m e n t a t i o n of se l f -de terminat ion . In the e n s u i n g d iscuss ions , par t i c ipants 
s p o k e f r o m the heart i n " m o m e n t s of deep e m o t i o n a n d clar i ty of v i s i o n that 
h a d a p r o f o u n d effect o n a l l " (p. 125). 

In c o l l a b o r a t i o n it is i m p o r t a n t to l is ten to one another , v a l u e every cont r ib ­
u t i o n , a n d enable each g r o u p m e m b e r to h a v e a sense of b e l o n g i n g . P a r ­
t i c ipants n e e d to be p r e p a r e d to g i v e a n d take i n a w a y that respects b o t h self 
a n d others . It is i n a c l imate of respect a n d c a r i n g that trust is able to d e v e l o p : 
t rust i n self f r o m the encouragement of others a n d trust i n others as one's w o r k 
a n d ideas are rece ived o p e n l y a n d dealt w i t h respect ful ly . A s O ' N e i l l (1990) 
suggests , " a n a t m o s p h e r e of trust needs to be created i n o r d e r that one can 
speak h o n e s t l y a n d f r e e l y " (p. 89). 

C o l l a b o r a t i o n is c h a l l e n g i n g because the h u m a n element of soc ia l interac­
t i o n is a ma jor par t of e v e r y co l labora t ive project. C o n f l i c t , then, is to be 
expec ted . T h e p u r p o s e of c o l l a b o r a t i o n is not to a v o i d cr i t ique a n d confl ic t , but 
to d e a l w i t h b o t h respec t fu l ly a n d cons t ruc t ive ly . C o l l a b o r a t i v e partners i d e n ­
t i fy s trengths i n one another ' s ideas a n d actions a n d b u i l d o n t h e m rather than 
t e a r i n g t h e m d o w n . H o w partners m a n a g e confl ic t i n c o l l a b o r a t i o n can m o v e 
t h e m , as T a n n e n (1998) suggests, f r o m debate to d i a l o g u e . O n e of us w a s 
recent ly i n v o l v e d i n a n overseas co l labora t ive teacher e d u c a t i o n project that 
i n c l u d e d the d e v e l o p m e n t of a research p r o p o s a l . O v e r a t h r e e - m o n t h p e r i o d 
there w a s c o m m i t m e n t o n the par t of b o t h partners to the p r o p o s a l because 
s e c u r i n g f u n d i n g for the project w a s c o n s i d e r e d essential . The t w o partners 
h a d d i f fe rent p e r s o n a l styles a n d c u l t u r a l expectat ions. A t t imes disagreements 
s u r f a c e d that threatened to stal l the p l a n n i n g process. Nonethe less , because 
b o t h par tners b e l i e v e d i n the project itself, they were able to p u t their d isagree­
ments as ide a n d w o r k creat ive ly m o s t of the t ime. It c o u l d w e l l be that c o l ­
l a b o r a t i v e w o r k needs deadl ines for achievable goals i n order to keep 
p a r t i c i p a n t s f o c u s e d o n s o m e t h i n g outs ide of themselves a n d to s o m e extent o n 
s o m e t h i n g o u t s i d e of their r e l a t i o n s h i p . A n ident i f iab le o utc o me is a n i m p o r ­
tant m o t i v a t i n g factor. 

T h e p u r p o s e of a co l labora t ive project is extremely i m p o r t a n t e v e n if that 
p u r p o s e is not c lear ly d e f i n e d at the outset. C a r i n g for the project a n d c o m m i t ­
m e n t to the p u r p o s e c o u l d p r o v i d e the v o l i t i o n to cont inue w h e n di f f i cu l t ies 
arise. There fore , a l t h o u g h the r e l a t i o n s h i p is a l w a y s o n the table i n c o l l a b o r a ­
t ive projects, there m a y be t imes w h e n the reso lut ion of persona l confl ic ts 
needs to be s u s p e n d e d t e m p o r a r i l y — w h e n disagreements need to take a back 
seat to the task at h a n d . A l t h o u g h a l legiance to the project can occas ional ly 
supersede the at tent ion to others a n d to re la t ionships i n co l labora t ion , i n the 
e n d it is b o t h the project itself a n d the h u m a n interact ion that p r o v i d e the focal 
p o i n t of c a r i n g . 

Openness 
F o r us , par t i c ipants i n a co l labora t ive project are c o m m i t t e d to creat ing space 
for a l l vo ices to be h e a r d . O n e voice cannot d o m i n a t e others. Par t i c ipants are 
respons ib le for d e v e l o p i n g their o w n voices i n the c o l l a b o r a t i o n w h i l e r e m a i n ­
i n g a w a r e of the other 's r i g h t to speak. 

