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ABSTRACT
EXPLORING INTERACTIONS DURING MULTIORGANIZATIONAL
POLICY IMPLEMENTATION: A CASE STUDY OF THE
VIRGINIA COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
Madeleine Wright McNamara
Old Dominion University, 2008
Director: John C. Morris, Ph.D.

Organizations face implementation challenges compounded by complex and
interconnected public problems. In the environmental arena, the inabilities of individual
organizations to resolve these problems independently are exacerbated by the scope,
duration, and tremendous diversity of tasks coupled with a lack of funding. As a result,
multiorganizational arrangements are created as public, private, and nonprofit
organizations work together to implement policy. These relationships increase
organizational capacities through the diversification of resources and expertise.

Multiorganizational implementation is complicated by various legal authorities,
missions, goals, and operational procedures that guide individual organizations. One way
to approach these complexities is to expand our understanding of the different types of
interactions that occur between organizations. The purpose of this study is to explore the
use of cooperation, coordination, and collaboration between 15 federal/state agencies,
local governments, and nongovernmental organizations when working together to
implement the Virginia Seaside Heritage Program.

Inquiry into the empirical presence of different types of multiorganizational
interactions makes two contributions to theory. First, the Multiorganizational

Implementation Model is developed and presented as a framework that utilizes the policy

implementation and interorganizational theory literatures to distinguish between



cooperation, coordination, and collaboration. A theoretical foundation for comparing
different types of interactions creates opportunities for consistent theoretical inquiry.
Second, this is the first time that a model focused on different types of
multiorganizational interactions is applied to a policy implementation setting. Broadening
the scope of current inquiry to explore different types of interactions improves our
theoretical understanding of policy implementation in multiorganizational arrangements.
A continuum of interaction may help theorists move beyond a narrow reconciliation of
the top-down/bottom-up approaches towards a fourth generation of implementation
research.

Textual data are gathered through document review and 34 semistructured
interviews. Findings support the utility of the Multiorganizational Implementation Model
in explaining interactions between organizations in this setting. In addition,
administrators perceive collaborative interactions to occur within the multiorganizational
arrangement when implementing the Virginia Seaside Heritage Program. Finally,
interactions during multiorganizational implementation are initiated formally and

informally in ways other than the current body of literature explores.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

Background

Organizations often face implementation challenges compounded by inherently
complex and interconnected policy problems (O’ Toole, 2000). Increased demands on
government, coupled with fewer resources, further exacerbate the inabilities of individual
organizations to independently implement public policy. As a result, public organizations
work across bureaucratic boundaries to increase government’s capacity for addressing
complex problems (Kettl, 2003; Mandell, 1999). Partnerships between public, private,
and nonprofit organizations develop and interdependencies form. Multiorganizational
arrangements are increasingly used as agencies work together to implement policy by
diversifying resources and expertise (Hall & O’Toole, 2004; Keast, Mandell, Brown, &
Woolcock, 2004; O’ Toole, 1993).

Implementation inevitably requires interactions across organizational boundaries
(Hjern & Porter, 1981; O’Toole, 1993). Therefore, it is important to expand our
understanding of the interactions that take place between organizations when working
together to implement policy. This study introduces the Multiorganizational
Implementation Model (MIM) to explore the use of cooperation, coordination, and
collaboration during multiorganizational policy implementation.

The policy implementation literature identifies two theoretical approaches to
policy implementation: the top-down approach and the bottom-up approach. These two

approaches address implementation in different ways and emphasize different values



(Schofield, 2001). Much ot the implementation research focuses on identifying variables
specific to each approach (see, for example, Mazmanian & Sabatier, 1989; O’ Toole,
1986). The circuitous debate comparing the strengths and weaknesses of the top-down
and bottom-up approaches must be replaced with research identifying the variables most
critical to policy implementation (O’Toole, 1986; 2000). The number of variables, wide
variation in their perceived importance, and complexity of interactions are problematic
for theoretical advancement (Goggin, 1986; O’ Toole, 1986; 2000); conceptual clarity
remains elusive. Although theorists acknowledge the importance of reconciling both
approaches, a synthesized framework based on the combined strengths of the top-
down/bottom-up approaches is needed (O’ Toole, 2000; Saetren, 2005).

Organizations are often mandated by legislation to implement public policy in
support of particular policy goals. Some mandates require two or more organizations to
work together during policy implementation (see, for example, Caruson & MacManus,
2006; O’Toole & Montjoy, 1984; Raelin, 1982). In these instances, relationships are
likely to develop between organizations. The importance of interaction across
organizational boundaries is first acknowledged in Pressman & Wildavsky’s (1973)
Implementation, where ignorance of organizational interdependence in complex decision
chains ultimately contributes to a mismatch between policy expectations and outcomes.
Despite this recognition more than three decades ago, little is done to examine
interactions during multiorganizational implementation empirically. The focus of this
research is on the different types of interactions that occur when organizations work

together to implement public policy.



Problem Statement

The policy literature recognizes the importance and complexity of
multiorganizational implementation (see, for example, O’ Toole, 1986; Pressman &
Wildavsky, 1973). However, empirical inquiry emphasizes formalized interactions based
on policy mandate, agency rulemaking, or organizational procedures (Caruson &
MacManus, 2006; Raelin, 1982). More specifically, the literature focuses on the extent to
which policies identify interorganizational partners (Hall & O’Toole, 2004), policy
characteristics that induce or constrain interdependence (May, 1995; O’Toole, 1995;
O’Toole & Montjoy, 1984), or the structures used in multiorganizational implementation
(Mandell, 1994; O’Toole, 1997). Despite a nonhierarchical nature, much of the literature
involving implementation networks also emphasizes formalized interactions based on
organized efforts (Hall & O’Toole, 2004; Mandell, 1994). The common thread among
these different approaches to the literature is that organizations are assumed to work
togethe‘r in a formalized arrangement based on a requirement to do so.

There are three problems with this approach. First, it fails to consider the
possibility that multiorganizational implementation may occur outside the boundaries of
operational authority. Informal interactions between organizations are important (Keast et
al., 2004) and should be empirically examined. Second, legislators are limited in their
abilities to foresee and specify the interactions required in complex implementation
settings (O’ Toole & Montjoy, 1984). It is highly unlikely that policy mandates account
for all potential interactions within implementation settings. Third, the literature appears
not to have progressed beyond the top-down/bottom-up debate even though O’Toole

(2000) declared its ending nearly a decade ago. Exclusive acknowledgement of



formalized arrangements advocates a top-down approach. In the multiorganizational
implementation literature, this approach is emphasized under the guise of alternative
nomenclature--coordination.

Collective action lies at the heart of multiorganizational implementation
(O’Toole, 1991). Researchers use terms such as cooperation, coordination, or
collaboration to describe interactions in multiorganizational implementation (Jennings &
Ewalt, 1998; Lundin, 2007; O’Toole & Montjoy, 1984). While these terms are often used
within the public administration, organization theory, and education literatures (see, for
example, Intriligator, 1992; Keast, Brown, & Mandell, 2007; Mattessich, Murray-Close,
& Monsey, 2001), there is much that still needs to be done to understand empirically the
nuances that distinguish these terms from one another.

A lack of conceptual clarity impacts inquiry in three ways. First, there is a
tendency to broadly categorize interaction terms with little regard for the definitions that
distinguish them from one another (Caruson & MacManus, 2006; Keast, Brown, &
Mandell, 2007; Mandell & Steelman, 2003). Without acknowledging and defining each
term, theorists cannot properly consider the range of interactions potentially useful in
multiorganizational implementation settings. Second, the appropriate application of
cooperation, coordination, and collaboration cannot be acknowledged when they are used
interchangeably. Misapplication of terms makes it difficult to identify the conditions
under which it is appropriate to use a particular type of interaction as an implementation
strategy. Third, researchers often assume an interaction occurs even though its presence is
not empirically tested (see, for example, Bryson, Crosby, & Stone, 2006; Imperial, 2001;

Jennings & Krane, 1994; Kettl, 2003). The collective impact from these problems further



perpetuates theoretical inconsistency. A conceptual model pertaining to the use of

different types of interactions during multiorganizational implementation is nonexistent.

Study Setting

The Virginia Coastal Zone Management (VCZM) Program provides the setting
for this study. Its mission is to protect, restore, and strengthen Virginia’s coastal areas by
managing and overseeing activities that affect coastal resources. The VCZM Program is a
network of Virginia state agencies and local governments who administer state laws,
regulations, and policies to protect coastal resources. This network of organizations is
selected as the setting for this study based on their involvement in implementing a policy
mandate, a need for them to work collectively to implement this mandate, and a potential
for a variety of interactions to occur between the government and nongovernmental

organizations involved in implementing the program.

Implementing the Virginia Coastal Zone Management Program
The VCZM Program was established in 1986, by executive order, to protect
Virginia’s coastal zone and in response to the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972
(Kaine, 2006; United States Congress, 1972). The executive order explains the mission of
the VCZM Program, specifies policy goals, identifies the Virginia Department of
Environmental Quality (DEQ) as the lead agency, and requires specific state agencies to
participate in program implementation. Despite its designation as lead agency, the DEQ

does not have control over other state agencies.



State agency involvement in the VCZM Program is specified by executive order
and classified into two categories: (1) agencies primarily responsible for implementing
the VCZM Program’s enforceable policies, and (2) agencies responsible for assisting

with the VCZM Program (Kaine, 2006). These agencies are listed in Table 1.1.

Table 1.1

Virginia State Agencies Designated by Executive Order

Agencies Primarily Responsible for Agencies Responsible for Assisting with the
Implementation of Enforceable Policies Program

Department of Environmental Quality Department of Historic Resources
Department of Conservation and Recreation Department of Forestry

Marine Resource Commission Department of Agriculture and Consumer
Department of Game and Inland Fisheries Services

Department of Health Virginia Institute of Marine Science

Department of Transportation
Virginia Economic Development
Partnership

In Virginia’s eight coastal areas, local governments are involved in the VCZM
Program through the Planning District Commissions (PDCs). The PDCs focus on coastal
management issues of greater than local concern by facilitating relationships, passing
information, and pooling resources between state and local governments (Oftice of Ocean
and Coastal Resource Management [OCRM], 2004). On an annual basis, the VCZM
Program awards each PDC a grant to provide local governments with technical assistance
(OCRM, 2004; Virginia Coastal Zone Management Program [VCZMP], 2008a).

State agencies and PDCs within the VCZM Program partner with
nongovernmental organizations, such as nonprofits and private businesses, to implement
coastal programs or policies (see, for example, VCZMP, 2006). Partnerships with
nonprofit organizations include The Nature Conservancy and Eastern Shorekeeper.

Partnerships with private organizations include Cherrystone Aquafarms and Southeast



Expeditions. Nonprofit organizations and private businesses are not identified in the
executive order. Typically, nongovernmental organizations do not receive grant funding

through the VCZM Program.

The Coastal Policy Team

The VCZM Program established the Coastal Policy Team (CPT) to provide a
forum to bring organizations together to develop and implement coastal policies, discuss
coastal resource issues, and resolve conflicts (OCRM, 2004). It is comprised of
representatives from key state agencies and each of the eight coastal PDCs. Each member
of the CPT has voting rights; decisions, such as prioritizing issues and funding strategies,
are based on consensus. The CPT provides policy recommendations to the VCZM
Program staff (VCZMP, 2005).

Members of the CPT have access to the coastal geospatial and educational
mapping system (GEMS). This web-based planning tool helps them share information
and align decisions pertaining to land use and resource management. The VCZM
Program contributes considerable funding to this system in order to facilitate
communication and informed decision making among partner organizations. The
accuracy of the system relies on the data quality provided by the members of the CPT. In
addition to potentially aligning local implementation efforts, another goal of GEMS is to
better inform policy decision making by strengthening linkages between local land use
plans and the state’s water use policies (OCRM, 2007). Efforts to train representatives

from key agencies and PDCs on GEMS are currently underway.



Grant Funding and the Virginia Coastal Zone Management Program

The VCZM Program staff administers grant money funded by the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA). These funds are used to maintain
ongoing programs, support a large program identified as a main focal area, or help
smaller projects get started. The VCZM Program found it beneficial to fund a long-term
project aligned with their main focal area which is selected every three years (OCRM,
2004). When identifying long-term projects, input is solicited from organizations within
the network and other nongovernmental partners (VCZMP, 2005).

Grant contracts are used to distribute money, define the scope of a particular
project, and formally identify a single organization’s responsibility for meeting the
requirements in the grant. Funding is available to coastal states with federally approved
coastal management programs. A lead organization is designated for each project and
becomes legally responsible for implementing the specifications within the grant
contract. This organization has discretion to work with other government agencies and
nongovernmental partners to achieve project goals; these relationships are not specified
in the grant and may occur more informally. Partnering organizations are often involved
in project implementation even if they do not receive grant funding from the VCZM
Program. Each project is assigned a grant coordinator and a project manager from the
staff of the VCZM Program. The grant coordinator ensures the grant money is used as
intended. The project manager may act as a facilitator between the program and the lead
organization responsible for local project implementation. Project management typically
goes beyond the terms specified in the grant contract. While grant funding is important, it

is one part of the overall strategy for a particular initiative.



The Virginia Seaside Heritage Program

In 2002, the Virginia Seaside Heritage Program became the main focal area for
the VCZM Program (VCZMP, 2007). As a result, this program receives significant
funding and coastal management expertise from the VCZM Program; support is
scheduled to continue through September of 2008. The Virginia Seaside Heritage
Program, and more specifically the interactions that occur between the organizations
involved in implementing this program, provide the focus for this study.

The primary goals of the Virginia Seaside Heritage Program are to restore coastal
habitats and replenish aquatic resources along Virginia’s Eastern Shore while promoting
sustainable economic activities such as ecotourism and aquaculture (VCZMP, 2007,
2008c). Aquatic resources include underwater grasses, oysters, scallops, finfish,
waterfowl, and shorebirds (OCRM, 2007). The presence of these aquatic resources within
the waters surrounding Virginia’s Eastern Shore are dramatically declining due to over-
harvesting, disease, and habitat loss (VCZMP, 2007; 2008c). In addition to habitat
restoration, aquaculture, and ecotourism, another goal of the Virginia Seaside Heritage
Program is to draft an agreement between key players promoting management strategies
for sustaining coastal resources (VCZMP, 2008b).

A network of federal agencies, Virginia state agencies, local governments, and
nongovernmental organizations implement the policies associated with the Virginia
Seaside Heritage Program. These organizations are identified in Table 1.2. It is through
these partnerships that coastal habitats are restored; aquatic resources are replenished;

and economic development is managed.
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Table 1.2

Network of Organizations in the Virginia Seaside Heritage Program

Organizational Type Specific Organizations in the Network
Federal Agencies U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Virginia State Agencies/Programs Department of Environmental Quality

Coastal Zone Management Program
Marine Resources Commission
Department of Conservation & Recreation
Department of Game & Inland Fisheries

Local Government Accomack County
Northampton County
Accomack-Northampton PDC

Nongovernmental Organizations The Nature Conservancy

Eastern Shorekeeper

Southeast Expeditions

Cherrystone Aquafarms

College of William & Mary"
Institute of Marine Science®
Center for Conservation Biology®

University of Virginia®

* Although these academic institutions are state sponsored, they operate autonomously as individual organizations.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this research is to explore interactions between organizations
when working together to implement policy. More specifically, this research explores the
use of cooperation, coordination, and collaboration between government and
nongovernmental organizations during implementation of the Virginia Seaside Heritage
Program. This study of multiorganizational implementation is important for two reasons.
First, a major contribution of this study is the introduction of the Multiorganizational
Implementation Model (MIM). The strength of the MIM is that it resolves an earlier
model’s ambiguities by clearly distinguishing between operationalizations of

cooperation, coordination, and collaboration based on application of the policy
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implementation and interorganizational theory literatures. These distinctions provide
opportunities for consistent theoretical inquiry and improve the model’s transferability
for future use in alternative settings.

Second, this is the first time that a model focused on multiorganizational
interactions is applied to a public policy implementation setting. Broadening the scope of
current inquiry to explore different types of interactions may improve our theoretical
understanding of policy implementation in multiorganizational arrangements. A
continuum of interactions gives researchers a different way of looking at the top-
down/bottom-up debate while moving beyond a narrow reconciliation of the two
approaches. This application to public policy expands the use of interorganizational
theory and suggests that both literatures may benefit from collective inquiry. For
example, empirical research on informal interactions fills a gap in the current policy
implementation and interorganizational theory literatures which both emphasize formal

interactions deliberately configured to attain policy or organizational goals.

