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CHAPTER 6
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COLLABORATIVE
SERVICE
PROVISION IN THE
PUBLIC SECTOR

...............................................................................................................

JODI SANDFORT
H. BRINTON MILWARD

INTRODUCTION

..........................................................................................................................................

Over the last 40 years, a dramatic change has occurred in how government carries
out public policies. Scholars have characterized this change as the ‘hollowing of
the state’ (Milward and Provan 1993), a ‘revolution that no one noticed’ (Salamon
2002). Governments around the world, including New Zealand, Great Britain,
China, and the United States, have shifted how they operate and how they work
with and through private institutions. Six common ideas have supported this
international public management revolution: the search for greater productivity;
more reliance on private markets to achieve public ends; a stronger orientation
towards service; more decentralization from national to sub-national governments;
increased ability to conceive and monitor public policy; and increased tactics to
enhance accountability for results (Kett] 2005}. As these ideas have become widely
accepted, the public sector has developed many ways of working with private
business and not-for-profit charitable organizations.
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Scholars of public administration and other policy fields have developed rich
literatures exploring the multiple ways the public, private, and non-profit sectors
now work together to implement public policies. Sometimes governments contract
with private entities and buy staff, services, or expertise through ‘purchase-of-
services’ contracts (DeHoog and Salamon 2002; Romzek and Johnston 2002; Van
Slyke 2003). Sometimes, governments sapport business innovation by sponsoring
research or providing infrastructure through public-private partnerships (Link
2006). At other times, the public sector works collaboratively with all other sectors,
drawing resources and expertise across organizational boundaries as a partner
rather than a purchaser or supporter.

While these ‘ideas in good currency’ (Schon 1971) have moved around the world,
there has been the realization by policy-makers in many different countries that
some public problems, such as homelessness, child welfare, or terrorism, transcend
the expertise and capabilities of any one organization. Figure 6.1 is a visual illus-
tration of such problems and their relationship with the conventional structures of
public organizations. Each organization (labelled oy, 02, 03, and o4) intersects with
only part of the problem and none of the organizations is linked in any kind of a
collaborative relationship (Hjern 1992: 4). The policy problem space is far outside
the purview of any one organization.

In the world of practice, there are many benefits to creating collaborative struc-
tures that fill this void. As more complex, multidimensional problems appear in
the public arena, additional knowledge, further tools, and more refined services
need to be mobilized. Collaboration offers the promise of accessing more re-
sources and sharing the risks associated with finding a solution to them. Policy-
makers also argue that such partnerships increase efficiency and allow citizens
to receive seamless services. Additionally, there are potential synergies that come
from collaboration that can create opportunities for learning and organizational
improvement. In all, there are many potential benefits of such structures that can
create a ‘collaborative advantage’ over other forms (Huxham 2003; Huxham and
Vangen 2005). In the words of one author, crafting public—private partnerships
has the potential to ‘make a world of difference and a difference to the world’
(Heap 2000).

In practice, however, the creation of public-private structures that effectively
and efficiently work in the public problem space and create the desired results is
challenging. Rather than seizing the ‘collaborative advantage), too often ‘collabora-
tive inertia’ sets in (Fuxham 2003; Huxham and Vangen 2005). In this chapter, we
review literature written in the crevice between these espoused benefits of collab-
orative service partnerships and the reality that they are difficult to create, sustain,
and use to mobilize resources in ways that create positive results. This literature
delves more deeply into Powell’s insight (1990) that networks are neither markets
nor hierarchies, both of which are stronger forms of social action than networks.
Networks are often viewed as the fallback position when markets or hierarchy fail.
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Fig. 6.1 The rationale for colfaboration

Source: Hjern {1992: 4).

While research exploring the unique properties of these networks is found in other
chapters in this volume, our contribution is to integrate lessons from scholarship
concerned with how networks and other inter-organizational mechanistns are used
to deliver services to the public. In our synthesis, we do not include scholarship
that considers how multiple organizations work together to resolve conflicts, set
agendas around public problems, or share information (Roberts and Bradley 1991
Gray 1996; Huxham 1996; Milward and Provan 2006). Instead, our charge is to focus
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on what is known about how public and private resources are mobilized across
sectors to deliver programmes and provide services to citizens.

In our conception, public collaborative service delivery has the following char-
acteristics: {1) services are provided external to the government that funds it;
(2) services are jointly produced by two or more organizations; (3) tasks focus upon
hotizontal management of service provision, not vertical governance; (4) funds
flow to organizations to pay for contracted services; (5) cooperation, contracting,
planning, and rationing are the primary tasks; (6) power is shared but not equak;
(7) there are a mixture of organizational forms in use—public, private, non-profit,
and hybrid; and (8) the focus is programmatic rather than organizational. This last
point needs further explanation. While much of inter-organizational scholarship
focuses upon networks or organizations as a central unit of analysis, our intent
is to highlight the structures designed to support the implementation of particular
programs o services. This idea builds upon the work of Hjern and Porter (1981) that
is illustrated in Figure 6.2. They describe ‘implementation structures’ as ‘a cluster
of parts of public and private organizations [in which] subsets of members within
organizations...view a program as their primary, or an instrumentally important,

Programmes

0,

Organizations
Fig. 6.2 Implementation structures: organizations versus
programmes
Source: Hiern and Porter (1981).
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interest. In a national study of mental health networks, Provan and Milward (1995)
found that the programmatic part of these implementation structures, which they
called ‘service implementation networks), served as the production function for
services to the seriously mentally ill. Since every organization receiving external
funds for service provision has a programmatic element within it, inevitably a ten-
sion is created between managing the organization and managing the programme
carried out by the network or public—private partnership. This tension between
programme and organization is a source of management problems, like mission
drift or goal deflection. It can affect both the service partnerships and the organiza-
tions that house thermn, as it is often the same people who manage the organization
and their piece of the service implementation network.

Much of the scholarship about collaborative public service provision is grounded
in descriptions of field conditions. Because collaborative service delivery is preva-
lent in so many fields, scholars from different perspectives are involved in this
discussion. Researchers in social work, public health, community psychology, pub-
lic administration, non-profit management, and education explore this topic in
multiple ways: some provide normative arguments about the importance of service
integration and collaboration (Beatrice 1990; Kagan 1991; Bardach 1996; Harbert
et al. 1997; Eilers 2002); others discuss the prevalence of new service mechanisms
and develop typologies of these forms (Gray 1996; Himmelman 1996); and still
others investigate the consequences of these structures for addressing important
social problems (Provan and Milward 1995; Jennings and Ewalt 1998; Agranoff
and McGuire 2003a). As a result, the research questions explored and research
approaches employed vary tremendously. Additionally, it is difficult to coherently
discuss public—private collaborative services in an international context because the
institutional definitions of ‘public’ and ‘private’ are so nationally bound (Osborne
2000; Pollitt 2003). Finally, there are no dominant theoretical traditions or analyt-
ical frameworks currently apparent. It is our aim in this chapter to make sense of
this diversity and highlight the important insights, gaps, and implications for future
scholarly inquiry included in this literature.

STATEOFTHE RESEARCH

..........................................................................................................................................

The majority of articles written about inter-organizational service delivery in
the public sector focus on describing the diversity of forms that have sprouted
up during the last forty years. These sources document that ‘collaboration’, ‘ser-
vice integration, ‘strategic alliances’ and ‘community partnerships’ are occurring
in many fields—substance abuse and criminal justice, HIV/AID prevention and
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services, mental health provision, employment and training services, primary ed-
ucation, and children’s services. Most articles tell the story of a particular case
and, inevitably, mention the challenges inherent in these new forms of service
delivery.

At the broadest level, the literature has two distinct streams. The first focuses
on service partnerships as the main topic of interest. In other words, it treats the
partnership, the collaboration, the network as an outcome of managerial, social,
and political actions. It is an end, in and of itself. As such, the research delves
deeply into the process of the new form and explores what motivates its devel-
opment and what is involved in its maintenance and refinement. In this tradition,
variations in a particular form—such as dyadic public-private partnerships or a
network for service provision—are intriguing and some scholars consider theo-
retical or practical rationales to help explain them. Authors also catalogue and
theorize about the various barriers that make achieving collaborative partnerships
challenging.

The second stream of research focuses on the consequences of these ter-
organizational forms; they consider the partnership, collaboration, or network as
an independent variable. It is a means to an end. Often, this literature interrogates
the purported outcomes of these new structures and investigates the effect they
are having on a range of factors. Some scholars explore how they influence the
operation of member organizations ot the policy systems of which they are a
part. Others consider consequences for specific citizens who receive services from
them. Tn this second stream, the process of doing collaborative service delivery—
so emphasized by scholars in the first stream-—is often underplayed. Instead, the
static structure of partnership is often assumed to explore the scholars’ main in-
terest: what consequence is this structure having upon other, important outcomes?
While we will consider both, in turn, let us first examine, in more detail, the ways
collaborative service structures are described.