L i s t e n i n g i n o r d e r to u n d e r s t a n d the other is a n i m p o r t a n t aspect of o p e n ­
ness. H e a r i n g other perspect ives a n d accept ing other w a y s of b e i n g a n d k n o w -
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i n g are par t of the c o l l a b o r a t i v e process. Ref lec t ion o n pract ice is inherent i n 
c o l l a b o r a t i o n , a n d so the experience of other part ic ipants a n d their v i e w s of 
c o l l a b o r a t i o n are v a l u e d a l o n g w i t h i n t u i t i v e k n o w l e d g e , because s u c h k n o w ­
ledge of ten i n c l u d e s re f lec t ion o n c o m p l e x experiences that have yet to be 
c l a r i f i e d . O p e n n e s s to the perspect ives of a l l co l laborat ive partners a l l o w s the 
g r o u p to d r a w o n the expert ise of each g r o u p m e m b e r , e n r i c h i n g the k n o w ­
ledge , s k i l l s , a n d u n d e r s t a n d i n g of the g r o u p as a w h o l e . 

F o r e x a m p l e , C h r i s t i a n s e n a n d D e v i t t (1997) taught p a r a l l e l courses i n the 
teacher e d u c a t i o n p r o g r a m at their u n i v e r s i t y . T h i s professor a n d seconded 
teacher d e c i d e d to col laborate i n a ref lect ion o n practice. T h e t w o s o o n d i s ­
c o v e r e d that before they c o u l d c o n d u c t research together, they first h a d to 
w o r k o n the d e v e l o p m e n t of a co l laborat ive re la t ionship based o n honesty . 
O p e n n e s s i n c o l l a b o r a t i o n means that partners are ready to reflect o n their o w n 
pract ice as w e l l as o n their roles i n both the co l laborat ive project a n d the 
process . In this r e g a r d it is i m p o r t a n t to be honest about h o w w e see ourse lves 
i n r e l a t i o n to the project. O p e n n e s s means b e i n g w i l l i n g to g ive a n d receive 
feedback r e g a r d i n g one 's o w n and others ' pos i t ions i n the co l laborat ive 
project . C o l l a b o r a t i v e partners a l l o w themselves to become w i l l i n g to h a v i n g 
their ideas a n d act ions q u e s t i o n e d . O p e n n e s s a n d trust are in terdependent . 
S o m e t i m e s feedback m a y be direct , o r it m a y be subt ler i n the f o r m of sugges­
t ions or quest ions ra i sed . C o l l a b o r a t i v e partners need to attend to these ind i rec t 
messages a n d ask for c l a r i f i c a t i o n if it is needed . C r i t i c a l assessment w o u l d 
a p p e a r to be a n essential e lement i n co l labora t ion . 

S tewart (1997) advises that par t i c ipants i n co l laborat ive projects n e e d to 
a c k n o w l e d g e a n d d e a l hones t ly w i t h issues of status a n d p o w e r . There m a y be 
r isks associated w i t h this . The p o w e r m a y be as subtle as h a v i n g the a b i l i t y to 
e x c l u d e another p a r t i c i p a n t f r o m the g r o u p or m o r e v i s ib le i n the f o r m a l 
vest iges of ro le d e s i g n a t i o n (e.g., the project director) . Roles o u t s i d e the 
g r o u p — a teacher w o r k i n g w i t h a d irec tor of e d u c a t i o n or a graduate s tudent 
w o r k i n g w i t h a s u p e r v i s o r — c a n affect the par t i c ipant ' s w i l l i n g n e s s to be o p e n 
w i t h others . 

In i t i a l ly par t i c ipants i n a co l labora t ive project m a y feel insecure. A s they 
b e g i n to express their feel ings a n d needs, they receive an i n d i c a t i o n of the leve l 
of trust they c a n expect i n the co l labora t ion . H e r e other m e m b e r s of the g r o u p 
need to p r o v i d e the s u p p o r t that leads to t r u s t i n g re lat ionships a n d se l f -con­
f idence . T h i s is i m p o r t a n t because the level of trust c o m b i n e d w i t h the l eve l of 
c o m m i t m e n t c a n affect the w i l l i n g n e s s of part ic ipants to share o p e n l y i n c o l ­
l a b o r a t i o n . A t the same t ime, col laborators need to be w i l l i n g to g ive to a n d 
receive h e l p f r o m one another . Se l f -disc losure a n d feedback can be threatening 
i n a g r o u p w i t h inequi tab le p o w e r re la t ionships ; honesty requires shared 
p o w e r . In c o l l a b o r a t i v e projects partners m a y s truggle to dea l w i t h t r a d i t i o n a l 
w a y s of b e i n g that vest p o w e r , author i ty , a n d voice in one or a few people . F o r 
us this does not m e a n that p o w e r is a l w a y s e q u a l l y d i s t r ibuted i n a c o l l a b o r a ­
t ive g r o u p , b u t that p o w e r re la t ionships are r e c o g n i z e d , dealt w i t h w h e n 
necessary, a n d shif t a c c o r d i n g to the expertise a n d w i l l of each g r o u p m e m b e r . 
D e a l i n g w i t h status a n d p o w e r means that part ic ipants are o p e n to issues of 
e q u i t y — o p e n to c rea t ing a space w h e r e a l l voices can be h e a r d . 