Research Questions
This study examines the following research questions:
1. Does the Multiorganizational Implementation Model (MIM) help explain interactions
in a policy implementation setting?
2. How do administrators perceive the use of cooperation, coordination, or collaboration
when working in a multiorganizational arrangement to implement policy?

3. How are multiorganizational interactions initiated?
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The first two research questions explore the applicability of the MIM and the
perceived use of different types of interactions in a multiorganizational implementation
setting. Variables within all four constructs of the model are explored to address these
two research questions. The third research question explores whether multiorganizational
interactions are initiated formally through legislative mandate or agency rulemaking,
informally through street-level experience or common interests, or a combination of both.
The impetus for collective action variable within the interorganizational policy objective
construct and the formality of the agreement variable within the interorganizational

infrastructure construct of the MIM are explored to address this research question.

Theoretical Framework

The Multiorganizational Implementation Model (MIM) provides the basis for the
conceptual framework within this study. A previous version of this model, developed in
the health education literature, examines multiorganizational arrangements in settings
such as health and human service delivery, medical and social service provision, and
education (see, for example, Edmondson, 2006; LaRocco, 1997; Thatcher, 2007). The
design, assumptions, construct nomenclature, and operationalizations from previous
versions of the model are transformed in this study to eliminate ambiguities and align
with the policy implementation and interorganizational theory literatures. This
transformaﬁon results in the development of the MIM.

The Multiorganizational Implementation Model is a theoretical lens that can be
used to explore a continuum of interactions between organizations. Cooperation,

coordination, and collaboration are the interaction terms used to describe this continuum.
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These terms, and their placement along a continuum, are recognized by some researchers
in the public administration, organization theory, and education literatures (see, for
example, Intriligator, 1992; Keast, Brown, & Mandell, 2007; Mattessich, Murray-Close,
& Monsey, 2001).

At one end of the spectrum, cooperation represents an interaction between
independent organizations who can individually accomplish the task at hand but
voluntarily and informally work together to build capacity or serve individual interests in
pursuit of simple goals (Keast, Brown, & Mandell, 2007; Mattessich, Murray-Close, &
Monsey, 2001; O’Leary & Bingham, 2007b). At the other end of the spectrum,
collaboration represents an interaction between organizations with collective
responsibility for interconnected tasks who work together voluntarily or by mandate in
pursuit of complex goals which cannot be accomplished by a single organization and are
based on shared interests (Gray, 1989; Keast, Brown, & Mandell, 2007; Mattessich,
Murray-Close, & Monsey, 2001; Thomson & Perry, 2006). Coordination is placed in the
middle of the two end points and represents an interaction between organizations
requiring some assistance from other organizations to accomplish individual missions in
which formal linkages are mobilized voluntarily or by mandate in pursuit of multifaceted
goals that support common objectives (Keast, Brown, & Mandell, 2007; Mattessich,
Murray-Close, & Monsey, 2001).

Placement on the continuum of interaction can be viewed through the following
four constructs: interorganizational policy objective, interorganizational infrastructure,
interorganizational procedures, and organizational management. These constructs, and

their relationships with the continuum of interaction, are identified in Figure 1.1. The
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model’s four constructs simultaneously influence interactions within multiorganizational
arrangements. Therefore, operationalizations of each construct are used to determine an

arrangement’s overall placement along the continuum.

Figure 1.1

The Multiorganizational Implementation Model

Interorganizational Organizational
Infrastructure Management

N e

Continuum of Interaction

Cooperation ----- Coordination ----- Collaboration
Interorganizational Interorganizational
Policy Objective Procedures

Research Design

A single case study design is used to address the research questions in this study.
When focusing on a single case, selection requires careful consideration (Stake, 1995;
Yin, 2003). The VCZM Program is chosen as the setting for this research through
criterion purposeful sampling. Case selection is based on the following criteria: (1) the
program is mandated to implement policy via the Coastal Zone Management Act; (2) the
program is comprised of a network of organizations which frequently interact to
implement policy; (3) no organization within the network has formal authority to direct a
particular type of interaction with other organizations; and (4) a variety of interactions

potentially occur within the program’s multiorganizational arrangement involving federal
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and state agencies, local governments, and nongovernmental organizations.
Multiorganizational policy implementation within the VCZM Program represents a
critical case which meets the conditions needed to explore the MIM in a policy setting.
Interactions between the organizations involved in implementing the Virginia Seaside
Heritage Program are the target of this exploratory research.

Data are collected in two ways: (1) semistructured interviews with individuals
involved in implementing the Virginia Seaside Heritage Program, and (2) a review of
organizational documents that provide further insight into interactions during
multiorganizational policy implementation. These data collection strategies are common
to qualitative methodology because they help the researcher gather information-rich
descriptions during inquiry (Patton, 2002; Yin, 2003). In addition, these strategies are
often used in research exploring multiorganizational interactions (see, for example, Hall
& O’Toole, 2004; Imperial, 2001; Keast, Brown, & Mandell, 2007; O’ Toole & Montjoy,
1984).

Standardized, open-ended interview questions are used to gather in-depth
information, limit external influences, organize data, and guide analysis (Patton, 2002;
Stake, 1995). An interview protocol includes predetermined sensitizing themes aligned
with operationalizations of the MIM. Interview participants are selected using snowball
sampling. This strategy helps identify information-rich participants and recognizes that
participants emerge as interviews progress (Patton, 2002). Interviewing begins with
members of the Coastal Policy Team involved in implementing the Virginia Seaside

Heritage Program.
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The researcher uses document review to gather additional data pertaining to
interactions during multiorganizational policy implementation. Memorandums of
understanding between organizations and program evaluations represent some of the
documents reviewed. Data gathered from the review of organizational documents is
compared to data gathered during interviews.

As data are collected through interviews and documents, the researcher uses
content analysis in two ways. First, a deductive approach to data analysis is employed as
the researcher systematically reduces the data gathered into the categories of a
predetermined coding scheme. These categories, based on the operationalizations of the
MIM, ultimately allow the researcher to place each multiorganizational interaction into
one of the following categories: cooperation, coordination, or collaboration. The
researcher gains insight into the study’s research questions by comparing the model’s
theoretical patterns and the data’s empirical patterns. Second, an inductive approach to
data analysis is employed as the researcher makes a purposeful attempt to find patterns
that do not fit into the categories of the predetermined coding scheme. Interviewees are
asked if there are any factors, other than those discussed, that impact interactions between
organizations. As contradictory data emerges, revisions to the theoretical model are
considered (Patton, 2002). This single case study design emphasizes theory verification
by focusing on a critical case (Yin, 2003).

Methodological triangulation and data source triangulation enhance authenticity
(Miles & Huberman, 1994; Stake, 1995). Confidence in research findings increases as
data from interviews and documents are compared. Data remaining in a nonnumerical,

textual form are used to support numerical aggregation and provide context.
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Significance of the Study

This research presents a theoretical lens to explore multiorganizational
arrangements during policy implementation. Development of the Multiorganizational
Implementation Model is a significant contribution of this research. Its application in this
study allows for empirical testing of the model’s operationalizations. Clarity of
operationalizations enhances the model’s transferability to other settings.

Broadening the scope of current inquiry to explore different types of interactions
may improve our understanding of multiorganizational policy implementation. Linkages
with interorganizational theory can be established to guide the implementation literature
toward a fourth generation of research. Distinguishing between different types of
interactions and identifying the conditions which warrant their use may further our
understanding of how particular interactions can be used as implementation strategies to
help multiorganizational arrangements fulfill policy goals.

An approach that considers a continuum of interactions as implementation
strategies gives researchers a different way of looking at the top-down/bottom-up debate
while moving beyond a narrow reconciliation of the two approaches. More specifically, a
continuum of interactions bridges the two approaches by allowing researchers to look at
the nature of the interaction without having to assume that one approach is more
important to implementation than the other. The formulation of previous implementation
models relies considerably on the preconceived notions of their developers and their
chosen approach to implementation (O’Toole, 1993; Schofield, 2001).

Since the top-down and bottom-up approaches are often seen to embrace

competing variables, the selection of one approach over another involves a value
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judgment based on a limited set of variables considered to be most relevant. These
assumptions limit the researcher to a narrow view of implementation by allowing them to
ignore the relative importance of variables associated with the other approach (O’ Toole,
1993). On the other hand, the MIM does not make any presumptions regarding variable
importance, and each approach is considered equally important in analyzing interactions
between organizations during implementation. In moving beyond the constraints inherent
to the top-down and bottom-up approaches, researchers are not restricted to a particular
set of variables and may be able to see implementation for what it really is.

Interactions are formed in a variety of ways (Robinson, 2006). Legislation and
agency rulemaking do not necessarily capture the operational patterns of interaction that
actually occur during implementation (Hall & O’Toole, 2004). The MIM can be used to
further research informal interactions between organizations. If informal interactions are
empirically identified, two assumptions must be reconsidered. The first assumption
involves the multiorganizational implementation literature. Theorists can no longer
assume that formal, coordinated strategies are the only way in which organizations
interact when implementing policy in multiorganizational arrangements. The second
assumption involves interorganizational theory. Researchers can no longer assume that
all interactions are deliberately and formally configured by planning personnel to align
with the type of interaction specified in the interorganizational objective (see, for
example, Thatcher, 2007). The potential for informal interactions to occur in

multiorganizational arrangements must be considered.
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Limitations

As with all research designs, selecting a case study approach has tradeofts
(Marshall & Rossman, 1999). Several limitations pertaining to this case study must be
acknowledged. First, this research focuses on the network of organizations working
together to implement the Virginia Seaside Heritage Program. Case studies are bounded
by context (Merriam, 1998). Therefore, the findings from this case study are not intended
for generalization or representation of other settings (Marshall & Rossman, 1999; Stake,
1995). Implementation of environmental policy, such as the Coastal Zone Management
Act, may utilize different types of interactions than those in other policy areas. This
limitation is addressed by fully describing this study’s sample and setting (Miles &
Huberman, 1994). With this information, other researchers can assess the study’s
transferability.

Second, the data collected in this study is based on the interpretations of the
interviewer and the perceptions self-reported by those interviewed (Stake, 1995).
Subjectivity is critical to understanding the context of a particular case (Stake, 1995).
However, this subjectivity can bias research as interviewees and the interviewer may
unintentionally filter textual dafa (Creswell, 2003). This limitation is addressed by
maintaining a transparent process throughout data analysis (Miles & Huberman, 1994).
Each step of the pr0>cess is revealed to prevent an unintentional filtering of data and
enhance the study’s confirmability.

Third, this research on interactions during policy implementation is initially
limited to the variables identified in the MIM. Other factors may influence interactions

between organizations during policy implementation. This limitation is addressed by
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offering interviewees an opportunity to provide additional information after completing
the series of questions aligned with the operationalizations of the theoretical model. A
search for competing evidence is used to enhance the model’s authenticity (Miles &
Huberman, 1994).

Fourth, all variables within the MIM are initially assumed to influence
multiorganizational interactions equally and simultaneously. However, some variables
may influence these interactions more than others. This limitation is addressed through
the use of qualitative methodology. In addition to looking for the verbal mention of
elements in interviews and documents, the researcher uses examples and context
provided by interviewees to give additional meaning to the perceived variation in levels
of importance.

Despite the limitations associated with case study research, its use of in-depth
exploration is well suited for this research. The study’s research questions are addressed
through information-rich descriptions. It is through these efforts that the policy

implementation and interorganizational theory literatures may advance.

Subsequent Chapters
This chapter introduces the problem, provides relevant background information
highlighting gaps in the current research, identifies the purpose of this research, explains
the theoretical framework, and gives an overview of the research design. In addition, the
significance of this research and its limitations are discussed. The following chapter
discusses the policy implementation and interorganizational theory literatures. This study

draws from these literatures to present the Multiorganizational Implementation Model.
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Chapter Three provides details on the single case study research design
organizing this research. Methods and data collection procedures are discussed in great
detail in order to enhance the confirmability and dependability of findings. Chapter Four
focuses on analyzing the data collected from interviews and organizational documents.
Chapter Five provides an overview of the study and summarizes research findings.
Theoretical implications are discussed and recommendations for future research are

provided.
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CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW

Overview

After numerous policy failures in the 1960s, it became clear that well constructed
policy could ultimately fail from the complexities of implementation (Pressman &
Wildavsky, 1973). Implementation research is represented by three generations, with
much emphasis placed on reconciling the top-down and bottom-up approaches (Elmore,
1985; Goggin, Bowman, Lester, & O'Toole, 1990; Matland, 1990; 1995). Inherent
differences between these two approachés make reconciliation difficult, and circuitous
discussions largely prevent identifying the variables most critical to policy
implementation (Menzel, 1987; O’Toole, 1986; 2000). As a result, conceptual clarity is
elusive. An emphasis on multiorganizational implementation may refocus the literature
and move it toward a fourth generation of research (Imperial, 2001).

Multiorganizational implementation becomes increasingly important as public
organizations face increasing demands, fewer resources, and complex policy problems
(O’Toole, 1993; 1997). Despite its importance, empirical inquiry pertaining to
multiorganizational implementation primarily assumes organizations work together in
mandated, formalized, or hierarchical arrangements (see, for example, Caruson &
MacManus, 2006; Hall & O’Toole, 2000; 2004; Mandell, 1994; Raelin, 1982).
Arrangements that are not mandated, less formal, or nonhierarchical are not considered
empirically within the policy implementation literature despite their utilization in other

disciplines.
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This study links the policy implementation and interorganizational theory
literatures to explore interactions during multiorganizational policy implementation. The
first part of this chapter focuses on the policy implementation literature while the second
part focuses on the interorganizational theory literature. The final section of this chapter
presents the Multiorganizational Implementation Model (MIM); this theoretical lens

guides inquiry throughout this research.

Policy Implementation

Implementation research is organized into three generations. The first generation,
roughly the period from 1973 to 1978, focuses on highly descriptive studies
implementing authoritative mandates regarding a single policy decision (Matland, 1990).
First generation researchers primarily employ a case study design and routinely focus on
implementation failures within individual organizations. They often face critique for their
pessimistic view of implementation success (Goggin, 1986) and their inabilities to
contribute to a more general theory of implementation (deLeon & deLeon, 2002). Despite
these shortcomings, it is important to acknowledge that this research generates a variety
of lessons learned highlighting the complexities inherent in implementation. By
recognizing difficulties in translating policy into action, researchers became aware of
gross inaccuracies surrounding their perceptions that implementation occurs
automatically after policy decisions are made. As a result, researchers widely
acknowledge the necessity for further study of the implementation process.

The second generation, roughly the period from 1978 to 1985, focuses on

comprehensive theoretical models to highlight two approaches to policy implementation:
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the top-down approach and the bottom-up approach (Matland, 1990). These two
approaches address implementation in very different ways (Schofield, 2001). An inherent
emphasis on competing values, such as bureaucratic authority versus local discretion, is
often referred to as an implementation paradox (Alexander, 1989; Long & Franklin,
2004; Pressman & Wildavsky, 1973; Stoker, 1991).

The search for a conceptual framework that synthesizes the top-down and bottom-
up approaches continues throughout the third generation of implementation research.
However, synthesizing both approaches into an all encompassing conceptual framework
is significantly complicated by the competing ways in which each approach views
implementation. In order to appreciate these complications, the specific set of

assumptions that guide each approach must be understood.

Top-Down/Bottom-Up Approaches

The top-down approach focuses on the attainment of centralized objectives.
Policy designers play a key role in policy implementation and are assumed to have
abilities to impose policy (Linder & Peters, 1987; Matland, 1990; Mazmanian & Sabatier,
1989; Sabatier, 1986). Policy characteristics and hierarchical controls are critically
important to top-down research (McFarlane, 1989; Mazmanian & Sabatier, 1989). By
focusing on technical criteria such as statutory clarity, rule promulgation, policy
specificity, and hierarchical monitoring, theorists assume that implementation problems
can be minimized through careful planning (see, for example, Edwards & Sharkansky,
1978; Long & Franklin, 2004; Matland, 1990; Montjoy & O’Toole, 1979; Van Horn,

1979). Centralized control, clear direction, and authoritative monitoring are needed to



25

ensure local actors implement policy congruent with the goals of policy designers
(Edwards & Sharkansky, 1978; Long & Franklin, 2004; O’Toole, 1993; Sabatier, 1986).
The top-down approach may be criticized because it does not recognize differentiation of
implementation at the local levels based on street-level discretion (Long & Franklin,
2004; Schofield, 2001).

