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Abstract 

Grounded theory methodology blended with action research can provide creative 

approaches to addressing policy-oriented questions with practical outcomes. Practical policy-

oriented research outcomes are illustrated through an integrated constructivist grounded action 

research policy case study applied to collaborative natural resource management for Fisheries 

and Oceans Canada's (DFO) consideration. The study developed grounded theory, which 

reflexively informed collaborative strategies and supported action-oriented collaborative tool 

development. Outcomes were developed to address each of three research questions through 

cyclical reflexivity of researcher action shifts. Each action shift entailed cyclical reflexivity 

through re-visitation of data in light of both developed grounded theory and previous research 

question outcomes. As such, each question was addressed in reflexive cycles that built upon 

previous research outcomes, which was complimented by authorial reflexively. This 

constructivist grounded action bricolage demonstrates a reflexive, pragmatic, systematic 

approach to policy-oriented recommendations and tool development. Reflexive constructivist 

grounded action shift research supported strategic, integrated policy-oriented research outcomes 

for DFO Pacific Region's consideration. The hope of this research is to encourage further 

exploration of constructivist grounded action research as a dynamic, reflexive avenue that can 

support integrated adaptive organizational policies and management. 
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Action Shift: Cyclically Reflexive Constructivist Grounded Action Research Informs 
Pragmatic Collaborative Natural Resource Management Strategies and Tools for 

Consideration by Fisheries and Oceans Canada, Pacific Region 

Complimentary characteristics of grounded theory and action research respond to 

changing conditions and can provide insights to inform practical outcomes (Bryant & Charmaz, 

2007b; Dick, 2007; Huxham, 2003; Riessman, 2009). This paper illustrates how a constructivist 

grounded action research process can support organizational change in governments. The 

cyclically reflexive process to develop policy-oriented recommendations, strategies, and 

associated tools for Fisheries and Oceans Canada's (DFO) consideration is explored. This 

constructivist approach encompassed experiential social constructions within data, as well as 

constructions of creative research outcomes to better understand collaborative natural resource 

management. Constructing a theory grounded in data that includes experiences and practices 

supports cyclically reflexive actions can respond to natural resource management needs through 

application to DFO structures and processes. As such, I argue that constructivist grounded action 

research provides a versatile process that can inform pragmatic policy-oriented outcomes 

inclusive of policy recommendations and tools (Bryant & Charmaz, 2007b; Freethy, 2011; 

Huxham, 2003; White, 2004). The DFO case study illustrates how grounded research outcomes 

can inform subsequent research outcomes when asking multiple research questions. In addition, 

constructivist grounded action research provides a foundation supportive of a cyclically reflexive 

process for integrated research outcomes developed as a result of researcher action shifts. 

Integrating grounded theory with action research provides opportunities to be reflexive to 

research objectives, while it also suggests that this approach can produce pragmatic action-

oriented outcomes. Action-oriented research outcomes are particularly well-suited to 

organizational research, as outcomes may entail feedback for adaptation of existing processes as 

an approach to adaptive management (Charmaz, 2011). Many organizations support adaptive 
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management within organizational structures and processes, and I argue that creative grounded 

action research outcomes, can support these adaptive processes. To inform these discussions, I 

draw on scholars from a wide range of interests that include information technology (Baskerville 

& Pries-Heje, 1999; Henfridsson & Lindgren, 2005; Pauline & Yoong, 2004), health care 

(Huxham, 2003; Teram, Schachter, & Stalker, 2005), and social inquiry (Dixon, 2007; 

Poonamallee, 2009). These bodies of knowledge illustrate the flexible, reflexive characteristics 

of constructivist grounded action research as a responsive approach to pragmatic policy-oriented 

strategy and tool development for application to a broad range of communications contexts. A 

constructivist grounded action process of strategy and tool development is later explored in the 

context of natural resource management collaboration. 

The commonality of evidence as the basis for grounded theory and action research 

suggests that while these research approaches are not often considered similar, they contain 

aspects that work synergistically towards addressing research questions (Dick, 2007; Riessman, 

2009). Both grounded theory and action research offer flexible complimentary strengths, such as 

their use of logical abductive reasoning (Bryant & Charmaz, 2007b; Charmaz, 2006, 2011; Dick, 

2007; Locke, 2007; Poonamallee, 2009; Reichertz, 2007; Strubing, 2007). Another example is 

the explicit cyclical approach of action research that is echoed implicitly in grounded theory's 

methodology. Combining complimentary aspects, such as grounded theory's explicit methods 

for constructing theory from evidence, with the cyclical way that action research informs action-

oriented outcomes provide for rigorous integrated research approach opportunities (Baskerville 

& Pries-Heje, 1999; Dick, 2007; Pauleen & Yoong, 2004; Riessman, 2009). Approaching 

abductive reasoning of data, processes, and relationships from a constructivist perspective can 

provide practical, creative processes to shape abstract concepts into practical applications 

(Bryant & Charmaz, 2007a, 2007b; Charmaz, 2006; Denzin, 2007). In addition, grounded theory 
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methodology's (GTM) inclusion ofliterature as data builds on action research's inclusion of 

experiences, which further suggests that grounded action research data analysis can encompass a 

broad spectrum of evidence supportive of practical outcomes (Dick, 2007; White, 2004). 

Another commonality inherent within both grounded theory and action research 

approaches is cyclical reflexivity (Charmaz, 2011; Riessman, 2009). Reflexivity encompasses 

continuous actions of examining how the researcher influences and transforms research by 

reflecting on researcher roles, positionality, and perspectives through lenses of personal and 

intersubjective implications (Finlay, 2003a). It enables researcher(s) to respond, modify, and re-

engage with both data and research findings, which supports the researcher during interpretation, 

brainstorming, and construction of creative research outcomes (Charmaz, 2011). Grounded 

action research provides a reflexive integrated research avenue to approach diverse research 

studies and develop action-oriented outcomes grounded in evidence (Charmaz, 2011; Dick, 

2007). 

Creatively constructed research outcomes are of particular interest to me given my own 

epistemological standpoint as a constructivist. This standpoint influenced my view of GTM and 

in the interest of space; I limit my discussion to constructivist GTM. As such, I discuss 

constructivist GTM, action research, and integrated constructivist grounded action research 

approaches. I further explore the constructivist grounded action research approach through 

application to a case study that developed policy recommendations and pragmatic tools (Freethy, 

2011). A constructivist grounded action research approach was applied to a policy-oriented case 

study that focused on how international collaborative natural resource management could inform 

DFO Pacific Region strategies and tools. The DFO study developed grounded theory, which 

reflexively informed strategies for action, supported by action-oriented tools that addressed three 

research questions (Freethy, 2011). Research questions focused on finding the best, workable 
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characteristics that support collaborative natural resource management, on developing strategies 

respond to these characteristics, and on practical tool development informed by characteristics 

and strategies for DFO Pacific Region's consideration. Grounded theory emerged from data, 

which describe eight key characteristics that support collaborative natural resource management. 

These eight characteristics subsequently informed collaborative fisheries management strategies 

and tools by action shifting in reflexive cycles to systematically address each research question. 

This approach resulted in collaborative strategies that respond to each key characteristic, a 

Collaborative Initiative Guide, and a Collaborative Initiative Evaluation tool. While the specifics 

of case study outcomes are not discussed in detail, the process of their emergence is. 

Discussions open in the next section with constructivist grounded theory and action 

research, followed by discussions of their contrasting features. After this, integrated 

constructivist grounded action research approach is explored with a focus on the complementary 

aspects of both grounded theory and action research. Constructivist grounded action research is 

then further explored in terms of reflexivity and pragmatism. Finally, I discuss a case study to 

illustrate the application of a constructivist grounded action approach to policy research, 

subsequent policy recommendations, and pragmatic tool development (Bryant & Charmaz, 

2007b; Charmaz, 2011; Freethy, 2011). 

Complimentary Aspects of Constructivist Grounded Theory and Action Research 

Qualitative inquiry data interpretation conducted through exploration, organization, and 

integration provides grounding for policy research (Davidson & Gregorio, 2011; Olesen, 2011). 

While similarities within both constructivist GTM and action research approaches entail 

complimentary characteristics that support this approach to policy research, their differences 

further illustrate opportunities of an integrated approach. For example, the explicit 

methodological framework of GTM supports the reflective activities of action research (Dick, 
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2007). Another example is that an integrated approach can expand the definition of data to 

include experiences as well as literature as evidence, which extends data analysis from actions 

and processes to include themes and structures (Charmaz, 2011; White, 2004). This may be 

particularly relevant in the context of policy research that endeavors to develop evidence-based 

recommendations, as there are vast resources that can describe, evaluate, and inform this 

research. In this context, integration of constructivist GTM and action research supports 

informing evidence-based insights and recommendations (Charmaz, 2011; Dey, 2007; Dick, 

2007; Henfridsson & Lindgren, 2005; Pauline & Yoong, 2004; Teram, Schachter, & Stalker, 

2005). 

Overview of Constructivist Grounded Theory 

GTM is an approach to constructing theory using a systematically inductive method of 

constant comparison to capture meanings and interpretations of data initially pioneered by Glaser 

and Strauss (Bryan & Charmaz, 2007a; Davidson & Gregorio, 2011; Glaser & Strauss, 1967). 

As previously noted, this GTM discussion is limited to a constructivist perspective that illustrates 

a Straussian approach to data collection, analysis, and theory development (Charmaz 2006; 

Charmaz,2011). This systematic approach begins with an inductive approach to inquiry, and 

moves through analytic questioning of data during collection and analysis to theorize in an 

iterative abductive cycle that informs and refines the emergence of theoretical understandings 

(Bryant & Charmaz, 2007b; Charmaz, 2011; Corbin & Strauss, 2008; Reichertz, 2007). It is a 

process of comparing data to inform abstract ways of thinking that can inform general theory 

constructions that explain data (Bryant & Charmaz, 2007a; Charmaz, 2006). GTM encompasses 

purposeful techniques of data collection, analysis, and theory development that can illustrate 

concepts such as relationships and processes (Bryant & Charmaz, 2007b; Denzin, 2007). As 



ACTION SHIFT: CYCLICAL REFLEXIVITY INFORMS COLLABORATIVE 
STRATEGIES AND TOOLS 9 

such, data can reflect real world dynamics in addition to reflecting unique perspectives and data 

interpretations of researchers (Corbin & Strauss, 2008; Denzin, 2007). 

Constructivist approaches to GTM are rooted in assumptions that constructions are 

inherent within the phenomenon under study as well as the research process (Charmaz, 2006, 

2011). Charmaz (2006) suggested that researchers are also often inextricably linked to their 

values which are reflected in their data. This perspective rejects objectivity by locating the 

researcher within the research and considers their views and positions as part of the research 

process (Charmaz, 2011). This is particularly relevant to the GTM coding process and 

development of categories that arise under the assumption that they represent empiricism of data 

integrated by the researcher into generalized terms (Bryant & Charmaz, 2007a). 