332 



Collaboration in Education 

Voluntary participation 
O u r exper ience has l e d us to bel ieve that co l labora t ion i m p l i e s v o l u n t a r y 
p a r t i c i p a t i o n at a l l stages of the project. In the b e g i n n i n g there m a y be a 
c o m m i t m e n t to the project a n d a w i l l i n g n e s s a n d energy to see it t h r o u g h to 
c o m p l e t i o n . A s the project proceeds , c o l l a b o r a t i o n c a n require a t r e m e n d o u s 
i n v e s t m e n t of t i m e a n d inte l lec tual a n d e m o t i o n a l energy. A reassessment of 
the i n i t i a l c o m m i t m e n t m a y be n e e d e d . M o r e often, t h o u g h , the t ime a n d effort 
r e q u i r e d l e a d to a r e c o m m i t m e n t a n d renegot ia t ion of roles, l eadersh ip r e s p o n ­
s ib i l i t ies , as w e l l as n e w u n d e r s t a n d i n g s of others. Renegot ia t ion of c o m m i t ­
m e n t becomes a n e g o t i a t i o n of e m e r g i n g or e v o l v i n g roles rather than a 
d i s c u s s i o n a b o u t the v i a b i l i t y of the project itself. The w o r k of M c A l p i n e a n d 
C r a g o (1997) i l lustrates this p o i n t . In their research they u s e d w h a t they ca l led 
b o t h " f o r m a l " a n d " i n f o r m a l " consent, d e f i n i n g f o r m a l consent as a n agree­
m e n t b e t w e e n c o l l a b o r a t i v e partners to see the task t h r o u g h to c o m p l e t i o n a n d 
i n f o r m a l consent as " a n o n g o i n g process of n e g o t i a t i n g p a r t i c i p a t i o n . . . to 
co-construct the d i r e c t i o n of the research a n d to r e a f f i r m or renegotiate earl ier 
d e c i s i o n s " (p. 109). 

Ways of Doing 
In this sec t ion w e explore the features of h o w part ic ipants i n c o l l a b o r a t i o n 
engage i n a c t i v i t y w i t h others to achieve project goals . W e h a v e ca l led this ways 
of doing. C o l l a b o r a t i v e m e n t o r i n g , the w o r k of talk, a n d m e a n i n g - m a k i n g are its 
k e y c o m p o n e n t s . 

Collaborative mentoring 
A s w e c a m e together to t h i n k , w r i t e about , a n d d o co l labora t ion , w e somet imes 
f o u n d ourse lves h a v i n g to d e a l w i t h p e r s o n a l a n d profess iona l pressures that 
m a d e it d i f f i c u l t for a n i n d i v i d u a l to contr ibute f u l l y to the g r o u p . W h e n this 
h a p p e n e d , respons ib i l i t i es w e r e renegot iated so that w e c o u l d keep o u r project 
o n track. A t v a r i o u s t imes each of us took o n a l eadersh ip role w h e n necessary. 
It w a s m o r e , h o w e v e r , t h a n just i n d i v i d u a l s t a k i n g turns l e a d i n g the g r o u p or 
r e n e g o t i a t i n g o u r roles a n d respons ib i l i t i es . W e were engaged i n a process of 
c o l l a b o r a t i v e m e n t o r i n g ( M u l l e n , 2000). 

C o l l a b o r a t i v e m e n t o r i n g i m p l i e s accept ing r e s p o n s i b i l i t y for h e l p i n g one 
another m a k e m e a n i n g of i n d i v i d u a l experiences a n d str ive for a shared u n d e r ­
s t a n d i n g . In o u r a t tempt to u n d e r s t a n d the m e a n i n g of co l labora t ion , w e f o u n d 
that w e w e r e s o m e t i m e s u n s u r e of the d i r e c t i o n w e n e e d e d to take. Somet imes 
it w a s a n i n d i v i d u a l e x p r e s s i n g a n o p i n i o n , a s k i n g a ques t ion , o r s h a r i n g a 
r e a d i n g . S o m e t i m e s i t w a s the c o m b i n a t i o n of a l l of us , s t i m u l a t i n g one 
another 's t h i n k i n g , a n d s h a r i n g o u r ideas , that a l l o w e d us to m o v e f o r w a r d . 
W e w e r e able to chal lenge others a n d be c h a l l e n g e d ourse lves , to g o b e y o n d the 
surface e x p l a n a t i o n of exper ience to reach a m u c h deeper m e a n i n g . W e n o w 
u n d e r s t a n d this process of b o t h s h a r i n g a n d c h a l l e n g i n g as a n e x a m p l e of 
c o l l a b o r a t i v e m e n t o r i n g . S u c h a process is not o n l y "ref lect ive a n d e m p o w e r ­
i n g , " b u t also contr ibutes to the " d e v e l o p m e n t of . . . synergis t ic r e l a t i o n s h i p s " 
( M u l l e n , 2000, p . 4). 