On the other hand, the bottom-up approach focuses on policy implementation
influenced by policy actors, local initiatives, citizen needs, and contextual factors (Linder
& Peters, 1987; Maynard-Moody & Musheno, 2000). Rather than being centrally
controlled, actors throughout the lowest levels of an organization are afforded discretion
to implement policy (Carrington, 2005; Linder & Peters, 1987; Lipsky, 1980; Matland,
1990; Maynard-Moody & Musheno, 2000). Administrators use personal judgment to
make decisions at the lowest levels (Carrington, 2005); these decisions cumulatively
create public policy (Lipsky, 1980). As a result, policy continuously evolves and is
refined by interactions at various levels (Bovens & Zouridis, 2002; Linder & Peters,
1987). The bottom-up approach may be criticized because it fails to recognize the
potential for policy characteristics or hierarchical controls to influence the local policy
environment (Schofield, 2001).

While the search for a conceptual framework that synthesizes the top-down and
bottom-up approaches continues throughout the third generation of implementation
research, much of this research focuses on identifying variables specific to each approach
(Mazmanian & Sabatier, 1989; O’Toole, 1986). For example, O’Toole (1986) identifies
over 300 variables discussed within the literature for their potential to impact policy

implementation. The number of variables identified in implementation research is
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problematic for three reasons. First, much of the implementation research focuses on case
studies. When the number of variables significantly overwhelms the number of cases, the
data may incorrectly appear to support inferences. Too much information is being used to
explain a small number of cases (Goggin, 1986). Second, it is nearly impossible to
measure the specific effect each variable has on the implementation process while
accounting for numerous interactions. Third, the quantity of variables blinds researchers
from seeing what is truly important.

The circuitous debate comparing the strengths and weaknesses of the top-
down/bottom-up approaches must be replaced with research identifying the variables
most critical to policy implementation. This is made more difficult by a lack of
cumulative research (Hjern, 1982; O’Toole, 1986; 2000). The number of variables, wide
variation in their perceived importance, and complexity of interactions paralyze
theoretical advancement (Goggin, 1986; Goggin et al., 1990; O’Toole, 1986; 2000).
Conceptual clarity remains elusive in the absence of a synthesized framework based on
the combined strengths of the top-down and bottom-up approaches (Matland, 1995;

O’Toole, 1991; Saetren, 2005).

Reconciling Top-Down/Bottom-Up Approaches
Researchers acknowledge the importance of reconciling the top-down and
bottom-up implementation approaches (Elmore, 1985; Goggin et al., 1990; Matland,
1990; 1995; O’Toole, 2000). Some of the more common models are based on the
contributions of Elmore (1985), Goggin et al. (1990), and Matland (1990; 1995). Elmore

(1985) applies forward and backward mapping to implementation research. By looking at
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both ends of the implementation process, policy analysts can explore which approach
leads to a more advantageous solution (Elmore, 1985). Goggin et al. (1990) uses a
systems approach to explore how implementers at the state level are influenced by
inducements and constraints from the top (federal) and bottom (state and local) levels of
government. Their “Communications Model” is intended to explore the complexities of
intergovernmental implementation by addressing various components at the federal, state,
and local levels (Goggin et al., 1990). Matland (1990; 1995) uses a contingency approach
to explore adaptive implementation. According to this model, an implementation strategy
is dependent on environmental conflict and statutory ambiguity. By dichotomously
organizing these variables into a typology, four types of implementation strategies are
identified (Matland, 1995).

Their attempts to synthesize the top-down and bottom-up approaches are
commendable, but these models do not account for the multiorganizational arrangements
frequently used to implement policy (see, for example, Hjern & Porter, 1981; Keast et al.,
2004; Lundin, 2007; Mandell, 1994; O’Toole, 1995; O’Toole & Montjoy, 1984). In
addition, an emphasis on competing implementation approaches minimizes efforts placed
on developing other research areas deserving of inquiry (Schofield, 2001). As
governments face increasingly interconnected problems, it is inevitable that
implementation will occur in a pluralistic environment requiring interaction across
organizational boundaries (Hjern, 1982; Menzel, 1987; O’Toole, 1993; Robinson, 2006).
Implementation success or failure will rely heavily on the organizations involved in
policy implementation and the interdependencies between these organizations

(Alexander, 1989; O’Toole, 1995).
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Interorganizational Implementation

O’Toole (1995) defines interorganizational implementation as two or more
organizations working together to implement public policy. This subset of
implementation literature, also referred to as multiorganizational implementation,
conceptually recognizes the importance and complexity of joint action (see, for example,
Caruson & MacManus, 2006; Elmore, 1985; Menzel, 1987; O’Toole, 1991; Pressman &
Wildavsky, 1973). However, little emphasis is placed on developing a conceptual model
pertaining to the use of different types of multiorganizational interactions during
implementation. While interaction terms such as cooperation, coordination, and
collaboration are clearly defined in the interorganizational theory literature (Gray, 1989;
Mattessich, Murray-Close, & Monsey, 2001), they are arbitrarily used in the
multiorganizational implementation literature. Furthermore, the nuances that distinguish
these terms are ignored (Keast,vBrown, & Mandell, 2007). There is a need to understand
how these interactions impact policy implementation in a multiorganizational setting.

Empirical inquiry within the interorganizational implementation literature
emphasizes formalized interactions based on policy mandate, agency rulemaking, or
organizational procedures. More specifically, the literature focuses on the extent to which
policies identify interorganizational partners (Hall & O’Toole, 2000; 2004), policy
characteristics that induce or constrain interdependence (May, 1995; O’ Toole, 1983;
1988; 1995; O’Toole & Montjoy, 1984), or the structures used in multiorganizational
implementation (Hall & O’Toole, 2000; 2004; Mandell, 1994; O’ Toole, 1989; 1993;
1995; 1997; Raelin, 1980; 1982). These inquiries may help researchers gain some

knowledge pertaining to interactions during multiorganizational implementation, but an
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emphasis on formalized interactions only addresses one portion of the larger picture in
which informal interactions also occur.

Despite the nonhierarchical nature of network arrangements, much of the
literature involving implementation networks also emphasizes formalized interactions
based on organized efforts (see, for example, Hall & O’Toole, 2004; Keast et al., 2004;
Mandell, 1994; Raelin, 1982). This emphasis is ironic when considering the definition of
networks. According to Hall & O’Toole (2004), networks are defined as “two or more
units in which not all major components are encompassed within a single hierarchical
array” (p. 187). Although other than formal relationships seem likely to occur when
organizations work outside their hierarchical boundaries, researchers largely ignore these
relationships when examining network arrangements. Despite a definition to the contrary,
implementation networks are treated by researchers as an extension of the organizational
hierarchy abiding by specifications dictated through policy mandates. The common
thread among these different approaches to empirical inquiry within the
interorganizational implementation literature is that organizations are assumed to work
together in a formalized arrangement based on a requirement to do so.

There are three problems with these approaches. First, the possibility that
multiorganizational implementation may occur outside the boundaries of operational
authority is not considered. An emphasis on formal interactions superficially endorses
top-down inquiry which is supported under the guise of alternative nomenclature--
coordination. It is assumed that all levels of the organization comply with the type of
interaction specified in the mandate, that organizations work together because they are

required to do so, and that local dynamics can be ignored. Researchers fail to consider the
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relationships that informally develop outside of the organizational hierarchy despite their
potential impact on multiorganizational implementation. Informal interactions between
organizations are important (Keast et al., 2004), and the way in which different
arrangements form should be examined empirically (Robinson, 2006).

Second, an emphasis on formal interactions incorrectly assumes that relationships
between organizations can be predetermined, centrally controlled, and monitored to meet
policy goals. This approach requires the variables most important to mulitiorganizational
relationships during policy implementation to be theoretically identitied and empirically
examined. An exclusively top-down approach fails to consider that legislators are limited
in their abilities to foresee and specify the interactions required in complex
implementation settings (O’ Toole & Montjoy, 1984). Once again, informal interactions
may play an important role in multiorganizational implementation; it would be difficult to
accurately capture them in the policy mandate. Therefore, it is highly unlikely that policy
mandates can account for all potential interactions within implementation settings.

Third, a formal approach to organizational arrangements within the
implementation literature perpetuates the top-down/bottom-up debate even though
O’Toole (2000) declared an ending to this debate nearly a decade ago. It is one thing to
theoretically support one approach over another after careful consideration, but it is
entirely different when one approach is supported based on ignorance of the other.
Resolution of the top-down/bottom-up debate requires equal consideration of both
approaches. Policy implementation involves more than carrying out a combination of
statutory clauses (see, for example, Pressman & Wildavsky, 1973); it requires an

understanding of the linkages that occur between the organizations responsible for
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implementation (Hjern, 1982). Elements of both approaches are needed to examine fully
the relationships between organizations because they are impacted by top-down
characteristics such as mandate characteristics in addition to bottom-up characteristics
such as interorganizational dynamics within the local implementation environment.
Therefore, examination of multiorganizational interactions should occur without
assuming that one approach is more important to implementation than the other.
Furthermore, resolving the paradoxical nature of the top-down and bottom-up approaches
requires an acknowledgment of both approaches.

Collective action lies at the heart of multiorganizational implementation
(O’Toole, 1991). Researchers often use terms such as cooperation, coordination, or
collaboration to describe interactions in multiorganizational implementation (see, for
example, Jennings & Ewalt, 1998; Keast, Brown, & Mandell, 2007; Lundin, 2007;
Mandell & Steelman, 2003; May, 1995; O’ Toole, 1983; 1988; 1989; Robinson, 2006).
While these terms are more clearly defined in the interorganizational theory and
education literatures (see, for example, Gray, 1985; 1989; Intriligator, 1992; Mattessich,
Murray-Close, & Monsey, 2001), the nuances that distinguish these terms go unnoticed
when applied in a multiorganizational implementation setting. As a result, interaction
terms are used arbitrarily and interchangeably to describe relationships within the
implementation literature. To date, researchers have not linked cooperation, coordination,
or collaboration collectively to multiorganizational implementation. The development of
a conceptual model that distinguishes between each type of interaction may broaden our
understanding of multiorganizational implementation and help identify the appropriate

application for each type of interaction within this setting.
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Interorganizational Theory

Today’s public managers often face complex social problems that do not abide by
bureaucratic boundaries (Kettl, 2003). Interdependencies between government agencies
and nongovernmental partners can be used to generate a variety of multiorganizational
arrangements. These arrangements are also referred to as “interorganizational
innovations” and may increase government’s capacity for action (Mandell & Steelman,
2003). The terms used most commonly in the public administration literature to describe
multiorganizational interactions are cooperation, coordination, and collaboration (see, for
example, Agranoff, 2006; Caruson & MacManus, 2006; Keast & Brown, 2002; Thomson
& Perry, 2006). It is important for practitioners and scholars to understand each of these
terms and how they differ from one another (Keast, Brown, & Mandell, 2007; Mandell &
Steelman, 2003). Therefore, the following section broadly describes each of these terms

and their placement along a continuum of interaction.

The Continuum of Interaction
Some public administration theorists describe cooperation, coordination, and

collaboration as falling along a continuum of increased interaction (Bryson, Crosby, &
Stone, 2006; Keast, Brown, & Mandell, 2007; Mattessich, Murray-Close, & Monsey,
2001; Thomson & Perry, 2006). At one end of the spectrum, cooperation is an interaction
between independent organizations who can individually accomplish the task at hand but
may voluntarily and informally work together within existing organizational structures
and policies to build capacity or serve individual interests in pursuit of simple, short-term

goals (Keast, Brown, & Mandell, 2007; Mattessich, Murray-Close, & Monsey, 2001;
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O’Leary & Bingham, 2007b). The desire to work together may be triggered by changes in
external factors and the desire to avoid negative impacts associated with these factors
(Ospina & Yaroni, 2003). There is no need to define a mission, structure, or planning
effort common to the organizations within the arrangement (Mattessich, Murray-Close, &
Monsey, 2001). Cooperation may take place without involving organizational leaders
(Keast, Brown, & Mandell, 2007).

While cooperation is identified as an interaction term on the continuum, literature
pertaining to cooperation is elusive. The few articles that appear to focus solely on
cooperative interactions are plagued by a lack of definition, misapplication of the term, or
a tendency to interchange cooperation with other interaction terms such as coordination
and collaboration (see, for example, Althaus & Yarwood, 1993; Callahan, 2007,
Lambright, 1997). The research conducted by Ospina & Yaroni (2003) on labor
management provides one exception to these problems. In studies where cooperation is
defined and identified as one of three terms on the continuum of interaction, empirical
research is lacking (see, for example, Mattessich, Murray-Close, & Monsey, 2001;
O’Leary & Bingham, 2007b). Efforts to decipher cooperation from other interaction
terms are addressed in the research conducted by Keast, Brown, & Mandell (2007)
regarding administrators’ perceptions of differences between the terms cooperation,
coordination, and collaboration. However, research solely focused on cooperative
interactions and its application to public organizations has yet to develop fully in the
interorganizational theory literature.

Coordination is placed in the middle of the two end points. It is an interaction that

links organizations in specific areas because some assistance from other organizations is
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needed to accomplish the individual mission (Jennings, 1994; Jennings & Ewalt, 1998;
Keast, Brown, & Mandell, 2007). Agencies typically use this type of interaction to pursue
longer-term goals based on repeatable tasks (Mattessich, Murray-Close, & Monsey,
2001). The desire to work together may be voluntary or mandated based on a benefit to
achieving individual and compatible mission areas that support common objectives.
Although leaders within the individual organizations retain authority over decision
making, there may be some overlap in resources, infrastructure, and procedures.
Therefore, coordination often implies the need for some shared planning where roles and
responsibilities are formally defined (Mattessich, Murray-Close, & Monsey, 2001).

Coordination is typically characterized by instrumental processes that rely on
formally structured relationships and hierarchical control to link the infrastructures of
individual organizations (see, for example, Jennings & Ewalt, 1998; Mandell, 1994; Van
de Ven, Delbecq, & Koenig, 1976; Van de Ven & Walker, 1984). As a result,
coordination is often perceived as a formal approach to interaction based on a
requirement for organizations to work together (Keast, Brown, & Mandell, 2007).
However, less formal ways to view coordination are acknowledged in the literature
(Chisholm, 1989; Jennings & Ewalt, 1998; Kettl, 2003; Van de Ven & Walker, 1984;
Wise, 2006).

Van de Ven and Walker (1984) use the term “mobilization coordination” to
describe less formal, ad hoc relationships in their longitudinal study of early childhood
development organizations. Based on a questionnaire administered to 14 agency
directors, they conclude that the use of formal or informal approaches to coordination

largely depends on the types of resources used to create interdependencies between



35

organizations. An interdependence based on financial resources generates a more formal
approach to coordination; on the other hand a more informal approach to coordination
occurs when aligning resources pertaining to client referrals (Van de Ven & Walker,
1984). A less formal approach to coordination is also recognized by Kettl (2003); he uses
the term “contingent coordination” to describe a flexible and adaptable network approach
to coordination. Mandell and Steelman (2003) also differentiate between “intermittent
coordination” and “regular coordination” (p. 203). According to Chisholm (1989), an
informal approach to coordination may initially be facilitated by more formal
organizational policies and activities.

The commonality among this subset of the literature is that interactions other than
coordination are not considered. Without this consideration, it is difficult to determine the
existence of an informal approach to coordination. Perhaps the informal approach to
coordination may be better explained by a different interaction term altogether.

At the other end of the spectrum, collaboration is based on interdependence
among multiple organizations that share responsibility for interconnected tasks and work
together to pursue collectively complex goals that cannot be accomplished by a single
organization (Gray, 1989; Keast, Brown, & Mandell, 2007; Mattessich, Murray-Close, &
Monsey, 2001; Thomson & Perry, 2006). This type of interaction typically requires great
levels of commitment as stakeholders within a particular problem domain frequently
interact to develop shared norms, rules, and processes used to make collective decisions
(Keast, Brown, & Mandell, 2007; Thomson & Perry, 2006; Wood & Gray, 1991).
Collaboration is further characterized by organizations that establish a collective unit in

which individual organizations relinquish some autonomy to develop new infrastructure
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and procedures to support mutually beneficial interactions in which decisions are made
jointly (Intriligator, 1992; 1994; Mandell, 1994; Mattessich, Murray-Close, & Monsey,
2001). As a result, organizational boundaries are often blurred (Keast, Brown, &
Mandell, 2007) and significant efforts are needed to align planning efforts (Mattessich,
Murray-Close, & Monsey, 2001). This process goes well beyond the instrumental
approach emphasized by coordination (Keast, Brown, & Mandell, 2007).