Describing Variations in Form among
Inter-organizational Service Delivery

When scholars first explore this area, many are struck by the diversity of the form
of public-private partnerships due to the transformation of public service delivery
over the last forty years. Terminology abounds, with little consistency found be-
tween the way practitioners refer to ‘public-private partnerships} ‘collaborations,
‘strategic alliances) and ‘joint ventures. A number of scholars try to make sense
of this diversity through classification (Gray 1996; Himmelman 1996; Agranoff and
McGuire 1998; Linder 2000). Some of these attempts occur inductively, as authors
try to understand the various service forms used in a particular field and attach
Jabels to the variety they observe (Gans and Horton 19753 Kagan 1993). Others
start with social science theory and glean principles from academic literature that
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help to create a defensible typology (Martin er al. 1983; Mitchell and Shortell
2000). While this descriptive process of field conditions is necessary, the typologies
developed are rarely used as the foundation of any future research. As a result,
while numerous field-based typologies exist, the models are seldom linked to any
ongoing thread of empirical examination testing their validity or refining their
terminology. ‘

With this caveat, there are a few significant characteristics that transcend the
various descriptive typologies. First, some authors emphasize the important of
differentiating purpose (General Accounting Office 1992; Kagan 1993; Agranoff and
McGuire 1998; Agranoff and McGuire 2003b), particularly in making distinctions
between initiatives that attempt ‘systems’ change and those oriented towards ‘ser-
vice’ change. Reorganizing or linking state and local government administrative
entities, for example, has the potential of improving system efficiency. Similarly,
' initiatives that reorganize local services through collocation may create new links
and decreasing fragmentation. These macro-‘systems’ change efforts are often con-
trasted with more modest atternpts to improve the way services are provided for
individual clients. Sometimes such change involves actually altering the content of
services because new resources are brought to bear. At other times, such changeisa
mere repackaging of existing services through technigues such as case management
(Dill 2001). In this approach, the collaboration is focused on work around and
among the existing systems—rather than changing the systems themselves—to
assure that individuals receive the services they need. Scholars describing the diverse
conditions in the field lluminate that these purposes are distinct.

Another characteristic used to describe and differentiate collaborative service
delivery arrangements is by the level at which they occur. A number of scholars
(Agranoff and Pattakos 1979; Martin et al. 1983; Kagan 1993) distinguish four levels
of service integration:

* Policy level: Decision-making bodies, such as commissions or policy coun-
cils, that allow information to be shared, programmaes to be developed, and
revenues to flow beyond the traditional boundaries of categorical programs
(see Klijn, Chapter 5, this volume). Public-private partnerships that combine
public and private revenue streams to create new programs.

¢ Organizational level: The reorganization and creation of unified ‘umbrella’
agencies within government to improve the sharing of information and ad-
ministration of existing programmes. Joint ventures where government and
private, non-profit organizations share administrative functions.

* Programme level: Strategies such as collocation, linking information systems,
or integrated staffing that change the scope and implementation of pro-
grammes.

e Client level: Efforts that coordinate services for individual clients or their
families and may include single application procedures or case management
services.



154 MANIFESTATIONS OF IOR

Cooperation Coordination Coliaboration Service integration
Fig. 6.3 Continuum of collaborative service arrangements

Within any particular level, a collaborative effort might focus on either improving
systems or services. The purpose of collaboration is distinct from the level at which
it occurs.

Finally, many authors that describe field conditions try o make sense of the
varying intensity of collaboration among the examples they observe. One ap-
proach is to conceptualize the variation along a continuum that describes intensity
from informal to more formalized relations (Kagan 1993; Himmelman 1996; Cigler
2001; Mattessich et al. 2001). Figure 6.3 illustrates a common representation of
this continuum. At one end is cooperation supported by informal and personal
relationships. At the other is formalized service integration in which two or more
organizations work together to provide new services 10 their mutual clients. Be-
tween these two extremes are coordination, in which both organizations make
an effort to calibrate their actions, although the organizations themselves remain
independent, and collaboration in which organizations share existing resources,
authority, and rewards, Collaboration can occur through multiple mechanisms,
such as integrating staff, joint planning, or joint budgeting. Although these terms—
cooperation, coordination, collaboration, and service integration—are often used
interchangeably in practice, there are reasons for distinguish among relationships
based on their intensity.

Another approach describes the various stages of a single collaborative relation-
ship, considering what is involved in forming inter-organizational relationships
in practice. Hudson and colleagues (Hudson et al. 1999), for example, highlight
ten stages that seem to characterize the ‘collaborative endeavour’ from the prac-
titioners” perspective: (1) consider contextual factors, both expectations and con-
straints; (2) recognize the need to collaborate; (3) identify a legitimate basis for
collaboration; {4) assess collaborative capacity; (5) articulate a clear collaborative
purpose; (6) build trust; (7) ensure wide organizational ownership; (8) nurture
fragile relationships; (9) select an appropriate collaborative relationship; (10) select
a pathway to create it. Yet, like other descriptions, this model is not substantiated
with subsequent empirical investigation. In fact, there are other cases that suggest
other paths than this linear approach (Ramiah and Reich 2006). Based on 15 years
of extensive action research, Huxham and Vangen {2005) question the validity of
such a linear conception and, instead, suggest that many of the dynamics of the
collaborative process are recursive. They do not get established at one time to be
forgotten. Instead, purpose, membership, trust, power, leadership, and identity all
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must be negotiated, nurtured, and managed continuously throughout the collabo-
rative process (See Huxham and Beech, and Bachman and Zaheer, this volume).

While other chapters in this volume explore how various social science the-
oretical traditions conceptualize and describe inter-organizational relations, it is
important to note that some scholars describing public sector service partnerships
draw upon these traditions {see Part 111, this volume). In fact, Hill and Lynn (2003)
summarize two major paradigms for understanding cross-sector work. On the
one hand, some theories such as exchange theory (Emerson 1962}, principal agent
(Williamson 1975, 1985), game theory (Axelrod 1997), collective action (Olson 1965)
presume that the collaboration or public service partnerships are best understood
as rational forms designed to maximize production abilities. On the other hand,
many theories, including institutional (DiMaggio and Powell 1991), structuration
(Giddens 1984; Bourdieu 1990; Sewell 1992), and network theories (Jones and Hes-
" terly 1997) point to more nuanced, social factors to describe these forms. Future
work that describes the diverse forms of public service partnerships might be
enhanced if it interacts with these theoretical traditions.

So while considerable attention is paid to describing the array of collabora-
tive service structures found in professional fields, no dominant perspective has
emerged. Those writing for more applied audiences stop at describing what they
see. Their frameworks, while having some face validity, are not often explored
in subsequent studies with more robust tests. New scholars intrigued with the
diversity of service delivery forms found in their fields face significant choices in
shaping their research. One viable approach is to test and refine the many field-
based typologies that exist. Another approach is to embrace theories that frame
these inter-organizational forms in economic or social paradigms and push those
theories with the empirical complexity found in the field to glean new insights. Each
approach would be valuable and would lead to differently scholarly products.

Focusing on Service Partnerships as the Outcome of Interest

As mentioned earlier, there are two main streams of scholarship that move beyond
a mere description of collaborative public service partnerships. The first focuses
mainly on investigating various dimensions of these new service structures—what
motivates their creation, what barriers must be confronted, what practices are most
likely to predict their sustainability. In this approach, the structure itself and the
social dynamics involved in its existence are important and worthy of enquiry.
Other outcomes of the partnership are not focused upon.

Motivations for Cross-sector Service Partnerships Many researchers explore what
forces cause or contribute to the proliferation of inter-organization structures
and--as is summarized in other chapters of this volume-—there are competing
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theoretical interpretations. In the public service research literature, it is generally
assumed that many forces are driving the proliferation of these collaborative forms
(Bryson et al. 2006). When organizations face turbulent environments, they seek
partnerships with other organizations to smooth out operational flows (Hall 1999),
reduce resource dependencies (Aldrich and Pfeffer 1976), and gain institutional
legitimacy (DiMaggio and Powell 1991). Oliver (1990} provides a concise summary
of this literature that suggests six distinct motivations for the formation of inter-
organizational relationships that transcend theoretical tradition: (1) mandated by
legal or regulatory requirements as ‘necessity’; (2) realized potential to exert power
or control through ‘asymmetry’; (3) desired ‘reciprocity’ with another organiza-
tion through cooperation or coordination; (4) improved organizational ‘efficiency’;
(5) increased ‘stability’ of the organizational environment; (6) enhanced ‘legiti-
macy’ among other organizations and decision-makers. In practice, of course, the
decision by an individual organization to enter into a relationship with another is
commonly based upon more than one of these motivations.

