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Synopsis

This thesis is an attempt to help us better understand the dynamics of partnership, as
well as how internal and external group factors may enable or inhibit project success

and collaborating in the context of Public Sector Reform.

The study compares theoretical concepts and frameworks with findings from the
project case in order to draw implications for both theory and practice. The research
makes a contribution to the managerial literature, as well as the literature in
Organizational and Social Psychology, whilst proposing a new framework for the
relationship between project and group dynamics in the context of project-based
organizing. This is important to help us better understand the dynamics of

partnership and organization making via project-based consortia.

Based on a longitudinal case study the research follows a Partnership Project of
seven organizations in the UK Voluntary and Community Sector (VCS) seeking to
explore new ways of working together in order to adapt to a turbulent and changing
environment. This sector is undergoing reforms, which aim to make charities more
efficient and effective, through the introduction of new policies and grant funding
schemes that change the way funding is made available. These changes aim to trigger

collaborative working and shared service development.

Whilst initially successful in their collective effort the Partnership Project, however,
has evolved differently than anticipated by the partners, with main objectives not

being met.

After reviewing both economic and social strands in the organizational literature
relating to organizational partnership and collaborating, the research utilizes multiple
data streams to identify both social and economic factors that have enabled or

inhibited partnership and collaborating in this particular project.



The results are largely consistent with partnering issues discussed in the
organizational literature, i.e. key issues discussed in the organizational literature are

also active and important in the sample investigated.

A key finding, however, is that group dynamics and project performance cycles are
considerably influenced by when partners join or leave the project consortium.
Further, that whilst economic affordances may trigger partnership and collaborating,
social factors, such as common goals, joint intentionality and social identity play a

more important role in keeping partnerships alive.

The study shows that social and economic enablers and inhibitors are interrelated and
important to enable partnership and collaborating at different levels: contextual
dynamics, project dynamics, group dynamics and sense-making. Ultimately, issues
affecting dynamics at one level will impact other levels over time. Further, project
and group dynamics are mediated by both social and economic affordances during

critical transition points of collaborative ventures.

Finally, the research contributes context specific definitions of what partnership and
collaborating and similar concepts such as co-creation mean in practice. Further, the
thesis contributes improved methodological procedures, as well as a set of new
hypotheses to enable future research and case based inquiry within the problem
domain. The research also draws practical implications that aim to help us better
understand and manage multiparty collaborations in the context of project based

organizing.

Key words: Partnership, inter-agency collaborating, longitudinal case study,

qualitative research, mixed methods.



To Marion



Acknowledgements

I am indebted to my family, who have encouraged me with their love and support to

explore and discover the causes of things.

There are many members of staff who have influenced my academic and
entrepreneurial life at the LSE and it is not possible to mention all of them. I have
experienced the school as a wonderfully stimulating and multicultural community
situated in the heart of London where one makes friends and studies real world

phenomena as they happen.

I am most grateful to my supervisor Professor Saadi Lahlou at the Department of
Social Psychology for his guidance and encouragement, as well as to Professor René

Bouwen and Dr Tom Reader for agreeing to be my PhD examiners.

I am also grateful to my colleague Dr Lucia Garcia-Lorenzo from the Organizational
Research Group, who involved me in the feasibility study with LSE Enterprise,
which has led to this research, and for introducing me into the research community
concerned with Multi-Organizational Partnerships Alliances and Networks

(MOPAN).

I thankful to Professor Catherine Campbell, as well as Professor Martin Bauer,
Professor George Gaskell and Professor Patrick Humphreys for their feedback and
support.

I am particularly thankful to Steve Bennett, Steve Gaskell and Ly Voo from The
Psychology Technical Workshop, who have provided invaluable support throughout

the years in with their technical skill, patience and smiles.

A big ‘thank you’ also goes out to my friends and colleagues Dr Alain Samson, Dr
Giuseppe Veltri, Dr Siegmar Otto, Dr Anne-Katrin Schlag, Dr Kavita Abraham

Dowsing, as well as Professor Robert DeFillippi from the Centre for Innovation and



Change Leadership at Suffolk University, Boston, MA. I would also like to
acknowledge my past teachers and mentors Professor Karlheinz Sonntag, Professor
Niclas Schaper and Dr Klaus-Eckart Rogge from the University of Heidelberg, as

well as, Professor Kai Mertins from the Fraunhofer Institute in Berlin (IPK).

Last, but not least, I am particularly grateful to the participants involved in my
research for their time and for helping to make this study possible. Without their
openness, genuine interest, trust and support it would not have been possible to

conduct this research.



Table of Contents

Chapter 1 INtroduction ........coeeeieecsensseecsenseecsnecssencssessecsssesssnsssssessaesssecssases 12
1.1 Positioning the research...........ccoceevvierieiciienienieeie e, 13
1.2 Significance of StUAY ....c.cooveveiierieeiieieeeeeeceeee e 14
1.3 ReSarch aims ....c.ccevveeieiiiiniieiieiesieeieeeeee e 18
1.4 Knowledge interests and research question............ccccceevveeeuvennnen. 20
Chapter 2 Context of research .......ieiceiciviinisninssencsssnncsssercssencssssecssssscsans 22
2.1 Changes in Government POliCY ........ccccceeviieniiiiiieniieiieieeieee. 22
2.2 Organizational impact and reSponSse.........cceeveevveerveecreereeeveennnn. 23
Chapter 3 Theoretical Perspectives ......ccccevcecesvrccscercssnrcssnrcssnnncsssnncssssscnns 25
3.1 Theoretical Perspective I: New organizational forms and ways
OF OTZANIZING ....oviiiiiieiieie et e 27
3.2 Theoretical perspective II: Interorganizational partnership and
COlIAbOTAtING ....ocvviiiiieiieie e 42
3.3 Theoretical perspective III: Project Dynamics ............ccceeeuvnnee. 52
3.4 Theoretical perspective I[V: Group Dynamics...........ccceuveennnnee. 65
3.5 Theoretical Perspective V: Addressing the Research Gap -
Partnership Dynamics ..........ccceeevieriieiienieeiienieeieeee e 74
Chapter 4 Material and method ............ueeueinuennnirnsnenseessnensennscnseesseeesnenes 82
4.1 Epistemological rationale .............ccceeviieiiieniiiniieniecieeieeeenee. 82
4.2 Sampling Stratey .....c.ceveerveeriierieeieenieeieenre e eseeereeseeeereeeees 86
4.3 The data ...cc.eeveiieieeiieeeeeee e 93
4.4 Project Case: The Story of the Collective..........cceevervrerirennnnn. 107
4.5 Analytic Procedure ...........cccoeeviieiieniieniieeieeie e 117
4.6 Expectations in relation to analyzing the data............c.c.......... 129
Chapter 5 Analytic reSults.......ceieinvicisnicisricssnicssnncsssnnesssnessssnossssscsssees 134
5.1 Partnership outcomes and 0bjeCtiVes.........cccuverueeereerieerieenneene. 134
5.2 OVEIVIEW ..eeiiiiieiieiieeitete ettt sttt sttt sttt st 137
5.3 Quantitative Analyses: Contextual factors ...........ccceeevevevrennennne. 140
5.4 Qualitative Analyses: General issues and themes ..................... 148
5.5 Contextual dynamics ........c.ceccvereiierieeieenienieeie e eee e e 153



5.6 Project DyNamicCs........ccceeevierieiiieiieeieeiee e 171

5.7  Group DYNamiCs........cccveeueerieriiieniieeieenieeeieeiee e eeeesveeeee e 183
5.8 Sense-Making.........cccceevieriieriieeiieiieeieeree et 206
Chapter 6 Interpretation: Re-contextualizing the dynamics of
L o011 ] 1)1 TN 220
Chapter 7 Integration: Toward the dynamics of partnership ................... 228
7.1 Common vs. competing goals in the Partnership Project.......... 229
7.2 Enablers and inhibitors to partnership and collaborating .......... 233
7.3 The relationship between project dynamics and group
AYNAMICS ...vienvieeiiieiie ettt ettt e et be et e sbeeseeenseens 241
7.4 Toward a general framework for understanding partnership
and collaborating............ccceeecvierieiiiieniieeieeie e 243
7.5 The co-creation change model............cccoovvvveiieriiniiinieciiee 246
Chapter 8 DiSCUSSION....cciciveiiiiseriisreresssnicssnicsssrissssresssnssssssssssssosssssssssssssssssses 251
8.1 Limitations of the research .........c.cceoevvierieninienienineniecene 258
Chapter 9 CoNCIUSION ..ccoueieeveriisnicssnicssnicssnnicsssnessssnesssssessssnosssssssssssssssseses 261
9.1 Conceptual INSIZILS.....cc.eevvieriiiiiieiieeie e 262
9.2 Methodological inSiGhtS ..........ccceevuieeiieiieiiieieeeeee e 265
9.3 Practical iNSIZILS......c.cevuiieiieriieeiieieeieeee e 265
9.4 Hypotheses for future research...........cccocceeveiverieeciieneenciieiene, 266
9.5 Summary and outlooK..........ccceeveiieriieiiienieeiieeee e 267
BiblIOZIrapRy ....ccccvveiicieiiiinicisnicisninssnnisssssisssssessssnessssssssssossssnsssssssssnsssssssssssnses 269

Bibliography — supplement (used to derive N=161 collaboration items from the
JIEETALUIC) ...ttt et e e e rae e erae e 291

Appendices 300



List of Tables

Table 3-1: Possible internal and external enablers and inhibitors...............cccceeveenee. 78
Table 4-1: Assessment of ‘Partnership Project’ according to sampling criteria........ 92
Table 4-2: Primary data...........ccceeeiieriiiniieiieeie ettt ettt veesaeeane s 94
Table 4-3: Timeline with project related events and activities ...........ccceceerveeeenennne. 114
Table 4-4: Layers of project analysis and analytical focus ..........c.cceevverciieriennnnnne. 123
Table 5-1: Objectives and Outcomes of Partnership Project .........c.ccccveviveiiennnennne. 135
Table 5-2: Overview of instrument, data, benefits and results.........ccccccvveeveiviviennnns 138
Table 5-3: Global themes and basic themes..........c..occevvverieniiiieniiiniieeeeee 148
Table 7-1: Common vs. competing goals in the Partnership Project....................... 229

Table 7-2: Social and economic enablers and inhibitors as internal and external group
FUNCHIONS ...ttt et sttt be et eatesaeens 234

Table 7-3: Assessing the project case against collaboration items derived from the

JIEETALUTE ...ttt ettt et sa et et sbe et et e bt e e eaeenaeens 236
List of Figures

Figure 3-1: Illustrative example of a typical project lifecycle ........c.occveviieiiennennn. 57
Figure 3-2: Team performance model by Tuckman and Jensen 1977 ....................... 68
Figure 3-3: Performance impact of group phases on team effectiveness................... 69
Figure 4-1: Data Creation Timeline ........c.cccoeeviirieniieiinieniiiececee e 99
Figure 4-2: Analysis APProach .........cccoeeciieiiiiiiiieiiieeieeciecee e 120
Figure 7-1: The relationship between project dynamics and group dynamics......... 242
Figure 7-2: Reason’s (1990) model for understanding accident causation.............. 244

Figure 7-3: Illustrating a high reliability strategy for partnership and collaborating

10



List of abbreviations

AtlasTi = Name of Qualitative Analysis software Tool
ELSE = Enterprise LSE

ESPC-A = Specialist Person Category A Government Policy
ESPC-B = Specialist Person Category B Government Policy
EVA = Evaluation study

HU = Hermeneutic Unit

ICTs = Internet and Communication Technologies

LG = Lucia Garcia-Lorenzo

LSE = London School of Economics and Political Sciences
Marcom = Marketing and Communications

MCK = Feasibility Study on Managing Collective Knowledge
NOF = New Organizational Forms

NPD = New Product Development

R&D= Research and Development

SNA = Social Network analysis

SPC-A= Specialist Person Category — A

SPC-AA = Specialist Person Category A new agenda
SPC-B= Specialist Person Category — B

SPSS = Statistical Package for the Social Sciences

TNA = Thematic Network Analysis

TR = Thorsten Roser

VCS = Voluntary and Community Sector

11



Chapter 1 Introduction

Collaboration is a tremendously important research topic. Most human
achievements are based on collaborating, working as collectives or in some form of
partnership. The word partnership implies possibility, unity and joint achievement,
even satisfaction and success. The assumption is that by working collaboratively we
can achieve more together than we ever can alone, whether we do so to tackle
climate change, political and ethnic disputes or to deal with disease, or to understand
the way that people will behave and organize in the future. Individuals alone cannot
tackle the challenges we face. We need to understand how societies function at every
level; certainly, they function due to people engaging in groups, organizations and

joint effort.

So let us be partners and collaborate. The benefits of collaborating are obvious.
When working in partnership, the whole will be more than the sum of its parts. But
how does partnership and collaborating really work in practice and what factors may
support or work against it? This question is the focus of the thesis; it will explore
partnership and collaborating by comparing theoretical assumptions stemming from
the organizational literature with a project case that shows what happens in practice.
By doing so this study attempts to help us better understand the dynamics of
partnership, as well as how internal and external factors may contribute to the failure

or success of collective ventures.

This first chapter introduces the research. Section 1.1 will position it within prevalent
research streams. Section 1.2 will outline why the problem domain and this research
is important. Section 1.3 will specify the aims of this research and section 1.4 will
outline the particular knowledge interests of the study at hand and derive the research

question with which the research is concerned.

The next section will outline the specific problem domain of this thesis and the

significance of the study in more detail.
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1.1  Positioning the research

This research contributes to the multidisciplinary research area concerned with
Managing Organizational Partnerships Alliances and Networks (MOPAN). The
general aim of such research is to contribute to a better understanding of what
partnerships, alliances and networks are, how they function, as well as what they
mean for those involved (G0ssling, Jansen and Oerlemans, 2005). Furthermore, the
research field addresses what may enable or inhibit partnership and collaborating
across diverse contexts and ventures. More specifically, the study of partnership
dynamics contributes to research on organizational dynamics (Boros, 2009) and
Collaboration Management (Huxham and Vangen, 2005), particularly project-based
collaborating, as well as organizational perspectives prevalent in Organizational and
Social Psychology (Hosking and Morley, 1991). The thesis therefore applies

concepts and theories from these backgrounds to this problem domain.

The study of partnership dynamics leads us away from the more product and
structure oriented normative managerial models of organization towards the more
process and practice oriented debate prevalent in other Social Sciences such as
Cultural Studies, Sociology, Anthropology and Psychology. Specifically, group

dynamics are researched in the field of Social and Organizational Psychology.

Yet, emerging research streams focusing on organizational dynamics remain largely
disconnected from the discourses exploring partnership projects and collaboration
dynamics. Work on organizational partnerships traditionally focuses on strategic
alliances and networks (see Burt, 1982; Doz and Hamel, 1998; Burt, 1992; Huxham
and Vangen, 2005). Collaborating is a field primarily addressed by research on small
groups (see Katz and Kahn, 1978; Ellis and Fisher, 1994) and project/work teams
(Cicmil and Hodgson, 2006). Partnership and collaborating in the context of project-
based organizing, however, is not exhaustively addressed and integrated with this
body of work. Rather, the literature lacks an overarching umbrella of work that
would allow us to clearly position research on partnership dynamics and project-
based collaborating within a particular field of organization studies. As such, the

13



study of partnership dynamics is a small but promising and increasingly important
field of organizational research with potential relevance to many other fields of
practice and research. In particular the study of organizational, project and group
dynamics may shed light on partnership dynamics and how we can better support

organizations in understanding and managing them.

Work on partnership dynamics is in its early stages of postulating more
comprehensive theories and frameworks that would allow us to understand
collaborating and (inter-) organizational dynamics (see Gray and Wood, 1991; Wood
and Gray, 1991; Huxham and Vangen, 2005; Boros, 2009). This is particularly the
case with regard to understanding the processual nature and relationship between
project and group dynamics in the context of partnership projects. Hence, this thesis
looks to address this research gap by investigating the relationship between both
project and group dynamics based on researching a dedicated and real world project
case in order to help us help us better understand the dynamics of partnership in
these contexts of organizing. This thesis therefore addresses how group internal and
external social and economic factors may enable or inhibit project success and
collaborating within partnership consortia. The findings, based on analyzing multiple
research streams relating to the project case, result in a new reference model (see
chapter 7, figure 7-4), which provides the basis for further and more in-depth study

on collaborative ventures.

1.2 Significance of study

In an increasingly intertwined, complex and dynamic world, we face enormous
environmental, societal and economic challenges, where collaborating is an essential
part of organizational life and problem solving. New research streams are concerned
with understanding how we can systematically leverage the collective knowledge of
human groups and networks to better tackle problems in society, at a time when
innovating is becoming faster, cheaper and more target oriented. Since entering the
digital information era and the ‘knowledge society’ (Drucker, 1969; 1993), different

ways of collaborating are emerging that demonstrate how we can go beyond
14



leveraging the potential of a particular (geographically co-located) group:
cooperation and collaborating across dispersed groups and flexible work teams has
become a fundamental societal issue. Crowd-sourcing (Chesborough, 2003; Howe,
2006), open-innovation approaches (see Piller, Vossen and Ihl, 2012) and the co-
creation of value (Prahalad and Ramaswamy, 2000; Prahalad and Ramaswamy,
2004; Vargo and Lusch, 2004) are examples of new ways of organizing that show
how we can use diverse competence and dispersed ‘wisdom of crowds’ (Surowiecki,
2005) as alternative approaches to effective problem solving and foster (open)

innovation (see Whitla, 2009).

However, ‘collaborating to compete’ is also a new paradigm (Bleeke and Ernst,
1991,1993; Amaldoss, Meyer, Raju and Rapoport, 2000), as well as policy
imperative (see Hudson, Hardy, Henwood and Wistow, 1999) for achieving
collaborative advantage through partnerships and other forms of multi-organizational
collaboration (Huxham and Vangen, 2005). Such °‘joined-up’ working is also
associated with ‘coopetition’ i.e. to cooperate and compete simultaneously
(Bengtsson and Kock, 2000) and particularly in the UK interagency collaborating has

been commonly promoted as a ‘hot’ policy topic (Hudson et al., 1999).

Further, due to the increasing need for cost savings and greater effectiveness of
service, we can observe a ‘projectification’ of society with the wide adoption of
partnership working across many areas including the public and voluntary sector
(Hudson et al., 1999; Huxham and Vangen, 2005; Cicmil and Hodgson, 2006).
During the last decade, Public Sector Management in Great Britain has been
implementing partnerships and project-based forms of interagency collaborating as a
way to foster greater competitiveness and efficiency. A project, in this context, is a
form of temporary organization instigated to increase organizational efficiency
(Turner, 2008), as well as the success of government top-down programs (Kickert,

1997).

Achieving organizational flexibility is a common goal when dealing with
increasingly complex and volatile environments (Schreyogg and Sydow, 2010).
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Hence, project-based collaborating is promoted as a way to solve societal problems
more efficiently (see Williams, 2002; Huxham and Vangen, 2005; Tsasis, 2009).
Government seeks to implement more cost effective ways to deliver more efficient
community services by encouraging inter-agency partnerships, and the sharing of
resources, skills and know-how. They especially aim to improve the work of health
sector organizations, charities and NGOs in this way (Hudson et al., 1999). Inter-
agency collaboration is organized mainly in the form of multidisciplinary teams
across the boundaries of different organizations, as well as sectors. Thus, researching
what may enable or inhibit partnership is very much in fashion and in demand

(Gossling, Oerlemans and Jansen, 2007).

However, project-based organizations are fragile and volatile, which means that they
need considerable management support in order to survive (Axelsson and Axelsson,
2006). In particular, they require support in connection with continuous political
change and other factors which organizations may find difficult to influence. This
creates a highly dynamic and project driven environment making innovative and new
ways of working an imperative for organizational survival and success. The recent
policy changes and grant funding schemes implemented in the UK Voluntary and

Community Sector (VCS) reflect these challenges (see ESPC-A, 2003).

Whilst inter-agency collaborating as promoted by Government (see Hudson et al.,
1999) may bring about many obvious benefits for society, many stories of
collaborating and partnership include notions of difficulties and tensions amongst
partner organizations (Huxham and Vangen, 2005; Gossling et al, 2007).
Collaborating across networks and projects, where organizational integration is
primarily achieved through integrating processes and ways of working, brings about
new requirements and challenges for organizations. Many collaborations fail to
achieve their objectives (Huxham and Vangen, 2005) and empirical research has also
shown that collaboration partners often collide with each other (Gossling et al.,
2005). In project-based collaborations, organizations also need also need to establish
new ways of working in partnership that allow for collaborating without merging and

research has shown that cultural differences may play an important role in the failure
16



of such strategic alliances (Omta and Van Rossum, 1999). In addition, trust has been
identified as a key factor in enabling flexibility to deal with critical issues that may
emerge in cooperative contexts (see Roy and Dugal, 1998; Moreland and Levine,
2002; Vangen and Huxham, 2003b; Bouwen and Taillieu, 2004; Costa, Roe and
Taillieu, 2001). Moreover, lack of commitment is generally viewed as a barrier to
collaborating. However, how such necessary commitment towards a joint project is
established by the group entering into a partnering process is less clear, and difficult
to research. Although inter agency collaborating is seen as highly desirable, it has
remained conceptually elusive and difficult to achieve in practice (Hudson et al.,

1999).

On another level, collaborating is also a creative process where complex decision-
making leads to active engagement with implementation (Humphreys and Jones,
2006). Hence, collaborating requires creative flexibility and finding ‘flow’
(Csikszentmihalyi, 1998). This is particularly the case as every problem solving and
co-creation context is different and there is no best way for collaborating. There is
also no guarantee for partners that their collective efforts or partnering attempt will
be successful. Further, how partners may co-create ‘new pathways to value’ (see
Roser, Samson, Humphreys and Cruz-Valdivieso, 2009) cannot be prescribed; they
emerge as partners collaborate within a particular context of co-creating. Hence, they
can only be enabled by creating supportive co-creation environments (see Mitleton-
Kelly, 2011). Moreover, considering collaborating as emergent and social processes,
strategic partnerships may require continuous facilitating and nurturing (Roser et al.,

2009; Roser, DeFillippi and Samson, 2013).

Government policy, however, is promoting inter agency partnerships and project-
based collaborating, to foster greater services excellence and competition. A key
driver for engaging in partnerships and strategic alliances is to achieve ‘collaborative
advantage’ (see Huxham and Vangen, 2005). Actors are motivated to create benefits
for their organizations by ‘teaming up’ with others. Hence, organizations and
researchers both have a desire to understand how collaborating and co-creating value

through partnerships really works and what may support or work against it.
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Specifically, considering joint ventures requires temporary alignment and

commitment to join up entities, as well as pooling of resources (Gray, 1985).

Yet, the particular challenge for organizations engaging in partnerships and consortia
is to establish whether their traditional ways of organizing, such as informal
networking and project-based work, match with those changes for collaborating

aimed at by Public Sector Reform, as well as their individual goals as organizations.

Taken together, studying enabling or inhibiting factors and processes is a very
important issue, as collective initiatives can fail or develop differently than initially
anticipated by the partners involved. It is vital to study and understand the factors
that may enable or inhibit collaborating, inter-agency partnership and co-creating
new ways of organizing and value creation. This is especially so when using a
project as a form of temporary organization and mechanism to instigate change and
foster greater servitization and innovation. New research is needed to deepen our
understanding of the processes and dynamics relating to project and group dynamics
in the context of interagency collaborating. The next section will therefore outline

the research aims this study is concerned with.

1.3 Research aims

This thesis aims to help us better understand the dynamics of partnership, as
well as how internal or external factors may enable or inhibit project success and
collaborating in the context of project-based organizing and organization making. As
such, the goal of this research is to identify and apply social and economical factors
and principles to the issues and problems concerning human beings operating within
the context of inter-agency collaborating. Furthermore, the goal is to develop a set of
plausible hypotheses for what may happen when partners come together in a project
consortium in order to engage in collaborative work and organization formation. The
thesis aims to help us better understand how partnership and collaborating may
evolve over time, while applying, examining, consolidating and expanding theories

1n use.
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With regards to multi-party and interagency collaborating, this research is therefore
particularly interested in joint ventures and projects. The project case examined in
this thesis is concerned with several organizations coming together in a project
consortium, where the partners would sit as trustees of their organization in a new

organizational entity.'

As such, the research seeks to advance our understanding of (inter-) organizational
dynamics (Boros, 2009). It does this by contrasting existing theories and concepts
from the organizational literature with the events as they unfold in the project case.

In this context, the research aims to:

1 Examine what happens when actors seek to collaborate and generate value

via forming a new organization/partnership

2 Apply appropriate theories, concepts and methodologies for analyzing the

partnering process, particularly with regards to project and group dynamics
3 Compare what the literature talks about with the project case at hand

4 Synthesize frameworks where possible with a view to advancing the

organizational literature and MOPAN research agenda

Ultimately, the research seeks to help us anticipate possible problems associated with
collaborating and partnership working. The aim is to show patterns of human
behaviour and engagement rooted in the project case. A further aim is to help us
understand what errors human groups are prone to with a view to empower us to
develop ways of working around those problems which may get in the way of greater

cooperation.

Furthermore, the study aims to uncover if issues external or internal to the group at

work play an important role in enabling or blocking collaborative effort. Finally,

" The Partnership Project registers as charitable UK Limited Company by Guarantee; see project
description in section 4.4
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beyond economic issues that impact partnership ventures, social issues and other
processes are equally important in terminating success, failure or critical survival of

organizational partnerships.

Building on the specific problem domain the next section will outline the particular

knowledge interests of this research and derive the research question.

1.4  Knowledge interests and research question

This thesis seeks to advance our understanding of partnership dynamics by

researching project-based organizing, collaborating and organization making, more

specifically, to explore the relationship between project dynamics and group

dynamics. This is important in order to identify factors that may enable or inhibit
collaborating and partnership success. The study of episodes of change and
innovation, where conflict, tensions, actions and decision making occur, allows us
insight into what may be enabling or hindering collaborative working and successful
cooperation (see Bouwen and Hosking, 2000). Studying what is enabling or
inhibiting collaborating is particularly interesting and appropriate in a context of
transition and change, where practices of collaborating, as well as group processes,

become visible.

Considering the problem domain of the research this study has the following

knowledge interests:

1 Understanding how collaborating works and what may enable or inhibit inter-

organizational partnership and collaborating

2 Contributing to theory building by comparing theoretical concepts with

organizational reality

3 Drawing implications for both research and practice
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Building on these particular knowledge interests allows us to derive the following

research question:

What are the social and economic factors

enabling or hindering

organizational partnership and collaborating?

This research question allows us to utilize a grounded approach (see Glaser and
Strauss, 1967) in order to identify enablers and inhibitors in situ and for a particular
context of problem solving and collaborating. This is particularly useful, as current
collaboration theories are descriptive (see Wood and Gray, 1991; Huxham and
Vangen, 2005) and cannot predict or falsify how multiple factors may play out in
practice. We need to study empirically if and why certain factors are more social or
more economic and whether they are internal or external to the group at work. Whilst
in theory, most factors tend to be treated as equally important, studying the practice
of collaborating helps us understand some factors as crucial while others will be
second order. Thus looking at enablers and inhibitors in practice allows us to sort
core factors from the manifold issues described in the organizational literature.
Hence, researching collaborating by employing an exploratory, yet problem domain-
specific research question will allow us to further apply, test, consolidate and
advance existing theories and concepts by grounding theory in practice. Ultimately,
researching complex phenomena requires us to know the research question well

(Chenail, 1997), while ‘keeping our eyes open’ (Eysenck, 1976:9).
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Chapter 2 Context of research

This section describes the context in which the study of enabling and
inhibiting factors to collaborating and interorganizational partnership is placed. It
gives an initial overview of how changes in Government policy impact [Specific
Person Category A - SPC-A]’ charities in the UK, as well as the response of the

particular organizations involved in this research.

2.1 Changes in Government Policy

In 1998 the UK Government launched a Public Sector Reform Programme to
deliver ‘joined up Government’ and to ‘encourage innovation and partnership
throughout the public sector, in order to improve the quality and cost effectiveness of
public services.” (see URL: http://www.isb.co.uk). In the same year a fund for
partnership working was created ‘to act as a venture capital fund for government,
releasing innovation and building up an enterprising, efficient way of delivering
public services.” The fund intended ‘to bring together partnerships from across
central and local government, including frontline staff and third sector organizations
delivering services to local communities, and provide the space for new ideas to be

tested and to inform improvements to public service delivery and reform.’ (ibid.).

As such, the programme was promoted as an initiative of two separate government
bodies ‘with an aim to create sustainable improvements in the capacity to deliver
public services in a more joined up manner.” More specifically, the programme was
seen as a ‘catalyst for projects, which have a risk factor and are pioneering, making
things happen and producing better quality public services’, while the ‘key principle

of the public sector reform programme is that investment is provided in return for

* The particular sector in which this study is placed is withheld to ensure anonymity of the research
participants, as well as organizations involved in this research. Further, the organizations involved in
this research deal with particular groups of vulnerable people in society. However, for the study itself
it is not important in what particular sector these organizations operate as the focus of this research is
on partnership and collaborating. Ultimately, the issues investigated here may apply to any
organization engaging in collaborative ventures.
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reform.” (ibid.). As such, government effectively opened up or ‘outsourced’ [specific
person category A — SPC-A] services, initially delivered by the public sector, to
charities or private sector organizations. In return for financial support, organizations
needed to offer highly competitive services and be transparent in how they would

spend government grants.

Indeed, the new programme represented a significant shift in funding principles for
organizations involved in this research, where government would only ‘provide the
initial financial backing to projects that demonstrate the capacity to achieve
sustainability.” with an aim of ‘...forging new alliances, creating partnerships and
promoting innovation by sharing risks involved in new types of delivery so that the
public can get the benefit of a more integrated package of services.” Apart from
managing the programme and accounting for how public monies are spent, the
managers of the fund also aimed to disseminate any learning from the almost 500
projects sponsored, to an ‘as wide an audience as possible.’ (ibid.) creating additional
pressure of public accountability for all actors involved. In 2007 the fund underwent
a spending review and was finally wound down in 2009 with all available monies
depleted. This research follows one particular project from initiation to termination,

which was funded by the programme.

2.2 Organizational impact and response

When beginning this research in 2004 the UK Voluntary and Community
Sector (VCS) was in the midst of implementing reforms that altered funding
requirements, as well as how organizations have to organize and position themselves
to be competitive in the future. Particularly, the new [SPC-A] Government agenda
(SPC-AA, 2003), a national framework for change underpinned by the [SPC-A] Act
2004 outlines the ‘whole-system change needed to support more effective and
integrated services’ (SPC-AA, 2003: 13). Amongst others, this new agenda
implemented ‘joint commissioning and budget pooling” aiming to leverage
‘interagency cooperation’, ‘information sharing’” and more ‘integrated front-line

delivery’.
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In this changing environment, [SPC-A] charities sought to seize new opportunities
for their organizations. Some charities were faced with challenges to their potential
for future survival and growth. In fact, for a few of the charities involved in this
study the changes implemented created a highly competitive and intense situation.
The aim to reduce cost, while improving their value-for-money-ratio, as well as
quality of service, threatened their very existence. Hence, actors were keen to trial

new ways of accessing funding via partnership working.

The particular charities involved in the research responded with proposing an
innovative Partnership Project seeking to ‘...become a role model for how the sector
can reform itself” (Project Director, Interview 2). This project brought together
seven organizations that explored: how to share their knowledge and infrastructure;
how to develop shared services in order to benefit from the funding schemes; and
how to benefit from sharing accommodation and moving into a shared building

jointly owned by the partners.

While during early stages of the partnering process their joint effort was regarded as
a flagship project, the ‘Partnership Project’ soon evolved unexpectedly, and arguably
less successfully than initially hoped by the actors. Based on longitudinal research
this thesis therefore investigates which factors may have enabled or inhibited the

success of their project and collective partnering effort.
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Chapter 3 Theoretical Perspectives

This section introduces theoretical perspectives relevant to the
research. The organizational literature provides two main theoretical strands that can
help us understand what factors enable or hinder organizational partnership and
collaborating: theories prevalent in the economic and managerial literature (see Burt,
1992; Doz and Hamel, 1998; Gray, 1998; Huxham and Vangen, 2005) and
contributions from the social and organizational literature (see Tajfel and Turner,
1986; Hogg, 2000; Wenger, 2001; Boros, 2009; Forsyth, 2010), including research
on societal and socio-technical change (Lahlou, 2008), as well as Organizational and
Social Psychology (Hosking and Morley, 1991). Both strands seek to conceptually
understand and theoretically explain what governs the dynamics of partnerships and
provide models to predict what happens when people come together to work in

partnership and establish new entities and ways of working.

Economic and managerial theories focus on humans as economic entities building on
John Stuart Mill’s assumption that we are an ‘economic man’ (‘homo oeconomicus’:
Mill, 1844). Their emphasis is on economic benefits (outcomes), transaction costs
and competitive advantage gained by teaming up with others (Porter, 1985, 2008;
Burt, 1992; Gray, 1989; Kanter, 1994; Huxham and Vangen 2005). Collaborating is
seen as a project with idealized and clearly defined stages (Packendorf, 1995; Turner,
2008). As such, this body of literature tends to apply a normative and prescriptive
view on partnership and collaborating (Cicmil and Hodgson, 2006).

Social and Organizational Theories postulate that organizations are not only
economic entities, but also human and social groups. For example, Social Identity
Theory (Tajfel and Turner, 1986) has been applied to areas of research where group
conflict or competition has been investigated (see Deutsch, 1985; Johnson and
Johnson, 1989). Theories more social in orientation place their emphasis on
understanding social practice, group dynamics and the mutual creation of culture and

knowledge (Bourdieu, 1977, 1990; Gherardi, 2000; Czarniawska, 2008). From this
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view, collaborating is seen as dynamic and emergent, triggering a situated learning
and co-creation process rooted in social practice (Berger and Luckmann, 1966;
Giddens, 1984; Hosking and Morley, 1991; Brown, Collins and Duguid, 1989;
Wenger, 1998, 2000).

Both strands — economic and social aspects of organizing — are, however, relevant to
a growing umbrella of research addressing organizational dynamics (see Boros,
2009), specifically, the relationship of project and group dynamics within
interorganizational partnerships. In order to help us understand collaborating, most
managerial accounts focusing on people in organizations look at them as production
entities. We are, however, also human entities coming together and organizing
ourselves in social groups. And because we are ‘social animals’, group performance
may not only be enhanced, but also suffer from series of biases and issues relating to
interactions in groups. This is the case particularly when project teams compete for

resources (see Sherif, 1961).

Hence, Organizational and Social Psychology (see, for example, Tajfel and Turner,
1986; Hosking and Morley, 1991; Nijstad, 2009; Whitley and Kite, 2010) can help
elucidate our understanding of the dynamics of partnership working. Specifically,

Organizational and Social Psychology may elucidate how group dynamics (for

example Tuckman and Jensen, 1977) may be governed by in-group vs. out-group
preferences (Tajfel and Turner, 1986), as well as how partners may develop
perceptions or make attributions towards others (Fincham, Jaspars and Hewstone,

1983).

Further, this literature can cast light on how social issues relevant to groups may

influence project dynamics, i.e. project stages and events, as well as outcomes and

performance of the groups at work (see Project Management Institute Standards
Committee, 2000; Turner, 2008). Using a social and organizational approach can
also facilitate detailed research of the dynamics involved in critical transitions of the

partnering processes. This is so particularly for issues occurring in connection with
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the formation, development, critical survival or termination of a partnership (see

Todeva, 2006; 2010).

In order to provide a conceptual foundation for the study of enabling and inhibiting
factors to collaborating, the following sections will therefore outline theoretical

building blocks concerned with both economic and social issues:

* Theoretical Perspective I: outlines ways of looking at organizations from

different perspectives, offering metaphors that embody these perspectives.

* Theoretical Perspective II: provides an outline of partnership and collaborating in

the organizational literature

* Theoretical Perspective III: addresses project-based organizing as an approach to

organizing labour division.

* Theoretical Perspective IV: outlines key issues involved in human group

dynamics, as these are potential social factors to consider.

* Theoretical Perspective V: Addresses the research gap - partnership dynamics -
and summarizes social, economic and contextual factors that may come into play

when engaging in a project for the purpose of organization making.

Taken together, this will provide the rationale for what type of case will allow us to

investigate these issues and study the research question.

3.1 Theoretical Perspective I: New organizational forms and ways of

organizing

A key strand in the organizational literature relevant to partnership and
collaborating asks ‘what is organization?’ In the organizational literature we find that

organization tends to be looked at in different ways, each based on an implicit
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metaphor. As Morgan’s (1986) work has shown, metaphors are useful to understand
organizations. He proposes eight archetypal metaphors and their related concepts to

help us better understand what organization is:

1. Machines: Efficiency, waste, maintenance, order, clockwork, cogs in a wheel,
programmes, inputs and outputs, standardization, production, measurement and
control, design

2. Organizms: Living systems, environmental conditions, adaptation, life cycles,
recycling, needs, homeostasis, evolution, survival of the fittest, health, illness

3. Brains: Learning, parallel information processing, distributed control, mindsets,
intelligence, feedback, requisite variety, knowledge, networks

4. Cultures: Society, values, beliefs, laws, ideology, rituals, diversity, traditions,
history, service, shared vision and mission, understanding, qualities, families

5. Political Systems: Interests and rights, power, hidden agendas and backroom deals,
authority, alliances, party-line, censorship, gatekeepers, leaders, conflict
management

6. Psychic Prisons: Conscious and unconscious processes, repression and regression,
ego, denial, projection, coping and defence mechanisms, pain and pleasure principle,
dysfunction, workaholics

7. Flux and Transformation: Constant change, dynamic equilibrium, flow, self-
organization, systemic wisdom, attractors, chaos, complexity, butterfly effect,
emergent properties, dialectics, paradox

8. Instruments of Domination: Alienation, repression, imposing values, compliance,
charisma, maintenance of power, force, exploitation, divide and rule, discrimination,
corporate interest

Metaphors are of conceptual value to researchers. They particularly useful for
helping us gain a deeper and enriched understanding of organization and to
communicate issues of organizing relating to a particular context. Research selects
and develops particular metaphors for the purpose of organizational theorizing (see
Arrow, McGrath and Bergdahl, 2000). While we can look at organization by using
different metaphors, people in organizations will also use different metaphors to
describe their organization, as well as their role in it. Metaphors can thus be applied

to make sense of organizational life from outside and from within.
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Metaphors allow researchers and organization members to utilize various
perspectives to analyze and understand organization; metaphors can also reveal how
actors make sense of organization and their involvement (see Smith and Osborn,
2003). However, metaphorical notions do have limitations, as the specific metaphor
in use will always highlight certain aspects of an organization, while restricting or
ignoring others. Morgan’s work, however, encourages us to switch between
metaphors in use in order to create a better sense of organization. Further, due to
project-based organizing actors may engage in a variety of distinct contexts and
ventures. Hence, we should not favour one metaphor over another, rather switch
between metaphors in use to understand the context in which organizing takes place.
This takes into account that different people will use different metaphors to describe
different ventures, as well as the organization they belong to and includes metaphors

to describe their role and involvement in it and so on.

3.1.1 New Organizational Forms

Another perspective relevant to project-based organizing and partnerships is
the notion of New Organizational Forms (NOF). NOFs are emerging as
organizations look for ways to improve in order to foster survival, competitiveness
and success (Holsapple and Joshi, 2002; Hildreth and Kimble, 2004, Stewart, 2010).
They are the reaction to increasing complexity and environmental turbulence
(Schreyogg and Sydow, 2010). NOFs are less linear, more flexible and create fuzzy
boundaries (Hildreth and Kimble, 2004). They have little in common with the
traditional organization we know from the industrial era where labour is divided
efficiently along the assembly-line (see DeFillippi and Arthur, 1998; Grabher, 2002)
or other more temporary traditional cooperation models such as, for example, an
agricultural cooperative, where resources such as machinery and staff are shared
during harvesting time (see Fyksen, 2002). According to Willmott (2005), the term
‘new organizational form’ has evolved as a way of announcing the claimed presence
of emergent and distinctive organizing practice. This practice is seen as departing

from established older forms of organizing, and views the old virtues of
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specialization and clarity as inhibitors of responsiveness to rapidly changing

opportunities and demands.

Traditionally, the factory system as a modern form of Taylorism represents a
concentration of people and resources in a specific location where people work under
fixed time schedules. The factory is an institutionalized form of organization with
clear boundaries protecting it against the environment in order to better manage and
control labour division. Factory and Business Process Optimisation (BPO) thus focus
on clear allocation of roles, task division and discipline as the main means for control
and exploitation, while employees tend to have long term contracts to be best
exploited by the system. Efficiency is achieved through continuous improvement and
optimization with the aim to optimally synchronize business activities onto the value
creating business processes of a company (Mertins and Jochem, 1999). While in the
factory system organizational bureaucracy still exists, Information and
Communication  Technologies (ICTs), are rapidly increasing  digital
interconnectedness creating opportunities for more flexible working. Hence, ICTs
foster different (more fluid) ways of organizing than traditional structures
(Kallinikos, 2001). Consequently, our ways of value creation are changing and the
nature of multi-stakeholder collaborating is evolving in ways, which are more
complex and dynamic. Romanelli (1991) argues that the concept of organizational
form itself refers to specific characteristics, which identify it as a distinct entity
which, ‘at the same time, can be classified as a member of a group of similar
organizations’ (Romanelli, 1991: 81-82). Moreover, organizations, their populations
and their environments ‘can be viewed as the interdependent outcome of managerial
actions, institutional influences and extra-institutional changes (Lewin, Long and

Carroll, 1999: 535).

NOFs, however, bring a set of qualities with them that contribute to greater fluidity,
interorganizational entanglement and complexity. In a complex and rapidly changing
environment, organizations have to develop and maintain emergent system
properties, which enable appropriate organizational competencies and practice to

emerge in place and time. This perspective compares an organization with a living
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and adaptive organizm, in which its organizational units (e.g. work teams) organize
and optimize themselves in interaction with the system as a whole. Further,
industries and technologies change more rapidly and become more knowledge
intensive. Thus, knowledge has also been identified as key production factor and
source for competitive advantage (Holsapple and Joshi, 2002; Stewart, 2010). Being
increasingly dependent on knowledge, however, leads to an expansion of traditional

firm boundaries and increases multiparty collaborating with external stakeholders.

To deal with this dilemma managerial scholars suggest organizations should aim at
balancing countervailing processes with respect to the conflicting demands of
organizational efficiency on the one hand and fluidity on the other (Schreydgg and
Sydow, 2010). Organizations are fluid and dynamic structures often far from a state
of equilibrium (see Stacey, 1996). Considering continuous instability and re-
organization it has thus been suggested to focus on organizational ‘becoming’ rather
than the organization as such (Tsoukas and Chia, 2002). As a consequence, our
traditional approaches to understand organizations and the ways of organizing may
have to be reconsidered. Inevitably, flexible and project-based multi-stakeholder
collaborating not only blurs organizational boundaries, but also changes core
processes of value creation. This means new ways of organizing also bring about
important boundary changes for organizations, requiring them to flexibly govern
strategic relationships (Roy and Dugal, 1998) across different collective ventures,
which inevitably involves a unique mix of practices and engagement processes
(Roser et al., 2013). Hence, Newell, Robertson, Scarbrough and Swan (2002)
emphasize organizational transformation into networks and NOFs comes with a set

of characteristics and new challenges for organization, such as:

o Decentralization: creation of semi-autonomous business units

e Flatter, less hierarchical structures (more autonomy)

e Cross-functional project teams
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e Inter-organizational networking (collaborative networks, alliances and

partnerships with other organizations, outsourcing, open innovation)

e (Globalization of business (geographically distributed organizations)

Newer conceptualizations therefore emphasize the importance of creating the
awareness that organizations should not be seen as static entities, but as complex and
co-evolving systems (Mitleton-Kelly, 1998; 2011). This more systemic perspective
stresses the inherent complexity of organizations, as well as interdependence and
their interactive and co-evolving nature within their environments. Looking at the
organization from this more system and knowledge oriented perspective, the
organization can also be understood as loosely coupled system (Orton and Weick,
1990) and a distributed knowledge system (Tsoukas, 1996). Moreover, organizations
can be seen as loosely coupled networks (Brusoni, Prencipe and Pavitt, 2001) in
which knowledge is inherent in social practice, constantly produced and shared by its
members through their social interactions (Garcia-Lorenzo, Mitleton-Kelly and
Galliers, 2003). Considering emergence and fluidity, NOFs bring about the need to
implement a completely new set of business practices for many organizations. On the
one hand, organizations need increasingly manage organizational knowledge
processes, as well as boundary exchanges to nurture knowledge creation, while
preventing knowledge loss, specifically, in knowledge intensive business areas.
Japanese automotive firms are an example of how companies aim to achieve long-
term bonding of the factory worker to an organization via cultural expansion of firm
boundaries to the workers' families in an attempt to keep important know-how and

learning inside the firm.

On the other hand, involving multiple stakeholders in value creation is increasingly
recognized as a critical success factor (see Piller et al., 2012). Firms aim to involve
multiple stakeholders in value creation including co-innovation partners (DeFillippi,
Dumas and Bhatia, 2011) and customers (Dahlsten, 2004). Further, firms use social
networks, in order to try to tap into the collective ‘wisdom of crowds’ (Surowiecki,
2005) to foster invention and discovery of new solutions that are innovative and
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resonate better with actual consumer needs and user practices. These new ways of
engaging with stakeholders and leveraging networks via ‘crowd-sourcing’ (see
Howe, 2006) transform organizations into ‘swarm businesses’ (Gloor and Cooper,
2007). Hence, whether collaborating with co-innovation and strategic alliance
partners or the actual beneficiaries or customers of a service (see Wikstrom, 1995),
organizations need to make careful choices with regards to whom to involve, the
purpose of involvement, where in the value creation process, how frequent and
intense, i.e. intimate the relationship should be, for how long engagement should last,
and also, how to reward engagement and participation in joint activity (see Roser et
al., 2009, 2013). Taken together, NOFs thus contribute to more complex stakeholder
interactions, as well as interorganizational entanglement challenging traditional
routines and ways of organizing. As such, organizations are becoming networked
systems themselves where knowledge is produced and reproduced via iterative
processes involving groups and networks. Considering that partnership and
collaborating involves problem solving, we can comprehend organizations as
networked, dynamic and social innovation systems where knowledge and value are
created ‘in situ’ and via cultural and relational practices (see Orlikowski, 2002).
Therefore, the working practices we establish become installations of group specific
social practices and relational process (Lahlou, 2008; 2011). The group at work
produces their specific (pspace and) culture in dealing with issues and to solve
problems (see Castells, 2003). Another implication is that group socialization
processes (see Moreland and Levine, 1982; 2002), as well as social interactions per
se play increasingly important role in knowledge and value creation (see Nonaka,
1991; Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995; Weick, 2001; Orlikowski, 2002). In fact, wealth

is increasingly generated from knowledge and intangible assets (Castells, 1996).

