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Abstract

Research into the field of collaboration has been ongoing for many years.   However,

there appears to be little focus on collaborations in the not-for-profit sector.  In this

sector there is increasing competition for donors, government funding and provision

of services.  This current climate sees the necessity to collaborate with other

organisations, either in the not-for-profit or for-profit markets, driven by a desire to

secure resources that are scarce in the sector and to promote the effective use of

society’s resources.    Whilst there has been greater demand for collaborations, the

evidence is that many collaboration attempts are plagued by unsatisfactory co-

operation and poor performance. These failures appear to result from a lack of

understanding of the complexity of collaborations in the not-for-profit sector, where

mission and purpose are the ‘reason d’être’ for the not-for-profit organisation’s

existence.   Additionally, the lack of understanding by managers of the complexity of

collaborations and the need to share and preserve the mission and values of the not-

for-profit organisation, can lead to internal and external contradictions that make

collaborations dysfunctional.

To embark on a collaboration where organisations do not share a common purpose

nor understand the complexity of the process, appears to doom such ventures to

unsatisfactory outcomes.   However, there seems to be a lack of comprehensive

frameworks or models to assist managers in the establishment and maintenance of

collaborations.

This research project was undertaken in a federated health promotion charity

operating in the Australian not-for-profit sector. As a member of the senior

management team of an organisation that was a member of the federation, the

researcher aimed through an action research methodology to assist in providing a

business solution for the dysfunctional federation collaboration being experienced by

the researcher’s organisation.   The existing collaboration is perceived as being time
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consuming and utilising financial and human resources far in excess of the benefits

and outcomes that are expected to emanate from membership of a federated structure.

There are many aspects to collaboration and a myriad of theories have been proposed

in an attempt to understand this complex phenomenon.   This diversity of theories

tends to focus on collaboration structures and outcomes with limited research on the

collaboration process.  This lack of research in this area naturally suggests the

following research problem questions:

Is there a framework that can assist in understanding collaboration in the sector?

What prompts movement towards conflict or co-operation?

Is there a structure for national collaboration that can assist the collaboration

process?

Looking at these questions from a strategic management perspective, exploratory

frameworks and models for understanding collaboration are developed within this

thesis.   Theoretically, these frameworks bring together perspectives from the

institutional, resource-based, network and collaboration views of organisations and

categorise major and minor variable moderators that can impact on collaborations.

The moderator model that has been developed depicts the key variables that impact

on collaboration and move an organisation along a continuum from co-operation to

conflict.   The practitioners’ collaboration framework assists in understanding the

complex issues that surround collaborations.   This framework and model, with

further research led to the development of a proposed structural model for the

delivery of national programs in the not-for-profit sector, particularly those that are

government funded.
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This study therefore provides a conceptual framework and models that managers can

understand and use for the development of collaborations, particularly in the not-for-

profit sector.
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Chapter 1 Introduction
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1.1 Introduction and Research Question

The general public, corporations and government bodies are expecting more from

charities and the not-for-profit sector.   The future of the charity sector belongs to the

professional, disciplined, well run charities capable of forming partnerships with

business and government bodies (Business Review Weekly November 13-19 2008).

Handing over cheques to good causes is fast becoming a thing of the past.

Additionally, big business has a preference to deal with big charities, those that have

the capacity and scale to deliver significant programs.   This is anticipated to lead to

an increase in project collaborations, mergers and acquisitions in the not-for-profit

sector (Business Review Weekly November 13-19 2008).

Kong (2007, 721) acknowledges this highly competitive environment in the sector,

characterised by increasing service demand, growing competition for contracts with

the public and for-profit sector, declining volunteer support and restricted

government funding. In this unique environment many not-for-profit organisations

are investigating various ways to remain financially viable and are developing

commercial activities and competing in the for-profit marketplace in order to gain

access to additional sources of revenue (Ackerman, 1996;   Weerawardena &

Sullivan Mort, 2008; Zappala & Lyons, 2006). Even within organisations that are

not pursuing commercial alliances, there is an acknowledgement of the necessity to

collaborate with other organisations.  This necessity is driven by a desire to secure

resources that are scarce in the sector, namely funding for not-for-profits and

expertise for governments, and also to promote the effective use of society’s

resources (Alter, 1990; Babiak & Thibault, 2009;  Bailey, 1992; Choi, Cheng,  Kim

& Edomiaty, 2005;   Gazley & Brudney, 2007;  Nylen, 2007). Organisations in the

not-for-profit sector therefore need to develop the capacity to build networks of

collaboration (Poole, 2008). Additionally, the need for further research in the area

of cross-sector collaborations has been acknowledged (Selsky & Parker, 2005).

The lack of understanding by managers of the complexity of collaborations and the

need to share and preserve the mission and values of the not-for-profit organisation,
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can lead to internal and external contradictions that make collaborations

dysfunctional (Vernis, Iglesias, Sanz & Saz-Carranza, 2006).

Unfortunately many collaboration attempts have been plagued by unsatisfactory co-

operation and poor performance (Das &  Teng, 2003; Rule, Ross & Donougher,

1999), yet there seems to be a lack of comprehensive frameworks to assist managers

in the establishment and maintenance of collaborations (Bell, den Ouden & Ziggers,

2006). Whilst there is significant research on collaborations, it must be emphasised

that the not-for-profit sector is a unique environment and it is argued here that there is

a need for competent strategic management concepts that are able to fit this unique

environment. Not-for-profit organisations are driven by their mission and values,

which guide all the activities which they undertake.  If these are not clear and shared

by all members and collaborators, then the organisation can easily fall prey to

external and internal contradictions.   This is the differentiating factor in

understanding collaborations in the not-for-profit sector (Verniz, Iglesias, Sanz &

Saz-Carranza, 2006). Many strategic management concepts in recent years may

work well in the for-profit sector but may not be able to be translated to the specific,

competitive environment of the not-for-profit area (Kong, 2007).

1.1.1 Research Problem
a)  Collaborations within the not-for-profit sector are being demanded to address

national issues.   Collaborations are complex with no single theory able to inform the

collaboration process.  Is there a framework that can assist in understanding

collaboration in the sector?

b)  In any collaboration there appears to be evidence of both co-operation and

conflict.   If this is a continuum what are the major variables that impact on what

point the organisation is on the continuum?   What prompts movement towards co-

operation or conflict?

c)  Is there a structure for national collaboration that can assist the collaboration

process?
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The research therefore aims to provide a framework to assist in understanding

collaborations in the sector, and a model that outlines the moderators on

collaboration. The research also aims to identify a suitable structure for

collaborations of not-for-profit organisations that may wish to operate national

programs, particularly in relation to government funded service delivery.

Given the researcher’s access to a specific not-for-profit organisation in the health

care field and its collaboration activities, it is believed that these specific

circumstances can significantly inform the research project.

1.2  Background to the Research

Austin (2000), utilising a four component, cross-sector collaboration framework and

Bryson, Crosby and Stone (2006, 44) propose that cross-sector collaboration between

business, nonprofits, governments, communities and others is necessary to tackle

social problems and achieve beneficial outcomes. Society faces many public

challenges and it is seen as desirable that there is a purposeful strategy to address

these problems. There is also a desire to address these issues on a national basis and

there is evidence of a preference by government bodies and business entities to

collaborate with ‘big’ national entities in the not-for-profit sector (Polonsky, Garma

& Chia, 2004).  In particular, governments require national entities to deliver national

projects, a situation experienced by the organisation the subject of this research.

There is also increasing interest by government in utilising not-for-profit

organisations for service delivery (Productivity Commission Report, 2009).

The not-for-profit sector is difficult to define as it spans a wide and diverse economic

and social realm, encompassing many entities including informal self-help groups

and large complex charities (Flynne, Leo & Addison, 2007, 32). There are a number

of reports attempting to define the sector (Salamon & Anheier, 1997) however

Cummings, Dybal and Chen (2007) argue that there is no consensus on a definition

for the sector. Kong (2010b, 98) states that the non-profit sector is diverse and
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includes philanthropic foundations, large institutions providing a significant number

of services, community based entities meeting specific community needs, self help

groups and many others. According to the Business Review Weekly (March 24-30,

2005), within the Australian economy, the sector comprises approximately 700,000

ATO-registered charitable organisations and has a reported economic turnover of $70

billion.

Barraket (2008) acknowledges that there are various terms for the sector, including

the ‘third sector’ or ‘social economy’, as well as not-for-profit, non-Government

organisations (NGO’s) and NFP’s. Though covered by different terminology,

throughout this research the sector will be described as the not-for-profit sector, for

ease of reading and due to the fact that the organisation that is the subject of this

research classifies itself as a not-for-profit organisation. Charities are those

organisations operating in the not-for-profit sector that are registered with the

Australian Taxation Office as deductible gift recipients and hold a Charitable

Fundraising Number.

In more recent times there has been a greater focus on the sector, both from

Government and from donors.  This focus on the sector demands that organisations in

the sector display greater accountability and efficiencies. The final report of the

Centre for Corporate and Public Affairs to the Department of Families, Housing,

Community Services and Indigenous Affairs (2008) concludes with the

recommendation that Governments accelerate work towards regulatory harmonisation

of the not-for-profit sector, with a desirable outcome of such harmonisation being the

resultant freeing up of financial and human resources to enable focus on delivery of

not-for-profit missions nationally. This theme was reiterated in the Productivity

Commission draft research report on the Contribution of the Not-for-Profit Sector

(2009).

At present, there are a significant number of legal forms that not-for-profit entities

can adopt, including unincorporated associations, trusts, companies limited by

guarantee, incorporated associations, cooperatives, friendly societies and entities
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established by an Act of Parliament.    The overlapping federal, state and territory

legislation also add to the complexity (Cummings, et. al., 2007).

Given the uncertainty around definitions and classifications, it is understandable that

a myriad of structures have surfaced for not-for-profit entities. In December 2008

the Senate Committee released its report ‘Economics:   Disclosure regimes for

charities and not-for-profit organisations’. Recommendation 7 of this report

suggests that a single, mandatory, specialist legal structure should be adopted for the

sector. No doubt there will be considerable discussion around the recommendation to

have one legal entity adopted for all not-for-profit organisations.   It is debatable

whether the ‘one size fits all’ approach will be acceptable to the sector.  The report is

silent on any recommendation in relation to an over arching, suitable structure for

not-for-profit entities operating at a national level. By 2011, the Federal Budget has

provided for $53.6m over four years to fund the establishment of an Australian

Charities and Not-for-Profits Commission.   However, there are a number of

important details still to be announced and it is difficult to predict with any certainty

what lies ahead for such a Commission (McDonald & Duggan, 2011).