The work of talk 
W e suggest above that c o n s u l t a t i o n is a n i m p o r t a n t par t of c o l l a b o r a t i o n a n d 
that c o n s u l t a t i o n u s u a l l y i n v o l v e s s o m e k i n d of talk. In co l laborat ive projects, 
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s p e a k i n g , l i s t e n i n g , r e a d i n g , a n d w r i t i n g are part of the w o r k of talk. These 
aspects of l a n g u a g e a n d c o m m u n i c a t i o n r e m i n d us that c o l l a b o r a t i o n is rooted 
i n c o n s u l t a t i o n . W e ta lk to f o r m re la t ionships a n d express c a r i n g . T a n n e n 
(1998) suggests that " i n c o n v e r s a t i o n w e f o r m the in terpersonal ties that b i n d 
i n d i v i d u a l s toge ther " (p. 25). T a l k enables us to exchange w i t h other m e m b e r s 
of a g r o u p the i n f o r m a t i o n n e e d e d to l i v e o u r l ives as a cooperat ive g r o u p of 
p e o p l e w i t h shared goals , m u t u a l trust, a n d respect; i n other w o r d s , a c o m ­
m u n i t y of learners (Talongo, 1991). 

W e a lso talk i n o r d e r to u n d e r s t a n d . T h r o u g h talk w e capture the sal ient 
p o i n t s of o u r experiences as w e describe t h e m to others. Past experiences are 
r e m e m b e r e d as t h o u g h t s that are g i v e n shape a n d express ion. In g i v i n g o r a l 
e x p r e s s i o n to o u r thoughts , w e express ideas not o n l y for others, b u t also for 
ourse lves . O u r speech assists o u r ref lect ive t h i n k i n g process; as w e v e r b a l i z e 
ideas w e o r g a n i z e thoughts . The act of v e r b a l i z a t i o n gives us the o p p o r t u n i t y 
to process those ideas aga in as w e hear them objectified i n speech ( V y g o t s k y , 
c i ted i n V a n de V e e r , 1996). 

In c o l l a b o r a t i o n , t a l k i n g i n order to m a k e m e a n i n g of o u r experiences is 
d i f fe rent ia ted f r o m d a i l y c o n v e r s a t i o n i n that it is i n f o r m e d talk: i n f o r m e d b y 
the theory a n d the ref lect ive pract ice of self a n d others. W e are not m e r e l y 
s h a r i n g o u r experiences , b u t are t a l k i n g to h e l p ourselves reflect o n , m a k e 
m e a n i n g of, a n d i m p r o v e o u r practice. The w o r k of talk inc lude s t h o u g h t f u l 
re f lec t ion o n o u r o w n a n d others experiences. 

I n f o r m e d ta lk h e l p s to b r i n g m e a n i n g to o u r experience i n that it acts as a 
m e d i a t o r b e t w e e n experience a n d m e a n i n g . It is a " c u l t u r a l ar t i fact" (Cole , 
1996) u s e d to assist o u r t h i n k i n g ; a tool w e use w h e n ref lect ing o n experience. 
C o l e e x p l a i n s that c u l t u r a l artifacts i n c l u d e language. 

A n artifact is an aspect of the material wor ld that has been modified over the 
history of its incorporation into goal-directed human action. By virtue of the 
change wrought in the process of their creation and use, artifacts are simul­
taneously ideal (conceptual) and material. They are ideal in that their material 
form has been shaped by their participation in the interactions of which they 
were previously a part and which they mediate in the present. . . the properties 
of artifacts apply with equal force whether one is considering language or the 
more usually noted forms of artifacts such as tables and knives that constitute 
material culture, (p. 117) 

C u l t u r a l artifacts s u c h as i n f o r m e d talk a l l o w a person to have a n u n d e r ­
s t a n d i n g of the w o r l d that sense alone cannot p r o v i d e , because artifacts f a c i l i ­
tate the " i n t e r m i n g l i n g of 'd irect , n a t u r a l , p h y l o g e n e t i c ' a n d ' indirec t , c u l t u r a l ' 
aspects of e x p e r i e n c e " (Cole , 1996, p . 119). In o u r s truggle to u n d e r s t a n d the 
essence of c o l l a b o r a t i o n , w e f o u n d ourse lves c o n s t r u c t i n g d i a g r a m s , creat ing 
n e w language , a n d u s i n g language i n n e w w a y s to express o u r t h i n k i n g about 
c o l l a b o r a t i o n . It s e e m e d w e w e r e i n the process of s h a p i n g the c u l t u r a l artifacts 
n e e d e d to h e l p us n a m e , a n d thus c o m e to a shared u n d e r s t a n d i n g of, o u r 
v a r i o u s experiences . 