This, however, shifts the managerial focus of organizing from focusing on the
distribution of material and people through organization of processes, to focusing on
enabling knowledge creation via communication and social interaction as the main

means of managing organization (Kallinikos, 2004).
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However, for organizations the change from traditional ways of organizing with clear
procedures and boundaries to a loosely coupled network (of) entities (Weick, 1995)
where individuality and flexibility is possible at the same time, will be challenging
and not happen instantly. Further, shifting toward project-based organizing and co-
creating requires managing change continuously, joint investment and learning from
partners and experiences, as well as an extension of the value chain itself which can
be difficult to manage and control (see Helm and Jones, 2010; Payne, Storbacka and
Frow, 2008; Hoecht and Trott, 2006). As such, every collaborative context brings
together a unique group of stakeholders (Roser et al., 2013). Hence, how an
organization's co-creation mix may be implemented and how we can foster co-
creation enabling environments are important new areas of research (Mitleton-Kelly,
2011). Ultimately, processes where culture, trust and new forms of governance and
democratization are established are not only dynamic, but will take time to evolve.
To greater or lesser extent, implementing NOFs and new practices in relating and
creating value requires and also results in organizational transformation and
disruption (see Berger and Sikora, 1994; DeFillippi, et al. 2011). The practical
challenge inherent in such transformations is to implement change as disruptively as

necessary and as non-disruptively as possible (Roser et al., 2009).

3.1.2 Organization as networks

In recent years networks in general, and virtual networks in particular, are
becoming increasingly relevant for organizations (Castellanos and Youlianov, 2003).
Networks are seen as important to understand new and more emergent organizational
forms. Thus, the concept of the network as a form of organization has become a
common metaphor as well as an explanatory tool (Gilchrist, 2004). Looking at
organizations as networks as the counter image of organizations as boundary
maintained, hierarchically structured systems (underlying the industrial age), the
challenge when creating NOFs is thus whether to complement or to replace
traditional organizational forms that are more hierarchical or boundary maintaining

(Kallinikos, 2004).
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The vast volume of publications on networks, particularly in the management
literature, has produced three main traditions which have contributed to theoretical
thinking: (1) the structural/positional approach (e.g. Burt, 1982, 1992), (2) the
relational approach (Knoke and Kulinski, 1982; Hakanson and Johanson, 1992), and
(3) the cultural approach (e.g. Latour, 1987; 2005; Callon 1986; 1992). Yet, most
organizational perspectives utilizing network theory and analysis seem to build on a

resource based, object-oriented and managerial view of organizations.

The recent contributions of Todeva (2006; 2010) are of particular note, as her
comparative review helps us to identify and distinguish between the diverse strands
and research trajectories currently associated with (organizational) network theory

and analysis.

According to her more management oriented interpretation, the relational and the
structural/positional approaches are basically interested in predicting/controlling the
behaviour of networked actors, by assuming that the network itself arises out of
contentions for resources, and as a result of repetitive transactions and patterns of
relationships between individuals, groups, organizations and institutions (e.g. within
Economic and Game Theory). Thus, the behaviour of network members, as well as
their choices and decisions are based on individual motives and individual

constraints (ibid. 2010).

In turn, the cultural approaches by Latour (1987, 2005) and Callon (1986; 1992)
focus on heterogeneity in actor-networks. For example, Callon in his initial
definition of the concept states that, ‘actor-world’ is ‘the world of entities generated
by an actor-network’ (Callon 1986: 16). Consequently, the actor-world is composed
of all the elements and contexts, which actors may bring to a particular
group/network. Accordingly, cultural artefacts such as knowledge and technology
can act and exercise power within networks, locking firms into a particular strategic
choice and configuration (see Todeva, 2006; 2010). This is important, as
organizational configurations emerging through the distribution of knowledge and
technology also generate hierarchies of power that may impact the interdependence,
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as well as performance and behaviour of groups and social networks in society (see
Scott, 2001). Furthermore, both Auman and non-human actors have a duality of
existence in a network (see Latour, 1987, 2005): they exist by themselves with their
own properties and as enrolled, incorporated, mobilized or absorbed by the network,
with ascribed roles, functions and characteristics (see Todeva 2010). Finally,
important elements of the actor-network are also the outcomes from the activities of
the enrolled actors or artefacts of their behaviour as network members. For example,
the success or failure of a project may shape the future development and

configuration of an actor-network and vice versa.

However, networks have been primarily studied from a strategic management
perspective and structural economics theory (see Burt, 1982; 1992). Relational
approaches make use of the ‘network’ metaphor in order to study the formation and
development of partnerships among organizational entities or people as part of
(social) networks (or as organizations within business clusters). Whilst networks can
be seen as alternative forms of organization network theories largely apply an object-
oriented perspective, which prioritizes a normative and entitative view of
organization (see Hosking and Morely, 1991). Traditional network analysis has
consistently ignored to take important social and cultural aspects into account (such
as social practice, shared meaning and organizational culture). As Blackler (1995), as
well as Orlikowski (2002) have emphasized, we need to look at the organizational
activities and practice through which knowledge is created. We therefore need to
focus our research on the social interactions among actors and their interaction with
non-human elements in organizations (see Latour, 2005), rather than focusing on

technical elements alone such as ICTs.

Nonetheless, dynamic network visualizations based on aggregated and animated
network data can be very useful to understand social patterns and ways of relating,
particularly where larger groups are involved or co-evolution of networks is
observed of long periods of time (Trier, 2007). This can be useful when we study
patterns of crowd behaviour (e.g. of migrating mammals) or the dynamics of

community formation (Trier and Bobrik, 2007).
36



The network perspective applied to organization, however, tends to be more
technical in orientation while focusing on the mathematical properties of networks,
e.g. when studying network nodes or actor relationships (Wasserman and Faust,
1994; 1996). Social Network Analysis (SNA) may therefore be less suitable for
small group research considering the challenge of choosing and maintaining a
consistent and meaningful analytical focus (see Katz, Lazer, Arrow and Contractor,
2005). Moreover, boundary specification problems make it difficult to measure the
full size of a network (Laumann, Marsden, and Prensky, 1983); as all networks are
emergent and interdependent they are also characterized by seamless and dynamic
boundaries. Further, we have to understand networks as temporary limited
configurations. Particularly, Engestrom (1993) emphasizes the dynamic nature of
networks, as well as issues relating to interdependence, by stressing the temporal

limitation within actor-network interrelations.

Whilst the network perspective may have a great deal to offer to researchers, for
example by adopting network methods and concepts, the longitudinal analysis of
groups and networks is still in development. Given the limitations of the network
perspective at present, one might even consider the term network to be no more than
a suggestive image in an age of increasing interconnectedness and transactivity

(Kallinikos, 2004).

3.1.3 Organization as human groups

Whether one views them as networks or new organizational forms,
organizations are also societies of their own kind and consist of human groups.
Hence, the metaphor of organization as something flexible, dynamic and emergent
leads us to focus on organizational dynamics, as well as group dynamics in our study
of organization (see Boros, 2009). This perspective emphasizes that organizations are
made of groups and that what gives organizations flexibility are human groups. The
reason is that groups are both social and complex and adaptive systems (Anderson,
1991). Further, groups are per se dynamic and open and cannot be regarded as closed

systems (Katz and Kahn, 1978; Ellis and Fisher, 1994). Newer conceptualizations
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comprehend organizations therefore as loosely coupled systems (Weick, 1990;
2001), which co-evolve with their environment (Mitleton-Kelly, 1998; 2011). Whilst
there is no unified theory to look at organization from this more emergent
perspective, it is generally accepted that systemic approaches offer a more
comprehensive way of looking at organizations (Curseu, 2009), specifically, in order
to understand the dynamics and effectiveness of organizational structures, processes
and groups (see Ilgen, Hollenbeck, Johnson and Jundtet, 2005). Research in Social
Psychology would suggest that group boundaries considerably impact group
behaviour due to social identification mechanisms (Tajfel and Turner, 1986). This is
essential when it comes to project-based working as collaborative ventures typically
bring together a number of partners with different priorities, organizational identities,
work habits, know-how and experience, as well as personal motivations and cultures.
Every project team therefore needs to develop their own ways of relating, work
culture, group identity and collective leadership allowing them to function as a group
while achieving their project goals (see Katzenbach and Smith, 2001; Huxham and
Vangen, 2005; Hodgson and Cicmil, 2006; Hibbert, Mclnnes, Beech and Huxham,
2008).

Ultimately, humans, not machines, create organizations: they do not pre-exist their
component actors. In fact, we can also understand the machines we use as human
actors since we purposefully create and use them to act in new ways (Latour, 1987).
Further, actors and structures in organizations are interdependent. They re-create
each other (Giddens, 1984; 1991). As human actors create organizations they are
inevitably social constructions (Berger and Luckmann, 1966; Latour, 1987; 1996;
Hosking and McNamee, 2006). Further, research is beginning to show that due to
dynamics, temporary embeddedness and emergence, even the outputs of small
groups can be difficult to predict (Arrow et al., 2000). Ultimately, organizations are
social constructions, created by human groups and organizing is also culture (see

Smircich, 1983; Hosking and Morley, 1991).
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3.1.4 Organization as sense-making

Interpretation and metaphors give us a framework to capture and understand
organization (Morgan, 1986). They also allow us to manage many of the attributes of

a project and its processes (Cornelissen, 2005).

However, they do not give organization space to evolve from its frame of reference.
In other words, as part of the nature of collaborative process is the creation of
meaning (Stahl, 2003); organization is created through the pursuit of mutual
understanding and it evolves into linguistic alignments and shared language

(Brunner, 1990).

If we understand organization as consisting of human groups, we also realize that
people create culture through their social interactions. One key element of
researching culture and practice is observation. Another element is language and
expression, i.e. narrative as form of culture (Smircich, 1983). Organisation can be
seen as a collective storytelling system in which precedent and future-directed stories
are shared, revised and interpreted to account for and to affect unfolding
organisational changes is extended (Boje, 1991). Consequently, we can use narrative
as a key unit of analysis to understand organization. We can gather stories on
personal and collective experiences (see Barthes, 2004) that allow us to study how
people make sense of the organization and act within it (Weick, 1995). In fact, this
helps us understand organizing as a process of continuous sense making as

formulated by Weick (1979: 3):

‘consensually validated grammar for reducing equivocality by means of
sensible interlocked behaviours. To organize is to assemble ongoing
interdependent actions into sensible sequences that generate sensible

outcomes’.

For Weick (1979), interdependence is the basic process of organizing. Through the

emergence of the concept of sense-making the notion of continuity as a platform to
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understand organizational processes is increasingly used. In relation to organization
dynamics, sense-making allows us to analyze and illustrate the collective centering
and sense-making of groups inherent in the stories and storytelling of an organization
(Boyce, 2009). Considering organizational narratives, sense-making is referred to as
a developing set of ideas with explanatory possibilities, rather than as a body of

knowledge where a topic or issue exists in the form of an ongoing conversation:

An organization is a network of intersubjectively shared meanings that
are sustained through the development and use of a common language

and everyday social interaction’ (Weick, 1995:17).

This conceptualization allows us to understand patterns of collective meaning
creation (see Mahler, 1988) and therefore enables us to study collaborative patterns
from a meaning creation perspective, for example, with regards to the culture and
ethos of a company expressed in organizational stories (Smircich, 1983) or
storytelling as an organizational problem solving process (Mitroff and Kielman,
1975).  Interorganizational collaborating can be understood as the
product of sets of conversations that draw on existing discourses (Hardy, Lawrence

and Grant, 2005).

As with a ‘story’, collaborative patterns are emergent. No one narration is necessarily
correct, true or accurate, but rather that there are as many narratives as there are
perspectives and contexts of organizing (see Rhodes and Brown, 2005). The capacity
to ‘visualize’ an ongoing process allows us to make sense of stakeholders involved,
as well as how they make sense their participation and those of others. This is not
only a matter of interpretation nor one of using metaphors in order to comprehend a
process. While comprehension is part of sense-making, it goes beyond it. Sense-
making: ‘is about such things as placement of items into frameworks,
comprehending, redressing surprise, constructing meaning, interacting to pursuit of

mutual understanding and patterning.” (Weick, 1995, p 6).
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It is therefore clear why interpretation alone is not enough to understand
organizational, interactive and collaborative processes. We thus make sense of and
re-create the organization by collectively negotiating and re-narrating it (Weick,
1995; Czarniawska, 1997) and this is how ways of sense-making can help us

understand and assess the nature of collaborating and organizational partnership.

3.15 Summary

As we have seen, we can look at organizations in a number of ways. There is
no best way of looking at organizations. Hence, it is useful to switch perspective as
opposed to focusing on one particular perspective. When organizational metaphors
emphasize complexity and fluidity, in consistently promoting the idea of new and
more flexible organizational forms, they may risk losing the very essence of
organizing (Schreyogg and Sydow, 2010), i.e. the presence of organizational

stability, equilibrium and structure.

Whilst political jargon often makes use of notions such as NOFs (see Lewin et al.,
1999; Willmott, 2005; Hildreth and Kimble, 2004), theories more technical and
conceptual in orientation speak of organizations as networks and complex systems
(Wasserman and Faust, 1994, 1996; Scott, 1996, Castellanos and Youlianov, 2003;
Kallinikos, 2004). Recent strands emphasize both interconnectedness, emergence
and fluidity of organizations (see Schreydgg and Sydow, 2010). Further, the social
dynamics and relational processes involved in the practice of organizing (Hosking
and Morley, 1991). Organizations should not be understood as linear or static
entities. They are open and flexible systems where structure and agency are
intertwined and form a dualistic relationship. This dualism of structure and agency is
also involved in organization making. Partnership involves establishing a new
organization by merging and intertwining entities, which is a relational activity.
Thus, we can understand organization as the dynamic interplay of structure and
agency. Organizing (activity) is the process that makes organization (structure) and
vice versa. Hence, we can speak of a co-evolution of structure and agency and it is

this dualism, which leads us to a more dynamic, interconnected and more emergent
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view of organization. Whilst these views are useful and valid, they do not explain
what organization means. Hence, by switching perspective and metaphors we can
enrich one perspective with another and complement views about organizations.
Whilst some conceptualizations stress organizations as socio-technical value creation
systems others show they are made by human groups and therefore social
constructions bounded by rationality. Further, each perspective of organization
comes with its own methodologies to uncover phenomena in situ. Hence the methods
we apply in a particular project case will depend on the research question, the

available data and nature of scientific enquiry.

Having reviewed the meaning of organization, the next section is concerned with

interorganizational partnership and collaborating.

3.2  Theoretical perspective II: Interorganizational partnership and

collaborating

After examining different perspectives on organization, we will now take a
closer look at definitions of interorganizational partnership and collaborating. In the
social science literature, a growing stream of research into its causes and
consequences is emerging. Contributions are based on a wide range of theoretical
viewpoints including social, managerial, economic, institutional and political
perspectives. Thus, many ways of collaborating have been researched from a wide

range of disciplinary areas.

3.2.1 Research foci

Collaboration research is a multidisciplinary area and there is no common
platform to unite theories concerned with issues such as competitive advantage,
cooperation vs. competition, problem solving and decision making, creativity and
flow, power and leadership, motivation, identity or inter-group conflict. Whilst
attempts to formulate a general theory of collaboration have been made such a

comprehensive theory does currently not exist. In fact, it may never exist.
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The reason is that every case of collaborating is different and context specific and
there are many issues and factors that may influence the dynamics of partnerships, as
well as the practice of collaborating. On the one hand, a more resource-based view
on collaborating would suggest that we should identify factors relating to
collaborative aspects such as drivers, antecedences, enablers, inhibitors and
outcomes of interorganizational partnerships. Moreover, to identify specific patterns
associated with alliance formation and phases relating to interorganizational
collaborating, i.e. aspects of collaborating that may become relevant in any given
context. On the other hand, collaborating is also very specific, i.e. a situational,
dynamic and interactive process rooted in social practices (see Suchman, 1987,
Weick, 1995; Orlikowsky, 2002, Huxham and Vangen, 2005). Hence, how
partnerships evolve and which factors become relevant is difficult to predict.
Consequently, we have to identify these specific factors and research how they
become active within their particular context/project case (see chapter 3.5.1 in this

thesis).

We can, however, discover some main themes in the organizational literature, which
outline issues relevant to most collaborative engagements. Considering
interorganizational partnership and collaborating a multifaceted phenomenon, we can
identify three main research foci in the literature (amended from Huxham and

Vangen, 2005):

@ Theorizing: Conceptualizing the nature of collaborating

(placing emphasis on)

1) Managing: Managerial responses to collaborative situations

(III)  Experiencing: Learning in and about collaborating

The first point is often concerned with the identification of factors leading to success
or failure across the stages of a collaboration’s life-cycle, as well as certain

typologies and characteristics of different forms of collaborating. The second,
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typically aims at identifying competencies, behaviours and tasks, guidelines and
steps for managing collaborative arrangements, as well as the development of tools
or techniques to support collaboration processes. The third basis for the study of
collaborating is closely related, as it focuses on learning within collaborative settings
such as the generaliszed learning about the process of collaborating, which includes
purposefully utilizing collaborative ventures as a vehicle for co-innovating and
(joint) learning (ibid. 2005). The boundaries of these research foci are not always
clear cut and researching a very complex project case we can expect to discover
issues relevant to any of those generic themes to greater or lesser extent. Hence, the
question of which theme would be more relevant depends on the preference and
focus of the researcher, as well as project case or particular issue and process
investigated. Further, different paradigmatic views and research foci would also
determine different approaches and methodologies, if not a method mix and
triangulation (see Flick, 1992) to research collaborating in a more holistic, yet

reliable way (see material and method in chapter 4).

3.2.2 Why partner and collaborate?

According to Butter, Fulop and Buttery (1999), the triggers for
interorganizational collaborating may be separated into internal and external triggers.
Internal triggers may include limited finance for development (resources), as well as
technological know-how (resources) and the realization that market opportunities
cannot be exploited alone. External triggers may be to generate national or global
flexibility by being able to join and leave networks, to overcome prejudice in a
market by joining with an indigenous partner, as well as spreading business risk by
diversifying out of a single economy. They further conclude collaborating is justified

when:

e Lowering transaction costs (transaction cost theory) by organizing between

market and hierarchical structures of arranging exchange — economic

e Obtaining external resources (resource dependence) — economic
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e Accountability to others (anxiety about damaging social reputation and

consequently social self-esteem) — non-economic

e High trust (social dilemma theory) — non-economic

e Common goal (social dilemma theory) — non-economic

Non-economic triggers such as trust are, in particular, central social factors
impacting intergenerational collaborating (Newell and Swan, 2002). However, their
interplay with more economic factors is less obvious. Hence, it is important to
understand the relationship between social and economic issues affecting partnership

dynamics, as well as if these factors are internal or external to the group at work.

3.2.3 Partnership

Partnership is a formation of a new entity out of existing units, which were
previously not joined or aligned with each other. The strategic management literature
dealing with issues of collaborating draws on insights developed within institutional
economics theory where ‘partnership’ is understood as an organizational form
alternate to a market or bureaucracy. The managerial key argument is based on
‘property rights’, ‘transaction cost’ and ‘resource dependence’ (Williamson, 1985).
Ultimately, the economic view suggests that in some cases - depending on the
frequency and uncertainty of exchange, as well as the complexity and level of
tangibility of the resources involved - market and bureaucratic forms of organizing
exchange between parties may not be efficient enough and that alternate

organizational forms will emerge (ibid.,1985).

From a managerial perspective, partnership and collaborating tend to be looked at as
an institutional form of organizing exchange of resources between parties that, due to
economic reasons, cannot rely on market or hierarchy-specific contracts and
mechanisms of control to satisfy their individual utility functions. Additionally,

‘resource dependence’ theory proposes a view of an organization as a coalition,
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which alters its structures and behavioural patterns to obtain external resources
(Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978; Ulrich and Barney, 1984). By means of informal and
formal connections with other companies and intentional structuring of exchange
relationships, organizations seek control over interorganizational dependency and
environmental uncertainty (Heide and John, 1992; Handfield, 1993; Buvik and
Gronhaug, 2000). Partners incur transaction and relationship specific expenditures to
ensure effective resource allocation, including the maintenance of this combination
(Dietrich, 1994; Pearce, 1997) to enable the coordination of committed actors
(Madhok and Tallman, 1998). Collaborative norms are seen to ‘safeguard’ joint

investments (Bachmann, 2001).

Between the market- and hierarchy-based forms of organizing (or transaction
governance structures), there is a vast array of interorganizational arrangements that
allow parties to share resources and activities to achieve particular objectives. Those
arrangements differ in terms of the number of parties involved, level of investment of
resources as well as forms of arranging contracts. Common examples of such
collaborative arrangements are: lobbying coalitions, learning communities, Research
and Development (R&D) staff sharing, market information sharing agreements,
research and construction consortia, marketing or co-branding alliances, licensing
agreements, joint ventures for New Product Development (NPD), to name but a few
(see de Wit and Meyer, 2005). The literature also outlines few generic designs of
collaborative arrangements among which the most common are alliance, joint
ventures (and consortia), unilateral agreements, outsourcing, networks, franchising

agreements and communities of practice.

An alliance is a formalized and contractual agreement in which two or more parties
agree to work together to attain particular commercial goals that benefit the
participants. Parties decide to merge some parts of their enterprises in order to pursue
competitive advantage that otherwise individually would be difficult to achieve
(Reuer, 1999; Huczynski and Buchanan, 2007). The managerial literature

particularly stresses the importance of alliances in the process of organizational
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learning, especially operating in the industries with rapidly changing technologies

(Koza and Lewin, 1999).

Joint ventures or consortia (two or more organizations, respectively) are formalized
arrangements in which parties remain autonomous, but create a new, jointly owned
and managed organization. The formalization of parties’ collaboration usually refers

to asset holding and profit sharing (Anand, 1999; Mitchell, 1999).

Outsourcing is a collaborative form that requires less involvement of the parties in
each other’s businesses; one company subcontracts supply of specific work
(previously performed within the company and considered to be an integral function

of the company) to another party (Huczynski and Buchanan, 2007).

Similar to outsourcing, are umnilateral agreements in which one party provides a
service (e.g. consulting) to another in exchange for money. This collaborative
relationship is purely financial and thus limits the interdependency of the parties

involved (ibid, 2007).

Franchising agreement is a continuing relationship between business partners in
which one partner’s knowledge, image, manufacturing and marketing techniques are
exchanged for a fee, percentage of sales or the purchase of products (Rothenberg,

1967).

Network organization is defined as a collection of affiliated parties with equal rights.
Their collaborative relationship is characterized by high level of informality
(Thompson, Fancis, Levacic and Mitchell, 1991), mutual trust, long-term objectives

and dependency as well as open information sharing (Ebers, 1999).

Lastly, Communities of Practice (COPs) are naturally occurring or (at least initially)
informally created groups of people who share a particular interest or a profession.

This form of partnership is highly flexible and informal, with no set duration or time
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limits, and multiple objectives (as many as members of that community) allowing

participants to take on new roles as interests arise (Wenger, 1998).

3.2.4 Co-creation of value

Recently, we can also see approaches to multiple stakeholders being involved
more broadly and actively in value creation processes, including the actual
beneficiaries of a service, i.e. customers (see Roser et al., 2009).” The motivation for
such new approaches is not only cost cutting, process optimization and greater
efficiency. The co-creation of value argument (Prahalad and Ramaswamy, 2000;
Prahalad and Ramaswamy, 2004; Fiiller, 2006) postulates that value is primarily
inherent in the consumer’s knowing and perception of a product or service and thus
created in situ. Value in use, however, also means value is created at the end of the
value chain rather than at the front end of a firm’s innovation process.* Hence, many
firms begin to focus more on value creation in use through their customers or
strategic alliance partners. However, involving external stakeholders into the value
chain blurs organizational boundaries and requires cross boundary interchanges to be
purposefully managed. (see Weick, 1995; Bachman, 2003; Roser et al., 2009).
Consequently, depending on an organization’s particular mix of co-creation activities
within distinct ventures, different relationships and activities may need to be nurtured
(Roser et al., 2013). Consequently, involving external co-creators and co-innovation
partners will always impact organizations, require change and cause disruption to
greater or lesser extent (DeFillippi, Dumas and Bhatia, 2011). It follows that
anticipating organizing as a (social and relational) process of ‘co-creating’ a new
‘vehicle’ for value creation (e.g. via projects) is conceptually useful when aiming to

understand organization making. Specifically, the social practices and relationships

’ This puts the beneficiaries of a service at the center of value creation and aims to enable an
organization to tap into the knowledge and experience base of their stakeholders in order to innovate
and re-create value in ways that are beneficial for all co-creators involved.

* Here, the research refers to terminology commonly used in the business and managerial literature.
The aim is not to imply that organizations actually do have a clear beginning and ending nor that
organization follows a linear process.
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are useful focal points of analysis when studying organizational dynamics at group

level (Curseu, 2009).

3.2.5 Collaborating

In theories emphasizing the more social aspects of partnership, collaborating
is understood as a process of mutual creation and re-creation that is placed in a
context where both structure and agency form an interdependent and dynamic
relationship. Further, psychoanalytical theories would suggest that we understand
collaborating as a process of co-creating fantasy involving the creation and re-
creation of meaning through transference and counter-transference in an evolving
relationship with others (Freud, 1912; Winnicott, 1971; Hopper, 2006). It is these
social mechanisms that nurture partnering and collaborating and it is the dynamism
of structure and agency from which knowledge, practices and culture emerges (see
Foucault 1969; Bourdieu, 1977, 1990; Giddens, 1984; 1991; Brown and Duguid,
1995). Bourdieu (1977) for example, uses habitus as a concept for understanding
society and processes of social change or persistence. Social structures are produced

and reproduced, due to habitus.

However, habitus, due to its capacity for incorporation and coordination, can also
lead to mobilization. Hence, habitus is both a product and a producer of structure. It
is a system of structured, structuring (unconscious) dispositions, constituted in
practice and based on past experience. As such, social and organizational theories are
less entitative and more explorative and reflective in orientation, while empirical
work is often based on studying situated actions in a particular context of organizing

(see Suchman, 1987).

The formation of a new organization out of existing ones inevitably means dealing
with the interests of a number of actors and stakeholders involved in this change
process. Hosking and Morely (1991) thus place the emphasis on relational aspects of
organization, stressing that sense-making, as well as political processes are involved

in organization making and change. Further, they argue that the relationship between
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a person and their context is one of mutual creation and interdependence. Hence, any
process of organizing and collaborating always involves cognitive, social and
political aspects. Consequently, this perspective emphasizes the study of processes of
organizing, specifically, in relation to concepts such as social identity. Such concepts
act as reference points and become enabling or hindering functions for ‘skilfully
performed organizing’ of the participants involved in project-based collaborating and
co-creating (ibid. 1991: 151). Process oriented theories therefore emphasize
intrinsically social issues relating to group dynamics, including inter-group biases,
identification and recursive practice within contexts of organizing (see Suchman,

1987).

When we talk about collaborating (from the Latin ‘collaborare’, to work together),
however, we use a very broad and unspecific term. Potentially, there are as many
ways to work together as there are contexts and collaborative arrangements to do so.
However, all partnership efforts seem to be characterized by certain similarities. This
research will refer to definitions, which highlight such similarities and the patterns

involved in the practice of collaborating.

3.2.6 Summary

Collaborating is seen a temporary social arrangement in which two or more
social actors work together toward a common goal (Roberts and Bradley, 1991). It
involves pooling of resources by two or more stakeholders in order to solve a set of
problems, which neither can solve individually (Gray, 1985). It also involves the
creation of shared rules, norms, and structures established to act or decide on issues
related to a specific (problem) domain (Gray, 1989). Rinehart, Laszlo and Briscoe
(2001:5) formulate that collaborating occurs when °...a number of agencies and
individuals make a commitment to work together and contribute resources to obtain a
common, long-term goal.” Confusingly, ‘collaborating’ also shares many features
with the notions of co-operation (versus competition), as well as newer

conceptualizations such as the idea of co-creation (Prahalad and Ramaswamy, 2004).
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A clear conceptualization is lacking, specifically a definition of collaborating which

takes into account the social and dynamic nature of partnerships.

While cooperating is a concept that is used when we describe more functional ways
of intertwined activity, such as workers putting together certain machine parts on an
assembly-line, collaborating is less specific and leaves more room for uncertainty
and emergence. Co-creating value on the other hand (see Prahalad and Ramaswamy,
2000; Prahalad and Ramaswamy, 2004; Payne et al. 2008; Ramaswamy 2009) is a
new paradigm that has been broadly informed by different conceptual strands
including theories concerned with strategic alliances, marketing, value creation,
innovation management and psychology (see Roser et al., 2009). The latter includes
specifically the areas of group decision-making, creative play and knowledge
processes. Co-creating can be understood as an active, creative and social process
involving collaborating between a wide range of possible co-creators that create
value in the process of their social interactions (Roser et al., 2013). From an
organizational learning perspective (e.g. Argyris, and Schon, 1996), co-creating also
involves the iterative construction and deconstruction of knowledge and experience,
culminating in a mutual learning process (see Payne et al., 2008; 2009; also Blackler,
1995; Brown and Duguid, 1995; Nonaka, 1991, 1994). Consequently, co-creating
across organizational boundaries and involving a broad range of diverse stakeholders
also triggers organizational change and business transformation. We therefore need
to be identify the multi-dimensional problem space relating to co-creating and how
we can embed it in an enabling environment (Mitleton-Kelly, 2011). Furthermore,
actors will also alter the frame and context within which collaborating happens and

both structure and agency are inevitably intertwined (Giddens, 1984; 1991).

The conceptual value of this perspective with regards to collaborating is that it
recognizes interdependence of co-creators amongst each other (see Bouwen and
Taillieu, 2004), as well as with their environment, and it recognizes that co-creating
is an iterative and intrinsically relational and social process (Roser et al., 2009).
Moreover, it renders collaborating a creative and collective process, which may take

place between organizations, individuals and groups or involve a network or large
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crowd of co-creators (see Chesbrough, Vanhaverbeke and West, 2008). As with the
nature of networks, project-based organizing (DeFillippi and Arthur, 1998; Grabher,
2002) leads to an extension of the organization blurring both organizational and
cultural boundaries (see Weick, 1995). In fact, organizations may also expand the
value chain by working and co-creating value via project-based collaborative

arrangements (see Helm and Jones, 2010).

Ultimately, all co-creation activity is placed within a particular (culturally
influenced) value creation context which is emergent itself (Roser et al., 2013).
Further, this context is defined by cultural, social, political norms (Hosking and
Morely, 1991) and the goal(s) of collaborating may be undefined and emergent itself
(Huxham and Vangen, 2005). Thus, learning processes can be vital to enable

organizing ‘in the making’ (see Bouwen and Hosking, 2000).

However, collaborating is not possible, without actors relating to each other nor
without creating a (generative) working relationship (see Schon, 1993; Bouwen and
Taillieu, 2004). This logic of practice implies that whenever people work together in
a group, they create their own culture (Hosking and Morely, 1991). Hence, project
working will also contribute to the development of subcultures. Further, co-creating
will involve merging practices and cultures and we will also see some extent of
cultural alignment and cohesiveness, including the development of shared norms that
can potentially help achieve desired benefits of collaborating by a particular group at

work (see Forsyth, 2010).

3.3  Theoretical perspective III: Project Dynamics

As we have seen in the previous chapter, organizations are increasingly
interconnected forming networks across all kinds of organizational boundaries.
Throughout the last decades, we can also observe a ‘projectification’ of society and
the wide adoption of project-based work across many areas, including the Public and
Voluntary Sector (see Packendorf, 1995; Hudson et al., 1999; Hodgson, 2002;

Huxham and Vangen, 2005; Cicmil and Hodgson, 2006). Projects can be seen as a
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form of interorganizational innovation instigated in the 1960s by the failure of
traditional government top-down programs (Kickert, 1997). As such, projects are a
form of temporary organizing that contributes to both networking (i.e. meshing and
intertwining) organizations, as well as networking in organizations. To look at
projects in connection with partnership working is important as it poses a viable
vehicle to work together without structurally merging organizations, i.e. ‘sharing
without merging’ (Pepin, 2005). Project-based organizing and partnership working is
a common feature in the VCS (Hudson et al., 1999). To campaign for their societal
causes and deliver services to beneficiaries organizations frequently work across
networks and organizational boundaries. Charities commonly involve different
organizations and stakeholder groups in collaborative work on a project-by-project

basis.

Considering such project-based partnership working brings together organizations of
varying size, structure, economic capacity and market orientation, the next section

will outline some of the assumptions about projects in more detail.

3.3.1 What is a project?

A project is often seen as a process of realizing an objective or idea. The
literature describes a project as a form of temporary organization instigated to create
value for the creator, the organization, their stakeholders and clients, including
society at large (Turner, 2008). Projects are commonly set up, structured, governed
and coordinated on behalf of various stakeholders to create value using resources and
combining different areas of expertise or (utility) functions (Turner, 2008;

Packendorf, 1995; Merdith and Mantel, 1995).

As such, every project is initiated to achieve a beneficial outcome and will consume
resources to do work and to deliver output. As projects are governed on behalf of
their stakeholders, this also defines the objectives of the project, as well as the means

of achieving project objectives and monitoring project performance.
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In this research the stakeholders include primarily the project partners, as well as
[SPC-A] as their beneficiaries. More generally, society at large can be seen as a
stakeholder, because the project aims to generate societal benefits resulting from
organizational collaboration (for example building a ‘centre of excellence’
addressing the needs of [SPC-A]). Naturally, organizations are also held accountable

for the services they provide and the way in which they spend public funds.

Mandell and Steelman (2003) argue that while cooperation among private sector
organizations is put in place to benefit individual organizations, non-profit sector
collaboration is more often seen as a means of tackling complex problems, i.e. to
benefit their beneficiaries and the organizations themselves. While this may be
trivial, Williams (2002) stresses that such complex problems require considerable
commitment and the building of interorganizational capacities among those

organizations that have a stake in the problem.

Furthermore, Grabher (2002) proposes to look at projects as a process based on: (a)
action and (b) interdependence of the parties involved (whether in defining or
accomplishing a particular task). Turner (2008) also identifies several functions or a
body of knowledge areas of project management such as (1) managing scope, (2)
managing project organization, (3) managing quality, (4) managing cost and (5)
managing time. Moreover, building on a recent study of popular concepts and trends
in the broader field of management Cicmil and Hodgson (2006) conclude that project

management may typically involve five areas:

* Controlling the performance of projects

* Managing relationships among people

* Managing project team culture through project leadership

* Designing and managing the learning process of project members

* Capturing, managing and transferring knowledge across project environments

In addition, Turner, 2008 outlines specific activities that managing a project will

typically comprise:

* Project contract and procurement management
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* Information management

* Financial management

* Resource management

* Project appraisal

* Project definition

* Breakdown

* Risk management

* The management of the project
* The project and project management life-cycles
* Scope management

*  Benefits management

*  Project organization

*  Quality management

¢ Cost management

* Time management

To explain project dynamics the literature typically makes use of a ‘life-cycle’
metaphor (see Pinto and Prescott, 1988). We can either look at project dynamics and
activities over time or study the more specific group dynamics of the team members
involved. Hence, project-based collaborating may involve two layers of
collaborating: on the one hand, collaborating in the form of relationship structuring
and project planning at the beginning of a project (we can call this primary
collaborating); on the other hand planning in action and inter-group dynamics once
the project has moved beyond its initiation phase. We can understand this as

secondary collaborating.

In general, projects are defined to include five key stages: (1) concept, (2) feasibility,
(3) design, (4) execution and (5) control. Accordingly, management follows the
steps: plan, organize, implement and control. Thus, any project may follow particular
project phases where different processes have to be initiated and managed. As
defined in the Program Management Body of Knowledge each phase has associated
activities, which may overlap (Project Management Institute Standards Committee,

2000: 30-31):

e [Initiating processes — preparing a project proposal, then, gaining approval

and reserved funding for the project.
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® Planning processes — defining and refining objectives, preparing the project
plans and associated sub-plans for running the project, then gaining final

allocation of funding.

e FExecuting processes — implementing the project plans; coordinating people
and other resources to carry out the project plans. Typically, this is the

longest phase of a project.

e Controlling processes — ensuring that project objectives are met; monitoring
and measuring progress regularly in order to identify any variances from the
plans; taking corrective action when necessary; tracking the variances and

changes. Controlling has much overlap with other phases.

e C(losing Processes — bringing the project to an orderly end: formalizing and
communicating the acceptance or conclusion of a project, handing over to the

ongoing accountable area and holding a post implementation review.

Furthermore, the project management approach seems to have been particularly well
researched in connection with (implementation or failure of) software development
and implementation (see Keil, 1995). Project management therefore typically
assumes that projects have a clear beginning and end. Consequently, in practice a

generic project lifecycle is often illustrated similar to the diagram below.’

> This example has been developed by a charitable organization to promote ‘sound project
management principles and skills’. It illustrates how professionals in the Voluntary Sector understand
and visualize project lifecycles (Source: Wideman Education Foundation, 2012)
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Figure 3-1: Illustrative example of a typical project lifecycle
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Considering there are key stages in every project, project management will typically
follow steps such as plan, organize, implement and control (see Turner, 2008). Any
given project is thought to follow such generic and prototypical project phases where

different processes have to be initiated and managed.

3.3.2 When is a project successful?

As Pitagorsky (1998) outlines project success, it is typically evaluated in
terms of three aspects. First, project performance and efficiency, for example
meeting time, budget constraints, or minimizing costs. Second, product/service
quality and effectiveness, for example, whether the project outcome actually helps to
achieve the business objectives it was initiated to achieve, whether operational and
maintenance costs are within reasonable expectations and the degree to which the
quality specifications of the product have been met. And third, the degree to which
the project prepares the performing organization(s) for the future, for example

‘lessons learned’. Moreover, most project controls and evaluation criteria seem to be
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oriented towards finance and costs as well as stakeholder interests. A collective
learning perspective, however, thus far seems to be neglected (Lave and Wenger
1991; Boje, 1994)). According to Rinehart et al. (2001), the components of an

‘effective’ collaboration that practitioners tend refer to are:

* Stakeholders with a vested interest in the collaboration
* Trusting relationships among and between the partners
* A shared vision and common goals for the collaboration
* Expertise

e Teamwork strategies

*  Open communication

* Motivated partners

* Means to implement and sustain the collaborative effort
* An action plan

Looking at what enables multi-party project success Legler and Reichl (2003) further
establish a general pattern of essential elements related to successful collaboration.

Within their framework the authors identify five key factors:

* Stakeholder Diversity

*  Written Agreements

* Communication

* Coordination and Planning
* Convener/Leader

After looking into elements of project success, we can now consider those elements,

which might be considered critical.

3.3.3 What are critical issues in projects?

Mandell and Steelman (2003) list six contextual factors that seem to be
critical in interorganizational collaborations: (1) the history of relationships; (2) the
relative power of members; (3) the imposition of rules/guidelines; (4) the impact of
political/cultural context; (5) the type of issue; and (6) the particular culture of the
participating members. Similarly, Heerkens (2005) names critical issues in projects

that may concern:
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* Understanding the true need(s) of project partners
* Development of a feasible project plan
* Anticipating financial risks and other threats to the project

* Developing a shared understanding of the Project Manager’s role, as well as the
roles and responsibilities of the project partners

* Building a solid team and the aim to anticipate and understand team dynamics
* Allowing for feedback and learning
*  Monitoring project development and performance

Further, Molloy and Whittington (2006) note the practical uncertainties encountered
in a project correspond closely with the five uncertainties identified by a social
scientist Bruno Latour in the context of science and technology studies (see Latour,

2005):

* uncertainty about group formation

* uncertainty about agency

* uncertainty about objects

* uncertainty about matters of fact versus states of affairs
* uncertainty about epistemology

Thus power, leadership and group process are key issues to be researched in

connection with enabling collaboration in projects.

3.3.4 Project roles, collective leadership and managerial control

Drawing on experiences in connection with collaborative governance Chrislip
and Larson (1994) stress the need for collaborative leadership in multi-party
collaborations. On the one hand, there needs to be a mutually beneficial relationship
between two or more parties who work toward common goals. On the other hand, the
parties involved also share the responsibility, authority and accountability for

achieving results of their cooperation.

Hence, if in a project collaboration effort is shared, what does this imply for

leadership?
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According to Turner (2008) a project typically involves roles such as the owner who
provides the resource to buy the asset and will receive the benefit from its operation
and the users who operate the asset on the owner’s behalf, in addition, a sponsor who
will channel the resources to the project on the owner’s behalf. Other roles include:
the resources assigned to the project and used to deliver the asset; the broker who
works with the owner and sponsor to define the required outcome (benefit) from the
project, and the output (change) which will achieve that; the steward, who works
with the broker to identify the means of obtaining the output of work and resources
required; finally, the manager who is responsible for managing the project, ensuring
the right work is done to deliver the defined output, while monitoring and controlling
the delivery and value creation progress. The Project Manager, however, is not
necessarily required to facilitate each activity; for example, an area manager may
prepare a project proposal with the Project Manager being appointed afterwards.
Also, projects may involve General Program Managers, Project Managers, as well as

Functional Managers at the same time.

In general, it seems that a Project Manager’s performance is a predictor for the
project outcome. However, this process may be more complex as the manager’s
success may be moderated by the level of goal interdependence amongst the group
members (Alper, Tjosvold and Law, 1998). Further, pre-project partnering activities
and policies might also directly relate to the Project Manager’s performance (Jiang,

Klein and Chen, 2001).

According to Vangen and Huxham (2003), understanding how to manage
collaborative approaches may provide value is an essential role of public-sector
organizations. Hence, understanding the role of leadership within project consortia is
a crucial question in management and research. Accordingly, this perspective gives
Project Managers a leadership role in a collaborative process, which might, however,
consistent within this framework, be ignoring the role of already established
leadership and power structures amongst the participants of a project (see
Knippenberg and Hogg, 2003). Coordination seemingly is one of the most crucial

functions when considering leadership (or project management) a critical function of
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the group (Schein, 1992; Chrislip and Larson, 1994). Collective leadership, however,
may require more diverse co-ordination roles such as Project Managers, boundary
spanners and facilitators (Huxham and Vangen, 2005). Further, some projects are
managed and facilitated by a contractor that also serves as the locus of trust. The
contractor, however, impacts power relations between parties involved in the project,
specifically when setting deadlines, dividing tasks and revenues (Lovell, 1993;
Zeller, 2002). Moreover, power can be manifested through the informal norms/codes

of behaviour (Ekinsmyth, 2002).

The literature further specifies: leaders with strong reputations can legitimize certain
ways to deal with a problem and may thus persuade people to act in ways favouring
or inhibiting cooperation (see Scott, 2001). They may also need to actively manage a
cooperative process, particularly in its early stages and during trying moments.
Numerous studies (see Browning, Beyer and Shetler, 1995; Huxham 1996; Westley
and Vredenburg 1997; Weber, 1998) have shown failures of cooperation resulting
from leaders either acting in narrowly self-interested ways or relishing political
battles (Faerman, McCaffrey and Van Slyke, 2001). However, a key assumption is

that collaboration will naturally occur within any given project.

Boundary spanners generally act as agents of influence to both internal and external
parties forging social connections and building relationships across their
organizations (Tsasis, 2009). Bouwen and Taillieu (2004) argue that the coordination
of different actions at all project levels is primarily performed by boundary spanning
individuals and essential to agree and achieve a common goal. Further, the role of the
facilitator is to mainly manage the complexities that emerge at the social interaction
and relationship level (Ackerman et al., 2005). Finally, process and collaboration
facilitation tools, such as Group Decision Support Systems (GDSS), are part of the

‘toolbox’ of which facilitators can make use (see Humphreys and Jones, 2006).

However, many of these processes involve group dynamics at team level (see
Nocker, 2006; Boros, 2009). The next section will look more closely at issues
involved in-group dynamics.
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3.3.5 Summary

A project is often seen as a process of realizing an objective or an idea. The
project management literature focuses on controlling processes on the one hand and
enabling project performance on the other hand. As mentioned earlier, project
management has a long history probably beginning with call for more efficient
organizational forms to replace failed bureaucracies in the 1960s (see Kickert, 1997;
Lindgreen and Packendorf, 2006). As such, the project management literature is
largely entitative and assumes linear and staged phases of collaborating (Cicmil and

Hodgson, 2006).

Projects, however, may not always evolve in a linear way, as a typical project
management approach would suggest. In fact, a project is a rather unstable form of
organizing and there are many challenges and limitations to our traditional

understanding of projects.

Due to the dynamic and social nature of organizational processes, projects will often
produce additional or different outcomes than initially anticipated. For example,
Eden and Huxham (2001) point out that many projects fail to live up to expectations
and Bowen, Clark, Holloway and Wheelwright (1994) observe that almost 30% of
product development projects never achieve their business objectives or that they
may simply ‘fade away’ (Linde and Linderoth, 2006). Further, critical parts in a
project may often be non-routine and knowledge-intensive. Thus, any project is risky

or at least uncertain in its outcome.

Arguably, few of the traditional project management approaches go critically beyond
the mainstream and aim to account for the failure of project management. In
particular, most project controls and evaluation criteria tend to be oriented towards
cost factors and focus on stakeholder interests, rather than internal issues relating to
the group at work. Moreover, a learning perspective tends to be neglected (see

Johnson and Johnson, 1994).
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Cicmil and Hodgson (2006) recently summarize some critical areas that project
management has to address, questioning assumptions at the very foundation of
project management. They critically question the intellectual lineage constituting the
very foundation of a mostly normative project management doctrine (ibid., 2006).
Together with other writers in the field (see Frame, 1995; Morris, 1997; Morris, Patel
and Wearne, 2000; Maylor, 2001) they have thus called for a re-examination of the
dominant views in project management. The critiques of traditional project
management argue that there is no universal explanation of what projects are and
how they evolve. Further, that we need to re-examine the meaning and motivation
behind terms such as ‘project’, ‘project management’ and ‘project success’.
Mainstream definitions, at the core, terminology frame and comprehend partnership
projects as well as the way in which we approach project-based organizing in a
normative way. As such, Project Management seems to advocate solutions to
managing projects in a controlled and predictable way, rather than truly seek to foster
our understanding about the complexity inherent in projects and project-based
partnerships. Ultimately, this may lead to difficulties for project partners, managers

and workers alike.