For an organisation wishing to operate nationally, this creates a number of challenges.

For some entities, state and territory organisations have been established, usually in

different structural forms.   In some cases, a federated structure has been created to

collaboratively manage the situation. The researcher’s involvement in a federated

structure confirmed that many collaboration attempts are characterised by

unsatisfactory co-operation and poor performance (Das & Teng, 2003;  Rule, Ross &

Donougher, 1999). This research will aim to identify the moderators that impact on

collaboration in the sector and develop a framework to assist in understanding the

collaboration process.   Additionally, the research will aim to identify a suitable

structure for delivery of national programs, particularly where there is government

funding involved.

It may be that most not-for-profits conform to what is perceived as legitimate

structures that favour bureaucracy, especially the hierarchical and the standardised, to

conform to external expectations (Leiter 2005).  Heugens and Lander (2009, 61,
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citing  DiMaggio & Powell, 1983;  Tolbert & Auzker, 1983) also look at aspects of

this theory whereby organisations tend to become increasingly isomorphic over time

as ‘they collectively incorporate templates for organising from their institutional

environments in search of legitimacy’. These theories will be considered when

seeking to understand the federation structure that is the subject of this research.

In summary, the not-for-profit sector has not only increased in number but has also

developed innovative and increasingly complex linkages with each other, with

government agencies and with individuals and organisations (Fisher, 1997, 441;

Warburton, Everingham, Cuthill & Bartlett, 2008). The evidence shows a trend

towards collaborative organisations that are capable of being service providers for

government and partners with corporate entities (Arya & Lin, 2007, 699). Within

the sector there are also significant pressures for organisations to form alliances to

expand their capacity beyond their own resource base or to operate at a national level

(Polonsky, Garma & Chia, 2004). However, whilst collaborations within the not-for-

profit sector are being demanded to address national issues, the complexity of

collaborations appears to be little understood by practitioners and there is no single

theory able to inform the collaboration process.    It would also appear that examples

of deep and sustained collaboration between organisations are rare (Chesterman,

2001;  Das & Teng, 2003;  Mohr & Spekman, 1994).

The researcher has access to a not-for-profit organisation operating in the health care

field.   The organisation is a health promotion charity with its legal entity being a

public company limited by guarantee.   Whilst operating as a separate legal entity it

has also been part of a federation encompassing all Australian states and territories, as

well as a number of other related health and research organisations.   For the past six

years of the researcher’s involvement in this organisation, the federation has been the

source of disunity, constant conflict and has been described by many involved in the

collaboration, as totally dysfunctional.   As a member of the senior management team

of an organisation that was a member of the federation, the researcher aims through

action research to assist in providing a business solution for this dysfunctional model.

The current collaboration is perceived, by the majority of member organisations (as
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evidenced in the data collection) as being time consuming and utilising financial and

human resources far in excess of the benefits and outcomes that are perceived as

emanating from membership of a federated structure.

1.3   Justification for the Research

As highlighted by Kong (2008) the highly competitive not-for-profit environment is

forcing not-for-profit organisations to more efficiently utilise their organisational

resources and further research into strategic management concepts in the sector

would be beneficial.  Additionally, mergers, collaborations and structures within the

sector have been a topic of discussion amongst not-for-profit researchers and

managers (Campbell 2008;    Bryson, Crosby and Stone 2006; Young, 2001).   Stone

and Brush (1996, 634) argue that not-for-profit organisations and entrepreneurial

firms have much in common and ‘occupy a middle ground between public sector

organisations on the one hand and large, for-profit corporations on the other’.

Given that a federation structure for collaboration between organisations appears to

be a product of the public sector, there is little focus on the reasons for adoption of

such a structure in the not-for-profit arena. It has been acknowledged that for not-for-

profit collaborations to be successful the right process needs to be followed and

sufficient time also needs to be allowed for their formation (Worth, 2009, 326). In

recent times the Australian Red Cross and Fundraising Institute Australia have

changed from a federated structure to a national single entity (Tickner 2007; Peacock

2003).

Given that collaborations are becoming a necessity, a conceptual framework that can

assist in understanding the collaboration process and also identify the moderators that

impact on collaboration relationships needs to be identified.   Additionally, the not-

for-profit sector faces significant challenges in relation to organisation structure,

given the current trend towards partnerships and collaboration with governments and

corporate organisations.   Whilst there has been considerable focus on the single

entity structure, there has been little investigation of the structure suitable to cater for
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not-for-profit organisations operating on a national basis.   This research aims to

identify a suitable structure in the sector capable of engendering co-operation and

collaboration – a prime necessity if a national organisation is to engage in

partnerships and collaboration with outside parties. Barrakett (2008, 11) also

confirms the fact that at a time when governments increasingly rely on this sector for

the delivery of core public services, there is an even greater need to ensure that the

not-for-profit sector develops the appropriate internal mechanisms, capabilities and

capacities.    The structures adopted by the sector therefore are of great importance.

Zappala & Lyons (2005) highlight the fact that not-for-profit organisations that are

located in capital cities or national in scope are more likely to have partnerships with

business than those that are member serving, are located in regional/rural or remote

areas, and statewide or local in scope. It was asserted that this may be due to the fact

that those located in capital cities or national are generally larger in scope and

therefore able to attract greater numbers of potential partners, due to their size and

reach. Research has also shown that not-for-profits that receive government funds

are more likely to develop formal collaborative networks (Guo & Acar, 2005).

However, no matter where such organisations are situated, without an optimum

structure for national operations, a not-for-profit entity may face extinction as a

national organisation and in the current climate, total loss of sufficient sustainable

income to remain viable.

Selsky (1998) points out that collective action often strikes political, structural and

other problems.   Tensions in a federation may result from misalignment between

strategy and the environment, life cycle or legitimacy problems.   The federated

organisation may deal with these tensions by reorientation, replacement or demise.

This again raises the issue of the optimum framework for a national structure to

enable it to deal with its changing environment. Post HIH and One-Tel, organisations

are experiencing an environment where directors’ fiduciary duties are in the spotlight.

The collaboration process and structure must take into account this changing

governance environment, particularly given the fact that in a not-for-profit
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organisation there is even greater demand for ethical and transparent behaviour from

organisations and from those charged with their corporate governance (Silber, 2006).

Whilst the cultural and political demand for not-for-profit financial accountability and

transparency has grown rapidly in recent decades, donations and gifts continue to

decline as a proportion of overall revenue received (Silber, 2006).   To remain viable,

many not-for-profit organisations are changing their operating models and

organisational structures, the better to attract contracts, grants and fee-for-service

revenue (Silber, 2006). The necessity for managers to understand the collaboration

process and to implement structures and strategies to enhance collaboration, are

therefore now becoming paramount in the not-for-profit environment. Collaboration

theories which seek to understand why organisations collaborate will be analysed to

inform the research. Additionally, the uniqueness of the not-for-profit environment

will be considered when attempting to identify frameworks or models that may be of

assistance in the understanding collaborations in the sector.

1.4 Research Processes

In order to develop a conceptual framework to understand the collaboration process

and the moderators of collaboration, an analysis was conducted on the management

literature related to collaborations, particularly those in the not-for-profit arena.    The

framework and models developed will predominantly be grounded in the not-for-

profit area and therefore may be of little benefit to other disciplines interested in

national collaboration structures.   As there is no existing comprehensive framework

for not-for-profit collaborations, the constructs identified and their interrelationships

are based on the experience of the organisation being researched and therefore may

not be transferable to other organisations.

Data for the study was obtained from a number of sources.   Interviews with senior

executive and management of organisations that held membership of a federated

health promotion organisation were the major data source for the themes and
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constructs that informed the framework and models. This federation and its

members all operate in the health sector and deal with a chronic, non-communicable

disease. The researcher was a senior executive in a state based health promotion

charity that initially was a member of the federation but resigned its membership

during this research.   The researcher’s position in this organisation allowed her

access to supplementary data, i.e., minutes of meetings, copies of correspondence and

participation in a number of key discussions that saw the development of a national

model that it was believed could resolve the conflict causing constructs identified in

the framework and model.

The researcher will employ an action research methodology for this research project.

Action research in such a turbulent period of an organisation’s history has distinct

advantages.   This method of qualitative research provides deep understanding of

issues, with rich descriptions thereby allowing for greater understanding prior to

reflection on the outcomes of the research.   Additionally, it provides the humanistic

side to organisational issues (Hardy, Phillips & Lawrence, 2003, 322).  Whilst there

have been quantitative studies that further understanding of specific individual effects

of collaboration, qualitative research helps us to develop a far more comprehensive

understanding of what is involved in collaboration (Hardy, et. al., 2003, 322).

Qualitative research challenges the rational approach to organisation problems

(Huxham, 2003).    The nature of the phenomenon under investigation and the need to

understand complex interactions between organisations, called for research to

understand the beliefs and values of those having significant control over the

organisations’ business strategies and implementation of those strategies.   As with

many action research projects, the researcher was influenced by a problem within the

organisation that required investigation and possible solutions, and was thus drawn to

investigate the issue further to provide some framework to solve the issue (Huxham,

2003). The researcher’s own belief system is that knowledge and truth are

subjective and created through relationships therefore research as an insider within an

organisation will involve some degree of change not only to the organisation but also
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to the researcher. The cycles of research, action and reflection allowed the

researcher to grow in knowledge whilst participating in a solution to the problem of a

national structure that addressed the framework that was evolving in the research.

The aim of the research is not to make radical changes to the organisation or society

but to provide some tools to practitioners that could be of benefit in collaborations.

1.5  Outline of the Thesis

This thesis consists of five chapters and is organised as follows:

Chapter 1 – Introduction and research problem

The research problem is identified and background to the research is provided.

Chapter 2 – Theory and Literature Review

Collaborations are complex and would appear to require an integrative model to assist

in understanding the moderators that impact on collaboration success.  In the not-for-

profit sector, it is posited that the major theories that can be of assistance in

understanding such complex collaborations are Institutional Theory, Resource Based

Theories, Social/Relational Theories, Network Theory and Collaboration Theories.

Discussions on institutional theory will cover isomorphic pressures on not-for-profit

collaborations.   Collaboration theories will cover various aspects of the structure and

process of collaboration. The literature review will also further develop various

relationship issues, e.g., trust and opportunism, power and control, competition and

co-operation as well as relationship repair. Consideration will also be given to

various aspects of Organisational Theories, including structure and culture.