Collaboration is not appropriate for use in all situations (Keast, Brown, &
Mandell, 2007). Collaborative interactions may be most appropriate under certain
conditions: when other types of interaction have failed; when complex situations of crisis
occur; when problems are so interconnected that responsibility is shared; or when there is
a win-win situation based on mutual interest (Bryson, Crosby, & Stone, 2006; Imperial,
2005; Keast, Brown, & Mandell, 2007; Keast et al., 2004). Organizations are limited in
their abilities to exploit their collaborative capacity when faced with different statutory
responsibilities, different constituencies, competing interests, a lack of slack resources,
procedural rigidity, institutional or budgetary constraints, power asymmetries, ideological
differences, power disparities, or a history of conflict (Huxham, 2003; Imperial, 2001).

It may be particularly difficult for public organizations to sustain collaborative
relationships because they are often faced with conventional bureaucratic systems that do
not inherently accommodate shared power and joint decision making (Keast, Brown, &
Mandell, 2007). Keast, Brown, and Mandell (2007) use interviews and focus groups to
gather information from 40 practitioners pertaining to their understanding of cooperation,
coordination, and collaboration. The findings from this research suggest a tendency

among practitioners to revert to coordinated interactions. A majority of their participants,
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representing multiple levels of government, indicate that collaborative interactions are
beneficial but very difficult to sustain within public organizations (Keast, Brown, &
Mandell, 2007).

In order to sustain a collaborative relationship, personnel representing each
organization within the arrangement must have discretion to negotiate rules and make
organizational decisions based on the evolution of group deliberation (Mattessich,
Murray-Close, & Monsey, 2001). According to Lipsky (1980), the theory of discretion
explains how decisions are made at the lower levels of an organization to cumulatively
create public policy. Therefore, discretionary judgment is at odds with the command and
control authority inherent to bureaucratic organizations. An emphasis on stovepipe
specializations, hierarchical structures, and formal governance mechanisms may make it
difficult for administrators to obtain the discretion needed to make decisions within the

collaborative arrangement and sustain horizontal relationships.

Empirical Differentiation of Terms

Researchers often ignore the differences between cooperation, coordination, and
collaboration because empirical inquiry into these interaction terms is largely
undeveloped within the interorganizational theory literature. In fact, it appears that only
one article within the literature addresses empirical differences between these terms. In
the research conducted by Keast, Brown, and Mandell (2007), interaction terms are
distinguished across five dimensions: time to establish the interaction, goals, structural
linkages, formality, and risks or rewards. While these dimensions provide a good start,

much still needs to be done to understand empirically the different elements within each
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interaction term (Keast, Brown, & Mandell, 2007). Little else has been done to compare
these three terms or their relative use within public organizations. A detailed conceptual
framework does not currently exist.

A lack of conceptual clarity related to interaction terms impacts the
interorganizational theory literature in three ways. First, there is a tendency to broadly
categorize interaction terms with little regard for the definitions that distinguish them
from other types of interactions (Caruson & MacManus, 2006; Imperial, 2001; Keast,
Brown, & Mandell, 2007; Mandell & Steelman, 2003). Although practitioners seemingly
understand that these terms have different meanings (Keast, Brown, Mandell, 2007), this
same level of understanding is not reflected in the literature where definition overlap runs
rampant. Without acknowledging and defining each of these terms, researchers cannot
properly consider the relative placement of the interaction on which they are focused. In
addition, researchers seem to forego conveniently difficult discussions concerning
definitions of interaction terms. The lack of a common language prevents reliable
communication and collective understanding (Mandell & Steelman, 2003). Conceptual
advancement is stunted by definition overlap, ambiguity, and disregard.

Second, the appropriate application of each term cannot be acknowledged when
they are used interchangeably. This blurs the boundaries between cooperation,
coordination, and collaboration research. More specifically, much of the empirical
research within the interaction literature focuses on preconditions, factors, or triggers that
influence a particular interaction (see, for example, Jennings, 1994; Kuska, 2005; Ospina
& Yaroni, 2003; Reilly, 2001). The difficulty with this line of inquiry is that many of the

same factors are identified as influences to cooperation, coordination, and collaboration.
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While many of the same factors may influence each type of interaction, it seems likely
that these factors will influence each type of interaction to different degrees. Since these
distinctions are not made, there is confusion surrounding the optimal use of each
interaction term (Keast, Mandell, & Brown, 2007). More needs to be done to better
understand the contextual factors that help or hinder each type of interaction (Mandell &
Steelman, 2003).

Third, researchers often assume that the interaction of interest actually occurs
(see, for example, Bryson, Crosby, & Stone, 2006; Imperial, 2001; Jennings & Krane,
1994; Kettl, 2003). The presence of a particular interaction term is not tested empirically
in relation to other types of interactions. Grounded theory is used by Imperial (2001) to
identify factors that help or hinder collaboration during the development and
implementation of six watershed programs. Collaboration is assumed to exist, and terms
such as coordination and cooperation are not introduced or defined. It is disconcerting
that this assumption is common within the interorganizational theory literature but not
acknowledged.

Of the three interaction terms, it seems that collaboration is most emphasized
within the current public administration literature. This emphasis focuses on factors that
help or hinder collaboration (see, for example, Imperial, 2001; Kuska, 2005; Mattessich,
Murray-Close, & Monsey, 2001; Reilly, 2001), collaborative management (see, for
example, Agranoff, 2006; Bingham, Nabatchi, & O’Leary, 2005; Goldsmith & Eggers,
2004; McGuire, 2006; Meier & O’Toole, 2003), or the process of collaboration (see, for
example, Bryson, Crosby, & Stone, 2006; Reilly, 2001; Thomson & Perry, 2006).

However, the literature’s emphasis on collaboration between public organizations may
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not be warranted if public administrators tend to revert to coordinated interactions as
suggested by Keast, Brown, & Mandell (2007). Needless to say, it is important to
differentiate empirically between the multiorganizational interactions that occur within
the public sector. This differentiation requires a conceptual framework to highlight
differences between cooperation, coordination, and collaboration.

In order to enhance conceptual clarity and promote empirical progress,
interorganizational theorists should look outside the literature. Multiorganizational
interactions are also considered within the education literature (see, for example, Fagan,
1997; Goldman & Intriligator, 1990; Intriligator, 1994; 1992; LaRocco, 1997; Thatcher,
2007). The following section of this literature review describes the development of the

Interorganizational Arrangement Model within the education literature.

Interorganizational Arrangement Model

The Interorganizational Arrangement Model (IAM) was originally developed in
the health education literature (Goldman & Intriligator, 1990; Intriligator, 1992; 1994). It
is used to examine interorganizational arrangements in settings such as health and human
service delivery, medical and social service provision, and education (Fagan, 1997;
Intriligator, 1992; LaRocco, 1997; Thatcher, 2007). More specifically, the IAM is a
theoretical lens that can be used to explore relationships between organizations.

These relationships fall along a continuum of increased interdependence;
cooperation, coordination, and collaboration are the interaction terms used to describe
this continuum (Intriligator, 1992; 1994). The placement of these terms on the continuum

is consistent with the interorganization theory literature. At one end of the spectrum,
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cooperation represents independent organizations who can individually accomplish the
goals at hand. At the other end of the spectrum, collaboration represents interdependent
organizations who must work together in order to accomplish the goals collectively
identified. Coordination is placed in the middle of the two end points and represents
organizations that require some assistance from other organizations in order to meet their
individual goals. Placement on the continuum of interaction is measured by variables
organized into the following four constructs: collective objective, collaborative
infrastructure, collaborative procedures, and collaborative leadership (Thatcher, 2007).

The relationships between the constructs of this model are identified in Figure 2.1.

Figure 2.1

The Interorganizational Arrangement Model
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According to the IAM, successful interorganizational efforts require use of the
same type of interaction in all constructs (Intriligator, 1992; Thatcher, 2007). The type of
interaction appropriate for the collective effort is determined by the interaction identified

within the collective objective (Intriligator, 1992; Thatcher, 2007). The IAM assumes that
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interactions are not self-organizing. Instead, interagency planners must develop
interactions within multiorganizational arrangements that are consistent with the
collective objective (Intriligator, 1992; Thatcher, 2007).

The collective objective represents the goal that agencies work together to achieve
(Intriligator, 1992; 1994). Four variables characterize the collective objective: time,
complexity, single agency role, and the impetus for collective action (Thatcher, 2007).
The level of interaction required by the collective objective drives the level of interaction
desired throughout the remainder of the conceptual framework (Intriligator, 1992; 1994;
Thatcher, 2007). Once the level of interaction required by the collective objective is
identified, the level of interaction within the collaborative infrastructure, collaborative
procedures, and collaborative leadership constructs are examined in order to categorize
the type of interaction between organizations (Thatcher, 2007).

Collaborative infrastructure focuses on the organizational structures used to
formalize and support relationships between organizations in the arrangement (Thatcher,
2007). Five variables characterize the construct of collaborative infrastructure: design,
formality of the agreement, organizational autonomy, policy authority, and key
personnel. Collaborative procedures are the processes developed to support operations
within the arrangement (Thatcher, 2007). Five variables characterize the construct of
collaborative procedures: information sharing, decision making, resolution of turf issues,
resource allocation, and systems thinking. Collaborative leadership is the ways in which
behaviors of the member organizations support the arrangement (Thatcher, 2007). Five
variables characterize the construct of collaborative leadership: incentives, commitment,

trust, risk taking, and willingness to change.
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Critique of the Interorganizational Arrangement Model

While the constructs and variables within the [AM provide a needed structure for
deciphering between different interaction terms, there are five limitations that must be
addressed. First, the model assumes that effective achievement of the collective objective
requires all variables to operate at the same level of interdependence on the continuum
(see, for example, Thatcher, 2007). Effective designs are those in which the type of
interaction is aligned throughout all aspects of the arrangement. This assertion is not
supported by previous research in which variation is prevalent. Based on the findings of
Thatcher (2007), Fagan (1997), LaRocco (1997), and Olson (1996), it appears to be
exceedingly difficult, if not unrealistic, to align empirically all variables within the same
type of interaction. The IAM’s assumption fails to consider that there may be differences
in the relative importance of each variable in terms of achieving the interagency goal. If
the relative importance of each factor varies then an interagency arrangement may be
effective even if all factors do not operate within the same type of interaction.

Second, the IAM assumes interorganizational interactions are formally and
specifically planned based on the type of interaction necessitated by the collective
objective (Goldman & Intriligator, 1990; Intriligator, 1994; 1992; LaRocco, 1997;
Thatcher, 2007). After the type of interaction is determined by the collective objective,
interagency planners strive to design an interorganizational arrangement aligned with this
type of interaction. Success is based on the extent to which planners generate the
conditions and relationships needed to link the appropriate interaction to the desired goal
(Intriligator, 1992). In assuming that interactions are controlled by an elite group of

planning personnel in a formal way, the model perpetuates an unwarranted emphasis on
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top-down implementation. Formal and specific planning may not be the impetus for all
interactions that occur. The informal interactions that potentially occur in
interorganizational settings are ignored despite Thatcher’s (2007) development of the
impetus for collective action variable.

Third, nomenclature within the IAM biases it towards collaborative interactions.
Thatcher (2007) places unnecessary emphasis on collaborative interactions by adding
“collaborative™ to all construct nomenclature. A model used to explore three different
types of interaction terms should not exceedingly emphasize one term to the detriment of
others. By doing so, an inherent bias on collaboration as the desired end is created. While
the IAM acknowledges that no one interaction is inherently better than another and each
has the potential to be effective if used in the appropriate circumstance, the model’s
nomenclature defies this assumption. In addition, the leadership construct should be
renamed entirely. Thatcher’s (2007) definition of this construct suggests that a specific
group of people oversee the arrangement. While oversight may be evident in coordinative
interactions, it is not a component of cooperative or collaborative arrangements.
Interorganizational cooperation typically occurs as relationships form between lower
levels of organizational structures. While leaders can emerge during the early stages of
interorganizational collaboration, the interaction is sustained by partners holding
positions of equal authority. Therefore, the definition’s emphasis on oversight is
misplaced.

Fourth, operationalizations within the IAM are unclear. Ambiguity makes it
difficult to widely apply the IAM to other research settings, because linking the data

collected to the model’s current operationalizations is challenging. In order to expand the
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application of this model to other settings, the operationalizations must be further
clarified and supported by the literature.

Fifth, the current model inaccurately portrays collaboration as an arrangement in
which participants align their interests with the new organizational arrangement without
consideration for the interests of their individual organizations. This is inconsistent with
the broader collaboration literature, which portrays this type of interaction in a far more
complicated manner than acknowledged by the model. According to the public
administration literature, a commitment to the collective objective does not decrease
stakeholders’ commitments to their individual organizations (Keast et al., 2004).
Organizations often struggle with dual commitments to their individual organizations and
the multiorganizational arrangement (Mandell & Steelman, 2003; O’Leary & Bingham,
2007a). In fact, collaboration occurs when stakeholders work together to solve one
another’s interests without giving up any of their own (Wood & Gray, 1991). This
inconsistency between the education and interorganizational theory literatures is
addressed in the next section while the complex nature of collaboration is acknowledged.

Ambiguity in the original model’s design, assumptions, construct nomenclature,
and operationalizations are problematic. Extensive changes to this model improve its
transferability to other areas. These changes are further explained in the following section

as the model transforms into the Multiorganizational Implementation Model.

Multiorganizational Implementation Model
The Multiorganizational Implementation Model (MIM) provides the theoretical

basis for this study. This section begins by explaining the transformation leading to the
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development of this model. Ambiguities from an earlier model are eliminated by
significantly altering its design, assumptions, construct nomenclature, and
operationalizations. The terms used to describe interactions within the MIM continue to
represent a continuum of increased interaction and are identified as cooperation,
coordination, and collaboration (Bryson, Crosby, & Stone, 2006; Keast, Brown, &
Mandell, 2007; Mattessich, Murray-Close, & Monsey, 2001; Thomson & Perry, 2006).
The definitions of these terms align with the policy implementation and
interorganizational theory literatures.

The design of the MIM suggests that all four of the model’s constructs
simultaneously impact the interaction continuum. Placement along the continuum of
interaction is measured by variables organized into the following four constructs:
interorganizational policy objective, interorganizational infrastructure, interorganizational
procedures, and organizational management. Relationships between the model’s

constructs and the continuum are illustrated in Figure 2.2.
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Figure 2.2

The Multiorganizational Implementation Model
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Rather than assuming that the policy objective drives the type of interaction
present in the other constructs, each construct is assumed to impact the continuum of
interaction independently and collectively. Implementation of the interorganizational
policy objective does not require all constructs to operate at the same level of
interdependence. This eliminates the education literature’s assumption that effective
interactions are formally planned to align with the type of interaction identified in the
collective objective. By acknowledging that formal planning may not be the impetus for
all interactions, there is room within the MIM to account for informal interactions. While
not pictorially expressed, the relative importance of the model’s variables may differ in
their impact on interactions during multiorganizational implementation. Discussion
during interviews cnhances meaning and provides context regarding the impact of the
model’s variables.

Changes to construct nomenclature eliminate an inherent bias towards

collaboration. By replacing “collaborative” with “interorganizational” in the construct
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nomenclature, the MIM acknowledges the potential for one of three interactions to take
place. This change supports the model’s theoretical focus on distinguishing different
types of interactions. An additional nomenclature change is made to replace the
collaborative leadership construct with a construct called organizational management.
Through this change, the MIM acknowledges that arrangements, depending on the type
of interaction, may be managed in different ways. Therefore, this model does not assume
that all types of interactions are overseen by formally identified personnel.

Operationalizations of the MIM constructs are developed through alignment with
the policy implementation and interorganizational theory literatures. These revisions
eliminate ambiguity and help the researcher clearly distinguish between the three types of
interactions. In addition, these operationalizations acknowledge the complexities of
collaborative interactions expressed in the interorganizational theory literature.
Operationalizations for each interaction term are used to determine a partnerships overall
placement along the continuum. The variables used to operationalize the model’s
constructs are identified in Table 2.1. While Thatcher (2007) utilizes the same variable
nomenclature, construct nomenclature is significantly different.