As most projects tend to be managed based on a normative approach, difficulties
may arise due to due the need for collective knowledge creation, sharing and
learning. This is a general requirement for temporary organizing, as project-based
organizing is non-routine work, which tends to be more knowledge-intensive. Hence,
the collaborators needs skill, ability and time to continuously adapt to ever new
contexts (and project partners). Hence, we can expect the relative importance of
critical factors to vary across life cycle stages (Pinto and Prescott, 1988). In addition,
the efforts to integrate project-based knowledge to the wider organization need
conspicuous support from stakeholders, a variety of methodologies and - most
crucially - time. Project teams, however, are generally expected to ‘deliver’
outcomes on the basis of certain costs, time, and functional specifications of a

project.
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Further, as stressed by Weick (1996) project-based organizing may require (swift)
changes in organizational learning and knowledge processes. As such, project-based
collaboration brings about a dilemma between autonomy of participants and the
demand for integration of activities at several levels (Vangen and Huxham, 2003).
Considering project teams as ‘distributed’, coordination within and across
organizations remains critical (Sydow, Lindkvist and DeFillippi, 2004). In addition
working in and across projects may bring about the tension between accomplishing
the immediate task and the need for learning and disseminating knowledge (ibid.,
2004). This may be further complicated by the temporary nature of projects and

project teams.

Especially in network organizations, projects can be seen as the vehicle for
continuous change and re-organization. As projects become ‘temporary
organizations’ (Lundin and Sdderholm, 1995) the very nature of a project is
characterized by its temporal limitation (and termination) rather than its duration
(Goodman and Goodman, 1976). The context of project is thus characterized by a
continuous relationship of the permanent (structures) and the fluid (actions) (Sydow,
2006). Hence, all organizations are (and need to be) learning organizations (Boje,

1994).

Termination of the project - perceived not as a single point in time but more as a
procedure that spans a period - serves a space in which the project process and
activities are evaluated and passed on to the organization and following projects
(Lundin and Soderhold, 1995; Galison, 1998). Inevitably, termination of the projects
secures the rivalry between the various logics and prevents falling into particular
patterns of cognition (Fuchs and Shapira, 2005; Lindkvist et al., 1998). In that sense,

termination constitutes project-based collaboration.

Related to the temporary limitation of collaborative organizing in projects is the
notion of preserved variety of professional and organizational identities and different
logics. Therefore, a lifecycle conceptualization of projects does not necessarily suit
or explain the nature of project-based collaborations with no clear beginning and
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ending. This is particularly so if collaboration is more informal, such as in
Communities of Practice (Wenger, 2000), where participants gather around a shared
purpose often not knowing what the particular outcome of their collaboration may be
and when a project may be terminated. Last but not least, a project can not be seen as
an isolated to processes it will also re-shape the contexts in which it takes place.
Thus, projects may have to be seen as emergent and as co-evolving within their
context of organizing. In the context of inter-agency collaborating this means issues
that affect the partners will also affect the partnership itself. Especially in the case of
complex tasks, collaborating parties must keep interrelating and negotiating in order

to come up with feasible solutions (Goodman and Goodman, 1976).

3.4  Theoretical perspective IV: Group Dynamics

The next perspective relevant to partnership and collaborating is that of group
dynamics (Forsyth, 2010). How people belonging to different groups relate to each
other when collaborating is an important aspect in relation to project-based work.
Groups are the core unit of analysis when studying organizational dynamics (Boros,
2009). Historically, the study of group dynamics is rooted in the disciplines of
Psychology and Sociology. The contributions of Wilhelm Wundt, Emile Durkheim,
Max Wertheimer and Kurt Lewin are of particular note. Within his ‘Field Theory’
Lewin also coined the term ‘group dynamics’ (Lewin, 1943; 1948; 1951). Today,
the study of group dynamics, i.e. the social interaction and behaviour of individuals
within and between groups represents a core field of research in modern Social

Psychology.

Research on group dynamics can be categorized in work focusing on intra-group or
inter-group dynamics, i.e. dynamics within or between groups. Research on intra-
group dynamics tends to focus on group formation, membership, social identity, as
well as group cohesion. Studies on the inter-group dynamics commonly focuses on
social identity and inter-group conflict, as well as conflict resolution. Social Identity

Theory (Tajfel and Turner, 1986) has been a significant influence on research where
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group conflict or competition is studied (see Deutsch, 1985; Johnson and Johnson,

1989).

In order to understand group dynamics, we need to understand human groups.

According to Johnson and Johnson (1989: 8):

‘A group is two or more individuals in (face-to-face) interaction, each
aware of their membership in the group, each aware of the others who
belong to the group, and each aware of their positive interdependence as

they strive to achieve mutual goals’.

Groups generate individual, interpersonal and collective socio-cognitive processes
and develop a structure. Groups are also open (Katz and Kahn, 1978; Ellis and
Fisher, 1994), complex and adaptive (Anderson, 1991) multi-level systems (Nijstad,
2009). Their structures are dynamic and continuously change over time (see
Moreland and Levine, 1982). There are, however, a series of attributes, which will
more or less apply to every group, such as the interdependence of relationships
among group members (see see Campion, Medsker and Higgs, 1993; Lickel et al.,
2000) further specifies important group characteristics that are useful to assess

dynamics of groups such as:

Interdependence: the degree to which the group members depend upon

another to achieve their goals or important outcomes

e [mportance: the degree to which the group is important to members

e [nteraction: the degree to which group members meet on a regular basis

e The number of people that are members of the group

e Duration: how long the group stays together as a group

® Permeability: the degree to which it is easy to join or leave the group
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Similarity: the degree to which group members are similar to one another on

one or more attributes

Group structure: the degree to which the group has specific characteristics,

such as norms, roles, and status differences

e (Cohesion: the degree to which the group members feel attracted to the group

Further, there are various models of group developments, which describe several

processes, which we can observe when studying groups at work. One of the most

acknowledged models has been formulated by Tuckman (1965) and was further

developed by Tuckman and Jensen (1977). This classical model of group change

postulates that groups typically pass through several stages of team building as a

form of team development:

1

Forming - Formation stage: group member get to know each other; high

uncertainty

Storming - Conflict stage: group members resist influence; disagreement and

high levels of conflict

Norming - Structure stage: group members share a common purpose; high

levels of friendship and cohesion

Performing - Productivity stage: group members work together towards their

goal; performance oriented

Adjourning/Mourning - Dissolution stage: group members leave the group;

feelings of accomplishment or failure

These stages represent social mechanisms, which influence and govern the dynamics

of partnership and collaboration.
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Figure 3-2: Team performance model by Tuckman and Jensen 1977
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(Source: Forsyth, 2010, p.20)

This model has been widely adopted to test and examine group dynamics and
evolution over time. The Tuckman stages may mark important transition points in
relation to partnerships and project-based organizing, specifically, group
performance and decision-making. Further, they allow participants to look back or
ahead to make sense of their situation, the group and their role in it (Weick, 1995;
Boros, 2009), while we can also look at the interaction patterns that characterize each

phase (see Bales, 1950; Bales and Slater, 1955).

Group formation and the development of identification over time are typically
described as a sequence of stages moving a group from formation to decay. This also
provides a useful theoretical anchor for specifying the general change processes in

groups occurring during group formation (see Eisenbeiss and Otten, 2008).
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Research has also shown that team effectiveness will vary across different stages of
team development (Katzenbach and Smith, 1993; Hootegem, Huys and Delarue,
2004).

Figure 3-3: Performance impact of group phases on team effectiveness
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Real team
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(Source: Open University Labspace: http://labspace.open.ac.uk/mod/resource/view.php?id=339030)

Whereas Tuckman’s model starts with group formation another phase model, the six
stage model developed by Worchel and colleagues (Worchel, Coutant-Sassic and
Grossman, 1992) starts with the discontent stage where a group does not serve the

needs of its members anymore:

1 Stage one: dissatisfaction

N

Stage two: precipitating event and split of the group into a loyal and leaving

fraction

3 Stage three: splinter groups identity formation and its identity in relation to

other out-groups.

4  Stage four: the group identifies tasks and goals

5 Stage five: members put their personal interests ahead of group interests

6 Stage six: members disengage and group disintegrates
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Both are useful general models, which research can use as reference tools to

investigate projects.

In addition, Steiner (1972) has developed a classification model to help us

understand how different types of tasks may influence group performance.

Additive: Potential performance by the group is given by the sum or average
of individual inputs, e.g. filling envelopes, pulling a rope, brainstorming,

making judgment and estimates

Disjunctive: Potential performance of the group is given by performance of

the best member, e.g. decision making, problem solving

Conjunctive: Potential performance of the group is given by the performance

of the work members, e.g. mountain climbing, assembly line

Discretionary: Potential performance is given by any combination individual
performances up to the discretion of the group, for example making music,

designing a car

3.4.1 Group formation and group dynamics

While the stages across groups may depend on a wide range of contextual
factors they also describe general changes that may take place at group level over
time. Group formation typically starts with a process, which involves a psychological
bond between group members (Moreland and Levine, 2002). This may be a
spontaneous process triggered by an event or attractor motivating group members to
come together, such as an emergency (Majchrzak, Jarvenpaa and Hollingshead,
2007). More often, however, groups are often formed based on interpersonal
attraction and common interests (Hogg, 2000; Wenger, 2000). However, more
fundamentally than interpersonal attraction, group formation starts with the

recognition that individuals share the same social category and therefore belong to
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the same group. For example, doctors may perceive themselves as being different
from nurses and vice versa. However, both might still perceive themselves as being

part of the same group, i.e. ‘hospital staft’.

It has been argued that attachment to one’s in-group does not necessarily require
hostility toward the out-group (Allport, 1954). Otten and Moskwitz (2000), however,
find that mere categorization of individuals into two distinct social categories has
been shown to elicit in-group favouritism. Such positive differentiation, even of
trivial groups, is explained in terms of group members striving for a positive social
identity (Tajfel and Turner, 1986). Further, interpersonal attraction may enhance the
connection of the group members to each other. As such, in-group versus out-group
categorizations may also lead to discrimination, stereotyping and prejudice (see

Hogg, 2000) .

Group formation always involves identification with some members and not
identifying with others (see ibid., 2000). Furthermore, within groups, hierarchies and
power structures may exist that impact how individuals interact, as well as how
group dynamics develop over time. Moreover, through their social interaction the
group members also establish group norms, attitudes and roles that define how the

group functions and performs and how members relate to each other.

Inevitably, group members are interdependent and mutually influence each other, as
well as the group as a whole. This level of interdependence amongst the group
members has been directly linked to cohesiveness, shared identity and group
performance (Wageman, 1995). Further, group cohesion is the willingness of the
group members to ‘stick together’, i.e. to stay a group, which represents a vital
mechanism responsible for keeping members connected and loyal to the group:
keeping the group ‘alive’ (see Dion, 2000). As such, new members must become
accepted by existing members and prove themselves to full mvembers (‘old timers’)
(see Ryan and Bogart, 1997). In addition, research on the so called ‘black sheep
effect” has shown that some members of the group may have more likable features
than others. Therefore, these members might be judged more positively. In turn, this
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may lead to discrimination, bullying and ultimately deviance of those group
members who are less liked or seen as being less prototypical and attractive group

members (see Pinto, Marques and Abrams, 2010).

Taken together, group cohesion is a multidimensional construct traditionally defined
as ‘the total field of forces which act on members to remain in the group’ (Festinger,
Schachter and Back, 1950: 37). Thus, group cohesion and social identity are both
vital functions responsible for keeping members in a group, as well as for shaping

the behaviour of the group members and the group as a whole (Dion, 2000).

However, most research on groups seems to address the dynamics within existing
groups with lesser emphasis on researching emerging groups. For example, the
minimal group paradigm (Tajfel and Turner, 1986) looks at the circumstances under
which in-group and out-group categorization occurs. However, it is based on
arbitrary group assignation and settings, and studies group functions and dynamics,

rather than group emergence.

Ultimately, groups are open systems. More fluid and emergent collaborative
arrangements may both gain or loose members over time, which may considerably
influence group dynamics, as well as performance. Hence, more research on studying

group dynamics in these contexts is required.

3.4.2 Summary

Group dynamics are a unit of analysis highly relevant in regard to the
dynamics of partnership. To study groups is at the core of Social and Organizational
Psychology and many aspects relevant to groups have been studied. There are,
however, a number of limitations in past research considering the impact of social

identity on group dynamics in the context of project-based collaborative working.

On the one hand, groups often fail to capitalize on potential resources of members.

On the other hand we need a better understanding of what creates conflicts within
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and among groups (see McGrath, Arrow and Berdahl, 2000). Whilst research has led
to a better understanding of what creates conflicts within and among groups, it has
primarily focused on cognitive and affective factors, such as identity and cohesion.
Or, small-group research has focused on factors associated with groups influencing
the members, members influencing the group and processes of leadership, as well as

how members influence one another (Hackman, 1992).

In the organizational context the insights derived from this body of knowledge have
primarily been applied to improve group performance. This includes, but is not
limited to manipulative attempts to change individual attitudes and behaviour to
boost organizational performance through effective work teams (see Nocker and

Garcia-Lorenzo, 2003).

Only a relatively small amount of research has holistically focused on the dynamic
aspects involving group formation, project performance, as well as partnership
evolution, including dissolution or critical survival of different forms of collaborative
arrangements. Further, group dynamics reflect intrinsically social issues and

practices that may enable or hinder groups at work.

As stressed by McGrath et al. (2000) studies on group interaction over time have
primarily contributed to models about micro-level interaction patterns in
communication (Bales, 1950), phase patterns in problem solving and decision
making (Bales and Strodtbeck, 1951) or developmental patterns reflecting the life
course of a group (see Gersick, 1988; 1998; Tuckman and Jensen, 1977; Worchel et
al., 1992). Further, considering partnerships are dynamic and projects may gain or
lose members over time, phase models like the Tuckman stages, as well as
Worchel’s development model are unlikely to be merely sequential. Rather, they will
reflect iterative, repeating and cumulative processes. Research has not yet

sufficiently addressed this question.

Inevitably, as groups are open and dynamic systems, they are not static entities and

will change per se. Further, they are unlikely to evolve over time in a linear way and
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they will impact and be (re-) shaped by the environment in which organizing takes
place. Hence, organizational reality is likely to be more ‘messy’ than normative
models suggest. Ultimately, both groups and organizations may gain or lose
members at any given point and not just when a particular group task is fulfilled.
Further, every team will display a certain level of fluctuation in terms of membership
and team members might also belong to more than one group at the same time.
Inevitably, changes to group structure will also impact agency, i.e. member action
and group identification which will in turn impact how teams develop and perform

over time.

Taken together, new research needs to investigate further the stages normative
models postulate in situ. Specifically, research is needed to explore how group
dynamics may evolve across various team development and project management
stages, as well as aspects that may influence the identification of new members with

existing members of the group over time.

3.5  Theoretical Perspective V: Addressing the Research Gap - Partnership

Dynamics

From reviewing the literature we can see a research gap emerging concerned
with partnership dynamics, particularly, a conceptual perspective that would take

into account both economic, as well as social issues and their relationship over time.

However, to understand the dynamics of partnership, we have to understand how
issues relating to project dynamics relate to group dynamics, as well as how their
relationship may be intertwined and enacted in practice and how this may affect

project outcomes and success.

Thus far, the research has reviewed both the managerial literature and the social and
organizational literature concerned with issues relating to partnership dynamics. The
managerial literature concludes that people are economic agents. This is a particular

resource based and performance-oriented view of organizations. Economic theories
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look at organizations as productive entities.” An economic rationale would suggest
that the best way to organize in terms of efficiency is to work through a project:
organizations come together as productive entities and work on a flexible and
temporary basis, which should be efficient. This idea is also a key driver for public
policy promotion of project-based organizing, suggesting to actors the possibility of
improving organizational efficiency through more strategic collaborating and

partnership working (see Austin, 2000; Axelsson and Axelsson, 2006).

As we have seen, the various forms of organizational partnership may range from
strategic and marketing alliances, to supply chains, joint ventures, cooperatives,
partnerships or simply networks through which knowledge and skills are shared, as
well as many other possible forms of project-based collaborating. To greater or lesser
degree inter-agency cooperation thus extends and blurs the boundaries of the
organizations involved and each format requires different mechanisms of governance
(see Roser et al., 2013). Ultimately, cross-boundary organizing brings with it
changes for organizational and institutional requirements, business processes and
work practice (see Weick, 1979; 1995). Consequently, the way in which partnership
working may be enabled or inhibited, as well as researched, is also distinct in each

context.

On another level, more social in orientation, every organization also becomes a
society of its own kind (see Giddens, 1991). This means, when we merge entities in
order to come together and collaborate in a group, certain things (whether structures
or behaviour) will have to be abandoned or dismantled in order to gain others. As all
groups in society are hierarchical, issues of power are relevant (Scott, 2001). These
patterns of domination and of resistance, however, are not specifically relevant so
much to organizations, but rather to us as humans; and humans are primates prone to
the influence of group norms. Research in Social Psychology further stresses that,

organizations have their own culture and that groups may suffer from certain effects

% This is also the underlying rationale behind the seven partner organizations studied in this research.
They engage in forming an interorganizational partnership, triggered by new public policies and the
possibilities of project-based organizing.
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such as in-group and out-group biases. These are powerful social forces, which may
lead to prejudice and obedience (Milgram, 1974; Zimbardo, Haney, and Banks,
1973; Brown, 1986). Further, humans have an intrinsic desire to reduce uncertainty
and avoid cognitive dissonance (Festinger, 1954). Hence, cognitive and social factors

make us prone to making consistently irrational decisions (Ariely, 2009).

The social and psychological literature therefore stresses the human and social
aspects involved in creating an organization (Hosking and Morley, 1991). These
aspects, however, tend to be ignored by the economic literature. When it comes to

organizing, social dynamics tend to be neglected.

3.5.1 Systematizing social and economic enablers and inhibitors

As we have seen in the previous chapters (see also section 3.2.1)
collaborating is a multifaceted (and potentially open-ended) phenomenon. In the
literature, we can therefore find a proliferation of possible factors relating to
partnership and collaborating. During earlier stages of this research N=161 items
were collated and judged to influence the dynamics of the partnership (see appendix
1 with a list of all items, pp. 277 and table 7-3 in chapter 7).” This work can be seen
as a continuation of Wood and Gray’s (1991) first comprehensive literature review
providing us with useful conceptual building blocks for developing a more general

theory of collaborating. In their research the authors aim to identify preconditions,

" In an earlier attempt the research was looking to cluster items derived from the literature as drivers,
antecedences, enablers, inhibitors, as well as outcomes of collaborating. However, when attempting to
reach inter-rater consensus amongst three researchers this proved impossible and the idea was
abandoned as was compiling a complete list of such factors. The reason is that, many items may be
relevant in a number of categories/item domains. For example ‘learning from partners’ may be both a
strategic goal and driver for alliance formation, as well as the outcome of it. It may also be an enabler
for partnership per se. Further, these factors are talked about in many different literatures and context
and compiling a complete list of possible antecedences, drivers, enablers, inhibitors and outcomes of
partnership and collaboration is impossible to achieve in the timeframe available of this PhD thesis.
Moreover, it may prove impractical if not impossible to attempt this as there are potentially as many
factors relating to collaborating as we have possibilities to collaborate in practice and (in theory) these
possibilities are unlimited. Hence, rather than developing an extensive, yet, incomplete list of
antecedences, drivers, enablers, inhibitors and outcomes of partnership and collaborating from across
the social science literature, this research concentrates on discovering enablers and inhibitors in situ
and discusses them in relation to the prevalent themes relating to collaborating in the social and
organizational literature.
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processes and outcomes associated with interorganizational partnerships. From a
strategic alliance perspective they review nine articles from which they derive six
distinct explanations for collaborative behaviour. These literatures are informed by
concepts relating to a number of research domains such as resource dependence,
corporate social performance/institutional economics, strategic management and
social ecology, microeconomics, institutional and negotiated order, as well as

political contexts.

However, the authors also conclude that each of the perspectives identified tend to
focus more on the individual firm, agency or government department, rather than the
interorganizational problem domain itself. Thus, they call on other scholars to
contribute to the development of a more comprehensive collaboration theory. In this
light, the literature reviews performed in this research aim to complement the

analyses and frameworks put forward by other collaboration scholars.

While literature analyses are useful, they are also limited tools to explore
collaboration phenomena in practice. We need to conduct empirical research to be
able to categorize these factors and relate them to particular contexts of organizing.
First, there is no economic factor that has no social implications and vice versa.
Economic and social factors are related. How they are related in practice, however, is
less clear. Hence, it is not enough to classify them based on reviewing the literature
alone. Further, in practice, certain issues may be more internal or external to the

group at work.

First, it is difficult to compile and test a comprehensive list of clearly distinguishable
factors. Second, we cannot include every possible factor or context of collaborating
in our analyses. Third, we also lack research instruments that allow us to measure the
complex dynamics and processes associated with multi-party collaborations. In
particular, this is true if we aim to measure factors on a number of levels
simultaneously and over time. In this light, the literature analyses performed in this

research are limited in terms of further exploration as they confirm what previous
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research has already shown: collaboration is a multifaceted process which is difficult

to capture from a consistent, yet, multifaceted perspective.

We can, however, observe both social and economic issues in situ and categorize
these social and economic factors as internal and external enablers and inhibitors.

The table below illustrates how this might be done (see Table 3-1).

Table 3-1: Possible internal and external enablers and inhibitors

Group Internal External
Good history among partners Funding
Enablers Shared ethos and work culture Good work space
Etc Etc

Incompatible aims L
o . Conflicting timescales
o Conlflicting identity L )
Inhibitors Lack of organizational alignment

Incompatible aims/motivations Et
c

Etc

This gives us a simple analytical grid and helps us to look at issues as internal or
external functions relating to the group. This means that, in addition to external,
contextual factors that may affect collaboration, we will also find enablers and
inhibitors, which may be internal, generated within the group. For example, people
working together in a new group may benefit from prior collaboration history and
positive experience (internal enabler) versus group members having different
motivations, interests or identities, resulting in incompatible aims (internal inhibitor).
A typical external enabler may be receiving funding for engagement in certain
project activity. An external inhibitor may be that the partners have conflicting
schedules or priorities hindering them from joining a partnership as would be
required. It may also be possible that their work activities and processes may not be
well aligned enough to deliver the anticipated project results, collaboration outputs

and partnership synergies.
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Taken together, we can clearly see that enablers and inhibitors will be
interdependent, e.g. receiving money may result in the group not being able to agree
how it should be spent because they have different objectives. Further, we can see
that depending on context enablers may become inhibitors and vice versa. For
example, access to funding may kick start a collaborative project, but hinder the
partners in developing a shared objective due to certain funding criteria, such as the
partners service objectives overlap, or the partners differ in size, and so on. These are
the typical issues and interdependencies this research is concerned with. However,
we can also see that these issues will be context specific and therefore difficult to
classify based only on theoretical descriptions. The following sections aim to
uncover and elucidate these issues by examining the practice of collaborating in the

context of a real project case.

3.5.2 Integrating perspectives: Toward partnership dynamics

As we have seen, the Economic view on organization is to look at humans as
economic entities and effective ways to organize labour division. It is possible to
look at group interaction and collaborating from a performance and economic point
of view (Packendorf, 1995; Gray, 1985; Huxham and Vangen, 2005; Turner, 2008).
In the course of these processes, the outcomes on the managerial side are structures

and procedures, routines and outcomes.

However, considering organizations as human groups, we should also look at
collaborating from a social and cultural point of view (Giddens, 1991; Hosking and
Morley, 1991). This perspective also puts an emphasis on practices of organizing
rather than structural aspects of the organization. Hence, on the social and
psychological side we have leaders emerging, individualities, dynamic groups and
networks and many more potential aspects. All these things will change before the

stage when people actually try to merge as a group (i.e. during pre-merger stages).

The aspects relating to partnership and collaborating discussed in the literature can

be broken down into economic and social aspects, as well as the process and
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dynamics of collaborating in an emergent situation over time. Within dynamics of
partnership collaborating, we have (1) project dynamics, as well as (2) group

dynamics.

In this research, project dynamics is the economic way of looking at the process of
collaborating and partnering. Whereas, group dynamics is the social and cultural
view on people collaborating, as well as their practice, i.e. habitus of collaborating

and how actors re-create culture, which makes them a group.

Group dynamics are about short term problem solving, but we also have long term
social issues that are also societal issues reflecting societal dynamics. Hence, entities
that create their own culture also create traditions, hierarchies, installations, routines,

as well as practices to make things easier for them.

As such, we can understand partnership and collaborating as processes in which both
structure and agency are intertwined (Giddens 1984). Conceptually, we can
understand partnership as collaboration continuum ranging from structure
(partnership approach) to agency (practice of engagement). On the side of structure,
we have forms of organization and collaborative arrangements. Collaborative
ventures and projects involve both economic and social affordances (see Gibson,
1982) and are thus located toward the centre of the collaboration continuum. The
further we move toward agency, the more ‘social’ issues and concepts become
relevant, as they address social processes and practices, rather than organizational
forms. Ultimately, collaborating (as social and iterative process) has to support both
in different ways for partnership to be successful. Further, how this can be achieved
will differ depending on the type of collaborative arrangement/relationship sought
and implemented. This argument is consistent with the division of the literature
focussing on strategic alliances and partnerships on the one hand, and small group
research and collaborating on the other hand. The boundary between organization as
structure versus organization as practice and culture is of course blurred as we

develop further theoretical lenses and perspectives.
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To help us understand agents and their behaviour, it is thus less important to discuss
if a conceptual approach is best classified as entitative or processual (see Hosking
and Morely, 1991). The reason is that, people are entities per se. One can hold both
views, looking at organizing approaches as entitative or resource based, but also
including a more processual account that looks at social effects or indeed social
processes that might be important in connection with collaborating and organization

making.

Taken together, we need to be able to switch perspectives to improve our theoretical
concepts and metaphors in use, to study if things that work in practice also work in

theory.

Chapter 4 will now provide an overview of the case study and introduce the research

techniques used to examine the material.
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Chapter 4 Material and method

‘Predictive theories and universals cannot be found in the study
of human affairs. Concrete, context-dependent knowledge is,
therefore, more valuable than the vain search for predictive

theories and universals.’ (Flyvbjerg, 2006: 224)

This chapter outlines the methodological approach of the research in
studying what may be enabling or inhibiting factors to collaborating in interagency
partnerships. As we have seen from reviewing the literature, there are many issues
that potentially become relevant when collaborating. However, whether they are
relevant for every partnership, and how they will manifest themselves in practice, is
less obvious. To respond to this research situation is what this study is concerned
with. The next section will further outline the epistemological foundation of the

research.

4.1 Epistemological rationale

To elucidate the research question this research needs to study collaborating
as a real world phenomenon and employ an explorative and in depth approach to
uncover practices relating to partnership and collaborating in context. When holistic
and in-depth research is needed, in order to understand complex social phenomena, a
case study is an ideal methodology (Orum, Feagin and Sjoberg, 1991). This is
particularly so for areas of organizational life which are not well documented
(Schein, 1988). Traditional research tends to focus on success stories. However,
learning from failure represents a key foundation for organizational learning and is
also essential in relation to organizational theorising (Mirvis and Berg, 1977). Case
studies, as well as negative case sampling, can help us build theories of success and
failure (Pettigrew, 1988). Further, sampling both successful and unsuccessful
projects can help us advance the generalizability of existing models, as well as those

in development (Gersick, 1988; see Arifio and de la Torre, 1998). Further, Yin
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(1993) suggests that case based inquiry is particularly appropriate when the analytic
goal is to relate a narrow range of phenomena to a broader context. Hence, case
study research is a central activity in organizational research for inducting theory
(Eisenhardt, 1989). The purpose of this research and the nature of the research
phenomenon thus make a longitudinal case study methodology the most pertinent

methodological approach to investigate the project case.

The case study allows the researcher to apply various data creation and analytical
techniques in combination (see Bauer, Gaskell and Allum, 2000). The aim of this
multi-perspective approach - known as triangulation - is to provide the researcher
with a deeper, richer and more comprehensive understanding of the data investigated
(Flick, 1992). Triangulation is also important for hypothesis building and for
generating valid and reliable insight about the research phenomena in question.
Considering the more explorative research question specified earlier in section 1.4,
this research is less concerned with control and prediction. It is oriented toward the
research of neglegted issues and themes and oriented toward the discovery of new
insights in organization studies, not verification of what previous research has
already uncovered (see Alvesson, 1995). Such qualitative inquiry and case work is
concerned with generating theory as opposed to making generalizations toward
existing theories (Seale, 1999). Ultimately, case based inquiry teaches us an
altogether different logic to scientific research, which may lead to new insights that
are different from what theory would predict (Popper, 1959). As such, case study is
not limited to generating and testing of hypotheses (Flyvbjerg, 2006). Rather, it
allows us to go beyond generalization and learn something new (see Eysenck, 1976).
The purpose of this research is therefore to help develop a new set of knowledge and
insights that can be built upon by others (Cornish, 2004). Furthermore, the research
seeks to help us expand our repertoire of representations through generative stories
about what is and could be (Czarniawska, 1997; 1998). The chosen methodological
approach will further reflect this.
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4.1.1 Methodological approach

In order to answer the research question, the research will study what happens
when several existing units are merged in order to create a new (bigger) organization,
using ‘project’ as the vehicle to implement partnership, change and innovation. The
research also looks at how actors make sense of participating while engaging several

partners in the process of (negotiating and implementing) organization making.

The intention is for the research to unveil what collaborating means to the partners
involved, what they believe partnership is or should be and so on (see Gossling et al.,
2005). As such, the research does not need to predict what would happen in reality,
but to research theory in action and to be able to relate its findings back to theory in
order to help us consolidate, advance and falsify existing theories and concepts.
Ultimately, the research needs to advance our understanding of partnership working
and collaborating (in action) in order to enable us to draw conclusions and

implications that will help us to inform both theory and practice.

On the one hand, the research will therefore look at a real world case to see how the
concepts we use in theory can help us make sense of collaborating in action. On the
other hand, it will explore if the concepts we have available are fully representative
of what happens in practice or if organizational reality is different from what theory

would predict.

To study partnership dynamics, this study it will investigate how the different
partners relate to each other when collaborating over time. The study will research
and evaluate the role of economic versus social factors involved in partnership
dynamics. It will do this empirically by comparing enablers and inhibitors emerging

in a real project case to what the organizational literature talks about.

Taken together, the methodological approach implemented by this research primarily
contributes to discovery and new insights, as well as consensus building in relation to

existing theories and concepts about interorganizational partnership and
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collaborating. Hence, it will research collaborative practice in an emergent context of

change where actors tackle issues as they become relevant to them.

4.1.2 Methodological aims

The aim of this research is to investigate the material at hand in relation to
concepts prevalent in the partnership and collaboration literature. Further, to
investigate ‘project’ as a vehicle for organization making as well as partnering and
collaborating. Another goal is to compare how consistent people’s stories and
experiences are with what the literature presents. The specific aim of the analysis
employed in this thesis is thus to find out what happened, when, and why, in relation
to critical transitions of a particular project case concerned with partnership and

collaborating.

Considering the theoretical outline, the research will primarily examine the data from
two different perspectives: the economic versus social perspective on organization.
The prior will be concerned with the actual events and project dynamics, while the
latter will focus on the group dynamics among the actors involved in the particular
project consortium. As such the study aims to illustrate issues organizations are
potentially faced with when engaging in collaborative arrangements, and when

creating a new organization out of existing entities to work in partnership.

Considering the research question, the research aims to uncover processes, practices
as well as enabling or inhibiting social or economic issues involved in collaborating
and organization making. Further, the analysis aims to highlight critical tensions
where enablers or inhibitors become visible, and to connect these critical sections to
the data. In doing so, the research intends to answer how the data maps onto the
action moments to make the analysis valid and powerful. The methodological aim of
analysis is thus to be systematic and coherent, while utilizing various available
sources of data and across multiple layers of analysis. The reason is that, in practice
we can expect issues to be intertwined and to manifest themselves across different

data, as well as layers/foci of analysis. Hence, a practical challenge of case based
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inquiry is to find a viable, yet, consistent and coherent way to conduct the analysis
allowing us to disentangle the different aspects involved in partnership and

collaborating.

4.2  Sampling strategy

In order to study enablers and inhibitors in practice we first have to select an
appropriate context that can help us elucidate our knowledge interests. As Bauer and
collegues (Bauer et al., 2000) have outlined this process is characterized by four
basic dimensions: (1) design principles (2) data elicitation (3) data analysis and (4)
knowledge interests. Hence, depending on the knowledge interests and strategic
principles of our research, different ways of data elicitation and data analysis have to
be taken into account. As such, systematic research must purposefully develop and

explicitly articulate how to select a sample for analysis.

To that end, Miles and Huberman (1994) have developed six dimensions to help the
researcher select a project case suitable for case study research. These are
particularly useful for situations in which samples are likely to be small and studied
more intensively by utilizing a large amount of data and information, i.e. qualitative
research and inquiry. More specifically this applies to cases in which the goal of
research is to explore phenomena in relation to a particular problem domain, to
inductively derive theory. Additionally, the dimensions designed by Miles and
Huberman (ibid.) also cover situations where research aims to explore issues in
context, informed by prevalent theoretical concepts. Their assessment criteria allow

us to derive a set of useful questions that can inform our sampling strategy:

1 Relevance to conceptual framework: Is the sample relevant in relation to the
literature and the research question; does it allow to inductively deriving

theory from the data?
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2 Richness: Is the sample likely to enable the researcher to discover
phenomena which are conceptually important in situ and based on ‘thick

description’ (ibid.: 34)?

3 Analytical generalizability: Does the sample enhance generalizability of the
findings in relation to the concepts in use (rather than the population in

question)

4 Internal validity and reliability: Is the sample likely to produce a complete,
consistent, coherent and credible account and explanation of what is

described and observed?

5 Ethics: Does the sample strategy comply with ethical guidelines; is

participation voluntary and based on informed consent?

6 Feasibility: Is the sampling plan feasible in terms of required resources, cost
and capabilities of the researcher (e.g. time, money, access to sample and
sites, linguistic and communication skills, being able to cope with

experiences etc)?

The criteria above give useful guidance to researchers and are a means to inform
decisions before the sampling stage of the research. However, we can also use them
to select and compare different project cases in terms of how suitable they might be

for conducting a particular research, i.e. for answering a particular research question.

4.2.1 Sample

The following section provides a first overview of the organizations involved
in the research. The Partnership selected for this research is a project is a project
where seven UK [SPC-A] charities come together to explore possibilities of working
in partnership. The Partnership Project is implemented by a project consortium

consisting of representatives of all seven organizations. Their shared interest centers
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around the feasibility of sharing information and know-how, business functions and

infrastructure, as well as the possibility of shared services.

e Phoneus provides a free, 24-hour helpline for [SPC-A] offering advice,
information and counselling services. it comprises about 300 staff, a full-time

equivalent of about 250, and 1,000 counselling volunteers.

e ForFamilies works to promote the social inclusion of families and [SPC-A]
who are marginalized by poverty and discrimination. Comprises about 450

staff, 250 of which work full time, in 20 sites.

e TalkTalk helps [SPC-A] with speech and language difficulties, working to
create a society where they have the same opportunities in life as other [SPC-

A]. Comprises about 200 staff.

e Nationwide promotes the interests and wellbeing of [SPC-A] through
research, policy and practice development and the dissemination of

information. Comprises about 150 staff.

e BeHappy helps [SPC-A] deal with their emotional reactions to the difficulties
they encounter through therapeutic and emotional support provided in
Specific institutions dedicated to [SPC-A]. Comprises 100 employees and

over 300 volunteer counsellors.

e Fostercare works to improve public care for [SPC-A] who are separated from
their families and living in residential or fostercare. Comprises about 30 full-

time staff.
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e Youngster is committed to improving the mental health of all [SPC-A].

Comprises about 30 full-time staff and 60 associated people®.

As we can see, the seven organizations significantly vary in size and scope. With
incomes ranging from £1m-£10m per annum and they also reflect a wide range of
interests and services. While some of the initial partners offer quite specific niche
services to [SPC-A]s, others work more as brokers and umbrella bodies. Some
organizations maintain extensive regional operations outside their London
headquarters, while others don’t. Nationwide have the highest turnover and have
been instrumental in securing funding for the Partnership Project. In addition, they
have strong lobbying capabilities at Government level and initially applied for
monies to sponsor the Partnership Project. They are also a large umbrella
organization with extensive experience in project-based collaborations that involve

smaller organizations.

4.2.2 Drivers for partnership

The new government policy (SPC-AA, 2003), implemented new grant
schemes and funding requirements while opening up the sector to additional
competitors for services initially provided by [SPC-A] charities. Using a project as a
commercial vehicle and collaborative mechanism to instigate partnership, the
charities involved sought to respond to these external pressures by teaming up with
others. More specifically, the drivers for the partners to come together and
collaborate can be summarized as follows (adapted from the initial funding

application/project description of the Partnership Project):

* Expansion of scope and capability

* Access to new/different skills and technologies
* Reach a critical mass of beneficiaries

* Access to project funding

¥ These organization descriptions are adapted to give the reader an impression of the diversity of the
organizations involved in the research. The exact numbers of staff and sites have been amended to
ensure anonymity of the organizations involved in the research.
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* Responding to external pressures (government or funders)
* Grow in size

* Become more attractive/visible to stakeholders

* Reduce costs

* Foster economic survival and sustainability

* Share infrastructure and office space

Furthermore, when initiating the project all charities explicitly expressed interest in
either purchasing or building a new space/offices, i.e. ‘a spanking new building’
(Nationwide Trustee/Marcom Director, Interview 11) that would allow the partners
to share accommodation and strategically develop a shared ‘centre of excellence’.
Apart from co-financing and sharing a building they were also keen to explore,
develop and implement new and more efficient ways of working (in partnership).
The partner organizations wanted to share ideas, knowledge, as well as operational
and technical resources with a view to develop shared services in the future (e.g. a
joint library, a telephone helpline, or sharing databases with regards to particular

[SPC-A] issues, such as mental disabilities, etc.).

4.2.3 Project stakeholders

In general, stakeholders associated with the sector who are directly or indirectly

involved in the project case include:

* Government and policy makers
* [SPC-A] as main beneficiaries
* Families of [SPC-A]

* The partner organizations

*  Other [SPC-A] charities

* Public service providers

*  Private sector companies and consultants

4.2.4 Assessing the project case at hand

The project case allows us to study interagency collaborating amongst [SPC-

A] charities. The case at hand is one of several voluntary sector organizations
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coming together in a ‘Partnership Project’ in order to explore the possibilities
afforded by greater collaboration, resource and cost sharing, as well as moving into a
shared building and developing shared services. They did this to comply with new
grant funding schemes, but also to foster organizational survival and success, i.e. to
increase their visibility by working partnership, becoming role models of Voluntary

Sector reform.

First, the Charity Sector is an appropriate research context for the study of
collaboration practices, as its not-for-profit ethos builds on voluntary engagement,
informality and project-based working. Further, this sector operates in order to
benefit an ethical societal purpose, rather than being oriented toward organizational
profit. Hence, one might expect that the ethos and working culture of the sector

would encourage social engagement and collective effort per se.

Second, the project partners coming together in the Partnership Project aimed to
exploit the benefits of engaging in collaborative work and organization formation. As
such, via the project consortium the partners sat as trustees and representatives of
their organization in order to establish new ways of working. The shared goal of their
organizations in teaming up was to establish how their organizations could benefit
from working in partnership and to find new ways of sharing infrastructure and staff

to reduce cost.

Third, the partners seemed keen to together develop new, more competitive,
potentially shared, services. The Partnership Project also utilized a newly created UK
Limited Company by Guarantee for project procurement and as the partnership’s

commercial vehicle, which gives the project a shared organizational identity.

The immediate goal of the project consortium, however, was not to provide joint

services just yet but to explore how this might be feasible.

Taken together, the table below shows how the project case complies with the

criteria previously outlined by Miles and Huberman (1984):
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Table 4-1: Assessment of ‘Partnership Project’ according to sampling criteria

Sampling parameters

Assessment: Partnership Project

Relevance

Yes: the sample highly relevant in relation to
the literature, as well as the research
question. First, the case at hand is concerned
with collaborating in action. Second, it
allows following a project over its entire life
cycle. Finally, it allows us to inductively
derive theory from the data.

Richness

Yes: the sample demonstrates in practice the
issues the literature is talking about; we can
expect rich data to result from inquiry. There
are a wealth of different data available that
allow for triangulation. Further, the number
of partners with different issues coming
together in the project/partnership.

Analytical generalizability

Yes: the case allows focusing on identifying
and consolidating/enhancing concepts from
the literature. We can induct theory by
analyzing and participating in a real project
case.

Internal validity and reliability

Yes: the sample is limited in time, i.e. a
project that is not part of an existing or
previous collaboration. As the partners have
no previous partnership history we can
observe how the issues and group at work
will evolve over time. Hence, any learning
derived is likely to enhance existing
theories, either by falsifying or consolidating
them. Particularly, case base inquiry benefits
from higher external validity of findings
than purely theoretical research. Testing
theories in use thus contributes to enhancing
internal validity of concepts.

Ethics

Yes: no participants were harmed and their
participation was voluntary and based on
informed consent; data creation in line with
the code of ethics and conduct formulated by
the British Psychological Society (BPS).
Further, the participants gave their express
permission to use the data for research
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Sampling parameters

Assessment: Partnership Project

purposes based on LSE research guidelines
and informed consent.

Feasibility

Yes: access was made possible due to initial
contact and two studies commissioned by
the consortium. Access would have been
more difficult with other organizations,
considering the actors were actively
interested in advice and research concerned
with collaborating.

In sum, the assessment above encourages us to make use of the project case at hand

in order to answer the research question. The case promises to be an appropriate

research context for the study of collaboration practices, considering collaborating is

at the very heart of the culture and not-for-profit ethos of the Voluntary Sector.

Rather than being oriented toward organizational profit, the voluntary engagement is

characterized by informality, flexible partnership working and by the aim to jointly

benefit an important societal purpose. Further, the partners coming together are

motivated and clearly in need of developing new pathways to value. This project

case will enable an adequate study of partnership and collaborating in action.

The next section will outline the overall data is available for analysis.

4.3 The data

This section provides an overview of the kind of data the research is

investigating. There are various primary sources of data available. The table (tab 4-2)

below gives an overview of the core data used to analyze the project case:
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Table 4-2: Primary data

.9
Interviews Group Survey Documents
discussions
1. BE HAPPY CEO (1) Group-discussion (1) Survey on Feasibility studies
2. PARTNERSHIP PROJECT DIRECTOR | With KM team at Managing (1) Managing Collective
(T1) Natlon_w@e on Collective Knowledge (MCK)
Organizational Knowledge .
3. FOR FAMILIES CEO (T1) Knowledge Practices | (MCK; N=42) | (2) Combining In-House
4. TALKTALK CEO (T1) (N=4) Services
5. BEHAPPY COO + DIRECTOR OF g)lLl‘,nkmg Telephone
clplines
TRAINING (2) Group Discussion i . .
FOR FAMILIES HR DIRECTOR on Enabling Internal (4) Interactive Services
PHONEUS - DIRECTOR OF POLICY Communication with (5) Reglonal Infrastructure
AND COMMUNICATIONS Nationwide staff and (6) Cooperated Sector
LSE staff, as well as
8. YOUNGSTER KNOWLEDGE students (attending
MANAGER LSE seminar Additional documents
9.  YOUNGSTER CEO ‘Knowledge APro?esses ®  Organizational Charts
10. FOR FAMILIES REGIONAL in Organizations A
DIRECTOR (N=8) ®  ESPC-A Policy
Document
11. NATIONWIDE KNOWLEDGE i -
MANAGER (T1) (3) Evaluation meeting ¢ funding application/bid
12. NATIONWIDE TRUSTEE/MARCOM | at Nationwide ® ‘A Merger Handbook’
DIRECTOR (T1) by charity consultant
13. BE HAPPY EVALUATION OFFICER | (4) Reflect-back *  Open text questions
14. PHONEUS CEO meeting with new from MCK survey
Partnership Project . .
15. FOSTERCARE CEO director/trustee of b Dynamlc‘s ,Of .
16. PARTNERSHIP PROJECT (EX) Nationwide Partnership Evaluation
DIRECTOR (T2) Report (EVA)
17. TALKTALK CEO (T2) ®  Financial statements
18. FOR FAMILIES CEO (T2) ®  Charity websites and
19. NATIONWIDE KNOWLEDGE leaflets
MANAGER (T2) ®  Online news and press
20. NATIONWIDE TRUSTEE/MARCOM releases
DIRECTOR (12) o Public staff and social
21. MERGER CONSULTANT media profiles with
22. NATIONWIDE CEO career information
23. TREASURER PARTNERSHIP
PROJECT
24. NEW CAMPAIGN NATIONWIDE
AFFILIATE MEMBER CEO
25. NEW CAMPAIGN CONSULTANT
26. NEW CAMPAIGN CEO

The data stems from a mix of material ranging from 26 in-depth stakeholder

interviews, 2 focus group discussions, 2 ‘reflect back’ meetings, lasting from 35 to 90

? Interviews 1,2,3,4,8,11,12,24, 26 were jointly conducted by two interviewers, i.e. Lucia Garcia-
Lorenzo (LG) and myself (TR);
14,15,16,17,18,19,20,21,22,23,25 by TR. This was required due to limited availability of participants,
as well as teaching commitments of both researchers.

Interviews
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minutes (depending on local circumstances and participant availability at the time of
data creation). Further, an explorative survey (N=42) including both closed and open
questions distributed among some of the members of the partner agencies (for survey

results check appendix 2, pp 301).

Additional data in the form of six feasibility reports in connection with the
Partnership Project was also made available by the project partners/consortium.
Further information such as mission statements and financial reports, could be
obtained from the public domain, i.e. websites, policy reports, funding guidelines and
financial reports, as well as publications and leaflets disseminated by the

organizations.

Altogether, the rich data available enabled the research to make use of a multi-

layered body of information in order to answer the research question.

This next section will outline in detail the context in which the data relating to the

project case was generated.

4.3.1 Context of data creation

The charities involved in the research find themselves in a turbulent situation
where they have to find new ways of organizing to ‘collaborate in order to compete’.
It is in this context the data was generated in order to identify enablers and inhibitors

to collaborating.