The literature review will demonstrate that there are numerous interrelated theories

that need to be examined, covering not only structural aspects but also relational

aspects of collaboration.   Additionally the focus will need to shift to an

understanding of collaborative capacity, whereby organisations move along the

continuum of collaboration and where conflict and co-operation are two sides of the
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collaboration process.  Some of the major aspects of collaborative capacity are

relational, noticeably respect, trust, communication and knowledge transfer between

partners of the collaboration.   To understand collaboration and attributes of

successful collaboration, the research will cover these relational issues.

The literature review will not only inform the framework for understanding

collaboration, but will also add to the knowledge of the action researcher and thereby

influence her participation and actions in the collaborative process.

Chapter 3 – Research Methods

This chapter will detail the research methods used in the study to develop the

conceptual collaboration framework, the conflict/co-operation continuum and the

resultant national structural model.   The existence of multiple research paradigms

and methods in management will be acknowledged.   Justification will be provided

for the use of the non-positivist/non-critical paradigm and action research methods.

The research procedures used in the study will then be detailed.  The purposive

sampling and data collection will be discussed along with issues surrounding the

ethical use of the data as well as reliability and validity issues.

Chapter 4 – Results, Analysis and Discussion.

This chapter will present an analysis of the findings from the interviews,

supplementary data and the extracts of the researcher’s journal. The results will be

analysed and discussed in relation to the research problem and the research questions

posed at the outset of this research. The analysis will also incorporate reference to

the literature review and to the framework and models that have been developed as

part of the research process. The results data will be detailed in Appendix 1.

Chapter 5 – Summary, Conclusions and Implications

This chapter will provide a proposed solution to the research problem, based on the

conceptual framework and models developed during the research.   The implications

of the framework and models for collaboration theory will be explained.   These
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theoretical implications and the suggested solution will then be applied to

management policy and practice and the implications for these areas discussed.   The

limitations that restricted this study will be identified and their potential effects on the

results explained.   Suggestions for future research into the field of not-for-profit

collaborations will be made.

1.6  Definitions

Appendix 2 defines methodological terms including paradigm, ontology,

epistemology, methodology, methods, research, reliability and validity.

1.7  Limitations and Key Assumptions

Action research is a methodology for carrying out research into management and

organisations, which can lead to deep conceptualisations about what can happen in

practice and the reasons for this (Huxham, 2003; Riding, Fowell. & Levy, 1995).

This research aims to develop practice-oriented theory about designing, managing

and participating in collaborations between not-for-profit organisations.   Action

research of this sort demands that the theory is derived emergently from the data

therefore preconceived ideas deduced from the literature review in this area, should

not be the basis for a pre-determined outcome of the research.   The action research

methodology should open up possible theoretical perspectives (Huxham, 2003;

Reason & Bradbury, 2009) and go beyond describing, analysing and theorising social

practices (Somekh, 2006) . Clearly there is a tension to address in this situation.  On

one hand there is reliance on pre-existing theory in the areas of collaboration,

network, institutional and other theories and this can act to limit the researcher’s

ability to be open to emergent theories.   However, it can also act as a directional

pointer for areas in the research that require closer examination (Huxham, 2003;

Somekh, 2006).  The researcher’s awareness of this issue as well as the use of semi-
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structured interviews, where the interviewee is able to lead the conversation, are

thought to be able to address this issue to some extent.   Apart from interviews, the

researcher will collect data from various organisational documents, including minutes

of meetings, file notes, emails and letters between members of the collaboration

under investigation.

This research project involves the interpretation of data to be collected from initial

interviews, combined with various other document sources, to lead to an

understanding of factors that will contribute to building a practitioner’s framework

for understanding collaborations in the not-for-profit sector. A measure used to

provide confirmation about insights, and interpretation of the data collected, will be a

second round of interviews within six to twelve months after the initial interviews are

held.  Chance comments made by interviewees, with hindsight on the earlier activities

and their participation in those activities, can often provide enlightening comments.

The researcher will be alert to such activity and ensure that such comments are

recorded and integrated into the theory development process (Huxham, 2003).

The researcher is an insider working within the researcher’s own organisation.   The

researcher also has pre-conceived ideas about the cause of conflict within the

federated structure.   This will act to limit the researcher’s ability to be open to

emergent theories and will require significant reflection and continued analysis of the

data, to ensure that the researcher is open to theories being derived emergently from

the data.   Due to the researcher’s position in the organisation it is necessary to link

the project to business strategy.   Additionally, operating in a political landscape and

managing multiple roles will be challenging and sometimes limit the researcher’s

ability to be more reflective on the emerging themes and issues.

1.8 Conclusion

This thesis will construct a conceptual model of the moderators that impact on

collaborations, as well as a practitioner’s collaboration framework for understanding
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the factors involved in the collaboration process.  A structural model for the

management of national not-for-profit collaborations will also be developed to inform

practitioners working in this sector.   The conceptual framework and models will be

at the collaboration level of analysis. The major outcomes of the thesis will be this

integrated conceptual framework as well as a conflict/co-operation continuum model

which managers can understand and use to inform a collaboration structure for

national service delivery or other delivery mechanisms.  Much of the current

confusion in relation to collaborations in the not-for-profit area is due to the fact that

frameworks currently in the literature rarely cover more than two to four constructs,

leaving many aspects of the collaboration process not identified.   This thesis will

contribute to a greater understanding of the variety of constructs that impact on

collaborations as well as providing a structural model for successful collaboration.

An additional outcome of this research will be an increase in the researcher’s own

knowledge of collaborations, due to the use of an action research methodology.   This

method allows the researcher to participate whilst having cycles of action and

reflection, thus deepening understanding and knowledge.
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Chapter 2 Theory and Literature Review
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2.1 Introduction

It has been asserted that the not-for-profit sector constitutes the least well understood

area of national economies, with little being understood about its scope, structure and

financial base (Salamon & Anheir, 1994). Problems arise because of issues in

defining the sector.   Different terms currently being used include:  not-for-profit

sector, non-profit sector, voluntary sector, charitable sector, the third sector, the civil

society sector, the tax exempt sector and the non-governmental organisation sector

(Morris, 2000;  Salamon & Anheir, 1994). Structural-operational and inputs/outputs

definitions have been used to attempt to define these different terms (Morris, 2000).

Not-for-profit and non-profit sector generally refer to those organisations that do not

return any profits back to directors;   voluntary sector involves some meaningful

degree of voluntary participation;  charitable sector and tax exempt sector generally

refer to those organisations registered as a ‘charity’ as defined by the relevant

government legislation;  the third sector and civil society sector have also been

defined as the group of all non-profit organisations that have a ‘non-distribution

constraint’;  and the non-governmental organisation sector covers such bodies as non-

state, non-profit, voluntary organisations (Angele-Halgand, 2010; Morris, 2000).

Though covered by different terminology, throughout this research the sector will be

described as the not-for-profit sector, for ease of reading and due to the fact that the

organisation that is the subject of this research classifies itself as a not-for-profit

organisation. The growth of the sector has led to an increased focus on not-for-profit

organisations and their various activities (Hammack, 2001).

Whilst there are issues with definitions, many key aspects of a community’s quality

of life are connected to the active presence of not-for-profit organisations in their

variety of forms (Leland, 1996;  Sawhill & Williamson, 2001).  Research into the

sector, and its current issues, should be encouraged to enable greater understanding of

organisations operating in this area and how they can be more efficient and effective.

The sector contributes substantially to economic activity, in addition to the social and

political impact it has on society (Polonsky, et. al., 2004).    The sector has not only

increased in number but has also developed innovative and increasingly complex
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linkages with one another, with government agencies and with individuals (Fisher,

1997, 441; Warburton, Everingham, Cuthill & Bartlett, 2008).

The sector is facing significant challenges.   There is increasing competition for

donors, government funding and provision of services.  Additionally, many not-for-

profit organisations are developing commercial activities and competing in the for-

profit marketplace in order to gain access to additional sources of revenue

(Ackerman, 1996; Weerawardena & Sullivan Mort, 2008;  Zappala & Lyons, 2006).

The current climate in the not-for-profit sector, sees the necessity to collaborate with

other organisations, either in the not-for-profit or for-profit market, driven by a desire

to secure resources that are scarce in the sector, namely funding for nonprofits and

expertise for governments, and also to promote the effective use of society’s

resources  (Alter 1990;  Babiak & Thibault, 2009;  Bailey 1992;  Choi, Cheng, Kim

& Eldomiaty 2005; Gazley & Brudney, 2007;  Nylen 2007).     There is a necessity

for not-for-profit organisations to develop the capacity to build networks of

collaboration (Poole, 2008).  Additionally, the need for further research in the area of

cross-sector collaborations has been acknowledged (Selsky & Parker, 2005).

Research by Arya & Lin (2007, 699) focused on collaboration outcomes in the not-

for-profit sector, due to the fact that within this sector collaboration networks are

increasingly ‘becoming the norm for delivery of publicly funded health and human

services’.  It is apparent therefore that the trend is towards collaborative organisations

that are capable of being service providers for government and partners with

corporate entities.  Polonsky, et. al., (2004), also note that there are pressures within

the sector for organisations to form alliances to expand their capacity beyond their

own resource base.   However, it would appear that examples of deep and sustained

collaboration between organisations are rare (Chesterman, 2001;  Das & Teng, 2003;

Mohr & Spekman, 1994).   A question arises as to whether the proliferation of

collaborations is strengthening the not-for-profit sector or promoting competition or

division between not-for-profit organisations (Sowa, 2009). Government

collaboration with not-for-profit organisations has the ability to diminish their
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autonomy, flexibility and responsiveness (Sowa, 2009).  There appears to be a need

for interorganisational collaboration in the sector but no guidelines on how this is to

be achieved without the loss of these qualities that make them attractive to

government and corporate bodies (Nikolic & Koontz, 2007).

2.1.1  Research Problem

a)  Collaborations within the not-for-profit sector are being demanded to address

national issues.   Collaborations are complex with no single theory able to inform the

collaboration process.  Is there a framework that can assist in understanding

collaboration in the sector?

b)  In any collaboration there appears to be evidence of both co-operation and

conflict.   If this is a continuum what are the major variables that impact on what

point the organisation is on the continuum?   What prompts movement towards co-

operation or conflict?

c)  Is there a structure for national collaboration that can assist the collaborative

process?

2.1.2  The Not-for-Profit Landscape

At present, there are a significant number of legal forms that not-for-profit entities

can adopt, including unincorporated associations, trusts, companies limited by

guarantee, incorporated associations, cooperatives, friendly societies and entities

established by an Act of Parliament.    The overlapping federal, state and territory

legislation also add to the complexity (Cummings, et. al., 2007).  In December 2008

the Senate Committee released its report ‘Economics:   Disclosure regimes for

charities and not-for-profit organisations’.   Recommendation 7 of this report states:

‘The committee recommends that a single, mandatory, specialist legal
structure be adopted for Not-For-Profit Organisations through a referral of
state and territory powers.   Given the degree of change such a legal structure
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would mean for some not-for-profit organisations, the legal structure must be
developed in consultation with these organisations.’ (77)

The report is silent on any recommendation in relation to an over arching, suitable

structure for not-for-profit entities operating at a national level or for methods for

interorganisational collaboration to increase public value.  For an organisation

wishing to operate nationally, this creates a number of challenges.