Constructivist grounded theory also emphasizes reflexivity, which enables sensitivity to 

data interpretations by researchers remaining open to viewing data from multiple perspectives 

(Charmaz, 2011). This involves engaging imaginatively with data, from which abstract concepts 

and their relations may emerge (Bryant & Charmaz, 2007b; Charmaz, 2011; Kelle, 2007; Star, 

2007). Reflexivity can increase theoretical understandings by contributing rich insights into 

research resources and outcomes as GTM and theory development are implicit and fluid, rather 

than explicitly structured (Charmaz, 2006; Finlay, 2003a). This iterative abductive reasoning 

cycle illustrates implicit reflexivity as theoretical understanding develops during inductive data 

analysis to inform subsequent theoretical sampling of additional data (Charmaz, 2011; Strubing, 

2007). 

As Kathy Charmaz (2006) framed it, constructivist grounded theory incorporates features 

that include data and data analysis as social constructions that occur simultaneously as reflexive 

contextual reflections - snapshots in time and space. These snapshots can recognize and reflect 

multiple realities, and given the flexible framework of grounded theory these can be carried 
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forward into data analysis and theory development (Charmaz, 2006; Clarke & Friese, 2007; 

Hildenbrand, 2007). The support that grounded theory methodology provides to the 

incorporation of multiple realities into theory development suggest it's pragmatic value as an 

approach to providing responses to dynamic realities (Charmaz, 2011). 

The methodological framework. 

Straussian GTM data analysis illustrates pragmatic reflexivity, which begins with 

purposeful initial sampling that includes literature as data, followed by open coding, axial 

coding, memo-writing, and ongoing data collection as a continuous self-infonning process 

guided by increasing theoretical understandings (Bryant & Charmaz, 2007b; Charmaz, 2006, 

2011; Dick, 2007; Hildenbrand, 2007; Strobing, 2007). As such, data collection and analysis 

occur simultaneously and therefore each infonns the other as understanding emerges (Bryant & 

Charmaz, 2007b). This data collection process begins with purposeful selection of data based on 

specified criteria. It then proceeds to analysis of the initial data, which infonns subsequent data 

collection resources and direction (Holton, 2007; Hood, 2007). 

The implicit cyclical approach is characterized by an iterative process of abductive 

reasoning that progresses pragmatically towards problem-solving and theory development 

(Bryant & Charmaz, 2007b; Strubing, 2007). This analytical process can include phases such as 

questioning of empirical data, reflexive generation of inferences, theoretical reasoning, 

revisitation of data, and theoretical sampling (Strauss, 1987; Strubing, 2007). Throughout these 

processes memo-writing reflexively occurs, which supports the emergence of reasoning and 

innovative theory construction (Lempert, 2007). This iterative cycle represents increasing 

theoretical understandings, which infonns subsequent data collection. Cumulatively, these 

processes support the emergence of codes, concepts, and categories that develop from theoretical 

understandings into grounded theory (Hildenbrand, 2007). 
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This interpretative data collection and analytic process is conducted as part of a 

continuum of self-infonned iterative theorizing that incorporates constant comparison of data to 

other data, data to codes, codes to other codes, codes to categories, and categories to other 

categories (Bryant & Channaz, 2007a; Dick, 2007; Pauleen & Yoong, 2004). This comparison 

can include creative analysis and logical abductive reasoning as to how categories relate to 

phenomena or their causal conditions, their context or conditions by which they are influenced, 

strategies to address phenomena, and their implications or consequences (Kelle, 2007; Reichertz, 

2007). 

Inductive coding enables categories to emerge through systematic data analysis for 

subsequent abductive reasoning to increase theoretical understandings and infonn theory 

developments (Channaz, 2011; Kelle, 2007). Coding data is a way of capturing and illustrating 

conceptual ideas, meanings, or emergent linkages, such as actions, topics and/or themes, within a 

framework to infonn increasing theoretical understandings grounded in evidence (Channaz, 

2011; Holton, 2007). Codes can range from descriptive initial codes to conceptual coding 

aggregates, and further groupings as the coding process and theory development progress 

(Holton,2007). As such, Strauss's approach to data collection and theory development provide 

methodology useful for categorizing codes and concepts into meaningful structures so that 

multiple realities can emerge to become integral theory components. Similar to Kathy 

Channaz's (2006) rejection of Strauss' concept of a core category, I interpret Strauss's GTM as 

an approach that can incorporate more than one core category in the emergent theory, therefore I 

limit my discussion to open and axial coding (Baskerville & Pries-Heje, 1999). 

A code illustrates a relationship within the data; they are an abstraction that enable 

linkages between data to illustrate concepts or knowledge that emerge during data analysis rather 

than a priori (Star, 2007). Coding can also relate to in vivo codes such as key words and text 
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segments, and can incorporate different ways of knowing (Kelle, 2007; Strauss, 1987). Open 

coding describes the close scrutiny of data to affix them with descriptions or labels that fit the 

emergence of concepts within data, while axial coding entails analyzing emergent categories 

individually from a paradigmatic perspective (Holton, 2007; Kelle, 2007). This can result in 

categories forming an axis, which inform subsequent coding and categorization, and potentially 

become part of an emergent grounded theory (Kelle, 2007). Thus codes emerge from data, 

which aggregate into concepts and further aggregate into categories through an inductive process 

of sorting, synthesis, and summary of data (Charmaz, 2011; Hood, 2007). These codes and 

categorizations emerge by the researcher engaging in questioning processes that explore the data, 

its underlying logic, and causal inferences that can elicit grounded connections between codes 

and/or categories (Dey, 2007). This data collection and analysis process continues until there is 

theoretical saturation, when data no longer informs theoretical understanding (Dey, 2007; Hood, 

2007). 

Conceptual memo-writing is a process that occurs throughout all phases of research, 

including coding, and provides a way for researchers to conceptualize data, thoughts, and 

concepts that may contribute to increased theoretical understandings (Holton, 2007; Lempert, 

2007; Locke, 2007). Memos are tools that narrate researchers' discoveries within the research 

process and inform ideas, linkages within and among literature, and evolving analysis (Holton, 

2007; Lempert, 2007; Locke, 2007). These memos inform the iterative cycles of this approach, 

as revisiting memos can inform categories and theoretical understandings as research progresses 

(Holton, 2007; Lempert, 2007). As such, they enlighten patterns, shift the researcher's focus, 

and can provide analytical distance for increased abstract conceptualizations (Lempert, 2007; 

Locke, 2007). 
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This approach to theory development links inductive data analysis to creative abductive 

reasoning and encourages consideration of diverse aspects and potential explanations that may 

arise to increase evidence-based theoretical understanding (Bryant & Charmaz, 2007b; Dick, 

2007; Locke, 2007; Reichertz, 2007). This iterative theorizing contributes to code refinement 

and categorical emergence in grounded theory development and as such, the developing theory 

drives the grounded theory process (Bryan & Charmaz, 2007a; Dick, 2007; Hood, 2007; 

Reichertz, 2007). 

GTM suggests an explicit yet flexible theoretical framework to develop an evidence-

based theory from data through a recursive process guided by principles, rather than 

prescriptions (Charmaz, 2006, 2011; Dey, 2007; Riessman, 2009). The approach moves from 

specific to generalized views explored through creative reflexivity (Charmaz, 2006; Finlay, 

2003b; Star, 2007). This systematic process of generating grounded theory can lead to 

definitions of phenomenon processes, illustrations of their context and the conditions within 

which they occur, conceptualizations of their phases, and articulation of aspects that may modify 

them (Charmaz, 2011). While this methodological framework is rigorously structured, the lack 

of clearly cyclic research processes fails to provide overarching direction to researchers. This 

aspect could hamper grounded theory development and impair its relevance to research 

questions. 

Overview of Action Research 

First explored by Kurt Lewin, action research describes experience-based cycles of 

action, reflection, and subsequent action-planning that guide both method and theory 

development in support of pragmatic outcomes (Baskerville & Pries-Heje, 1999; Levin & 

Greenwood, 2011; White, 2004). Action research is committed to theory development, in 

addition to change through action (Brydon-Miller, Kral, Maguire, Noffke, & Sabhlok, 2011; 
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Dick, 2007). This research approach can be characterized by features that include action-

oriented research that is responsive, emergent, and develops understandings through abductive 

reasoning (Dick, 2007). These features are evident in the alternation between actions and critical 

reflection that together support fine-tuning methodology and the development of theory as 

research proceeds (Dick, 2007). 

Dick (2007) describes action research as an emergent integration of action as well as 

research in an iterative cycle of spiraling steps that can lead to theoretical understandings. These 

steps incorporate implicit repetitive cycles of data collection, planning, actions, and additional 

data collection infonned by actions (Dick, 2007). As such, action research embodies a creative 

abductive cycle of continuous learning (understanding), application (action), and re-evaluation 

(reflection) that builds theory and fine tunes its process as it progresses (Dick, 2007; Pauline & 

Yoong,2004). Observations, abductive reasoning, and critical reflections are often the 

foundation for responsive process improvement (Dick, 2007). Observations and experiences can 

be interpreted through either or both inductive and deductive reasoning, which can lead to theory 

development (Dick, 2007). 

Action research often entails a participatory component within these cycles. Examples 

include participative action research (Teram, Schachter, & Stalker, 2005; Whyte, 1991), 

cooperative inquiry (Reason, 2003), and appreciative inquiry (Egan and Lancaster, 2005). While 

the participatory component of research can vary, participants are usually involved from research 

inception throughout the research process (Dick, 2007). Participation can provide further input 

into the iterative cycles of action research; however action research processes are designed to 

pursue research objectives, which may not include participants (Dick, 2007). The existence and 

extent of participative roles varies, and may be reduced or lacking when researchers are engaged 

in research focused on their own practices or organizations (Dick, 2007). 
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These iterative cycles of theory development can be informed through actions within 

progressive cycles of research, which Kemmis and McTaggart (1988) discussed as iterative plan 

9 act and observe 9 reflect cycles that support actionable process or practice improvements, 

such as policy research (Dick, 2007; Rogers & Williams, 2006). Dick explained that this cycle is 

often broken into cyclical steps for implementation of actions, and critical reflections to increase 

understanding (Dick, 2007). These understandings enable actions that support change within the 

research context, but may also inform additional research (Dick, 2007). This characteristic can 

build change locally and organizationally through research process actions, which may provide 

understandings useful for application to subsequent studies or projects (Huxham, 2003). Of 

primary focus in many action research projects is enabling actions that can initiate or achieve 

change while concurrently increasing theoretical understandings (Dick, 2007; Pauline & Yoong, 

2004). The flexibility of action research supports process changes throughout the research 

process as understanding develops, which enables this approach to be responsive to research 

questions, challenges, and results to facilitate action research process improvements (Dick, 2007; 

Pauline & Yoong, 2004). This flexibility may contribute to relevancy and pragmatism of 

research outcomes. While understandings from research may support research objectives, the 

lack of an explicit methodology to guide theory development hampers theory-building aspects of 

this research approach (Dick, 2007; Huxham, 2003). 