The remainder of this section focuses on linking the policy implementation and
interorganizational theory literatures to the operationalizations of the MIM. Through
these linkages, constructs are explained and theoretical support for opreationalizations is

conveyed. Theoretical support is presented during discussion of the model’s constructs.
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Table 2.1

Constructs and Variables of the Multiorganizational Implementation Model

Interorganizational Interorganizational Interorganizational Organizational

Policy Objective Infrastructure Procedures Management
Time Design Information Sharing Incentives
Difficulty Formality of the Decision Making Commitment
Agreement
Role of Single Organizational Resolution of Turf ~ Trust
Organization Autonomy I[ssues
Impetus for Policy Authority Resource Allocation Risk Taking
Collective Action
Key Personnel Systems Thinking Willingness to
Change

Interorganizational Policy Objective Construct

The interorganizational policy objective represents a policy mandated goal that
organizations work together to achieve (Caruson & MacManus, 2006; O’ Toole, 1983;
1991; 1995; O’Toole & Montjoy, 1984; Raclin, 1980; 1982). Four variables characterize
the construct of interorganizational policy objective: time, difficulty, role of single
organization, and the impetus for collective action (Thatcher, 2007). Table 2.2 displays
the operationalizations of each variable within the interorganizational policy objective
construct and places them along the continuum of interaction. These revisions align with
the use of coopération, coordination, and collaboration in the policy implementation and
interorganizational theory literatures. Theoretical support for these operationalizations is

provided.
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Table 2.2

Variable Operationalizations: Interorganizational Policy Objective Construct

Variable Cooperation Coordination Collaboration

Time Short-term Longer-term Long-term, evolutionary nature

Ditficulty Simple task Multifaceted tasks, repeatable Complex tasks that are highly
varied and diverse; or
situations of crisis.

Role of Single Organizations are independent;  Organizations require some Organizations are

Organizations it is possible for them to assistance from other interdependent; each

Impetus for
Collective
Action

accomplish the task
individually.

Typically voluntary,
organizations initiate collective
action because it is helpful to
their world of work and it
builds capacity that serves the
individual organization.

Changes in external factors
trigger organizations to search
for new solutions.

organizations to accomplish
individual goals/missions.

Voluntary or mandated,
linkages are mobilized because
compatible mission areas
mutually increase abilities to
achieve individual goals.

An interagency liaison or
boundary spanner may forge
these relationships to meet
resource needs or shared
interests.

Legislative mandate or grant
contracts may enhance
cohesion or minimize
duplication.

organization is one element of
the larger system.

Voluntary or mandated,
organizations with mutual or
complementary interests come
together because they cannot
achieve the desired goal or
address the identified problem
without working together.

Organizations share
responsibility for tasks that are
interconnected or cannot be
accomplished individually.

A lead agency or convening
organization brings relevant
stakeholders together and

legitimizes collective action,

In a cooperative interaction, independent organizations voluntarily work together

to pursue a short-term goal involving relatively simple tasks (Keast, Brown, & Mandell,

2007; O’Leary & Bingham, 2007b; Thomas, 1997). Although it is possible to achieve

organizational goals by working alone, personnel within each organization make a

deliberate decision to work together because it is helpful to their world of work (Keast,

Brown, & Mandell, 2007; Kuska, 2005; O’Leary & Bingham, 2007b; Rogers & Whetten,

1982). This decision is informal and based on recognized opportunities to share

information, build capacity, or generate synergy that serves individual organizations

(Keast, Brown, & Mandell, 2007; Mattessich, Mur_ray-Close, Monsey, 2001; May, 1995;

Thomas, 1997). The desire to work together may be triggered by changes in external

factors and the desire to avoid negative impacts (Osparina & Yaroni, 2003).
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In a coordinated interaction, organizations establish formal relationships to pursue
longer-term goals aligned with repeatable tasks deemed to be compatible with each
organization’s individual interests (Jennings, 1994; Keast, Brown, & Mandell, 2007,
Mandell, 1994; Mattessich, Murray-Close, and Monsey, 2001; Schlossberg, 2004).
Organizations are semiautonomous and some outside assistance is needed to accomplish
organizational goals. This notion is supported by the interviews conducted by Keast,
Brown, & Mandell (2007), in which a majority of respondents indicate that coordination
is used to “drive” a particular initiative or outcome. These relationships are typically
formed for two reasons. First, organizations may be mandated to work together (see, for
example, Caruson & MacManus, 2006; Hall & O’Toole, 2004; Mandell, 1994; O’Toole,
1983; 1991; 1995; Raelin, 1980). Coordination can be mandated by government to
reorganize, minimize duplication, minimize conflict, or promote cohesion (Boston, 1992;
Jennings, 1994; Jennings & Ewalt, 1998). For example, the Department of Homeland
Security was established to support coordinated intergovernmental responses to national
disasters, enhance role clarity, and minimize duplication (Wise & Nader, 2002).

Second, organizations may work together in a coordinative relationship based on
increased abilities to achieve individual goals due to compatible mission areas (Jennings,
1994; Jennings & Ewalt, 1998; Jennings & Krane, 1994; Kettl, 2003; Van de Ven &
Walker, 1984). In Jennings’ (1994) study on state and local level employment and
training programs, 26% of respondents indicate that shared role definitions are an
important factor in forming coordination. Domain similarity may facilitate relationships
between organizations based on complementary resources and shared professional skills

(Van de Ven & Walker, 1984). Therefore, a coordinative interaction is mutually
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beneficial (Peters, 1998; Schlossberg, 2004). Linkages of exchange are typically
established between the organizations (Jennings, 1994; Jennings & Ewalt, 1998; Jennings
& Krane, 1994; Van de Ven & Walker, 1984); a boundary spanner, interagency liaison,
or facilitator may help forge these linkages (Jennings, 1994; Jennings & Ewalt, 1998;
Kapucu, 2006; Thompson, 1967; Van de Ven & Walker, 1984). In their research
pertaining to the employment and training services under the Job Training Partnership
Act, Jennings & Ewalt (1998) conclude that 71% of respondents use interdepartmental
liaisons as a coordination technique. This finding is consistent with Jennings’ earlier
work (1994).

Ina collabor;ltive interaction, organizations establish highly interdependent
relationships that evolve as organizations interact with one another to attain long-term
goals (Huxham, 2003; Keast et al., 2004; O’Leary & Bingham, 2007b; Thomson & Perry,
2006). Interdependence develops as organizations share responsibility for highly complex
problems or crisis that prevents them from acting alone (Bryson, Crosby, & Stone, 2006;
Gray, 1985; Imperial, 2005; Keast, Brown, & Mandell, 2007). Each organization is
considered an essential element of the larger interdependent system (Mandell, 1994).

Collaborative membership can be voluntary or mandated (Agranotf, 2006;
Imperial, 2005). While a contractual arrangement or statutory action may be used to bring
participating organizations together, interpersonal relationships must go beyond the terms
of the contract (Keast et al., 2004; Mandell, 1994). The extent of the relationship can
change based on the environment or the extent to which collective action is reciprocated
among partnering organizations (Thomson & Perry, 2006). If multiorganizational

implementation does not occur as expected, organizations may renegotiate their
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commitment to the arrangement (Mattessich, Murray-Close, & Monsey, 2001). These
changes will reshape the dynamics in the interaction (Mandell & Steelman, 2003). Since
collaboration is time consuming and costly, this interaction should only be used when
addressing a highly complex problem, in times of crisis, or when other forms of
interaction will not suffice (Bryson, Crosby, & Stone, 2006; Gray, 1985; Imperial, 2005;
Keast, Brown, & Mandell, 2007; Keast et al., 2004; Thomson & Perry, 2006).

A convening or referent organization plays a significant role in establishing the
collaborative (Bryson, Crosby & Stone, 2006; McNamara, Leavitt, & Morris, 2008;
Wood & Gray, 1991). This organization legitimizes the arrangement by identifying an
important problem and bringing relevant stakeholders together to address a particular
purpose (Bryson, Crosby, & Stone, 2006; Wood & Gray, 1991). Through resource and
information exchange, a referent organization facilitates interactions between
organizations and generates stability within the organizational environment (Morris &
Burns, 1997). According to Gray (1989), a referent organization must have the following:
power to persuade stakeholder participation, credibility among stakeholders, abilities to
establish collaborative processes, and capabilities to identify relevant stakeholders. Since
personnel within the convening organization do not have formal authority over other
organizations within the collaborative network, informal influence must be generated
through expertise and credibility (Gray, 1989; Keast et al., 2004; Wood & Gray, 1991). It
is essential that all members of the collaboration perceive the convener to hold legitimate

authority to organize the arrangement (Gray, 1985).
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Interorganizational Infrastructure Construct

Interorganizational infrastructure focuses on the ways in which organizations
within the multiorganizational arrangement generate and structure relationships. Five
variables characterize the construct of interorganizational infrastructure: design, formality
of the agreement, organizational autonomy, policy authority, and key personnel
(Thatcher, 2007). Table 2.3 displays the revised operationalizations of each variable
within the interorganizational infrastructure construct and places them along the
continuum of interaction. These revisions are aligned with the use of cooperation,
coordination, and collaboration within the public administration and organization theory
literatures. Theoretical support for these operationalizations is provided.

In a cooperative interaction, a commonly defined structure does not exist because
organizations work within their existing organizational structures (Keast, Brown, &
Mandell, 2007). The simplicity of tasks does not require an interagency staff, a
multiorganizational structure, or a collective planning effort (Reilly, 2001). Organizations
informally work together based on a mutual benefit where individual organizational
interests are emphasized (Keast, Brown, & Mandell, 2007). Therefore, organizations
retain separate entities, maintain individual control of resources, and make independent
policy decisions (Keast, Brown, & Mandell, 2007). Pre-existing policies, established by
the individual organizations are utilized and remain unchanged (Keast, Brown, &
Mandell, 2007). Since cooperative interactions usually occur at the lower levels of an
organization and involve few resources (2007), leaders from individual organizations are

not typically involved in decisions to work together.
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Table 2.3
Variable Operationalizations. Interorganizational Infrastructure Construct
Variable Cooperation Coordination Collaboration
Design Individuals work independently ~ Each organization’s hierarchical ~ Partner organizations jointly
within existing organizational structure is used to centrally develop shared power
structures; an interagency staff manage specialized roles and arrangements to support
is unnecessary. responsibilities. mutually beneficial interests.
Centralization may involve New program structures are
reorganization or consolidation ~ developed based on the needs of
of programs/activities. a specitic policy/goal.
An administrative staff is
present to sustain collective
efforts.
Formality of Individual organizations Mechanisms, such as Key stakeholders jointly draft a

the Agreement

Organizational
Autonomy

Policy
Authority

Key Personnel

informally agree to work
together to achieve individual
goals.

Organizations are fully
autonomous.

No multiorganizational policy
decisions are made.

Preexisting policies, established
by the individual organizations,
are followed.

Organizational leadership is not
involved in decisions to work
together.

contractual or nonfinancial
agreements, formalize
relationships between
organizations.

Agreements, clearly identifying
each organization’s roles and
responsibilities, are often
developed and/or reviewed by a
higher authority.

Organizations are semi-
autonomous; individual
organizations require some
assistance from other
organizations to achieve goals.

Organizations maintain
individual authority over the
policies that govern their
respective organizations.

Policies pertaining to
coordinated efforts may be
developed, but they are
compatible with the policies
already established within the
individual organizations.

There is a distinction between
leaders and managers; leaders
make decisions while managers
implement and administer these
decisions.

A facilitator may be identified
to coordinate actions at the local
level.

shared purpose and develop a
course of action based on
mutually agreed upon roles and
responsibilities, rules, goals, and
organizational boundaries.

Organizations are not
autonomous; operations within
organizations are intertwined.

Partner organizations jointly
develop policies and procedures
that govern the collective group.

Multiorganizational policies and
procedures include working
rules that specify which
stakeholders can make
decisions, who will guide
collective actions, and the
distribution of costs/benefits.

Although no one is typically in
charge, a lead organization may
propose policies/rules to which
the collective group must
mutually agree to implement.

Membership, role definitions,
and responsibilities adapt to the
task at hand.

Each role is considered equally
important.
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In a coordinated interaction, formal relationships are emphasized within a
hierarchical structure to specialize roles and responsibilities between otherwise
independent organizations (Jennings, 1994; Keast, Brown, & Mandell, 2007; Reilly,
2001; Mandell, 1994). Administrative efforts are centrally controlled and local level
planning is minimized to maintain control over organizational components (Jennings &
Ewalt, 1998; Jennings & Krane, 1994). Centralization may involve reorganization or
consolidation to minimize duplication (Boston, 1992; Jennings, 1994). Relationships
between organizations are often formalized through contractual or nonfinancial
agreements (Jennings & Krane, 1994). In their research of the Job Opportunities and
Basic Skills Program, Jennings & Krane (1994) conclude that organizations enter into
contractual or nonfinancial agreements to leverage resources and maximize the number
of clients receiving services. Contractual agreements between local agencies establish
areas for joint action and outline roles and responsibilities; these contracts are reviewed
by a regional authority representative of local organizations (Jennings & Krane, 1994).

Organizations participating in coordinated activities are considered
semiautonomous (Keast, Brown, & Mandell, 2007). They maintain individual authority
over the policies that govern their respective organizations, but they agree to participate
in some specific collective activity (Keast, Brown, & Mandell, 2007). Since
organizations focus on their individual missions (Jennings, 1994), policies established for
the collective arrangement must be congruent with those of the individual organizations.
The leaders within each organization make their own policy decisions and managers are
expected to implement these decisions (Thomson & Perry, 2006). A liaison may be

designated to facilitate and guide interactions between organizations at the local level
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(Jennings, 1994; Jennings & Ewalt. 1998; Mandell & Steelman, 2003; Schlossberg,
2004). These boundary spanners can be used to broker relationships and identify areas of
interdependence (Keast et al., 2004; Thomson & Perry, 2006).

In a collaborative interaction, organizations jointly develop a structure of shared
power to address collective interests (Mattessich, Murray-Close, & Monsey, 2001).
While this structure can take many formes, it is important to recognize that individual
organizations coexist within a new program structure (Mandell, 1994; Mattessich,
Murray-Close, & Monsey, 2001). Administrative staff may be used to bring organizations
together and implement collective policies (Thomson & Perry, 2006). In Agranoft’s
(2006) research on public management networks, a staff element is present in all of the
networks analyzed. These personnel are involved in all operations of the collaboration.

It is important for partnering organizations to understand their roles and
responsibilities (Mattessich, Murray-Close, & Monsey, 2001; Reilly, 2001; Thomson &
Perry, 2006). In order for this to occur, key stakeholders must establish shared rules,
develop a collective purpose, and jointly decide on a course of action (Bryson, Crosby, &
Stone, 2006; Imperial, 2000; Mattessich, Murray-Close, & Monsey, 2001). As a result,
organizations relinquish some autonomy to the collective unit. Formal and informal
agreements can be used among partnering organizations, and the benefits of both should
be considered (Bryson, Crosby, & Stone, 2006; Imperial 2005; Thomson & Perry, 2006).
Informal agreements may easily support the evolutionary nature of collaborations;
changes are made as the arrangement grows, partners change, or the problem domain
shifts (Bryson, Crosby, & Stone, 2006). On the other hand, stability can be created by

formalizing the social norms and agreements that establish over time (Imperial, 2005).
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Multiorganizational policies generate working rules to specify which stakeholders can
make decisions, who will guide collective actions, and the distribution of costs or
benefits.

While no one is typically in charge of a collaborative arrangement, this does not
mean that all organizations are always of equal status (Keast et al., 2004; Mandell, 1994).
Often, policy mandates or agency rules identify a lead organization responsible for
implementation. While other organizations are not under the control of the lead agency,
this organization can propose formal rules for the collective group to consider (Keast et
al., 2004). Even when certain organizations are more influential than others, they
recognize that combined efforts are needed to accomplish the objective (Mandell, 1994).