By October 2009, the Australian Government Productivity Commission had released

a draft Research Report entitled ‘Contribution of the Not-for-Profit Sector’, for

further public consultation and input.   The report states that the Government is

committed to finding the best solutions to problems of social exclusion by ensuring

the not-for-profit, private and government sectors work together effectively, as well

as optimising such relationships to further the well being of society (Terms of

Reference, IV).   Whilst the report recommended one type of legal entity for not-for-

profit organisations, it also had significant information in relation to encouraging

efficient and effective use of funds and trends in the delivery of human services.

The report acknowledged the greater use by government of the not-for-profit sector as

a vehicle for delivering government funded services.   In such an environment,

collaboration is a competency that all not-for-profit organisations will need to master.

In many cases, a federated structure has been created to collaboratively manage the

situation.    However, it may be that most not-for-profits conform to what is perceived

as legitimate structures that favour bureaucracy, especially the hierarchical and the

standardised, to conform to external expectations (Leiter, 2005). DiMaggio &

Powell, (1983) and Tolbert & Auzker (1983) also look at aspects of this theory

whereby organisations tend to become increasingly isomorphic over time as ‘they

collectively incorporate templates for organising from their institutional

environments in search of legitimacy’.   However, Heugens and Lander (2009) also

offer a counterhypothesis in that organisations experience differing degrees of

discretion in response to institutional pressure and there can also be a stimulus for

acts of deviance.
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The necessity to collaborate appears to be a current and ongoing requirement

(Snavely & Tracy, 2000; Sowa, 2008).  However the popularity and increase in

collaborations and alliances does not signify that they are successful (Arend, 2009).

Collaborative processes are multi-faceted and there are no easy answers as to what

makes a successful collaboration. In this context, collaboration is defined as any

joint activity, by two or more organisations, which is intended to promote public

value through working together rather than separately (Imperial, 2005).

Collaborations have often been referred to as teaming, partnering, coalition and

alliance building (Macduff & Netting, 2000).  Collaborative advantage is deemed to

be the benefits of collaboration and has been defined as ‘something unusually

creative is produced – perhaps an objective is met – that no organisation could have

produced on its own and when each organisation, through the collaboration, is able to

achieve its own objectives better than it could alone’ (Huxham, 1993, 19).

2.2  Theoretical Basis for the Study

Collaboration formation and processes are complex and it would appear therefore that

an integrative model is required to assist in understanding the variances in

collaboration success.   In the not-for-profit sector, it is posited that the major theories

that can be of assistance in understanding such complex collaborations are:

1. Institutional Theory

2. Resource Based Theories

3. Network Theory

4. Collaboration Theories

Whilst there has been significant focus in the research on alliance formation

(content), there has been little research on how alliances are formed and managed

(process) (Ireland, Hitt & Vaidyanath, 2002;  Spekman, Forbes, Isabella & MacAvoy,

1998). It is believed that an integrative model may assist in understanding both

content and process, whilst at the same time providing information to managers on

the strategies required for a successful collaboration.   A review of the literature in
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both the for-profit and not-for-profit sector finds a number of theories being used to

understand collaborations or alliances (Figure 2.1).
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Figure 2.1: Research on Collaborations and Alliances

Study Main Question Theoretical Basis Findings

Arya & Lin
(2007)

How are not-for-
profit collaboration
outcomes influenced
by organisational
characteristics,
partner attributes and
network structures?

Resource Based
View

Not-for-profit
organisations
enhance their
effectiveness through
the resources gained
by collaboration.
Outcomes of these
collaborations are
affected by the
resource based
characteristics of the
organisations
involved.

Fleisher (1991) What are the
governance problems
associated with
interdepenent parties
in collaborative
federations?

Agency theory An agency-based
approach can assist in
explaining the
reasons for a
particular type of
federation and why
the evolution of such
federations may lead
to differences in
network
performance.

Gulati (1999) What determines
which firms will enter
into alliances?

Network theory The greater the extent
of a firm’s resources
from a network of
prior alliances, the
greater the chance
that the firm will
enter into more
alliances.

Ireland, Hitt &
Vaidyanath
(2002)

How are alliances
formed and
successfully
managed?

Transaction Cost,
Social Network
Theory and
Resource Based
View

Success is based on
selecting the right
partner and then
managed to build
social capital and
knowledge.  A trust
based relationship
must be developed.

Sharfman, Gray
& Yan (1991)

How do shifts in the
driving and

Institutional
Theory

To fully explain the
formation of
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restraining forces of
collaborations impact
on alliances?

collaborations and
understand the forces
impacting on such
alliances, it is
necessary to
understand the
institutional
environment in which
they operate.

Warburton,
Everingham,
Cuthill &
Bartlett (2008)

What are some of the
challenges and
complexities of
collaborations?

Resource Based
View and
Relational
Theories

Collaboration
outcomes are
influenced by
context, partner
characteristics,
processes, structures
and relationships,
purpose and
resources.

Yang, Lin &
Lin (2010)

What are the reasons
for partnering or not
partnering?  Are
knowledge
specialisation, need
for external resources
and network status
key reasons?

Resource Based
View and Social
Network Theory

A multilevel
framework explains
the tensions between
firms needs for
external resource
opportunities and risk
controls, whilst also
considering the
choices of non-
partnering, allying
and acquiring.

Young, Koenig,
Najam &
Fisher (1999)

What kind of
organisational
structures and
management
strategies are used by
global NGO’s for
collaboration?

Organisational
theories on
structure and
strategy

International NGO’s
involved in
supporting civil
society utilise a
variety of structural
forms, confirming
that nonbusiness
organisations are
likely to have
substantial choice of
structure.
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2.2.1 Institutional Theories

Institutional theory states that organisations need to meet social obligations and

justify their existence, activities and outcomes to social institutions that are manifest

in the law, government and the professions (Williams, 2005).  In an

interorganisational relationship, these forces have a significant impact on the relations

between participating organisations (Kim, Oh & Swaminathan, 2006).  Additionally,

institutional theory posits that the need for organisation legitimacy, through

conformity to the norms and social expectations of the environment, plays an

important role in leaders’ decisions to pursue interorganisational relations and also

enables institutional change (DiMaggio & Powell 1983;  Guo & Acar, 2005;

Ramanath, 2009; Sherer & Lee, 2002;  Sowa, 2009).  Organisations therefore become

increasingly isomorphic as they follow templates for organising that are governed by

their institutional environments and which give them legitimacy (DiMaggio &

Powell, 1983;  Pursey, Heugens & Lander, 2009).  It is also asserted that rational

actors make their organisations increasingly similar whilst at the same time trying to

change them (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983).

Research by Guo (2007) suggests that reliance on government funding reduces the

representativeness and influence of not-for-profit boards, shifts organisational power

from the board to the chief executive officer and constrains the democratic function

of organisations in the sector. Hodge & Piccolo (2005) support this argument and also

found that the funding structure explained incremental variance in board involvement

and organisational outcomes.  They suggested that the engagement of the directors

could be improved by greater communication and encouragement of member

participation. Hodge & Piccolo (2005), concluded that CEO’s of government funded

agencies tended to use less board involvement techniques thereby decreasing the

power of the board, with a resultant impact on governance.   Carmel & Harlock

(2008) also argue that Government dependencies, particularly in relation to

operational matters, are considered to lead to the detachment of services from their

social and political context and leads to them being denuded of ethical and moral
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content.  This leads to mission drift, where the not-for-profit loses sight of its reason

for existing.    Even not-for-profits without government funding can become

bureaucratic and have a tendency towards structural isomorphism (Martinez, 2009).

In the for-profit sector it has been argued that to understand the reason for any

collaboration and its outcomes, it is necessary to use institutional theory and research

the institutional environment in which the collaboration exists (Sharfman, Gray &

Yan, 1991).

Chew & Osborne (2009), argue that whilst government can influence an organisation,

if it is its dominant funder, and thereby impact its independence and strategic

autonomy, this outcome is not inevitable and can be avoided. Their research

suggests that as long as charities remain focused on their purpose for existence, they

can avoid mission drift and are able to continue to collaborate with Government

agencies as partners, despite being reliant on governments for funding and contracts.

This research would not support the isomorphism or mission drift theories expounded

by others (Hudson, 2002; McLaughlin, 2004). It is also argued that there are

constraints to isomorphism in that the level is modified by organisational

commitment to founding values and variations in the resource environment

(Ramanath, 2009), as well as the presence of charismatic leaders that encourage

participation and creativity (Martinez, 2009).

2.2.2 Resource Based Theories

The resource based view of the firm is based on the principles that firms are

fundamentally heterogeneous, in terms of their resources and internal capabilities.

Those resources which are distinctive or superior relative to those of rivals, may

become the basis for competitive advantage.  This view of the firm deepens our

understanding of how resources are applied and combined, what makes competitive

advantage sustainable and the origins of heterogeneity (Peteraf, 1993;  Das & Teng,

2000a).  Organisations have a variety of ways in which to gain access to resources,

developing them internally, acquiring them through mergers, or gaining access to

them through alliances or collaborations (Wittmann, Hunt & Arnett, 2008).   An
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empirical and inductive analysis of Resource Based Theory identified the presence of

three main trends:  (i) the resource based view; (ii)  the knowledge-based view;  and

(iii) the relational view, with some linkages between them.   It is also argued that the

theory is dynamic, vital and evolutionary (Acedo, Barroso & Galan, 2006).  To

understand collaborations more effectively in the not-for-profit sector, it is necessary

to also consider the resource dependency aspect of this theory and also to take into

consideration the knowledge based and relational views.

The resource dependency theory emphasises the influence of organisations’

environments on their survival and argues that an organisation can enhance their

chance of survival through relations with organisations within their environment that

control important resources (Campbell, 2009;  Gazley, 2010;  Guo & Acar, 2005;

Iecovich, 2001;  Medcof, 2001;   Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978).  The bringing together

of complementary resources can also provide potential for collaborative advantage,

through increasing the organisation’s resources or not having to compete for

resources (Gazley & Brudney 2007, Wittmann, et. al., 2008), as well as producing

outcomes greater than the simple sum of the parts (Iyer, 2003).   However, it should

be noted that organisations often have different resources because of different

organisation purposes.   Therefore each organisation has different reasons for being

involved in collaboration (Vangen & Huxham, 2003).  Resource scarcity and

therefore dependency is also argued to drive institutional changes and been

underutilised in the analysis of organisational closure (Fernandez, 2008;  Sherer &

Lee, 2002).