The empirical material available to answer the research question was created while I
was part of a small research team (together with my colleague Dr Lucia Garcia) for
Enterprise LSE (ELSE), the commercial exploitation arm of the London School of
Economics and Political Science (LSE). Access to the agency and subsequent data
creation was made possible in connection with two studies commissioned by the
Partnership Project consortium to ELSE. The first, a feasibility study early into the
partnership focusing on ‘Managing Collective Knowledge’ (MCK by Garcia and
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Roser, 2004), sought to inform the partners about the possibilities relating to
enabling intra- and inter-organizational knowledge processes. The second, an
evaluation report looking into the ‘Dynamics of Partnership’ (EVA by Garcia and
Roser, 2007), was intended for use by the consortium to share lessons learned and

also to report back to its funders.

Whilst the research process employed generated a wealth of data and material (used
extensively in this research), the contents delivered in the two ELSE studies were
clearly client oriented. This is typical for commercial research projects, where
researchers work on questions commissioned by external stakeholders in order to
cater to the particular knowledge interests of these customers. Further, the partners
were also looking for new insights and learning about organizational knowledge
processes, as well as partnership and collaborating. Hence, the consortium and the

participants were also keen to involve academics/consultants into their project.

In March 2004, during their first year into the project, the consortium, consisting of
all seven partner organizations, commissioned in total six feasibility studies to a
range of external experts (one being the MCK study commissioned to ELSE). These
feasibility reports looked into issues such as sharing IT infrastructure, establishing
joined telephone help lines, and creating new shared services or how the partner
organizations could potentially share knowledge, expertise and information amongst

each other.

My first contact in 2004 with the project consortium was thus to discuss one of those
feasibility studies which focused on how they could manage and share their
collective knowledge. This is also how I was put in contact with the research
participants, who also included people working in the sector who were not part of the

Partnership Project.

The initial study on knowledge processes was meant to be a contributory component
to the analysis of the possibilities of collaborative work being developed among the

various partner agencies that composed the consortium at that time. In this context a
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survey questionnaire was distributed among the partner charities. This study focused
on the views each partner organization had regarding collective knowledge, looking
at the way knowledge is used, transferred, maintained and changed within the partner
organizations. As such, this feasibility study also generated useful contextual data
about the working practices in each organization, including data stemming from in-
depth interviews and focused group discussion with various stakeholders. The first
ELSE report by Garcia and Roser (2004) concluded that one of the challenges for the
consortium member organizations in the upcoming years could be to engage in the
practice of a multi-organizational partnership in which the different organizations
might have divergent philosophies about or approaches to how to collaborate with
others. It was suggested that strategic decisions would primarily depend on the
character of the partners involved and how far partners would wish to move beyond

the status quo in their own organizations.

While my thesis research, in relation to new ways of working, knowledge processes
and collaboration, was ongoing, the project consortium commissioned the same
ELSE research team to undertake another study in early 2006 (EVA by Garcia and
Roser, 2007). This time the team were asked to look closer at a situation and the
particular conditions in which people had to work collaboratively with those in other
organizations to establish and implement partnership(s). Two emerging projects were
looked at. First, the particular Partnership Project which is more extensively
researched in this study. Second, a New Campaign Project concerned with creating
an organization that would support aims and causes with [Specific Person Category

B - SPC-B]."

Meanwhile, three of the original seven partners were still involved in the project and
conversations were carried out with a previous member to return and another two

new organizations to possibly join the partnership. During June 2007 the partner

" The New Campaign Project allowed the research to generate 3 additional interviews with its
founding team members, who were at a very early stage of their collaboration. However, as they were
seasoned and very experienced participants this data may also prove useful in the context of this
research. Furthermore, the New Campaign Project was suggested to follow a process which was
typical for how the sector would operate when developing/incubating projects at ‘grass roots’ level.
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organizations were still sharing their aspiration for a ‘well designed building’ that
aimed to ‘become a nationally recognized centre providing an infrastructure for

collaborative working in the [SPC-A] sector’ (taken from official project website)."'

However, their mission to become the national hub for ‘all those working with [SPC-
A], and the headquarters of a number of voluntary [SPC-A] organizations’ (Project
Director, Interview 2) is yet to be accomplished (as of December 2012). Considering
the social and organizational literature we can presume that funding is only one of

many possible factors involved in making their vision a reality.

The next section will outline how the data available was created in more detail.

4.3.2 Data creation process

This longitudinal research follows the Partnership Project as events unfolded

in the sector from initiation to termination and beyond (see project table, pp).

The main data, i.e. interviews, focus groups and a survey was created en bloc, i.e. in
an ongoing process. Additional data is available in the form of published
information, such as leaflets, funding documents, financial reports, websites and
feasibility studies. Data creation focused on (1) exploring ways of working, sharing
knowledge and collaborating in the sector and amongst the partner agencies, as well
as (2) the informants’ experiences in relation to working in various project-based
partnerships in different organizations. This process included both the participants of
the Partnership Project which brought together many of the interviewees to explore
and learn how they could benefit from working. The timeline below gives an
overview of when particular data were created. Data creation was stopped when data
saturation was reached, i.e. when the interviews conducted would not reveal much

new information or any different perspectives from those previously gathered.'?

" URL not provided for reasons of anonymity.
"2 Some of the first interviews were conducted together with my LSE colleague Dr Garcia Lorenzo
where I would take notes or we would take turns in asking questions to the interviewees. Further, after
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Figure 4-1: Data Creation Timeline"

MCK Interview: HR Director ForFamilies
31/03/2004

MCK Interview: Director of Policy and Communications -
Phoneus
02/04/2004
MCK Interview: Nationwide - Head of Resources and
Marketing
02/04/2004

MCK Interview: P2B Director of Training

)4/04/2004

MCK Interview: For Families - London Regional Director

05/04/2004
MCK Head of MCK Interview: Phoneus - HR Director
v2/64/2008 28/04/2004
MCK Interview: CEO ForFamilies
MCK Interview: CEO Youngster 05/05/2004
MCK Interview: Project Director - Consortium 06/04/2004
B MCK Interview: CEO TalkTalk
MCK Interview: BeHappy - Evaluation Officer 05/05/2008

MCK Interview: For Families - Trust¢e / CEO N
8 2004 N

MCK Interview: COO and Director of Training at Be
Happy

8/04/2004

MCK Interview: BeHappy - Trustge / CEO
9/03/2004

MCK Interview: Youngster - Knolwedge Manager MCK Interview: Nationwide - KM Team Member Practices

MCK: Group Discussion on Knowledge Sharing

MCK: Survey - Collective Knowledge and Collaboration
19/03 /2004 14/04/2004 10/05/2004 - 10/06/2004

I T I I I I I I I

FEASIBILITY DATA

15/03/2004 22/03/2004  29/03/2004 05/04/2004 12/04/2004 19/04/2004 26/04/2004 03/05/2004 10/05/2004 17/05/2004 24/05/2004 31/05/2004
EVA Interview: CEO Be Happy
EVA Interview KM Team Mamber - Nationwide
1 %6
EVA Interview: Merger Consultant
EVA Interview: CEO of Nationwide
EVA: CEO For Families 1
2/02/200 4ing former Project M EVA: Member 2 - Campaign Manager
NewCampaignTeam
EVA: CEO TalkTalk EVA Interview: Project Treasurer 19/05/ 2006
802} 2006 1/03/2006 wolved after having been managing similar
EVA: Ek Project Director EVA: Interim Report reflect back meeting with new
G 2006 EVA: Member 1 - NewCampaignTeam Project Director
EVA Interview: Project Interim Director pa eled ¢ !
17/02/2006 amnilyFriends ince agin
EVA Reflect back meeting at Nationwide Line Manager and Sirategy and omihunkcions Directo EVA: Member 3 - NewCampaignTeam
Lo now Interim /newly ppoifited Direc EVA: Group Discussion KM at [SE | 24/05/200°
meeting with Line Manager of The National i 4200 CEO of Diasbility council involved in Campaigr
I I I I I I I I I I I EVALUATION DATA
19/12/2005 02/01/2006 16/01/2006 30/01/2006 13/02/2006 27/02/2006 13/03/2006 27/03/2006 10/04/2006 24/04/2006 08/05/2006 22/05/2006 05/06/2006

some initial interviews we would also conduct debriefing sessions amongst ourselves, which helped
me improve my interviewing technique for the later interviews conducted without her presence.
Further, due to the LSE’s code of practice for commercial research and consultancy projects Dr
Garcia, as the more senior researcher, had to be at the helm of the commercial research team.
However, I was actively involved in the data creation process and generated most of the data myself.
Ultimately, the work presented in this thesis has different knowledge interests from the commissioned
studies. Nonetheless, the two commercial projects provided access to the partnership researched here

and subsequently made this study possible.

" This diagram illustrates how the data was created in a longitudinal process. For bigger timeline

diagrams see appendix 3, pp.333.
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Interviews

The 26 interviews available for analysis, included participants from both projects
studied, i.e. the Partnership Project, as well as the New Campaign Project. However,
the New Campaign Team only consisted of three members at the time and data
saturation in relation to the issues researched was sufficient. The data creation
approach made use of snowball sampling (see Denzin and Lincoln, 2000), a chain
referral sampling technique where the researcher would ask the project members to
recommend other potential participants for the research who can contribute the study.
Selection of the research participants was purposive to ensure people would be
recruited with large amount of experience in relation to the ways of working in the
sector. Further, that they could provide valuable experience and information with
regards to partnership working and collaborating. In addition, to control for error the
sampling technique employed was also respondent-driven, in the sense that the best

possible people within the participants’ professional networks were recruited.

Focused group discussions

One interim and one reflect back meeting was held and recorded at Nationwide to
discuss and validate some of the findings emerging from research in progress. One
focused group discussion included students and staff from the LSE and discussed
with professional staff from one of the partner agencies the challenges and
possibilities involved in sharing organizational knowledge. This focus group was
also hosted at the LSE. Another focused group discussion took place at Nationwide
in a setting where different agencies and staff from [SPC-A] charities would come
together and discuss challenges and opportunities relating to new ways of working

and collaborating in the sector.

All verbal data, including the interviews mentioned above, were recorded using a
digital voice recorder and flat multi-directional table microphone. The microphone
would be put on a table for better sound quality. These microphones are also less
intrusive as they do not have to point toward the interviewees, creating a more

relaxed atmosphere.
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Survey

As part of the initial feasibility study (MCK) an electronic questionnaire was
administered via email to staff across the partner organizations with access to a
computer. This survey was administered to generate contextual data allowing the
research to gain more general insight into peoples working practices in the sector. It
assessed the level of expertise across the agencies, the general working climate and
collaborative ethos across amongst [SPC-A] charities, experiences and ways of
internal and external collaborating, as well as practices relating to knowledge
creation and sharing. Further, work place characteristics and office infrastructure,

general use of ICTs, as well as other technical tools.

Documents

The participants involved in the research provided various documents, or directions
were given as to where to find certain information (via leaflets, brochures and
internet websites, including policy documents). This additional data, external to the
projects studied, was collected and included in the analysis across the entire research

process.

Informed consent

All research participants (interviews, focus groups and questionnaire)
received detailed briefing notes (either paper-based or via email) prior to their
participation (see example in appendix 4, p. 335). The interview protocol/topic guide
(see appendix 5, p. 339) would also ensure that informed consent was obtained.
Participants were asked to confirm that they had read and understood the ethical and

research guidelines before agreeing to take part.

The briefing notes included an ethical statement, information about the interview
format/data collection process, as well as background information about the research
(see interviewee briefing note in the appendix 4). Further, the instruction provided at

the beginning of the questionnaire would also ask the participants to use anonymous
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characters when saving the Microsoft Word survey file before returning it to the

researchers (see copy of questionnaire in appendix 6, p. 341).

In addition, the legal contract between the consortium of the Partnership Project and
ELSE also specified the research approach in detail and outlined that any data
generated would be used as ‘research protocols’ by the researchers. Furthermore, that
confidentiality would be ensured since all reports and papers for publication would
be non-attributable, i.e. the names of individual interviewees/participants never made
public. As such, the commercial agreement by ELSE also specifies that all
intellectual property (other than background intellectual property belonging to the
client) arising from work carried out under the research agreement would belong to
and vest in Enterprise LSE/the researchers. Finally, it was expressed and agreed that
the data from the project would be used as research material for publications such as

academic journals.

The next section will assess these data in more detail in relation to the research

question.

4.3.3 Assessing the data

The research represents a longitudinal case study with multiple data streams.
Not all data, however, was equally relevant to answer the research question. Hence,
the analysis moved across the various bodies of information integrating the results.
The research question focuses narrowly on the dynamics of the organizations
involved in partnering and collaborating. In principle we are therefore dealing with
two important layers of primary data: contextual data and processual data. On the
one hand, we have a layer concerned with contextual information, primarily
available from policy documents, websites, reports and the survey data. On the other
hand we have a layer representing the core data about the evolution of the project

stemming from the interviews, focus groups and ‘reflect back’ meetings conducted.
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Contextual data

Contextual data becomes relevant when we need to underpin and validate certain
information or interpretations. In this case, it will inform the analysis in terms of
explaining what actors are talking about in the processual data, the interviews and
focused group discussions. As such, we can expect the documents, websites and
survey data to be particularly useful to explore the context in which the project is

placed.

Thus, publicly available information including the websites of the organizations
involved, the Partnership Project website itself, and the websites of other projects the
partner charities might engage in, plus policy documents outlining funding
requirements or changes in the sector, allow us to further contextualize and interpret
what people are talking about in the interviews and focused group discussions.
Hence, we can regard this bulk of data as secondary to answer the research question.
Nonetheless, the first layer, with contextual information, is important to allow us to

anchor issues.

Where required it can be utilized to elucidate particular issues corresponding with the
critical events, as well as to underpin the relationship of project dynamics and group

dynamics the analysis is concerned with.

Processual data

This second layer with processual data is crucial to study partnership dynamics, and
how people made sense of the partnership, the partners, the processes unfolding, as
well as their own involvement. Further, assessing the processual data available, the
richest and most suitable data to answer the research question and look into the
partnership dynamics stem from the in-depth interviews and focused group
discussions generated in connection with the feasibility study, as well as the
evaluation report. While the former explores knowledge processes and collaboration
practices within the partner organizations, as well as the participants’ hopes and

motivations, i.e. what they aimed to get out of the partnership; the evaluation data
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looks at how the partners explained and reflected on the outcomes of their project,
i.e. the partners look back and provide an account of the project and its dynamics.
These are very valuable sources of information, as the participants provide an
explanation of what they think the project is, as well as what happened in it and
whether they thought it was a success or not. The interviews and focus group data
were therefore more valuable to examine the particular evolution and dynamics of
the partnership. Moreover, the in-depth interviews also represented rich data to mine
for factors enabling or hindering group formation and dynamics. Further, the focused
group discussions and ‘reflect back’ sessions were conducted to validate some initial
findings and to obtain further feedback from stakeholders involved in the research.
Finally, we can also regard this data as crucial to examine the partners’ particular
ways of sense-making in relation to their collective effort, as well as the (future)

pathways they anticipate in order to turn their vision into reality.

The next section will look into some of the constraints of the data.

4.3.4 Constraints of the data

There are a number of constraints that limit the possibilities of the analysis

relating to the kind of data generated and how this was possible.

Documents

There are no particular constraints with regards to the documents made available
other than the limited amount of information depicted in them. This is a common
limitation with texts that are congruent with their particular context rather than
catering to the knowledge interests of the researcher. Nonetheless, they are indicative
of the situation in the sense that they are cultural representations, artefacts and also
actors relating to the phenomenon researched (e.g. an influential policy document or

consultancy report talking about the need and solutions for partnership working).
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Interviews

In total 28 interviews were conducted. However, only 26 transcripts are available for
analysis. In one case where a person was interviewed the audio file of the interview
was corrupted and only field notes are left available for analysis. In another case one
interviewee refused to be recorded on tape. Hence, written notes were taken down
after a 30 minute conversation had taken place. Two interviews had to be made over
the phone due to time constraints of one participant and another participant already
having left her organization for family reasons. Moreover, the best data available in
relation to critical transition points is when participants have been interviewed twice
during the process of the collaboration, and only five of these interviews are
available. The reason is that people had either left the collaboration or because they
were not able or willing to participate twice. Such reluctance might have been due to

the Partnership Project arguably failing to reach some of its ambitious aims.

Survey

The survey was distributed via email in the form of an electronic questionnaire (see
appendix 6). However, not everyone working in the participating organizations had
access to or actually worked with a computer at the time of data creation (which was
also indicative of the state of technological infrastructure of some of the charities
involved in the research). Further, the questionnaire was not designed to elucidate the
particular research question of this research or to generate results that could be
generalized. The survey simply investigated organizational settings that would
highlight general similarities or differences between organizations, as well as typical

aspects involved in people’s ways of working.

Considering the charities interest in leveraging ICTs and better management of inter
and intra-organizational knowledge processes, the aim of the survey was to explicitly
reach those people already working with computers and technology in place (as a
benchmark for others). As such, the knowledge interests behind the survey were very
different from this research, e.g. asking people whether they had access to a

telephone and other communication devices or not. Another constraint is the sample
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size of the survey. Considering the small number of expected participants (due to
lack of access to computer) the survey was merely explorative in its nature. To
compensate for a small sample it thus made use of a six-point Likert scale in
connection with the main areas of assessment to enhance the possibility of generating

any inferences from the data generated.

Nonetheless, we can still regard it as useful contextual data, particularly the open text
questions. As stated above the core aim of the survey was to ‘download’ contextual
aspects of partnership working, such as the use of intranets and databases, as well as
to assess the working climate in the [SPC-A] charities involved. As such the survey
instrument made use of assessment criteria derived from the organizational literature
(e.g. items to assess working climate and culture) and utilized open questions to
enable the participants to provide more qualitative input on the ratings made in the

survey.

Participant observation

Participant observation was part of an initial research design, but was resisted by the
commissioning project members. This is a common limitation when generating data
from commercial research projects. Firstly, the nature of the (new) project was risky
and engaging in it involved sensitive issues and dealing with confidential
information. Secondly, working with [SPC-A] charities would have exposed
sensitive information beyond the organizations’ processes and routines, e.g.
information about [SPC-A] themselves. This would have complicated the research
process, as clearance to participate would have been required. Ultimately, the

research had to compromise on participant observation.

However, observations were made in a cafeteria space that served as a ‘hub’ for
information exchange at the premises of Nationwide, which hosted many other

[SPC-A] charities.
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Tradeoffs

Considering the wealth of data available for analysis and given the particular
objective of this study, emphasis was put on a more in-depth analysis of the
interview and focus group material. We can expect this material to represent the
richest data available to study group dynamics and how the partners are trying to
work out how to work together in partnership. Additionally, we cannot expect each
set of the data to be valuable in the same way when looking to answer the research
question. For example, the financial accounts summary of an organization tells us
little about how the collaborating was achieved and what partner dynamics were
involved. Different data will also allow us to investigate different aspects of the
phenomenon in situ, e.g. when people negotiate possibilities of collaborating in a
focus group or when they make attributions about the other partners involved in the

interviews.

However, the research uses techniques allowing us to sort economic from social and
psychological issues of organizing in a project case with multiple data streams. The
project case at hand is about collaborating and the making of an organization.
Specifically, the analysis seeks to elucidate what may be enabling or inhibiting
functions in relation to collaborating in interorganizational partnerships by analyzing
critical transition points. Thus, the research is more concerned with the narratives of
the project members involved in these critical transitions, and in the use of
theoretical concepts and tools, as well as the available contextual information, to

interpret any findings in relation to the project case.

4.4  Project Case: The Story of the Collective

This section provides a more extensive and rich description of the project
case. It will explain how the partnership was initiated and how it evolved over time;
before it ended and ran out of funding. Further, it will outline what kind of
organization and entities the research is dealing with. More specifically, it aims to

show the plot of the story of the partnership to make explicit (a) what happened in
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the project over time and (b) my presence in the project case as a researcher. Further,
the section makes explicit (c¢) which data (particularly the available documents and
interviews) relate to which project event, as well as the critical transitions or shifts in
the dynamics and interactions of the group. Finally, the section shows (d) which type
of data has been generated and when, to allow the reader to reconstruct how the
project developed over time, as well as the particular data that was generated so the

reader can see which data speaks to which transition point.

The story of the ‘Partnership Project’ reflects how several UK [SPC-A] charities
aimed to improve their situation by ‘teaming up’ with others. They sought to explore
more innovative ways of working in order to survive in a pressurised environment.
Whilst there were big changes happening in the sector, the seven organizations
involved in the research — BeHappy, Fostercare, ForFamilies, Phoneus, TalkTalk,

Nationwide and Youngster — also had their own local issues to deal with.

Hence, this section will outline the story of the collective as seen by the researcher. It
will describe the context that brought about the partnership and where possible
provide information on specific events and critical actions within the project. This
information will then be summarised in a timeline aiming to show events relation to

the partnership unfolding over time.

4.4.1 The Plot

Some time before the Partnership Project was formally launched few of the
partners reported having informal discussions on how to deal with their
organizational challenges. The sector operates very informally and events for
networking and personal exchange are common and frequent. At the time when I
joined the project the partners seemed to suffer from what was in parts extremely
poor infrastructure (as was later confirmed by the feasibility study on knowledge
processes I worked on). This included some people working in overcrowded and
mainly rented spaces across London, with few of them being in obvious need for

refurbishment. Also, ICTs and other professional infrastructure that would put the
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charities on a competitive level with private sector companies seemed out of reach
for a few of the partners involved in the partnership. Further, the Government agenda
at the time was guided by an ambitious economic aim: to outsource services initially
delivered by the public sector via fostering joined up working among smaller
charities to provide more cost efficient, targeted and effective community and health

services (i.e. [SPC-A] services).

However, at the time of the first contact with the charities through Nationwide the
aim of engaging in the project was also to move into new premises so they could host
themselves alongside partner organizations in a ‘spanking new building’ increasing

‘visibility’ and organizational attractiveness for all.

While Nationwide, already an umbrella organization, was hosting and cooperating
with a larger range of member organizations, it seems that the seven partner
organizations coming together later in the project were prior to the formal launch of
the project either exclusively or primarily in contact with Nationwide. There seems
to have been little information exchange about the project amongst the several
partners and no previous project collaboration/partnership history with any of the
other participants. Nonetheless, all the charities were equally interested in the
Partnership Project. They were keen to join the collaboration to explore the

possibility of new, shared accommodation and better infrastructure for all.

As Government aimed to reduce overheads a partnership fund was initiated to let
private and voluntary sector organizations explore if they could work in partnership
to improve service quality while reducing waste and transaction cost across the
sector. Teaming up with others was communicated as key requirement for obtaining

funding. These funds were considered ‘risk capital’:

‘ISB funding from the Treasury was risk capital, so it allowed the
partners to try different things..." (Project Director, Interview 16)
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As such, it was anticipated by the funder that not all funded projects would be

successful.

Where Government grants were provided the funding body would expect joined-up
working, transparency and accountability, as well as a highly professional services

from the charities involved in these projects.

Being on the lookout for new funding opportunities Nationwide was instrumental in
anticipating  possibilities and challenges ahead. Their Marketing and
Communications (Marcom) Director, who also sat as a trustee in the Partnership
Project, put the initial project bid together which later brought together the partners

via a project consortium.

Nationwide, however, seemed also more actively involved shaping the government’s
agenda by supporting the idea of more joined-up working in the sector. The mutual
co-creation of new policies seems nothing unusual considering both government and
VCS organizations are involved in delivering services to the public and raising [SPC-

Al] issues.

However, whilst the charities involved cannot influence all aspects of policy making,
it seems that some charities are certainly in a better position than others to lobby and

increase significance of certain issues and themes at government level.

‘...in terms of lobbying and influencing government policy, then the
voluntary sector has to be as sophisticated within their means as other
bodies, clearly not financial, but using other [means]...we haven't got
the money that private organizations have, private companies. But if
we're going to be out influencing government policy, then we've got to be
bloody good at what we do and if we're going to raise money, then the
general public has got to see that we are providing a quality service that
meets the needs of [SPC-A].’ (Phones - Director of Policy and

Communication, Interview 7).
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Indeed, nurturing informal relationships with various stakeholder groups is part of
how the sector operates. Hence, relationships between charities and policy makers
are seen as mutually beneficial for all stakeholders involved. All actors are keen to
anticipate policy changes ahead and also influence any issues that could impact their
own organizational future. In fact, some of the partners seemed to have deliberate
pre-project informal exchange in relation to their common need for better
infrastructure and accommodation before the actual funding bid for the ‘Partnership
Project’ was put together by the Marketing and Communications Director/trustee of
Nationwide. This seems to be a typical approach when instigating a project that
would involve a number of (charitable) organizations. Whilst the initial application
seems to have suggested that the grant fund the move into a new and joint building,
the Government’s feedback was that proposing partnership working and shared
service development would be key for considering the bid. Accordingly, after
amending the proposal and - to the ‘surprise of the sector’ - the bid was successful

(Project Director, Interview 2).

With arrival of the funds in early 2004, the partnership was formally registered as a
Charity and Limited Company by Guarantee, with CEOs and directors of each
partner organization sitting as trustees on the board of the new charity. Four out of
the seven partners were also involved in recruiting an independent project manager
who was appointed shortly after. While the panel felt he was ‘the most able man for
the job’ (Nationwide CEQ, Interview 22), he also seemed well known in the sector
and to be ‘friends’ with the CEO of Nationwide; who in turn, sits as the chair of the
new project consortium. Furthermore, the supposedly independent project director
was also ‘being line-managed’ by the Marketing and Communications

Director/trustee of Nationwide (Nationwide Trustee/Marcom Director, Interview 20).

In the beginning, the partnership appeared to consist of four, then seven
organizations (my presence started about 1 year into the project when all seven were
members, but some project partners seem to have come in about one year before that

(see project evolution table 4-3, as well as data creation timeline, figure 4-1).
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In essence, the project consortium aimed to raise capital for a shared building, while
exploring the idea of working in partnership. In particular, the -charities
commissioned research to explore the feasibility of sharing knowledge and
infrastructure, a joint library and help line and to share back office functions, such as
HR, finance and payroll, which are all expensive business functions considered

overhead and not directly relating to service delivery.

‘it's going to be the establishment of this building that will change the
way the sector works and that is collaborative working but the key

phrase is 'collaborative working' (Project Director, Interview 2)

Reducing waste and overhead, as well as collaborating, was seen as an essential way
of reforming the sector toward greater professionalism and efficiency. This followed
the rationale of the Partnership Fund where costs were saved by flexible and joined
up working (see Ling 2002), while service quality and delivery were to be improved
(see ‘Invest to Save Budget’; comprehensive information can be found at

http://www.isb.co.uk)."*

Taken together, funding was then granted on the basis of greater collaboration and to
achieve efficiency, while the partners initially wanted to share accommodation and

move into a shared building.

However, the partners did apply for partnership funding to comply with the idea of
collaborating. The funding was then provided on the basis of exploring the
development of shared services, as well as exploring working as project partners,

without necessarily requiring them to merge their organizations. Further, six

' Background to ‘Invest to Save’ (taken from website): ‘The Invest to Save Budget (ISB), itself an
example of joint working between the Cabinet Office and the Treasury, was created to bring together
two or more public service bodies to deliver services in a joined up, innovative, locally responsive and
more efficient fashion....The Government has stated its intention to deliver public services in a more
integrated and coordinated way, and the Invest to Save Budget will encourage public sector bodies to
work more closely together and identify projects which would not otherwise go ahead. By providing
more assistance towards the cost of innovative projects, which may need upfront funding not
otherwise available, the ISB will seek to realise the gains which they can offer in terms of efficiency
savings and/or benefits to the public. ISB is a practical example of the Government's commitment to
Modernise Government.’ (source: ISB)
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feasibility studies relating to these specific issues (see primary data table 4-2) were
commissioned to third party consultants. The feasibility work seems to have been

successfully outsourced and procured (Project Director, Interview 2).

Despite this initial success the project stalled after just 1.5 years into the
collaboration. The partners seem to realize that moving into a shared building was
not feasible with the limited funds and equity available. Indeed, the very idea of
establishing joint ways working and shared services seemed to become viewed as

unrealistic in the short timeframe the project had left.

‘[...] and I really wish I'd had three years [...] because I think in three
years, we could have done it possibly - we would have had a building

and then it would have been all to play for.” (Project Director - Interview

16)

Since the funds required for the shared building had moved from an initial 10 Million
to a ‘staggering’ 25 Million requirement to accommodate all visions of the partners,
the whole project appeared as increasingly unrealistic. Further, the partners’
timescales were becoming misaligned: while some of the partners could afford to
wait and see what happened, others could wait no longer and were forced to move

into new premises.

In the end, four out of seven partners decided to leave the partnership and the project
director was laid off, in a process, which he felt was ‘not up to scrutiny’. The project
director was later replaced by the Marketing and Communications Director/trustee of
Nationwide who would take over his position in addition to her existing job and role
as a trustee of Nationwide. Despite this new leadership at the helm of the partnership,
however, the project faded out. The remaining funds were depleted and the

partnership never recovered with most of the partners’ ambitions going unrealized.
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4.4.2 Project activities and critical events

The table below (table 4-3) list gives an overview of key activities and events

relating to the project. This information was captured from the various available data

sources.

Table 4-3: Timeline with project related events and activities

Project related
events and Memos Date
activities
Partnership Project: Strategic goal was to move into new building and use the project to Oct 2002-
Charitable Company achieve this with alliance partners/co-financing. Aug 2003
founded but dormant
Partnership Project: Company registered before actual project bid is submitted. 02.10.02
officially registered as a
charitable company limited
by guarantee
Partnership Project: funding | First submission of funding application for Partnership Project. 2003
application is submitted Amended and resubmitted after feedback from funder/Government.
Informal meetings btw. Discussions lead to 7 partners joining the project. However, not all join | 2003-2004
partners about joining the at the same time, i.e. after an initial group others are attracted into the
project/partnership partnership.
Partnership Project: Charity | Charity registered as UK Limited company by guarantee 16.04.03
and UK Limited Company
Partnership Project Director | Post was publicly advertised; PM was known in the sector and is Sept 2003
appointed by Partnership ‘friends’ with CEO of Nationwide. Panel felt he was ‘the most able
Project Consortium man for the job’
CRITICAL EVENT: Success of bid was communicated (by Government) before funding Nov 2003-
Partnership Project funded was technically awarded Jan 2007
by Partnership Fund
Partnership Project In online media (charity news website, 20 November 2003) the project | Nov 2003-
Consortium consists of 7 is announced as ‘Nationwide’s Partnership Project, a consortium of Jan 2007
Organizations seven [SPC-A] charities looking at new models of collaborative

working’. A project, which ‘aims to improve the quality and cost-

effectiveness of existing services and to develop new services through

collaborative work.” and that the partner organizations with the

Nationwide include Phoneus, ForFamilies, TalkTalk, Be Happy,

Fostercare, and Youngster. Further, that is has three years of funding

from the Governments ‘Invest to Save’ budget.
Director of Partnership Director of Partnership Project believes the Partnership Project is about | 2004-2007
Project hosted at finding practical proposals that will ultimately benefit services for
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Project related

events and Memos Date
activities
Nationwide [SPC-A]. It is an exciting and challenging initiative, and I'm very

excited to be part of it.'
Partnership Project Project Director expects to comprise report about building, including 2004-2007
Consortium aims to raise valuation of Nationwide's building. Further to accommodate any
capital for shared building wishes of the other partners with regards to the specification of the
and explore ways of building
working in partnership
Feasibility studies Outsourcing of research work: feasibility studies are being Feb 2004
commissioned commissioned to different independent and external companies
Partnership Project: Honorary Treasurer as its first independent board member is appointed. | Apr 2004
Consortium appoints Has commercial background. Talks about ‘shopping centre’ model for
Treasurer ‘centre of excellence’ where each organization would have their own

space and identity under a larger umbrella brand.
CRITICAL EVENT: Partner CEO sees lack of joint intentionality and trust; does not believe 05.04.04
TalkTalk joins consortium in ‘robustness of business case’
late
CRITICAL EVENT: Director calls it an ‘appalling example’ of collaboration. BeHappy is Dec 2004
ForFamilies and BeHappy offered funding for teaming up with ForFamilies but does not take it.
discuss bid for their own BeHappy was initially established out of Nationwide. For families is
shared premises outside under pressure to move to new premises and cannot wait any longer.
consortium
CRITICAL EVENT: Aim Deliverable of Project Director - Plan is delivered, but project seems Jan 2005
to deliver plan for joint unrealistic/unachievable to the partners in the short time the project has
"flagship building" left.
CRITICAL EVENT: It becomes clear that collaboration takes more time to establish and is Feb 2005
Partnership Project difficult to implement in practice. The idea of a ‘joint building’/
stagnates premises is rendered ‘financially unfeasible’; timescales of partners do

not match; not enough equity among partners to part buy; competition

for resources that would need to be committed toward shared services

(knowledge and data, staff, funding); competing brand identities, aim to

involve [SPC-A] in the project (for brand equity reasons) called ‘an

absolute hopeless failure’ (Ex Project Director)
Partnership Project: Last Website not updated until EVA report is published 09.02.05
Website update by Project
Director
CRITICAL EVENT: After suffering huge financial pressures Phones merges with bigger 2006
Charity Phones taken over charity. This was an envisioned ‘takeover’ by their HR director in 2004
by National Society for (they are the ‘direct competitor in the market place’). However,
abused [SPC-A] merging the agencies under the Partnership Project was not seen as

feasible.
CRITICAL EVENT: Nationwide trustee/Marcum Director and Line Manager to Partnership 2006-2007
LEADERSHIP CHANGE: Project Director becomes new Director of Partnership Project in

Nationwide Marcom
Director takes lead in
Partnership Project

parallel to her role as Marketing Manager until funds are depleted.
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Project related
events and Memos Date
activities
CRITICAL EVENT: Chief | Decision not referred to the board. Decision made between Project 2006
Executive of Nationwide Director and Chief Executive of Nationwide who points out that in
sacks Partnership Project circumstances like this even friendships may have to suffer.
Director
CRITICAL EVENT: Charity was heavily dependant on local government contracts. It faced 06.04.06
Charity For Families goes a 5 M GBP pensions bill ‘tipping the charity over the edge’ (Ex CEO).
into Administration Turnover had dropped 3,5M in 2005 and only half the funding needed

in 2007 was guaranteed: ‘There is a lot of uncertainty around [SPC-A]

services...in October local authorities were still unsure about what

services they were going to commission and we could not afford to

wait’ Charity went into administration after significant decline in

income and crippling pension liabilities after operation since 1948 in

England and Scotland (community website news, 2006)".
CRITICAL EVENT: For Provided former employees agree to new terms and conditions. WF 01.05.06
Families Services are taken | CEO says ‘ForFamilies’ services are top quality and a good fit with
over by WelfareFamilies ours’. Scotland will take over services independently. (Community

website news, 2006)"¢
CRITICAL EVENT: Company dissolved and lessons leaned fed back to funders and EVA Feb 2007
Charity Company is wound | report made public via websites
down

The research aimed to depict the events listed above as accurately as possible. The
information above is derived from interviews, focus groups, notes, websites, personal
profiles and other relevant sources of information including news items and press

releases.

However, as some accounts are derived from statements made by the research
participants, these items might not be entirely accurate. False memory or social
desirability may have distorted certain details, such as the particular date of an event
or how things actually went. Further, the statements made may also reflect personal
perceptions of a particular situation, rather than actual facts. Further, not all possible
details about the partnership or information from all partner organizations involved
in the Partnership Project can be obtained and included here. Hence, the timeline of

events in table 4-3 gives a fragmented account of the project. Nonetheless, it

'3 URL withheld to ensure confidentiality.
' URL withheld to ensure confidentiality.
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provides an account of a sequence of (critical) events and activities relating to the

project and is therefore useful as template to begin the analysis.

4.5  Analytic Procedure

After presenting an outline of the project case and showing how the material
was collected, this research now outlines its strategy for analyzing the data at hand.
Stepping back from the process of the project case the aim is to analyze the data in

relation to the specific problem of collaborating and interagency partnership.

The research will focus on what hinders or enables collaborating among the actors
involved in the project case. This is a good way of accessing real material in relation

to the research question, informed by theory.

The focus of the analysis is a comparison of what people talk about in the project
case, with those issues discussed in the organizational literature. From assessing the
data available, we can see that it can be analyzed from different angles and to answer
different research questions. This would depend on the particular knowledge

interests of the researcher (see Bauer and Gaskell, 2000).

This study, however, will focus on analyzing enablers and inhibitors to collaborating,
using the two analytical grids derived from the literature concerned with
interorganizational partnerships: the social and the economic aspects involved in

collaborating and organization making.

The analysis builds on longitudinal research to study the partnering process and
utilizes a case study approach (Yin, 1993). As such, the research studies the
partnering effort of the organizations involved in the project case over the course of 3
years between 2004-2007'". Hence, the project cannot to be regarded a sample of

projects or an anthropological case study. It is a longitudinal case study and project

" The overall period mapped out including pre and post project events, such as founding dates of
some organizations stretches from 1948 until 2012
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case with multiple data streams, similar to the research aims of a natural experiment,
where outcomes are analyzed for the purposes of putting a hypothesis to a rigorous

test (Popper, 1959).

This analytic procedure is somewhat similar to the work of an archaeologist
systematically uncovering, categorizing and assembling pieces of an ancient mosaic.
The aim is to give a complete and valid account of the project case as possible, while
using theories, knowledge and experience to provide evidence about the causes of
things. As with a jigsaw, the analysis of a complex project case requires the assembly
of interlocking pieces (see Lubatkin, Florin and Lane, 2001). Theories,
methodologies and concepts are research tools used to guide and support this

process, as well as the interpretation of the data concluded by the researcher.

In the first instance, the analysis will therefore re-construct as best as possible what
happened in the particular Partnership Project investigated here (see events table 4-
3). The research focus is on both project dynamics (chapter 5, section 4) and on
group dynamics (chapter 5, section 5). At another level, the analysis also needs to
take into account how participants involved make sense of things (chapter 5, section
6) within the particular context in which events are unfolding (chapter 5, section 3).
This includes participant representations in relation to changes in the sector, the
partners, the project itself, as well as their role in it. Further, the analysis includes
attention to attributions in relation to the group at work, as well as any (critical)
events that have been unfolding over time. Ultimately, the research seeks to provide
explanations for those issues that may have shaped the particular evolution of the
Partnership Project (chapter 5, section 5.4.1). Hence, a more interpretative layer
(chapter 6) of the analysis will be using the managerial, as well as social and
psychological concepts and theories outlined in chapter 3 to reflect on what
happened in the project case, where and why. Further, it will compare if what is
prevalent in the project case is consistent with the reviewed literature or not. Finally,
the analysis considers if this project case can help us learn anything new and
interesting to advance the research agenda concerned with collaborating and inter-

organizational partnership.
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4.5.1 Analytic Approach

The analytic approach is comparable to that of a project ‘post mortem’ (see
Kerzner, 2010). Typically, such an analysis encompasses both quantitative and
qualitative data. Quantitative and qualitative inquiry are alternative perspectives to
study a project from ‘outside’, as well as ‘inside’ (Evered and Luis, 1981). The aim
of a project post mortem is to assess how the project went and to determine and
analyze elements of the project that were successful or unsuccessful (ibid.). In
addition, this research will compare the particular issues discovered, with what has
been talked about in the literature, in order to learn and advance the research agenda

concerned with collaborating.

Considering the literature, as well as the specific case presented here, the study
presents two grids for analysis: an economic functional grid and a social functional
grid. The economic functional grid is included to account for the fact that the
partners are trying to become an organization; the social functional grid accounts for
the fact that partners are social groups and smaller organizations which are trying to
become part of a larger group. The aim is to thus to make the data correspond with
crucial transition points and changes of the partnership structure. Considering the
specific knowledge interest of the research, as well as an initial screening of the
available data in relation to the research question, the primary research technique

applied will be content and narrative analysis.

The process chart below (Figure 4-2) shows the analysis approach taken. This will be
an iterative, rather than a sequential process of qualitative enquiry. The figure below,

however, provides the reader with an account of the steps involved:
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Figure 4-2: Analysis Approach

Identify Identify events Identify Issues H::::i:tn
Organize and contextual factors relating relating K
screen data... relating to to to unl:‘:l Izsm
project project dynamics group dynamics in situ
Relate Interpret Outline Driw
K Issues using Relate findings implications
“::2’::0 0 theories and back to theory for Conclusions!
critical events concepts from to hypothesize theory and
the literature practice

The research will integrate the analysis across data streams where it makes sense to

underpin the narrative analysis with contextual information and for evaluation
purposes. The reason why the research prioritizes narrative and qualitative content
analysis are twofold. One the one hand, investigating the story of how the project
evolved is the best way to make sense of the complexity of the case and its
interrelated events for the researcher. The research focuses on a dynamic project case
over time. This is very different from measuring and controlling specific variables of
the research situation in a more controlled research design (where we can not capture
the full complexity of collaborating). On the other hand, it is a case where people
who form the different organizations are trying to come together to develop a shared
vision and to work out how it could be achieved. In this process meaning is created
(Weick, 1995) and meaning is what narrative data provides access to (Brunner,
1990). Further, the social world is itself ‘storied’ via narrated accounts. As such,
narrative is a key means through which people produce an identity (Ricoeur, 1980;
1991) and relate to issues, i.e. the particular ‘acts of meaning’ which they are
involved in (Brunner, 1990). It is precisely, how the partners make sense of the
project, as well as the process of organization making they are involved in the
research interested in. Further, narratives are also the more suitable data to
investigate social effects of organizing considering economic aspects of partnering
have already been extensively researched in the economic and managerial literature.

Specifically, it allows us to be more focused on emergence of a project and group
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dynamics. Considering the research question, it is not important whether the project
was considered a success or not. What is interesting is that, while economic factors
may play a key role in determining project making and outcomes of collaborating,
we can also study how other things manifest themselves, such as common versus
local goal trade offs, leadership and power struggles, sense-making and attribution
processes, vision conflicts and the like, and these are the particular social issues the

research wants to uncover in situ.

4.5.2 Preparing the data

Building on the data collection process, this section provides an account of

how the data were prepared for analysis and interpretation.

Interviews and focused group discussions were transcribed verbatim to a professional
standard using SCRIBE, a software to allow for fast and slow forwarding and
rewinding of the audio recordings for better transcription. Across all narrative data
transcript codes were applied for standardized identification of speakers, pauses,
switch of thought, as well as guessed words or when words were inaudible or
indecipherable. In addition, the intervirw and focus group transcripts were randomly
crosschecked with the audio recordings to assure accuracy and completeness. All
qualitative data (including interviews, focus groups, open questions and documents)
were converted into ‘.txt’ files for further processing in Altas.Ti (a scientific
workbench and text analysis tool) where a Hermeneutic Unit (HU) would be created,
as well as bundles, to ensure linkages created during the coding process would not
get lost. HU is the technical term for the entire Atlas.Ti project file containing a
collection of codes, memos, comments and quotes. Project bundle is the technical
term for the data archive that allows storing and transferring the entire analysis
file/HUs. Examples of the transcribed interview and focus group transcripts can be
found in appendices 7 and 8. Considering data protection, the audio files and
transcripts were stored on password-protected computer hard drives, as well as

archived on CD-ROMs stored in a secure location.
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The survey data was collected, by providing an electronic questionnaire in the form
of a Microsoft Word document (see appendix 6), where questions could be answered
using predefined fields. The data were transferred into Microsoft Excel and prepared
for analysis with SPSS, a statistical work package for social science research, where
an explorative and descriptive analysis would be conducted. The open questions
were also extracted from the various questionnaires and collated into a larger text-file

in preparation for further content analysis (see above).

4.5.3 Layers of analysis

The research makes use of a multi-layered body of data and information. As
such, there are several layers of analysis that need to be taken into account. The data
available can be described as historical accounts and artefacts relating to the project
case. The project case analysis coalesces data sources available to generate the
results utilizing controlled and documented analytical and investigative techniques to

identify, collect and examine the material.

Table 4-4 exemplifies each layer of analysis the research is dealing with. These
layers can be understood as interrelated and parallel processes co-evolving over time.
The more we move from context toward interpretation in our analytical focus the less
tangible become the aspects we aim to research and the more the analysis will reply
on theoretical models, concepts and tools rather than aggregated data and factual

information.
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Table 4-4: Layers of project analysis and analytical focus

Layers of project analysis | Analytical focus

Contextual Dynamics Data and information that can help us make sense of the co-
evolving environment in which the Partnership Project
unfolds.

Project Dynamics Analyzing and mapping project related events and activities.

Typically these are issues project management would be
concerned with such as organizing meetings, issuing a report
or appointing staff to fulfil a certain task etc.

Group Dynamics Here we can investigate how the partners relate to each other
over time, as well as what are the more social issues that
correspond with events at the level of project dynamics.

Sense-making We can analyze how actors make sense of project events in
connection with group dynamics within their context of the
collaboration. Ultimately, how people make sense of things
cannot always be regarded as what is actually happening in a
situation.

Interpretation The interpretative layer of the analysis allows us to apply
particular concepts to the issues and people’s sense-making in
context. For example, when actors make certain attributions
about others or about situations we can detect these as such
using theories and concepts concerned with particular
attribution styles and so forth.

Indeed, analyzing complex case material allows us to apply different lenses, tools
and foci at distinct levels. However, they all relate to the same venture and are
embedded in a specific project environment, which is also dynamic (see Mitleton

Kelly, 2011).

The next section will explain how each layer of analysis will be approached.
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Analytic technique

The project is placed in a particular context, i.e. the historical and political changes
happening at the time. These are contextual events and changes such as policy issues,
technological advancements or institutional developments that affect the

organizations and stakeholders involved in the research.

At the next level, we have project dynamics. These are project events directly
relating to the evolution of the Partnership Project from beginning to end. Whilst it
can be expected that not all project related issues and events can be retrieved and
reconstructed from the available data, providing an account of what the they are is
nonetheless an important first step to map out and outline what may have happened

in the project.