Contrast between Constructivist Grounded Theory and Action Research 

While GTM responds to understandings as they pertain to theory development, action 

research is more structured in terms of how research informs the development of actionable 

outcomes (Dick, 2007). Dick (2007) articulated this difference by attributing action research 

with action, and GTM data analysis with rigor. To further elaborate on this difference, action 

research tends to focus on increasing understandings through action related experiences, while 
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GTM tends to focus on data such as literature to inform understandings (Dick, 2007). Both 

GTM and action research entail cyclical characteristics, and while action research's is explicit as 

described above, GTM implies a cyclic yet less structured approach to recurrent data collection 

and analysis (Dick, 2007). In further contrast to action research, GTM entails explicit theory 

development processes as opposed to the implicit and unstructured theory development 

associated with action research (Dick, 2007; Huxham, 2003). In addition, when participants are 

included in research activities their roles often differ as action research generally incorporates 

participants in an interactive capacity throughout the research, as opposed to the informant role 

that grounded research participants often assume (Dick, 2007). Action research is also explicit in 

terms of action researchers implementing their research results, while grounded theory research 

outcomes are often times implemented by others (Dick, 2007). Finally, while constructivist 

grounded theory does not entail actions as a primary focus as action research does, research 

processes and outcomes may transform easily into actions (Dick, 2007). 

Opportunities of an Integrated Constructivist Grounded Action Research Approach 

The discussion above outlines various differences of these two research approaches. In 

light of these differences, the implicit cyclical reflexivity of GTM research and its explicit theory 

development framework, combined with the explicit cyclical characteristic and implicit theory 

development of action research suggest that these research approaches provide a complimentary 

way to approach research that is more robust than either singular approach. Discussions 

surrounding the combination of action research with GTM also support this perspective, which 

describe the theory-building rigor of GTM as complimentary to the cyclic action orientation of 

action research (Baskerville & Pries-Heje, 1999; Dick, 2007; Pauline & Yoong, 2004; 

Poonamallee, 2009; Riessman, 2009). These complementary differences provide opportunities 

to view these approaches from a pragmatic perspective that can capitalize on aspects from both 
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methodologies to support responsive research (Bryant & Charmaz, 2007a; Dick, 2007; Huxham, 

2003; Pauline & Yoong, 2004; Riessman, 2009). 

While grounded action research is not a common research approach, a body of literature 

illustrates support for this integrated approach (Dick, 2007; Poonamallee, 2009). Examples of 

studies that incorporated grounded theory methodology features such as data analysis and theory 

building within action research cycles include information systems (Henfridsson & Lindgren, 

2005; Pauline & Yoong, 2004), healthcare (Teram, Schachter, & Stalker, 2005), and community 

development (Poonamallee, 2009). Dick (2007) indicated that few studies have begun using 

grounded theory as a foundational research approach, although an example is found in Teram, 

Schachter, and Stalker's research (2005). 

The Teram, Schachter, and Stalker (2005) study provides an example that informed 

professional practices by developing a handbook. Their study began using GTM and was 

complimented with participatory action research in a later research implementation phase 

(Teram, Schachter, & Stalker, 2005). The authors used this integration of methods to elicit broad 

perspectives to increase the quality of results in the effort to empower participants and inform 

professional practices (Teram, Schachter, & Stalker, 2005). Dick (2007) provided further 

support to this approach by describing the integration of these complimentary research 

approaches in the context of fortifying action research with GTM. 

Consideration of GTM and action research differences as complimentary suggests that a 

research approach that integrates GTM with action research provides a rigorous approach to 

effective research (Baskerville & Pries-Heje, 1999; Dick, 2007; Pauline & Yoong, 2004; 

Poonamallee, 2009; Teram, Schachter, & Stalker, 2005). Additionally, the cyclical characteristic 

of grounded theory and action research illustrate the iterative power of continually being 

reflexive to dynamic processes. This includes outcomes that can function as feedback 
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mechanisms that support adaptive management and organizational change (Baskerville & Pries-

Heje, 1999; Huxham, 2003; Kemmis & McTaggart, 1988). This is particularly poignant 

considering that an inherent research objective of action research is to achieve change (Dick, 

2007). As such, an integrated research approach may be a particularly practical approach to 

dynamic case specific research questions, such as those that seek organizational change through 

policy recommendations (Huxham, 2003; Pauline & Yoong, 2004; Teram, Schachter, & Stalker, 

2005). 

Despite complementary aspects of grounded theory methodology and action research, a 

perceived drawback of both approaches is the potentially influential role that researcher's 

previous knowledge can play on research outcomes. There is the potential of researcher's 

specific theoretical knowledge influencing coding and labeling processes, which could mimic in 

vivo codes (Kelle, 2007). The roles and influences ofresearcher(s) within research processes 

such as these are explored in the following section's discussion of reflexivity. 

Reflexivity as a Transparent Mechanism within Constructivist Grounded Action Research 

Researchers cannot help but involve their perspectives in research; reflexivity offers an 

option to disclose this which enables researchers and readers to contextually embed research 

outcomes (Finlay, 2003b). Reflexivity recognizes the role of the researcher in the interactions, 

interpretations, and interstitial knowledge that influence research processes and outcomes 

(Olesen,2011). Approaching research with reflexivity enables research and writing to be viewed 

from lenses of partisan perspectives that include researcher's personal influence on research and 

research outcomes. Similar to awareness of researcher's theoretical sensitivities, this can include 

reflecting from researcher viewpoints such as political influence, implications of researcher on 

outcomes, and potential insights gained as a result of researcher's personal and professional roles 

(Corbin & Strauss, 2008; Holton, 2007; Pauline & Yoong, 2004; Pelias, 2011). This can enable 



ACTION SHIFT: CYCLICAL REFLEXIVITY INFORMS COLLABORATIVE 
STRATEGIES AND TOOLS 19 

the researcher to be sensitive to the phenomenon under study, as well as research developments 

(Charmaz, 2011). 

These multiple layers of reflexivity offer opportunities to increase understandings of 

research and research outcomes (Finlay, 2003b). Reflexivity involves researchers as immersed 

in research material, while also involving them in periods of contemplation in which they 

ruminate on research from a distance (McKay, Ryan, & Sumsion, 2003). This process of 

awareness addresses potential in vivo code mimicry while it also can provide direction to guide 

data collection and analysis (Kelle, 2007; Pauline & Yoong, 2004). This reflective focus of the 

researcher on research supports accountable, transparent, creative interpretation and awareness 

that can contribute to increased theoretical understandings and hypotheses (Greenwood, 2002; 

Olesen, 2007). 

Awareness of the researcher's influence upon research can provide insights into 

unconscious motivations and biases that may influence the research process methodology or 

outcomes (Finlay, 2003b). This reflection acknowledges the instrumental role that researchers 

play in constructing, interpreting, and developing theory (McKay, Ryan, & Sumsion, 2003). As 

such, reflexivity supports creative interpretations that are grounded in researchers' perspectives 

and experiences (Barry, 2003). Actively engaging in research from this perspective discloses 

information to illustrate a transparent process that can strengthen the integrity of research results 

(Finlay,2003b). 

Both constructivist GTM and action research approaches contain cyclical reflexive 

characteristics that engage the researcher in reflective, creative thought processes (Greenwood, 

2002; Olesen, 2007; Star, 2007). Grounded theory includes reflexivity throughout data analysis, 

as the researcher combines creative interpretation of data with emerging theoretical 

understanding to direct ensuing data collection (Olesen, 2007). This process is postulated to 
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increase the integrity of results by supporting transparent, truthful, and accountable rigor of 

research (Olesen, 2007). Greenwood (2002) explained that reflexivity also supports action 

research throughout action research processes. These include the reflexive researcher roles of 

creative observation and interpretation, postulations to determine what occurred and why, and 

actions that test resultant hypotheses (Greenwood, 2002). These processes illustrate how 

researchers can incorporate awareness and disclosure of their influence into emergent research 

processes (Charmaz, 2006; Gough, 2003). Clear articulation regarding reflexivity and 

researcher(s) roles supports evidence-based theory development and contributes to transparent 

responsiveness to objectives and challenges (Charmaz, 2000; Clarke & Friese, 2007). 

As such, reflexivity offers a mirror of our own reality; it challenges our understandings, 

and offers insights to better understand our research (Finlay, 2003b). 

Pragmatism of Constructivist Grounded Action Research Outcomes 

The reflexivity within both grounded theory and action research further illustrates the 

complimentary aspects of these two research approaches. Reflexivity illustrates an approach to 

apply authorial creativity in transforming research into actionable outcomes through abductive 

reasoning involving both controlled conscious thought processes as well as spontaneous 

creativity. Consideration of their complementary aspects suggests that grounded action research 

may provide a dynamic research approach to inform practical outcomes, such as policy 

recommendations supportive of organizational change (Baskerville & Pries-Heje, 1999; Bryant 

& Charmaz, 2007b; Teram, Schachter, & Stalker, 2005). The world is a dynamic place, and as 

such, research that seeks to address and respond effectively to policies and processes must 

respond dynamically. 

The cyclical characteristic of both grounded theory and action research illustrates the 

commitment of both theories to dynamic learning to increase theoretical understandings. Action 
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research's implicitly structured iterative cyclic process of increasing understanding towards 

theory development compliments the explicitly outlined methodological process of constructivist 

GTMs approach to building grounded theory. These approaches provide complimentary 

methodological characteristics that integrate to provide research approaches that can achieve 

rigorous research outcomes (Dick, 2007; Pauline & Yoong, 2004; Poonamallee, 2009; Teram, 

Schachter, & Stalker, 2005). Examples of grounded action studies include Baskerville and Pries-

Heje's (1999) study of methods and tools to improve information system software product 

development, Teram, Schachter, and Stalker's (2005) healthcare handbook development using 

grounded participatory action research, as well as Pauline and Yoong's (2004) grounded action 

learning approach to IT training in the workplace. These studies demonstrate that empirical 

scrutiny and analytic precision can inform policies and processes (Charmaz, 2011; Dixon, 2007). 

The integrated approach of constructivist grounded action theory has supported research 

outcomes with evidence inclusive ofliterature and experiences (Baskerville and Pries-Heje's, 

2009; Dick, 2007; Pauline & Yoong, 2004; Poonamallee, 2009; Teram, Schachter, & Stalker, 

2005). The reflective characteristic of this research approach contributes to action-oriented 

research and outcomes by enabling creativity that can respond to emergent understandings. As 

such, a constructivist grounded action research approach enables reflexive review and actions 

given an explicit iterative process of alternating cycles of action and critical reflection (Dick, 

2007). This approach is consistent with elements of pragmatism as it includes the 

acknowledgment of multiple forms of knowledge and perspectives (Charmaz, 2011). 

Cumulatively, these characteristics suggest that pragmatic grounded action research outcomes 

are supported by evidence, understandings, and action (Bryant & Charmaz, 2007b). Cyclical 

features of both grounded theory and action research may also support dynamic research 

outcomes supportive of adaptive management processes, such as feedback-based adaptations 
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(Baskerville & Pries-Heje, 1999; Huxham, 2003; Kemmis & McTaggart, 1988; Teram, 

Schachter, & Stalker, 2005). This adaptive potential challenges the concept of research 

outcomes as snapshots in time by placing them into a dynamically emergent context. 

The next section illustrates a constructivist grounded action research approach applied to 

the development of strategies and tools for the DFO Pacific Region's consideration (Freethy, 

2011). 