Dynamics surrounding the collaborative arrangement are in constant flux
(Huxham, 2003; Mattessich, Murray-Close, & Monsey, 2001; Reilly, 2001). Therefore,
changes to membership may be required and personnel must develop competencies for
multiple roles (Gray, 1985; Thomson & Perry, 2006). Despite the needed flexibility
among personnel, it is important for the collaborative group to identify sponsors and
champions among its formal and informal leaders. Sponsors provide authority and
resources to legitimize the collaboration while champions have the expertise to sustain
daily operations (Agranoff, 2006; Bryson, Crosby, & Stone, 2006; Mandell, 1999;
Mandell & Steelman, 2003). In Agranoff’s (2006) research on public management
networks, champions play a significant role in encouraging other organizations to support

the collaborative arrangement.
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Interorganizational Procedures Construct

Interorganizational procedures are the processes developed to support operations
or sustain relationships within the multiorganizational arrangement. Five variables
characterize the construct of interorganizational procedures: information sharing,
decision making, resolution of turf issues, resource allocation, and systems thinking
(Thatcher, 2007). Table 2.4 displays the revised operationalizations of each variable
within the interorganizational procedures construct and places them along the continuum
of interaction. These revisions are aligned with the use of cooperation, coordination, and
collaboration within the public administration and organization theory literatures.
Theoretical support for these operationalizations is provided.

In a cooperative interaction, communication is an important factor in developing
and sustaining the arrangement. An emphasis is placed on sharing information to create
harmonized efforts (Keast, Brown, & Mandell, 2007; Nylen, 2007). Dialogue is
maintained through informal communication channels to allow information sharing
among participants (Ospina & Yaroni, 2003). While basic information is initially shared,
continuous dialogue creates opportunities for discussing a wider range of topics (2003).
Since each organization retains their autonomy (Keast, Brown, Mandell, 2007), joint |
decision making processes are not developed. Instead, organizational systems remain
unchanged and operational decisions are independently made by each organization. Turf
issues are avoided, and organizational systems remain independent. Discretionary funds
may be used in pursuit of individual goals; resources are not pooled. Units of exchange

are determined at the lowest possible level.
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Table 2.4
Variable Operationalizations. Interorganizational Procedures Construct
Yariable Cooperation Coordination Collaboration
Information Dialogue is maintained through  Formal and informal Emphasize open and frequent
Sharing informal relationships between ~ communication channels are communications between
participants. used to link vertical and partners to reduce information
horizontal organizational asymmetries.
Basic information is initially levels.
shared. Continuous dialogue Formal and informal channels
creates opportunities for are used to widely disseminate
discussing a wider range of information concerning the
topics. collective group.
Understanding enhanced by a
willingness to share
information about individual
organizations and what
can/cannot be offered to the
collective group.
Decision Decisions are made Centralized decision making is  Participative decision making
Making independently; rules that guide  practiced; a lead based on consensus and

Resolution of
Turf [ssues

Resource
Allocation

Systems
Thinking

collective decision making are
not necessary.

Turf issues between
participating organizations are
avoided based on
organizational tendencies to
function independently

Discretionary funds may be
used in the pursuit of
individual goals.

Resources are not pooled.
Units of exchange are

determined at the lowest
possible level.

Organizational systems remain
unchanged.

organization(s) dominates the
decision making process.

A neutral facilitator, outside
convenet, or full-time
coordinator is employed to
resolve turf issues.

Organizations exchange
resources to increase each
organization’s abilities to
achieve individual goals.

Mandates or grant
arrangements may provide
resources.

Resource needs may be
satisfied by a preexisting
program within an individual
organization.

Compatible information
systems can enhance
coordination.

compromise, generates rules to
govern activities and
relationships between
organizations.

Representatives have latitude
to negotiate rules and
deliberate agreements to
identify common ground.

Conflicting roles based on
incongruent demands from
individual organization and

group.

Consider adjusting policies and
procedures to reduce conflict
while maximizing common
ground.

Pooled resources; allocation is
based on balancing evolving
needs of the collective group
with individual constraints.

Individual organizations have
resources, skills, or knowledge
needed to achieve collective
goal.

Organizational resources are
allocated to support the
activities of the collective unit.

Databases are integrated to
create linkages and share
information between multiple
layers of partner organizations.
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In a coordinated interaction, formal and informal communication channels are
used to exchange information within and across organizational boundaries (Boston, 1992;
Jennings, 1994). In Jennings’ (1994) study of employment and training activities in the
Job Training Partnership Act, the following formal information channels are identified:
working partnerships, regular meetings of staff from different units, and
interdepartmental liaisons. Sixty percent of respondents indicate that working
partnerships and regular meetings of staff from different units contribute very much to
coordination; more than 50% of respondents indicate that interdepartmental liaisons
contribute very much to coordination (Jennings, 1994).

Some of the informal information channels identified include workshops or
common geographical boundaries. Seventy-eight percent of respondents indicate that
they use workshops as a coordination technique (Jennings & Ewalt, 1998). Based on
increased opportunities for interaction and information sharing, Jennings & Krane (1994)
determine that collocation enhances coordination. Interorganizational interactions can
occur between the top and lower levels of multiple organizations (Kapucu, 2006).
Therefore, formal and informal communication channels are important to linking vertical
and horizontal organizational levels. Organizational systems can be designed to facilitate
increased communication between organizations. Incompatible organizational systems
may prevent coordination (Jennings & Krane, 1994).

The decision making process is highly centralized and dominated by the lead
agency (Jennings & Krane, 1994). Issues related to turf can be barriers to coordination
(Jennings & Ewalt, 1998; Jennings & Krane, 1994). A neutral facilitator, separate from a

boundary spanner or convener, can be used to help organizations recognize that they may
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have different goals that should be respected by the collective group (Schlossberg, 2004).
This coordinator, whether full-time or part-time, should be dedicated to resolving
conflicts (Schlossberg, 2004). In studies conducted by Jennings & Ewalt (1998) and
Jennings & Krane (1994), resource limitations are also identified as a potential barrier to
coordination. Resources are the physical property and financial assets used to achieve the
organization’s missions (Jennings, 1994; Jennings & Krane, 1994). For example,
Jennings (1994) concludes that more than 50% of respondents indicate that joint program
funding contribute very much to coordination. Resource exchange is often an important
element of coordination (Jennings, 1994; Jennings & Ewalt, 1998; Jennings & Krane,
1994; Van de Ven & Walker, 1984). Organizations may combine complementary
resources to create mutually beneficial relationships that enhance each organization’s
abilities to achieve individual goals (Peters, 1998; Schlossberg, 2004; Van de Ven &
Walker, 1984). Although it is unlikely, policy mandates may include a provision for joint
resources (O’ Toole & Montjoy, 1984).

In collaborative interactions, an emphasis is placed on open and frequent
communications between partners (Thomson & Perry, 2006). Information pertaining to
individual organizations and the collective arrangement can be passed through formal
channels or informally through personnel interactions (Mattessich, Murray-Close, &
Monsey, 2001). When information is shared amongst all partners, a common knowledge
base is built to promote understanding (Imperial, 2001; Keast, Brown, & Mandell, 2007).
In addition, sharing information can reduce information asymmetries provided that
organizations clearly state what they can and cannot offer the multiorganizational

arrangement.
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Decisions regarding the arrangement’s direction and operations are made
collectively (Mandell, 1994). Joint decision making relies on consensus and compromise
to bridge differences among individual organizations (Agranoff, 2006; Mandell, 1999;
Mandell & Steelman, 2003; Mattessich, Murray-Close, & Monsey, 2001; Reilly, 2001;
Thomson & Perry, 2006). In order to identify common ground, representatives of
individual organizations must have discretion to negotiate rules and make organizational
decisions based on group deliberation (Mattessich, Murray-Close, & Monsey, 2001).
Discretion involves the use of personal judgment to make a decision between multiple
alternatives (Carrington, 2005). Turf issues may arise as each organization is placed in
conflicting roles based on incongruent demands from the individual and collective
organizations (Thomson & Perry, 2006). Considerations are given to adjusting policies
and procedures to reduce conflict (Mattessich, Murray-Close, & Monsey, 2001). In
Agranoff’s (2006) research on 14 collaborative networks involving managers in federal,
state, and local governments, problems related to turf do not significantly impact the
network.

An organization’s abilities to collaborate can be hindered by a lack of staffing,
funding, or expertise. Therefore, the presence of consistent financial and personnel
support is important (Imperial, 2001; Mattessich, Murray-Close, & Monsey, 2001). To
overcome these limitations, organizations often pool their resources (Gray, 1985; Keast et
al., 2004; Nylen, 2007). For example, Imperial’s (2005) research indicates that resources
are pooled in various ways ranging from informal sharing of equipment to more formal
methods of combining financial resources and collocating staffing units. In addition,

Agranoff’s (2006) research on collaborative networks indicates that government
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managers are willing to pool resources. However, decisions are difficult to make when
some agencies are unwilling to contribute to the pool of resources (Agranoff, 2006).
Interorganizational systems are developed to involve personnel from multiple
layers within partnering organizations (Mattessich, Murray-Close, & Monsey, 2001). It is
important to involve people representing a variety of organizational positions. In his
study of watersheds, Imperial (2005) finds that interagency databases, joint research, and

joint technical information are used to share knowledge during collaborative activities.

Organizational Management Construct

Organizational management pettains to the way in which behaviors within and
between member organizations support the multiorganizational arrangement. Five
variables characterize the construct of organizational management: incentives,
commitment, trust, risk taking, and willingness to change (Thatcher, 2007). Table 2.5
displays the revised operationalizations of each variable within the organizational
management construct and places them along the continuum of interaction. These
revisions are aligned with the use of cooperation, coordination, and collaboration within
the public administration and organization theory literatures. Theoretical support for

these operationalizations is provided.
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Table 2.5

Variable Operationalizations: Organizational Management Construct

Variable Cooperation Coordination Collaboration

Incentives Opportunities for synergistic Statutes or grant contracts may  Incentives are provided by the
benefits are realized based on provide funding or resource collective group and individual
the desire to avoid negative incentives to support the organizations to encourage
impacts resulting from changes  collective effort. individuals to stay involved in
in external factors. the collective effort.

Leaders identify benefits in
working together and
emphasize the importance of
these benefits to subordinates.

Commitment Work is completed as part of A supervisory administrative Members are committed to
the regular job responsibilities ~ body actively encourages intra- and inter-organizational
conducted within the organizations to work together.  partners; collective interests
individual organization. must constantly be balanced

Linkages between with self-interests.
Interests of the individual organizations are recognized
organization remain when benefits are perceived to  Participation is justified by
paramount, outweigh the costs. perceptions that the collective
interest serves each
Colleagues may encourage organization’s interests.
each other to work with
personnel in other Mutual commitment expands
organizations. as organizations reciprocate
collective action.

Willingness to Participating organizations Leaders explore modifications  Partner organizations mutually

Change maintain complete to standard operating adjust to the rules, roles and
independence in establishing procedures when supporting responsibilities, and policies
the rules, roles and operational goals aligned with  collectively established to
responsibilities, and policiesto  individual organizational govern the collective unit.
govern the organization. missions.

Changes to an organization’s
An organization’s standard standard operating procedures
operating procedures are not are considered when needed to
modified. align with those of the
collective unit,

Trust Trust relationships are not Leaders work closely to create ~ Trust between organizations is
required, but can develop when  relationships based on trust. necessary.
organizations consistently
share honest information. Partners reinforce trust in each

other by sharing information
through open communication.
A history of supportive
interactions sustains and
legitimizes relationships.

Risk Taking Organizations do not generally ~ Some interdependencies may Integrated approaches develop

engage in risk taking behavior.

Characterized by low levels of
risk.

be formed based on resource
needs.

Characterized by moderate
levels of risk.

and create dependency.

Adherence to shared policies
may require organizations to
depart from normal behavior.

Characterized by high levels of
risk.
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In cooperative interactions, incentives to interact are based on recognizing
opportunities for synergistic benefits (Thomas, 1997). Cooperative behavior may be
triggered by changes in external factors and an organization’s desire to identify common
ground in hopes of avoiding negative impacts (Ospina & Yaroni, 2003). When engaging
in cooperative interaction, organizations do not need to make any changes to their current
operations or missions (Keast, Brown, & Mandell, 2007). Since interests of the individual
organizations remain paramount, the collective effort is aligned with each organization’s
standard operating procedures. Organizations maintain complete independence in
establishing the rules, roles and responsibilities, and policies that govern their
involvement with the collective action (Keast, Brown, & Mandell, 2007). Trust
relationships are not required, but can develop when organizations consistently share
honest information (Ospina & Yaroni, 2003). Since organizational policies and
operations remain independent, cooperative relationships are considered to have low
levels of risk (Keast, Brown, & Mandell, 2007).

In coordinated interaction, incentives to participate in the collective action can
come from two sources. First, statutory provisions may provide funding incentives to
support the collective effort (Jennings, 1994). Provisions within a grant contract may
designate an interorganizational liaison and require organizations to work together to
implement the goals of the grant (Schlossberg, 2004). Second, leaders within the
hierarchical structure may identify a benefit in working together and communicate the
importance of coordination to their subordinates (Jennings, 1994; Schlossberg, 2004). In
Jennings (1994), 70% of administrators indicate that leaders play an important role in

establishing commitment to coordination. The importance placed on support from
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leadership is significantly higher than the importance placed on financial sanctions,
interpersonal relations, or interagency recognition. Therefore, an organization’s
supervisory level must be actively involved to encourage coordination.

Organizations are committed to the relationship provided that their interests
outweigh the costs. Partnerships between member organizations are formalized to ensure
clear role definition (Jennings, 1994). Although individual organizations retain authority
over decision making, joint planning and information- sharing does occur (Keast, Brown,
& Mandell, 2007). As a result of these processes, modifications to an individual
organization’s standard operating procedures may be explored when it is in support of its
mission. An emphasis is placed on developing trust among the leaders in charge of the
individual organizations (Jennings & Krane, 1994). Since interdependencies can form on
the basis of resource exchange, coordinated relationships are considered to have moderate
levels of risk (Keast, Brown, & Mandell, 2007).

In a collaborative interaction, incentives are provided by the collective and
individual organizations to encourage individuals to stay involved with the collaborative
effort (Mattessich, Murray-Close, & Monsey, 2001). Organizations and individuals
should be rewarded for their participation in the collaborative effort (Imperial, 2005;
Gray, 1985). Imperial’s (2005) research on collaboration within watershed programs
indicates that the presence of rewards provides incentives for organizations to continue to
work together. The effects of the incentives must be monitored to ensure they motivate
members as intended (Mattessich, Murray-Close, & Monsey, 2001).

Power imbalances and competing organizational interests may create tension and

conflict among members of the collaborative arrangement (Mandell & Steelman, 2003;
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Thomson & Perry, 2006). It is important to recognize each participant’s struggle to meet
the commitments of the interorganizational unit while also supporting the potentially
conflicting interests of their individual organizations (Keast et al., 2004; Mandell, 1994;
Mandell & Steelman, 2003; O’Leary & Bingham, 2007a; Thomson & Perry, 2006). The
term “program rationale” is used to describe the mindset toward the collective
arrangement as a legitimate influence over individual behavior (Mandell, 1994). While
this commitment to the collective arrangement plays an important role in facilitating joint
agreements (Mandell, 1994), it does not decrease members’ commitments to their
individual organizations (Keast et al., 2004). Despite potentially different interests,
collaboration typically occurs when stakeholders work together to resolve inherently
complex problems without giving up any of their own interests (Thomson & Perry, 2006;
Wood & Gray, 1991). The extent to which individual organizational interests are met will
determine an organization’s willingness to support and commit to the collective endeavor
(Imperial, 2001; Mattessich, Murray-Close, & Monsey, 2001). Participation is justified
based on a perception that the collective interest also serves an organization’s individual
interests (Thomson & Perry, 2006).

In order for a collaborative arrangement to accomplish the desired objective, two
or more organizations must mutually adjust to collective policies and procedures
(Mandell, 1999). Partner organizations become interdependent as integrated policies and
operations are established (Imperial, 2000; 2005). Changes to an organization’s standard
operating procedures are made when needed to align with those jointly developed by the
organizations within the collective unit. It can be challenging to establish policies and

procedures for the entire group to follow, because group membership is comprised of
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many different organizations with different views (Mandell & Steelman, 2003). When
members are unable to accommodate other organizations, a collaborative arrangement
will not be established (Mandell & Steelman, 2003). The history of interactions between
organizations will affect the extent to which organizations are willing to change (Mandell
& Steelman, 2003). As participants gain a broader view of their relationships with other
organizations, some of the bureaucratic boundaries preventing change may dissolve
(Keast et al., 2004). It is through this process that a new value set can be established to
change the views of individual participants (Keast et al., 2004).