Meaning-making 
C o l l a b o r a t i v e m e n t o r i n g a n d the w o r k of talk facilitate m e a n i n g - m a k i n g i n 
c o l l a b o r a t i o n . W e see m e a n i n g as bo th soc ia l ly a n d i n d i v i d u a l l y constructed 
t h r o u g h ref lec t ion o n experience i n interact ion w i t h the co l laborat ive project 
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a n d w i t h other p a r t i c i p a n t s a n d their v i e w s . In co l labora t ive projects, w e use 
the in terac t ion w i t h others to m a k e m e a n i n g of experience . W e access c u l t u r a l 
artifacts t h r o u g h other p e o p l e w h o are the carriers of the artifacts t h r o u g h 
speech or ac t ion . A l t h o u g h c u l t u r a l artifacts are the p r o d u c t s w e use as 
m e d i a t o r s , the process of m e d i a t i o n takes place i n the r e a l m of soc ia l interac­
t i o n . T h i s is e s p e c i a l l y the case for m e a n i n g - m a k i n g i n c o l l a b o r a t i o n w h e r e w e 
use o u r ta lk a n d the ta lk of others to create i n f o r m e d talk, a n d i n so d o i n g c o m e 
to c l a r i f y o u r t h i n k i n g , to reach a deeper leve l of u n d e r s t a n d i n g . 

S u c h w a s the case one h o l i d a y M o n d a y . O u r g r o u p h a d gathered to co -wr i te 
a piece o n the essential aspects of co l labora t ion . F o r a w h i l e the d i s c u s s i o n 
cons i s ted p r i m a r i l y of t u r n - t a k i n g a n d r e s p o n d i n g as w e shared ideas a n d 
e x p l o r e d o u r t h i n k i n g . A t one p o i n t w e w e r e stuck i n an a w k w a r d place w h e r e 
o u r a r t i c u l a t i o n w a s f u z z y at best. N o n e of us w a s sat isf ied w i t h o u r u n d e r ­
s t a n d i n g . W e felt it w a s i n c o m p l e t e . L i t t l e b y l i t t le , people a s s u m e d dif ferent 
roles i n the d i s c u s s i o n . O n e of us started a s k i n g quest ions a n d v e r b a l i z i n g her 
d o u b t s a b o u t o u r v i e w of c o l l a b o r a t i o n . A n o t h e r began d r a w i n g a d i a g r a m o n 
the c h a l k b o a r d i n a n at tempt to capture the ideas that w e r e e m e r g i n g . A s she 
d i d so, the rest of us r e s p o n d e d to the d i a g r a m i n w a y s that caused her to erase 
s o m e parts a n d a d d others. A s w e t h o u g h t about the v a r i o u s vers ions of the 
d i a g r a m , another m e m b e r suggested other ideas related to c o l l a b o r a t i o n . W e 
s o o n f o u n d ourse lves f o c u s i n g o n b o t h the d i a g r a m that w a s e v o l v i n g o n the 
c h a l k b o a r d a n d o n n e w ideas b e i n g p u t f o r w a r d b y other p e o p l e : n e w ideas to 
w h i c h w e r e s p o n d e d a n d that i n t u r n c h a n g e d the d i a g r a m . T h i s interact ive 
process c o n t i n u e d u n t i l w e succeeded i n c l a r i f y i n g o u r t h i n k i n g . 

T h e events of that h o l i d a y M o n d a y w e r e t y p i c a l of h o w w e h a d c o m e to 
w o r k w i t h one another . The s tory i l lustrates h o w co l labora t ive m e n t o r i n g a n d 
the w o r k of ta lk are u s e d to m a k e m e a n i n g of experiences . It is this interact ive 
na ture of m e a n i n g - m a k i n g that has potent ia l for t r a n s f o r m i n g self, one's u n ­
d e r s t a n d i n g , a n d one 's pract ice t h r o u g h co l labora t ion . W e h a v e n a m e d this 
process ways of becoming. 

Ways of Becoming 
T h r o u g h n e g o t i a t i o n a n d w o r k i n g together, a c l imate of c a r i n g a n d m u t u a l 
respect is created that facil itates the d e v e l o p m e n t of trust a n d the ab i l i ty to be 
o p e n i n r e l a t i o n s h i p s w i t h c o l l a b o r a t i v e partners . The openness of each p a r ­
t i c ipant i n c o l l a b o r a t i o n i n f o r m s the ta lk of the others; partners care for those 
w i t h w h o m they col laborate as w e l l as for the ideas that come out of that 
c o l l a b o r a t i o n . A c l imate of c a r i n g , respect, a n d c o m m i t m e n t to self, others, a n d 
the project m a k e the c o l l a b o r a t i v e process poss ib le . S u c h a c l imate is essential 
i n c o l l a b o r a t i o n because it enables the i n d i v i d u a l a n d the g r o u p to m o v e 
t h r o u g h a process of change a n d be t r a n s f o r m e d . 