Building on project dynamics, it will then also be possible to analyze the specific
group dynamics, i.e. the particular processes relating to the formation and changes
within the group at work. This means the research will be looking to connect events
unfolding over time to specific team development processes (i.e. the team
development stages outlined by Tuckman and Jensen, 1977). Henceforth, the
research will also provide accounts given by the participants relating to context,
project and group dynamics. This will provide a flavour of how participants make
sense of development across certain stages of the project. Further, it will enable the
researcher to connect these representations to the critical transition points in the
project. Finally, using theories and concepts from the literature it will be possible to
complement the more descriptive layers of analyses with theoretically grounded, yet
evidence-based interpretations rooted in a real and well-rounded project case. It will
also be possible to compare if what the literature talks about is apparent in the case
and consistent with what it would predict. Based on the research question the
analyses aim to uncover internal or external social or economic enabling or inhibiting
factors relating to collaborating in the particular project investigated. Ultimately,
anticipating the research domain and motivation of this thesis the research
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particularly contributes to clarifying the relationship between project dynamics and

group dynamics.

4.5.4 Thematic analysis

Considering the initial assessment of the data the overall analysis will be
based primarily on data stemming from text documents and transcripts, as well as
open questions from the survey, including some explorative statistics from the survey
to help contextualize some of the findings stemming from the interviews and other
sources. The stories of the actors involved reveal how people make sense of a
partnership project in the making. The survey results and other data further
contextualize and underpin the more qualitative results we can obtain from content
and narrative analysis. The qualitative analysis procedure employed is in line with
the steps traditionally involved in a Thematic Network Analysis (Attride-Stirling,
2001 - TNA), while adhering to important guiding principles of research work, i.e. to

be systematic, transparent, comprehensive and coherent (Bauer and Gaskell, 2000).

However, this research also needs to go beyond the more descriptive layers of
analysis that would usually result from applying Attride-Stirling’s technique.
Thematic analysis is a frequent and broadly applied qualitative analytic method
within psychology (Braun and Clarke, 2006). Yet, it remains often poorly
demarcated (ibid, 2006). TNA 1is more refined than most thematic analysis
approaches and typically leads to a large number of interconnected and layered
themes grounded in narrative data or text. Traditional TNA does not allow us to
analyze data across the different layers this research has derived from the
organizational literature. Hence, Attride-Stirling’s approach needs to be further

developed and adapted to suit the analysis and knowledge interests of this research.

In order to identify the enablers and inhibitors of the consortium’s collaboration
effort we need to focus on critical transition points, rather than main themes and
families of themes (which impose a certain level of hierarchy and organization onto

existing data and thus make the analysis too rigid to explore a dynamic project case).
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These become apparent when there are critical moments in the partnership, and when
observing how people deal with them in order to keep the collaboration moving
along. Further, these critical tensions expose what goes right and what goes wrong in
a collaboration effort, including the reasoning of, and decisions taken by the project

partners.

Hence, the approach employed here differs in identifying the critical moments and
transitions of the project as a major unit of analysis. This is particularly important, as
no one real world project case is identical to another. Further, we also need to
prioritize certain units of analysis in order to be able to focus on those critical events
that have influenced and shaped the process of partnering and collaborating in one or
another direction. This is different from dealing with statistical data, for example,
where our mode of analysis would focus on exploring quantitative differences or
testing a particular empirical model or hypotheses. Thus, the particular steps

involved need to include:

1 Systematizing content: organize, code and map out what is going on in the
data; cluster and visualize basic and global major themes based on what

people say

2 Identify critical moments/transitions: identify changes in the project, in

which ways of organizing become apparent

3 Analyze critical tensions: relating to social and economic enablers and

inhibitors

4 Analyze enablers and inhibitors: in relation to project and group dynamics

using appropriate concepts from the literature

5 Interpret: relate findings back to theory; see if case results correspond with

the theory
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6 Hypothesize: Build interesting and new hypotheses that are rooted in theory

and practice

While the managerial literature provides us with reference models about how a
project may evolve over time and what the important factors might be, the social and
organizational literature provides the research with guidance on the issues to expect
when people come together to work as a group. Both aspects represent key
conceptual foci of this analysis. The aim of the analysis is to interpret the findings by
relating them back to the organizational literature in order to establish if the project
case mirrors what the literature talks about or if we can learn anything new and
interesting from looking at this particular case study. A further aim is to see if the
research allows us to develop a set of different hypotheses, which can be regarded as

rooted in practice, yet informed by theory.

4.5.5 Coding procedure

There is no one best way for thematic analysis and often primary and
secondary steps in the coding procedure need to be combined in (project) specific
ways to elucidate the data (Saldana, 2009). Hence, the researcher needs to iteratively
adapt their technique to the project case at hand, i.e. we cannot prescribe a particular
analytic procedure. Further, we need to select out of the multiple data streams
available those, which are most useful in relation to particular layers of analysis (e.g.
contextual information obtained from policy documents and websites, project
dynamics by focusing on critical events and group dynamics by studying narrative
data). To understand what actually happened in this project in relation to
collaborating we also need to purposefully select the units of analysis and amend our
research technique based on our aim of understanding theory in action (such as

certain attributions made by some partners in relation to other actors involved).

However, to be consistent and coherent, we should select tools and procedures that

have been previously validated as empirically viable and useful for understanding the
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phenomenon with which the research work is concerned. The procedure employed

for coding and analysis reflects this and thus includes the following steps:

10

11

Reading and sorting the material; making section breaks in the transcripts

where appropriate to enable better coding

Initial coding of the interview transcripts and making memos

Re-coding the data; refining the coding frame (iterative process)

Merging and clustering codes

Creating linkages and relationships between codes; re-checking code
relationships and amending code relationships and directions/quality of

relationship where required (iterative process)

Aggregating codes to ‘basic themes’ based on code relationships

Merging themes and aggregating them to ‘organizing themes’ and visualizing

them

Aggregating ‘organizing themes’ to ‘global themes’

Visualizing thematic networks of both ‘basic themes’ and ‘global themes’

Allocating/projecting ‘global themes’ into different layers where issues
become active, i.e. contextual dynamics, project dynamics, group dynamics

and sense-making

Identifying quotations/data that best resonate with themes and transition
moments as they become relevant and active across different layers/research

foci
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This coding procedure employed reflects two aspects. First, it reflects the aim to
provide a comprehensive and coherent picture of collaborating in situ and to let the
data speak to critical transition points of the project. Second, it reflects the need to
compare what the data shows, to the organizational literature (across different

layers/research foci).

This allows the analysis to focus on critical transitions in order to establish the
enablers and inhibitors, and to ask if they are external or internal factors, as well as if
they are social or economic enablers and inhibitors, or both. Furthermore, it allows
us to analyze enablers and inhibitors in relation to project dynamics, as well as group

dynamics.

The next section will outline what we can expect from analysis of the data at hand.

4.6  Expectations in relation to analyzing the data

The following section discusses what outcomes we can expect from applying
the particular data analysis approach outlined above. This section does not discuss
the actual results of the analysis nor any theory led interpretations relating to them.
After having assessed the data and reviewed both economic and social strands in the
literature, this section hypothesizes: what should one expect when engaging in the

process of partnering and multiparty-collaboration?

As we have seen from the literature, creating new ways of organizing can provoke
change in a number of domains for organizations. Further, it may require actors to
negotiate and develop trust in each other, while engaging in joint effort (Sydow,
1998). This will also involve making new installations at various levels, including
changes at institutional, group and individual levels (Lahlou, 2008). Hence, the
research now discusses what to expect when analyzing a project case in which
various actors come together to engage as partners. What can one expect when
people come together to engage in organization making by merging smaller units
into a new kind of organization? This section therefore takes a closer look at group
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formation and asks what are the dynamics and inter-personal issues to be expected
when people come together in groups. According to the managerial literature there
are a number of aspects that will impact any collaboration effort, including (Mandell

and Steelman, 2003):

* The history of relationships

* The relative power of members

*  The imposition of rules/guidelines

*  The impact of political/cultural context

* The type of issue

* The particular culture of the participating members

Further, a team’s success in collaborating may be characterized by (Heerkens, 2005):

*  Understanding the true need(s) of project partners
* Development of a feasible project plan
* Anticipating financial risks and other threats to the project

* Developing a shared understanding of the project manager’s role, as well as the roles
and responsibilities of the project partners

* Building a solid team and aim to anticipate and understand team dynamics
* Allowing for feedback and learning
*  Monitoring project development and performance

Organizational and Social Psychology on the other hand predicts the following

critical issues in group dynamics (see Forsyth, 2010):

* No Shared identity - People feel they belong to different social groups (Tajfel, and
Turner, 1986)

* No Common purpose - No joint intentionality (Worchel, 1992)
* Prioritization of personal interests - People prioritizing personal over group interests
(Forsyth, 2010)

* Social loafing - Group less effective, and there may also be free riding; even
perceived lack of collaboration may lead to negative motivation (Ringelmann, 1913;
Mulvey and Klein, 1998)

* Team diversity - Problems due to competing and high levels of knowledge and
expertise, as well as institutional and organizational differences (diversity may both
enable or inhibit success of partnership; see Scarbrough, 1999; Neale, Northcraft and
Jehn, 1999)

* Power and leadership - Conflict in leadership structures and power distribution (see
Scott, 2001)
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* Interdependence - Interdependence directly affects group performance. For example,
if one partner is hurt, the group may suffer; contextual factors may affect partners
differently (see Gully, Incalcaterra, Joshi, and Beaubien, 2002)

*  Miscommunication - For example arising from cultural differences in
communication styles (verbal and nonverbal; see Huxham and Vangen, 2005)

* Stereotyping - For example in the form of positive or negative assumptions about
others, such as trait attributions, prejudice (Tajfel, 1974; Tajfel and Turner, 1979;
Hogg and Terry, 2000)

We can expect from the literature and the previous chapters that some of these issues
will become relevant when collaborating, as actors co-create a new organization.
There will be typical tensions to be expected when people from different
backgrounds and groups come together to pool resources for a particular purpose.
Hence, the aim is to look for these issues in the data and to compare the project case

to what can be found in the organizational literature.

Further, from what we have seen in the literature we can already expect a series of
problems and tensions arising prior to group formation, for example, fear of isolation
or takeover and other issues which have been talked about in the literature outlined
above. While some aspects discussed in the economic literature are technical,
relating to labour division and efficiency, other aspects relate to participating in the
social sense. Communicating for example, has two aspects: transferring data and
information in the context of work communicating, and also being part of the same
group (see Huxham and Vangen, 2005). What is very important is that the
organization, in the economic sense, specifies what is to be done in the ideal phase or

the ideal process of collaborating (see Gray, 1985; Kerzner, 2010).

Cultures and groups, however, are systems which are much more flexible. They are
social systems and systems of trust, where actors give each other ‘blank cheques’
when embarking on a collaboration journey. Trust enables us to cope with the
unspecified therefore allowing groups to deal with issues more flexibly (Roy and
Dugal, 1998; Costa, Roe and Tallieu, 2001; Das and Teng, 2001;Bouwen and
Taillieu, 2004).
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For example, a police officer may actually help an offender, rather than issue a
speeding ticket, if a driver is urgently rushing to take a pregnant woman to hospital
who is about to give birth. Being able to deal with issues flexibly (in our example:
creating a superordinate norm agreed and accepted in the context of an exceptional
circumstance) is what gives group members motivation, because people become
members through engaging with the group via dealing with critical tensions. This
gives actors a place and position in the group as members, while the group also
creates a memorable collaboration history that may become the basis for future
interactions. When something goes wrong or an unplanned event occurs in a project,
we cannot rely on the economic aspect of organizing. We have to rely instead on
people being able to work together and change the structures and current norms/rules
without changing the fact that they are still a particular group in society (which is

culturally held accountable for their actions).

Indeed, it is this social mechanism and function of the group, which enables
collaborating. It is a generative pattern emerging from dynamic between social
structure and agency. Ultimately, generative relationships (Schon, 1993) enable trust
(see Vangen and Huxham, 2003; Bouwen and Taillieu, 2004; Moreland and Levine,
2002) and they also provide the group with a sense of belonging and identity, which

further enables trust building and collaborative activity between actors.

When people belong to a group, they naturally, as a group, will try to work together
to resolve tensions and to advance in their decisions (Desanctis and Gallupe, 1987).
By the same token, however, tensions are also essential to group life (Smith and
Berg, 1987), and this is especially so when people come together and test uncharted
territory; we can expect differences in terms of how people are able to resolve

tensions.

Alongside this flexibility there will of course be something that will be stable and
agreed and written. This will act as the element that holds the group together in an
institutional or economic sense. It is also important to stress that in organizations, we
have the structure of organized agency, for example economic labour division, i.e.
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‘who does what’, and so forth. But, there are social processes and ideas like ‘we are
in it together whatever happens’, which follow a completely different logic - this is
not economic, but social. Indeed, the goal of an organization is to produce value,

while the goal of the group is: to stay a group (Tajfel and Turner, 1986).

If economic and social structures involved in collaborating are not acceptably
intertwined, one will encounter a number of problems. In this specific case, a project
consortium brings together a series of entities and organizations. Actors try to merge
several organizations and several groups into a single entity that shares a building, as

well as other resources.

However, a potential problem with this group may be that we are looking at a
consortium where people are not a social group as such. They so far only represent
entities of organizations, which bring in-group and out-group perspectives and
different identities into a collective setting that is not yet collaborative. A consortium
is not yet a group (see Anand, 1999; Mitchell, 1999; Hogg and Terry, 2000). What
we will observe here in this case study is actors trying to merge several organizations
and entities/actors into one entity/group. This is the crux of this case study. The
actors involved are seeking to become a group and they will negotiate if, when and
how this will happen. Considering the smaller units involved already act as a group
and may have their own problems within those groups, we can expect that
participating in a new project consortium will bring about inter-group conflicts
(Tajfel and Turner, 1979). Hence, one can expect certain problems, which are either

related to social or economic issues.
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Chapter S Analytic results

This chapter presents the results derived from systematic and iterative
data analysis. As outlined in the methodology chapter there are several layers of
analysis we can take into account. In practice, we can understand these layers as
cumulative and interdependent while co-evolving over time. The research, however,
will present the analysis findings layer by layer to then assess the dynamics of
partnership prevalent in the project case. This method of narration and organizing
the findings is best suited in order to elucidate the research question (see
Polkinghorne, 1995): (1) contextual dynamics, (2) project dynamics, (3) group
dynamics, (4) sense-making and (5) interpretation, i.e., relating the findings back to

the theory concerned with partnership and collaborating.

However, before proceeding with the analysis to see how the issues derived from the
analysis become relevant/active in the project case across the different layers, the
next sections will look at (a) the objectives and anticipated outcomes of the
Partnership Project to check which of them were actually met and (b) provide a first
descriptive overview of the analytic results as a foundation to proceed with a more

in-depth and multi-layered analysis.

5.1  Partnership outcomes and objectives

In order to understand what happened in the project case it is important for us to
understand what the partners wanted to achieve and what was the outcome of their
collective effort. The following table 5-1 provides an assessment in relation to the
objectives based on the initial funding application can help us shed light on this
question (amended from annual ‘Report and Financial Statements’ p.3; made
available by the Partnership Project consortium). The following table provides an

overview of the key objectives and outcomes relating to the Partnership Project.
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Table 5-1: Objectives and Outcomes of Partnership Project

Objective of the Partnership Project

Project Outcomes

To improve the quality and cost-
effectiveness of the member organizations’
existing services, develop new services
through collaborative working, and
ultimately for some to move into a common
building in a new partnership

NO - The research has found no evidence
in relation to improvements of the quality
and cost-effectiveness of the member
organizations’ existing services. Also, it
seems no new services through
collaborative working have been
developed. Regarding accommodation,
most partners (as of 2012) still seem to be
based in their initial premises

To establish the Partnership charity and put
in place the wherewithal to take the project
forward

YES - the charity (as proven by company
house records) was registered in April
2003 as UK Limited company by
guarantee. Further, the financial statements
indicate funds have been allocated to take
the project forward

To improve the current efficiency and
effectiveness of services provided by the
partner charities

NO - the research has not found sufficient
evidence in the available data that any
considerable efficiencies and effectiveness
of individual services provided by the
partner charities were improved due to the
Partnership Project. However, some of the
outcomes may have contributed to
organizational learning (see criteria
dissemination of lessons learned below)

To identify new joint services and activities
for development

YES - Possible service areas were
identified via six feasibility reports.
However, no joint services seem to have
been established

To develop a new culture of joint working
between partner charities that can maximise
the impact of service delivery

NO - the data available seems to suggest
that a new working culture was difficult to
achieve (despite similar working climate
across charities involved in the Partnership
Project, see MCK survey results chapter
5.3).

However, the data also suggests that actors
are aware of the need for a new
culture/proactive shift in practice i.e. to
establish new ways of working in their
organizations and in the sector




Objective of the Partnership Project Project Outcomes

To disseminate the lessons from the process | YES - the research found evidence that a
and ensure they are translated into practice report on the dynamics of partnership in
elsewhere in the voluntary sector the UK [SPC-A] Voluntary Sector was
commissioned and disseminated via the
project’s website

To provide an essential resource for new NO - The project is believed not have
agencies matured to this stage based on the data the
research has analysed

To engage effectively with [SPC-A], their NO - Building on stakeholders’ views

parents, carers, policymakers and engaging [SPC-A] was tried but difficult to
professionals in the [SPC-A] sector and raise | implement in practice, i.e. not effectively
the profile of [SPC-A] issues achieved as was anticipated

To prepare an organizational infrastructure YES - A specification for a new building
for relocation into the new building was put together. However, relocation has
not happened and no actual infrastructure
development/construction of a building
resulted from the project as far as can be
established from the data

In addition, the Partnership Project anticipated the following outcomes (as stated in

the project description and financial report summary):

* Improvements in quality, cost-effectiveness and efficiency for all partner charities
* More [SPC-A] to be reached by better services
* Ability to develop new initiatives that reach socially-excluded [SPC-A]

* A structure which will support the nurturing of new charities in the [SPC-A] sector
and to avoid duplication

* A national reference point with a regional substructure, for consulting and supporting
[SPC-A] on the issues which concern them.’

However, from the data the research has analyzed there is not sufficient evidence to
conclude that the Partnership Project reached all of its ambitious aims. Whilst some
objectives seem to have been met, the overall project seems to have been less
successful than the partners would have hoped. The representations of the project

director in relation to the project’s aims mirrors this:

‘I think it was a very mixed bag, as you would expect, but the building

project was effectively set up. The collaborative working leading to
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shared services was set up if there was a will to take it forward, but the
involvement of [SPC-A] was very difficult to get engagement with. So it
was a mixed bag really’ [...] 'there was the possibility of setting up a
model of shared services to go in the new building, but there didn't seem
to be a commitment to make that happen and that seemed to be no longer
a priority. So I think, fair enough, it was a time to review the original

aims’ (Project Director, Interview 16).

However, as we have seen projects are temporary organizations and groups are open
and dynamic systems. Hence, it seems typical for projects to develop differently than
planed. In addition, different issues will influence project outcomes based on the
different layers the research has previously identified. The next chapters will therefore
further look into why the partners did not achieve what they wanted to achieve by
analyzing in greater detail the contextual dynamics, project dynamics and group

dynamics, as well as the project related sense-making of the partners involved.

Before proceeding with the analysis across each layer in greater detail, the next
section will provide a general overview of the results relating to each data stream (see

chapter 4.3).

5.2 Overview

As previously outlined (see section 4.5.1) quantitative and qualitative inquiry offer
alternative perspectives which alow us to study the Partnership Project either from a
more ‘external’ or a more ‘internal’ perspective (see Evered and Luis, 1981). The
analytic insights derived in this thesis consider both quantitative and qualitative data
created via different research techniques. Assessing the data (see section 4.33 and
section 4.5) we have seen that each data available sheds light on the project case from
a different perspective. Table 5-2 provides a general overview of the analytic results,

as well as the benefits relating to each type of data and research instrument.
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Table 5-2: Overview of instrument, data, benefits and results

Research Data Benefits Results
Instrument
Survey Quantitative data Gaining access to organizations Sample description:. participgnt
(apart from additional | involved in the Partnership Project dGetalls ?pdfgenergl 1nfl())rmat1110n.

. . . . . eneral information about the
answers and qooo | Triggering participant involvement organization including (a) services
to open questions) beyond project consortium gant: &

o o and clients, (b) structure and
Identlfylgg grganlzatlonal _ communication, (¢) working
f:haracteflstlcs, as well as bas'lc climate, (d) direction and
1nfor'mat10n about cgllal?oratlon leadership, (¢) company values.
requllrements, organizational Organizational collaboration and
practices and culture . .
knowledge management, including
(a) external, as well as (b) internal
collaboration practices
Personal work circumstances,
including (a) work place, (b)
communication media, (c) work
activities and (d) quality of
technical equipment and software
Interviews | Qualitative data Gaining in-depth understanding of | Personal history and work in the
(apart from historical | organizational complexities sector o .
dates and financial relating to the Partnership Project R}lepresent?tfloqs m }rlelatlon to t}ée
i . o changes affecting the sector an
facts mentioned) Identify hopes and motivations of £es atlecting the sec
. the organizations within it
partners involved P | relationshin with
. . ersonal relationship wit
Study partnership dynamics and . nship
. . Partnership Project
perceptions and sense-making over o
time Hopes, motivations and
expectations in relation to
Partnership Project, as well as own
organizational future
Perceptions in relation to the
partners and the partnership
project as it happens
Ideas for what partnership means
and how it can be enabled or
inhibited
Representations of what
knowledge and collaborating
means, as well as how it might be
enabled and inhibited
Focus Qualitative data Identify discourses relating to intra Discpurses, ideas and .
Groups (apart from historical | and interorganizational requirements around sharing

dates and financial
facts mentioned)

collaborating

Explore ideas, Possibilities and
limitations relating to the
partnership project

Discuss technical feasibilities and
challenges surrounding
organizational knowledge
processes and collaborating

knowledge and information within
and across organizations
Challenges for the sector in
managing organizational
knowledge processes
Technological aspects involved in
knowledge creation and sharing
Representations of what

knowledge and collaborating
means, as well as how it might be

138




Research Data Benefits Results
Instrument
enabled and inhibited
Documents | Qualitative data Identify public, as well as PR Facts relating to business

18

(apart from historical
dates and financial
facts mentioned)

discourses relating to the
partnership project

Obtain facts from official project
and Government documents to
contribute to contextual analysis

Verify statements (where possible)
of actors made in the context of
one to one interviews and group
discussions

Develop framework for timeline to
locate narrated events within other
historical dates and events relating
to the project case

Analyze challenges outlined in
feasibility studies commissioned
by the Partnership Project

incubation, funding and financial
performance

PR and Marketing in the public
domain in relation to the
Partnership Project

News items relating to the
Partnership project or Partner
Organizations

Information relating to policy
development and political changes
encouraging project based
collaboration and partnership

Organizational structures, roles
and responsibilities

Requirements for knowledge-
based work and collaborating
within and across organizations

Enabler and inhibitors relating to
the specific collaboration and
service goals addressed by the six
feasibility studies commissioned
by the Partnership Project (see
table 4.2)

Technical information relating to
each organization

We can see from this overview that each of the generated data is useful in different
ways. In this research, the indepth interviews clearly offer amore ‘internal’
perspective in relation to the project case compared to other data. In turn, the
discourses generated via the focused group discussions offer a more ‘external’
perspective. The same is true for data stemming from the survey and available

documents.

Considering the overall analysis is focussing on partnership dynamics where the
‘internal’ perspective is vital to understand what happened in this particular poejct
case, we can therefore expect the interviews to be richer and more valuable than other

data when we analyse the layers of group dynamics and sensemaking.

' Responses to the open questions from the MCK study were regarded as documents as they resulted
in text data.
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The following sections will provide an overview of the insights derived from
analyzing the quantitative and qualitative data available in relation to the project case.
Further, the analysis will proceed from the wider organizational context to the more
specific issues relating to the dynamics of partnership as they become visible in the

project case over time.

The next section will start by summarizing the survey results from the MCK study to
provide information about the charities’ organizational characteristics. These are part
of the context/attributes the actors bring to their particular group/network (see

sections 3.12 and 3.1.3).

5.3  Quantitative Analyses: Contextual factors

This section outlines general organizational characteristics stemming from the survey
results. This explorative quantitative analysis of the survey data can be regarded as
useful means to create contextual information. The survey findings generated via the
MCK study allow us to gain a deeper insight into the kind of organizations involved
in this research. The survey results provide us with a first impression in relation to the
ways of organizing within each charity. They reflect organizational culture and work
habits and allow us to study potential factors enabling or hindering collaborating

within and across the participating organizations.

As such, the survey assessed the different organizations in their particular working
environment. It explored their individual ways of organizing, as well as areas of
collaborative work. It also identified generic work practices in each organization (for
example using ICTs to collaborate and to share knowledge and information). More
specifically, it assessed the way in which knowledge is created, gathered and
disseminated. This is important in order to understand how each organization can
enable and support project-based collaborative working within and across their

organization.
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5.3.1 Sample description and participation

Using the snowball sampling technique outlined in chapter 4 the participating
organizations were initially recruited via Partnership Project consortium and with the
help of the Marcom Director/trustee of Nationwide who also commissioned the MCK
survey to LSE Enterprise. This was a useful approach as it allowed the researcher to
further involve those organizations already participating in the Partnership Project.
This way other trustees could be instructed to disseminate an electronic survey within
their organizations. This was a good way gain access to their charities and to pave the

way for involving their employees and other stakeholders in the research.

Due to a low number of expected participants (preliminary conversations revealed
that not all charities had large amounts of office workers with access to computers)
the research design aimed at a minimum of N=10 employees to take part in each
charity. In combination with utilizing a six-point Likert scale to measure the items
employed by the survey the research aimed at generating meaningful differences that,
despite a low number of expected participants, could be integrated with other

complementary methods of data creation and analysis.

In the end, only six out of seven anticipated charities managed to fully participate in
the survey. One charity stated they could not manage to distribute the questionnaire in
the timeframe allocated by the researches (4 weeks) and one person took part

(assistant to the charity director).

In total N=42 employees completed the survey with TalkTalk contributing N=10,
Phoneus N=9, ForFamilies N=8, Nationwide N=8, Youngster N=6 and BeHappy N=1
participant. Most participants were female (32 female/10 male). The participants were
on average 39 years of age and they reported on average 8,5 years of working
experience in the sector of which they had spent on average more than 5 years in their

current organization and about 3 years on average working in their current role."”

' For a complete analysis including detailed measures of variance for all items see the SPSS outputs
and cross-tabulations provided in appendix 2
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Overall, we can regard the survey sample as a highly experienced group of
professionals. However, there was considerable variance across measures, e.g. the
youngest participant was 26 years old, while the oldest participant was 63 years of
age. This was also reflected in the amount of working experience reported, ranging
from 1 to 25 years of experience. Further, people, worked in a wide range of
organizational  departments, including Marketing, Public Relations and
Communication, Research, Quality and Development, Training and Education,
Fundraising and Finance, IT Systems and Services, Information and Knowledge
Management, as well as Therapy Services. This indicates a good spread of the survey
across a wide range of organizational functions. Nonetheless, the sampling procedure
limited participation to those organizational members with access to Email and
computers with MS Word Processor. Hence, the survey respondents are primarily

office workers.

The next section will look into each organization and their ways of organizing in more

detail.

5.3.2 Organizational characteristics

This section summarizes basic organizational characteristics of the charities involved

in the MCK survey.

Structure and communication

Across organizations, participants strongly agree that the primary task of the top
management team is to develop the organization’s vision and future development
(X=4,7). Further, they agree that co-ordination takes place through an enormous
amount of informal teamwork at every level (X=4,2). Moreover, their organization
has a number of self-contained divisions (X=4,0). As such, participants also report
that their work is knowledge intensive and requires much creativity so that ‘experts’
must get together to decide how things will be done (X=3,9). Further, that
comprehensive and formal planning takes place before changes in the work
organization are made (X=3,8) and that most of the organizations operate as

headquarters, which allows their operating units a good deal of freedom; provided
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they perform well (X=3,8). Participates only moderately agreed that people within
their organization were professionally qualified and they took responsibility for their
own work in order to make most of their own decisions (X=3,5). Participants also
moderately agreed that there are formal rules and regulations governing almost all

eventualities (X=3,5).

Working Climate

Overall, the working climate throughout the different children charities was reported
as friendly (X=5,2), supportive (X=4,9), collaborative (X=4,8) and respectful (4,8).
Further, the interviewees evaluated the working climate as flexible (X=4,7), honest
(X=4,5) and trusting (X=4,5), as well as formally organized (X=4,4) and teamwork
oriented (X=4,3). Moreover, the working climate can be characterized as sharing

oriented (X=4,1), failure friendly (X=4,0), as well as rather individualistic (X=3,7).

Direction and Leadership

The interviewees somewhat agreed that most of the staff in their company were clear
about the direction of the company. If asked they could easily state where the

company was going (X=3,7).

Company values

Looking across organizations involved, most people agreed that they like to learn and
develop with the organization (X=4,7). Further, they reported a strong sense of loyalty
to the organization (X=4,6). Further, that people are trusted (X=4,5) and that they feel
free to talk openly (X=3,9). Also, that they were involved in most aspects of the

organizations growth (x=3,7).

The next section summarizes at the context in which each organization operates and

the potential for collaboration and joint work with similar organizations.
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5.3.3 Collaboration and Knowledge Management

This section summarizes internal and external collaboration and knowledge

management practices.

External Collaboration

Generally, the interviewees agreed that their personal work would benefit from more
collaboration with other children organizations (X=5,1). Moreover, they agreed that if
all partner organizations were to be located in one building, collaboration would
improve (X=4,8). In general, their collaboration with people from other voluntary
organizations seemed to be very successful (X=4,6). People also reported a tendency
to know people working in other SPC-A organizations. Further, that they were aware
of what these colleagues do (X=3.9). However, the survey participants also reported
that they know little about the websites of the different organizations involved in the
Partnership Project (2,9). Further, they did not seem to frequently collaborate with
members from any of the other organizations brought together by Partnership Project

(2,6).

Internal collaboration

Overall, participants seemed to frequently collaborate with other people across the
different departments in their own organization (X=5,2). Further, their internal
collaboration with people from other organizational units seemed to be very
successful (X=5,0). Moreover, people reported frequent face-to-face contact with their
colleagues from other departments (X=4,8). The participants also moderately agreed
that their personal work would benefit from collaborating more with colleagues from
other departments (X=4,4). Finally, they seemed somewhat aware of what their

colleagues working in other organizational units/departments were doing (X=4,1).

The next section looks into the employees’ personal work situation.
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5.3.4 Personal Work

This section reports findings relating to the organizational environment and personal
situation in which people were working, including some of their essential work

practices.

Work place

The interviewees were asked to characterize their workplace choosing from the
predefined categories ‘personal office’, ‘shared office’, ‘open plan office’ or to report
different work place circumstances under answer category ‘other’. Overall, N=17
(40,5%) out of N=42 interviewees indicated that they worked in an open plan office.
N=16 (38,1%) reported working in a personal office. In total N=7 (16,6%)
participants reported working in a shared office. Two employees (4,8%) indicated that
they worked from home, answering the open question provided under answer
category ‘other’. Further, interviewees were able to indicate whether their office was
located on the ‘same floor as others’, a ‘different floor than others’, or in a ‘different
building than others’. Here, the majority of N=26 (61,9%) interviewees indicated that
their office was located on the same floor. Another group of N=11 (26,2%)
interviewees indicated that their office was located on a different floor, with a small
group of N=5 (11,9%) interviewees indicating that their office was located in a

different building.

The next session will look at the charity workers’ use of communication media.

Use of Communication Media

Another section evaluated the interviewees’ access to communication media, as well
as their frequency of use. Almost all survey participants N=41 (97,6%) indicated that
they had regular access to a computer, while only one survey participant indicated
they had no regular access to a computer. As previously addressed in section 5.2.1
this does not surprise as the survey was disseminated via an electronic questionnaire

that could only be filled out by using a computer with a Microsoft Word Processor.
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In addition, people were asked which software applications they would use most often
in their job. Here, people where given another set of predefined answer categories
(multiple answers were possible), including ‘Word Processing Software’,
‘Presentation Software’ and ‘Other Software’. In total, N=29 (70,7%) selected ‘“Word
Processing Software and N=2 (4,9%) answered ‘Presentation Software’. Moreover,
24,4% (N=10/41) of the interviewees indicated using other software applications. Via
the open question sections these software applications were further specified by the
participants as follows: ‘web development software - dreamweaver, ftp, etc.” (N=1),
‘web browsers, web authoring, email’ (N=1), ‘sage line 100 and excell [sic], outlook’
(N=1), ‘quark express’ (N=1), ‘email/scheduling software’ (N=1), ‘email’ (N=2),
‘databases- filemaker and email and internet’ (N=1), ‘access database for collecting
contact information’ (N=1), ‘presentation’ (N=1), ‘Lotus Notes & its system

administration functions’ (N=1), ‘Inmagic’ (N=1).

Overall, people reported using Email (X=5,8) and the Internet (X=5,5) very often, as
well as the telephone/mobile (X=5,4). Moreover, people seemed to use Database/Data
Management Systems quite often (X=4,2) and sometimes library catalogues (X=3,0).
Intranet (X=2,8), white papers/blue/yellow pages (X=2,8) were rarely used as well as
other (X=2,6) communication media. Video conferencing was almost never used
(X=1,4). Regarding the differences among the organizations Nationwide seemed to be
the only organization where Intranet usage by employees was highly common
(X=5,6). Some of the other organizations (e.g. TalkTalk X=2,4), Fostercare (X=2,4)
and Youngster (X=3,0) seemed to make use of an Intranet solution, but the frequency
of Internet usage across all employees interviewed was notably lower compared to

usage at Nationwide.

The next section will assess the nature of the participants work activities.

Work activities

The Aim of this section was to assess and evaluate the employees working activities
in each organization. In general and across the different organizations examined,

employees indicated that
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their job required a high level of flexibility (X=5,3) and that would be essential for
them to have access to new and up to date information in order to carry out their daily

work (X=5,3).

Moreover, people needed to work mainly through informal networks in order to carry
out their daily work (i.e. using contacts to gather knowledge and information)
(X=4,3). If people worked in teams, they seemed to mostly work in multidisciplinary
teams where people have different backgrounds knowledge (4,2). Moreover, people
mostly communicated face-to-face with their colleagues (e.g. formal and informal
meetings) (X=4,1) and there was a tendency to deal with a specific amount of strictly

confidential information (X=3,9).

In order to examine to what extent the personal work activities would support internal
collaboration people were asked what they did when they had found new and
interesting information that could be relevant for others. Again, interviewees could
select pre-defined answer possibilities ‘e-mail colleague(s)’, ‘tell colleague(s)’, ‘store
in general memo’ or ‘store in database’ or to specify different activities under answer
category ‘other’. The majority, N=26 (63,4%) responded that they wrote e-mails to
their colleague(s). A total of N=11 respondents (26,8%) indicated they would ‘tell
colleague(s)’ personally about potentially relevant information. A small group of
respondents N=3 (7,3%) specified other activities (such as making photocopies; see

appendix 2 for further details) or made no further specifications.

Quality of technical equipment and software

In general, the data did not reveal any technical difficulties equipment and software
applications in use. However, participants on average reported a tendency to feel
slightly overloaded with too much (relevant) information (X=3,2). Some of the
respondents also reported personal problems relating to particular technical equipment

and software in use indicating the potential need for training for particular employees.

Building on the organizational characteristics derived from the survey, the next
section explores the general issues and themes using qualitative inquiry and content

analysis.
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5.4 Qualitative Analyses: General issues and themes

This next section provides an overview of the analytic results derived from qualitative

inquiry utilizing the text-based data generated via the project case. All text data were

bundeled into a Hermeneutic Unit and analyzed using the qualitative analysis tool

Altas.Ti. The following tables give an overview of the general themes derived from

the qualitative data using the analytic procedure outlined in the methodology chapter

(see section 4.5). These themes provide a more comprehensive overview of the

analysis results in relation to the Partnership Project:

Table 5-3: Global themes and basic themes

Analytic Global themes Basic themes Issues discussed
layer
Contextual Managing/dealing | Operating in a Adapting to change/ new grand
dynamics with change drifting funding schemes and politics
Competitiveness environm-ent (election cycles)
Projectification g;i‘i%g;g;t Involving volunteers
Culture and Policies Increa.sing efﬁciency and
practice shift Professionalization effectw-eness- (.>f.s.erV1ce
Funding (lack of) Organizational Increas?ng visibility
Lack of attractiveness and Increasing nee.d.for trangparency
infrastructure positioning and acc_ountablhty/scrutmy
(ICTs and office Developing brand reputation .management
space) equity Collaborating to compete/new
Outs_ourcing of Managing corp(?rate ethos
services collective Survival of the fittest
Managing brand knowledge Non-competitiveness/doing good
1mz.1ge. Networking Informality and friendliness
Building future Overdependence on | ICTs and infrastructure
capacities government Attracting/hiring and training of
(funding) professional staff
Trends and New ways of organizing to foster
fashions knowledge sharing and
Favouritism/prioriti | Management
zation Libraries, databases and
Optimization and publications
efficiency Informal exchange of information
Infrastructure Networking, lobbying,
improvements campaigning

Diversity and
identity

Acquisition of know-how
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Analytic Global themes Basic themes Issues discussed
layer
Project Outsourcing Application and Provision of funds
Dynamics Timing and alignment funding Company registration
Lack of funding Amending the bid Timescales do not match
Project planning and Formali;ation and The building
design 1nteg.ra.t1.on _ Stagnation of project
Fea.s1b111ty studies Roles and responsibilities
Project outcomes Reporting structure/chain
Stagnation of command
Project evaluation Lack of (additional)
funding
Project management issues
Some partners join late
Complexity of project
Group Leadership and Power | Power imbalances Doing good for
Dynamics | issues Lack of collective beneficiaries/ensuring

Lack of
commitment/shared
intentionality/cohesion

Trust

Communication issues
Diversity and Identity
Fluctuating partners

leadership
Interdependence

Lack of openness trust
Decision making

Project director
performance

Non-communication
Lack of openness

Prioritization of
organizational interests

Group pressures
Partnering process
Difficulty and tension

[SPC-A] Interests
Dominance of Nationwide
Lack of mutual action
Sharing and merging
Consensus building

Tensions in committing
time and resources

Friendships suffer
Withdrawal

Lack of engagement,
commitment

Competing goals
Lack of participation

Group composition and
formation

Group diversity

Previous
history/relationship

Trust and friendship
Sacking of director

Being ‘democratic’
Partners coming in and out
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Analytic Global themes Basic themes Issues discussed
layer
Sense- The meaning associated Coopetition Developments/changes in
making with partnership and Hopes and the sector
collaborating motivations Attributions
Making sense of the Evaluations Must not be a merger

project (objectives vs.
outcomes)

Making sense of the
partners/involvement
Making sense of critical

events/Roles and
responsibilities

Blaming and
shaming

Identity as tension
Externalizing

Centre of
excellence/Shopping centre
model

Shared skills model
Building equity triangle
Project a ‘talking shop’

Role model; ‘Surprise of the
sector’

Project as failure or success
Sharing a building

Sharing business support
functions

Knowledge as
resource/protecting know-
how and information

Blaming director

Blaming partners

Blaming government
Frustrating
experiences/disappointment
Accountability (for spending
public monies)

The themes outlined above are illustrative of the issues we can find in the project case

across the corpus of data analyzed. The next section will critically reflect on the

results depicted above.
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54.1 Summary and critical assessment

Before we proceed with our iterative analysis across the different layers concerned
with partnership dynamics this section summarizes the insights gained thus far from
employing the research instruments previously outlined. First, we will reflect on the
quantitative data created via the MCK survey and look at its usefulness in relation to

the overall research aims of this study.

Quantitative results

As we have seen the survey results provide us with a first set of descriptive findings
relating to organizational characteristics. They provide us with an indication of nature
of organizations involved in the Partnership Project, as well as their organizational
culture and ways of working. This contributes useful in formation in relation to the
contextual layers of the analysis (see sections 3.1.5, 4.3.3, 4.5.1, and 4.5.3). Another
major benefit of conducting the survey was also that it allowed the researcher to gain
formal access to the organizations involved in the Partnership Project and to formally
engage employees and other stakeholders into the research. Gaining access to
professional work organizations for long-term fieldwork involves both obstacles and
opportunities (Coleman, 1996). It can be a risky process, which may take up years of
the researcher’s time (see Feldman et al., 2003). It is therefore important to utilize
multiple, yet ethical, strategies for gaining access to professional organizations. The
way in which access may be gained is not always identical and different frameworks
for gaining access successfully have been formulated (see Burgess, 1984; Coleman,
1996; Feldman, Bell and Berger, 2003; Okumus, Altinay and Roper, 2007). The steps
involved will largely depend on the particular context of each research, but will
generally involve what Buchanan, Boddy and McCalman call ‘getting in’, ‘getting
on’, ‘getting out’ and ‘getting back’. Mixed method approaches allow the researcher
to gain access to the field more easily, as they present more opportunities for ‘getting
in’. Thus, we can regard the survey as an important tool for enabling further fieldwork
in the context of this research. In addition, the organizations involved in the

Partnership Project also benefited from supporting the survey as it allowed them to
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communicate their engagement with the project and consortium more widely (the

researchers were perceived as neutral, credible and trustworthy external party).

However, a major limitation is that the results of the survey remain limited for further
exploration and analysis. On the one hand, the sample size is too small to derive any
meaningful differences between the charities involved. On the other hand, we can
expect the qualitative data generated over time to be more important and suitable to

elucidate partnership dynamics.

Qualitative results

Qualitative data can offer richness and ‘thick description’ (see Miles and Huberman
(1994). A typical challenge with qualitative inquiry and analyses, however, is the
coding procedure and the adjudication and validation of codes and themes as they are
derived from the data. Particularly, when dealing with complex data and project cases.
Whilst systematic procedures enable coherent and consistent research work we cannot
always rely on the interpretation and coding style of one particular researcher. Hence,
the research aimed at validating some of the core themes via systematic coding
analysis to see which codes and themes would achieve sufficient intercoder reliability.
A pre-test with 12 basic themes (plus one category for ‘other’) revealed that 4
experienced coders, including myself, could only reach an intercoder consensus, i.e.
Kappa score of 0.49 with ‘Professionalization’ being one of the most agreed
themes/codes. *° Whilst the Kappa scores showed relatively modest levels of
intercoder agreement they were also indicative of different possible perspectives and
interpretations in relation to the same corpus of data. In other words, we can have
multiple perspectives. Hence, the coders did not always feel the need to agree and
merge their views. Coder perspectives could co-exist, or, it was felt that
compromising on one theme for the purpose of prioritizing another theme would not
do the data justice. Hence, this procedure indicated early on that the discourses within
the data had more facets than what one ‘bird’s eye perspective’ shared by the coders
would allow. Hence, the data needed a more rigorous analysis. Considering the more

complex project case at hand, the procedure for grounded coding turned out to be

% The table with additional test results Kappa scores is available in appendix 9. The issues relating to
inter-rater consensus will be further discussed in chapter 8.

152



more useful in connection with the first cycle of coding of the material (see Saldana,
2009). The second cycle of more interpretative coding required the researcher to
utilize the theoretical frameworks previously developed by the research in order to

help us make sense of the data and ground it in theory (see Czarniawska, 1998).

Moving further with our iterative analysis, the next section will look at the first layer
of analysis concerned with the dynamics of the context in which the project is placed,

i.e. the UK VCS and [SPC-A] sector.

5.5  Contextual dynamics

The first layer of research explores why the project did not achieve what the
partners wanted, and asks whether the project outcomes had anything to do with the
dynamic environment in which the project was embedded. Contextual dynamics are
data that describe changes in the context in which the actors are seeking to
collaborate. It is the dynamic environment in which the project is placed and in which
the actors are coming together to generate (organizational) benefits via the outcomes

of collaborating.

As stated earlier contextual data and information can help us make sense of the co-
evolving environment in which the Partnership Project unfolds (see Mitleton-Kelly,
2011). This layer of analysis can be further supported by questions, such as: are there
any factors that are outside of the control of the partners that may have enabled or
inhibited the partnership? Further, in keeping with the research question, were
enablers or inhibitors relating to contextual dynamics economic or social issues? For
example, did the project receive sufficient funding and was its cause sufficiently
supported by institutions and society? In other words, was the situation in which the
actors tried to implement the project already so complex and difficult that this may in

itself have hindered the project to develop to its full potential?

In this light, the analysis has derived a number of themes obtained via iterative
thematic inquiry of the data relevant to contextual dynamics. These reflect contextual
challenges the [SPC-A] charities investigated are dealing with. The general (i.e.

global) theme relevant in relation to contextual dynamics is ‘managing change’. i.e.
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adapting to an increasingly dynamic and drifting environment. As such, changes and
challenges are co-occurring at institutional, organizational and individual levels. This

next section will outline and underpin the findings in relation to these themes.

5.5.1 Operating in a complex and drifting environment

Typically, institutional, technological or cultural issues and changes in society
influence contextual dynamics. These impact how organizations may seek to position
and prepare themselves for the future. It is the dynamic social and economic
environment within which organizations (are developing linkages in order to) co-

evolve, exist, learn and survive (see Tsasis, 2009).

Evidently, the seven partner organizations came together in order to tackle a complex
problem: achieving efficiencies and cost benefits in order to provide a better service,
while increasing their attractiveness as organizations (see Huxham and Vangen,
2005). Moreover, they also seemed to be brought together by a more socially
desirable societal goal: doing good for [SPC-A] and to help make ‘every [SPC-A]
matter’ ([ESPC-A] funding proposal, p.2; also see: SPC-A agenda).

...the principles, which underpin it, I think [are] probably broadly similar
and the fact I think if you look at the [SPC-A] green paper now [called
ESPC-A]. So much of what's in there has actually come out of the [SPC-
A] sector...[we have been] saying for a long time, this is what needs to
happen for [SPC-A] .... ‘I don't think there's ever been a better time in
terms of [SPC-A] services and the philosophy that the voluntary sector in
this area has, now the government has taken that whole agenda on board
and looks as if it's going to be implemented through [ESPC-A], you know
[the new SPC-A] Act. So I think it's very exciting.’ (ForFamilies CEO,

Interview 3).

“..ultimately all the work must come back to what's best for [SPC-A] and
within the [Partnership Project] it's got to come back to that, it can't be

about the agencies working better unless it's about them working better to
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provide better services for [SPC-A] (Nationwide, Marcom Director /

trustee, Interview 12)

“...it's actually working collaboratively to be a more powerful voice for

[SPC-A]’ (Project Director, Interview 16).

A prevalent theme across the data is that all charities increasingly need to adapt to a
more fast-paced environment by managing change. Particularly, during the last
decade the global recession has either directly or indirectly impacted many levels of

society, causing changes at political, organizational and individual levels.