In fact, while not explored systematically, there are suggestions about how these
factors play out in scholarship about public service partnerships. As governments
increasingly mandate collaborative planning, oversight bodies, or integrative ser-
vice models, there are increasing necessities for public and non-profit organizations
to engage in partnerships. In the United States, for example, federal employment
policy requires that job training support be offered through ‘one stop’ service
centres that bring multiple entities together to improve client access to services
(Holcomb et al. 1993). Additionally, private philanthropic foundations find fund-
ing collaborative service models an appealing way to attempt systemic change
(Ostrower 2005).

Similarly, there is a theme in this literature stressing that collaborative service
models emerge because of the complexity of social problems and a desire to have
reciprocity in services. (Mitchell and Shortell 2000; Huxham and Vangen 2005).
Some efforts rise from the bottom up, as practitioners come together to address
multifaceted problems, such as homelessness or substance abuse, with a larger spec-
trum of services. Interestingly, there is no empirical evidence that either mandated
or emergent collaborative service models constitute a superior method of collabo-
rating. In the literature, there is a bias towards highlighting emergent or bottom-up
forms as more authentic and effective (Jones and Hesterly 1997). Yet, government
and private funders often mandate from the top the form that collaboration can
take.

Research on city economic development programmes (Agranoff and McGuire
1998, 2003a; Parkinson et al. 2006) highlights that cornplexity and uncertainty in
the environment motivate city governments to engage in collaboration (see Geddes,
Chapter 8, this volume). By using various strategies, managers try to stabilize the en-
vironments within which they must work. Finally, the literature about public sector
service partnerships documents that legitimacy can come just from being perceived
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by key stakeholders as participating in collaborations. In the current funding and
political environments, the institutional forces encourage participation in inter-
organizational initiatives (Mulroy and Shay 1998; Weiner and Alexander 1998).

It is worth noting that the terminology commonly used to refer to these new
forms of public service imply different motivations. For example, ‘collaboration’
implies a consensual relationship created to improve operations, while ‘partnership’
reinforces the notion of reciprocal motivation. In contrast, ‘joint ventures’ and
‘strategic alliances) the terminology adopted from the world of private business,
imply purposive relationships designed to maximize efficiency and exert influence
over competitors.

The factors noted by Oliver (1990) as motivating inter-organizational relation-
ships certainly are mentioned within this literature. However, few public sector
studies are undertaken in reference to social science theories regarding the moti-
vation to engage in service partnerships. As a result, there are no systematic tests
that explore the degree to which this framework applies to these forms. This might
not be an oversight. Some authors (Hjern and Porter 1981; Alter and Hagen 1993;
Agranoff and McGuire 1998) argue that research should not focus on the futile at-
tempt of trying to isolate factors that motivate public service collaboration. Instead,
they argue, research should focus upon what factors are important in sustaining and
enhancing these efforts when they are being tried.

Sustaining and Enhancing Collaborative Partnerships The ongoing management
of service collaborations has attracted considerable attention in the literature, pos~
sibly because of the interest among this community of scholars in the practical
implications of research. Some studies try to isolate characteristics that can be
used to predict Jonger-term collaborative success {Mattessich and Monsey 1992;
Shortell et al. 2002; Bryson et al. 2006). Because of the inherent complexity in
collaborative service delivery, other scholars highlight the significance of leadership
and management skills (Mitchell and Shortell 2000; Alexander et al. 2001; Keast
and Brown 2002; Agranoff and McGuire 2003b; Page 2003; O"Toole and Meier 2004;
Crosby and Bryson 2005). In public sector partnerships and networks—where goals
are often multiple and poorly defined, the specification of tasks ambiguous, and the
articulation and assessment of results challenging—management is complex (Ferlie
and Pettigrew 1996; Kickert et al. 1997; Milward and Provan 2000a; O"Toole et al.
2005).

As mentioned earlier, the new public management being implemented around
the world emphasizes both measuring the results of public investment and using
inter-organizational structures (Hood 1991; Kamensky and Morales 200s5; Kettl
2005}, In this context, some scholars specifically examine how performance mea-
surements influence public service partnerships. For example, a US study of state-
human service reform documents how performance measurement systems to
help interagency collaborations survive and garner more legitimacy {Page 2004).
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Similarly, an investigation of watershed management where collaboration was used
for habitat restoration and public education found that articulating and measuring
performance helped to direct activities, motivate stakeholders, celebrate accom-
plishments, and enhance learning and governance (Imperial 2005). Yet, both of
these studies stress that performance measurement is not a panacea. In fact, this
management tool can highlight conflicting values within collaborative service part-
nerships. Tt can also illuminate to participants that, even though a collaborative
service partnership might exist, desired programmatic outcomes still might prove
illusive. Future investigations of how performance measurement is used in public
service partnerships could more systematically explore how this management tech-
nique influences the ability of these partnerships to form, be sustained, and perform
the public good.

In addition to leadership and management, other scholars highlight the impor-
tance of governance in sustaining and enhancing service partnerships (Hill and
Lynn 2003; Davies et al. 2005). Throughout much of this literature runs the assump-
tion that these arrangements evolve because of perceived mutual benefit among
the participants or strategic decision-making (Faexrman et al. 2001). Governance,
to the degree to which it exists, is emergent, resulting from the ongoing exchange
relationships among the members of the collaborative. In this model, no one party
is in a position to mandate a particular form of governance through the con-
trol of funding, contracts, or other valued resources. However, within contracted
services areas, such as child welfare or mental health, collaborative governance is
often designed by the funding authority. Often one organization-—a public, non-
profit, or private firm—is designated by the government to be the ‘fiscal agent.
This agent can deliver some services, contract for others, or simply procure; in
practice, this form of collaboration can resemble hierarchy in many ways. While
governance structures seem significant to the structure and operation of service
partnerships, there is much left to be investigated. Some scholars are beginning
to consider these different models of network governance and explore their rela-
tive strengths and weaknesses for service provision (Uzzi 1997; Kenis and Provan
2006}

Other scholars explore service partnership sustainability by examining the struc-
tural characteristics of the form itself, particularly when it is a network structure.
In a study of workforce development programmes, Whetten and colleagues explore
the significance of network linkages and the centrality of power and resources
(Whetten and Leung 1979; Boje and Whetten 1981). An analysis of mental health
networks by Milward and Provan (2000a) reveals that continued stability of net-
work structures is important to providing effective service to clients. Yet, network
stability is not always desirable because it might impede the ability to respond
to changing circumstances as needed to survive. As Milward and Provan (20004)
conclude: ‘Stability of a system is both a strength and a weakness. The key is to find
a balance between flexibility and rigidity’
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In contrast to focusing on structures themselves, another stream of this literature
tries to unpack the actual social processes existing behind each network, each
partnership agreement, and each case management model. Rather than seeing the
structure as something that can be measured as a consistent factor, Huxham and
Vangen’s (2005) theory of the collaborative advantage stresses the complex negotia-
tions that occur around defining objectives, navigating power differentials, building
trust, battling partnership fatigue, and establishing leadership. Although each of
these factors is widely cited as being necessary for the formation and maintenance
of collaborative structures (Weiss 1981; Wood and Gray 1991; Gray 1996; Mitchell
and Shortell 2000; Bryson et al. 2006), Huxham and Vangen suggest that they
are not merely predictive of whether or not a collaborative service form will be
sustained. Instead, there is a social complexity underlying collaborative service de-
livery that requires ongoing attention. Sandfort’s (1999) analysis of welfare-to-work
partnerships suggests that these human interactions—when embedded in the social
systems of organizations——can be quite significant in the enduring form of service
arrangements in a particular community. As individuals draw upon shared schemas
to interpret events, make judgements about how to work with other organizations,
and deploy resources, they shape the very structures that network scholars examine.

Unresolved Issues Many perspectives are brought to the study of the diverse forms
of collaborative service partnerships. While the motivation to engage in inter-
organizational partnerships has been an important focus in the sociological liter-
ature, many more scholars of public service partnerships focus on what is needed
to sustain and enhance these relationships. A challenge remains, however, because
there is no consensus about the most appropriate way to focus the inquiry. Some
researchers try to isolate factors that predict success, such as leadership and man-
agement actions. Others examine the significance of structural form or focus on
the human dynamics that must be negotiated and re-negotiated throughout the
collaborative process.