The social mind 
T h e s tory of o u r w o r k together o n that h o l i d a y M o n d a y i l lustrates the f u n c t i o n ­
i n g a n d i m p o r t a n c e of the " s o c i a l m i n d " ( D e l R i o & A l v a r e z , 1995) i n m e a n i n g -
m a k i n g . In c o l l a b o r a t i o n i n d i v i d u a l s create a n d m a k e use of the soc ia l m i n d . 
T h r o u g h ta lk , ac t ion , a n d ref lect ion a g r o u p emerges. A s expertise, k n o w l e d g e , 
a n d exper ience are s h a r e d , jo int ana lys i s a n d col lect ive sel f -ref lect ion h e l p to 
create the s o c i a l m i n d w h e r e i n t e r n a l k n o w l e d g e a n d t h o u g h t processes are 
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e x t e r n a l i z e d i n talk for a l l to use. T a l k a n d col lect ive ref lect ion a l l o w us to 
exchange i n f o r m a t i o n n e e d e d for the g r o u p to share c o m m o n u n d e r s t a n d i n g s . 
In the process w e h a v e access to a n d can use one another 's tools of analys is 
( cu l tura l artifacts) . T h i s process enables us to s u p p o r t one another 's t h i n k i n g so 
that w e c a n go b e y o n d w h a t w e w o u l d have been able to achieve b y ourselves 
a lone . In talk w e ask quest ions that h e l p another p e r s o n focus, re th ink , or 
c lar i fy a n i d e a . O t h e r s use o u r ideas i n the process of b u i l d i n g a n d d e v e l o p i n g 
their o w n . D e l R i o a n d A l v a r e z descr ibe this t h i n k i n g process. 

The subject... acts, thinks, wants, considers, remembers, and so forth, using two 
main sources mutually integrated: the classical mind of psychologists, her or his 
mind or brain under the skin; and the distributed mind, the loans, resources, 
funds, or mediated tools that are offered to her or him in her or his cultural 
space—mainly social mediations [of others] ... and the instrumental mediations 
[of technology], (p. 394) 

E a c h p a r t i c i p a n t has access to the social m i n d of the g r o u p . I n d i v i d u a l 
t h i n k i n g is b o t h an i n t e r n a l process a n d the result of external inf luences i n the 
e n v i r o n m e n t . O n e p e r s o n m a y s u p p o r t o u r t h i n k i n g b y u s i n g a s y m b o l (or a 
d i a g r a m ) that h e l p s us so lve a p r o b l e m , or a s tory m a y resonate a n d c lar i fy the 
in terpre ta t ion of o u r exper ience . In c o l l a b o r a t i o n i n d i v i d u a l s create a n d m a k e 
use of the socia l m i n d that extends b e y o n d the i m m e d i a t e par t ic ipants t h r o u g h 
i n f o r m e d talk as the theory a n d experiences of others not p h y s i c a l l y present i n 
the g r o u p are s h a r e d a n d become part of the g r o u p k n o w l e d g e and shared 
u n d e r s t a n d i n g . 

Equity 
In c o n t e m p o r a r y e d u c a t i o n a l practice, the t e r m collaboration is often used to 
refer to interact ive g r o u p s w h e r e some degree of equi ty is expected. T o us 
c o l l a b o r a t i o n m e a n s m u c h m o r e . In o u r experience, co l labora t ion i n e d u c a t i o n 
i m p l i e s that par t i c ipants cooperate w i t h one another i n a r e l a t i o n s h i p i n o r d e r 
to a c c o m p l i s h m u t u a l l y agreed-on goals . R o o t e d i n cooperat ion , c o l l a b o r a t i o n 
enables a n i n d i v i d u a l to b u i l d re la t ionships w i t h others i n a project, thus 
c rea t ing a c o m m u n i t y of learners that p r o d u c e s outcomes that change each a n d 
enables n e w w a y s of b e i n g a n d n e w w a y s of k n o w i n g to occur ; these affect the 
c o l l a b o r a t i v e process as it m o v e s t h r o u g h t ime. C o l l a b o r a t i o n is an i terative, 
recurs ive , h e l i c a l process s i tuated i n practice. 

T h r o u g h c o l l a b o r a t i o n , e d u c a t i o n a l change can be v i e w e d i n a n e w l ight . In 
the past researchers often used their k n o w l e d g e to examine a n d def ine h o w 
others s h o u l d change. In a co l labora t ive project a l l parties are led to reflect o n 
their o w n pract ice—as teachers, professors , researchers, or a d m i n i s t r a t o r s — 
separate ly a n d i n c o n j u n c t i o n w i t h others. C o l l a b o r a t i o n i n v o l v e s a n e x a m i n a ­
t i o n of the i n d i v i d u a l a n d the soc ia l a n d h o w these t w o interact, no t just for 
others, b u t for the self as w e l l , because i n co l labora t ion w e recognize that i n 
s h a r i n g p o w e r w e can o n l y change self. H o w w e d o so m a y affect others, b u t i n 
c o l l a b o r a t i o n the d e c i s i o n to change, b o t h w h a t a n d h o w , resides w i t h each 
i n d i v i d u a l . 