Case Study - Collaborative Natural Resource Management Recommendations for 

Fisheries and Oceans Canada Pacific Region's Consideration 

An opportunity to conduct a constructivist grounded action research project arose in 

response to an identified need within Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) Pacific Region, and 

operational recommendations for collaborative natural resource management were explored in 

response. This section provides background and context that underpin collaborative policy-

oriented research conducted using a constructivist grounded action approach to strategy and tool 

development for DFO Pacific Region's consideration (Freethy, 2011). 

The DFO is shifting from a centralized form of management to more collaborative 

natural resource management approaches (DFO, 2011a, 2011b). To support this shift DFO 

Pacific Region is developing a Co-management Framework that is intended to facilitate common 

understandings of co-management, in addition to providing a foundation to integrate more 

collaboration into DFO's adaptive management and decision-making processes. DFO has 

identified a need to bridge the broad, principled approach of the Framework to one that can be 

applied to a wide array of interactions at an operational level (DFO, 2011a, 2011b). Case study 

research was conducted in response to this need. 

Research examined how international collaborative natural resource management 

experiences could contribute to the development ofDFO Pacific Region adaptive co-
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management guidelines (Freethy, 2011). As such, the objective was to determine key 

characteristics within collaborative experiences that could inform practical collaborative 

strategies and tools for DFO Pacific Region's consideration (Freethy, 2011). The goals of this 

research were therefore threefold, as articulated in the following research questions. 

Research Questions 

1) What concepts are the best, workable characteristics within national and international 

natural resource management collaborations and co-management? 

2) How do these characteristics inform operational strategies to further develop DFO's 

collaborative structures and processes? 

3) How does this knowledge inform the practical development of collaborative initiative 

tools for DFO Pacific Region's consideration? 

Collaborative natural resource management and co-management experiences and 

documents informed this research through natural resource management policies (DFO, 2002, 

2004a, 2004b, 2005, 2006; UNEP, 2011), case studies (Ebbin, 2002; FRDC,2008; Gutierrez, 

Hilborn, & Defeo, 2011; Schusler, Decker, & Pfeffer, 2003), academic research (Armitage et al., 

2009; Carlsson, & Berkes, 2005; Conley, & Moote, 2003; Cundill, & Fabricius, 2010; Frame, 

Gunton, & Day, 2004; Gunton, Peter, & Day, 2007), and commissioned reports (FNFC, 2010; 

FNLC, 2006; Gardner, 201Oa, 201Ob; Garner, & Parfitt, 2006) inclusive of First Nations, 

governmental, and non-governmental perspectives. This broad range of resources provided an 

international array of perspectives and lessons learned within the field of collaborative natural 

resource management. Resources were explored to capitalize on experiences that could support 

integration of collaboration into DFO structures and processes while minimizing potential 

challenges. 
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The Emergence and Subsequent Application of Grounded Theory: Key Characteristics 

that Support Natural Resource Management 

This research was approached from an applied perspective using reflexive constructivist 

grounded action research based on Anselm Strauss' grounded theory methodology (Glaser & 

Strauss, 1967; Strauss, 1987). The analytical framework of research included purposeful initial 

data collection, theoretical sampling which involved simultaneous data analysis that informed 

subsequent data collection, development of theoretical understandings that occurred in reflexive 

cycles to generate a grounded theory, and memo-writing throughout the research process. 

Validity of data analysis was addressed through purposeful resource selection criteria based on 

resource management perspectives from academic journals, governmental, and nongovernmental 

sources that encompassed local, regional, national, and international perspectives (Bryant & 

Charmaz, 2007; Dey, 2007). Documentation and experiences were investigated to the point of 

data saturation, when findings no longer produced insights that informed emergent codes, 

concepts, or categories (Borgatti, 2006; Bryant & Charmaz, 2007; Dey, 2007; Hsieh & Shannon, 

2005; Jonker & Pennink, 2009; Schilling, 2006; Scott, 2009; Zhang & Wildemuth, 2009). This 

enabled data to contribute to the reflexive emergence of grounded theory, which later informed 

operational strategies, as well as two practical collaborative initiative development tools as 

research outcomes for DFO Pacific Region's consideration (Borgatti, 2006; Bryant & Charmaz, 

2007b; Hunter, Murphy, Grealish, Casey, & Keady, 2011; Scott, 2009). 

Data analysis was completed using both open and axial coding of emergent textual 

consistencies and meanings using the constant comparison method (Borgatti, 2006; Bryan & 

Charmaz, 2007a; Hunter et aI., 2011; Scott, 2009). Memo-writing occurred throughout the 

research process and captured thoughts, ideas, data trends, and personal reflections. These were 

reviewed continually throughout the unfolding methodology and informed the research process 
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(Finlay, 2003b; Locke, 2007). This reflexive review contributed to increasing theoretical 

sensitivity, which guided subsequent data collection and analysis processes (Pauline & Y oong, 

2004). 

Codes were labeled by "identifying key tenns or text, as well as naming, categorizing, and 

describing phenomena found in the text" (Borgatti, 2006, para. 8). Groups of codes that 

illustrated patterns of meanings were aggregated into related concepts by axial coding according 

to context, where context was defined as: related to values of variables or sets of conditions that 

may influence objectives or activities (Borgatti, 2006; Bryant & Charmaz, 2007; Scott, 2009). 

These concepts were condensed further into eight categories based on similarities to provide a 

snapshot of best, workable characteristics that support collaborative natural resource 

management (Table 1). In no particular order, these categories include: shared responsibility and 

accountability; inclusive and respectful of obligations to First Nations; effectiveness; 

conservation and sustainable use; transparency; clear roles and responsibilities; common 

understandings; and capacity and resources (Freethy, 2011). 

Selective coding and the concept of singular core categorization were excluded from this 

study, as they weren't considered useful given the assumption within question one that sought 

multiple characteristics to support natural resource management (Baskerville & Pries-Heje, 

1999; Pauline & Yoong, 2004). 

These eight categories (Table 1) together illustrate grounded theory developed in response to the 

first research question, which identify the eight best, workable characteristics that support natural 

resource management collaborative and co-management processes. These characteristics are 

summarized in Table 1 with descriptions grounded in data analysis, coding conventions, and 

memo-writing processes (Freethy, 2011). Cumulatively, these categories reflect literature, 

experiences, and policies that can infonn collaborative natural resource management initiatives. 
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Table 1. The Eight Best, Workable Characteristics that Support Natural Resource 
Management Collaborative and Co-management Processes (adapted from Freethy, 2011) 

Characteristics 
Shared 
Responsibility and 
Accountability 

Inclusive and 
Respectful of 
Obligations to First 
Nations 

Effective 

Conservation and 
Sustainable Use 

Transparency 

Clear Roles and 
Responsibilities 

Common 
Understandings 

Capacity and 
Resources 

Summary Description 
Shared responsibility and accountability include leadership and governance aspects, such as DFO, 
First Nations, and other interests. It supports recognition of common purposes, interest-based 
engagement, collaborative participation, and transparent decision-making as inclusive 
collaborative approaches to natural resource management. This can include relationship-building 
aspects supportive of efficient, effective, and empowering collaboration to encourage individual 
accountabilities of group participants, as well as collective ownership of participation and advice 
produced within groups. 

Inclusive and respectful collaborative processes involve deepening engagement that respect 
interested parties, including First Nations engagement that respects legal and treaty obligations. 
This can entail aspects such as open communication, unrestrained thinking, recognition of 
aboriginal rights and title, bilateral consultation and engagement (which may include local, 
aggregate, or provincial scales), in addition to integration of various ways of knowing, such as 
First Nations traditional, local, scientific, and other sources of knowledge. Approaching 
collaboration with an interconnected perspective inclusive of nested geographic scales and scope 
of engagement can support meaningful outcomes. 

An effective collaborative process involves harmonization of activities and actions that reflect 
DFO's mandate & objectives. Through cooperation and coordination, natural resource 
management structures can be responsive to learning and adaptation. Approaching collaborations 
from this perspective can enable integrated policies and programs, and constructive conflict that 
can entail sharing differing points of view respectfully and can inform consensus based decision
making. These aspects support flexible, responsive, integrated decision-making avenues that can 
elicit efficient and timely benefits. 

Conservation and sustainable use involve adaptable flexibility of policies and programs that can 
respond to changing ecosystems and fishery modernizations, which contribute to robust decision
making. Long term natural resource management activities viewed from this perspective can 
support common objectives that may include: protection, maintenance, and rehabilitation of 
aquatic resources; and consolidation of information relating to different aquatic resource uses. 
Tools useful to this approach include an ecosystem perspective, consideration of geographic 
scales of resource management, and elements of interconnectedness that support a holistic view. 
Approaching collaborative natural resource management with transparent intentions can support 
consistent, timely public reporting and information sharing; active community engagement; open 
dialogue about various Tier level interactions; inclusive interactions among differing geographic 
engagement scales; and timeline development. This can further support increased engagement of 
interested parties, increased public engagement, and open communications which can support 
clear communication that builds trust-based relationships. 

Establishing clear roles and responsibilities can support relationship building; mutually beneficial 
outcomes; and build trust based on respect. This can also support processes such as advisory 
bodies by clear articulation of group accountability for advice; individual accountability for 
actions and participation; and clarity surrounding varying levels of participant capacities and 
functions. This articulation can increase respect, cooperation, timeliness, and reflexive 
accountability of natural resource management activities and interactions. 

Common understandings can emerge from mUltiple ways and sources of knowing; democratic and 
open communication; constructive conflict; and unrestrained thinking. These approaches can 
work towards mutual objectives and goals among interested parties. Communication tools such 
as these can support respectful dialogue, increased awareness, exchanges of differing 
perspectives, and trust-building, which can lead from increased common understandings to 
individual and/or community empowerment. 

Capacity and resources are integral to collaborative initiative participation: as such, challenging 
considerations include funding, infrastructure, and technical support. Additional aspects such as 
participant availability, geographic scale and scope considerations, skills, training, and 
certifications may also influence participation. Recognition of these parameters can lead to 
opportunities to support collaborative initiatives that are creative, cost-effective, and realistic. 
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Following grounded theory development, data was revisited with the intention of drafting 

operational strategies that addressed the second research question of how key characteristics 

could inform collaborative strategies applicable to DFO Pacific Region structures and processes. 

To meet this objective, creative reflexivity was used to draft collaborative strategies informed by 

revisiting data in light of the eight grounded category characteristics. Strategies were developed 

from a SMART adaptive management perspective, where SMART delineated a Specific, 

Measurable, Achievable, Realistic, and Timebound framework (Wood, 2011). This SMART 

framework supports implementation, subsequent monitoring and potential system revisions 

based on feedback (Wood, 2011). This framework was followed to support cyclical evaluation 

strategies, similar to cyclical reflexivity within grounded action research processes. 