These streams reflect the larger tension within the academy about the most useful
way to conceptualize and explore social reality. Scholars have drawn upon positivist
traditions that try to isolate causal factors and use them to make predictions about
other cases. Other scholars embrace an interpretivist tradition that sees scholarly
inquiry most effectively focused on unpacking the multiple ways in which social
phenomenon come to have meaning. The literature also reflects a tension between
individual-level and structural analysis. Some researchers highlight leadership and
strategic management choices and emphasize the importance of individual agency
in the operation of service partnerships. Others examine formal structures and
highlight their significance in the traditions of structural functionists.

There is a great need to overcome these intellectual divides. Given the prolif-
eration of these alternative forms of service delivery, individuals need to know
more about how to shape collaborative partnerships through strategic management
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decisions. They also, however, must learn about the importance of structural factors
in influencing the likelihood of success. New scholars could follow the lead of
O’Toole and Meier (2004) who systematically explore how management action
shapes and is shaped by larger inter-organizational structures. In their study of
public education in Texas, they explore how both the structural features of inter-
governmental networks and the networking behaviour of top managers influence
an array of performance results. Another viable approach would be to draw upon
insights gleaned from the descriptive writing that collaboration occurs at multi-
ple levels within service systems. Research could more explicitly acknowledge and
disentangle the various levels involved in collaborative service partnership-—front-
line, programme, organizational, systems—for it is possible that the dynamics of
collaboration vary by level. By combining positivist and interpretivist approaches
to research, new scholarship could both identify the causal relationships between
factors and the causal mechanism that makes these relationships plausible (Lin
1998; Davies et al. 2005).

Exploring the Consequences of Public Sector
Service Collaborations

In various public arenas, such as education, social welfare, and public health,
policy-makers now require administrators to document the consequences of public
interventions—be they in seventh-grade classrooms, psychotherapy sessions, or
jmmunization programmes. Scholars, too, are increasingly examining how man-
agement and organizational operations influence the programmatic and policy
outcomes desired by the public (Heinrich and Lynn 2000; Kamensky and Morales
2005; O’Toole et al. 2005). This orientation is increasingly reflected in the research
on collaborative structures of public service delivery. Rhetorically, collaboration is
touted as providing important benefits to systems and clients. In an overview of
research about service integration, Martin et al. (1983) reports that it is purported
to reduce duplication, improve coordination, prevent inefficiency, minimize costs,
and improve responsiveness and effectiveness within the system. It is also depicted
as being able to better resolve the issues of multiproblem clients and improve overall
client access (Beatrice 1990; Poole and Van Hook 1997; Farel and Rounds 1998).
However, as many scholars are quick to point out (Gans and Horton 1975; Weiss
1981; Martin ef al. 1983; Chamberlain and Rapp 1991; Kagan 1993; Zuckerman et al.
1995), most of these purported consequences are not substantiated by empirical
investigation

There are numerous reasons for this disparity between assertion and substan-
tiation. First, as we have discussed, there are some inherent challenges in manag-
ing these relationships. The other stream in this literature documents the many
challenges that must be confronted when forming, developing, and sustaining
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inter-organizational partnerships. Secondly, it is often difficult to precisely define
the desired consequences of these collaborative efforts. As mentioned earlier, there
is a wide array of purposes embedded in many public service partnerships, such
as systems or service change. Politicians may want the problem to be as hidden as
possible, advocates may want clients to have more power over how their services
are delivered, funders may want evidence of increasing effectiveness. Each group
brings its own evaluative criteria to judge how well a network is performing, which
makes it very difficult to focus on one outcome (Bardach and Lesser 1996; Ferlie
and Pettigrew 1996; Provan and Milward 2001; Bryson et al. 2006). This, of course,
is not a problem unique to inter-organizational models of service delivery. Lively
debates occur among scholars about how to best understand and operationalize
‘performance’ and ‘effectiveness’ in public and non-profit organizations with con-
sensus emerging that it is a multidimensional construct (Forbes 1999; Herman and
Renz 1999; Rainey and Steinbauer 1999; Brewer and Selden 2000; Heinrich and Lynn
2000; Provan and Milward 2001; Sowa et al. 2004).

Finally, the gap between purported results and empirical evidence may be caused
by the state of the research itself. This stream of empirical work is at the beginning
of its development and there are many fundamental issues to be grappled with. A
potent illustration is case management, a type of collaborative delivery for human
services that has received considerable research attention (Dill 2001), Although the
benefits of case management for both systemic and client outcomes are widely cited,
it is rarely substantiated with empirical study (Bailey 1989; Chamberlain and Rapp
1991; Attkisson 1992; Dinerman 1992; Marks 1994). Like other strategies of collabo-
rative service delivery, this is partly because there is no consistent definition of form.
Although it is widely recognized as a set of techniques used ‘to organize and order
services that address an individual’s problem’ (Merrill 1985), there is considerable
variation in how this is structured and implemented. A number of authors have
tried to standardize the terminology by describing five functions of case managers
that cross particular programmatic contexts (Chamberlain and Rapp 1991; Marks
1994; Merrill 1985). Yet, they acknowledge that even within these functions, there
remains significant variation in the deployment of the tool and, as a result, it
is difficult to generalize empirical results about the efficacy of the intervention
(Chamberlain and Rapp 1991; Attkisson 1992; Solomon 1992). This example is not
unique; the diversity of collaborative forms discussed earlier in this review serves
to limit our ability to generalize research findings about the consequences of public
sector partnerships.

There are, however, some solid empirical studies that begin to explore the out-
comes of these structures. With the caveats offered above, we would like to high-
light research about two distinct outcomes—organizational capacity and citizens’
conditions. Like the other stream of this research, much of this literature is cross-
sectional. It has not yet allowed us to consider how time might influence what
collaborations achieve. In fact, Innes and Booher (1999) suggest that, in the case of
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planning, collaboration might have first-, second-, and third-order effects. While
some consequences might be immediately discernible, such as new knowledge
possessed by participating professionals, other effects might not happen until the
partnership is implemented. These second- and third-order effects might include
new organizational practices or substantial change in citizen circumstances. Tt is
important for future scholars writing in this vein to take care in conceptualizing and
specifying how collaborative service structures can influence a variety of outcomes
over a prolonged period of time.

Alterations to Organizational or Systems Capacity Because partnerships involve
altering the connections between organizations and the arrangement of services,
it is reasonable to expect that these efforts influence the capacity of front-line staff,
managers, organizations, or systems to deliver services. Much of the existing liter-
ature supports this notion. For example, an article summarizing studies included
in two special issues of the Journal of Applied Behavioral Science highlights many
such outcomes: risks and costs were distributed among organizational participants;
collective understanding at multiple levels was developed among professionals
that, in turn, contributed to sustained links between organizations; incremental
changes occurred in the organizations participating (Gray and Wood 1991). A
study of youth service integration in eastern Australia illustrates how community-
wide networks have helped to broaden notions of problems and solutions, build
relationships, and resolve conflict that previously impeded eftective service deliv-
ery (Keast et al. 2004). Studies of health alliances (Zuckerman et al. 1995}, water
systems management (Sabatier et al. 2001), and early childhood education (Selden
et al. 2006) reinforce these findings of increased resources within the participating
organizations.

It is possible that as more professionals and organizations have positive experi-
ences with inter-organization service partnerships, they develop more ‘collaborative
know-how’ and learn how to capture the ‘collaborative advantage’ (Huxham 1996 ).
This involves the ability to identify, negotiate, manage, and monitor collaborations.
Once such competencies are possessed, people and organizations may operate
differently. In a study of private businesses involved in strategic alliances, Simonin
{1997) documents that firms who are able to develop and institutionalize these skills,
who are able to learn from the experience of past collaborations, receive more
benefits from it, including financial advantages and learning competencies from
other organizations. This perspective is supported by a study of private colieges over
a 16-year period. Kraatz (1998) found that participation within small, more homo-
geneous consortiums created the opportunity for sharing high-quality program-
rmatic information that, in turn, inspired the creation of new degree programines
in the colleges. Additionally, in their rigorous study of local government’s economic
development activities, Agranoff and McGuire (2003a) suggest that the level of
collaborative activity is correlated with the type and number of policy tools being
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used by public managers. Their work suggests that the strategic engagement of
cities is clearly connected to their pattern of collaboration. The process of working
in the public problem space with other organizations shapes the actions of public
managers.