O t h e r s h a v e s t r u g g l e d w i t h the chal lenge of u n d e r s t a n d i n g h o w e q u i t y is 
poss ib le i n c o l l a b o r a t i v e projects. For e x a m p l e , D r a k e a n d Basaraba (1997) 
a s k e d , " W h o h e l d the p o w e r i n o u r re la t ionship? W a s it e q u a l l y s h a r e d ? " (p. 
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213). Issues of p o w e r m a y v a r y f r o m i n d i v i d u a l to i n d i v i d u a l . In this project the 
u n i v e r s i t y researcher felt p o w e r l e s s because she h a d to be care fu l to m a i n t a i n a 
g o o d w o r k i n g r e l a t i o n s h i p to cont inue the project, w h e r e a s for the teacher 
issues of p o w e r w e r e i r re levant because she c o u l d leave the project at any t ime 
if she felt that it w a s in ter fe r ing w i t h her teaching. T h e y r e s o l v e d the ques t ion 
of p o w e r w h e n they " a d d r e s s e d [their] s h i f t i n g role as expert . W h i l e S u s a n [the 
researcher] w a s the expert o n the c u r r i c u l u m m o d e l , Jan [the teacher] w a s the 
expert i n d a y - t o - d a y i m p l e m e n t a t i o n a n d s tudent e v a l u a t i o n " (p. 213). In this 
context , the issue of p o w e r e v o l v e d in to a " c o m p l e m e n t a r y r e l a t i o n s h i p " i n 
w h i c h they w e r e " i n t e r d e p e n d e n t — s t r o n g e r together t h a n a l o n e " (p. 213). 

C o l l a b o r a t i o n invi tes rather than mandates . In l e a r n i n g h o w to be equitable 
i n c o l l a b o r a t i o n , w e m a y g a i n i n s i g h t in to h o w to be m o r e equi table i n other 
re lat ions a n d s i tuat ions as w e l l . T h i s does not h a p p e n a u t o m a t i c a l l y , because 
most of us h a v e been s o c i a l i z e d to w o r k i n h ierarch ica l re la t ionsh ips i n i n s t i t u ­
t i o n a l sett ings. C o l l a b o r a t i o n c a n create a space w h e r e w e c a n step out of o u r 
roles w i t h their inherent re i f ied h ierarch ica l structures a n d a s s u m p t i o n s . C o l ­
l a b o r a t i o n enables us to become a c o m m u n i t y of sel f -ref lect ive learners i n 
equi table r e l a t i o n s h i p s w i t h others. 

Transformation 
T h e process of re f lec t ion o n pract ice a n d m e a n i n g - m a k i n g i n c o l l a b o r a t i o n is 
one of t r a n s f o r m a t i o n . W e are b e g i n n i n g to u n d e r s t a n d the role of experience 
i n the c o n s t r u c t i o n of i n d i v i d u a l a n d col lect ive k n o w i n g . L i k e D e w e y (1938) w e 
see experiences as c o n t i n u a l a n d interact ive i n nature . In s h a r i n g o u r e x p e r i ­
ences w i t h others , w e l o o k back a n d separate one experience f r o m another 
t h r o u g h its e n d u r i n g qual i t ies a n d u n i q u e features. A s w e b r i n g m e a n i n g to 
experiences , w e see the causal connect ions a n d are able to reflect o n them 
( D e w e y , 1934). O u r u n d e r s t a n d i n g of o u r experiences changes . C o l l a b o r a t i v e 
c o n v e r s a t i o n s seem to lead to a n increased awareness of the real i ty of the other. 
E a c h p e r s o n selects f r o m the col lect ive experience those aspects that are the 
m o s t m e a n i n g f u l . F r o m this process comes the ab i l i ty to m a k e dec is ions about 
oneself a n d one 's act ions i n future events . In this w a y w e become t r a n s f o r m e d 
a n d e m p o w e r e d to m a k e changes i n o u r i n d i v i d u a l pract ice . 

Closing Thoughts 
In this art ic le w e i d e n t i f y the features of co l labora t ion i n a m o d e l . In d o i n g so 
w e h a v e created a n abstract, i d e a l representat ion of a h u m a n process that takes 
p lace i n the real w o r l d of ac t ion . W e be l ieve that co l labora t ive projects are 
s o c i a l l y cons t ruc ted i n g i v e n c u l t u r a l contexts at societal , i n s t i t u t i o n a l , a n d 
p e r s o n a l levels . T h e i n d i v i d u a l is par t of that context a n d b r i n g s to the c o l ­
l a b o r a t i o n k n o w l e d g e , experience, perspect ives , a n d g o a l s — a l l of w h i c h m a y 
be b o t h p e r s o n a l a n d profess iona l . Those goals can be in terpre ted i n v a r i o u s 
w a y s . C o l l a b o r a t i o n c a n be c o m p r o m i s e d b y the constraints of d i f f e r i n g socia l , 
c u l t u r a l , a n d p o l i t i c a l contexts a n d the p o w e r di f ferent ia ls i n those contexts. A t 
the same t ime , k n o w l e d g e of the essential features of c o l l a b o r a t i o n can al leviate 
some of the potent ia l p r o b l e m s exper ienced i n past co l labora t ive projects ( E l ­
l iott & W o l o s h y n , 1997; K a p u s c i n s k i , 1997) a n d differentiate it f r o m other 
f o r m s of w o r k i n g together i n e d u c a t i o n a l research. W h e n d i f f i cu l t i es d o arise i n 
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c o l l a b o r a t i v e projects, the m o d e l can a l s o serve as a n a n a l y t i c a l tool to u n d e r ­
s t a n d a n d o v e r c o m e p r o b l e m s . 