‘the biggest changes came shortly after 1997 and then in 2000, it started
moving to short termism and then just after 2001, then there were some
significant new developments and then it started shrinking again but it's
not long term now. So it hasn't ... we didn't get a new long term horizon
after May 2005, we're still in short term waiting for the real change
coming soon’ (Nationwide CEQ - Interview 22).

Traditionally, the Voluntary Sector is used to dealing with change. Short election
cycles mean that every political change at government level brings about possible
changes for charities, for example in terms of prioritization of certain societal causes.
Further, consumer trends and fashions for supporting certain preferred causes at the
level of donors, beneficiaries and other stakeholders also mirror society’s cultural

evolution.

Furthermore, the present UK [SPC-A] Voluntary Sector is heavily interwoven with
and (in certain areas potentially too much) dependent on government funding.
Moreover, to reduce government spending, the new VCS agenda(s) put in place seem
to foster outsourcing of services initially held by (central) government agencies to
private sector companies, local government agencies, as well as charities. As such, the
Partnership Project is ‘proposed at a time when government is committed to
strengthening the engagement of VCS in the planning and delivery of Services’
(Partnership Project funding proposal, p.2)
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Some charities are, however, more flexible than others when it come to project-based
organizing and the prioritization of certain issues. In addition, the general global
economic situation impacts both government funds and grant giving, as well as how

donors would support charities with their donations and voluntary work.

Taken together, the organizations operate in a dynamic, complex and drifting

environment;

...these things are not as simple as you think and it's not necessarily down
to the partners what actually transpires, because the environment outside
which is so complex, is more complex than any environment I've come
across with any other charity or other organization I've worked in -
there's the political change and all those things make it quite tricky to
predict what course you can take in certain circumstances.’ (TalkTalk

CEQO, Interview 17).

5.5.2 New government policies and grant funding schemes

Inquiring into the data, in relation to what affects the project at this level, we see that
these are primarily changes taking place at government level. If there are changes at
government level there will be changes in relation to what charitable causes are
supported in society and in which way this will be implemented. Further, these
changes affect how funds are made available to support certain causes and charitable
organizations. For example, government might seek to concentrate on channelling
funds toward larger charities in order to reduce overheads and ensure large parts of the
population can be supported via charitable work. Services held at government level
are also increasingly outsourced to either charities or private sector organizations in
order to reduce ‘waste’, ‘duplication’ (i.e. bureaucracy) and cost. Hence, Government
funding streams are prioritizing larger charities, which can have more widespread
impact and cater to important issues involving services otherwise more costly to run,

e.g. supporting (families with) [SPC-A].

“[...] it's becoming a much more mature market in terms of the life cycle

and where that becomes an oligopoly where you have five or six big
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charities supplying most of the services and one or two truly voluntary
sector services, where they're not dependent on grants or contracting,
come at the grassroots trying to do the work because they've got local

funding or whatever ‘ (Merger Consultant - Interview 21)

‘And I think that is something that the voluntary sector must be very
aware of, that it should not allow itself to be seen to be favouring certain
parts of the sector. Public funding should not favour certain players in the
sector at the potential cost to others down the line.” (Project Director-

Interview 16)

Geographical location and lobbying power

Further, there also seem to be regional priorities (due to geographical location and
density of population for example). Few charities involved in data creation seem to be
running or seeking to establish services in Scotland; most large charitable UK
organizations (and the funding attracted by them) seem to sit in the South of England,
and especially in London. Charities based in London are in closer proximity to
Whitehall and London’s political district, which seems to enable better networking
and lobbyist work that is important for charities to be known and their charitable

causes to be talked about in parliament (another aspect of ‘increasing visibility’):

‘So you know we do do specific projects but they are just projects, they're
self-contained, they're not an ongoing provision and our membership
function is very important in terms of communicating across the sector
and our members recognise that [Nationwide] has a huge role to play in
terms of policy influencing and we do a lot of kind of back room lobbying
work. Our Director and our Chief Exec sorry, and specialist staff are very
tied in with government and things so we use our research work to inform
our policy positions but also our knowledge of what happens on the
ground from our members to feed that through as well.” (Nationwide

Marcom Director/trustee, Interview 12)
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‘We got together in the run up to the General Election in 2005, with a
view to thinking how can we influence the manifestos of the three main
parties in the run up to the General Election and we were very clear, it's a
very strategic focused objective and we employed a public affairs
consultant, who we all contributed to the cost of, and we did manage to
get mentioned in all three parties’ manifestos and in fact, we got
something quite significant in the Labour Party manifesto. But it was
entirely down to us meeting on a regular basis, employing a specialist
lobbyist and being committed to meet and being committed to attend
meetings with Ministers and government advisors and being very willing
to drop things in order to achieve......to meet and hopefully achieve our

goal.” (New Campaign affiliate member CEQ - Interview 24)

‘So my role was really just to make sure meetings happened, help to guide
their thinking: nag [politicians], approach the government, nag the
government and do all those sorts of things. (New Campaign Consultant,

Interview 25)’

Larger charities based in London and England with outposts in Wales and Scotland
seem to be better strategically positioned to win government grants than smaller
regional charities offering niche services. However, geographical co-location also

seems to increase competition:

‘If the further geographically dispersed you are, the easier it is -
paradoxically. Normally that would be more difficult but because they
don’t then have to...don’t even worry about competing with one another,
that’s fine but as soon as you start bringing them where they’ll have
geographic overlaps, even if they 're offering different services, then the
cultural thing and distrust and mistrust starts arising.’(Merger

Consultant, Interview 21)

158



5.5.3 Forging alliances and ‘coopetition’

As such, funding streams are thought (by the actors) to favour certain charities and
locations. Further, election cycles also influence what causes will be prioritized and
what regulations will affect charities as organizations (e.g. tax exemptions, pension

schemes, eligibility for funding and the like.)

‘To me, the most obvious pattern is that big ideas only come out in the six
to nine months after a General Election or any other significant change,
and then gradually the timeframe for change comes shorter. So in the first
year of a new government, then there's something new, recognising in the
first year it'll still go wrong but the benefits will start to be seen later on,
and as you come closer to the end, then long term thinking goes out of the

window and short term gains is everything. (Nationwide CEQO - Interview

22).

Arguably, government has opened up the public sector to private sector companies
and charities to make these services more competitive and cost efficient. However,
this also has contributed to a more competitive environment in which organizations
are trying to survive and the recent economic downturn means that the situation for
charities is not improving. Rather, budget cuts and less public sector funding mean
further challenges for charity organizations, particularly small and medium sized
charities. Such charities find it more difficult to fund successful media campaigns to
help raise their profile, and difficult to generate funds to transform their

organizational structures and processes.

Considering contextual dynamics, the research has to conclude that there is a highly
pressurized situation in the [SPC-A] sector. Further, government policy seems more
oriented toward increasing these pressures in order to enable greater competition and
to foster that only the best (and largest) charities will survive (at least in medium and
short term, considering new organizational forms and way of organizing would take

time to establish):
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‘I was a trustee of an organization where we were already in that
contracting belt before [the implementation of the ESPC-A policy]
because it's a care support agency and the downward pressure on costs
was putting us out of business. We couldn't sustain it because our core
costs weren't being met, where the private sector was coming in and
spreading the core costs over many projects, specifically Housing
Associations where they could lose them, the core costs, in the housing
development and so all they had was this variable cost. So I see a lot of
organizations going to the wall. Some of them I'm working with right

now, that's what's happening. (Merger Consultant - interview 21)

Ultimately, private sector companies operate very differently and are more profit
oriented. Hence, they are able to strategically invest in (building) organizations and
projects, whereas in the voluntary sector charities are often overly dependent on
government funding whilst holding little strategic cash reserves to invest into building
future capacities. Further, the [SPC-A] sector seems to be becoming a more and more
project driven organizational environment that requires organization to be strategic in

orientation, yet, opportunistic (See Nationwide CEO - Interview 22).

‘Strategic’ Opportunism

Particularly considering election cycles and changes in government to be expected at
the time of initiation for the project, Nationwide’s CEO for example expresses this

need for opportunism at the time of the project’s implementation.

At the moment.....this is not the time for long term decisions, this is now
the time for battening down the hatches and surviving, or putting in short
term gains, short term wins, things that can be short(?) and preparing the
ground for the new, and the new will be 2007 not the election in 2009.
1t'll be the change in 2006/07 - is now the frame for us. So it's not just
elections, it's politics that's the change.’ (Nationwide CEO - Interview

22).
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Competitive interdependence

The Government aimed to generate a more competitive marketplace in which service
excellence would develop and thus implement incentives through which service
excellence and ‘coopetition’ would be encouraged and increased. Hence, the sector
was opened up to private bidders in order to make it more competitive. However,
making it more competitive also meant that fostering better collaborating, knowledge
creation and innovation among charities might take a back seat. Ultimately, fostering
competitive advantage (see Porter, 1998) may lead to competitive interdependence
(see Eisenhardt and Ghamic, 2000) where only few of the organizations in the market
will actually survive and set benchmarks for what is considered service excellence.
Whilst acquiring new benchmarks may provide a way of getting close enough to
rivals to predict how they will behave when the alliance unravel or runs its course (see
Hamel and Prahalad, 1989), this kind of policy implementation potentially means
inertia for charities. In fact, the market/sector may shrink (due to increasing
competition and survival of the fittest), rather than growing by implementing
mechanisms that would foster the development of more co-creation amongst charities
and trigger a more diverse environment in which new pathways to value can be

established (by leveraging new organizational forms and ways of working).

‘It's very vulnerable, it's not...the government and the local government
have to understand how a charity works for the charity to be able to
engage in the situation. Charities really don't want to compromise quality
to be in a race to win a contract; not only with say a local authority but in
the competition with each other but it's happening all the time.” (TalkTalk
CEO-Interview 17)

As such government seems to implement a normative model of change, streamlined
toward efficiency, rather than an environment fostering diversity, cross-sectoral
synergies and co-creation. The data however, suggests that involving external co-
creators (such as consumers and experts from different sectors) with value creation

can help enrich and make the VCS more innovative and competitive.
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5.5.4 The growing need for professionalization

Another issue affecting charities at this level is the growing need for
professionalization. In order to be attractive to donors, beneficiaries, government
support and other stakeholders, charities need increasingly to offer a highly
professional and transparent service (on a large scale). Such a service involves
professionally trained staff (to engage in knowledge intensive work), as well as
technical infrastructure in order for it to be delivered. Linked to professionalization
of service, is another issue affecting the context in which the charities are trying to
instigate their project: the need for a better organizational infrastructure. Some
charities seemed to lack (experts being able to implement and train others in the use
of) new technologies such as ICTs and lack of up-to-date office infrastructure the

charities have to cope with.

Improving infrastructure

Becoming more professional and developing new ways of working seems to be
connected for many charities with the idea of having access to good infrastructure
and being able to make use of new technologies, particularly ICTs, as they potentially
allow to improve intra-and inter-organizational collaborating, data and knowledge
management, as well as better marketing and PR for charities (e.g. engaging charity
websites to attract donations online and via social media, rather than collecting

donations on the high street).

However, few seem to be able to afford to sufficiently train their staff and invest in
such infrastructure. As the low number of respondents of the survey (N=42) across all
seven charities indicates only a small number of respondents have access to a
computer. Those who do still point out in the open questions (see the questionnaire

results in appendix 6) that infrastructure is perceived as poor.

Further, a few charity (office) workers seem to have to work in overcrowded, shared
(open plan) offices with ‘hot-desking’ being a common way to manage space. This is
particularly so for the charities in London who need to be central to be recognized, but

cannot afford luxurious and expensive office space. For those who did have
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computers and better infrastructure at the time, the situation was still relatively poor:
for example they would be given free space by a large multinational company by way

of donation or they would share office space with a smaller charity.

Inevitably, it is expensive for charities to run their operations from central London.
Therefore, in order to do so charities would normally have to find some form of

support allowing them to be based in the capital.*’

Strengthening brand image

In competitive environments, increasing visibility for target groups and stakeholders
and to avoid becoming indistinguishable from competitors makes developing and
investing in a strong brand an important issue for the charities involved in this
research. The data provides evidence that few of the charities have undergone recent
‘re-branding exercises’ to help improve and better position their brand and to increase
their overall organizational attractiveness (see Ahuja, 2000) and positioning (see

Hardy, Phillips and Lawrence, 2003) in the marketplace.

However, changing and developing brand identity requires considerable effort from
the charities, some of which have an organizational history that is over a hundred

years old (due to their foundation after the first world war as aid organizations)

We've also improved a lot of our employment policies. We've reviewed all
our employment terms and conditions. The policies that relate to terms
and conditions and we've developed now an organizational competency
framework as well which we're about to implement and of course that has
a knock on effect on how we recruit and how we, we've rebranded and
changed our logo and reverted to calling ourselves [ForFamilies] instead
of [Service Units ForFamilies] and so that happened in November last
year and that was a really significant moment I think because prior to that

[ForFamilies] had been an organization where staff believed that

! The research did not look into the charities outside of their London headquarters, primarily due to
cost involved in visiting other sites outside of London. However, some participants talked about local
or regional operations and partners.
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everything had to be consulted on and it had led, when I first came to
[ForFamilies], to a real paralysis by analysis and nothing ever happened.
You know decisions were never ever finally taken and that shifted
completely. So much so that in fact the branding exercise went through in
three months from start to finish and I presented it to the trustees and then
to the organization and nobody was, you know everybody said, fantastic,
and by, that was the beginning of November. By the end of November
everybody was using it. So I think that was a significant change in the

culture of the organization. (ForFamilies CEQ, Interview 3)

The analytic layer analyzing group dynamics and sense-making will further
investigate how actors respond to a situation where brands and identities may have to

be merged and past investments left behind.

However, we can already see that brand identity is an important issue in terms of
organizational survival. This affects how charities deal with dynamics and issues
emerging at a contextual level. Further, brand identity is linked with organizational
image, reputation and diversity and identity, as well as workplace culture and work
practices. Ultimately, organizational identity gives charity workers and other
stakeholders a key reason to engage and belong to a particular organization.
Employee identification is also related to organizational performance and will become
stronger over time, i.e. the longer employees belong to an organization the stronger
they will identify with it (see Eisenbeiss and Otten, 2008). The consortium brings
together seasoned employees, whereby some are founders of their
organizations/charities who strongly identify with their charities. Hence, we can also
expect (brand image and) identification to be active at group dynamics level, e.g.

when partners negotiate key aspects of partnership.

Considering contextual dynamics new media and technologies such as the Internet
may provide new avenues to implement and facilitate co-creation and other forms of
(strategic) value chain involvement (e.g. to support the development of ‘brand

equity’; see Helm and Jones, 2010).
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Acquiring new skills and know how

Charities are increasingly competing for skills and know how and they may also
require hiring highly qualified specialist staff that would otherwise be more attracted
to the private sector. Therefore, apart from offering appropriate compensation,
organizational attractiveness via brand image and differentiation play a crucial role
for all the charities involved. Specifically, as there seems some level of overlap (and

possibly repetition) in what charities do (and ‘promise’ to their stakeholders)

‘I think of the seven organizations in the [Partnership Project], the
services they provide are different enough that I don't think it would be
quite as competitive as it might be in the Connaught Group that I belong
to for instance where there are many more organizations who do the same
sort of things we do. So I don't see it as quite as competitive as some

other groupings might be. (ForFamilies, CEO, Interview 3)

‘I'm sure we're all doing the same thing, the policies are probably exactly
the same so there's a lot of shared information that would be cost saving

both in terms of money and time, to press the button and say, oop, here it

is!” (TalkTalk, CEO Interview 4)

1 think it is, because we're all in that area and we're all, if you like,
competing for funding, we're all doing different, I think there's very little,
there might be little bits of overlap. I mean I think we've always looked at
it and said, well, they're not competitors in the sense that I would say you
know I'm trying to sell something versus someone else. I think we're all
doing just slightly different things. (BeHappy, COO and Director of

Training, Interview 5)

One challenge in terms of stakeholder involvement is that some charities still work
with large numbers of volunteers. Involving volunteers as external stakeholders in the
service and the value creation of an organization requires time and investment, e.g. in

the form of training. Moreover, imbalances within organizations may occur due to
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staff being paid for their work while volunteers are not. Hence, volunteer and
stakeholder involvement and co-creation are new and also challenging forms of
organizing, especially when it comes to involving [SPC-A] (due to legislation,

protecting [SPC-A], confidential information and so on).

Marketing innovations

Due to the possibilities offered by ICTs, co-creation and value chain involvement are
seen as being important particularly for brand development and recognition. Having a
strong brand as organizations is beneficial for attracting donors, beneficiaries and

other stakeholder enabling organizational survival and success.

‘And the things like advocacy and representation are becoming bigger
issues and that's part of the cycle now’ (Merger Consultant - Interview

21)

Considering organizational identity and an increasing need for visibility and brand
recognition, as well as greater demand for professionalism and quality of service,
charities are also required to become more transparent and publicly accountable. This
need for transparency and accountability seems to some extent reinforce the issues
associated with brand identity. Reputation management is an important public
relations and marketing tool for charities. After all, the brand is what distinguishes
one charity from another. Hence, investing in initiative and projects, such as research
about specific [SPC-A] issues, is a means to foster ‘brand equity development’ (see
Helm and Jones, 2010) and engagement with a charities beneficiary and other
stakeholders. Charitable causes, however, particularly in terms of working with [SPC-
A], require media exposure and also need to secure funding. Thus transparency,

accountability and scrutiny are applied to everything that charities do.

5.5.5 Shifting Voluntary Sector ethos and work culture

What we see when analyzing the layer of contextual dynamics is that the changes
outlined culminate in a shift in organizational practice and culture. The ways in

which things are done and the charities’ ethos were shifting (which is a very
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interesting point in time from a research perspective). On the one hand, organizations
are required to be non-competitive and be seen as doing good things for [SPC-A], and
thus society. But on the other hand, they have to become a highly professional and
competitive enterprises with highly trained staff, incentivized by attractive salaries
and deliver a top-of-the range service at an unbeatable price. They have to achieve
these requirements by involving volunteers in service delivery and collecting
donations (via internet media, events and on the high street) and without being able to
make a profit. This is a core tension we can see evolving when analyzing the data at
the contextual level. As such, there is evidence that the culture in the sector is shifting
toward entrepreneurship and new organizational forms that would allow it to be more

commercially orientated.

‘And while it was a cosy club ten years ago, the voluntary sector in my
opinion was a cosy club, people didn't compete, there was enough to go
round, everybody was happy - then they would work together. But as soon
as you get the one thing that's reducing and the one thing increasing, and
the one thing that's increasing is that more and more people think that the
unintended consequences of [ESPC-A] is that they're going to go out of

business.” (Merger Consultant, Interview 21)

Thus far, however, the common perception seems to be that charitable work cannot
make a profit and new company schemes such as ‘social enterprise’ were not yet fully
known or even established at the time of data creation. Nonetheless, charities are
driven to become more business oriented and professional and to adhere to a more

corporate attitude and organizational behaviour.

From ‘friendly bunch’ in a ‘cosy club’ to ‘shake up’ for the ‘rat race’

The new ‘change up’ agenda seems to have increased the pressures and challenge for
the charities this research is concerned with. The perception among stakeholders was
that ‘change up’ would lead to increasing competition. In fact, it was perceived as
causing much turbulence and transformation in the sector due to increased bidding

requirements and increasing competition amongst charities:
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“...it's this big contracting area and the contracting area is open to
anybody because the government's good value for money requirements
will mean that private sector organizations have to be allowed to bid.

[...] That's why I say there's going to be a shake-up because they just
can't afford to carry on, I mean it's a funding issue. Other organizations
have tried to build infrastructure over the last few years to cater for
growth, because everybody thought the voluntary sector was a growth
sector, and they now have excess capacity and they end up, when you look
at their income statements, they have projected high costs and not enough
income to cover their costs and that is again a capacity issue. Because
there is no longer that level of growth, because with [the new ESPC-A
policy] it's all about contracting and there are more voluntary sector
organizations chasing after fewer and fewer contracts. Typical
competitive environment, there's going to be a shake-up. If you looked at
it in the life cycle, it's now getting out of the development phase and it's
gone through growth and now it's in mature phase and lots of
organizations are going to fall out as a result of that.” (Merger Consultant

- interview 21)

‘Increasingly, some of the initiatives, which were originally commissioned
from the voluntary sector like Sure Start and [SPC-A] Fund projects, are
increasingly being taken in-house by local authorities' Social Services

departments.’ (ForFamilies CEO, Interview 18)

‘At the moment, the funding is such from the government that it's a mess
and it encourages people to operate in a piecemeal way. But equally 1
think with the government legislation around Change For SPC-A and
ESPC-A, they felt that what they had created might actually reduce the
role of the voluntary sector and again, as that unfolds over the next few
years, there'll be quite a big shakedown in terms of who does what, what
the relationship with local authorities are. It's a huge, huge time of
change for the [VCS] in particular and that's a good reason to work in
partnership because you're stronger in partnership than you are

alone.’(Nationwide trustee/Marcom Director - Interview 20)
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However, as such particularly the [SPC-A] voluntary sector was seen as being non-
competitive. Apparently, charities cannot be seen competitive because organizations

and actors have to be seen as doing good for [SPC-A].

‘Yes, because we're a friendly bunch and we wouldn't want to have ... it
would be counterproductive to have a kind of upfront fight about territory,

territorial challenges’ (Nationwide trustee - Interview 12).

However, the environment in which the organizations are operating seems to be very
competitive; considering pressures in funding and timely arrival of funds, it seems

more like a ‘rat race’ to the actors:

‘And you have to say, well, the voluntary sector was never seen as a rat
race but perhaps it's just got different rats in it - it is very competitive’

(TalkTalk CEO-Interview 17).

‘The voluntary sector is not a bunch of lovely old people who like each
other and want to share everything. For most of the people, it’s not
voluntary at all, it’s their job and they see anything as a threat to their
personal income and they re not going to let people...encroach into their

territory.” (Merger Consultant, Interview 21)

‘[...] and they have their funding needs and they'll fight to the end to
survive in a lot of cases. Whereas in actual fact, it should be in the nature
of charities that, if they're no longer needed, they no longer exist rather
than perpetuating themselves for the sake of existing.’ (Nationwide

trustee/Marcom Director - Interview 20)

5.5.6 Summary

Taken together, charities need: a highly professional service, a professional
and attractive brand image, to be highly successful and influential in terms of their
lobbying capabilities, to be able to implement and afford central office space,

technology and infrastructure, to hire, attract and train professional staff, to reduce
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staff turnover to prevent knowledge loss. They also are required to develop brand
equity and increase visibility via information services such as leaflets, surveys and
other media that help raise the issue with which the charities are concerned, or by
teaming up with a stronger partner to raise recognition of the smaller charities. And

this is by no means an exhaustive list.

Many charities seem overly dependent on government grants. In addition, changes at
government level mean being able to deal with changes swiftly and flexibly; at times
those favouring opportunism over aspiring to more strategic goals are better

positioned to survive as organizations.

Considering the analysis of contextual dynamics, charities need to find ways to
achieve all of the above on a low budget, without being able to make a profit and by
involving volunteers (who at times have little experience and only want to help and
get involved in societal cause). Overall this competitive and complex situation means

there is need for charities to shift their culture and organizational practice.

In sum, it is a highly dynamic and complex environment in which the charities
investigated operate and in which the Partnership Project is placed. Particularly, the
requirement to adapt to new grand funding schemes, as well as managing organization
transformation toward a new more corporate ethos and professional service (i.e. the
requirement for a practice and culture shift) represents a key challenge/tension all
partner organizations are dealing with; regardless of their involvement in the
Partnership Project. In fact, the Partnership Project was seen as an opportunity to
(jointly) tackle some of the issues (such as lack of infrastructure and less funding)
posed by this challenging environment in which charities are trying to develop

‘competitive advantage’ to survive as organizations.

The next layer, project dynamics, further investigates how contextual dynamics

impact project related events and activities, i.e. issues emerging at project level.
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5.6  Project Dynamics

Now that the research has uncovered contextual tensions, we can move on to

the next layer of analysis. Project dynamics are data and information relating to the

initiation, formalization and evolution of the Partnership Project over time. Typically,
these are events such as the registration of a company as commercial vehicle to
produce the project, the submission and approval of a funding proposal securing the
sponsoring for the project, the consortium agreement put in place to govern the
partnering effort, appointing staff to fulfil certain tasks, as well as the allocation of
roles within the consortium or the changes in the amount and kind of partners being

involved in the partnership over time.

5.6.1 Project Evolution

A plan was made to establish the project, the project was initiated at an agreed date,
and there was a consortium meeting at which the partners agreed to commission
feasibility studies and to look into the issues and objectives of the Partnership Project
(see table 5-1). When the feasibility work was completed and reports were returned to
the consortium, the partners assessed the findings and had to make decisions on how
to take action in order to take things further. As the feasibility studies (see summaries
in appendix 10) were assessed, there seemed to be a realization that some issues

would be more difficult to implement than others.

However, at some point during the project the director was laid off/decided to leave
the consortium. Hence, we have to ask the data what happened in this instance (which
we will look further into when analyzing leadership and power issues at the level of
group dynamics enacted within the consortium). The outline below illustrates some of
the key project related issues and events that can be identified in the data (for a more

comprehensive overview of these see the timeline in appendix 11).

1 Project application developed and submitted by Nationwide
Project application resubmitted after initial feedback

Government grants funding for the project

A W N

Charity registered as UK Limited company by gnarantee
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5 Independent Partnership Director recruited and appointed by project consortium
6 Director of Partnership Project hosted at Nationwide

7 Partnership Project funded by Partnership Fund

8 Decision makers of seven organizations sit as trustees in Partnership Project
9 Feasibility studies are commissioned and delivered

10 Consortium Treasurer appointed

11 Property search consultants appointed and architectural competition launched
12 Building assessment made and report delivered

13 Project Director leaves Partnership Project

14 Nationwide trustee takes over the leadership of Partnership Project

15 Project evaluation report commissioned and disseminated

16 Charity company is wound down

We can establish from these events that at the project level the process was not as
linear and ‘smooth’ as the project management literature would suggest (see Project

Management Institute Standards Committee, 2000; Turner, 2008).

‘I think there is a problem that it reached in a way that point in the project
and then faltered and then had a real very difficult period of self
examination where four of the partners decided to withdraw and the three
remaining partners had not really a clear direction about how the project
was going to continue, because it still had a year and a half of the original
programme to take forward but there was no real possibility of

collaborative working continuing.’ (Project Director - Interview 16).

Further, from the initial assessment of objectives and deliverables we know that not
all issues on the partners ‘wish list” (see Huxham and Vangen, 2005) were achieved.
Hence, we may want to inquire further what may have led to critical transitions that

may have influenced the partnership at the level of project dynamics.

In the project case we can observe that Nationwide was instrumental in securing the
funds for the Partnership Project. They initiated the project and formally submitted the
Partnership Project proposal. Further, their capacity to network and lobby at

government level seems to have enabled them to obtain feedback on their initial
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proposal. Rather than prioritizing the need to move into a shared building, they

amended the project bid toward shared services, as desired by government.

From the data it is evident that Nationwide initiated the project and that they were
involved in lobbying for issues and policies that would give their organization a better
standing and strategic future positioning. This is a common feature of how the sector
and the organizations in it operate and we have already seen the relevance of this at

the level of contextual dynamics.

Nationwide were also involved in shaping the new government agenda that set to
impact how funds were made available, as well as what kind of services (i.e. merged

services) would be funded.

Further, two out of the seven partner charities seem to have been incubated at
Nationwide. Initially both organizations were (informal) projects (similar to the New
Campaign Team, see chapter 6), which were then spun out of Nationwide as separate
entities, however, remaining members under the umbrella of Nationwide as their

membership organization to increase their capabilities as organizations.

‘As an organization, [Nationwide] was founded on the basis of being
joined up because, for the needs [SPC-A], we were created to ensure that
people in education talked to people in health who talked to people in
social care, so the needs of the [SPC-A] were seen holistically rather than
in different boxes, and that's what we do but not everybody does - not all
voluntary sector organizations do that. They have their own specific

niches’ (Nationwide trustee/Marcom Director - Interview 20)

Considering Nationwide as an umbrella organization, such organizational forms
enable greater organizational responsiveness, as well as more flexible strategic
decision making in terms of proposing projects that resonate with certain political or
societal issues, i.e. to adapt to the ‘Zeitgeist’ and funding mechanisms in place. This
level of flexibility is different from some of the smaller niche charities, which are

more dependent on government grants, i.e. a steady supply of government funds.
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5.6.2 Timing and lack of funds as critical factors

We can establish that provision of funds was a critical event enabling this project.
Further, the feasibility studies and reports were successfully outsourced and delivered;
a building report and assessment was also completed. However, looking further into
the data we can see that the building report, as well as the feasibility studies,
challenged the partners decisions, particularly as the envisioned shared building

seems to have become unfeasible:

‘[ remember at one stage at the trustee meetings, after the Director had
been appointed and after the feasibility studies had been done, when some
of the issues raised were really quite enormous in terms of the building
and what was going to be required and the costs began to be perceived as
so high that it was unrealistic I think for it to be able to be achieved in the
timescales. (ForFamilies CEQ, Interview 18).

‘[...] at the halfway stage of the project, we had mainly hit targets that the
project had set itself but there were ... but that's as far as it went. We had
taken the project to a viable building project but that lacked investment to
make it happen’ (Project Director - Interview 16).\

‘It was at the point when they were exploring potential sites around the
King’s Cross area. The money that had been thought to come from the
Treasury was not going to come, so there was suddenly a huge ... ...
whereas there had been a promise of significant funds, that was no longer
possible, which I think really made people have to rethink and they were
then looking at possible investment in a building with funds being either
raised through other grants or through contributions from the partners
and at that point, it just seemed to me that the project really was not clear
about what it was trying to achieve and how it was going to get there or

the timescales. (TalkTalk CEO - Interview 17)’

As we can see, a key issue inhibiting the project, as this level was economic, i.e. the

funds to take forward the idea of a shared building, a key driver of the partnership did
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not arrive. Hence, this lack of additional funding also seems to have affected the

partnership’s partnering process.

Further, the timescales did not match and there was not enough time left to generate

the additional funding needed to take the vision of the project partners forward.

In addition to shared accommodation, analyzing the project from a purely economic
perspective, the initial funding provided to fund the ambitious Partnership Project and
shared service development seemed generally insufficient to support a fully fledged

implementation of all anticipated goals.?

In terms of allocating (staff) time to the project, the partners would also sit as trustees
of their own organizations on top of their other commitments (as far as could be

established without being paid for this activity) .

‘I mean the difficult thing is that, for each of the partners and each of the
Chief Execs or in my case, the Directors involved in the [Partnership
Project], we've all got our day jobs to do.’ (Nationwide Trustee/Marcom

Director, Interview 20)

Whilst such perceptions may be a way of rationalizing lack of participation and
achievement by some participants, the ambitious and complex goals proposed by the
partnership itself also made it very difficult to achieve any large scale innovation and
reform. Specifically, considering the amount of time and funds allocated to the project
(during project design/planning stages). It therefore does not surprise that the lack of
additional funds the partners had initially hoped for was a key issue hindering the

project’s further development.

The building dilemma

Furthermore, after an initial specification was developed, it turned out that the

building became much more costly than the partners had initially anticipated. The

> The project costs were mainly to pay for employing and hosting the project director over a 3 year
period, as well as to sponsor the feasibility research and other reports commisioned by the consortium,
plus any other project related cost or overheads. The total project funds were about half a million
pound sterling. The exact amounts are withheld for reasons of anonymity.
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building became more expensive the more the consortium tried to accommodate all

the wishes of all seven partners.

‘So if they'd all come together and said ...... more sensibly, if they'd come
together and said, we will have a very scaled down building project that
will cost £5 million, it could have happened within three years. But they
came back with a £25 million project, I had to then try that out and we
were just at the stage where [ was just saying we have to scale it back.
We'd already scaled it back anyway, they were probably going to go for a
£50 million project originally...” (Project Director - Interview 16).

On the upside, Nationwide benefitted from an evaluation of their own building, which
was one potential asset they could contribute. However, there was no clear indication

that this would be sufficient in order to solve the partners’ collective equity dilemma:

The other thing was the situation of [Nationwide’s] own building had not
really been resolved in terms of what the potential value of the site or the
building was and how quickly that could be realised, because that was
becoming a fairly crucial question, because effectively the only partner
with capital to invest was [Nationwide].’ (Project Director - Interview

16).

Hence, in addition to the lack of additional funds arriving, the individual economic
means of most partners were clearly insufficient to facilitate a joint move into a new
building. The partners then seemed to have realized that they did not have the
(required) equity (themselves) and that it was not feasible to raise the funds that
would facilitate the move into shared building. Moreover, the partners may have also
had different ideas about how their partnership might manifest itself in practice,

considering not all partners would be able to make an equal financial contribution:

‘So what has happened since we started is that possible and reasonable
avenues for chunks of funding appear to have gone. Because we were
asked to do these processes, the partners have had to move. The process

have been done and parked. What it really needs now is a new
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partnership, a new triangle of people with capital and then other people
can fall in. You've got to have critical mass, you can't fund raise for £20
million without over half of it in the bag...there's two of us at the gate
really without the capacity or the power to say 'go’, because we know the
money's not there and we need the partner who has got the capital to get
the rest of the triangle and then we're sort of add-ons, if you see what 1
mean. I mean you can't be a key stakeholder in that with no
money....Because what I was hoping was that we might look at a model, a
financial model, might explore the notion of something a bit like a housing
association but for the voluntary sector. So, instead of me spending money

on rent, I might be able to part buy.’ (FosterCare CEQO - Interview 15)

5.6.3 Project Stagnation

Timing affected the partnership in several ways. First, for some of the charities the
time scales did not match. While some partners could afford to wait others had to

move and could wait no longer

‘So I was terribly keen that it should go ahead and happen and I worked
very hard in that for three years, but got increasingly frustrated at the fact
that the collaboration just went nowhere and so in the end after 3 1/2
years of talking, the project was no further forward than it had been when
1 joined in January, I think it was, 2001 or 2002, I can't remember now
quite when it started, and for my organization the time had run out. We
needed to move, we needed to make other decisions and we couldn't wait
any longer for the [Partnership Project] to happen, because it didn't seem

to me like it was ever going to happen.’ (ForFamilies CEQO, Interview 18).

‘Three other organizations, their timescales changed during the course of
planning and so the people wanting to move in together kept changing.’

(Nationwide CEQ - Interview 22)

‘[...] really the project should have been given more time. If it was going

to change, it should have been given more time to work through that and
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plan for what it was going to do [...] to plan the next phase of the project
even if it meant completely changing it, rewriting it.” (Project Director -

Interview 16).

Further, we can establish that integration of services and alignment of operation
processes was not easy to implement during the short time period the project was

designed for/had left when it became clear additional funds would not arrive.

5.6.4 Leadership change

In addition, we see a leadership change take place at project dynamics level, which
will be looked at further at the group dynamics level. The initial Project Director left
the Partnership Project about two years into the partnership. We can see at project
dynamics level that his role was later taken over by the Marcom director/trustee of

Nationwide who was also his line manger reporting to the CEO of Nationwide.

I felt. I quickly. it seemed to me relatively soon after he started that he
was pursuing [Nationwide]’s agenda and not the [Partnership Project]’s
agenda. Whether that was because he wasn’t imaginative enough and
independent enough to grasp what it was that he should have been doing
for the [Partnership Project], I don’t know. I did have a discussion with
[the Nationwide CEQ]: at [Nationwide] about it and [the Nationwide
trustee/Marcom director] but it seemed to me that he was...that [she] was
really...as the line manager of the Director and the person I guess who
was responsible for reporting back to the funder, the Invest to Save, [she]
was really driving the agenda and the agenda was too closely connected
to [Nationwide]’s agenda. Now that might be fair because they were
the...appeared to be the largest organization and they were contributing a
significant amount to the project in terms of housing the Director, housing
the project in their offices. But by the time we, [ForFamilies], withdrew
from the project, it seemed that actually it was [a Nationwide] project to
all intents and purposes and nothing to do with the rest of the sector
really. It was very limited influence that the other partners had on

whether it worked or not.” (ForFamilies, CEO, Interview 18).
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As we can see, this may have created possible tensions we have to examine further at
group dynamics level in relation to leadership and power issues. At project dynamics
level we can see that an ‘independent’ project director was hired to steer the project
and facilitate amongst partners. Further, that he was ‘line managed’ by a
representative of Nationwide, arguably the more powerful actor in the consortium

who also initiated the partnership and project.

However, such reporting structures and ‘line managing’ to ensure organizational
interests are actually met seem very common organizational practices. In fact, they
may be crucial to ensure inter-agency projects meet their (strategic) goals and
objectives. What the research is interested in at this level is under which circumstance
reporting structures and role allocation may enable or inhibit project performance and

dynamics.

However, this seems difficult to clearly establish from the data available. Further, it is
worth noting that the analytic layer of project dynamics only allows us to notice that a
change in leadership has taken place. It does not explain to us why this leadership
change has taken place. Hence, we need to look further into how leadership was

enacted amongst the partners at group dynamics level.

5.6.5 Project design and controls

What is interesting at this level of the analysis is that, we can see a potential mismatch
in the criteria outlined in the funding proposal, i.e. funding was provided to foster
collaborating and shared service development and not to primarily fund the move into

a shared building.

However, during 2006 the project arguably stagnated due to some of the partners
being unable to contribute their own equity or raise capital together via an agreed

financial plan and vision for what the building project would seek to achieve.

As such, we can regard the building project in relation to the partnership projects’
agenda a project within the Partnership Project. This may have contributed to an

increased level of complexity in collaborating (and managing it) as it may have
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contributed to misunderstandings about the common goal of the partnership (i.e.
collaborating and shared services vs. joint accommodation and shared building). This
is illustrative of many practical cases and we can expect that some project goals will
be compromised or somewhat ‘covered up’ by the more official goals, specifically,
considering publically funded projects, where actors would also need to generate

indirect benefits for their organizations.

Furthermore, the fact that some of the partners could not contribute equity in order to
part-buy or co-invest with others is not specified as selection criterion in the initial
funding application nor can we find further more explicit descriptions about how the

partnering process should be handled and managed.

Hence, from a project management perspective we can speculate that these factors
may have contributed to the project not achieving its goals as anticipated. Problems
seem to be due a lack of typical project execution, control and performance measures
(see Turner, 2008), which don’t seem to have been put in place sufficiently (by the
consortium). In addition, there is a mismatch between vision (establishing
collaborative working) and motivation/activity (moving into a shared building and
raising funds for this). Potentially, the project was aiming to accomplish too much
(we will look further into this at the sense-making level to see how the partners made

sense of the project and what happened in it).

Initially, it was not planned/communicated that partners would have to drop out if
they were unable to contribute the equity for moving into a shared building. The
purpose was instead to develop new ways of working more collaboratively, and
potentially to develop shared services that would contribute to cost savings. In other
words, the aim of the Partnership Project was initiated to try to find (new) ways of
working together that would contribute to make [SPC-A] services more efficient and

effective, i.e. to discover synergies.

Alternative pathways

Other more indirect ways of teaming up to save cost were also feasible and easier to

implement than the shared building, such as establishing a joint purchasing collective
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(for office equipment for example to make computers more affordable). Similarly,
Payroll, Human Resources, Recruiting and Accounting and other business support
functions were envisioned as possibilities of ‘sharing and merging’ as they would
contribute to synergies and cost savings. Whilst sharing such business functions
seems obvious from an economic perspective, these seem to be difficult to implement
across organizations within a short time frame (apart from the purchasing collective,

probably being the least complex way of ‘pooling resources’ see Gray, 1995).

However, whilst the actors expressed these ideas as having great potential (to reform
the sector and establish new practices) the research has not found evidence that such
initiatives were established or that the actors tried to share and merge certain business

functions.

5.6.6 Summary

To summarize, there were a number of issues at the project dynamics level that
contributed to a non-linear evolution of the Partnership Project. The key issues that
challenged this project were on the one hand a vision that was growing bigger in
terms of what the project could achieve. On the other hand, the funds (made) available
to put the vision in place were gradually depleting and not sufficient. From what can
be seen from the data the ambitious aims of the project and the amount of time and
funding allocated to fulfil its aims was insufficient. Few of the partners and also in the

funding application called the project a ‘programme’.

However, a more extensive and long-term programme would have meant more
strategic alignment amongst partners and would also have required more fundamental
investment. Considering the project was meant to have ‘flagship’ character within the
sector, the project design itself appears inadequately thought through and matched
with its purpose. Ultimately, the project as designed was unsuitable to cause real
reform in the sector. This is particularly the case considering the accommodation
issue and shared services model the partners were seeking to co-innovate and
implement (see DeFillippi et al, 2012). Further, the consortium did not have enough
time to raise funds to accommodate the wish-lists of all partners and make the vision a

reality (see Huxham and Vangen, 2005).
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Second, in terms of the roles and responsibilities in the project, we see that there was
an independent project director who was put in place to mediate and facilitate
amongst the partners whilst keeping the vision in tune with the objectives of the
project so that key deliverable could be achieved. One the one hand, this director
reported to someone inside the consortium, who reported to the CEO of Nationwide.
In other words, this chain of ‘command’ seems skewed toward the organizational
interest of Nationwide. This appears to remain so even when we take into account the
potential diversity (e.g. knowledge and skills, geographical reach, turnover, number of
services, number staff, maturity of technical infrastructure etc.) that the unique mix of
the partners brought together and could have exploited via the partnership (as was
outlined in the project specification). After all skills acquisition is a key driver for
inter-organizational partnership (see Hamel, 1991; Williamson, 1991; Afuah, 2000;
Hardy et al., 2003). On the other hand, this also is a common feature of projects in

which strategic interests are at stake.

Further, we can see that the desire for a shared building became dominant and a
project within the project. This complicated matters. The building project exploring
the ‘accommodation issue’ (Project director - Interview 2) was managed in parallel to
the other issues relating to the establishing of shared services and collaborative

working.

However, this process was not sufficiently supported. The project life cycle is the
process by which the project is undertaken. Here it included the stages (1) concept
and (2) feasibility (see Turner, 2008). However, due to lack of feasibility the next
project stages (3) design and appraisal and (4) execution and control did not happen
and we saw the project fold and (5) close-out, as the building project was abandoned

by the partners.

At a project dynamics level this project therefore became stuck in the feasibility stage
and could not sufficiently progress to fully implement and mature within other phases
of project development. In addition, we see misaligned timescales that complicate the
management of the project, as well as (lack of) allocation of resources. As outlined in
the literature, projects progress through the different, discrete and interdependent

phases. As such the project requires actively managing continuity, as well as
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facilitation of alignment of integration of processes and activities between partners
(see Huxham, 1991; Hardy et al. 2003). This project, however, shows a number of
weaknesses during planning, executing and monitoring, as well as the control stages

during its development.

Before drawing any conclusions the research will further investigate the effects of this
possible ‘design flaw’ of the project, in combination with problems of timing,
alignment and integration, as well as tensions we have seen emerging via contextual
dynamics, looking at them at the group dynamics level. The next section will report
this investigation, focusing particularly on group performance and the partners’

interactions.

5.7  Group Dynamics

As stated in the methodology section (see table 4-4) the analytic layer of group
dynamics can help us investigate how the partners relate to each other over time, as
well as the more social issues that correspond with events at the level of project
dynamics. At a group dynamics level we can find data telling us more about the
nature and dynamic evolution of the group at work. This includes mapping out critical
events relating to the group’s collaboration effort, particularly, issues involving the
group composition itself, e.g. how the group came together and which organizations it
involved, and group specific aspects relating to critical moments of transition ranging
from formation of the group to its dissolution. Typically, generative patterns in group
dynamics would be influenced by issues such as power struggles or leadership issues,
tensions in committing to joint action and resource sharing, as well as clashes in
organizational identity and project orientation, i.e. mission and vision conflicts or

tensions in relating.

As we have seen at the contextual dynamics and project dynamics levels, there are a
number of issues that may have contributed to the project evolving in the way that it
did. At a contextual dynamics level we saw that the project was placed in a highly
dynamic and emergent environment with many interdependencies affecting
organizations and the project. Further, we have uncovered that at the project level

there was a project within a project that took place and that apart from economic
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issues such as lack of funding, timing and organizational integration we also saw a
leadership change take place, as well as the implementation of a line of reporting that
put Nationwide potentially in a more powerful position. Hence, this section seeks to
uncover issues relating to power imbalances, leadership and the interaction and
decisions making of partners. Whilst these issues are active in the project case such

tensions are also to be expected within multi-party collaborations.

5.7.1 Group formation and partnering process

First of all, we know from the data that the partnership was initiated by Nationwide. It
was not initiated by a group of partners; however, there were informal conversations
about the project that led to a number of organizations joining the consortium. Early
partners in the projects include ForFamilies, who joined in March 2003 (ForFamilies
CEO - interview 3). ForFamilies seems to have been one of the first to join the
consortium, as well as BeHappy. Both are smaller charities, with pressing
accommodation issues at the time. BeHappy had a previous relationship with
Nationwide as the charity was initially established out of Nationwide and later formed
in 1994 (Be Happy CEO - Interview). However, they had no previous
partnership/partnering history. Hence, we can assume that a certain level of trust must
have pre-existed between these organizations before they started negotiations relating

to the partnering process.

This instance also demonstrates how Nationwide operates in terms of how they
develop and mature projects into smaller charities that become members of their own
organization and yet remain independent. Nationwide seems to incubate charities and
recruit them as members, while catering to their policy and information requirements.
Hence, any project that can mature into a bigger entity/organization is also a future
capacity builder for Nationwide and the data seems to suggest that the partnering as

initiated by Nationwide was in line with their strategic goals as an organization.

Recruiting the Project Director

Checking for how the project director was recruited to lead the consortium, we can

see that there were previous relationships between him and the CEO of Nationwide.
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In fact, they seem to have been ‘good friends’. However, the post was independently
advertised, and he was also known in the sector and seemed to be ‘the most able man’
for the job. In general the actors’ representations are that the voluntary sector is a
‘cosy club’ where relationships are informal and friendly and where there is little
turnover of people in key positions.”> To some extent the relational processes we can
see in the project mirror those in the sector where informality and friendliness is
perceived as being part of the working culture (see climate assessment in

questionnaire results of MCK study; appendix 2).

History and diversity

Actors’ accounts suggest, however, that the partners did not, despite informal
conversations, interact much before the project was officially launched. Further, they
had little knowledge about each other’s operations and what service elements they

could actually share.