In the United States and United Kingdom, a number of regional-level govern-
ments have undertaken service integration since the 1980s (Kagan 1993; Waldfogel
1997; Parkinson et al. 2006). The consequences of these administrative reforms can
be seen at multiple levels within the public system. At the most micro-level, new
collaboration in preventative services for at-risk pre-school children has changed
the nature of front-line workers’ job tasks and their caseload size (Farel and Rounds
1998). At the organizational operations level, interagency collaborative efforts may
affect provision of services and its duration {Dellario 1985; Rogers et al. 1989). At the
systems level, Page (2003) illustrates how some US state governments made signifi-
cant alterations in human service systems as a result of a collaborative endeavours.
The comparative case study design he uses increases the external validity of his
findings. However, like the case management example discussed earlier, the unique
characteristics of service collaboration at these various levels mean that there is still
much to be learned about how these ways of working influence organizational and
systems operation.

Influencing Citizens’ Conditions Public service collaborations might significantly
alter how organizations and staff can respond to citizen’s needs. In fact, the frag-
mentation of programmes, the desire for seamless service for citizens, and the
need to increase effectiveness are oftens a rallying cry inspiring collaborative ef-
forts. In the early 1970s when public service integration was just beginning in
the United States, Gans and Horton (1975) conducted fieldwork studies on local
health and social service programmes. From their fieldwork, they developed a
set of generalizable hypotheses about how various collaborative strategies should
affect client access and service continuity. For example, they suggested that joint
planning, collocation, outreach, and case coordination should have a large impact
on improving client access to services. Alternatively, they asserted that sharing or
transferring staff, sharing information or grants management, improving record-
keeping—while viable collaborative strategies—would have less significant impact
on client access. This line of reasoning appears sound for it recognizes that differ-
ent managerial strategies will have differential affects. However, in the review of
the existing literature, no subsequent studies have built upon this framework to
erapirically test these hypotheses.

Taking their premise seriously would involve conceptualizing more fully how
managerial change should affect the circumstances of citizens. It is quite plausible
that collaborative service models have some type of effect on service accessibil-
ity. That is, in fact, what such service arrangements are often designed to do—
make existing publicly funded programmes more coherent and less duplicative.
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Yet, it is more challenging to conceptualize the causal mechanisms that might
lead these service partnerships to directly change citizens’ lives. When we consider
the other factors important in determining how an individual’s circumstances
change—income, education, family background, experience within the particu-
lar intervention, the validity of the particular intervention in alleviating his/her
problem——it becomes less apparent why service structures should—in and of
themselves—influence well-being to any significant degree. Some research on col-
laborative partnerships is beginning to explore both types of outcomes for citizens.

Some research focuses on how service integration influences client access to
services, Lehman and colleagues (Lehman 1994) studied four cities that reorganized
the governance of their mental health delivery for the chronically mentally ill. They
found that in three cities, the second cohort of clients accessed case management
more frequently and had fewer disruptions of case managers. The research method-
ology used, however, is unable to determine what it was about collaborative gover-
nance itself that contributed to the finding of improved access to services. Another
study summarizing demonstration projects in Australia to improve community-
based services for the aged found that the collaborative efforts improved client
knowledge of services and enhanced access (Fine 2001). Yet, the research design used
in this examination cannot isolate whether the new collaborative administrative
arrangements themselves created this change.

Studies using experimental designs do not face such a challenge. One such study
(Pranklin et al. 1987) examined the provision of case management to the chron-
ically mentally ill. The ‘treatment’ was provided by seven case managers situated
in one service unit and clients were interviewed at the beginning of the project
and one vear later. This stady concluded that case management improved client
access to in-patient treatment in hospitals and other community-based services (see
Mandell and Keast, Chapter 7, this volume). It did not have a statistically discernible
impact on outcomes related to clients’ quality of life. Similar results—that case
management influenced access but not client outcomes—are reported in other
experimental studies of the severely mentally ill (Bond 1988, cited in Attkisson 1992).

Although the empirical support documenting improved citizen access to services
is thin, conventional wisdom holds that partnerships must improve access. They
are, in fact, created to address service fragmentation. Some scholars, however,
suggest that they can, in fact, have the reverse effect (Moore 1992). Tightly con-
nected systerns can be unstable and difficult to manage because disturbances in
any part of them quickly ripple from one side to the other (Simon 1962). Tightly
connected systems may also exhibit a lack of innovation because as time passes,
everyone knows the same thing and the same people. In contrast, there is evidence
that loosely coupled systems (where everyone isn't connected.to everyone else)
dampen this effect (Scott 1985; Glisson and James 1992). Weak ties to other systems
allow new ideas, people, and opportunities to enter the system (Granovetter 1973)
and avoid the problem of entropy. While reasonable performance has been found
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to require a certain level of stability in a network (Provan and Milward 1995), a
testable hypothesis flowing from this debate is that collaboration will increase the
performance of a system up to some point and then after that point, decrease it,

Because there are wide assertions that the new collaborative forms are more
effective in changing citizens’ outcomes, some scholarship tries to explore how
these forms are related to service outcomes. A study of maternity care coordi-
nation for Medicaid recipients in North Carolina, for example, asserts that ‘case
management’ reduced the number of low birth weight babies, decreased infant
mortality, and lowered the cost of medical care (Buescher ef al. 1991). In a study
of early childhood collaborations (Selden et al. 2006), intensity of collaborative
form is found to be a significant predictor of children’s school readiness. Another
study of clinical case management for the mentally ill reported higher levels of
functioning and greater life satisfaction {Stein and Test 1980; cited in Attkisson
1992). However, in all cases, the research methodology used is not sufficient to
assure that the research is isolating the effects of the service delivery form, in and
of itself. What is more likely is that there is, at least, an indirect effect on these
outcomes. Clients had increased access to pre-natal care or mental health services
which, in turn, influenced these positive outcomes. This distinction is not just one
that is important theoretically. Recognizing that the relationship is indirect, rather
than direct, would help to explain the situation in which the same case management
system, implemented in another community, did not have the same effect on
low-weight births or infant mortality rates. In such a case, the explanation could
potentially lie in the quality of the pre-natal care rather than the quality of case
management.

In fact, as mentioned earlier, some studies of services for the severely mentally
ill document that collaboration improved access but not client service outcomes
(Franklin et al. 1987; Bond 1988, cited in Attkisson 1992). Another study of the use
of case management in child abuse cases found no discernible impact on child
outcomes (Cohn and Degraff 1982). Similarly, an experimental design evaluating
case management in the national Comprehensive Child Development Program
(St Pierre et al. 1907) found no statistically discernible differences in well-being
between the group of clients receiving case management and those in the control
group. The authors conclude, ‘CCDP clearly was successful at organizing and deliv-
ering services to families, however, the evidence presented in this evaluation shows
that the services did not have the intended impacts on mothers and their children’
(p. 7). Again, though, this study does not have a clear way of describing how the
intervention—itself-—was tmplemented across the 21 sites examined.

Some research, however, does use more sophisticated analytical methods. In a
study of US employment and training services, Jennings and Ewalt (Jennings and
Ewalt 1998, 2000) construct a model that tests how administrative coordination
and programme coordination are related to client outcomes, such as job placement
and retention, and longer term wages. With their multivariate model, they find
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that administrative coordination shows a strong positive effect on the majority
of outcome measures, while programmatic coordination has a more limited (but
still) positive effect. Unfortunately, the authors provide little discussion of their
interpretation of these findings and, as a result, leave many questions unanswered
about why different strategies of service coordination are having these quantifiable
effects.

Milward and Provan’s studies of mental health community service networks also
explore how the structure of these networks influences client outcomes (Provan and
Milward 1995; Milward and Provan 1998). Because they are primarily interested in
the forces that influence network effectiveness, they develop a map of the network
of organizations involved in the provision of mental health services to the severely
mentally ill in each community. They probe characteristics of that network and
develop the following hypotheses about the relationship between collaborative
structures and service outcomes: (1) network effectiveness is enhanced when the
organizations are integrated through a central authority; (2) networks that must
respond to a single source of direct fiscal control are more effective; (3) other
things being equal, network effectiveness will be enhanced with system stability,
although stability alone is not sufficient for effectiveness; (4) in resource-scarse
environments, networks are unable to be effective.

Unresolved Issues Scholars are beginning to explore whether or not the new public
service partnerships have an effect—in and of themselves—on both citizen access
and service outcomes. As these approaches gain traction, it is imperative that
researchers carefully test the casual relationships they are asserting and clearly
conceptualize the causal mechanisms that underpin them. They will require the
use of more rigorous research methods, both quantitative and qualitative. More so-
phisticated quantitative modelling techniques must be used to isolate the influence
of structure itself, particularly in these complex, multilevel service arrangements.
More thorough qualitative analysis can help illuminate the causal mechanisms to
help explain what processes create the causal relationships identified. To investigate
whether or not these new forms of service arrangements influence citizen outcomes,
both types of question about causality need to be explored.