Following strategy drafting, reflexivity was again used to revisit data with the intention to 

apply both grounded theory and strategies to data in response to the third research question 

regarding the development of practical collaborative initiative tools useful for DFO Pacific 

Region staff. This intention resulted in exploring data twice more, and resulted in development 

of a Collaborative Initiative Development (CID) guidance tool (see Appendix B), and aCID 

evaluation tool (see Appendix C). The CID is a question-based model that presents a sequence 

of key directives, questions, and associated resources for planning, engagement, implementation, 

and post-implementation phases of collaborative initiative development (Freethy, 2011). It 

breaks these phases into tasks that progress from determining the scope, scale, and purpose of the 

process through to post-implementation evaluation. Each portion of the CID was developed 

from a SMART perspective, and similarly, the CID evaluative tool also used a SMART approach 

to garnering CID feedback to further support adaptive management. While the CID tool 

supports the development of collaborative initiatives, the evaluative tool supports feedback and 

subsequent process adaptations. CID Evaluation questions were designed to reflect summary 
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descriptions of the eight grounded categories (Table 1) as a support mechanism for the best, 

workable characteristics as they contribute to collaborative initiative developments. Together, 

these CID tools contribute to the practical development of collaborative initiatives for DFO 

Pacific Region's consideration. 

Cyclical Reflexivity Within this Constructivist Grounded Action Research Process 

Illustrates Action Shifts 

During this case study research, each research question was assessed systematically 

which resulted in the emergence of cyclical research action shifts. This began with development 

of grounded theory, which informed SMART operational strategy development, a SMART 

collaborative initiative guidance tool, and an associated SMART evaluation tool. This process 

illustrates creative action shift reflexivity within the cyclical constructivist grounded action 

research approach from a process perspective. 

Table 2 provides a summary of each research question along with corresponding research 

actions and research outcomes. As Table 2 indicates, the first research question resulted in the 

emergence of grounded theory that articulated eight key characteristics supportive of 

collaborative natural resource management. An action shift occurred as the researcher moved 

from question one's research outcome of grounded theory (GT), to address question two by 

revisiting data in light of the GT. An action shift occurred when the researcher shifted from 

actions that supported grounded theory development to those that supported SMART strategy 

development. After developing SMART strategies informed by GT for DFO Pacific Region 

consideration, a second action shift occurred as the researcher moved from question two's 

outcomes, on to question three. Question three was informed by both GT and operational 

strategies as data was again revisited after a researcher action shift from SMART strategy 

development to SMART tool development. A fourth action shift occurred when the researcher 
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shifted their review of data from a SMART tool development to a SMART evaluative tool 

development perspective. Again, the fourth research outcome was informed by all preceding 

research outcomes. Through this action shift process of constructivist grounded action research, 

GT's key characteristic snapshots were reflexively transformed into multiple, integrated dynamic 

research outcomes. 

Table 2. Summary of Constructivist Grounded Action Shift Research Phases (adapted from 
Freethy, 2011) 

Research Question 
What concepts are the best, 
workable characteristics 
within national and 
international natural 
resource management 
collaborations and co
management? 
How do these 
characteristics inform 
strategies to further develop 
DFO's collaborative 
structures and processes? 
How does this knowledge 
inform the practical 
development of 
collaborative initiatives for 
DFO Pacific Region's 
consideration? 

How does this knowledge 
inform the practical 
development of 
collaborative initiatives for 
DFO Pacific Region's 
consideration? 

Action 
Grounded theory 
methodological approach to 
document analysis. 

Revisit data through lens of 
GT with reflexivity to 
inform action-oriented 
SMART operational 
strategies. 
Revisit data through lens of 
GT and strategies with 
reflexivity to inform a 
pragmatic tool that could 
support SMART 
collaborative initiative 
development. 
Revisit data through lens of 
GT, strategies, and CID 
Guide with reflexivity to 
inform a pragmatic tool that 
could support SMART 
collaborative initiative 
evaluation and adaptation. 

Outcome 
Eight key characteristic 
categories emerged to form 
grounded theory (GT) 
(Table 1). 

SMART operational 
Strategies informed by GT 
(Appendix A). 

SMART collaborative 
Initiative Development 
(CID) Guide tool informed 
by GT and operational 
strategies (Appendix B). 

SMART CID participant 
evaluation tool informed by 
GT, operational strategies, 
and CID Guide (Appendix 
C). 

Each time a research question was addressed, the researcher's intentional research 

outcome shifted, as did their actions. These action shifts occurred each time a research question 

was addressed, which included re-visitation of data additionally informed by preceding research 
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outcomes. Table 2 clearly illustrates the action shift process that occurred as each research 

question was addressed. 

Cyclical action shifts of constructivist grounded action research contributed to practical 

research outcomes, which included development of key collaborative characteristics, SMART 

collaborative strategies, and SMART collaborative initiative tools for DFO Pacific Region's 

consideration. SMART strategies and tools contribute to the pragmatism of these research 

outcomes as their measurable components enable evaluation and feedback that can respond to 

the evolution of collaborative, adaptive natural resource management (Wood, 2011). Research 

outcomes illustrate pragmatic applications of action shift research in a constructivist grounded 

action shift research approach to policy-oriented recommendations. Outcomes reflexively 

respond to needs identified within DFO's Pacific Region as practical support for regionally 

consistent, proactive approaches to collaboration. 

Reflexive Constructivist Grounded Action Shift Research 

Reflexivity was inherent throughout this case study in both authorial and methodological 

contexts, which are explored in the following discussions. 

Personal Reflexivity 

Personal reflexivity was utilized throughout this case study's research processes as a tool 

to creatively apply and interpret data, inform understandings, and construct outcomes that 

addressed three research questions. Reflexive perspectives included professional and personal 

intention, previous knowledge of the topic including experiences, as well as who could benefit 

from research outcomes, and associated implications (McKay, Ryan, & Sumsion, 2003). 

Authorial perspective and role are of particular note, as case study research was conducted while 

the author fulfilled work duties in a collaborative process role as an employee with the DFO. 

This role influenced the research process, data analysis, and subsequent theory development. For 
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example, authorial familiarity with the research topic aided the formation of research questions, 

informed sourcing data, and influenced data access. Professional experiences with collaborative 

work also impacted data interpretation and informed creative application of research to transform 

it into practical actionable applications. Exploration of a constructivist grounded action research 

approach was also based on a pragmatic perspective, as this approach enabled understanding and 

interpretation of case study experiences and literature to inform practical strategies and tools 

(Bryant & Charmaz, 2007b; Charmaz, 2006; Striibing, 2007). The personal interest of the author 

in supporting environmental sustainability and collaborative resource management are also 

noteworthy to disclose. 

These personal reflexivity aspects influenced data collection and interpretation, as both 

personal and professional perspectives and experiences enabled a focused response to research 

questions. In addition, as a federal government employee, the author had access to experiences 

and resources that informed research activities, such as procurement of unpublished documents. 

As such, the author was a reflexive research instrument that contributed to theory construction 

through experiences, interpretations, and perspectives (Locke, 2007). With these reflexive 

influences in mind, the author is described as the both the viewer and the viewed (Charmaz, 

2007b; Finlay, 2003b). 

Methodological Reflexivity within an Action Shift Process 

As earlier described, methodological reflexivity was employed extensively during the 

grounded development key characteristics that support collaborative natural resource 

management. For example, theoretical sampling reflexively informed grounded theory 

development. This DFO case study also illustrated explicit cyclical reflexivity during action 

shifts, as the research process proceeded reflexively between research outcomes and research 

questions in an iterative cycle that included grounded theory development, creative reflexivity, 
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and actions. The action shift process progressively built on grounded theory developed by 

reflexively responding to each research question informed by preceding research outcomes. As 

such, each research question was informed by researcher reflexivity, reflexive grounded theory, 

and preceding research outcomes. 

Praxis of Cyclical Reflexivity during Action Shift Phases of Constructivist Grounded Action 

Research 

The GTM provided a solid basis of information grounded in both experiences and 

existing literature. This aspect of working from lessons learned to build policies and processes 

informed research outcomes that incorporated both what has and hasn't worked. This approach 

capitalized on successful experiences while potentially minimizing challenges. The eight best, 

workable characteristics of collaborative natural resource management were developed through a 

reflexive constructivist grounded theory methodology, which provided a foundation for 

addressing subsequent research questions. 

This reflexive constructivist grounded action research flowed cyclically from grounded 

theory development to operational strategy development, operational strategy development to 

tool development, and from tool development to tool evaluation development. This iterative 

action shift process incorporated the grounded theory developed in response to research question 

one with continued authorial reflexivity throughout subsequent research actions. Explicit cycles, 

action shifts, and reflexive work were supported by the tenets of constructivist grounded theory 

action research. As such, they were action-oriented in an effort to be responsive, emergent, 

abductively developed, and elicit change by alternating between actions and critically reflexive 

reflection (Dick, 2007; Teram, Schachter, & Stalker, 2005). Revisiting data reflexively to 

address each research question in light of preceding research outcomes also supported the 
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integrated continuity of all research outcomes as similarly grounded in experiences and 

literature. 

The reflexivity within the research approach and research outcomes also mirrors the 

adaptive management approach often utilized within organizational processes (Baskerville & 

Pries-Heje, 1999). Adaptive management is an organizational mechanism often characterized as 

a cyclical loop of continual learning and adaptive system improvements based on feedback 

(Armitage et al., 2009). The prevalence of adaptive management within many organizations, 

both governmental and otherwise, suggests that constructivist grounded action shift research may 

provide a policy-oriented approach that can bridge research outcomes into continuous 

organizational cycles of practical ongoing improvement. 

This constructivist grounded action shift process of grounded theory development and 

collaborative strategy and tool research outcomes illustrated an integrated, reflexive approach to 

policy-oriented recommendations. 

Praxis of Reflexive Constructivist Grounded Action Shift Research Outcomes 

This work focused on how a constructivist grounded action research process can inform 

evidence-based policy recommendations, strategies, and tools. Throughout this work, I have 

aimed to: 

• Articulate the reflexive pragmatism of a constructivist grounded action research 

approach; 

• Illustrate the application of a constructivist grounded action research approach to a 

policy-oriented case study; 

• Provide a methodological example of emergent theory using a constructivist 

grounded action research approach; 
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• Provide an example of grounded theory that can be developed using a constructivist 

grounded action research approach; 

• Provide an example of how constructivist grounded action shift research can infonn 

policy-oriented recommendations; 

• Illustrate an action shift process that led to responsive research outcomes in the 

context of adaptive management; 

• Provide examples of pragmatic tools that can be developed with constructivist 

grounded action shift research process; 

• Highlight the reflexivity of both the researcher's role and epistemological standpoint, 

as well as the action shift process within constructivist grounded action shift research; 

and 

• Demonstrate the praxis of constructivist grounded action shift research as an 

approach to integrated policy-oriented research and development. 

This constructivist grounded action research supported pragmatic grounded research 

outcomes that identified key collaborative characteristics, and developed collaborative strategies 

and tools for DFO Pacific Region's consideration. These outcomes were developed through 

research action shifts, as data was revisited with cyclical reflexive creativity to systematically 

address three research questions. As such, this constructivist grounded action shifting bricolage 

demonstrates a reflexive, pragmatic, strategic approach to policy-oriented recommendations and 

tool development (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011). In particular, constructivist grounded action shift 

research infonned multiple research outcomes from a common data source that build upon 

preceding research outcomes and supported integrated, adaptive research outcomes. 