‘I think there’s a real mix there and certainly [there were] major service
providers for [SPC-A] and others were more information providers and
policy makers and I think there is a complete spread. There wasn't ...... 1
don’t think there was any obvious reason for those partners coming
together, other than they all had an interest in accommodation, so it
comes back to my strategic alignment [argument]... [They all have] ...
different management capabilities, different constraints. There was not

an obvious alignment ..." (TalkTalk CEO, Interview 17)

We have observed this already at the project management level where one would have
expected some form of pre-planning and checking of partner selection criteria before

partners were screened, selected or invited into the project.

However, the selection process in this case seems to have happened more informally,
perhaps to be able to build on (good) previous relationships and collaboration history
(Fearman et al, 2001; Huxham and Vangen, 2005) or to be able to be more strategic

about the partner selection process, which is another possibility considering

3 In general, there seems to be more staff turnover at operational and volunteering levels of organizing
(see Phoneus Director of Policy and Communications, Interview 7)
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Nationwide initiated the project and also implement the reporting structures previous

outlined.

5.7.2 Project enactment and relational dynamics

The following statements made by the consortium partners illustrate how the project

was enacted considering the relational dynamics of the group at work.

‘I think it was driven by [Nationwide]. I think [their CEO who also was]
the Chair [of the project] tried to separate himself from it and behave
more like an independent Chair and, for example, when there were issues
about the service level agreement with [Nationwide], he would step aside
and let someone else chair. But I think the project director reported to one
of his directors who reported to him and I think, in those circumstances, it

is hard to separate out.’ (TalkTalk CEO, Interview 17)

Nationwide seemed to have had a more strategic intent to choose and select the
consortium partners. Considering the strategic alliance literature this is to be expected
and a common motivation for introducing partnerships. Here we can see that we are

dealing with an exemplary case of strategic alliance formation via consortia:

‘For most of them they wanted enlargement - some of this is just about
merger - enlargement's mainly for the merger. They have to be able to
expand their target market and expand their income.’ (Merger

Consultant - Interview 21)

However, strategic partner selection may also have influenced group dynamics and

enthusiasm for the project.

‘I think the fear and possibly resentment of some of the smaller partners
that they were part of something that was really very much in the interests
of the larger partner and was being dominated and taken over by the
larger partner, I believe contributed to a lack of engagement with the

partnership. And that was expressed to me by senior managers in those
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organizations that they feared a takeover by [Nationwide] of the project,
and it meant that there was scepticism about the benefits for smaller
partners and that was not really dealt with because the partners didn’t
feel able to articulate that in Board meetings where it would have been

appropriate for the issue to come up.’ (Project Director, Interview 16)

Formalization

As outlined at the project dynamics level we have seen that the vehicle used to set up
the project may not always suitable to support organization making and partnership.
Hence, here at the group dynamics level we can also ask about the chosen
collaborative arrangement, i.e. was consortium a suitable structure to enable
collaborating (from a group dynamics perspective)? A consortium operates like a
private club, with participants jointly selecting problems, deciding how to conduct
work and choosing solutions. By using the best experts, consortia are able to tackle
large problems, and solutions are more likely to emerge. However, how forces and
resources are distributed within a consortium will impact a projects success or

struggle.

Power imbalances

The literature sensitizes us to the possibility that contributors will not participate in a
project or partnership unless they share power (see Pisano and Verganti, 2008). To

that end, we can see evidence of power imbalances among the project members.

It seems evident from the data that, Nationwide has somewhat dominated the

dynamics within the consortium.

‘It was difficult because [Nationwide] initiated the project after some
discussion with other partners and then hosted and managed the project
and were very much seen as leading the project and I think there are
naturally lots of problems in that because leadership is crucial in
partnerships. [Nationwide] were extremely reluctant to take the role of
leader for I would say the first year of the project and that probably may

have been the right calculation but it’s a question of how you take the
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leadership. And in the second year of the project, they began to assert
themselves more as the leader and, whether it was coincidence or not, it

resulted in four of the partners dropping out.’ (Project Director, Interview

16)

First, the initiation of the project was strategic, not democratic, somewhat reflecting
Nationwide’s opportunistic approach in leveraging the project to serve their particular
organizational interests. Partner opportunims can lead to reduced confidence and
cooperation among partners (Das and Teng, 1998) and has been recognized as a major
problem in strategic alliances (Contractor and Lorange, 2002). However, other
partners also seemed to prioritize their own organizational interest, and shared
intentionality among the members of the group appears to be lacking. In fact, we can
see that differences in organizational identity created tensions amongst the partners

that seemed difficult to voice and resolve.

Partner dynamics

Not all the partners seemed to have joined at the same time. In fact, TalkTalk joined
the consortium late in April 2004 with their CEO expressing she ‘did not believe in
the robustness of the business case’ (TalkTalk CEO, Interview 17). Furthermore,
ForFamilies and BeHappy discussed bids for their own, shared premises outside the

consortium. Funding was attempted for this from another Trust.

However, in the end this was not granted and BeHappy remained in the consortium,
while ForFamilies pulled out of the Partnership Project due to their need to move.
Potentially, this also indicates that BeHappy did not want to (further) damage their
existing relationship with Nationwide as the then former director expresses his view

of the situation:

‘I should just say on a couple of the partners, there was quite a serious
lack of commitment to the capital programme that emerged during the
project, in that two of the partners pursued an alternative strategy
unknown to the project and that was [BeHappy] put in a substantial bid to

the government for funding for their own premises and [ForFamilies]
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were negotiating with [BeHappy] about coming in on that project, which
surprised, shocked and disappointed me, as Project Director, that I was
not privy to that information. But clearly would have undermined
Partnership Project’s ability to also take forward a project like that if two
of the partners had suddenly gone off and received large amounts of
money to do their own capital project, and it is a proven fact that
[BeHappy] were offered a substantial loan by [Anoterfund] to set up their
own building which they declined. And I thought that was actually a very,
very poor example of collaborative working in the voluntary sector, that it
was not transparent, open and honest the discussion between the trustees
of the [Partnership Project], that two of the partners were actually
working quite independently on a similar project and not sharing that

information.

However, ForFamilies seems to have been in a highly pressurized situation at the time
putting them at the brink of survival. Ultimately, as was later revealed by following
up on events in the sector, the charity went into administration during the first quarter
of 2006. As their then former CEO outlined in the media, the charity was heavily

dependant on local government contracts.

‘There is a lot of uncertainty around [SPC-A] services...in October local
authorities were still unsure about what services they were going to
commission and we could not afford to wait’[...] ‘turnover was 13,5M but
had dropped in 2005 to 10M and it projected only 6M in guaranteed
funding in 2007. [Thus]...after significant decline in income and crippling
pension liabilities after operation since 1948 in England and
Scotland...[we] faced a 5 M GBP pensions bill tipping the charity over the
edge’. (Charity news website)™*

In this light we can understand that for ForFamilies it was critical to explore
alternative avenues that would have enabled them to secure survival of their
organization, even if it meant negotiating behind the back of the other partner

organizations. Ultimately, within the consortium every organization is responsible for

* URL withheld to ensure anonymity.
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its own survival. Again, this case is exemplary in this regard considering these are
general issues/tensions affecting consortia and inter-agency partnerships to a greater
or lesser degree. Here, however, it becomes all the more relevant if we consider the
project stagnated in the feasibility stage; it seemed more complicated to negotiate
issues and move the Partnership Project further along after it was declined funding for

one of its key objectives (the shared building).

More specifically, in terms of communication and project governance we can see a
number of additional issues affecting the partnership. Furthermore, looking at group
dynamics the consortium seemed to disengage during the storming phase in which
conflict and tension are naturally high (Tuckman and Jensen, 1977). Whilst we can
observe that the remaining partners tried to rescue the situation, the project never
seemed to get back on its feet after suffering blows from a number of economic as
well as social issues, both internal and external factors to the group at work. Thus far,
we can see from the formation, development of the partnership and its termination

that critical survival of the partnership was not possible (see Todeva, 2006; 2010).

5.7.3 Joint intentionality and collective leadership

The partners perceived the project as being led by Nationwide. This is also evident
from statements in the press in which the project is announced as Nationwide’s

Partnership Project (see charity news website).>
However, Nationwide did not want to be seen dominating the collaboration.

Further, the partners perceived the project manager as acting on behalf of Nationwide.
He was hosted there and also suggested by his ‘friend’ the CEO of Nationwide as ‘the
best man for the job’. Despite this, the project director was also seen as ‘weak’ in his

performance:

‘I think the management of the project was struggling and it was an issue
1 raised with the Chair. I and I think one or two others were also

concerned about the management of the project. I think there was a lack

* URL withheld to ensure anonymity.
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of engagement of partners, because it’s all very well actually doing a
piece of a consultancy which were done at some speed and partners had
to scramble to try and respond to them, without then having an
opportunity to really discuss the implications, and that’s partly coming up
with that mapping exercise I suggested of what it is that we now want to
take forward, but it’s partly actually also the Chief Exec of the
[Partnership Project] having a real understanding of what are the driving
issues in each of the partner organizations and I don’t think we ever

really got to the bottom of that.” (TalkTalk CEO, Interview 17)

‘[ ...] the feedback from the managers about the Director's presentation
was that he was ...... his presentation was very flat. And I felt that I had to
take over and generate the enthusiasm for it when he was doing the
presentation and they were all committed to the idea, but then nothing
ever happened, so I suspect that the disillusionment set in within about six
months probably of his having done the presentation. He also did a
presentation to my finance committee [...] and again, I had to actually
step in and enthuse about the project, because he didn't sell it to them in
the way that I thought that the project should be sold. And at the time |
then met with the Chief Executive of [Nationwide], who was the Chair of
the project, and with [his line manager], who was running it on behalf of
[Nationwide], and said that I thought that he wasn't effective in driving it
forward but for various reasons, they though his performance would
improve or something. So it was about six months after that that my own
disillusionment really began to be such that I decided that it wasn't worth
trying to pursue it and make it happen any longer, because there were too
many other factors I felt that were in the way.’ (ForFamilies CEO,
Interview 18)

‘It’s hard to separate out the structures from the people, to be honest, and
1 think if it had a better quality [in project] management, we might have
got a better outcome even given the structures that were there. So I think
it’s difficult to separate the two to be truthful. I think that many of the

constructs as well didn’t help, the fragmentation of six or seven
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consultancy projects and not being held by a very strong manager, I think
made it less and less likely to be successful.” (Fostercare CEQ, Interview

15)

The partners expected him to lead the project, drive decision-making and

implementation for initiatives associated with the project (e.g. involving [SPC-A]).

However, the Project Director seemed less concerned about partners joining or

leaving the consortium:

‘To be honest, I don't mind if I have no partners in six months’ time
because the process will have thrown that up. So I'm not imposing on you
a set of criteria that says you've got to come up with an answer that suits
the partners. That's not the case. What I want you to do is come up with
questions and answers that actually the partners can evaluate. So it's
quite neutral in a sense and that's quite a freedom for me because success
will be judged by the process being managed correctly from my point of
view. When we come to making conclusions we will then move forward
but if the partners decide they're not in, it will be my job to go and find
new partners. There will be an area whereby certain partners don't buy in
or if all the partners left, clearly I'd have a problem but I'm anticipating
that that will not be a problem that actually there'll be enough capacity to
drive the project forward. So the real question will be whether it's feasible
or not, with how many partners and so on. So that's part of the analysis

we'll be doing over the summer.’ (Project Director, Interview 2)

Further, in his view the partners were also responsible for achieving the project’s

outcomes:

‘to fashion the outcome in a certain way - that was for the project
partners to do. So I was quite happy. [ am entirely relaxed if they don’t
find a building or if they don’t work together or they don’t have
participation of children and young people because that reflects back on

their ability to work together and I didn'’t feel...funnily enough, I didn’t
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feel terribly frustrated when they wouldn’t work together. I was quite
stoical about it in a sense, because it just seemed to reflect back what the
situation was and a response to a process that I suspect is a very good

model of collaboration’ (Project Director, Interview 16)

It seemed the project director saw his role more to ensure the project consortium
would stick with the project’s mission outlined in the proposal, which was ‘to become
a role model for how the sector could reform itself’. Hence, he would play back the
responsibility for how this would be done to the partners who were ultimately
responsible for implementation, as well as change in their own organizations. This
appears to be another typical challenge within consortia where the partners are in
conflict: which interests to prioritize. Ultimately, in the eyes of the project director it
was the partners who had to make decisions about what would work for their
organizations. Further, it was also for the partners to mobilize their staff and subject

resources to the consortium/Partnership project.

Considering the partners’ statements as well as the reporting structure we have seen at
the project dynamics level we can observe a lack of collective leadership at the group
dynamics level. Studies show failures of cooperation stemming from leaders acting in
narrowly self-interested ways or relishing political battles (Faerman, McCaffrey and
Van Slyke, 2001). Hence, collective leadership, i.e. not just the leader but the group is
responsible and empowers the leader, is a vital social function allowing the group to
function as a group while achieving their project goals (see Katzenbach and Smith,
2001; Huxham and Vangen, 2005; Hodgson and Cicmil, 2006; Hibbert, Mclnnes,
Beech and Huxham, 2008). Hence, we can observe a lack of joint responsibility and

commitment, as well as joint leadership in this project.

‘Time to change tack with the Project Director’

The project director was laid off/left the partnership in a process, which he felt, was
‘not up to scrutiny’ (Project Director - Interview 16). It was a decision made by him

and the CEO of Nationwide:
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This is, to some extent, sensitive. It was a decision made by the Chief
Executive of [Nationwide], it was not referred to the Board and it was a
negotiation between him and me and I have to say I was not satisfied with
the process [ ...] it was not what I thought was necessary |[...] the main
objection I have is the speed with which it was done. I think the project
suffered because it was done very, very quickly [...] the process was not
satisfactory because it was not referred to the Board and it was not
sufficiently clearly explained why there was a change in the need for
leadership of the project at the employee level, and to be honest, it could
well have been that six months later, it would have been acceptable that
there was no need for an independent director but that process was never
undergone. So, in a way, there was a lack of transparent governance of
the project in my opinion and it did then throw into question who was
making decisions about the public funding because it wasn't the trustee
Board, who I believe should have been involved in that.” (Project Director

- Interview 16).

The same situation as seen by the CEO of Nationwide shows the partners were also
unhappy with the Project Manager’s performance and he stresses that his ‘friend’ the

director got laid off due to the project not achieving its goals:

“...friendships translate that into organizational mutual trust, I think it's
been strong. Not universal - there have been some fractured relationships
within it and that's one of the lessons...(and the Project Director) he
moved further away from the other trustees and it was the other trustees
that were urging me to take positions and indeed I have to say it was the
other trustees that said, time to change tack, time to change tack with the
Project Director. So it's complicated and I say this with some sensitivity
because, apart from anything else, [the Project Director] is extremely
able and a good friend of mine, and certainly was a good friend of mine -
1 think actually still probably is quite a good friend of mine but
friendships don't always survive when people move on do

they?’(Nationwide CEQ, Interview 22)
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Through this account we can see power imbalances within the consortium. The next

section will further elucidate this.

Reporting cycles

The project manager hosted at Nationwide had to report to the trustee of Nationwide,
who was directly reporting to the CEO. The reporting structure seems somewhat
inconsistent with the role assigned to this project director who is supposed to be
independent. The Project manager is supposed to be independent and legitimized by

all the project partners.

However, looking at reporting cycles within the consortium it seems that he was held
accountable by the Marcom director/trustee of Nationwide where he was also hosted.
Nationwide also billed the project for offering office space to host the project and its
director (see financial report and statement 2003-2004), but again this is nothing

unusual.

In fact, we can question if true independency of actors would ever be possible in a
project consortium initiated to help achieve important strategic organizational goals
(even if the initial implementation of the project was in parts opportunistic). Further,
all trustees in the project had to report back to their own organizations and whilst the
idea of the partners may have been that within the consortium all partners are equal,
power imbalances are normal and to be expected. Specifically considering partners
are also expected to be loyal to their own organizations and make decisions in their

organizations interest.

However, what we see in this project is that tensions about /eadership manifest
themselves both, at project dynamics and group dynamics level. Further, that the
reporting cycles implemented at project level set early into the collaboration may have
possibly laid the foundation for power imbalances and the leadership issues to occur
at later stages. Thus, we can infer that any governance mechanisms implemented — at
least during critical stages of a project — have contributed to leadership issues and lack
of ‘collective’ leadership and ‘commitment’ as we see it in this project. Indeed, we

can observe that design principles and governance mechanisms put in place during
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earlier stages of co-creation will affect later stages of value creation and dynamics in

such ventures (see Roser et al, 2013).

5.74 Communication, openness and trust

We can also detect a lack of communication about critical tensions as they emerge at
the group dynamics level. As we have observed, there were already concerns held by

some of the partners who joined the consortium late.

However, concerns do not seem to have been aired openly. Hence, we can infer a lack

of openness, and potentially frust amongst the partners.

‘I think the other lesson is that I think there was. I wasn’t alone in having
some concerns about the way the project was being managed and
developed and I think one has to be more robust and braver about voicing
concerns. I think the nature of a collaborative partnership that you want
the collaboration to succeed and it’s hard to rock the boat. It’s hard to
ask fundamentals without feeling you re going to compromise the whole
collaboration, because sometimes then I think individual partners decide
to disengage rather than to try and take on the whole thing. I think that’s
probably what’s happened (TalkTalk CEO, Interview 17).

‘So I think there was an unequal distribution of power within the
partnership, which is natural because one partner was very big and the
other partners were very small, but it wasn’t really acknowledged and
dealt with and that probably meant that when questions came up about
whether the benefits to the partner organizations, financial benefits, were
going to be explicit, that those partners decided that their commitment
was something to be questioned and having questioned it, then decided to
leave the partnership and concentrate on running their own affairs.’

(Project Director, Interview 16)

Nationwide initiated the project and claimed much influence in it, yet actors believed

negotiations would need to appear to be ‘democratic’.
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‘So [Nationwide] was always I think at one point, the unacknowledged
lead and now the acknowledged lead because it was our announcement of
relocation which kicked the whole thing off, and certainly we were very
comfortable with it being a partnership project because that’s the ethos of

our organization.’ (Nationwide Trustee/Marcom Director, Interview 20)

‘[...] my strong feeling is that [Nationwide] misinterpreted its leadership
role by taking over the project and that is not acceptable in a publicly

funded project.” (Project Director - Interview 16).

‘There had to be equivalents I thought which was about roughly
equivalent in size, financial strength, reputation and profile, because you
didn't want one organization dominating the other and if you did, it would
be seen as a mini takeover. Even at the shared resource level and that's
why I think [Nationwide]'s too big to have led it, personally.” (Merger

Consultant - Interview 21)

However, the partners perceived the project (had) to be led by Nationwide (the
strongest partner) and the director not being proactive enough to ‘push through’ the
ambitious agenda. Further, the project manager also seemed not empowered and fully

legitimized by the structure in place.

Loyalty dilemma

While it is possible that the project manager lacked ambition and skill, he was clearly
not empowered to lead the group. This is particularly so considering the partners sit as
trustees of their own organizations in order to protect the interests of their own
organizations. Hence, the partners wanted to ensure that nothing would happen that
would potentially endanger their organizations (e.g. losing their brand identity due to

a ‘merger’).

However, the consortium members are also dealing with the typical challenge of
having to ‘wear two hats’, i.e. they have to make decisions that enable the project,
while ensuring to advance their own organizational agenda. All consortia bring about

the question: who partners should be loyal to? Whether partners are attracted to come
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together by a joint vision/common goal or not, should the partners be loyal to the
consortium partners or their own organizations? This issue appears to be a typical

tension present in any inter-agency/strategic alliance project.

‘Was I there as a [Partnership Project] trustee without responsibility and
commitment to my organization and I would have to judge those
responsibilities separately? Or was I there as a representative of
TalkTalk? And that issue I don’t think ever got resolved. So I think some
of those fundamentals for me about the nature of the partnership, the
nature of our aspirations, our accountabilities etc, I don’t think were

sufficiently explored.” (TalkTalk CEO, Interview 17)

Inevitably, this is a common challenge in all consortia. Actors have to make
concessions on behalf of their organizations. Hence, partners need to find ways to
negotiate and compromise. However, this can be difficult considering the partners
find themselves in a ‘double bind’ situation, where gains on the one hand may mean
trade-offs the other hand. Ultimately, this may result in a ‘no-win’ situation as
important strategic goals are hindered and not achieved (for any of the partners

involved).

Non-communication and conflict

In terms of concerns, we can see there seemed to be ‘non-communication’. The
organizational literature suggests that non-communication is a form of (silent) protest
(Scott, 2001). Non-communication appears when there are power imbalances amongst

groups.

Investigating further the reasons behind why we see non-communication and why
certain concerns were not voiced, there appears to be a lack of trust amongst the
partners, i.e. trust to communicate issues openly. Potentially, partners were protecting
their own interests and strategic information and therefore may have chosen not to
communicate issues critical to their own survival. However, from a group dynamics
perspective the group also seems to have lacked shared norms that would allow the

partners to ‘safeguard’ joint investments (see Bachmann, 2001). As we have seen this
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is not surprising considering that the project got stuck at a stage where shared group
norms are not yet established. Further, we have also seen that the environment in
which the project is based is highly competitive, rather than co-operative. Ultimately,
lack of trust and communication and commitment seems to relate to the partners

prioritizing their own organizational interests.

Another possibility to explain non-communication is that people tried to avoid
‘scapegoating’ others or that out of strategic interests they did not want to
unnecessarily ‘burn any bridges’. Particularly, considering the sector is very small and
informal, where people are known and will work in it for a number of years, if not
decades. Hence, people might rather blame issues on the context in which the
Partnership Project is placed. The sample of participants consists of very experienced
individuals who are motivated and professional and they also tried to analyze best the

situation which they were part of.

However, we also do see (moderate) ‘finger pointing’ towards others and institutions

when the participants evaluate the process and outcomes of the project.

Leaders with strong reputations may be able to rescue such situations and legitimize
certain ways of dealing with a problem (when non-communicating occurs) and may
thus persuade the group members to act in certain ways favouring (or inhibiting)

cooperation (see Scott, 2001).

However, the project director of this consortium never seemed fully legitimized,
independent or empowered enough to lead and unite the group. This leadership issue
co-occurs with the project dropping in performance after the feasibility stage (at
project dynamics level). Considering project dynamics, other than the initiating
processes, planning process, and closing process nothing much seemed to have

happened in this project.

Considering the tensions emerging at group dynamics level, the partners had to take
action and make subsequent agreements and arrangement to keep the partnership

alive. A good example of the kind of difficulties the consortium faced to mobilize the
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group was when the partners tried to organize an event which would involve [SPC-

AlJ; given their background one would expect that this is a fairly common task.

5.7.5 Tensions in committing and collective engagement

However, this seems to have been difficult to pull off with partners ending up
disappointed with the process and outcome, while illustrating some of the tensions

involved in collaborative working:

‘So I remember saying at a Board meeting that there were ways in which
we could take the collaborative working forward which would cost
nothing to [the Partnership Project], but would actually be quick wins for
the project. [...] So, to that end, I tried to do two things with [Nationwide]
in order to demonstrate that organizations could work together and one
was a conference that we were going to put on jointly. They had a
conference department, which was supposedly very good, used to putting
on conferences and all this stuff and we had the practice and the staff who
could do [this]. There was going to be a seminar on looking at what the
public sector response is to family support across the four nations of the
UK. So we were pulling together speakers from England, Scotland, Wales
and Northern Ireland and I'd also pulled in a couple of other
organizations - [ABC Concern] was one of them - who weren't involved in
the [Partnership Project], but could have been quite influential in

demonstrating that this cross-sector working was effective.

And [Nationwide] didn't deliver what they were supposed to. We got the
speakers, we... [ForFamilies] organized some really quite high level
speakers from the public sector and the only thing that [Nationwide] had
to do was to ensure that the venue was there, do the publicity so that they
got the delegates to attend the seminar and they had to get a speaker from
Wales [ ...] About three weeks, four weeks, before the conference was due
to take place, I discovered that they didn't have the speakers that they had
said they were going to get; there were only six people signed up for the

conference and it was going to be a shambles - so I cancelled it!
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We had a post-mortem to see what had gone wrong and somebody had
changed in [Nationwide] and there were all sorts of excuses about why it
didn't happen, but actually what the real issue I think was, that [the
person acting as line-manager to the Project Director] didn't get involved
to make sure that, as part of the Partnership Project, this conference took
place. So it was relegated to something that was happening lower down
the organization and it wasn't given the priority in [Nationwide] that I
had given it, that [ForFamilies] had given it in terms of demonstrating
that collaborative working happened.’ (ForFamilies CEQ, Interview 18)

The reason why this event may not have happened is, in the consortium, we can see
that the organizations coming together defended their organizational interests and
ensured nothing happened that might affect their organizations negatively or make
others appear to be more successful. Hence, there is little advancement in collective

decision making.

Ultimately, this is in contrast with the aim of ‘doing good for [SPC-A]’. The partners
were committed to the vision of a shared societal purpose. However, in the highly
competitive situation within which they have to negotiate investment they seemed to
forget about [SPC-A] and prioritize their organizational interest. Whilst partners
talked about doing good for [SPC-A] and organizing an event for them, it never

happened in a satisfactory way:

‘The inclusion of [SPC-A] in the project, which was around the big idea,
was, to be honest, an absolutely hopeless failure, and it does make you
question the commitment of the partners to [SPC-A] rights. Because in a
yvear and a half, virtually nothing had happened about that and there was
still great confusion and I believe lack of commitment to the ideal to make

that happen.’ (Project Director - Interview 16).

However, arguably, organizing the ‘big idea’ event involving [SPC-A], in order to

engage with the vision of the Partnership Project and the building, could have been a
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tremendously valuable exercise to generate PR and interest for the project (and thus
enable fundraising) for the project itself. Hence, it is surprising that the partners did
not pull off this event, given their core organizational competencies involved

mobilizing citizens via events.

5.7.6 Clashes in Identity

Apart from schedules that did not match, as well as imbalances in power, something
else must have hindered the partners from committing to engage, develop and live up
to a shared vision. As we have seen at contextual level brand identity was important

in order to be recognized as an organization (see chapter 5.3).

Thus, in terms of group dynamics there is another important issue that we can detect.
Why is it so difficult for the group to solve problems, to negotiate and to agree on
how to take things further? As we have seen the partners try to protect their
organizational interest. This means, however, that they are trying to protect the
identity of the group to which they belong. Hence they prioritize their organizational
interest due to clashes in identity and when attempting to integrate activities they also
realize they have very different cultures and ways of doing things. As we can see from
the MCK and other feasibility studies the organizations are highly diverse and very
different in how they operate and position themselves. Hence, it was a mistake to
assume that work practices and needs are similar in each organization. As we have
seen at the project dynamics level, organizational integration and alignment are long
term issues. They are also difficult to achieve and take considerable amounts of
resource, time and commitment. As outlined earlier ‘joint purchasing’ could have
been an easy option for the partners to generate some quick wins out of their
partnership. However, this did not happen. The research presented here suggests that
the actors may have had problems with trust. Particularly, in groups where members
are in competition, frust may be a key social factor hindering partnership and
collaborating. Further, the partners did not develop a shared identity around the
project. Hence, when we relate back the findings at the level of group dynamics to
organization theory we can infer that (the perceived) lack of group identity reveals

that the partners did not pursue a common goal.
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In addition, the partners did not want to merge their organization and merge services.
Neither did they want to share critical data and information. This impression is
reinforced by some of the participants either expressing their disappointment or in one
instance refusing to be interviewed about the project in connection with the evaluation
report. Again, as we have seen non-participation can be a form of protest or avoiding
scapegoating, which may both be linked with (social) identity. Field notes reveal that
the refusal to talk about the project on record is linked to reputation (the partners
knew the evaluation report would be published). For example, TalkTalk was one of
the charities that pulled out of the partnership and their CEO vented her frustration
calling the project ‘a shambles’ and ‘an absolute waste of time and money’ (EVA field

notes TalkTalk CEO).

However, the partners did also know and take into account that the project may have
been too ambitious or risky when getting involved with the consortium. It is due to the
lack of a (strong enough) common goal - a common goal that would foster collective
leadership and commitment - that the project finally failed. Due to this, the project
partners disengaged and were not able to deal with (both social and economic) issues
flexibly enough and adapt as a group to an unexpected situation. Ultimately, as we
have seen most issues at the group dynamics level have a more social nature as the
group tries to establish norms that would enable the group to deal with the issues
arising flexibly and successfully. Further, issues at group dynamics level (strongly)
impact events and issues at project dynamics level. Indeed, project dynamics issues
such as funding may have inhibited the project, but it is enablers at group dynamics

level that could have kept the project alive as the group adapts to a new situation.

5.7.7 Summary

Taken together, the picture we see emerging at group dynamics level is that
there are leadership issues, i.e. lack of collective leadership, open communication and
trust, which might be due to power imbalances (and further reinforce them). Further,
in terms of group formation, we see some partners joining early while other joined
late. Members entering the group at different stages of group formation had an impact
on their participation and may impact group performance. Indeed, without

participating collaborating cannot happen.
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Furthermore, with every member leaving the group the mechanism that keeps the
organization and the group itself alive is challenged. Particularly, as group members -
who are not fully established and at a point when the group lacks cohesion and
sufficient interdependence - are coming in and out. Moreover, the boundaries of the

group/team are fluctuating and are not fixed.

We can also detect low levels of group, as well as task cohesion (see Forsyth, 2010),
which indicates problems around shared identification of the team members with the
group at work, as well as the common purpose, i.e. the project which brought them

together.

As such, we can see from certain aspects that the group at work is what the literature
would conceptualize a ‘pseudo team’ as opposed to a ‘real team’ (see West and
Lybovnikova, 2012). Considering lack of engagement and participation of pseudo
team members, a pseudo team is amongst other criteria defined as ‘‘a group of people
working in an organization; whose team boundaries are highly permeable with
individuals being uncertain over who is a team member, and who is not; and/or who,
when they meet, may exchange information but without consequent shared efforts

towards innovation.” (ibid. :26)

Nonetheless, there is some level of attraction amongst the group members in terms of
their organizations being possible contributors to a ‘big idea’. Ultimately, every
member of the project may benefit from the partners involved in the

alliance/partnership.

At project dynamics level we have seen the consortium challenged at the feasibility
stage. Corresponding with this, at the group dynamics level the group at work
becomes stuck in the storming phase. This is a phase where tensions among group
members naturally occur and need to be resolved by the team members. Whilst
criticism was expressed in the interviews the research has also come to the conclusion
that most of the concerns and criticisms about the project and how things were done
or not done, were not fully voiced, due to acts of non-participation. These may
demonstrate resistance and protest or cautiousness by the partners to avoid

scapegoating.
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More importantly, however, the research has no evidence that the group at work ever
progressed toward a ‘we-feeling’ (see Forsyth, 2010:130). Hence, whilst group
conflict may be unavoidable when dealing with complex issues it may also be a
function that may enable cohesion and performance of the group. Solving issues and
conflicts (because the common goal is strong enough) will make the group more

cohesive and interdependence and trust are likely to increase.

However, the group here ‘jumped’ to the adjourning phase (Tuckman and Jensen,
1977) where, when the group fails (repeatedly) to achieve their goals, ‘their members
or someone outside may decide that maintaining the group is a waste of time and

resources’ (Forsyth, 2010:132).

The literature does not really talk about sow a group evolves, becoming a group, and
strengthening itself as a group when partners come and go through the project. Once
the initial partners have started a group, socialization processes begin and the group
will already begin to develop some kind of group structure, i.e. cohesion amongst
themselves, which may lead to the discrimination of newcomers. Newcomers,
however, have to find ways to adapt into the group in order not to suffer from in-
group vs. out-group biases. Further the literature suggests that newcomers have to
enact issues in certain ways to be accepted as full group members (see Forsyth, 2010;

Pinto, Marques and Abrams, 2010).

However, in this case, there seems to be a low level of commitment over time,
particularly as economic issues have taken away some of the foundations that would
strengthen the project (as structure). In addition, the group is also not strong enough in
terms of agency to make things work. The data has evidence that another group, the
New Campaign Team, a team further investigated after data saturation had been
reached with the initial group under investigation, was more successful with their
efforts of collaborating and organization making (see participant interviews Nr 24, 25

and 26).

Indeed, it seems that under similar conditions groups can be successful and make
ambitious, yet, uncertain projects work. The research will further comment on the

efforts of the New Campaign Team (see chapter 6). Although this team is not the
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focus of this particular investigation about partnership dynamics (data is available but
not sufficient for an in-depth longitudinal analysis), this team utilized a more informal
approach to partnership and collaborating, which is also typical for the sector. The
research will get back to the (data available from the) New Campaign Project when
drawing implications in relation to the findings of the research, including all
partnership dimensions researched here, i.e. contextual, project as well as group
dynamics, and linking sense-making, which is the next layer. The concluding chapter
will then also be able to focus on the relationship between group and project

dynamics.

However, the next section analyzes how actors make sense of things as members or

stakeholders relating to the Partnership Project.

5.8  Sense-making

As we have seen from the previous sections there are a number of issues at
contextual, project and group dynamics level that have either enabled or hindered the
Partnership Project. Ultimately, the research is not just interested in analyzing context
dynamics, project events and group issues. It is sense-making that allows us to study
how people make sense of the (‘messy’) situation in which they are. As we have seen
change in the context of project-based partnership and collaborating is essentially
used as a mechanism to enable short-term competitiveness and long-term survival

(see Luescher and Lewis, 2008).

However, how people make sense of things (when in a tug-of-war) is not necessarily
the truth about what is really going on. At sense-making level we can find a large set
of interconnected representations relating to context, project dynamics and group
dynamics. It is how the actors make sense of everything, including critical issues in
the group or events that happened over time. These representations can be visualized
as a larger network of themes, consisting of multiple codes and memos specific to a
particular interview, document, topic or transition moment. Specifically at this level
reduction of information by merging codes to themes and clustering themes to
families and global themes is important to enable the researcher to make sense of the
data in a structured way. As such, the analysis did not aim to map out all possible

206



participant representations, but those that are most relevant in relation to the process
and outcomes of the Partnership Project. Considering the purpose of the analysis is to
identify critical enabling or inhibiting social or economic factors relating to
collaborating, only specific representations need to be identified to ground the
analysis of participant interpretations. As such, at sense-making level people’s

representations also help to inform the researchers first cycle of interpretation.

However, sense-making allows us to detect issues via the representations of the actors
and in the world in which they are involved, as well as how they make sense of their
own role and activities as they engage in with others. As we have already seen at the
group dynamics level, the participants are highly motivated and try to analyze and

rationalize processes and events relating to the Partnership Project.

Hence, to uncover issues relating to sense-making the first issue the study will
uncover is how people made sense of the Partnership Project and the events
unfolding in the project case considering contextual, project and group dynamics, as

well as their own participation and experience in this situation.

5.8.1 Project evaluation: success or failure?

For example, we can ask the data: do the actors think the project was a success or not?

What we can see is that people have different perceptions in relation to this question:

‘At that point, I wouldn't say it was destined to failure and I wouldn't say
that it's failed now - it just hasn't happened in the way that it was

originally envisaged’ (Nationwide trustee - Interview 20)).

‘I think unfortunately there are more negatives than positives, because I
think there was a high degree of frustration, for all the reasons that ['ve
gone through with you, about a missed opportunity really.’ (TalkTalk
CEO, Interview 17)

‘I think it did, I think [the project] shifted. As a partner, I was always very

conscious of the large amount of money given by the Treasury to this
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project and I was not seeing the sort of benefits I’d hoped for. As a funder,
I would be asking questions and therefore there’s a risk to the individual
organizations as well as to the project itself - and wider for the sector. If
the sector secures a large amount of money for a big innovative project,

then you want it to succeed’ (Fostercare CEQ, Interview 15)

‘We had designed a collaborative ...we had commissioned and, to some
extent, analyzed research that had resulted in a programme of
collaborative working that could have led to the development of shared
services, but that was not taken forward when I was there. So that was [
think a failure to take the initiative and actually do something subject to
the next stage of the project [...] the project should have taken forward
the shared services, development of the shared services model, because |
believe that's what the Treasury were expecting us to do, and it wasn't just
for the three remaining partners and especially for [Nationwide], it was
an obligation to the sector [...] the whole point of [the Partnership
Project] was it was for the whole of the [SPC-A] sector, not just the
partners. It was going to be a resource, a national resource in London,
for the whole of the sector not just...[to] benefit the partners but it would
benefit the greater sector as well [...] Because there is a real problem
with taking government funding for a partnership of only three
organizations [...] you can be accused of - how can I put it? - improving
your own market position at the cost of other competitors in the sector.

(Project Director - Interview 16)

As we can see we have diverse, yet somewhat similar views on the project. Whilst
some actors think the project was a failure, others protested and refused to be
interviewed a second time, others emphasized the learning that may be achieved from

engaging in the practice and reviewing the process.

However, blaming or justifying certain issues and decisions is also a perfectly normal
way of coping with situations. Particularly, considering events may have not turned
out as anticipated by the actors involved. Further, we should not forget that actors are

also in conversation with the interviewers, offering the participants a rare chance to
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reflect about work, routines and experiences; taking them outside of the

organizational context (in which the tensions examined here may have occurred).

Lessons learned

In general, the participants were very open and welcomed the possibility to reflect
with an external person about their experiences. Specifically, as they also saw this as a

possibility for (joint) learning:

‘I think we’ve probably got some good experience of partnership working
and have learnt a lot of difficult lessons on the way and I would hope the
organization is still benefiting from that now [...] I think the lessons
learnt are probably about making sure - which is what we did in all our
other partnership projects - of getting that kind of shared understanding
of where you're going and what you re trying to achieve and the basis on
which you’re going to work together clearer and more explicit upfront.’

(TalkTalk CEO, Interview 17)

‘I think you have to have the right match though and probably some
people will come with more commercial and financial skills than others
and I think this project was largely actually around property and the sort
of financial issues in terms of the accommodation, and less around things
about alignment of voluntary organization missions and goals and all of
those sort of things. Because it was very much a property led project that 1
don’t think there was necessarily the right match of skills there for that
particular task. But I certainly think there are in the voluntary sector

people with those skills.” (Fostercare CEQO, Interview 15)

‘There had to be compatibility and they had to have compatible member
cultures [...]again this whole thing about mutuality is important. They
can’t have one enormous organization working with smaller ones because
there’s this level of distrust. It’s got to be an alliance, it’s got to be shared
interest, a shared interest group that says, well, okay, we all operate in

different places, we don’t have a geographical overlap but that’s what we
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bring to the government or to somebody else. If we can bring ourselves
together through whatever organization type and have that work for us,
then it might work and maybe you could have medium and small work
together, but again the small are very, very wary about organizations that

are bigger than them.’(Merger Consultant - Interview 21)

‘I think that there is a problem in that a lot of the voluntary sector’s
approach to collaborative working is led by the government and is
initiated by the government and is funded by the government and I’'m not
Jjust talking about the [PartnershipProject] now. [...] It has proved very
difficult for the voluntary sector to put aside their organizational
priorities, their sectional differences and work together for the greater
good - and that’s quite a surprise, because in theory we should all be
working together because we all share the same ambitions but that’s not

true in practice.’ (Project Director, Interview 16)

‘So I think there were people sitting round the table with different
motivations involved and different time pressures, different constraints
and I think you have to do a - what'’s driving each of the partners, what’s
the shared collective opportunity to move forward and then what from
those pieces of work is really identified as something that looks feasible
and needs to be investigated further.’ (TalkTalk CEO, Interview 17)

‘I think we’ve probably learnt quite a lot - not much of it would be termed

as revelations either.” (Nationwide Trustee/Marcom Director, Interview

20)

Lessons learned were documented and disseminated and the partners also seemed
aware of what was going on and that the issues they faced were typical for inter-
organizational collaborations and thus difficult to ignore. In that sense the partners
may have been overly optimistic about what they could achieve via this project.
Ultimately, they took into account that the project would fail or evolve differently
than what the collective promised (government and themselves). However, the

research purpose is not to discuss or judge whether the project was a success or not. In
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fact, it the research question that guides us to exploring whether the actor thought
economic or social issues were important and what we can see from the data is that
actors are very much aware of the social factors that come into play and complicate

matters, even when funding is granted.

‘So they made an application to the True Colours Trust, the Sainsburys
Trust, and they got funding for three years which is now approved and the
person will begin in the next few months, which has made the
organization more _formal and it’s a funny thing about things - once you
make them more formal, they can still be effective but there’s never quite

the same...” (New Campaign Consultant, Interview 25)

However, they seem to be less aware that it is also social factors, such as trust and
intrinsic motivation to work together, which may have enabled them to make the
project work. Ultimately, some of the results suggest that partners placed too much of
an emphasis on economic affordances in order to make the project work. Ultimately,
when funding does not arrive it is revealed that other than gaining access to resources

there might not be a real desire to move beyond the status quo.

Who is to blame?

Further, we can see that partners have different perceptions about who was
responsible for the outcomes of the project, i.e. we see finger pointing and blaming
towards other actors. On the one hand, the project manager blames the partners for not
being proactive enough. He seemed to believe it was responsibility of the partners,
since they could not agree on how to take the project forward and make subsequent
decisions in the project consortium to initiate activities within their own
organizations. Further, he accuses the project partners of false morality as they have
taken money for a project that should have delivered tangible benefits for [SPC-A];
which the Partnership Project arguably did not. The partners took money from
government and did not deliver. Hence, the partners were to blame for non-action,

which is a representation also shared by other partners.
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Further, both the project director and others believed that Government was to blame,
because the Treasury should not have given the funding for a project that was aiming
to solve the complex problem of implementing shared services, while attempting to

also solve an accommodation issue.

‘I think the Charity Commission could do more. Well, perhaps it’s not the
Charity Commission, I think the sector and the sector bodies could do
more about, first of all, encouraging trustees and organizations to think
more about their beneficiaries and less about their organizational

interests.” (Fostercare CEQ, Interview 15)

Implementing new ways of working seemed already difficult enough and the
numerous project goals and objectives may have been too ambitious for the short
timeframe allocated to the project/programme in order to bring about initiatives that

would have role-model-character for how reform could happen in the sector.

‘So maybe if one really believes in something and wants to make it work,
then you have to invest that extra time to do that. We took a pragmatic
decision that we hadn’t got the time to do that and our more immediate
needs were more pressing and we had to focus on those.’ TalkTalk, CEO,

Interview 17)

‘Well, I don’t think we 've achieved those objectives because we haven t.
We’ve only moved forward in a relatively short distance. We re now
looking at establishing shared services around some particular areas of
work with some of the partners and work is still going on around
identifying a building and finding the funding to make it happen. So in
terms of what we 've achieved, I don’t think we ve achieved much.’

(Nationwide Trustee/Marcom Director, Interview 20)

Hence, some actors believed that funds should have never been given to sponsor the
project in the first place; regardless whether it was risk capital provided by
government or not. Last but not least, the partners also put their own organizational

reputation at stake.
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On the other hand, the partners blame the director for his poor performance, lack of
charisma and leadership ability, criticize his negotiation and facilitation effort and
skill and for lacking to unite the group so the partners would have worked together

and moved into the same direction.

5.8.2 What collaboration means

Furthermore, the project was about partnership and collaborating. Hence, we may ask
what do the actors mean when they talk about partnership and what is their

understanding of collaborating?

What we can see from analyzing the data is that, the participants seemed to have a
more functional and normative understanding of what is partnership and
collaborating. The same applies to their understanding of organizational knowledge,
which is a key resource they hoped to be able to share and exchange by working in

partnership.

Further, peoples understanding of collaborating involved a number of activities. For

example, people talked about networking.

Networking

Some of the people working in the [SPC-A] sector frequently seemed to attend
conferences, in order to present organizational activities, talk about projects or stay
abreast with recent development in the sector. Further, to learn about things
happening in other organizations, as well as to network with policy people to

exchange information about new political issues or to lobby for certain causes.

However, not all charity workers seemed involved in this kind of more strategic and
in some occasions, perhaps more formal type of networking. People working at
‘grassroots level’, however, seem less likely to network as frequently as other charity
workers, as they are less concerned with exchanging or obtaining important strategic

information.
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Knowledge

Further, the majority of people participating in the research seemed to associate
organizational knowledge with databases as well as archiving information. The reason
is that, a few charities sell books and other publications as a source of revenue. Being
able to provide these kind of publications and having large amounts of data in relation
to particular issues was seen as important for charities because charities could
demonstrate they were an important provider of information (relevant for quality
work) in a particular field. Hence, in terms of synergies one of the possibilities of
improving the sector anticipated was to share this particular ‘knowledge’ archived in

databases.

However, charities also seemed protective about their knowledge and skills,

considering these represent important resources for them.

‘And I think that one of the challenges for the partnership is kind of you
know ownership of knowledge as well. So if we're working on systems
and contributing to developing systems, that's fairly uncontentious but if
we're actually, well I think it's an issue for us if we develop a particular
way of working how much do we copyright that, how much do we say,
yeah, you can do that but you've got to acknowledge it, what happens if
you don't do that, not that there're any sanctions about it, it's, so it may
just be about kind of sharing things and doing things together and slowly
developing that and seeking, trying to identify opportunities where one
organization is better at something than another and complementing that,
sort of on a barter system almost.” (ForFamilies, Regional Director,

Interview 10)

Hence, it was not surprising to see that organizations had a rather functional
understanding of organizational knowledge and collaborating (which was about the
mutual exchange and merging of existing resources and functions, rather than the

creation of new ones).
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‘What I've done most thinking about is the Shared Services, so clearly
there's the potential there for savings in terms of, if we can do joint
purchasing, if we put in a shared services provision that provides HR, IT
or Finance for everybody, then there's likely to be the potential for a
higher level of expertise and so on. (Phoneus — Director of Policy and

Communication, Interview 7)

The next sections will further elucidate this view.

Partnership and collaborating

In terms of the actors’ representations about partnership, one of the models suggested
in terms of a suitable arrangement for collaborating under the scope of the Partnership

Project was that of a large shopping centre.