Focus oF FUTURE SCHOLARLY INQUIRY

..........................................................................................................................................

As is clear from this review, the literature exploring the collaborative public service
delivery is diverse. This reflects the variation found in the field, as practitioners
use an increasingly wide array of tools to work on complex, public problems. As
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scholars from diverse disciplines and methodological approaches confront these
complex field conditions, they have tried to respond. What has resulted is a dis-
parate literature with two distinct streams of inquiry—one focusing on collabora-
tion itself, the other on the consequences these new service arrangements have on
organizations and citizens. Our review reveals some fundamental issues unresolved
in the ongoing scholarly inquiry. '

At the most fundamental level, the literature illustrates ambiguity about how
scholarship should be conducted, indicative of larger debates within the academy.
Much of the existing scholarship about public collaborative partnerships focuses
on describing individual cases or making comparison among cases. Some scholars
build upon such descriptions with inductive analysis that strives to create new
propositions or theories about how service partnerships are managed. Others schol-
ars use public service collaborations as sites for deductively testing concepts from
social science theories.

Scholarship also does not come down on one side of the long-standing debate
about the respective roles of individual agency and functional structures. Instead,
some focus their inquiry on individuals and explore the role of leadership or strate-
gic decision-making in the workings of collaborations and their consequences,
Others try to isolate the structural form and make assertions about it, overlooking
the individuals and communities that have created the collaborative partnerships.
Additionally, there is no agreement about how to conceptualize the results of these
complex service arrangements.

In the course of this review, we have identified questions that are could fruitfully
be explored in future research: How does the purpose of collaborative service
impact its implementation and its consequences? Does the level of partnership-—
policy, organizational, programrne, front-line—and alignment among these levels
influence collaboration implementation and outcomes? How does time influence
how collaborative structures operate and how they produce results? How should we
theorize about the causal mechanisms that link these new service arrangements to
tangible results? New scholarship should explore these questions or work to resolve
some of the other intellectual divides.

In spite of these challenges, the topic of public service partnerships has clear
substantive importance. Governunents all over the world are increasing their de-
pendence upon collaborative partnerships to delivery public services. In part, this
orientation is caused by shifting conventional wisdom about the appropriate role of
the public sector. In part, it is caused by an increased recognition that the important
issues of public service lie in the policy problem space beyond the purview of any
one organization. In this context, it is important that researchers craft empirical
work that improves our understanding of the operations and consequences of
these complex service forms, informs policy formation, and hones management
practice.



168 MANIFESTATIONS OF IOR

REFERENCES

AGRANOFE R., and McGUIRE, M. (1998). Multinetwork Management: Collaboration and
the Hollow State in Local Economic Development. Journal of Public Administration Re-
search and Theory 8/1: 67-91-

——— (2003a). Collaborative Pu blic Management: New Strategies for Local Governments.

Washington: Georgetown University Press.

(2003b). ‘Inside the Matrix: Integrating the Paradigms of Intergovernmental and

Network Management’. International Journal of Public Administration 26/12: 140422

and Parraxos, A. N. (1979). ‘Dimensions of Services Integration: Service Delivery,
Program Linkages, Policy Management and Organizational Structure. Washington.

ArpricH, H. E., and PFE£FER, J. (1976). ‘Environments of Organizations’ Annual Review of
Sociology 2: 79105

ALEXANDER, . A, COMPORT M. B., WaINER, B. ], and Bogusg, R. {2001). “{eadership in
Collaborative Community Health Partnerships’ Nonprofit Management and Leadership,
12/2: 15975

Avrer, C., and Hacen, M. (1993). Organizations Working Together. Newbury Park, Calif:
Sage Publications.

ATrEIsSON, C. (1992). Clinical Services Researcl, Schizophrenia Rulletin, 18/ 4: 561-625.

AxeLroD, R. (1997). The Complexity of Cooperation: Agent-Based Models of Collaboration
and Competition. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

BaiLey, D. (1989). ‘Case Management in Early Intervention. Journal of Early Intervention,
13/2913: 12034,

Barpaci, E. (1996). “Turf Barriers to Interagency Collaboratior, in D. Kettd and H. B.
Milward (eds.), The State of Public Management. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University
Press, 166-92.

and LessER, C. (1096). ‘Accountability in Human Service Collaboratives—For What?
And to Whom?” Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 6/2: 197224

Bearrice, D. F (1990). ‘Inter-agency Coordination: A Practitioner’s Guide to a Strategy for
Effective Social Policy’ Administration in Social Work, 14/4: 45-59-

Boje, D. M., and WHeTTEN, D. A. (1981). ‘Effects of Organizational Strategies and Con-
straints in Centrality and Attributions of Influence in [nterorganzational Networks’ Ad-
ministrative Science Quarterly, 26/3: 378-95.

Bournigy, P. (1g90). The Logic of Practice. Palo Alto, Calif.: Stanford University Press.

BrewER, G. A., and SELDEN, S. C. (2000). ‘Why Elephants Gallop: Assessing and Predicting
Organizational Performance in Federal Agencies. Journal of Public Administration and
Research Theory, 10/4: 685-711. :

Bryson, I, Crossy, B. G, and Stong, M. M. (2006). “The Design and Implementation
of Cross-Sector Collaborations: Propositions from the Literature, Public Administration
Review, 66/51: 44-55.

BUESCHER, P, RoTs, M., WILLIAMS, D., and GorortH, C. (1991). ‘An Fyaliation of the
Tmpact of Maternity Care Coordination on Medicaid Birth Outcomes in North Carolind’
American Journal of Public Health, 81/128: 1625-20.

CHAMBERLAIN, R., and Rapp, C. A. (1991), ‘A Decade of Case Management: A Methodolog-
ical Review of Outcome Research. Community Mental Health Journal, a7/38: 171-88.

CiGLER, B. A. (2001). ‘Multiorganizationa, Multisector, and Maulti-Community Organi-
zations: Setting the Research Agenda) in M. P Mandell (ed.), Getting Results through




COLLABORATIVE SERVICE PROVISION—PUBLIC SECTOR 169

Collaboration: Networks and Network Structures for Public Policy and Management.
Westport, Conn.: Quorum Books, 71-85.

Conn, A., and DecRrAFE, B, (1982). ‘Assessing Case Management in the Child Abuse Field’
Journal of Social Service Research, 5: 29—43.

Crossy, B. C., and Brysoxw, ]. M. (2005). ‘A Leadership Framework for Cross-Sector Collab-
oration’. Public Management Review, 7/2: 177~201,

Davigs, C.,, ANaND, P, ArTiGAS, L., Horroway, I, McConway, K., NewMaN, J., Stozzy,
], and Tromrson, G. (2005). ‘Links between Governance, Incentives and Qutcomes:
A Review of the Literature’ Working Paper, National Coordinating Centre for National
Health Service. Service Delivery and Organisation R&D (NCCSDO?}. School of Health
and Social Welfare, the Open University.

DeHooe, R. H., and Saiamon, L. {2002). ‘Purchase-of-Service Contracting, in
L. Salamon (ed.), The Tools of Government: A Guide to the New Governance. Oxford;
Oxford University Press.

Dariario, B. (1985). “The Relationship between Mental Health, Vocational Rehabilitation
Interagency Functioning and Outcome of Psychiatrically Disabled Persons’. Rehabilita-
tion Counseling Bulletin No. 281121, 167—70.

Dy, A. (2001). Managing to Care: Case Management and Service System Reform. New York:
Aldine de Gruyter.

DiMageio, P, and Powsry, W. (1991). “The Iron Cage Revisited: Institutional Isomorphism
and Colective Rationality in Organizational Fields, in W. Powell and P. DiMaggio (eds.),
The New Institutionalism in Organizational Analysis. Chicago: University of Chicago
Press.

Dinerman, M. (1992), ‘Managing the Maze: Case Management and Service Delivery. Ad-
ministration in Social Work, 16/178: 1~¢.

EiLers, A. M. (2002). “School-Linked Collaborative Services and Systems Change-—Linking
Public Agencies with Public Schools’ Administration & Society, 34/3: 285~308.

Emerson, R. M. (1962). ‘Power-Dependence Relations’ American Sociological Review, 27:
3140,

Fagrman, S, McCarsrey, D. P, and Van Styke, D. M. (2001). ‘Understanding Interorga-
niztional Cooperation’ Qrganization Science, 12/3: 253-73. .

FaRrer, A., and Rounps, K. (1998). ‘Perceptions about the Implementation of a Statewide
Service Coordination Program for Young Children: Importance of Organized Context’
Families in Society, 79/6: 60614,

Fererg, E., and PeTTIGREW, A. (1996). ‘Managing through Networks: Some Issues and
Implications for the NHS'. British Journal of Management, 7/s1: $81-S99.