W h e n c o l l a b o r a t i o n is successful , i t is a p o w e r f u l w a y of w o r k i n g together 
a n d m a k i n g change i n e d u c a t i o n . In c o l l a b o r a t i o n i n d i v i d u a l s c o m e together 
for a p u r p o s e . P a r t i c i p a n t s d e v e l o p r e l a t i o n s h i p s that create a g r o u p . F r o m the 
w o r k of that g r o u p , b o t h process a n d p r o d u c t outcomes emerge. The sal ient 
features of c o l l a b o r a t i o n — t h e w a y s o f b e i n g , w a y s of d o i n g , a n d w a y s of 
b e c o m i n g — s h a p e a n d def ine the process as co l labora t ive . T h r o u g h o u t the 
process these features are a l w a y s p r e s e n t w i t h one or m o r e aspects of each 
d o m i n a n t at a n y g i v e n t ime . 

T h e i n i t i a l p u r p o s e of the c o l l a b o r a t i o n m a y n e e d c lar i f i ca t ion a n d e v e n 
r e n e g o t i a t i o n f r o m t i m e to t ime d u r i n g the l i fe of the project. U l t i m a t e l y it is the 
i n d i v i d u a l w h o dec ides w h e t h e r she o r h e is w i l l i n g to m a k e a c o m m i t m e n t to 
that p u r p o s e a n d to the other project par t i c ipants . The w o r k of the g r o u p 
creates b o t h p r o d u c t a n d process o u t c o m e s that h a v e the potent ia l to change 
the u n d e r s t a n d i n g s a n d act ions of the i n d i v i d u a l a n d the g r o u p . T h i s i n t u r n 
sets f u t u r e d i r e c t i o n s for b o t h . The focus a n d d i r e c t i o n of the co l labora t ive 
project b e c o m e m o r e c lear ly d e f i n e d ; re la t ionsh ips g r o w a n d d e v e l o p ; i n ­
d i v i d u a l s r e c o m m i t to the project a n d to one another ; p r o d u c t outcomes are 
a c h i e v e d . W h e n one project comes to a n e n d , partners m a y c o n t i n u e together, 
g r o w i n g b e y o n d the c o l l a b o r a t i o n that b r o u g h t t h e m together i n the first place , 
o r they m a y m o v e o n to another project . Regardless of the future , the i n ­
d i v i d u a l has b e e n t r a n s f o r m e d . 

T h r o u g h the m e a n i n g - m a k i n g process i n c o l l a b o r a t i o n , n e w w a y s of b e i n g 
a n d k n o w i n g e v o l v e . C o m m u n i t i e s of learners are of ten part of this e v o l u t i o n ; 
s u c h c o m m u n i t i e s c a n become the creators of n e w f o r m s of pract ice . There c a n 
be other o u t c o m e s as w e l l . A s a resul t of their experience, K a g a n , F r e e m a n , 
H o r t o n , a n d R o u n t r e e (1993) c o n c l u d e d that i n co l labora t ive projects, " i t c o u l d 
w e l l be that the process is i n the p r o d u c t , a n d that i n l e a r n i n g to u n d e r s t a n d 
a n d care about others , one rediscovers o n e s e l f " (p. 508). 

O u r g r o w i n g u n d e r s t a n d i n g of c o l l a b o r a t i o n is an o u t c o m e of o u r e x p e r i ­
ences i n m a n y v a r i e d co l labora t ive projects . A s w e cont inue to explore c o l ­
l a b o r a t i v e l y the m e a n i n g s of e d u c a t i o n a l events , w e f i n d ourse lves i n v o l v e d i n 
the c o n s t r u c t i o n of w h a t K a g a n et a l . (1993) have ca l led " e p i s t e m o l o g i c a l 
n e t w o r k s " (p. 508). E l s e w h e r e L y o n s (1990) has a r g u e d that a c o n c e r n for 
e p i s t e m o l o g i c a l issues l ies at the v e r y heart of teaching. W o r k i n g i n c o l l a b o r a ­
t ive projects c a n chal lenge us to g o b e y o n d c u r r e n t l y taken- for -granted, re i f ied 
f o r m s of in terac t ion i n e d u c a t i o n . C o l l a b o r a t i o n has the potent ia l to p r o v i d e a n 
a l ternat ive , no t o n l y to h o w w e t h i n k a n d theor ize about educa t iona l i m p r o v e ­
ment , b u t a lso to h o w w e experience teach ing , l e a r n i n g , a n d change. 
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