Additionally, this constructivist grounded action shift research responded to both literature and 

experiences, which further reinforced it's practical utility by gaining valuable insights from 
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lessons learned for integration throughout policy-oriented recommendations, strategies, and 

tools. 

The hope of this illustration of constructivist grounded action shift research is to encourage 

further exploration of constructivist grounded action shift research as a dynamic, reflexive 

avenue that can support adaptive, integrated organizational policies and management 

mechanisms. The integrated approach of grounded theory methodology and action research 

involved inclusion of both literature and experiences provides an opportunity to explore policy 

development for governments and other organizations that can capitalize on existing knowledge 

and lessons learned. Expanding on information from this perspective may provide an avenue to 

prevent challenges, apply an integrated approach to policy development and implementation, and 

continually respond to evolving needs. Constructivist grounded action shift research provides a 

streamlined approach to consistent, integrated policy development that may conserve resources, 

both financial and otherwise. Exploring constructivist grounded action shift research further 

may provide an additional benefit in contexts of fiscal restraint and limited resources. 
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Appendix A 

Table 3. Strategies that Address Key Characteristics of Collaborative Natural Resource 
Management (adapted from Freethy, 2011) 

Key 
Characteristics 
Shared 
Responsibility and 
Accountability 

Inclusive and 
Respectful of 
Obligations to First 
Nations 

Strategies 

• Strengthen existing collaborative & co-management processes and initiatives with guidance 
from Co-management Framework (e.g. AFS & AAROM; integrated planning ofMPA's, IFMP's, 
& IMAP's; advisory processes such as FNFC, IHHPC, & SFAB) 
• Continue to develop new collaborative processes and initiatives (e.g. formal agreements such as 
the Alternative Resolution Agreement that supports a common work plan for arctic narwhal co
management - July 21 20 I I ministerial statement) 
• Conduct gap analysis of current collaborative processes and structures at nested geographic 
scales to identify gaps and facilitate linkages to increase communication between scales and 
among processes (e.g. link: areas, species, fisheries, issue-based processes, etc.) 
• Conduct regular collaborative process monitoring and evaluation activities that produce results 
for accountable actions and follow-up (e.g. SMART performance indicator assessment of 
efficiencies, areas for improvement, cost-benefits, progress towards objectives, etc.) 
• Assess occurrences of litigation over time as compared to numbers of collaborative processes to 
evaluate if a correlation exists (e.g. assess to determine if increased collaboration can decrease 
litigation) 
• Continue to support democratic processes in internal and external collaborative structures (e.g. 
collaboratively developed terms of reference, agenda, work plans, etc.) 
• Monitor compliance associated with collaborations to evaluate potential of a correlation (e.g. 
follow up on agreements to assess if compliance increases with increased collaboration) 
• Explore opportunities for expanding integrated agency collaboration (e.g. DFO, AANDC, CFIA, 
CEAA, etc) to increase process effectiveness and efficiencies (e.g. cost benefits of organizational 
process alignment) 
• Develop engagement strategies that support inclusive processes (Tier 2 & 3) 
• Incorporate First Nations Tier 2 discussions in Tier 3 processes (as appropriate) that support 
transparency and creative brainstorming 
• Develop strategies to increase cross-cultural understandings (e.g. First Nations views of culture 
and environment, including spiritual expressions) 
• Continue to explore options for a variety of engagement avenues (e.g. online, social media, 
video conferencing, etc.) as alternatives to in-person participation 
• Develop strategies to increase TEKlATK input into processes (Tier 2 & 3) 
• Continue to explore regional and watershed approaches that recognize nested geographic scales 
(e.g. how aboriginal programs contribute to application ofthe WSP - AFS/local, 
AAROMlwatershed, etc.) to engage interested parties 
• Foster locally focused initiatives that maintain or enhance opportunities for communities to 
access social, cultural, and economic benefits oflocal aquatic resources (e.g. creative stewardship 
opportunities to increase cross-cultural understandings, etc.) 
• Involve participants in planning, implementation, and monitoring phases of processes when 
possible 
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Key 
Characteristics 
Effective 

Conservation and 
Sustainable Use 

Transparency 

Clear Roles and 
Responsibilities 

Strategies 

• Engage early in collaborative planning approaches that can integrate interested parties early in 
processes 
• Support developing linkages among participants during planning stages to support mentoring, 
knowledge transfer (e.g. online options such as discussion forums, blogging, etc.) 
• Increase alignment of advisory processes to maximize time and resource investments 
• Increase linkages among processes to facilitate information exchanges 
• Continue to explore inclusive engagement strategies to support increased understandings, 
accountability, and compliance 
• Ensure conflict resolution resources are tools available within collaborative processes 
• Establish information sharing protocols within, among, and between processes (e.g. Tier 2, Tier 
3, and between Tier 2 & 3) 
• Evaluate collaborative processes to determine potential efficiency adaptations such as time 
commitments and meeting duration/repetitions 
• Track progress of issues and challenges to facilitate transparent processes and understandings 
• Implement monitoring, evaluation, and adaptive management of collaborative processes that 
build on experience 
• Prioritize objectives within each collaborative initiative to keep processes focused 
• Pursue coordinated regional organization of collaborative processes among geographic scales 
and scopes (e.g. organizational analysis to identify gaps and facilitate linkages) 
• Establish a web-based application that tracks collaborative processes to facilitate linkages in 
streamlined planning that support increased process alignments and efficiencies, such as strategic 
scheduling of meeting and consultation processes 
• Continue engaging in internal integrated planning (e.g. multi-species approach, inclusive of 
various geographic scales and scopes) 
• Encourage information exchange (including scientific, traditional, & local knowledge) among 
interested parties (enables access to expanded information/data) (e.g. through working groups, 
web-based sharing, & infrastructure such as MOUs) 
• Encourage collaborative responses/initiatives to explore emerging issues (e.g. working group to 
share information, stimulate discussion, and generate potential solutions) 
• Emphasize ecosystem-based approach to reinforce social, institutional, and ecological 
connections in processes 
• Utilize tools such as engagement strategies to support transparent inclusion of relevant interested 
parties in collaborative interactions 
• Develop strategies to increase cross-cultural understandings, such as First Nations views of 
culture and the environment, including spiritual expressions 
• Continue to facilitate opportunities for interested parties to engage in aspects of aquatic resource 
management, protection, and restoration (e.g. online submissions, community discussions, 
advisory processes, etc.) 
• Encourage dissemination of process summaries (e.g. email meeting summaries, post activity 
summaries online, etc.) 
• Continue to engage interested parties in Tier 2 & Tier 3 processes to pursue collaborative 
processes that support a commitment to working together 
• Continue to engage in capacity building that supports collaboration (e.g. skills, resources, etc.) 
• Design and implement strategies to increase understanding of differing perspectives (e.g. regular 
communications of process status - such as meeting summary emails, etc.) 
• Continue to support clear decision-making protocols that reinforce ownership and accountability 
of participants in decision-making processes 
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Key 
Characteristics 
Common 
Understandings 

Capacity and 
Resources 

Strategies 

• Continue to engage interested parties to generate understanding, awareness of opportunities, and 
prevent misunderstandings 
• Develop strategies to increase cross-cultural understandings and consideration of other 
perspectives (e.g. biological or socio-economic implications through cross-cultural 
traininglmentoring opportunities) 
• Include discussion of geographic scopes and nested scales of impacts and interactions within 
collaborative processes to support broad context understandings 
• Continue to work with partners (e.g. AANDC) to build capacity ofinterested parties 
• Support incorporating other ways of knowing into collaborative process (e.g. TEKI ATK) 
• Involve interested parties in process planning phases and further engage them in 
implementation, monitoring, and evaluation phases - to facilitate inclusion, ownership, and 
accountability 
• Develop strategies to deliver conflict/dispute resolution training (e.g. DFO VICR Conflict 
Resolution training) that enable staff to recognize and constructively acknowledge 
conflict/disagreement when it arises with readily accessible resources 
• Explore opportunities for experiential learning (e.g. establish job-shadowing or mentoring 
programs to increase capacities) 
• Design and implement long-term results-based approaches to performance evaluation (SMART) 
and adaptive management of processes - to capitalize on lessons learned, streamline processes, 
and maximize resources 
• Organizational review of collaborative processes (e.g. evaluate objectives, outcomes, etc.) to 
determine opportunities for integration/alignment of processes and increase efficiencies 
• Encourage brainstorming creative ways to build participant capacities within collaborative 
processes 
• Continue to encourage applications for inter-agency project funding (e.g. Interdepartmental 
Recovery fund, Aboriginal Fund for Species At Risk, Habitat Stewardship Program, Endangered 
Species Recovery Fund) 
• Encourage First Nation funding considerations, such as Allocation Transfer Program business 
planning, which support potential investment into increasing skills, infrastructure, and 
supplemental training 
• Communicate sensitivity to consultation fatigue and invite brainstorming to streamline processes 
• Increase remote information sharing avenues to support cost effective and accessible 
collaborative processes (e.g. web-based information, online participation, etc.) 
• Support interdepartmental (e.g. AANDC) information exchange to build relationships (e.g. tools 
& engagement strategies, knowledge transfer, etc.) 
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AppendixB 

Table 4. Collaborative Initiative Development Guide (adapted from Freethy, 2011) 

, Collaborative Initiative Development Guide 
:: How to develop collaborations with an adaptive SMART·framework (Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Realistic, & ·Timebound) 

Resources: Tools & 
Task Key Directives Focus Questions , .. ." Strategies ... 

c .... , ',. I ~ ~ . - '- i ,I., .' ., " I c:_ ,I":' II \.. 

N,ote:.:Resource list is intended to 
Illustrate resources that mayor may 

No,.: Focus questions-are not meant to be prescriptive. Rather, they are intended to stimulate thought not be relevant to each process, for 
Note: Some tasks may occur in differing processes that guide development of diverse processeS with consistency. The following questions are selection as individually appropriate. 
oroeTis exam~s meant to.stimulate ideas:uni ueto the. needs of each·collaborative: rocess. ., .. ~. Thislistis t exhaustive. 

- . .. 
. .j. - • . • - - . 