Fing, M. (2001). “The New South Wales Demonstration Projects in Integrated Community
Care), in M. P. Mandell (ed.), Getting Results through Collaboration: Networks and Network
Structures for Public Policy and Management, Westport, Conn.: Quorum Books, 207-10.

Forags, D. P. (1999). ‘Measuring the Unmeasurable: Empirical Studies of Nonprofit Organi-
zation Effectiveness from 1977-(1997)" Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 27/21129:
183-202. :

Frangumg, ], Sorovirz, B, Mason, M., Ciemons, |. R, and Miiier, G. E. (1987). ‘An
Evaluation of Case Management’ American Journal of Public Health, 77/68: 674-78.

Gans, 8., and Horron, G. (1975). Integration of Human Services: The State and Municipal
Levels, New York: Praeger Publishers.

GAO (1992). Integrating Human Services. Washington: General Accounting office.



170 MANIFESTATIONS OF IOR

GiopEns, A. {(1984). The Constitution of Society: Qutline of a Theory of Structuration.
Berkeley: University of California Press.

GRANOVETTER, M. (1973). “The Strength of Weak Ties’ American Journal of Sociology, 78/6:
1360-80.

Gray, B. (1996). ‘Cross-Sectoral Partners: Collaborative Alliances among Business, Govern-
ment and Communities) in C. Huxham {(ed.), Creating Collaborative Advantage. London:
Sage Publications.

—and Woop, D. (1901). ‘Collaborative Alliance: Moving from Practice to Theory’ Jour-
nal of Applied Behavioral Science, 27/1: 3-22.

Hatz, R. H. (1999). Organizations: Structures, Processes, and Qutcomes. Upper Saddie River,
NTI: Prentice Hall.

HaRBERT, A., FINNEGAN, D)., and TyLex, N. (1997). ‘Collaboration: A Study of a Children’s
Initiative’, Administration in Social Work, 21/3--4: 83-107.

Heap, S. (2000). NGOs Engaging with Business: A World of Difference and a Difference to the
World. Oxford: INTRAC.

Henricn, C. 1., and Lynw, L. (eds.) (2000). Governance and Performance: New Perspectives.
Washington: Georgetown University Press.

Herman, R, and Renz, D. O. (1999). “Theses on Nonprofit Organizational Effectiveness’
Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 28/21130: 107-26.

Hirr, C. ], and Lynx, LE, Jr. (2003). ‘Producing Human Services. Public Management
Review, 5/1: 63—-81.

HiMMELMAN, A. T. (1906). ‘On the Theory and Practice of Transformational Collaboration:
From Social Service to Social Tustice, in C. Huxham (ed.), Creating Collaborative Advan-
tage. London: Sage Publications.

Hyerw, B. (1992). ‘THegitimate Democracy: A Case for Multiorganizational Policy Analysis’
Policy Currents, 2: 1-5.

and Porter, D. O. (1981). ‘Implementation Structures: A New Unit of Administrative
Analysis’, Organizational Studies, 2/3964: 211-27.

Horcoms, P. A, SeererpT, K. S, and TruTkoO, J. {1993). One Stop Shopping Service In-
tegration: Major Dimensions, Key Characteristics and Impediments to Implementation.
Washington: Urban Institute.

Hoop, C. (1991). ‘A Public Management for all Seasons?” Public Management (UK}, 69: 3~19.

Hupsox, B., HArDY, B., HENWOOD, M., and Wistow, G. (1999). ‘In Pursuit of Inter-Agency
Collaboration in the Public Sector: What is the Contribution of Theory and Research?’
Public Management (UK), 1/2: 235-60.

Huxsam, C. (ed.) (1996). Creating Collaborative Advantage. London: Sage Publications.

(2003). “Theorizing Collaboration Practice’. Public Management Review, 5/3: 401-23.

and VANGEN, S. (2005). Managing to Collaborate: The Theory and Practice of Collabo-
rative Advantage, 1t edn. New York: Routledge.

IMPERIAL, M. T. (2005). ‘Collaboration and Performance Management in Network Settings:
Lessons from Tree Watershed Governance Efforts’ in Kamensky and Morales {2005).

INNES, ], E., and BooHER, D, E. {1999). ‘Consensus Building and Complex Adaptive Systeras:
A Framework for Bvaluating Collaborative Planning. Journal of the American Planning
Association, 65/4: 412-23.

Jenmanas, B T, and Bwarr, I. A. G. (1998). ‘Inter-organizational Coordination, Adminis-
trative Consolidation and Policy Performance’. Public Administration Review, 58: 41728,




COLLABORATIVE SERVICE PROVISION—PUBLIC SECTOR 171

Jennings, E. T, and Ewarr, | A. G. (2000). ‘Driving Caseloads Down: Welfare Policy
Choices and Adminstrative Action in the States), in Heinrich and Lynn (2000), 109-30.
Jongs, C., and HesTEREY, W. 8. {1997). ‘A General Theory of Network Governance: Exchange

Conditions and Sacial Mechanisms’. Academy of Management Review, 22/4: 911-45.

Kagan, S. L. {1991). United We Stand: Collaboration for Child Care and Early Education
Services. New York: Teachers College Press.

—— (1993} Integrating Services for Children and Families. New Haven: Yale University Press.

KaMmensky, ]. M., and Moratres, A. (2005). Managing for Results (2005). Lanham, M.
Rowman & Littlefield Publishers.

Keasy, R, and Brown, K. (2002). “The Government Service Delivery Project: A Case Study
of the Push and Pull of Central Government Coordination’, Public Management Review,
414 439-59.

——MaNDELL, M., Brown, K., and WooLcock, G. (2004}, ‘Network Structures: Working
Differently and Changing Expectations’. Public Administration Review, 64/3: 363—71.

Kewnis, B, and Provan, K. G. (2006). “The External Control of Public Networks” Interna-
tional Public Management Journal, 9: 227—47.

KerrL, D, (2002). ‘Managing Indirect Government,, in Salamon (2002), 490510,

(2005). The Global Public Management Revolution, 2nd edn. Washington: Brookings
Institution Press. ’

Kickert, W. ]. M., Kipyw, E.-H., and Korrenjan, J. E M. (eds.) (1997). Managing Complex
Networks: Strategies for the Public Sector. London: Sage Publications.

Kraarz, M. (1998). ‘Learning by Association? Inter-organizational Networks and Adapta-
tion to Environmental Change’. Academy of Management Journal, 41/6: 621—43.

LeEnManN, A. (1994). ‘Continuity of Care and Client Qutcomes in the Robert Wooed Johnson
Foundation Program on Chronic Mental lllness’ Milbank Quarterly, 72h11083: 105-22.

L, A. C. (1998). ‘Bridging Positivist and Interpretivist Approaches to Qualitative Methods’
Policy Studies Journal, 26/11067: 162—80.

Linper, §. (2000). ‘Coming to Terms with the Public—Private Partnership: A Grammar of
Multiple Meanings,’ i P. Rosenau (ed.), Public-Private Policy Partnerships. Westwood,
Mass.: MIT.

Link, A. (2006). Public/Private Partnerships: Innovation Strategies and Policy Alternatives.
New York: Springer Sicen and Business Medija.

Magrks, E. (1994). ‘Case Management in Service Integration: A Concept Paper’. Working
Paper. New York.

Martin, P, CHACKERIAN, R., IMERSHEIN, A,, and Frumxin, M. (1983). “The Concept of
“Integrated” Services Reconsidered”. Social Science Quarterly, 64/41119: 747-63.

MarTessicy, P, and Monsgy, B, (1992}, Collaboration: What Makes it Work. $t Paul, Minn.:
Wilder Foundation.

—— Muzrray-CLose, M., and Monsey, B. (2001). Collaboration: What Makes it Work.
St Paul, Minn.: Amherst H. Wilder Foundation.

MERRILL, |. (1985). ‘Defining Case Management’ Business and Health, 2/8%: 5—o9.

Mitwarp, H. B, and Provan, K. (1993). “The Hollowed State: Private Provision of Public
Services, in H. Ingram and S. R. Smith (eds.), Public Policy for Democracy. Washington:
Brookings Institution,

(1998). ‘Principles for Controlling Agents: The Political Economy of Network

Structure’ Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 8/11: 203-22.




172 MANIPESTATIONS OF IOR

Miiwarp, H. B., and Provan, K. (2000a). ‘How Networks are Governed’, in C. |, Hein-
rich and L. Lynn (eds.), Governance and Performance: New Perspectives. Washington:
Georgetown University Press, 238-62.