The likelihood that collective action will occur increases when members have a
reputation for trustworthiness (Huxham, 2003; Keast et al., 2004; Thomson & Perry,
2006). It is important for organizations within the arrangement to believe that partners are
committed to the collective objective, will act within the established rules, and honestly
negotiations with other organizations. This trust is also referred to as an “ethic of
collaboration” (Thomson & Perry, 2006, p. 25). While trust is a critical component of
collaborations, it takes time and resources to develop and sustain (Bryson, Crosby, &
Stone, 2006; Thomson & Perry, 2006). Prior relationships and open communications may
help partners develop mutual understanding and reduce vulnerability (Bryson, Crosby, &
Stone, 2006; Huxham, 2003; Mandell, 1999; Mandell & Steelman, 2003). Trust
facilitates sustained relationships between partners as an emphasis on formal
organizational roles and contractual arrangements diminish (Bryson, Crosby, & Stone,
2006; Thomson & Perry, 2006). Collaborative arrangements involve high levels of risk
(Keast et al., 2004). As partner organizations develop integrated policies and operations,

dependency between organizations is created (Imperial, 2000; 2005).
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Summary

Increased levels of interaction are not inherently more desirable, and a specific
interaction will not be effective in all settings (Keast, Brown, & Mandell, 2007; Keast et
al., 2004; Mandell & Steelman, 2003; Thatcher, 2007). Costs, challenges, and risks
increase as interactions proceed along the continuum (Agranoff, 2006; Nylen, 2007,
Schlossberg, 2004; Thomson & Perry, 2006). Since there are several types of interactions
to consider, the appropriate interaction for a particular situation must be carefully chosen.

This study uses the Multiorganizational Implementation Model to explore the
types of interactions used in multiorganizational arrangements. This model distinguishes
between interaction terms and aligns operationalizations with the policy implementation
and interorganizational theory literatures. The operationalizations of these variables are
critical to placing multiorganizational relationships on the continuum of interaction.
Application of the MIM allows for empirical testing of operationalizations. Its use in a
policy implementation setting will help determine the extent to which the model can be
used to explain interactions between organizations. In addition, a potential for informal
interactions between organizations is acknowledged by assuming that variables within
each of the four constructs simultaneously impact the continuum of interaction. The MIM

guides the development of research questions for this study.
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CHAPTER THREE

METHODOLOGY

General Approach to Research

This chapter presents the research approach used in this study and includes
discussion pertaining to selection of the setting, research design, data collection, variable
definitions, data analysis techniques, and limitations. The purpose of this inquiry is to
examine the helpfulness of the Multiorganizational Implementation Model (MIM) in
exploring interactions between organizations, the use of different types of interactions
during public policy implementation, and the ways in which these interactions are
initiated.

The model presented in this study uses the policy implementation and
interorganizational theory literatures to explore cooperation, coordination, and
collaboration through the constructs of interorganizational policy objective,
interorganizational infrastructure, interorganizational procedures, and organizational
management. Data collected from semistructured interviews and a review of
organizational documents provides the information needed to examine the helpfulness of
the MIM in exploring interactions between organizations implementing the Virginia
Seaside Heritage Program, the use of different types of interactions during
implementation, and the ways in which multiorganizational interactions are initiated

between government and nongovernmental organizations.
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Selection of the Setting

The Coastal Zone Management (VCZM) Program, and more specifically their
Virginia Seaside Heritage Program, provides the setting for this case study. When
focusing research on a single case, selection of the case requires careful consideration
(Stake, 1995; 2000; Yin, 2003). It is important that there are opportunities, within the
selected case, for the researcher to observe the phenomena of interest (Stake, 2000).

The VCZM Program was selected as the setting for this research through criterion
purposeful sampling. This type of sampling strategy is used when it is important that the
site meet particular criteria (Patton, 2002). Therefore, the followipg criteria guide case
selection: (1) the program is mandated to implement policy via the Coastal Zone
Management Act; (2) the program is comprised of a network of organizations which
frequently interact to implement policy; (3) no organization within the network has
formal authority to direct a particular type of interaction with other organizations; and
(4) a variety of interactions potentially occur within the program’s multiorganizational
arrangement involving federal and state agencies, local governments, and
nongovernmental organizations. The VCZM Program represents a critical case which is
examined to advance understanding of interactions during multiorganizational
implementation and the applicability of the MIM in a policy setting. The interactions that
occur between organizations involved in implementing the Virginia Seaside Heritage

Program are the target of this exploratory research.
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Research Design

This single case study research design allows for exploration of interactions
during multiorganizational implementation of the Virginia Seaside Heritage Program.
This type of design is particularly useful for refining theory or identifying complexities
worthy of further research (Stake, 2000). A qualitative methodology is used to enhance
understanding of particular phenomena, acknowledge the complexity of the situation,
recognize the importance of context, and allow for exploration of new ideas (Marshall &
Rossman, 1999; Stake, 1995). In this study, interactions between organizations during
program implementation are the unit of analysis and are explored through the perceptions
of administrators and organizational documents. Relationships between organizations are
used as the unit of analysis in previous implementation research (see, for example,
Menzel, 1987).

More specifically, interactions between organizations implementing the Virginia
Seaside Heritage Program are of particular interest to this study. In order to examine fully
the nature of these interactions, textual data are collected from semistructured interviews
and organizational documents. Different data sources are used to corroborate findings and
enhance authenticity (Miles & Huberman, 1994; Yin, 2003). Due to the unit of analysis
employed in this case study design, the use of different data sources is especially
important. Although interactions between organizations are the unit of analysis,
individuals are interviewed to collect data pertaining to these interactions. In order to
collect data and draw conclusions from an organizational perspective, interviews should
not provide the sole source of data. This situation can create conflict within the design if

unintended changes are made to the unit of analysis (Yin, 2003). To maintain a consistent
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unit of analysis, document review is also utilized. Conclusions pertaining to interactions
during multiorganizational implementation require individual and organizational sources
of information.

Content analysis allows the researcher to categorize data collected through
interviews and document review. The researcher uses categories from a prestructured
coding scheme to guide a deductive approach to data analysis. In addition, a purposeful
attempt is made to identify factors that impact interactions during multiorganizational
implementation but are not accounted for in the model. For textual data that does not fit
into these prestructured categories, the researcher uses an inductive approach to identify
emerging patterns that can be used to revise the MIM.

A qualitative methodology suits this research because it emphasizes the need to
explore and describe particular phenomena (Creswell, 2003). This method allows for
exploration of the multiorganizational interactions that occur during policy
implementation. Within the policy implementation literature, scholars acknowledge the
existence of a cases-variables problem particular to case study research (see, for example,
Goggin, 1986; O Toole, 2000; 1986). When the number of variables significantly
overwhelms the number of cases, the data may incorrectly appear to support inferences
because too much information is being used to explain a small number of cases (Goggin,
1986). The explanatory power of each variable diminishes while research becomes
increasingly complicated and impractical. Quantitative methods fail to resolve the
conflicts inherent to the top-down/bottom-up approaches. The use of qualitative methods
allows the researcher to thoroughly explore complex interactions between organizations

in a way that cannot be done through quantitative methods.
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Pilot Study

A pilot study 1s conducted prior to conducting interviews with participants
involved in the Virginia Seaside Heritage Program. This pilot study provides
opportunities to refine the content and procedures of the interview protocol (Yin, 2003).
Participants for the pilot study are selected based on their involvement with the VCZM
Program’s Dragon Run Watershed. For this project, government and nongovernmental
organizations work together to address issues of economic development, habitat
restoration, and natural resource preservation pertaining to this pristine waterway located
in Virginia’s Middle Peninsula. This setting is selected for the pilot study because it
meets the criteria used to select the Virginia Seaside Heritage Program as the setting for
the case study. Upon completion of each pilot interview, a report is compiled detailing
lessons learned (Yin, 2003). Revisions are made to the interview protocol, and the final
draft is included in Appendix A. Availability of the interview protocol enhances

replication of this qualitative case study in different settings (Creswell, 2003).

Data Collection
Data are collected in two ways: (1) semistructured interviews with individuals
implementing the Virginia Seaside Heritage Program, and (2) a review of documents
related to the Coastal Zone Management Act, implementation of the program, or
interactions with other organizations. These data collection strategies are common to
qualitative methodology and employed simultaneously (Yin, 2003). Interviews are
frequently used to collect data on cooperative, coordinative, or collaborative interactions

(see, for example, Imperial, 2001; Keast, Brown, & Mandell, 2007; Kuska, 2005). In
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addition, document review is common to data collection pertaining to multiorganizational
implementation (see, for example, Hall & O’Toole, 2004; O’ Toole & Montjoy, 1984).
Data are collected from May through June 2008. Table 3.1 summarizes the relationship

between the study’s research questions and data collection strategies.
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Research Questions, Data Collection Strategies, and Information Collected

Research Questions Data Collection & Analysis of Information

Collection

Strategy
Does the revised Semi- Develop interview protocol aligned with broad, open-ended questions that
Multiorganizational structured speak to the four constructs of the MIM. Determine the extent to which
Implementation Model Interviews the MIM is applicable to a policy setting by using content analysis to see
(MIM) help explain how patterns from the textual data provided during interviews match

interactions in a policy
implementation setting?

Document
Review
How do administrators Semi-
perceive the use of structured
cooperation, Interviews
coordination, or
collaboration when
working in a
multiorganizational
arrangement to Document
implement policy? Review
How are Semi-
multiorganizational structured
interactions initiated? Interviews
Document
Review

patterns within the operationalizations of the MIM. If factors other than
those outlined in the model emerge, this information can be used to build
theory and further revise the MIM.

Documents that speak to relationships between organizations during
policy implementation are reviewed and content analysis is used to
determine the extent to which operationalizations in the MIM are
supported. If factors other than those outlined in the MIM emerge, this
information can be used to build theory and further revise the model.

Probe responses to broad, open-ended questions with more specific
questions. Content analysis is used to analyze responses to these probes.
Textual data are organized into the categories of the pre-structured coding
scheme. The researcher uses the coding scheme to identify patterns and
determine which of the three interaction terms best describes the
relationship of interest.

Documents that speak to relationships between organizations during
policy implementation are reviewed and content analysis is used to
analyze the text within the documents. Textual data are organized into the
categories of the pre-structured coding scheme. The researcher uses the
coding scheme to identity patterns and determine which of the three
interaction terms best describes the relationship of interest. This
information may or may not corroborate the perceptions expressed by
administrators during interviews.

Focus on the impetus for collective action variable within the
interorganizational policy objective construct and the formality of the
agreement variable within the interorganizational infrastructure construct
of the MIM. If interviewees do not initially offer information pertaining to
these variables, probing questions are used to guide inquiry. Content
analysis is used to analyze responses. Textual data are organized into the
categories of the pre-structured coding scheme pertaining to the
applicable variables. The researcher uses the coding scheme to identify
patterns and explore how multiorganizational interactions are initiated.
Interactions are likely to be initiated in three ways: (1) formally initiated
through legislative mandates or agency rulemaking; (2) informally
initiated through street-level experience or commion interests; or (3) a
combination of both.

Organizational and legislative documents are reviewed to collect
additional information on the ways in which multiorganizational
interactions are initiated. Particular areas of interest include the context in
which multiorganizational activities occur and the ways in which they are
supported by individual organizations and the collective arrangements.
Content analysis is used to analyze responses. Textual data are organized
into the categories of the prestructured coding scheme pertaining to the
applicable variables.
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Interviews

Interviews provide an important source of data in case study research and allow
researchers to explore the views of multiple people (Stake, 1995; Yin, 2003). Qualitative
interviews may be described as “a conversation with a purpose” because of the tendency
for in-depth discussion to arise (Marshall & Rossman, 1999, p. 108). A semistructured
interview, or focused interview, is particularly useful in this research because it allows
the researcher to guide inquiry by focusing on specific questions while also allowing for
conversation through open-ended questions (Yin, 2003).

In this study, semistructured interviews are conducted to gather in-depth
information from administrators representing a variety of organizations within the
network implementing the Virginia Seaside Heritage Program. Interviews are an
appropriate data collection strategy for this research because they facilitate exploration of
multiple views. It is through the information-rich data gathered from interviews that the
researcher explores the research questions.

As is common in qualitative research, the researcher becomes highly involved as
the instrument for data collection (Creswell, 2003; Rossman & Marshall, 1999). An
interview protocol guides conversations between the researcher and participants in the
study (Yin, 2003). The predetermined wording and sequence of questions enhances
comparability of responses and limits interviewer influence (Patton, 2002). In addition,
standardized interview questions focus the interview on sensitizing concepts aligned with
the variables in the MIM and guide data analysis (Stake, 1995). According to Creswell
(2003), the following components are included in the interview protocol: (1) a heading,

(2) instructions for the interviewer, (3) the research questions guiding the study, (4)
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follow-up questions, (5) space for interviewers to write comments, and (6) space for the
interviewer to record additional notes.

A prestructured coding scheme, based on sensitizing themes, helps link the textual
data collected to operationalizations of the MIM. Three types of questions are included in
the interview process: (1) background questions, (2) broad open-ended questions, and
(3) more specific probing questions. First, participants are asked to fill out a preinterview
questionnaire which contains a series of background questions. These background
questions also request some demographic information. It is through these questions that
the researcher gains a better understanding of each participant’s history in implementing
the Virginia Seaside Heritage Program. The preinterview questionnaire is included in
Appendix B.

Second, the interview protocol includes open-ended questions that generally
speak to the four constructs of the MIM. These questions are written broadly so as not to
bias participant responses or lead them to provide answers that align with the model’s
operationalizations. The data collected from these questions help the researcher
determine if the MIM is helpful in explaining multiorganizational interactions during
implementation of the Virginia Seaside Heritage Program. In addition, open-ended
questioning provides an opportunity for the researcher to identify patterns within
participant responses that are not accounted for by the revised model.

Third, more specific probing questions are used to seek additional information or
clarify previous responses (Merriam, 1998). While these questions are also open-ended,
they are phrased to guide inquiry more specifically to the operationalizations of the

model’s constructs. The textual data gathered from these responses helps the researcher
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explore participants’ perceptions regarding the use of cooperation, coordination, or
collaboration during implementation and the way in which interactions are initiated in
this setting.

Throughout discussions with interviewees, the interviewer has flexibility to use
informal conversational interview techniques. There are three benefits to this technique.
First, the interviewer has the opportunity to pursue questions that emerge during the
course of the standardized interview conversation (Patton, 2002). This allows the
researcher to clarify responses with follow-up questions. Second, the interview can be
tailored to the experiences and positions of the interviewee. Third, there are opportunities
for interviewees to provide unsolicited feedback. Data gathered from these questions
provides information-rich support and clarification to discussions pertaining to
standardized interview questions.

Sampling in qualitative research tends to involve a relatively small group of
people, be purposive in nature, and evolve with the study (Miles & Huberman, 1994).
These characteristics also appear in this case study. The sampling frame consists of
participants representing the organizations involved in implementing the Virginia Seaside
Heritage Program. Interview participants are selected using snowball sampling. This
sampling strategy is used to identify information-rich participants and allow
knowledgeable informants to emerge as interviews progress (Yin, 2003; Marshall &
Rossman, 1999; Miles & Huberman, 1994). A chain forms as additional participants are
identified and interviewed based on the recommendations of previous interviewees
(Patton, 2002). It is through this involvement that participants become informants (Yin,

2003). Although overdependence on knowledgeable informants is not recommended,
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they provide critical insights into the case study and access to relevant personnel. While it
is important to interview people directly involved in the case study, insight can also be
gained by interviewing those who operate at the peripheries (Miles & Huberman, 1994).
Interviewing begins with members of the Coastal Policy Team who are involved in
implementing the Virginia Seaside Heritage Program.

The researcher calls potential participants, as they are identified, to explain the
purpose of the research and ask for an interview. The researcher begins each interview
with an introductory statement. This statement introduces the researcher to the
interviewee, explains the purpose of collecting the information asked, and identifies the
intended use for the information. In addition, the statement explains interviewee
confidentiality and provides information regarding the protection of interviewee identity.
A letter of informed consent is presented to interviewees for their signature; this letter is
included in Appendix C. Lastly, the researcher seeks permission from each participant to
record the interview (Yin, 2003). Although the researcher takes field notes throughout the
interview process, audio recordings allow the researcher to fully concentrate on
interviewee responses and probe for clarification when needed. The researcher uses audio
recordings in postinterview reviews to ensure accuracy of data and recreate exact
quotations and insights. Upon completion of each interview, the researcher transcribes
each interview verbatim (Creswell, 2003). These verbatim transcriptions provide the raw
data needed for data analysis (Patton, 2002). Transcriptions are emailed to interviewees
to provide them with an opportunity to make revisions to the document.