Power and power differences are also intrinsic characteristics of dependence (Mr-

Veeman, Eijleberg & Spreeuwenberg, 2001).  They have the capacity to influence

and steer people into a desired direction.  Power only plays a role however when

actors perceive themselves as (inter)dependent – they see themselves in need of each

other’s resources in order to achieve their own goals (Mur-Veeman, Eijkleberg and

Spreeuwenberg, 2001).   Dependence can also be mutual, even while in competition

with each other for scarce resources. Resource dependence theory provides a useful
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framework for analysing organisational behaviour in competitive interdependence

situations, shaped by the flow of capital, information and technology as well as other

resources.   The theory however does not discuss the noneconomic variables such as

embedded relationships, trust, goal variance and domain issues, all of which are

important aspects of any collaboration, nor does it cover sociological theories of

human behaviour that argue that individuals create most obstacles to organisational

change (Gazley, 2010;  Tsasis, 2009).  The theory also fails to address the constraints

on strategic choice that are evident in an organisation’s institutional environment

(Guo & Acar, 2005).

Additionally, Kong (2008) argues that the resource based view of the firm and the

related theory of core competencies focus predominantly on the internal aspects of

organisations.   He stresses that these theories do not provide a holistic perspective of

how resources can be utilised to add value to an organisation and often non-human

aspects of the organisation are overlooked.  The strategic management process in the

not-for-profit sector is more complex due to the special characteristics of the

organisations in the sector, e.g., a combination of paid staff and volunteers and the

necessity to account to multiple constituents.   Therefore, these theories may not have

the capacity to provide a balanced picture of how a not-for-profit organisation is

performing.

2.2.3 Network Theories

Networks are considered organisational forms.   Four types of network feature in

organisational research:

(i) intra-organisational networks – the organisation of business units with a

company in a network structure, with relatively high unit autonomy

(ii) network organisations which display flexibility and adaptability, generated

by high levels of vertical, horizontal and spatial integration

(iii) groups of legally autonomous organisations with high levels of

interdependence and cooperative working – ‘strategic networks’
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(iv) loosely bonded collectives of organisations linked by geographical

proximity, similar interests or activities.

(Knight, 2002, 430)

It has been asserted that network theory has focused mainly on structures, relations

and outcomes, whilst overlooking crucial process issues, including innovation

(Parkhe, Wasserman & Ralston, 2006). Kim, et. al., (2006), assert that

interorganisational networks are formed, dissolved and reformed on a continuous

basis.   They adopt an evolutionary approach to networks and do not confirm the

adaptation perspective on networks which are not flexible enough to be created and

dissolved easily.  Collaboration is seen as a network phenomenon in that those

participating are interdependent yet semiautonomous, and interact to construct or

modify their environment (Thomson, Perry & Miller, 2007).

The network perspective, applied to interorganisational collaboration structures,

states that it is the pattern of ties amongst organisations in the network and the

strength of those ties that have a significant bearing on an organisation’s behaviour

(Thomson, et. al., 2007).  Organisations can access resources and capabilities through

their network of linkages.   However, networks can be both empowering and

constraining to the organisation participating.   Networks can supply access to

resources, be a source of trust as well as a tool for power and control.  The

dependence on resources within the network affects the levels of power and control

(Thomson, et. al, 2007).   There is significant overlap between the resource based

view of the firm, resource dependency theories, trust and social capital theories and

network theories (Zaheer, Gozubuyuk & Milanov, 2010;  Parkhe, et. al, 2006;

Suseno & Ratten, 2007).  It has been argued that strategic alliances through networks

enhance resources (Bretherton & Chaston, 2005).  Additionally, involvement in

networks can assist organisations choose beneficial strategic alliances and

collaborations to enhance their resources and purpose (Gulati, 1999).
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Whilst there are economic and technological factors that are important in the

network, participants cannot ignore the social and political networks that impact on

collaborations (Brito, 2001;  Gazley, 2010).  The network effect provides a dimension

for understanding the social aspects of co-operation.  Networks create opportunities

for co-operation by strengthening awareness, trust and also commitment amongst the

members of the network (Guo & Acar, 2005, 348).  Networks can bring about a

competitive advantage for the organisations that belong to them, however the

performance of actors in the network can affect not only the organisation itself but the

network as a whole (Ghisi & Martinelli, 2006).

2.3.4 Collaboration Theories

It has been asserted that human beings first started collaborating in the search for

food, yet by the twenty-first century we still find that collaborations are good in

theory but we see rare examples of successful collaborations in practice (Chesterman,

2001).   Research has ranged from a focus on the capacity and experience of the

individual, to how the overall system influences the success of collaborative workings

(Chesterman, 2001).  There has been a large number of theories related to

interorganisational collaboration in the literature, ranging from social capital (Zaheer,

Gozubuyuk & Milanov, 2010), the resource dependence theory (Pfeffer & Salancik,

1978), trust (Rowley, Behrens, & Krackhardt, 2000;  Zaheer, et. al., 1998);  alliance

theory based on commitment (Das & Teng, 1998;  Johnson, Korsgaard & Sapienza,

2002);  internal tensions (Das & Teng, 2000b) and the relational view (Dyer & Sing,

1998).   There are significant overlaps in the theory domains and the units of analysis,

i.e., either dyads, egos or networks (Zaheer, et. al., 2010).  Up to 1991, there was

criticism of the literature for still focusing on the individual organisations rather than

the networks of relationships and the interdependencies (Gray & Wood, 1991, 5).

The importance of both structural/organisational and interpersonal/process factors in

collaboration has since been acknowledged (Delaney, 1994).    Sowa (2008) posits

that there is no single theory that can explain the complex motivations for

collaboration.
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From an organisational perspective, collaborations can be seen as being on a

continuum from informal associations with other organisations, through a variety of

arrangements, to more formal alliances such as federations and joint ventures.    They

have been termed partnerships, coalitions, interorganisational alliances, multiple

stakeholder groups, and interagency coordinating councils (Foster-Fishman,

Berkowitz, Tounbury, Jacobson & Allen, 2001, 241;  Tubin & Levin-Rozalis, 2008).

Federation forms of collaboration have been seen as distinct in that activities of the

network are controlled and managed by the national body in an attempt to reduce

environmental uncertainty and complexity.  Acknowledging this fact assists in

understanding federation dynamics (Provan, 1983).  Collaborations are now a popular

component of organisational life and often a response to a social problem, enabling

organisations to deal more effectively with issues in their domain (Bach & Whitehill,

2008;  Graddy & Chen, 2006;  Vangen & Huxham, 2003).

History has shown that the reasons for collaborations in the not-for-profit sector are

many and varied with competition in the sector and public policy being a recurrent

theme (Logsdon, 1991;  Pietroburgo and Wernet, 2004);    Many government bodies

are making collaborations a prerequisite for funding, particularly in the health and

human services sectors, which is leading to mandated collaborations (Rodriguez,

Langley, Beland & Denis, 2007;  Sowa, 2008).

Interorganisational collaboration has a variety of benefits including the ability to

address shared problems, economies of scale resulting in potential for cost savings,

interorganisational learning, improvement of services and greater public

accountability (Bamford, Gomes-Casseres & Robinson, 2003;   Buono, 2003;

Linden, 2002). There is the ongoing dilemma with interorganisational relationship

being a source of important resources but also being perceived as one of suspicion

and conflict of interests (Tubin & Levin-Rozalis, 2008, 705).   Collaborations are

viewed as being of a paradoxical nature, combining competition and co-operation, as

well as autonomy and independence (Rodriquez, et. al., 2007, 151).    Collaborations

also involve costs.  Costs include mission drift, whereby an organisation loses sight
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of its mission because it is too focused on collaboration issues;   loss of autonomy by

member organisations; greater financial instability and greater difficulty in evaluating

results.  The support of collaborative activities using the organisation’s time and

resources is also a cost (Gazley & Brudney, 2007).  In any collective action it has

been argued that everyone seeks the benefits of participation whilst trying to avoid

the costs of participation (Heckathorn, 1996).

In collaborations there can be various measures for success, however in the not-for-

profit sector success is measured in terms of meeting the desired outcomes of the

organisation’s mission (Bryson, et. al., 2006; Chesterman, 2001;  Foster-Fishman,

et. al., 2001).  However, Bryson et. al., (2006, 52) acknowledge that cross sector

collaborations are difficult to create and more difficult to sustain. Additionally the

challenge is to align initial conditions, processes, structures, governance,

contingencies and constraints, outcomes and accountabilities in such a manner that

public value can be created and sustained over time.    Structural aspects include the

formalisation of rules and procedures, members’ participation as well as group

cohesion (Bryson et. al., 2006;  Tubin and Levin-Rozalis, 2008). Whilst network

theories have been used to study collaborations (Rethemeyer, 2005), three critical

components of collaborations have not been addressed.   These are an appreciation of

the unique actors in cross sector collaborations, their strengths and weaknesses;

ongoing process dimensions and the dynamic nature of the development of

collaborative partners (Bryson, et. al., 2006).

Collaborations do need nurturing and there needs to be some emphasis on

communication and the sharing of information on a range of issues (Cullen, Johnson

& Sakano 2000;  Das & Teng, 1998;  Seitanidi & Crane, 2009;  Vangen & Huxham,

2003).   Some research has shown that alliance management requires the skills of

coordination, communication and bonding – skills of individuals operating in the

alliance organisations that need development for the collaboration to succeed

(Schreiner, Kale and Corsten 2009).  Whilst these skills as well as commitment and

active teamwork are required, the defining of objectives and responsibilities early in



34

the relationship are also critical (Dodourova, 2009).  There appears to be a

multiplicity of issues that must be addressed for collaborations to be successful.

Vangen & Huxham (2003, 15), identified the following variables that impact on a

collaboration’s success and levels of trust:

 clarity of purpose and objectives

 ability to deal with power differences

 have leadership but not allow someone to take over

 allow time to build up understanding

 share workload evenly

 resolve different levels of commitment

 have equal ownership and no point scoring

 accept the fact that partnerships evolve over time

The literature highlights the fact that some researchers focus on the functional aspects

of interorganisational collaboration, including structures and strategies, whilst others

take into consideration the social and relational issues.   However, there is often the

assumption that organisations collaborate voluntarily, sharing common goals and

equal power (Hardy & Phillips, 1998; Tubin & Levin-Rozalis, 2008).  In the not-for-

profit sector some organisations have had collaboration thrust upon them as a demand

from Government in order to access funding (Sowa, 2008) and the organisations

involved are not necessarily sharing common goals and equal power.