(2000b). ‘Governing the Hollow State’. Journal of Public Administration and Re-
search Theory, 10/2: 359-80.

e ——(2006). ‘A Manager’s Guide for Choosing and Using Networks. Washington: T he
Center for the Business of Government.

MrrcsELL, S., and SHORTELL, S. (2000). “The Governance and Management of Effective
Community Health Partnerships: A Typology for Research, Policy and Practice’ Milbank
Quarterly, 78/2: 241-89.

MooRg, S. (1992). ‘Case Management and the Integration of Services: How Service Delivery
Systerns Shape Case Management. Social Work, 37/5884: 418-23.

MULROY, E., and Suay, S. (1998). ‘Motivation and Reward in Nonprofit Inter-organizational
Collaboration in Low-Income Neighborhoods’ Administration in Social Work, 22/41137:
17

Orver, C. {1990). ‘Determinants of Inter-organizational Relationships: Integration and
Puture Directions’ Academy of Management Review, 15/2: 241-65.

Orson, M. (1965). Logic of Collective Action: Public Goods and the Theory of Groups.
Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press.

Ospornz, . P, (ed.) (2000). Public-Private Partnerships: Theory and Practice in International
Perspective. London: Routledge.

OSTROWER, E. (2005). ‘The Reality Under the Buzz of Partnerhips: The Potentials and Pitfalls
of Partnering’ Stanford Social Innovation Review, 3441,

O"TooLE Jr., L. ]., and Mezer, K. . (2004). ‘Public Management in Intergovernmental
Networks: Matching Structural Networks and Managerial Networking’ Journal of Public
Administration Research and Theory, 14/41 469-94.

and Nicuorson-CROTTY, 8. {2005). ‘Managing Upward, Downward and Out-
ward’. Public Management Review, 7/1: 45~68.

Pace, S. (2003). ‘Entrepreneurial Strategies for Managing Interagency Collaboration’. Jour-
nal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 13/3: 311-39.

e (2004). “Measuring Accountability for Results in Interagency Collaboratives’. Public
Administration Review, 64/5! 591-606, '

PaRKINSON, M., CHaMEION, T., Evans, R, Stmmiz, 1, Turox, L, CrooKsTON, M., Katz, B,
PARK, A., Berusg, A., CoompEs, M., DorLing, D., GLass, N., HuTcHINS, M., Krarns,
A., MarTin, R, and Woob, P. (2006). The State of English Cities: A Research Study.
London: The Office of the Deputy Prime Minister.

PorriTT, C. {2003). The Essential Public Manager. Maidenhead: Open University Press.

Pootg, D., and Van Hoox, M. (1997). ‘Retooling for Community Health Partnerships in
Primary Care and Prevention’, Health and Social Work, 22/1: 2-5.

Powerr, W. W. (1990). ‘Neither Market Nor Hierarchy: Network Forms of Organization.
Research in Organizational Behavior, Vol. IL. Greenwich, Conn.: JAI Press, 205—336.

Provan, K., and Mizwarp, H. (1995). ‘A Preliminary Theory of Inter-organizational Net-
work Effectiveness: A Comparative Study of Four Community Mental Health Systems’
Administrative Science Quarterly, 401 1-33.

(2001). ‘Do Networks Really Work? A Framework for Evaluating Public-Sector

Organizational Networks'. Public Administration Review, 61/4: 414—24.




COLLABORATIVE SERVICE PROVISION—PUBLIC SECTOR 173

Ramney, H. G,, and SreinBaues, P. (1999). ‘Galloping Elephants: Developing Elements of
a Theory of Effective Government Organizations. Journal of Public Administration and
Research Theory, 9: 1-32.

Ramian, L, and Reica, M. R, (2006). ‘Building Effective Public—Private Partnerships: Expe-
riences and Lessons from the African Comprehensive HIV/AIDS Partnerships (ACHAPY.
Social Science & Medicine, 63/2; 397-408.

Roserrs, N., and Brapiey, R. {1091). “‘Stakeholder Collaboration and Innovation: A Study
of Public Policy Initiation at the State Level’ Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 27/2:
209-27.

Rocers, E. 8., AntrONY, W., and Dawcey, K. (2089). “The Impact of Interagency Collabora-
tion on System and Client Qutcomes’ Rehabilitation Counseling Bulletin, 33/21084: 100~9.

Romzex, B. 5., and Jouwsron, J. M. (2002). ‘Effective Contract Implementation and Man-
agernent: A Preliminary Model’ Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory,
12/3: 42353,

SaBATIER, P, LacH, B, and PrrLkey, N, (2001). ‘Six Measures of Success for Watershed Part-
nerships and an Analysis of the Factors Affecting Success’ Paper presented at Conferance
on Evaluating Environmental Dispute Reolution. 8~9 Mar.

Saramon, L. (2002). The Tools of Government Action: A Guide to the New Governance. New
York: Oxford University Press.

SanprorT L (1999). “The Structural Impediments to Human Service Collaboration: The
Case of Front-Line Welfare Reform Implementation” Social Service Review, 73(3): 7191,

Scron, D. A. (1971). Beyond the Stable State. New York: W.W. Norton.

ScotT, W, R. {1985). ‘Systerns within Systerns’ American Behavorial Scientist, 28: 60118,

SeLpeN, 8. C,, Sowa, | E., and Sanprory, J. (2006). “The Impact of Nonprofit Collaboration
in Barly Child Care and Education on Management and Program Qutcomes. Public
Adwministration Review, 66/3: 412~25.

SeweLL, W. (1992). ‘A Theory of Structure: Duality, Agency, and Transformation’, American
Journal of Sociology, 98/11010: 1—29.

SHORTELL, 5. M., ZUKOSKI, A.P.,, ALEXANDER, |. A, Bazzorl, G. ., Conrap, D. A, Hasnain-
Wynia, R, Soraer, 8., Cuan, B. Y, Casey, B, and Magrcoum, E S. (2002), ‘Evaluating
Partnerships for Community Health Improvement: Tracking the Footprints, Journal of
Health Politics, Policy & Law, 27/1: 49-91.

Srvon, H. A. (1962). “The Architecture of Complexity’ Proceedings of the American Philo-
sophical Association Society, 106/6, Dec.: 467-82.

Simonix, B. L. (1997). “T'he Importance of Collaborative Know-How: An Empirical Test of
the Learning Organization’ Academy of Management Journal, 40/5: 1150~75.

Soromon, P (1992). ‘The Efficacy of Case Management Services for Severely Mentally
Disabled Children”. Community Mental Health Journal, 28/38: 163-80.

Sowa, I, SerpzN, 8. C., and Sanprport, 1. (2004). ‘No Longer “Unmeasurable”?: A Multi-
dimensional Integrated Model of Nonprofit Organizational Effectiveness’ Nonprofit and
Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 33/4: yu—28.

St Pierzrg, R. G., Lavzer, |. 1, Goopson, B, D., and Bernstein, L. S. (1997). “The Effec-
tiveness of Comprehensive Case Management Interventions: Findings from the National
Evaluation of the Comprehensive Child Development Program’. Working Paper.

Uzzr, B. (1997}. “Social Structure and Competition in Interfirm Networks: The Paradox of
Embeddedness. Administrative Science Quarterly, 42: 35-67.



174 MANIFESTATIONS OF IOR

Van Styke, D. M. (2003). ‘The Mythology of Privatization in Contracting for Social Ser-
vices Public Administration Review, 63/3: 206-315.

WALDFOGEL, J. (1997). ‘The New Wave of Service Integration’. Social Service Review, 713
463-84.

WEINER, B., and ALEXANDER, J. (1998). “The Challenges of Governing Public-Private Com-
munity Health Partnerships’ Health Care Management Review, 23/2: 39-55.

Wriss, J. A. {1981). ‘Substance vs. Symbol in Administrative Reform: The Case of Human
Services Coordination’. Policy Analysis, 20--45.

WHETTEN, D. A, and Leune, T. K. (1979). ‘The Instrumental Value of Inter-organizational
Relations: Antecedents and Consequences of Linkage Formation’ Acadenty of Manage-
ment Journal, 22/2: 325-44.

WiLLiamson, O. (1973). Markets and Hierarchies: Analysis and Antitrust Implications. New
York: Free Press.

(1985). The Fconomic Institutions of Capitalism. New York: Free Press.

Woonb, D., and Gray, B, {1991). “Toward a Comprehensive Theory of Collaboration’ Journal
of Applied Behavioral Science, 27/2: 139-62.

ZuckermaN, H., Karvuzny, A, and Rickerts, T. {1995). ‘Alliances in Health Care: What We
Know, What We Think We Know, and What We Should Know’ Health Care Management
Review, 20: 54~64.