-t=Oc.ua .• ql!"ons.and·,-.outcu.II!U",.,. exa",p/~,su.~Ject·.~;expans/on .and adaptatlon~ 

Planning I ***8egin planning after obtaining mandate approval(s} from decision-makers*** 

Scope 
Define Scope 
and 
Geographic 
Scale 

· Define scope 
· Define geographic 
scale 
· Identify initiative 
linkages 

What geographic scales are involved? Is the process species specifiC? Does the process involve multiple 
species in a broad approach? What is the scope of the process? (e.g. river, watershed, fishery, etc.) Is 
the scope limited to specific needs, such as a project, problem, jurisdiction, or interest group? Or is it 
broad and include a variety of interests or scales? What communities are affected? Are there regional, 
national, and international aspects? What are potential units of management? (e.g. Are there scope or 
scale boundaries?) What are biological, social, and economic considerations? Is the process informed by 
other processes? Does it inform other processes? What information is available? (e.g. scientific, 
TEKIATK, etc.) Are there linkages to other management or planning initiatives? (e.g. differing or nested 
scales) 

* 
-- - - --- -

Co-management Framework scale 

~~~1)pe d1aoralfiit TFO 

Excerpt from_SOC 
July 28 2011 ppt 
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Purpose 
Set Goals, 
Objectives, & 
Target 
Outcomes 

Establish 
Background, 
Context, & 
Drivers 

· Set goals 
· Define SMART 
objectives 
· Prioritize objectives 
· Establish target 
outcomes 

· Describe background 
· Research influences 
· Research controls 

Identify Interested Parties 

Identify & List . Determine affected 
Participants parties 

Identify Linkages 

· Identify affected First 
Nations 

Engage in . Identify jurisdictions 
Preliminary . Identify ongoing 
Organizational processes 
Review & 
Analysis 

What are collaborative process objectives and outcomes? (e.g. short term and long term) What 
objectives and tasks are priorities? Is there policy that will influence task prioritization and/or approach? 
Do objectives reflect a measurable approach (SMART framework) to planning? What tasks needs to be 
done? Are the tasks related? What decision-making is required? ( e.g. issues, timelines, etc.) What is an 
appropriate process to make decisions? (e.g. advisory committee, management board, community 
forum, etc.) 

What influences impact the initiative? What are legal considerations? What are major policies that 
influence the focal topic? What other policies, programs, initiatives, or guidance will influence the 
process? What controls impact the initiative? (including participant controls, industry interests, etc.) Are 
there national, international, or other considerations? What are potential interests in the topic? (e.g. 
specific fisheries, recreational activities, etc.) 

Note: The term interested parties includes key parties such as First Nations, industry (Le. fishers), and 
other levels of government, as well as stakeholders such as non-governmental organizations, 
communities and community groups, the public, and individuals. 

Note: Special consideration is required for the Department's unique relationship with First Nations. 

***Engage First Nations as early as possible. *** 

Who are affected parties? What communities, individuals, or groups are potentially affected? Are there 
First Nations potentially affected by the process? Are First Nations within the geographic scope of the 
focal topic? Are there other relevant interested parties that may be affected by initiative outcomes? (e.g. 
others that access or use resources) Do other governmental agencies have jurisdiction in the focal area? 
Are there regional, national, and/or international aspects to consider? Are there existing collaborative 
processes focused on the topic or geographic area that could inform identification of affected parties? 

Are other jurisdictions affected or influenced by the topic? Are existing process in place to consider as a 
place of topic engagement? Are there linkages among and/or between scopes, processes, and/or 
geographic scales? Are there potential alignment opportunities with other processes? (e.g. piggyback 
meetings, workshops, etc.) 

Process design checklist (NRTEE, 
1998, p. 45) 

Fisheries Act; Sustainable Fisheries 
Framework 

Consultation Framework 
Consultation Toolbox 

DFO Pacific Region Co-management 
Framework (pending) 

Interdepartmental pooling of 
resources (e.g. AANDC, EC, etc. -
tools & engagement strategies, 
knowledge sharing, etc.) 
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Design Engagement Strategy 
Engagement . Identify methods for 
Strategy engagement 
Development . Establish timeline 

· Align with process 
linkages 

Participant 
Capacity 
Assessments 

Engagement 
Strategy 
Checklist & 
Review 

· Describe rationale and 
capacity of engagement 

· Explore funding options 
· Project participant 
capacities 

· Reflect on objectives 
· Reflect on legal and 
fiduciary obligations 
· Reflect on inclusion of 
relevant interested and 
affected parties 

How will dialogue/discussion/exchange of information occur? How will the process be chaired? Is a third 
party facilitator relevant to the process? How will Tiered process communications affect engagement 
processes? What is the timeline for engagement and implementation? Are there legislative or legal 
considerations that will influence the timeline? Are there educational opportunities? (e.g. information kits, 
fact sheets, community dialogues, etc.) Does the engagement process seek to build capacities of 
participants? Is engagement with interested parties planned in a neutral environment? (e.g. timing, 
meeting location, etc.) Does the approach provide information to interested parties? Does the approach 
respect the Department's unique relationship with First Nations? What approach could facilitate 
participation by a broad range of interested parties? Are the objectives clearly articulated to interested 
parties? Are the intentions and potential collaborative process outcomes clearly and equitably articulated 
to interested parties? What are strategic considerations? Can engagement serve multiple purposes? 

Are there other initiatives to engage through? Does the engagement strategy reflect purpose, context, & 
drivers? Do the objectives focus on the goal(s)? What will the unit of management & collaboration be? 
Do managemenUcollaboration boundaries enable focusing on topic(s) at an appropriate scope and 
scale? Are there considerations in place for First Nations, legal obligations, other governmental 
jurisdictions, intemational obligations, or other implications? How will collaborative processes 
advice/recommendations be considered? Are meeting locations representative and centrally located for 
the majority of participants? 

Are there funding sources or in-kind contributions available to facilitate processes or plan 
implementation? What is the capacity of various interested parties to participate in terms of knowledge, 
skills, training, etc? Are there opportunities/options to build capacities or facilitate participation avenues? 
(e.g. training, mentoring, networking, etc.) 

Is the approach inclusive and represent a broad range of interests? Has there been broad 
communications to engage interested parties? Are legal obligations and responsibilities to First Nations 
addressed? Are there different avenues/methods for interested parties to participate? (e.g. online, 
meetings, forums, etc.) Does collaborative process scope address the issues, interests, and/or 
implications of participants? Is there a commitment to work together? Are outputs clearly articulated? 
(e.g. adviSOry capacity of collaborations) 

Consult early; Develop governance 
model; Process Design checklist 
(NRTEE, 1998, p. 45); DFO Pacific 
Region Co-management Framework 
(pending); First Nations Fisheries 
CouncillDFO collaboratively 
developed co-management 
framework (pending); Communication 
strategy development 

Generate publications (e.g. overview 
of planning process, engagement 
strategy, governance framework, 
etc.); Develop communication 
strategies; Develop issues tracking 
table to document issues and 
challenges as they evolve 
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Engagement 

Collaboration Development 
Establish . Develop Terms of 
Process Reference 

Communications 

· Develop Code of 
Conduct 
· Set initial meeting 
agenda 

(ongoing) . Seek participant 
approval for 
communications 
· Develop 
communications 
· Disseminate/post 
communications 

Develop Workplan 
Draft Workplan . Discuss objectives 

· Establish SMART 
milestones that bridge 
objectives to target 
outcomes 
· Develop tasks for each 
milestone 
· Assign tasks 
· Set a timeline for task 
completion 

What items/topics are appropriate for inclusion into Terms of Reference? What are the participant's roles 
and responsibilities? What are appropriate guiding principles? Are there policies that contribute to the 
development of principles and strategic planning? How is decision-making articulated? Is a 
conflict/dispute resolution process articulated? What are items/topics of focus appropriate for developing 
meeting agendas? 

Are communications conducted regularly and in a timely way to support transparency, shared 
responsibility, and accountability? Are press releases appropriate? Would a newsletter or regular email 
publication support the process? Would a public communications portal such as a website be 
appropriate for communications? Would a web-based communications environment enable increased 
and alternative forms of engagement? Are there topics suitable for public communication? Are there 
media opportunities to showcase positive aspects? Would posting documents or information on a 
website be appropriate? 

Is there a topiC with some agreement to begin discussions with? Could this be a place to begin 
discussions of approach and objective prioritization to establish a grounding in productive dialogue? Are 
existing jurisdictions of management processes addressed? Does planning reflect an ecosystem-based 
approach spatially and temporally? What are the issues/concerns/needs/views of interested parties 
related to the focal topic? (short term and long term) Does brainstorming identify any additional topiCS? 
Are there legislative, regulatory, or legal implications to consider? Do objectives encompass 
environmental, social, and economic aspects? Are there opportunities or constraints that may affect the 
process? Are there examples or experiences that could inform the process? (e.g. case studies) What 
are the prioritized objectives of the initiative's workplan? Is a formal agreement appropriate or needed? 
(e.g. common workplan, MOU, etc.) Is a collaborative organization or body appropriate? (e.g. 
management board , advisory group, etc.) Have conservation and sustainable use topiCS been 
considered? 

Pacific North Coast Integrated 
Management Area Planning steps 
(DFO, 2010); Expand on existing 
templates (e.g. Fraser River 
Roadmap process) 

A Policy to Govern Pacific Region 
Advisory Bodies (2004) 

Communications staff input; 
Consultation Secretariat advice; 
establish communications to update 
participants (e.g. post activities status 
online) 
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Draft Workplan 
(continued) 

Workplan 
Consultation 

Workplan 
Revision 

· Distribute for review 
· Seek feedback 
· Document feedback 

· Incorporate relevant 
feedback 
· Incorporate emerging 
information 

Have biological, social, and economic topics been considered? Has the best available scientific 
assessment been included? Has TEKlATK been incorporated? Does the workplan incorporate First 
Nations aspects? Does the workplan respect existing roles and authorities? Does the workplan 
incorporate conservation aspects? Is it clearly articulated how collaborative advise will be considered? Is 
decision-making knowledge based? Are quality control, monitoring, and/or enforcement parameters 
included? What are timelines, deadlines, and/or deliverables for the workplan? Is there accountability for 
timelines, deadlines, and deliverables? Is there a conflict/dispute resolution process and tools in place? 
Are the parties accountable for workplan implementation identified? What are the enforcement 
implications of applicable legislation or regulatory authorities? Do decision-makers have feedback that 
could inform development of the initiative? 

Does work planning reflect a measurable approach (SMART framework) to planning? Does the 
workplan incorporate measurable indicators for monitoring and evaluating performance? Is there a 
proactive performance evaluation framework included in the workplan? Is there review and adaptive 
management as a component to continually improve the process? Is the interval for regular process 
evaluation by partiCipants clearly articulated? (e.g. biannual) Is cyclical program evaluation clearly 
stated? (e.g. at year 1, 3, 5, etc.) 

Does the draft workplan address the objectives and target outcomes? Have relevant decision makers 
and co-workers been included in the drafting process? Does the draft plan contain: identification of 
parties, timelines, project /activity descriptions, party obligations, evaluation and monitoring parameters, 
conflict/dispute resolution mechanisms, and funding details? Does the management plan detail legal 
mechanisms such as termination provisions and liabilities? Does the draft plan reflect collaborative 
discussions and agreements? Does the draft plan reflect applicable legislative, regulatory and policy 
aspects? Does the draft plan incorporate/address local, regional, national, & international geographically 
nested scales? Does the draft plan incorporate/address scopes and other ongoing processes? Has the 
plan been reviewed by First Nations? Are the roles and responsibilities of plan activities suitable and 
agreed upon? Are capacities in place or organized for plan implementation? 

Does the workplan respect overarching ministerial authorities? Does the workplan respect legislative 
and regulatory implications? Does it incorporate other national and/or international considerations? Does 