Theoretically, it has been argued that collaboration has five variable dimensions –

governance, administration and organisational autonomy, mutuality and norms.

Whilst frameworks have often been researched and understood, it is the interactive

process that is least understood (Thomson, Perry & Miller, 2007).    It is also

suggested that organisations must be collaborative within themselves, taking into

account environmental, social and cultural contexts to develop collaborative abilities

to form alliances (Tencati & Zsolnai, 2009).      Das & Teng (2000b) argue that no

one theory adequately explains the phenomenon of the high instability rate of
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interorganisational collaborations.  The practice of management of collaborations or

alliances continues to be a very significant challenge (Spekman, et. al., 1998).

To understand collaborations it is necessary to apply multiple theoretical perspectives

(Sowa, 2009). It would seem that there is no one theoretical perspective that can

provide the foundation for a general theory of collaboration, as one perspective

cannot provide a comprehensive analysis of the preconditions, processes and

outcomes of collaborations (Gray & Wood, 1991, 20). It is often necessary to look at

resource based and institutional theories, as well as the societal context and network

status in which the organisation operates to ascertain the likelihood of collaboration

success (Lin, Yang & Arya, 2009).  Collaborations are complex and there is a

necessity to move away from simple assumptions and theories about their structures

and process (More & McGrath, 1999).   Additionally, relational issues must be

considered in order to provide insight into the actors operating in interorganisational

collaborations.   There is evidence in the literature of frameworks incorporating two

or more theories in looking at collaborations, e.g., trust, social capital and knowledge

development (Suseno & Ratten, 2007);  resources, competencies and relational

factors (Wittmann, et. al., 2008) and partner analysis, integrating market and resource

analysis (Das & Teng, 2003).  However, there seems to be little attention paid to the

complexity of collaborations in the not-for-profit sector and the unique conditions

faced by such organisations.

2.3  The Conflict/Co-operation Continuum

In any interorganisational relationship there will exist both collaboration, often

referred to as co-operation, and conflict.   Co-operation is generally defined as

working together for common good.  There are many definitions of conflict, however

generally where there are perceived incompatibilities or disagreements among

exchange partners; this would be evidence of conflict (Jehn, 1995;   Song, Dyer &

Thieme, 2006).   Given that conflict often exists in interorganisational relationships,

due to the interdependencies between parties, it should be expected at some level
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(Mohr & Spekman, 1994).  Conflict can be identified as task and relationship

conflict, where task conflict identifies disagreements about particular issues, whereas

relationship conflict pertains to personality clashes between people, often

characterised by strong negative feelings (DeClercq, Thongpapani & Dimov, 2009).

It has also been asserted that conflict and change are inevitable by-products of

interorganisational growth and stability and that conflict resolution is rarely totally

complete (DiStefano, 1984, 363-364).  However, it is also alleged that conflicts in

interorganisational alliances are the most prevalent reason for their failure (Nordin,

2006).

Hardy & Phillips (1998) point out that to understand both co-operation and conflict

we need to be cognisant of the issue domain in which they operate.   Such domains

emerge as a number of organisations have the perception that they are connected to

common issues.   The development of the domain is a process ‘of social construction

that enables stakeholders to communicate, to be identified and legitimated’ (Hardy &

Phillips, 1998, 218). Sources of conflict such as value differences, divergent goals, as

well as personality clashes amongst individuals in the interorganisational interaction

have a significant impact on the collaboration through the magnification of the

slightest organisational disagreements (Tsasis, 2009).  Conflict is often inescapable,

however it is believed that it can be minimised through the effective application of

strategies that are a good fit to the form and function of the collaboration (Takahashi

& Smutny, 1991).

Early literature (DiStefano, 1984) held that conflict was at odds with the principles of

successful management and that all activity should be directed toward the ultimate

resolution of any conflict.   However, Litwak & Hylton (1962), argued that there

must be some measures for preserving autonomy and conflict if interoganisational

character is to be maintained.    Conflict has also been seen as an outcome of

interorganisational relations and can be explained by the following variables:  extent

to which resources are shared; the degree of interdependence;  and the incompatibility

of goals (DiStefano, 1984, 356).  For collaborations to succeed, leaders and managers
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should expect and be trained to deal with conflict as it arises (Babiak, 2009;  Babiak

& Thibault, 2009).

It has also been asserted that conflict resolution cannot always be complete and the

growth and stability of an organisation are not readily threatened by the presence of

conflict.  Additionally, sometimes conflict is based on perception rather than reality

and it is marginalisation, not conflict that prevents collaborations from being

successful. (Chesterman, 2001;  DiStefano, 1984;  Polonsky, et. al., 2004).   It is

possible that it is the attempt to minimise differences and achieve alignment between

collaborating organisations that is the cause of conflict, not the differences

themselves, which can often be a powerful source of creativity (Chesterman, 2001).

Many of the problems and conflicts related to collaboration have been identified as

‘soft issue’ problems, such as lack of trust, conflict, culture, organisational politics

and insufficient communications.    Research has often focussed on the organisation

rather than the people involved within the organisations and the soft issues.   A study

by Kelly, Schaan & Joncas (2002), found that people/relationship problems

accounted for 55% of the total problems faced in alliance implementation and that

managers need training in dealing with such issues.   The use of constructive conflict

resolution techniques can result in successful implementation of alliances (Pongsiri,

2003). Structural characteristics of interorganisational systems have often been

associated with conflict, however as stated above, it is the people/relationship

problems that account for the majority of conflict in intraorganisational and

interorganisational conflicts (Alter, 1990).     All forms of conflict can occur at the

individual or the collective level, and organisations can undertake communication or

action meant to neutralise, exclude or harm other organisations.   This type of

behaviour can occur and reoccur throughout the life of the collaboration (Alter,

1990).

Research by Das & Teng (2000b), identified a co-operation and competition

continuum.  It was perceived as one of three key pairs of competing forces that result
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in internal tensions that cause collaboration vulnerabilities, to the point of conflict

and instability.   The other conflict forces were rigidity versus flexibility and short-

term versus long-term orientation.  Stability and therefore the life of the collaboration

can be preserved by balancing the competing forces.    It was acknowledged that this

framework used only six variables and does leave out some potentially relevant

factors such as resources and power, that impact on alliances and their stability.

When looked at as a conflict/co-operation continuum, rather than just a co-

operation/competition continuum, it is possible to factor more variables into a

framework to inform collaboration formation and process.   The identification of the

issues that impact on an organisation and cause it to move from one point to another

on this continuum would be beneficial in assisting managers in a practical way to

ensure collaborations are effective and successful.  Evidence from current research

suggests that collaborations in a continuous state of conflict, unable to move to co-

operation, are in direct threat of extinction (Wittmann, et. al., 2009). Co-operation is

also seen as a tenet of interfirm transactions, such as alliances (Arend, 2009) as well

as a combination of relationship commitment, trust and communication (Wittmann,

et. al., 2009).  The necessity to identify conflict points and to take management action

therefore cannot be underestimated.

2.4  Factors impacting on Collaboration

2.4.1 Collaboration Structures

Whilst not-for-profit organisations do not have the economic resources of big

business, they are expected to operate democratically and find flexible and creative

ways to structure and manage themselves.   Young, et. al., (1999) emphasised the

fact that organisational structure has been the subject of intense interest; however in

the literature there has been little focus on not-for-profit organisations.   Young, et.

al., (1999) found that in relation to global not-for-profits they were utilising three

principal types of structures: corporate partnerships, federations and membership
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associations.    These researchers cite Mintzberg’s (1989) theory of structure in that it

is a derivative of the influences of the age and size of the organisation and various

characteristics of its environment, such as stability and complexity, and its power

system. Young, Bania & Bailey (1996) see the national collaboration structure

models of trade, federal and corporate as a continuum and there can be points on the

continuum where arrangements are optimal and where there could be a balance

between national oversight and members need for autonomy, thereby promoting the

quality, effectiveness and integrity of member not-for-profit organisations.

Young, et. al., (1999) point out that a centralised organisation may work best in a

situation where goals are focused on the national level and where the federal form of

organisation allows for central direction as well as responsiveness to needs at the

local level.    They argue that the federated form provides overall efficiency for

coping with the challenges of broadly based not-for-profit organisations.  Selsky

(1998) acknowledges that communities face many issues and often not-for-profits are

set up as federations to deal with such issues.   Changes in issues and the wider

context interact with the federation’s adaptive capacity, to influence its existence.

Selsky’s research suggests that coalitions of organisations emerge, overcome their

newness and become institutionalised.   The coalition then faces two scenarios –

either continues to function or the movement declines because issues have finite life

spans. Young, et. al., (1999) do acknowledge that a federated organisation structure

in this sector may allow for central direction as well as responsiveness to needs,

whilst also encouraging innovation within a shared authority domain.    Fleisher

(1991) states that certain federation types form to solve particular agency problems

and that researching federated forms of interorganisational relationships requires

consideration to be given to the self-interest associated with the principals.

Structure has been acknowledged as an essential dimension of the relationship

architecture that is a source of a firm’s competitive advantage (Williams, 2005).

Within an interorganisational relationship the structure of the network and the

location of each organisation and its contacts, define the organisation’s chances of
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obtaining benefits from the network.  If the structure provides many opportunities for

organisations to benefit, then they are more likely to accept that there are benefits and

therefore co-operate rather than compete with each other (Williams, 2005).

Collaborative structures need to be understood as extremely complex and dynamic, as

well as ambiguous (Huxham & Vangen, 2000, 800).  Research in the not-for-profit

sector has revealed challenges in the areas of structure, with respect to problems with

governance, and roles and responsibilities that cover the collaboration process.

Whilst this research was in relation to cross-sector partnerships, the findings may be

of assistance in understanding other forms of not-for-profit alliances (Babiak &

Thibault, 2009).   It has also been argued that internal structures and processes are

important factors in determining whether an organisation has collaborative capability

(Huxham, 1993).  Recently, there has been more focus on understanding that not only

structure but also relational issues impact on collaboration and perhaps need to be

integrated in research in order to provide a greater understanding of collaborations

(Faemo, Janssens, Madhok & Van Looy, 2008).

2.4.1.1 Influences on Collaboration Structure

In organisational theory it is argued that structure follows strategy so to understand

choice of structure it is necessary to understand the reasons for strategic collaboration

(Johnson & Prakash, 2007).  In interfirm relationships, the governance structure is

considered to consist of contractually determined ways to coordinate the behaviour of

the organisations involved in the relationship.   This has been referred to as

contractual coordination, where each partner in the relationship gives up some of its

rights and gains other rights through contracts that are either explicit or implicit.