‘...in my conversations with [the Nationwide CEO] I've often talked about
shopping centres, how do shopping centres get going and we take
Bluewater, for example, in Kent. Well, the way Bluewater in Kent got
going was they found John Lewis and stuck them in the corner and then
they went round and found whoever else it is, Marks and Spencers, and
stuck them in another corner and then they went out and found - I don't go
shopping here very often - House of Fraser and put them in a corner and
we had three anchor tenants and then the bits in between filled up.
Nationwide, in my view, has always been an anchor tenant for the
Partnership Project. It's always been there and it's got to attract those
other anchors but in reality, once it's there, it will bring other people
because of the reasons we've just gone through.’ (Treasurer of

Partnership Project-Interview 23)

The idea of the ‘center of excellence’ as envisioned by the charity’s treasurer is
similar to that of a ‘business park’ where many different businesses would be co-
located (under one umbrella brand) which would potentially increase visibility for
organizations and attract a large(r) number of customers (i.e. beneficiaries and

donors). In terms of flexible working, this would simply mean that organizations
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become co-tenants where the partners could come and go as it would suit them or for
as long as they could afford or want to be partners. Further, this may be a model
potentially reducing the cost of expensive infrastructure for each of the charities/co-
tenants or at least provide them with access to resource they could not afford
otherwise. Moreover, they could possibly share certain business support functions,
e.g. office cleaners, implement purchasing collectives for office equipment, staff

recruitment and training and many more.

However, shared infrastructure is no guarantee for lower overheads than operating in
different locations and a ‘charity campus’ might still need to be designed in a way that
fosters more social interaction and exchange (e.g. design of focal meeting points for

informal networking and higher chance of social interaction).

‘I think the accommodation was the driving issue, a desire to find an
accommodation solution for each of the organizations that probably was
both ...... I mean some would have said financially more viable, I never
had an expectation that we would save money but others did. I thought
we would probably get a higher quality of accommodation with shared
resource and things that we might not have been able to afford on our
own without necessarily incurring significant additional expense. We
were already paying quite a significant amount for our accommodation. [
think others were looking for accommodation and central office cost
savings which, to be honest, I thought were unrealistic and was one of the
reasons I was concerned about one of the projects that looked at potential
cost benefits of co-location, that it seemed to me to have already decided
the answer before it had actually done the work. (TalkTalk, CEO —

Interview 17)’

In addition, co-location alone, for example sharing premises/office space, would not
guarantee a higher degree of knowledge exchange, collaborating, and co-innovating.
Ultimately, alignment of practices, processes and cultures would still be required to a
certain degree when developing shared services and developing new business

functions.
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From the data analyzed in this research, we can gather that the participants
understanding of a 'center of excellence for [SPC-A]', is more about ‘centralising’
[SPC-A] services and about co-locating organizations in order to increase
organizational visibility and attractiveness, potentially offering stakeholders a ‘one

stop shop’ for [SPC-A] services.

It's about not all being in separate silos doing things on their own and
being vulnerable and small, it's actually working collaboratively to be a
more powerful voice for [SPC-A]. So I think that you know the real
achievement if we succeed will be around collaborative working. [ mean
other people, I think will see the building as a manifestation of that but
actually without the collaborative working it's pretty well meaningless
because otherwise it's just an accommodation issue and it's not very
different from what you might do in a normal situation, a normal

relationship (Project Director — Interview 2)’

As we can see, the understanding of the organizations involved about partnership and

collaboration is more strategic, resource-based and functional.

However, people are also aware that co-location/ moving into a shared building would
not necessarily be a requirement for partnership. Some partners expressed that
working in partnership would be possible even without being co-located. Further, that
action and generating ‘quick wins’ would be important means in order to trigger
active collaborating, to implement partnership and to render any joint activity

meaningful.

1t could be virtual I suppose but it probably just would be easier if
everyone was in the same place cos you would get to know who they were
1 suppose. But it wouldn't, [ mean I suppose it could be either, it could be
a nice new building where we all work together happily or it could be you
know just a virtual networking, being together kind of thing. I'm not quite
sure which one would work best really. But I know that we definitely you
know because we're, are quite tight on space so we're about to

outgrowing our current accommodation. I'm not quite sure how this fits in

217



with the other charities so we need to do something soon, really in terms

of our accommodation. (Youngster Knowledge Manager, Interview §)

Ultimately, this also influenced how partners made sense of the project. Further
actors, particularly when it comes to issues relating to leadership, make sense of
people’s roles and responsibilities, as well as their own participation. We can see that
people are somewhat blaming each other and also that they do not want to talk about
certain issues openly. As such, the research has to conclude that there was no real
engagement by the partners in terms of actively collaborating and translating the
project into activities within their own organizations. That joint intentionality, a
common goal and motivation could not be established and at the sense-making level

we can see a lack of cognitive integration and common vision.

5.83 Summary

It became possible to anticipate what the participants ‘mean’ when they talk
about issues and events relating to collaborating in their project. However, participant
representations or ‘theories in use’ are not always consistent with theories and
concepts used by the researcher; what people say is going on is not always what is
actually going on. To provide an example, a more thematic orientation in interpreting
the data would suggest the partners are simply ‘blaming’ each other for the failure of
the project, whereas the more theoretically grounded and interpretative analysis might
identify particular actions as ‘in-group vs. out-group conflict’, ‘stereotyping’ or
‘prejudice’. Similarly, the partners talk about knowledge and collaborating as ‘sharing
data bases’ or ‘back office functions’ or moving into ‘shopping centres’. These
representations reveal more how actors make sense of issues at hand as they use

metaphors and give meaning to what partnership and collaborating means in practice.

We can also inquire of the data: what, according to some of the participants, makes

partnership and collaborating work in practice:

‘Openness, communication, commitment to it; I think that's absolutely key.
You have to be enthusiastic about it and if you're not enthusiastic about it,

don't do it because it won't work, and a determination to make it happen.
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If you want something, you can't just sit back passively and expect it to
happen, you have to be really proactive in making it happen and if only
one of the partners in a collaboration is proactive, then it's not going to
work because you need all the partners to be proactive and I think that

very often people are just too passive.’ (ForFamilies CEQ, Interview 18)

‘I do think you need to invest quite a bit of time in thinking it through and
making sure that it’s fair, open, transparent and that you re really focused
on delivering benefits. Partnership arrangements take a lot of time
inevitably so the benefits have to outweigh the costs and if that balance
starts to shift where you start to feel you're part of a talking shop that’s
not going to make a difference to your organization, that’s when people

withdraw.’ (TalkTalk, CEO — Interview 17)

The next section will interpret and integrate the key findings of the research across the

different layers analysed.
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Chapter 6 Interpretation: Re-contextualizing the dynamics of

partnership

As outlined in the methodology chapter (section 4.5.3) the interpretative layer of the
analysis allows us to apply particular concepts to the issues and people’s sense-
making in context. The interpretative layer of the analysis is conceptually the most
interesting one. Hence, in order to interpret the data we need to sensibly adjudicate
both first and second cycle coding methods, interpretations and analyses. This also
includes the application of theoretical concepts to help interpret the data and

hypothesise about possible causes of things (see Saldana, 2009).

Ultimately, once contextual events, project and group dynamics, as well as people’s
representations can be aligned in a meaningful way by way of structured method,
appropriate concepts can be applied. Further, they can be scrutinized to inform,
confirm or reject the interpretative analysis relating to particular events and transition
points (see figure 7-3, chapter 7). Thus, particularly the second cycle of the
interpretative analysis moves away from the more speculative and subjective accounts
inherent in participants’ representations to more theoretically founded interpretations,
grounded and validated by the complex data of a real world project case (see Yin,

1989; 1993).

For example, when we look at what happens when things do not go as planned in the
Partnership Project, the analysis has uncovered that people blame each other or
express their concerns by using metaphors and making attributions about the other

partners.

“...Neither of the other two own their own building and they've just
renegotiated their leases and they're carrying on their own sweet way.’

(Nationwide trustee/Marcom Director — Interview 20)’

‘And you have to say, well, the voluntary sector was never seen as a rat
race but perhaps it's just got different rats in it’ (Fostercare CEQO —

Interview 15)
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‘Whether that was because he wasn’t imaginative enough and
independent enough to grasp what it was that he should have been doing
for the [Partnership Project], I don’t know.’ (ForFamilies CEO Interview
18)

‘I'm going to have to make some very uniformed, unacademic sounding
statements but my feeling of the British is that we are absolutely crap at
management, and we're crap at running organizations.’ (New Campaign

Consultant, Interview 25)

Metaphors in use, as well as attribution reveals something about the relationship
actors believe they have with others (or issues arising). Further, they tell us what
actors’ position and role and power is in relation to other (out-) group members and
something about their perceived self and identity. Hence, we can interpret that identity
is a central issue when it comes to collaborating. Further, we know that social identity
can be either an enabler or inhibitor for joint group action. Social Identity Theory has
robustly shown that identification is an important aspect in relation to collective
action and performance of groups. Further, group identification will be influenced by
when and how people join a group. Further, that identity is not static in the context of
organizing but will be established over time (see Eisenbeiss and Otten, 2008). Hence,
all the issues we have seen at project dynamics, as well as group dynamics level (and
people also talk about it when they come late into the partnership) culminate in the
question: does the group we see at work establish a shared identity relation to the

project or not?

However, what we see when analyzing the project case is that there is a lack of shared
identity amongst the group members. Hence, this lack of cohesiveness and shared
identity in relation to the project is one of the key social factors inhibiting this project,

as well as the establishment of the partnership amongst the seven charities.

Associated with this, we can see that there is insufficient joint intentionality, because
the group does not function as a group. The actors follow their own interests,
respectively the interests of the organizations/groups they belong to. In addition, we

see other issues common in groups, which are not cohesive, such as social loafing.
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We can see that our ways of dealing with issues concerning organizational partnership
are very human ways of dealing with group situations. At some point the project was
already ‘written off’, i.e. the partners cognitively disengaged, as the group didn't want
to work together any more, and individuals disengaged or prioritized their own

interest.

As with installation theory (Lahlou, 2008) we have three major layers at which
interest and action in relation to partnership and collaborating manifests itself, i.e. at
institutional, organizational and individual level. They all play a role when it comes to

projects and organization making.

However, social loafing played a minor role in terms of inhibiting collaborating in this
project case. Considering organization was never sufficiently established a key issue
in relation to enabling partnership dynamics was the lack of proactive participation
and collaborative engagement of the group(s) at work. Another interesting aspect of
this project case in relation to project and group dynamics is that, whilst people are
coming in and out of the group at different times, the group itself never goes through
all stages the Tuckman model postulates. The level of performance and cohesiveness
of the group we have seen mirrors this. The group in this project went straight from
forming and storming to adjourning and mourning. Therefore, considering the project
management literature, the group is not a ‘real team’ that acts as a coherent group and
performs to achieve the common goal (see West and Lybovnikova, 2012).*° Norming,
where a the group has developed a structure and the members share a common
purpose and high levels of friendship and cohesion, as well as performing, where
productivity is high and the group members work together towards their goal in a task
oriented way, never took place (or joint activity was fragmented and did not equally
involve all essential group members). Hence, we can conclude the project did not
mature because group development stagnated during the feasibility/storming phase.
Actors did not collaborate nor establish the anticipated joint mode(s) of working
because the project became stuck in a phase of high tension and (subliminal) conflict

where the partners would not be able to agree and move beyond the status quo.

*% Some authors distinguish between groups and teams while others don’t. Here the research uses both
terms to show that there can be a difference between a group that is a mere ‘collective’ of individuals
with different interests versus a group with established norms that performs as ‘team’.
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Considering social affordances were not strong enough to enable the group/team to

survive, we see dissolution of the partnership and project.

This is a very interesting result considering theory would predict that when people
come together to collaborate they also want to become a group, because they have
joint intentionality and share a common purpose (see Gray, 1995). Further, theory
would predict that they will pool resources, and group formation theory (Tuckman
and Jensen 1977) further suggests that, whilst there will be conflict in certain stages of
collaborating, groups can move onto the next stages and flexibly deal with issues due
to joint intentionality. Hence, the team at work will resolve their issues and perform
well. Group formation theory would further suggest that when the project is finished,
members will be able to benefit from their collaboration history, i.e. the group can
draw upon shared experience(s) when they engage again in the next project. Hence,
project-based working is thus also presumed to foster (organizational) learning
(Weick, 2001) due to the myriad interactions and flexible exchanges of knowledge
possible across projects and organizations. Hence, organizations can also become
more adaptive enterprises and loosely coupled systems (Orton and Weick, 1990;
Weick, 2001) enabling them draw upon cumulative knowledge and experience

(Nonaka, 1995).

However, this research has shown that groups may never go through the socialization
process required to become an effective team. Ultimately, in such cases, knowledge
creation and sharing as well as innovation will be limited, because people will not
collaborate and not be able to solve the problem which brought them together.
Generating a trusted space in which knowledge can be created, shared and developed
requires organizational actors to constantly balance their needs in order to experience
meaninful participation across the communities and ventures they belong to (see

Gasson, 2005).

Ultimately, one of the more economic problems the consortium wanted to work out -
lack of good (technical) infrastructure and accommodation - still persists (as of 2012)
as most remaining partners still reside in their initial premises. To move into a joint
building was not possible and this problem never seems to have been solved. This

research must therefore conclude that most of the objectives in relation to establishing
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a ‘center of excellence’ were not achieved. More importantly, the research must
conclude that if we use project as vehicle to implement change, we need to ensure that
groups tackling problems also go through the full cycle of team development and
performance. This is particularly so, as we cannot harvest the know-how from group
interaction if the socialization process enabling knowledge creation and sharing
remains incomplete. Inevitably, we will not be able to the generate benefits of project-
based organizing, if vital group functions are not established or block the group to
solve issues that are hindering team performance and project success. Hence, one key
implication of this research is that once such important ‘vitality functions’ are in place

and people go through all Tuckman stages, projects will more likely to be successful.

In addition, as we have seen at project dynamics level that, timing is a crucial more
economic factor that will impact partnering efforts. However, this also relates to
group dynamics as it will be difficult to predict how long it will take a group to go
through all required stages and what are clear measures and indicators that allow the
group to move toward the next stage. To that end, the creativity and problem solving
literature would suggest to make use of process and collaboration tools, facilitation
toolkits or Group Decision Support Systems (GDSS) enabling better co-authoring of
the anticipated project outcomes (see Humphreys and Jones, 2006; Ackermann 2005;
Bilton, 2007). Potentially, this would either require project managers to be trained as
facilitators or to make use of (costly) external facilitators to help move a collective

venture along.

However, being able to employ reliable methods of problem solving has shown that
the development of feasible ideas can be facilitated and developed faster and more
systematically using certain creativity tools and ideation methods (see Horowitz,
1999). Nonetheless, implementation decisions are still prone to the more structure or
agency related tensions outlined earlier, such as clashes in identity or misaligned
organizational processes and market strategies. Ultimately, decisions have to be taken
and partners need to participate and get proactively involved, take risks and take into
account that things (their organizations) previously invested in may have to be left
behind to achieve new benefits and goals. Further, we can see from this research that
groups have to become more than just a collective of individuals that negotiates

organizational interests and priorities. The group has to become a real team to be able
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to tackle complex issues in a goal directed way (see Hackman, 1990). Hence, the
reason why group effort stagnated during those critical team development and
performance stages, as we have seen, is because the group never had significant
enough joint intentionality and thus never matured to a real team. However, the group
thought/pretended they did. Consequently, the group never really engaged in active

collaborating to implement the partnership and achieve all of their ambitious goals.

What is interesting in the light of these findings, is that there was another group
(consisting of three interviewees) the research was able to study from the data
generated; the New Campaign Team. Their project was similar in its initial setup and
aims. However, rather than formally announcing an innovative, yet risky, project the
team carried on in an informal way trying to bring about a campaign focusing on

[SPC-B.

‘(We) called it ‘the project without a name’ initially...” (New Campaign

Consultant — Interview 235)

Their team included an external campaign manager/public affairs consultant who

would support the CEO to lobby for the campaign and to achieve ‘spin-off benefits’.

... the main objective, which was to get manifesto commitment, we were
very successful in. Other commitments on the way - yes, the Prime
Minister made a big speech on [SPC-A] care and we got him to make a
commitment that the new [SPC-A] care arrangements would apply
equally to [SPC-B] ...(and)...we had a lot of good things that happened on
the way. That's the good thing about having...a specific aim that you're
going for, you have to do so many things on the way that they have spin-
off benefits. If you say we want to support [SPC-B], that's so broad and
loose, it's hard. If you say we want to get [ESPC-B] into the manifesto or
into the comprehensive spending review which is next year, then you have
a very ...[specific aim]... everything you do can be measured against that

objective.” (New Campaign Consultant — Interview 25)
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The main motivation of this team was thus to achieve something together, as they had
a common goal where they would mutually support each other (e.g. to achieve media
attention and to find a politician who would act as their ‘champion’ to take their issue
forward in parliament). Following their campaign until 2012 it became a real success

(starting with only the three associate members interviewed in 2006):

‘[The New Campaign] was established in September 2006 and continues
to campaign to raise the political profile of [SPC-B] and their [most
important stakeholders] within central and local government. Since its
launch, [The New Campaign] has gained over 34,000 individual
supporters and the backing of over 200 MPs. Together, we have been
putting pressure on the government to put [SPC-B] at the heart of their
policy...” (New Campaign Website).

However, whilst the initial setup of the team was informal receiving funding and
being held accountable also meant that as project there were critical transition points

enabling or hindering establishment of a new organization:

‘I mean I've worked with a lot of groupings...and you start off and when
people come together and it’s just people doing something new and
exciting because no one’s ever done it before and they feel a bit like
they 're a vanguard and they 're out there creating something different and
it’s informal and so the only thing holding them together is mutual trust.
There’s no external thing holding them together and everyone around
them is looking at them and thinking what are they doing? Why is it

working so well?’ (New Campaign Consultant, Interview 25)

Hence, the transformation of informal work groups and communities of practice
(Wenger, 1998) toward more formal work teams and organizations where the more
structural issues such as integration, alignment and accountability come into play in
addition to those more agency related social group functions we have seen in this
research represents an important area of future research. In particular, this is the case

considering both project and group dynamics will be intertwined within any venture.
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However, the New Campaign Team was able (without shared office space or
substantial financial support) to achieve ‘quick wins’ and make their project and
campaign successful. Moreover, this seemed also supported by hosting of the key

campaign members at Nationwide (where one of the interviews took place).

‘What's interesting though is over the years ... it's quite expensive living at
[Nationwide and] in actually very poor conditions. We're about to move
again and I've no idea how we're going to fit but ... so every now and
again over the years, the Council has said well, why does [The New
Campaign Team] have to be in [Nationwide]? Basically [The New
Campaign Team] has now got such a reputation, it doesn't need
[Nationwide] to survive and it doesn't - it's quite true, but I actually think
it's very important it's part of [Nationwide] because I think it's also quite
important that [SPC-B] are part of a much wider that [SPC-A] network
and are seen as an integral part to a [SPC-A] organization. (New

campaign CEQO, Interview 26)’

We can clearly see that under similar conditions project success is possible and that
Communities of Practice (Wenger, 1998; 2000; 2001) where members are united by a
common goal with join interests and passion may be a more viable pathway to mature
ideas into projects and projects into organizations. As Hardy et al. (2005) explain a
shared narrative can be indicative of a collective identity, as well as intergroup
activities supporting effective collaboration within joint ventures and aliances. The
reason is that much of the necessary group formation and socialization process
discussed will already take place during the initial phases of group formation (and
identification) before a project actually becomes a structure and the organization held
accountable for its activities and performance. In turn, informality and focusing on
feasible shared goals may also enable creative play and problem solving. In addition,
such informal communities and boundary spanners are vital for organizational
knowledge creation and innovation (Weick, 1995; Hildreth and Kimble, 2004). The
reason why group members ‘stick together’ is because they have joint intentionality
and motivation. They do not come together driven by the idea of collaborating in
order to compete (which is a much more short term objective). Hence, the reasons for

engagement are very different and the informal group of the New Campaign Team
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has matured their informal work team into a visible and formal organization that

exists to date.

Chapter 7 Integration: Toward the dynamics of partnership

As stressed in the beginning of this thesis partnership and collaborating
are tremendously important issues to research. We need to continuously adapt and
develop our conceptual and theoretical understanding in relation to organizational
reality in order to understand what is happening in practice and to validate and
consolidate existing theories, models and concepts. Further, case study research may
also allow us to also discover new things that research has not yet sufficiently

addressed.

In an attempt to consolidate existing frameworks the research will now summarize
and integrate the findings of the case study toward the dynamics of partnership. First,
it will summarize common vs. competing goals of the collective we have seen at
work. Second, it will identify key enablers and inhibitors to partnership and
collaborating as internal or external group functions. Third, it will give an overview of
which aspects talked about in the organizational literature are prevalent in the project
case.It will address the relationship between project dynamics and group dynamics
considering social and economic affordances. Furthermore, building on the ‘Swiss
Cheese Model’ a general framework for understanding failure and human error
(Reason, 1990), as well as the enablers and inhibitors discovered across the four
different layers of analysis, it will illustrate what a high reliability strategy for
partnership and collaborating may look like in practice. Finally, building on the work
of Suchman (1987), Hosking and Morely (1991), as well as Lahlou (2008, 2011) the
research will develop a reference model that can be useful for implementing and

managing change and innovation through partnership and collaborating.

The next section will summarize common vs. competing goals of the consortium at

work.
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7.1  Common vs. competing goals in the Partnership Project

This next section summarizes important common and competing goals of the
collective. In this study we have seen examples of collaborating, project making and
organization making, where the group at work prioritizes either economic or social
issues. In the first example, we have a project team initially grouping around
economic issues and incentives. In the second example, we have a project group,
which prioritizes more the social requirements in order to make their project
successful and to create a new organization. Therefore, this research suggest that, both
social as well as economic affordances are important when it comes to collaborating,

project-based work and organization making. The following table gives an overview:

Table 7-1: Common vs. competing goals in the Partnership Project

Common goals

Competing goals

Share new building and infrastructure
(better office space, shared library)

Reduce overhead by sharing costly
functions (IT, HR)

Better access to funding by increasing
recognition and organizational
attractiveness

Offer more efficient and effective service to
beneficiaries

Help [SPC-A]

Become more competitive as organizations

Be a role model for innovation and dealing
with change

Merge organizations

Re-branding; adopt new or merge identity
Competition for funding, donors and
visibility

Offer shared services

Feasibility problems:

Ability to change location at the same time
Align organizational processes

Make equally strong financial investment
Share data and critical information

For example, a central common goal/desire of the partners coming together was to
share better infrastructure and office space. Further, they wanted to share information
and a joint library, as well as certain business support functions to reduce their
overhead and operational cost. Furthermore, all organizations wanted to increase their
visibility and organizational attractiveness to gain better access to funding and have a
better brand image. Ultimately, a key goal of all partners was to become more

competitive as organizations and to offer more effective and efficient services to their
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beneficiaries. All actors were keen to help [SPC-A], i.e. to support good causes in
society. Finally they wanted to become more competitive as organizations and they
aspired to become role models for change and innovation in the sector (setting the

benchmark for collaborative working and interagency partnership).

All these issues are ones the actors share when they come together in the forming
stage. Thus the actors do have some similar goals and also joint goal orientation, i.e.

motivation.

However, the actors also have competing goals. For example, after looking across all
layers of analysis we can see that actors did not want to merge as organizations.
Rather, the motivation was to become (part of) a more competitive group of

organizations that would be part of a strategic alliance.

However, forming an alliance is not equal to fully-fledged collaboration and co-
innovation (see DeFillippi et al., 2011). Rather, it is a more functional form of
cooperating, which is mirrored by how the actors talk about collaborating. The actors
also associate ‘partnership’ with geographical co-location i.e. ‘shopping centers’, as
well as the pooling of resources that would not require more active collaborating, i.e.
‘equity triangles’. This is very different from a Community of Practice (Wenger,
1998; 2001) where the actors are driven by a common purpose and motivated by
being a cohesive social group, where actors are ‘stick together’ regardless of what
happens because most importantly, they want to preserve the group that they belong

to (see Hogg and Terry, 2000) which gives them identity (Tajfel and Turner, 1986).

We can see from the data that the group in this particular project has both common
and competing goals in relation to collaborating and establishing their partnership. In
addition to competing goals the partners are also challenged by the feasibility issues
which establishing the partnership as well as working more collaboratively would
bring about. In other words, group tensions become reinforced by a number of
feasibility issues that impact the group’s decision-making and behaviour. To some
extent, the scope of the feasibility studies addressed very complex issues of
organizing (such as managing knowledge processes and developing shared services).

This may have potentially distracted the group from focusing on smaller and more

230



feasible goals. However, focussing on more viable goals could have given the group
more immediate feedback and reward further nurturing their partnering process and

mobilizing more concerted joint action.

Clearly, we have seen that the actors do not want to merge their organizations. In
addition, the group has tensions emerging due to different identities. Some
organizations had recently invested in rebranding their organizations and
implementing other organizational development and change programmes to give their
organizations a more competitive edge and also reinforce their identity as

organizations.

Re-branding is often done to be (more) in tune with the needs and requirements of
stakeholders and to become more visible and successful in the marketplace. It seems
that, naturally, the actors do not want to give up these recent (both social and
economic) investments and leave behind what they have achieved within the groups

they already belong to.

Furthermore, the actors compete for funding (and other resources such as skills and
know-how) and compete for visibility and exposure in the marketplace. So, if one
organization has a more successful or appealing brand than another and they are
fundraising in the same marketplace or serving the same customer groups these
organizations will be in competition. Inevitably, the organizations in this research
have competing goals in terms of their brand identity and they do not want to be part
of a project that may appear to be a ‘merger’ (the actors stress it must not be a merger)
where brand identity would be subordinated under the umbrella brand of the
‘Partnership Project’ bringing together other organizations with a different or less
successful brand. Hence, from a more strategic perspective organizations would need
to know what this kind ‘sharing and merging’ would mean for their brands and
organizations. Depending on the success of this new brand of the Partnership Project
organizations may not be keen for this new brand to look more successful than their
existing brand image. Moreover, actors do not want to loose their (social) identity, i.e.

give up the groups they belong to.
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From what we have seen, one driver for the charities to associate themselves with the
brand of the Partnership Project is their hope that this would make them part of a
more distinguished group of [SPC-A] charities, similar to an ‘Ivy league’ club, where
the members are part of the best and set the benchmark in the sector (for reform and
innovation). Arguably, belonging to an Ivy League club is different from

collaborating toward an unknown goal.

Evidently, the charities involved did not prioritize shared service development
because it would mean higher levels of commitment and a more long-term investment
to align organizational functions, resources and process. Further, they wanted to
protect valuable data, critical information and knowledge; some of which represents a
valuable commodity for some of the charities. Interestingly, when we look at the
sense-making level actors have very good arguments for why shared services should

be developed and implemented.

However, in reality this is difficult to achieve in terms of organizational alignment
and integration, timing and financial investment which all require long-term
commitments and relationships (as opposed to flexible project-based working). Such
long-term relationships would be more similar to co-innovation partnerships that
require considerable time, (top level) commitment and also substantial investment

(see DeFillippi, et al. 2011).

As we have seen funding was not sufficient to keep this project alive and reach its
goals. In that sense, it might be much easier for the charities to sponsor (communities
of practice) projects and invest equally in the incubation of new organizations brought
to life outside of their organizational boundaries, which may become a form of
competitive resource and shared equity for all partners involved. Furthermore, at the
project dynamics level the feasibility problems of the partners are more technical and
economic in nature. For example, their timescales did not match and not all partners
could make an equally strong financial investment toward the shared building and
organization. In addition, this is complicated by more social issues like sharing and
committing valuable (knowledge and) resources; these give each organization their
own competitive advantage and are part of what actors wanted to safeguard in order to

benefit the groups to which they belong.
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7.2 Enablers and inhibitors to partnership and collaborating

This section summarizes what enablers and inhibitors can we find in the project case

and asks how do these issues we have derived from theory play out in practice?

One question the research has to address when translating the findings from the case
study into a framework for how project and group dynamics might be interrelated via
social and economic affordances is to identify which of those enablers and inhibitors

are internal or external in relation to the group at work.

As outlined in the chapter 3 (section 3.5.1) we can categorize social and economic
inhibitors and enablers as internal and external group functions. Table 7-2 below

gives an overview of those enablers and inhibitors that are active in the project case:
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Table 7-2: Social and economic enablers and inhibitors as internal and external group

functions

Partnership | Internal External

Enablers Informal conversations and Government funding for
relationships (social) partnership projects (economic)
Shared ethos: doing good for [SPC- [ Increasing competitiveness
A] (social) (economic)
Motivation to part of something Synergies from complementary
innovative, new and exciting (social) | services (economic)
Knowledge sharing (social) Technology such as internet,
Openness, transparency and trust intranet and databases (economic)
(social)

Previous collaboration history
social)

Pilot projects, testing work
relationships and informal
collaborating (economic)
Similar ways of working with
beneficiaries in particular areas

(economic)

Inhibitors Organizational identity (social) Trends in society in relation to
Power distribution and collective supporting particular societal
leadership within the consortium causes (social)

(social) Complex and dynamic

Diverse organizational culture and | €nvironment

work practices (social) Competitive marketplace

Lack of trust and commitment (economic)

(social) Diverse organizational and
Overlapping competencies operational structures (economic)
(economic) Difference of importance relating

to local issues (economic)
Misaligned timing and schedules

Dependency on external funding
(economic)

As expected, social enablers and inhibitor became more important as internal group
functions. Most internal enablers are social while more external inhibitors are
economic. On the other hand, internal inhibitors tend to be social, while external

enablers are economic. Hence, we can infer that social group functions play a vital
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role in team performance and project success. Ultimately, without social enablers in
place projects cannot succeed. Considering the Tuckman stages and typical project
performance cycles, social enablers and inhibitors become more relevant during
critical stages of projects where both group and task cohesion is required. As we have
seen the group at work in this research disengaged in the feasibility/storming phase

due to internal social inhibitors, as well as external economic inhibitors.

However, as the New Campaign Team has shown, social enablers can foster
collaborating and enable organization making even if external economic enablers are
limited or not present. Hence, the research concludes that whilst economic enablers
are essential to support partnership and collaborating, groups will depend more on
social enablers to keep partnerships alive (during critical stages of transition) as these
enable the group ‘to stick together’. Ultimately, this research has shown that (social)
identity is a key social group function in relation to enabling or hindering the group

(and its performance).

Finally, we have seen in the project case that both social and economic enablers and
inhibitors are strongly interrelated. How they are interrelated will have to be

addressed by future research.

However, this research has given us some first insights we can draw upon and
translate its findings into hypotheses for future research. This is addressed on the next

section 7.3 (see figure 7-1).

Further checking for which aspects prevalent in the literature are inherent in the

project case we can find the following situation as assessed in table 7-3:
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Table 7-3: Assessing the project case against collaboration items derived from the

literature

Item Item Name Status
Nr

L. Leadership Inhibited
2. Attractiveness Active
3. Linkage Formation Propensity Not present
4. Relationship Ability Active
5. Involvement Inhibited
6. Shared Problem Definition Inhibited
7. Coordination Inhibited

8. Alignment Inhibited
9. Interdependence Inhibited
10. Valued Relationships Active

1. Trust and Commitment Inhibited
12. Collaborative Patterns (Flexible Pathways and Process) Inhibited
13. Creation of Cognitive Patterns (Episodic Iteration) Inhibited
14. Reiteration Active

15. Construction of Interpretive Cognitive Patterns (Joint Sense | Inhibited

making)

16. Learning and Understanding Active

17. Group Support Systems (GSS) Not present
18. Common Sense of Direction Inhibited
19. Building Trust Inhibited
20. Issues of Power and Politics. Active
21. Relationship Process Inhibited
22. Complexity Awareness Possibly not aware
23. Creation of New Knowledge Lessons learned
24. Knowledge Transfer Inhibited
25. Synergies/Synergistic Solutions Inhibited
26. More Influential Position Desired
217. Better Strategic Positioning Desired
28. Differentiation Insufficient
29. Integration Inhibited
30. Acquiring New Skills Desired

236




31. Pooling Resources and Produce Solutions Inhibited

32. Creation of New Knowledge Inhibited

33. Affect Structure of Inter-organizational Relationships Inhibited
(Cluster Theory)

34. Sustaining and Increasing Influence over Other Desired
Organizations

35. Acquisition of Resources for Development and Survival Desired

36. Acquiring Distinctive Capacities Desired

37. Developing an Enhanced Competitive Advantage Desired

38. Strategic Benefit Desired

39. Capacity to Address Social Problems Effectively Desired

40. Coevolving (Co-evolution/Interdependency) Insufficient

41. Rewarding Individual Performance Not present

42. Shifting Webs (Teams) among Evolving Business Not present

43. Incentives Not present

44. No Prediction Active

45. Business Systems Not present

46. High Leverage Links Active

47. Business Units Rule Not active

48. Enabling Context Inhibited

49. Tension Active

50. Different View Points/Diversity Active

51. Conflict Resolution Inhibited

52. Firm Attractiveness Active

53. Possession of Technical or Commercial Capital Active

54. Technological Progress Active

55. Balance of Dependency and Autonomy Insufficient

56. Alignment of Inter-organizational Relationship - Dynamics | Inhibited

57. Collaboration as Capacity Building Active

58. Pool of Resources Active

59. New Knowledge Inhibited

60. Managing/ Setting the Boundaries Inhibited

61. Boundary-Spanning Activities/Boundary Spanners Active

62. Crossing External Boundaries Not active

63. Values and Complementary Goals Active

64. Shared Vision and Interests Inhibited
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65. Reciprocity Inhibited
66. Domain Consensus Inhibited
67. Accountability Relationships (Mutuality) Not present
68. Re-adjustment (Reflectivity) Inhibited
69. Long-term Relationships Not present
70. Individual-level Activity Active

71. Relational Quality Active

72. Patterns of Interaction Inhibited
73. Environmental Changes Active

74. Performance Breach Active

75. Negotiation and Commitment Reiteration Inhibited
76. Network Integration Not present
77. Vertical Integration Inhibited
78. Horizontal Integration Inhibited
79. Collaborative Integration Inhibited
80. Co-operative Integration Inhibited
81. Differentiation Insufficient
82. Initial Dispositions toward Cooperation Positive

83. Issues and Incentives Not present
84. Number and Variety Active

85. Good History Not active
86. Rewards for Participation Not active
87. Resistance to Collaborate Active

88. Team Size Not active
89. Higher Education/Unproductive Conflict Active

90. Virtual Participation Not active
91. Diversity Not active
92. Collaborative Architecture Not active
93. Role modelling Collaborative Behaviour Not active
94. Mentoring and Coaching Not active
95. Collaborative Skills Training Not active
96. Supporting a Strong Sense of Community Inhibited
97. Team Leaders both Task- and Relationship-oriented Inhibited
98. Building on Heritage Relationships Active

99. Role and Task Clarity Not active
100. Interactive Skills Training Not active
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101. Corporate Collaborative Skills Training Not active
102. Events and Networking Active
103. Collective Impact on Society Desired
104. Problem Resolution or Goal Achievement Not active
105. Generation of Social Capital Inhibited
106. Creation of Shared Meaning Inhibited
107. Changes in Network Structure Active
108. Shifts in Power Distribution (Equal Power Distribution) Active
109. Communities of Learning Inhibited
110. Conflict Resolution Inhibited
111. Synergy Desired
112. Obstacles Active
113. Multi-party Situations/ Collaborative Engagement Inhibited
114. Shared Decision Making Inhibited
115. Meaningful Participation Not active
116. Shared Responsibility Not active
117. Environmental Conditions Active
118. Commitment Inhibited
119. Making Valuable Contributions Not active
120. Collaborative Competence Active
121. Reciprocity Not active
122. Shared Ownership Not active
123. Inclusive Communication Inhibited
124. Energizing Activity Inhibited
125. Double Loop Learning Inhibited
126. Coordination Inhibited
127. Collaboration as Competition Active
128. Occasional Conflict Inhibited
129. Competitive Compromise Inhibited
130. Learning from Partners Desired
131. Absorptive Capacity Desired
132. Strategic Intent Active
133. Overcoming Previous Expectations Inhibited
134. Acquiring New Benchmarks Not active
135. Getting Closer to Rivals Not active
136. Ambiguity for Learning Not active
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137. Competitive Renewal Not present
138. Distinguishing Good from Bad Collaboration Active

139. Conflict between Groups Active

140. Competing Individual Objectives Active

141. Logistic Challenges Not active
142. Calculating Collaboration Premium Not active
143. Collaboration as Recession Strategy Not active
144. Democratization of Innovation Inhibited
145. Innovation Capability Inhibited
146. Adaptation to New Information Inhibited
147. Openness Inhibited
148. Collaborative Architecture/Principles Not active
149. Elite Circle Collaboration Active

150. Innovation Mall Not present
151. Innovation Community Not present
152. Consortium Active

153. Coaching for Conflict Not present
154. Best Practice Transfer Inhibited
155. Mutual Learning Inhibited
156. Authenticity Partnerships Inhibited
157. Conversational Learning Spaces Inhibited
158. Action Learning Space Not present
159. Mutuality Inhibited
160. Dominant Control Approach Not active
161. Need for Control as well as Collaboration Inhibited

Taken together, we can see that many issues discussed in the literature are active in

the project case.”’

Interestingly, this demonstrates that the literature concerned with strategic alliances,
partnership and collaborating is in large parts descriptive and more orientated towards

solutions or issues that an organization should ‘have’ or ‘do’.

*" Items inductively derived from the organizational alliance literature.
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As collaborating could not be established, we see in the table above that most aspects
have been ‘inhibited’. Some issues describes as critical in the literature can also be

identified as ‘desired’ by the partners or as ‘active’ or ‘not active’ in the project case.

However, we can also detect that many items do not clearly mirror the processes
identified in the project case. Hence, new research needs to address how these items

may become relevant across the different layers identified by this research.

The next section will address the relationship between project and group dynamics.

7.3  The relationship between project dynamics and group dynamics

As stated in the beginning of this thesis this study is particularly interested in the
relationship between project dynamics and group dynamics. The findings of this
research suggest that they are (strongly) related as the partnering process evolves over

time.

However, how these dimensions are intertwined is yet more difficult to answer.

First, we can infer from the data that both economic and social factors are important
in enabling or hindering partnership and collaborating. Further, we have seen in the
case study that social affordances are more relevant in relation to group dynamics,
while economic affordances are more relevant in relation to project dynamics.
Further, that group dynamics considerably impact project dynamics and that both
project and group dynamics might be mediated by social and economic affordances as
they become enablers or inhibitors in the particular context/project in which

collaborating and organization making takes place.

Figure 7-1 illustrates this relationship as embedded in a particular context of

collaborating:
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Figure 7-1: The relationship between project dynamics and group dynamics
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The results of this research suggest a stronger relationship between social enablers
and group dynamics, as well as economic enablers and project dynamics. Further, that
once economic affordances such as funding were in place, social requirements
became equally if not more important to keep the partnership alive. Furthermore,
those economic affordances were more relevant at project dynamics level whereas

social requirements seemed more relevant in relation to group dynamics.

Consequently, once economic affordances were put in place this triggered
developments at project dynamics level. Issues and events relating to group dynamics,
however, influenced issues and events at project dynamics level. In turn, group
dynamics seemed less influenced by economic affordances and requirements than
social requirements and affordances (considering these would keep the group together
and alive). Hence, social requirements such as trust seemed more important in relation
to group dynamics. Hence, in order to assess group dynamics we need to ask
questions like: are the actors socializing as a group? Is the group going through all
socialization and group development stages? Is the group becoming a cohesive entity?

Ultimately, does the group develop a shared identity and common goal?
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In this study we see that group dynamics and project dynamics were strongly
interrelated while social and economic factors both represented important mediating

variables within this framework.

However, this is just one case study and what we can derive from the findings are
only a set of preliminary hypotheses we need to further examine in future longitudinal

research.

The next section will attempt to further translate the findings from the case study into
a general framework that can help us to better comprehend, research, implement and

manage partnership and collaborating.

74  Toward a general framework for understanding partnership and

collaborating

As we have seen in the theory chapter of this research metaphors can be very useful in
order to switch perspectives and make sense of organizational reality. Further, one
important outcome of this research is that we can conceptualize the dynamics of
partnership as involving processes and activities across a number of layers including

contextual dynamics, project dynamics, group dynamics and sense-making.

Building on these dimensions, the research will now derive a broad model for how to
enable collaborating. As we have seen from the literature, as well as the data analysis
we need issues and events to sensibly interlock behaviour (Weick, 1979) across the
four layers of contextual, project, group dynamics and sense-making in order to

enable high reliability for partnership and collaborating.

As such, the research primarily focuses on affordances at project and group dynamics
level. However, both economic and social affordances become relevant at each of
these four levels. Further, the outcomes of projects can be viewed as the result of

cumulative activities, events and effects.

One model commonly used to explain cumulative act effects is the so-called ‘Swiss

cheese model’, a general framework for understanding the dynamics of accident
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causation. The model was originally developed by British psychologist James Reason
to help us better understand the part played by latent human failures in the breakdown

of complex systems (Reason, 1990).

Figure 7-2: Reason’s (1990) model for understanding accident causation
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The Swiss cheese model builds on the notion that most accidents can be traced across
numerous levels of failure. The Model builds on the notion that nothing is reliable on
its own. Hence, high reliability is formed through multiple slices of ‘Swiss cheese’,
i.e. layers. As we have seen from the case study, no programme or process is reliable
on its own. This is particularly so in contexts where the outcome is emergent, such as
with partnership and collaborating, where we can expect that projects and teams need
to succeed on a number of levels. Thus, in the context of organization making we
need things to work (well) on a number of levels including project and group
dynamics and also in terms of contextual issues and sense-making. In essence, project
teams need to find ways to build a reliable system out of unreliable parts (i.e.

economic and social affordances).

During the last two decades, Reason’s model and the Swiss cheese metaphor has been
adapted to suit a number of contexts in which multiple layers of activity and events
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are intertwined. In practice, it has been applied in areas such as healthcare, aviation
and engineering and is commonly used to conduct risk analyses or to explain the

causes of accidents and undesirable behaviour.

Reason’s model is not limited to explaining the causes of failure, as it simply
proposes areas of alignment through which different layers of cumulative events and
behaviours are intertwined, as well as how high reliability can be achieved. Thus, an
adaptation of his model in the context of this research is also possible. The diagram
below illustrates that a ‘high reliability strategy’ for partnership and collaborating is
equal to the ‘meta-reform’ put in place, which holds the different parts together that

would otherwise unreliable on their own.

Figure 7-3: Illustrating a high reliability strategy for partnership and collaborating
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Swiss cheese model for (project-based) partnership and collaborating adapted from Reason (1990)

In other words, collaborating requires to simultaneously built capacities dealing with
choices and consequences in two opposite operating modes across a number of levels:
social and economic issues prevalent across contextual dynamics, project dynamics,

group dynamics and sense-making.

245



The research merely illustrates what a high reliability strategy could look like. It does
not aim to oversimplify what is a complex undertaking and process in practice.
Reality is not as clear-cut as the diagram above illustrates. Further, as we have seen
some issues that conceptually belong to one particular layer, such as sense-making,

actually appear in another layer when we study collaborating in practice.

However, considering the practical relevance of this research for the organizations
involved and also to help advance the conceptual debate on partnership and
collaborating utilizing, further developing the Swiss Cheese Model may prove a

useful starting point for future intervention and research.

The next section will address which aspects we need to addresses in order to enable

partnership and collaborating in practice.

7.5  The co-creation change model

The co-creation change model proposed by this research builds on the findings
of the case study, as well as previous work on organizing, innovation and change by
Suchman (1987), Hosking and Morely (1991), as well as Lahlou, (2008; 2011). The
aim of this model is to help us better conceptualize partnership and collaborating
using the project as a mechanism for change and innovation (in society), as was done
in this research. The model comprises six dimensions involved in organization
making. These are the different aspects of organizing relating to the co-creation of

reality.

As we have seen in the literature, collaborating is also a creative process where
complex decision-making leads to active engagement with implementation
(Humphreys and Jones, 2006). Further, that collaborating requires creative flexibility
and finding ‘flow’ (Csikszentmihalyi, 1998).

However, the term collaborating is a very broad and unspecific term and it is not easy
to distinguish from other terms such as cooperating. Thus, collaborating may be
anything and nothing for those involved in it. The concept of co-creating, however,

sensitizes us toward the professional nature of partnership and collaborating and that
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indeed organizations produce value beyond their boundaries, taking into account
value ‘in use’ as experienced by customers and beneficiaries of service. In this context
(of firm initiated collaborating) co-creation has been defined as an active, creative

and social process (Roser et al., 2009; Piller et al., 2012).

Co-creating can, however, involve collaborating between a broad range of co-creators
that come together via dyadic relationships, groups or crowds to create, solve
problems and innovate (Zwass, 2010; Roser et al., 2013). As we have seen in this
research, co-creation is also the willingness to solve issues arising across the four
layers: contextual dynamics, project dynamics, group dynamics and sense-making (as
depicted in figure 7-3 with the adapted Swiss cheese model). Ultimately, where the
practice of collaborating is potentially more open ended and less purpose driven and
goal originated, co-creating is clearly oriented toward problem solving and value
creation. Co-creating also means to make the goal that gives the group purpose and
motivation and to solve problems collectively and creatively, while trying to keep
things aligned and in flow. Ultimately, actors need to keep the group ‘alive’ (see

Dion, 2000).

Hence, in terms of terminology the research suggests that co-creating is a more
precise term when studying multiparty collaborations including the many different
forms of collaborative arrangements previously outlined in chapter 3 (see section
3.2.3). Further, the findings of this research strongly encourages us to broaden the
current application of co-creation in marketing and management toward more
organizational and community oriented research, particularly, to identify issues
relating to governance mechanisms required for coordinating collaborative ventures.
The reason is that ‘co-creating’ allows us to focus on activity and process, as well as
outcomes, whilst enabling us to include multiple co-creators co-creating across

situations and ventures into the process of value creation.

Whilst this research suggests a broader application of the co-creation concept, the
process of co-creating mirrors both the complexity and diversity of organizing and
creating value in practice. Further, it sensitizes us toward the interdependence of

actors involved in this process, beyond strategic intentions, i.e. group dynamics.
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This is particularly important, as every problem solving and co-creation context is
different and there is no best way for collaborating or to generate problems and
solutions. What is important is to become a group and to stick together in order to

solve the issues emerging.

Ultimately, there is no guarantee for partners that their collective efforts or partnering
attempt will be successful. Further, how partners may co-create ‘new pathways to
value’ cannot be prescribed. As we have seen, they emerge as partners collaborate
within their particular context of co-creating. Hence, we need to sensitize co-creators
toward the importance of fostering environments enabling co-creation in practice (see
Mitleton-Kelly, 2011), as well as activities that support developing and nurturing
generative relationships amongst co-creators (see Bouwen, 2001; Bouwen, and
Hovelynck, 2006). Whilst collaborating and co-creating may benefit from facilitation
and group decision support (see 