Advantages associated with using interviews as a data collection strategy include

allowing the researcher to control inquiry, gaining participants’ perspectives on particular
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topics of interest, and the potential to gather a variety of information (Marshall &
Rossman, 1999; Creswell, 2003). The disadvantages associated with using interviews as a
data collection strategy include the possibility that interview participants and the
interviewer may unintentionally filter data during the interview process to create bias
(Creswell, 2003). In addition, participants may not have equal skills or abilities when it

comes to articulating their perceptions (Creswell, 2003).

Document Review

Organizational documents are another important source of data because they help
the researcher understand the contextual setting of the research and the participants
involved (Marshall & Rossman, 1999). Analysis of organizational documents is a
particularly useful data collection strategy based on its potential to corroborate data
gathered from other sources (Yin, 2003). As previously mentioned, data source
triangulation is especially important in this case study. Although the interactions between
organizations during program implementation are the unit of analysis, they are explored
through the perceptions of the individuals interviewed. In order to collect data and draw
conclusions from an organizational perspective, interviews should not provide the sole
source of data.

There are several additional advantages to using document review as a data
collection strategy. First, document review allows the researcher to gain an organizational
perspective that cannot be solely provided by interviewees (Yin, 2003). Second, this type
of data collection is particularly useful because it allows the researcher to gather

secondary information in an unobtrusive manner (Creswell, 2003). This additional
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information may be pertinent to the context of the research or the participants involved
(Marshall & Rossman, 1999). More specifically, memoranda of understanding between
organizations, policy mandates, meeting minutes, memos, program evaluations, or other
archival data are reviewed (Marshall & Rossman, 1999; Yin, 2003). The documents
listed in Appendix D are reviewed in order to provide further insight into the
multiorganizational interactions used during implementation of the Virginia Seaside
Heritage Program. These documents are particularly useful for exploring the context in
thCh interactions occur, the history of interactions between organizations, and the
formality in which interactions are initiated.

Although there are many advantages associated with document review, it is
important to remember that these documents are developed for a purpose other than this
research (Yin, 2003). Therefore, the researcher must judge the applicability of each
document to the study’s research questions (Marshall & Rossman, 1999). In addition, the
accuracy and authenticity of the information contained in the documents must be

considered (Creswell, 2003; Merriam, 1998).

Definition of Terms
Analytic categories are needed to describe and analyze interactions between
organizations involved in implementing the Virginia Seaside Heritage Program (Miles &
Huberman, 1994). These analytic categories include the interaction terms, constructs, and
variables within the MIM. They are defined in this section. When considering the
proposed definitions, keep in mind the ambiguity of the operationalizations in the original

model. While construct operationalizations are transformed for this study, the exact
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points along the continuum in which one interaction crosses the threshold to another
interaction are still unclear and are not addressed in the public administration,
interorganizational theory, policy implementation, or education literatures. Findings may

clarify placement of each interaction’s threshold along the continuum.

Interaction Terms

1. Cooperation - An interaction between independent organizations that can
individually accomplish the task at hand but voluntarily and informally work
together, within existing organizational structures and policies, to build capacity
or serve individual interests in pursuit of simple, short-term goals (Keast, Brown,
& Mandell, 2007; Mattessich, Murray-Close, & Monsey, 2001; O’Leary &
Bingham, 2007b). Cooperation is further characterized as an interaction in which
autonomous organizations independently maintain authority, missions, resources,
infrastructure, and procedures (Intriligator, 1994; Mattessich, Murray-Close, &
Monsey, 2001). Cooperation may take place without involving the leaders of the
organiZétions involved (Keast, Brown, & Mandell, 2007).

2. Coordination - An interaction between organizations requiring some assistance to
accomplish individual missions in which linkages are mobilized voluntarily or by
mandate in pursuit of multifaceted, longer-term goals that support common
objectives (Keast, Brown, & Mandell, 2007; Mattessich, Murray-Close, and
Monsey, 2001). Coordination is further characterized as an interaction in which
formal relationships, hierarchical structure, and centralized control are used to

link resources, infrastructure, or procedures in ways that are compatible with the
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semiautonomous organizations whose leaders retain authority over decision
making (Intriligator, 1994; Jennings & Ewalt, 1998; Mandell, 1994).
Collaboration - An interaction between organizations with collective
responsibility for interconnected tasks who work together voluntarily or by
mandate in pursuit of complex goals which cannot be accomplished by a single
organization and are based on shared interests (Gray, 1989; Keast, Brown, &
Mandell, 2007; Mattessich, Murray-Close, & Monsey, 2001; Thomson & Perry,
2006). Collaboration is further characterized as an interaction in which individual
organizations relinquish some autonomy to a new program arrangement by
mutually adjusting to collective decisions regarding mission, resource
distribution, infrastructure, and shared procedures to reduce conflict and support
shared interests (Intriligator, 1994; Mattessich, Murray-Close, & Monsey, 2001;
Mandell, 1994; Thomson & Perry, 2006). Although commitments to individual
organizations remain important, these relationships require partner organizations
to reciprocate commitment to collective activities through the allocation of
resources, staff, and funding (Agranoff, 2006; Imperial, 2001; Mattessich,

Murray-Close, & Monsey, 2001).

Interorganizational Policy Objective Construct and Variables

. Interorganizational Policy Objective - The policy goal that organizations work
together to achieve. Four variables are used to operationalize this construct: time,
difficulty, role of single organization, and the impetus for collective action

(Thatcher, 2007).
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Time - The length of time that the multiorganizational arrangement is expected to
work together to accomplish the policy objective (Intriligator, 1994).

. Difficulty - The complexity of the tasks that the multiorganizational arrangement
undertakes to accomplish the policy objective.

. Role of Single Organization - The roles individual organizations assume to
accomplish the policy objective.

. Impetus for Collective Action - The reason for developing the multiorganizational

arrangement and the way in which it was developed (Thatcher, 2007).

Interorganizational Infrastructure Construct and Variables

. Interorganizational Infrastructure - The way in which an organization structures
and formalizes its relationships with other organizations in the
multiorganizational arrangement (Thatcher, 2007). Five variables are used to
operationalize this construct: design, the formality of the agreement,
organizational autonomy, policy authority, and key personnel.

. Design - The administrative structure used to support the multiorganizational
arrangement (Thatcher, 2007).

. Formality of the Agreement - The way in which individual organizations agree on
their roles and responsibilities within the multiorganizational arrangement
(Thatcher, 2007).

Organizational Autonomy - The degree in which each partnering organization
independently operates, and the extent that their operating procedures and policies

are adapted by the multiorganizational arrangement (Thatcher, 2007).
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Policy Authority - The authority given to the multiorganizational arrangement to
develop policies that guide operations in pursuit of the collective objective
(Thatcher, 2007).

Key Personnel - Personnel who are responsible for bringing together the

multiorganizational arrangement (Thatcher, 2007).

Interorganizational Procedures Construct and Variables
Interorganizational Procedures - The processes developed to support operations
or sustain relationships within the multiorganizational arrangement in pursuit of
the policy objective (Thatcher, 2007). Five variables are used to operationalize
this construct: information sharing, decision making, resolution of turf issues,
resource allocation, and systems thinking.

Information Sharing - The ways in which personnel within the
multiorganizational arrangement use information and communication processes to
attain the policy objective (Thatcher, 2007).

Decision Making - The ways in which the organizations within the
multiorganizational arrangement make implementation decisions pertaining to the
policy objective.

Resolution of Turf Issues - The process used for solving conflicts between
organizations within the arrangement (Thatcher, 2007).

Resource Allocation - The contributions allocated by individual organizations to
the multiorganizational arrangement in support of the policy objective (Thatcher,

2007).
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Systems Thinking - The extent to which individual organizational systems are

expanded and integrated to attain the policy objective (Thatcher, 2007).

Organizational Management Construct and Variables
Organizational Management - The level of support generated within and between
organizations to support the multiorganizational arrangement. Five variables are
used to operationalize this construct: incentives, commitment, willingness to
change, trust, and risk taking.
Incentives - The intrinsic and extrinsic rewards provided to individuals and
participating organizations to encourage support for the multiorganizational
arrangement (Thatcher, 2007).
Commitment - The dedication of individuals and participating organizations to
implement the policy objective (Thatcher, 2007).
Trust - The extent to which trustworthy relationships between organizations
within the multiorganizational arrangement are built.
Risk Taking - The extent to which the multiorganizational arrangement functions
in ways that deviate from standards within the member organizations in order to
achieve the collective objective (Thatcher, 2007).
Willingness to Change - The extent to which member organizations are willing to
alter their standard operating procedures in support of the multiorganizational

arrangement (Thatcher, 2007).
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Data Analysis Techniques

Consistent with qualitative methods, this study simultaneously conducts data
collection and analysis (Creswell, 2003; Miles & Huberman, 1994; Patton, 2002).
Ongoing analysis focuses data collection while accounting for emerging patterns. Content
analysis, a form of data reduction, describes the data collected by identifying “the
mention of specific items” (Marshall & Rossman, 1999, p. 117). It allows the researcher
to identify meanings and summarize patterns within textual data (Creswell, 2003; Miles
& Huberman, 1994; Patton, 2002). “Data reduction is a form of analysis that sharpens,
sorts, focuses, discards, and organizes data in such a way that “final” conclusions can be
drawn and verified” (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 11). As data are collected through
interviews and document review, the researcher uses content analysis to reduce data into
the categories of a prestructured coding scheme and identify emerging patterns.

First, the researcher reviews all textual data and focuses analysis on patterns that
align with categories of the prestructured coding scheme (Patton, 2002).
Operationalizations of the MIM’s constructs provide the basis for the coding scheme.
Therefore, data analysis initially occurs through a deductive approach in which an
existing framework is used to verify theory and assess linkages with qualitative data
(Miles & Huberman, 1994; Patton, 2002; Yin, 2003). Coding labels are used to identify
each variable in the model and each type of interaction. These short-hand designations
are used to assign meaning to data and guide analysis by linking data with the study’s
research questions (Merriam, 1998; Miles & Huberman, 1994; Stake, 1995).

Once textual data are coded, the data are numerically aggregated or left in textual

form. For numerical aggregation, the researcher uses quantification to identify the
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number of times a particular phenomenon emerges within the content of the interviews or
organizational documents (Merriam, 1998). As patterns emerge, the data are reduced and
numerically aggregated into the interaction categories of cooperation, coordination, or
collaboration. While numerical aggregation allows the rescarcher to get a feel for patterns
within the data, the meaning within the text is essential to qualitative research (Miles &
Huberman, 1994). It is also important to analyze textual data in nonnumerical form.
Exact comments from interviewees provide context to the research that may be lost
during numerical aggregation (Miles & Huberman, 1994). This context is especially
important in qualitative research because close examination of individual responses
allows the researcher to identify meaningful information (Stake, 1995). Emerging
patterns from this textual data are also mapped to the categories within the predetermined
coding scheme to enrich numerical aggregation. A deductive approach to data analysis is
appropriate for this research because operationalizations of the theoretical constructs help
the researcher better understand the data.

Second, content analysis allows the researcher to identify emerging data patterns
that do not fit into the predetermined categories of the coding scheme. Inquiry is sensitive
to recurring patterns that provide alternative explanations to initial insights (Marshall &
Rossman, 1999; Patton, 2002). Through an inductive approach, efforts are made to
identify data that do not align with the theoretical model’s operationalizations. The
researcher interprets these patterns to attach meaning and further refine theory (Marshall
& Rossman, 1999).

Content analysis provides insight into the study’s research questions. Congruence

between textual data and variable operationalizations helps the research verify and refine
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the operationalizations introduced within the Multiorganizational Implementation Model.
This type of analysis 1s appropriate for this study because it allows the researcher to
explore the helpfulness of the theoretical model in explaining interactions in a policy
implementation setting, administrators’ perceptions regarding the use of interactions
during policy implementation, and the ways in which multiorganizational interactions are

initiated.

Strategies for Enhancing Authenticity, Confirmability, and Transferability

Four strategies are used to enhance the authenticity, transferability, and
confirmability of findings: data source corroboration, review of transcripts by interview
participants, specificity, and the use of rich descriptions. First, corroboration of
complementary data sources enhances the authenticity of this study’s findings (Miles &
Huberman, 1994; Patton, 2002). It is through triangulation that researchers clarify
meaning and prevent misinterpretation (Stake, 2000). Triangulation of data sources is
established by comparing data gathered from documents with data gathered from
interviews. Data collected from both sources are compared to address inconsistencies,
corroborate findings, and illuminate different approaches to the same phenomena (Patton,
2002). Both data sources are used to explore multiorganizational interactions.

Second, authenticity is enhanced when interview participants have the opportunity
to review the verbatim transcript of the interview (Patton, 2002). An audit of textual data
is created through this review process (Miles & Huberman, 1994). More specifically,
reactions from this review give the researcher an idea as to how participants perceive the

accuracy of the transcript (Patton, 2002).
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Third, all aspects of the research design are specifically described to enhance the
confirmability and dependability of data collection and analysis (Miles & Huberman,
1994). Sampling strategies, the preinterview questionnaire, and the interview protocol are
presented and accurately document the researcher’s actions throughout data collection
and analysis. Data collection strategies are predetermined and systematically followed by
the researcher to minimize error and bias. Interviews are recorded and reviewed to ensure
accuracy.

Fourth, rich descriptions enhance the transferability of findings (Miles &
Huberman, 1994). Characteristics of the sample and setting are fully described to allow
comparisons with other research (Miles & Huberman, 1994). In addition, the researcher
uses the participants’ own language when possible to preserve their perspectives and

provide context to the research.

Summary

The purpose of this inquiry is to explore the helpfulness of the
Multiorganizational Implementation Model in explaining interactions between
organizations when working together to implement policy, the perceived use of different
types of interactions, and the ways in which multiorganizational interactions are initiated
during implementation of the Virginia Seaside Heritage Program. The proposed case
study research design explores these areas of interest by collecting data through
semistructured interviews and a review of organizational documents. In addition to
presenting the overall research design, this chapter discusses data collection strategies,

variable definitions, and data analysis techniques.
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CHAPTER FOUR

DATA ANALYSIS

Overview of Analysis

This chapter presents the analysis of data collected through semistructured
interviews and a review of documents. In total, 34 interview transcriptions and eight
documents are reviewed to explore interactions during multiorganizational policy
implementation. Textual data from these interviews and documents are analyzed using a
predetermined coding scheme aligned with the operationalizations of the
Multiorganizational Implementation Model (MIM). Upon completion of coding, the
researcher organizes the data based on each element of the model. Data are numerically
summarized using the table identified in Appendix E. Data left in textual form are also
linked to the elements in this table to enhance meaning and context. Results of analysis

are organized by the study’s research questions and are presented throughout this chapter.

Discussion of Sample
Participants for this study are selected using a snowball sampling strategy. By
asking each interviewee the following question the researcher identifies individuals
representing organizations within the implementation network: “Who do you work with
on a regular basis to implement the Virginia Seaside Heritage Program (VSHP)?” Based
on responses to this question, participants representing 15 organizations are involved in
this study. A breakdown of participants based on organizational sector affiliation is

presented in Table 4.1.
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Table 4.1

Participants Interviewed based on Organizational Sector Affiliation

Organizational Affiliation Number of Participants Interviewed
Federal Agencies 1

Virginia State Agencies 18

Local Government 6
Nongovernmental Organizations 9

Total Number or Participants 34

Organizations representing these sectors, within the implementation network, are

identified in Table 4.2.

Table 4.2

Network of Organizations in the Virginia Seaside Heritage Program

Organizational Type Specific Organizations in the Network
Federal Agencies U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service — Eastern Shore

National Wildlife Refuge

State Agencies/Programs Secretariat of Natural Resources
Department of Environmental Quality
Coastal Zone Management Program
Marine Resources Commission
Habitat Management
Oyster Conservation
Department of Conservation & Recreation
Planning & Recreation Division
Natural Heritage Division
Department of Game & Inland Fisheries
Watchable Wildlife Division
Nongame Division

Local Government Accomack County
Planning
Soil & Water Conservation District
Northampton County
Accomack-Northampton Planning District
Commission

Nongovernmental Organizations The Nature Conservancy

Eastern Shorekeeper

Southeast Expeditions

Cherrystone Aquafarms

College of William & Mary®
Institute of Marine Science®
Center for Conservation Biology®

University of Virginia®

2 Although these academic institutions are state sponsored, they operate autonomously as individual organizations.
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Analysis of the Multiorganizational Implementation Model

The constructs of the theoretical model are <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>