This distribution influences the coordination effort of the relationship (Sobrero &

Schrader, 1998). Additionally, procedural coordination mechanisms that control the

mutual exchange of information between the organisations, complement the

contractual coordination mechanisms and also impact on the performance of the

relationship (Sobrero & Schrader, 1998).  Whenever such functional separation is not
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carefully managed and there is significant detachment, this increases the chances that

the relationship will fail (Sobrero & Schrader, 1998, 586).

Diversification and collaborations are becoming more common in the not-for-profit

sector as many organisations seek to develop income streams due to the significant

challenges of obtaining revenue and government funding (Young, 2001; Stone,

Bigelow & Crittenden, 1999).  Whilst acknowledging the need for greater

interorganisational collaboration, Bailey (1992), argues that associations of the future

in the not-for-profit sector are required to be less bureaucratic and hierarchical in both

their administrative and governance structures, in order to survive and promote

collaboration.   This is at odds with evidence that many not-for-profit organisations

conform to institutional norms in order to gain legitimacy and that these forces are

strong where an organisation regularly interacts with government agencies (Heugens

& Lander, 2009).

In Australia, a number of organisations in the not-for-profit sector have adopted

federated organisations for national operations.   The national body in a federated

structure will carry out the following functions:   public policy advocacy, nationwide

strategic planning and facilitation of networking by members.   These functions are in

line with previous research on federated collaborations (Young, et. al., 1996).   Whilst

a corporate model for collaboration gives greater control at a national level, a federal

model has a focus on service to its affiliates (Young, et. al., 1996).   Tubin & Levin-

Rozalis (2008) highlight the fact that in any collaboration an equalitarian structure is

required in order that there is clarity, stability, the development of a shared culture

and trust between participants

Oster (1992), demonstrated the benefits of structuring national not-for-profit

organisations as franchise like systems.   This was thought to protect the overall

reputations of the members while controlling fundraising and membership

competition at the local level.   Young, et. al., (1996) also cite Jenkins, 1983;  Young,

1989;  Knoke, 1990; Gerlach and Hine, 1970; and Freeman, 1979, as research

evidence of the fact that several different kinds of structures are in use for not-for-
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profit organisations and that there are numerous factors that influence the choice of

structure, including managerial capability and environmental considerations.

Williams (2005) asserts that different types of interorganisational network structures

have different effects on co-operation between the organisations involved.   High

formality, centrality and intensity are not conducive to network co-operation, yet this

is the type of structure present in many not-for-profit federations.  High formality is

evidenced by explicit agreements that define rights and obligations of members in the

network.  Centrality is regarded as a measure of network power, and intensity refers

to the level of financial and information resources committed to the relationship and

the concern for outcomes.  William’s (2005) research suggests that formality appears

to be a substitute for mutual trust and confidence; intensity increases concern for

outcomes but increases distrust;  and centrality affects the motivation to co-operate on

the part of less central members.   William’s research also showed that high density

and stability had a positive relationship to co-operation.   Density refers to the extent

to which organisations are directly connected.   It is suggested that this positively

influences motives for co-operation as members have access to both redundant and

diverse relationships with each other.   Stability refers to the predictability of the

network relations over time and it suggested that this reduces uncertainty to the extent

the external linkages are made more predictable, hence having a positive impact on

voluntary co-operation between members.

2.4.2 Culture and Strategy

Culture has been described as a set of values, guiding beliefs, understandings and

way of thinking that is shared by members of an organisation.  ‘The way we do things

around here’.  It represents unwritten knowledge (Mur-Veeman, Eijklebrt &

Spreeuwenberg, 2001).   In any collaboration there is fear of misunderstandings,

violation of the organisational routines and loss of identity, with actors not familiar

with each other’s cultures.   There is normally the assumption that the others’ cultures

substantially differ from theirs and that the others will impose their culture on the

collaborative partners (Mur-Veeman, et. al., 2001).  However, a common culture can
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form the basis for trust and commitment.  Shared norms help contribute to the

development of consensus as well as commitment to a common purpose.  Cultures

must be supportive of the collaboration’s strategies and goals (Rule, et. al., 1999).

The structure of the interorganisational collaboration should also be egalitarian in

order that the participants can develop shared beliefs and contribute their knowledge

and goodwill (Tsasis, 2009;  Tubin & Levin-Rozalis, 2008).

A review of the strategies evident within an interorganisational collaboration can

assist in an understanding of the motivations for collaboration.  In the not-for-profit

field organisations are driven by common but often complex needs (Sowa, 2009).

Any cross sector collaboration will provide significant challenges and tensions in

relation to structure and strategy (Babiak & Thibault, 2009).   Worth (2009) advises

that for not-for-profit organisations, strategies must be consistent with mission, values

and vision.    Mission is everything for not-for-profit organisations – the reason for

existence.   Values are the principles that the organisation holds most important, and

vision is the shared view of the future.   Whilst there are core strategies that

organisations might follow, e.g., growth, retrenchment, stability and collaboration,

the not-for-profit organisation needs to develop more specific strategies in relation to

their programs and goals.   Not-for-profit organisations are quite unique and therefore

many for-profit strategies and formulae for success may not be applicable in the not-

for-profit sector (Beck, Lengnick-Hall & Lengnick Hall, 2008;  Kong, 2008).

Whilst not-for-profit organisations prioritise social impact over wealth creation

(Bennett & Savani, 2004), there is still a necessity to craft a strategy for the business.

The strategy should consider the strengths and weaknesses of the organisation, the

external and internal environment and its future direction.   Lack of a clear long-term

strategy can threaten the core competencies of the organisation and can possibly lead

to ‘mission drift’ and the loss of its reason for existence (Oz and Toker, 2007).

Research in the corporate environment also suggests that there must be a level of

strategic consistency in order for firms to survive in the long term (Lamberg,

Tikkanen, Nokelainen and Suur-Inkeroinen, 2009).  If this is the case in the for- profit
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market, it would perhaps be appropriate that in an interoganisational alliance in any

sector there should be some strategic consistency.

Kong (2008) however argues that not-for-profit organisations operate in a unique

environment and managing such organisations strategically is more difficult than for

a for-profit organisation.   The efficacy of a SWOT analysis in this environment is

questionable.  Kong also argues against using the resource based view of the firm and

core competencies as a means for competitive advantage and strategy formulation as

they do not take into consideration the special characteristics of not-for-profit

organisations.   These characteristics include accountability to a multitude of

stakeholders, mission statements which are not for wealth creation for members, and

combination of paid staff and volunteers.    Intellectual capital theories for strategic

management are advocated as they are a good fit with the not-for-profit identity

(Kong, 2008).   Using such theories also assists in preventing mission drift and goal

displacement, caused by commercial pragmatism.  Helmig, Jegers & Lapsley (2004)

also state that not-for-profit organisations deviate from the standard economic model

of the firm.  This is evidenced by their lack of access to equity capital and non-

distribution of resources to owners. For-profit economic theories therefore cannot be

used to understand the internal functioning and strategies of not-for-profit

organisations.  Conversely, Stone & Brush (1996) argue that not-for-profit

organisations are similar to entrepreneurial firms and occupy a middle ground

between public sector organisations and for-profit corporations.  Therefore planning

strategies utilised could be similar to those implemented by entrepreneurial firms,

which also have ambiguous contexts, multiple constituencies with conflicting

demands and the need for legitimacy.

Tuckman (1998, 190) suggests that there is a strong likelihood that the missions of

not-for-profits that are engaged in activities of a commercial nature, will over time

become more ambiguous.   This is partly due to the necessity of senior management

to focus on activities that can contribute to revenues and thereby taking the focus

away from the charitable mission of the organisation. Conversely, where



45

organisations have had long term relationships with little change the embedded nature

of the ties that bind the organisations together, may result in the organisations

involved entering a stage of ‘network inertia’ (Kim, et. al, 2006).  Methods of

collaboration and the related strategies are complex (Hardy & Phillips, 1998;

Hoffmann, 2007; Suseno & Ratten, 2007; Tubin & Levin-Rozalis, 2008).  Successful

management of collaborations requires an integrated, consistent strategy, with the

roles and contributions of each partner, the mandate and authority of the leadership

team and resource requirements clearly stated (Rule, et. al., 1994).

As a note of caution, Chew & Osborne’s (2009) research on strategic positioning of

charitable organisations reinforced the risk of advocating management approaches

derived from the corporate, for-profit sector, for not-for-profit organisations, without

careful consideration of their contextual variations.  However, their study used a cross

sectional case study comparative methodology, which provided only a snapshot view

of the issues being examined within strategic positioning of charity organisations in

the U.K.   It was not a longitudinal study.    However, attempting comparisons to for-

profit organisations also discounts the fact that not-for-profit organisations are

grounded in their members’ passion and values, with bonds of trust that are not

fuelled by a profit motive (Rothschild & Milofsky, 2006).   It has also been deemed

risky for not-for-profit managers to adopt the management prescriptions of the

corporate world (Bielefeld, 2006). Kong (2008) also suggests that using the strategic

management concept of industrial organisation, whereby a firm chooses a generic

strategy of either low cost or product differentiation, is inapplicable in the not-for-

profit sector.  Organisations in the sector often have goals that are amorphous and

offer intangible services therefore their success cannot be measured by their close

adherence to budgeted spending (Kong, 2008, 722).

Others have argued that the distinction between not-for-profits and for-profits is not a

difference of kind but rather a difference of degree. Not-for-profit organisations for

their perceived diversity and flexibility nevertheless are no less firms than are for-

profits, therefore it would seem logical that management theories are equally
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applicable to both types of organisations (Brody, 1996).  However, there have been

calls for the not-for-profit sector to develop its own research agenda in relation to

organisational management and distribute useful findings to not-for-profit managers

(Bielefeld, 2006).

2.4.3 Competition

Competition can exist simultaneously with co-operation between partners of a

collaboration.   It can be viewed as a continuum, with organisations operating at

various points (Das & Teng, 2000b). Co-operation is the pursuit of mutual interests

and common benefits and competition can be considered the pursuit of an

organisation’s own interest at the expense of another party to the collaboration.

These two forces are opposing with co-operation emphasising goodwill and common

interests and competition emphasising opportunistic behaviour and private benefits.

As with trust/opportunism, we again see a paradox that is the cause of tension within

a collaboration (Das & Teng, 2000b).  However, competition can be viewed as only

one factor for the promotion of conflict.