the workplan provide guidance to address process objectives? Does the workplan incorporate available 
science? Does the workplan incorporate other ways of knowing? Does the workplan follow an 
ecosystem-based approach guided by the precautionary principle? Does the revised workplan reflect 
feedback? Does the workplan incorporate collaborative decision-making in the process? Does the 
workplan use an adaptive approach? Does planning incorporate emerging bodies of knowledge? 
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Workplan 
Approval 

· Draft 
recommendation(s} 
· Distribute to relevant 
staff 
· Obtain endorsement 
from decision-makers 

Implementation 

Workplan Implementation 
Establish . Organize intemal 
Structures structures 

Participate 
Proactively 

Capacity 
Development 

· Organize external 
structures 

· Carry out aSSigned 
workplan tasks 
· Periodically provide 
task status updates 

· Explore capacity 
building opportunities 

Has the workplan been reviewed internally by supervisors, program staff, legal staff, etc.? Has the 
workplan been forwarded as recommendations to mandated/legislated authorities for endorsement? Do 
decision-making authorities endorse the workplan? 

Are institutional structures in place to support the implementation of the plan? (e.g. designated 
governmental representation, enforcement, etc.) Are other required structures and support mechanisms 
in place? (e.g. website portal) Are interested parties aware of implementation parameters and timelines? 
Does the plan articulate responsible individuals or groups for each task/activity? Is there commitment to 
implementation and monitoring? What are the roles and responsibilities of designated governmental 
representation? Are internal and external structures organized to fulfill plan criteria? Does appropriate 
staff have the required capacities? Is training required to facilitate plan implementation and ensuing 
activities? Is work planning required for specific roles? (e.g. working group participation, monitoring, 
enforcement, etc.) Can program activities serve as educational opportunities? 

Are structures appropriate to support plan implementation? Are roles and responsibilities being adhere to 
and carried out? Are timelines and commitments or deliverables being met? Can participants be 
proactive through contact avenues that are appropriate in scale and scope to the process? (e.g. small 
meetings, forums, etc.) Do participation options meet participant and process needs? Are there ways to 
connect in smaller, more focused formats to stimulate ideas and generate potential management 
approaches/solutions? Are there integrated collaborative approaches underway that could address 
topiCS? Would smaller working groups better enable progress towards collaborative objectives? Have 
leaders emerged within the participants that can put the needs of the group forward in focused 
discussion groups? Would the process be conducive to creating smaller working groups to focus on 
topics? 

Are there mentoring opportunities that could facilitate increases of skills and capacities, or knowledge 
transfers? Are there training opportunities that could be tailored to meet participant and process needs? 

Draft meeting summaries to email to 
meeting participants; Document 
activities for accountability, 
transparency, and adaptive 
management purposes 
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Monitoring, Evaluation, & Adaptation 
Periodic . Distribute participant 
Monitoring & evaluations 
Evaluation . Collate feedback 

Structure & 
Process 
Adaptive 
Management 
(ongoing) 

· Apply relevant 
feedback to process 
· Update area and 
regional staff 

Post - Implementation 

Post-Implementation Evaluation 
Conduct In- . Review goals, 
depth Program objectives, and target 
Assessment outcomes 

· Review Terms of 
Reference 
· Review task timeline 
· Compare task 
completion{s) to timeline 
· Assess program tasks, 
outcomes, & processes 

Does the collaborative organizational structure support engagement and active participation of all 
interested parties? Are interested parties needs being met? Is the process progressing according to 
established timelines? Is the process meeting it's milestones/benchmarks? What activities are working? 
What activities are not working? What actions could enable activities to work better? Are the process and 
activities flexible to enable adaptations? Do interested parties have any concerns or feedback regarding 
the process? Is process information readily and publicly available as appropriate? What worked well in 
the engagement of interested parties? What didn't work well? What can be changed to better meet the 
objectives of the process? What can be changed to better meet the needs of interested parties? Can 
engagement be coordinated with existing or other processes? Do participants feel that the process is or 
will be meaningful? 

Could feedback improve the initiative processes and/or activities? Could feedback increase process 
efficiencies? Could feedback enable process activities to better meet objectives or timelines? What can 
be modified within the process activities to incorporate appropriate feedback? 

Would third party evaluation be appropriate? Is the process meeting its objectives? How well did the 
program meet its objectives? Are there meaningful outcomes of the program? Are there ongoing 
meaningful outputs/achievements that the program is attaining/contributing to? What is the level of 
achievement in meeting the program objectives? What activities are working? What activities are not 
working? What actions could enable activities to work better? What are the impacts of the program in the 
short-term? What are likely/projected impacts of the program in the long-term? Can scheduled 
evaluations contribute to improving this program and its processes? (e.g. annually) How can this 
program contribute experiences, learning, or best practices to other collaborative processes? Is 
networking through process linkages enabling sharing of information and learning opportunities? Are 
there opportunities for learning or training within the process to increase participant and/or staff 
capacities? Does the initiative tie existing policies and strategies together to 
streamline processes? Are there opportunities to establish linkages that could streamline processes and 
resources? Does the initiative address collaborative and co-management strategies outlined in the 
Co-management Framework? Does the initiative address policies, such as the Sustainable Fisheries 
Framework? Does the program target the focal topiC that it was developed for? Does the program 
achieve 
goals outside of the original intent? 

Collaborative Initiative Development 
Evaluation (Freethy, 2011) 

Revise action plan and activities to 
reflect feedback to meet objectives 
(adaptive management) 

Utilize a program evaluation model 
(e.g. Bellamy, 2001) 
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Program 
Adaptive 
Management 
(ongoing) 

References 

· Draft assessment 
report 
· Apply relevant 
assessment outcomes 
to initiative 
· Update area and 
regional staff 

What feedback from monitoring and evaluation can contribute to revising the plan to better respond to 
goals, objectives, and target outcomes? What feedback from monitoring and evaluation can contribute to 
revising the Collaborative Initiative Development Guide? 

· Bellamy, J. (2001). A systems approach to the evaluation of natural resource management initiatives. Journal of Environmental Management, 63(4), 407-423. 

· Carlsson, L.. & Berkes. F. (2005). Co-management: Concepts and methodological implications. Journal of Environmental Management. 75(1). 65-76. doi:10.1016/j.jenvman.2004.11.008 

· Conley. A. & Moote. M. A. (2003). Evaluating collaborative natural resource management. Society & Natural Resources. 16(5). 371-386. doi: 1 0.1 080/08941920309181 

· Fisheries & Oceans Canada (DFO). (2010). The context for the PNCIMA Initiative planning process. Retrieved from http://pncima.orgimediaidocuments/pdf/2010J)ncima_context.pdf 

· Fisheries & Oceans Canada (DFO). (2011). SOC co-management framework July 28 final. Unpublished PowerPoint presentation. 

· Freethy. D. (2011). Towards collaborative management of Pacific region fISheries. Unpublished manuscript. 

· Izurieta. A.. Sithole. B .• Stacey. N .• Hunter-Xenie. H .• Campbell. B .• Donohoe. P ..... Wilson. L. (2011). Developing indicators for monitoring and evaluating joint management effectiveness in protected 

areas in the Northern Territory. Australia. Ecology and Society. 16(3). Retrieved from http://www.ecologyandsociety.orglvoI16/iss3/art9/main.html 

· National Round Table on the Environment and the Economy (NRTEE). (1998). Sustainable strategies for oceans: A co-management guide. Retrieved from www.nrtee-trnee.com/ .. .loceans

comanagement-guidelindex-oceans-comanagement-guide.php 

· Pinkerton. E. (1989). Co-operative Management of Local Fisheries: New Directions for improved management and community development. Vancouver: University of British Columbia. 
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Appendix C 

Table 5. Collaborative Initiative Evaluation Statements (adapted from Freethy, 2011) 

Collaborative Initiative 
Evaluation 

Category I Evaluation Statements 
This tool is intended to provide sample statements to assess collaborative initiatives with respect to the 
eight best, workable characteristics supportive of natural resource collaboration and their 
corresponding descriptions. Statements are meant to be evaluated based on the 5-point scale 
outlined at the end of this document. These questions should be copied and placed in random order 
into a new document for participant assessment without category identification. Participants can then 
evaluate their agreement with the statements using the 5-point scale, as a blind category assessment. 
The initiative organizer can then review the evaluation results to assess participant perceptions of the 
eight characteristics applied to the initiative. This comparison will provide an evaluation of how well 
the initiative has reflected the eight characteristics. 

Assessing the eight characteristics blindly provides participant feedback supportive of adaptive 
management practices, as this feedback can be utilized to modify initiatives. As such, regular 
evaluations can also indicate change over time. 

Shared Legislation and regulatory information is readily accessible. 
Responsibility Participants are accountable for their participation and actions. 
& . . Decisions and rationale are posted regularly. 
Accountability Opportunities to express perspectives are provided. 

Inclusive & 
Respectful of 
Obligations to 
First Nations 

Effective 

The process is conducted according to the Terms of Reference and Code of 
Conduct. 

Initiative supports participants' expressions in a constructively respectful way that 
can inform decision-makin~. 

Engagement recognized DFO's unique relationship with First Nations, as well as 
aboriginal rights and title aspects. 

The initiative explores appropriate geographic scales and scopes that include 
individual, area, and regional considerations. 
Initiative engagement is extended to relevant interested and affected parties. 

Other ways of knowing are included in the initiative (e.g. expertise and knowledge 
inform the process, such as best available science, TEKIATK, local knowledge, 
etc.) 

Initiative meetings and processes are timely, follow agendas, and reflect work 
planning. 

Initiative processes respond flexibly to adapt to emerging issues, changes, and 
process feedback. 
Objectives are defined, prioritized, and addressed according to priority. 
Discussions are focused on initiative objectives. 
The initiative has generated outcomes that address objectives. 
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Conservation & 
Sustainable Use 

Transparency 

Clear Roles and 
Responsibilities 

Common 
Understandings 

Capacity & 
Resources 

Evaluation 
scale: 

Geographic scales were responsively considered in the initiative's processes. 
The approach incorporates the precautionary principle. 
The scope of the initiative was appropriate. 
The process is responsive to emerging issues and information. 
The process follows an integrated approach to incorporate multiple objectives (e.g. 
ecosystem based management). 

There are diverse, inclusive invitations, methods, and opportunities for 
participation. 

There is an openly clear and accessible process for decision-making within the 
initiative. 

Participant perspectives of relevant interest groups were incorporated into the 
initiative. 
Policies and legislation are followed transparently. 
Communications are provided in timely, readily accessible formats. 

Both the group and individuals are accountable for their actions and participation. 

Participants respect the Code of Conduct and are supportive of respectful 
information exchanges. 
Participants respect the Terms of Reference. 
Focus is maintained on prioritized initiative goals. 
Conflict resolution mechanisms are components available to initiative participants. 

Initiative documents and reference information is readily available to all 
participants. 

There are respectful expressions and receptionllistening of differing perspectives 
and ways of knowing. 
Information exchanges increase understandings of various authorities, mandates, 
and interests of participants. 

There is an increase in knowledge and awareness, which may include the 
acknowledgement of other views and perspectives. 

Information exchanges support work towards mutual goals and objectives, such as 
work planning tasks. 

Initiative meetings and processes were conducted efficiently. 
Initiative planning was sensitive to participant access, availability, and capacities. 
There are opportunities to expand knowledge and skills within the process. 
There are a variety of opportunities and methods for participation. 
Engagement was coordinated with existing or other processes where possible. 

5=Strongly 
agree 

4=Agree 3=Neutral 2=Disagree 1=Strongly 
disagree N/A 