Not-for-profit organisations can vie with each other not only for grants, government

contracts, skilled employees, but also for donations, bequests, prestige and political

power (Tuckman, 1998, 176; Kong, 2008).  Donations to not-for-profits are

determined, to some extent, by the value donors place on their services (Tuckman,

1998, 178).   It has also been asserted that not-for-profit organisations are facing

tumultuous times due to changing economic, political and competitive environments.

Competition can also arise within a domain as a result of disagreements over how

best to provide a particular service (Tuckman, 1998, 183).  Several studies have

pointed to the use of collaborations, through alliances or integration, mergers, to deal

with these changes (Pietroburgo & Wernet, 2004).

Direct competition within a collaboration can negatively impact on trust, particularly

if territories are being infringed upon in the process (Vangen & Huxham, 2003).

Competition when not balanced with co-operation can be an underlying or direct
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cause of conflict in an interorganisational collaboration (Das & Teng, 2000b). Chen

(2008) also viewed competition and co-operation as a paradox.  It is not that there

should be one or the other, but that there must be a balance between these two

constructs.

2.4.4 Relational Issues

Some of the above literature focuses on functional aspects of organisational life that

appear to be able to be controlled by management, e.g., structures and strategies.

They appear to offer an ‘easy fix’ for collaboration problems.    It is posited that these

are not the major issues faced by collaborations, particularly those organisations that

are involved in a collaborative effort not by freedom of choice.   It is necessary to

look at relational mechanisms for promoting co-operation, including:   sharing of

knowledge and resources;   dealing with conflict;  communications and building trust;

and relationship repair,  to truly understand how collaborations can be successful.

The challenge of identifying the appropriate individuals for inclusion in the research

when dealing with interorganisational relationships is acknowledged (Tsasis, 2009).

Individuals in senior level positions who have regular responsibility for relationships

both within and externally to their organisation should be identified and chosen as

they closely resemble ‘boundary spanners’ identified in the literature.  These

individuals are able to have impact on collaboration relationships (Aldrich  & Hecker,

1977;  Tsasis, 2009).

Research needs to examine a collaborative arrangement to ascertain what is shared

between organisations, so that the impact of such collaboration can be determined.  It

has been found that the more that is shared in an interagency collaboration the more

depth there is to that relationship and greater value is created.  Shared understanding

involves interactions, face to face communication, information exchange and

socialisation through common activities (Rodriguez, et. al., 2007, 157; Sowa, 2008,

318).  Where funding bodies insist on collaboration then there must be mechanisms in

place to ensure the maximisation of resources and improved service delivery.

Capacity building collaborations are required and resources shared so that goals are
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attained (Sowa, 2008).   Research has shown that there are models that have been

used to achieve partnership success (Tubin & Levin-Rozalis, 2008), where the focus

has varied from purpose, pact and power relationships to defining clear goals,

commitment and communication.

Interorganisational relations are often very fluid over time.   There is often volatility

around issues of common and conflicting interests.  Managers in such relationships

cannot forget that organisations are not only embedded in economic networks but

also social and political networks, whose impact cannot be neglected (Brito, 2001).

The history of relations between the organisation and participants, be it antagonism or

co-operation, will also hinder or facilitate the collaboration process (Ansell & Gash,

2007).   Whilst there can be conflict over resource allocations the relationships

between individual members of the collaboration can counteract the instability caused

by such conflict (Seabright, Levinthal & Fichman, 1992).

Research by Tsasis (2009) advances our understanding of the social processes and

relationship issues that underpin interorganisational collaborations.  Resource

dependence theory was used as the framework for explaining organisational

behaviour in the study.   It was found that a balance of dependence and autonomy is

required for interorganisational relationships and that these relationships are

stabilised at the interpersonal level, through positive attributes (attitudes, perceptions

and trust) and interpersonal ties of individuals representing their organisations.

Conflict was found to be caused by value differences, divergent goals and personality

clashes (Tsasis, 2009, 5).  Again we see the paradoxes present in collaboration, in this

case the dependence/autonomy paradox.

It has also been found that managerial attitudes about collaboration reflect underlying

political and social dynamics that need to be understood when investigating

interorganisational relationships.   These attitudes have been influenced by direct

positive and negative experiences  (Gazley, 2010).    In the literature much is still
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unexplored on exactly what represents alliance performance and how we measure and

facilitate superior performance (Suseno & Ratten, 2007, 4).

2.4.4.1 Power and Politics

Defining the terms power and politics is not a simple task.   Pfeffer (1992), gave the

following definition:

‘power is ….  the potential ability to influence behaviour, to change the
course of events, to overcome resistance, and to get people to do things that
they would not otherwise do.  Politics and influence are the process, the
actions, and the behaviours through which this potential power is utilised and
realised’

The existence of sources of power is also important and Bolman & Deal (2003)

identified eight sources:  position power (authority), information and expertise;

control of rewards; coercive power; alliances and networks; access to and control of

agendas; control of meaning and symbols and personal power.   However, Hardy &

Phillips (1998) offer a framework in relation to power and understanding the power

dynamics in interorganisational domains that has only three aspects of power - formal

authority, the control of critical resources and discursive legitimacy.  This framework

assists in providing insights into the power struggles being played out in many

interorganisational collaborations.  Imbalances in organisational power, evidenced by

disparities in the resources contributed and controlled by partners in a collaboration,

can also impede the establishment of trust (Todeva & Knoke, 2005).  Collaboration

may be used by more powerful organisations to protect their power base and to

further disadvantage other partners (Hardy & Phillips, 1998;  Tubin & Levin-Rozalis,

2008).

The Latourian concept of power suggests that it is socially produced in networked

interactions and is the ability to get others to perform actions.   The focus is on the

interactive nature of the production of power (McQuirk, 2000).  Power is mobilised

through the performance of interactions.  The actors within these interactions and

their access to resources, impact on the flow of power within networks.    It is
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suggested that the key to transforming what appears to be stable power configurations

is found in understanding how actors are enrolled to perform within such existing

configurations (McQuirk, 2000).   Power plays a significant role where there is

evidence of dependency between parties. This dependency is evidenced by a

perception that the parties are in need of each other’s resources in order to achieve

their own goals. Therefore the dependency necessitates that relations must be

established in order to obtain resources. The structuring of the relationship is

impacted by the power, values and interests of the collaboration participants. It

should also be noted that power and power struggles are quite normal in

organisational life and sometimes not perceived as significantly impacting on

collaboration effectiveness (Mur-Veeman, et. al., 2002;  Polonsky, et. al., 2004;

Rodriquez, et. al., 2007).

Collaboration in itself is also of a political nature (Rodriguez, et. al., 2007). When

organisations are operating politically, in defending their interests they often used

market-based mechanisms.   These mechanisms involve strategies of preservation of

position and incentives that try to encourage interdependency of participants (Hardy

& Phillips, 1998;  Rodriguez, et. al., 2007).   Benson (1975) makes the suggestion

that in interorganisational collaborations, participants will defend their own

organisation’s way of thinking and values, whilst also attempting to obtain a steady

flow of resources to enable their own organisation’s mission to be accomplished.

Participation therefore is in their organisation’s interest not only for material and

political advantage but also for reputation and legitimacy.  This multiplicity of goals,

with individuals as well as organisations having their own agenda, can make

negotiations very political (Lawrence, Phillips & Hardy, 1999).  Cross border

research in Ireland also highlighted the fact that political conflict was a distinct

barrier to co-operation and collaboration (Birrell & Hayes, 2004).

In the not-for-profit sector, particularly in the health industry, there is the necessity to

manage the balancing act between two motives of professionals involved, i.e.,

altruism and self interests, and between the two sides of institutionalised ambiguity of
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organisations, i.e., the requirement for each other’s resources and the requirement to

protect their own autonomy.   This may be considered the most political task to be

performed in any change management process (Mur-Veeman, et. al., 2002, 151).

Research in the United Kingdom has shown that historical power relationships within

health services are represented by a model dominated by the medical profession.

This research also showed that bargaining and negotiation were evident within this

dominant coalition of medical professionals, to ensure that their interests were being

met (Addicott & Ferlie, 2007).  Whilst this research may not reflect wider health

services and health organisations, it does provide a broader understanding of power

and governance in the public sector and in the health promotion not-for-profit sector.

Understanding how goals are agreed upon and the collaboration structure can provide

clues to the power and political relationship operating.   The structure of a

collaboration has inherent sources of power, authority and the ability to influence

(Vangen & Huxham, 2003). However, as collaboration structures are complex it is

sometimes difficult to assess where various sources of power lie.   It is frequently

claimed that power issues get in the way of trust and that the larger organisations are

more powerful than smaller ones – which causes imbalance of power and interferes

with trust building.   Perceptions of power inequality are often at odds with reality,

based on the fact that some members are more central to the collaboration than others

who are subsidiary members. The reality is that any member can threaten to leave

(Vangen & Huxham, 2003, 19-20).   Bureaucratic structures can also impact on the

power dynamics through the centralisation of power (Martinez, 2009).

It has also been argued that a consequence of collaboration is the emergence of

resource dependencies amongst participants, which gives rise to power.  Unequal

resources give rise to imbalances of power and the potential for exploitation.

Alliance performance therefore can be dependent on the participants’ ability to

mitigate any power imbalances in the relationship.  Power imbalances create the

potential for conflict.    This imbalance of power has often been addressed through

contractual governance with agreements addressing formality, exit barriers and
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exclusivity.  However contracts cannot be of assistance in the power imbalance if

projects have not been well selected for the collaboration process or compatible

partners not chosen carefully (Bucklin & Sengupta, 1993).

Benson (1975) viewed the interorganisational network as a political economy with a

focus on the linkages between participants in the network.   In this framework money

and authority were seen as the two basic resources central to the economy of

interorganisational relationships and hence the basis for a political economy.

Strategies and decisions therefore are about the acquisition of these two basic

resources and hence the network becomes one about power and politics.  It has also

been suggested that whilst we often equate politics with formal or illegal behaviours,

organisational politics is more associated with informal behaviours.   Additionally,

research in this area of informal behaviours has shown that conflict is perceived as a

situational characteristic which can be handled either politically or non-politically

(Drory & Romm, 1988).  Goddard (1988) argues that within organisations goals are

achieved by political players creating co-operation out of conflict and dealing

diplomatically with people.   He states that beneath every organisation’s visible

culture lie subtle, but powerful political forces that affect everyone in the

organisation, therefore managers must develop political awareness and learn the

political structures of their organisations.   Organisational politics exist in all

organisations and are part of every facet of organisational life (Cobb & Margulies,

1981, 49).  An understanding of organisational politics, sometimes referred to as

political competence, assists in establishing a more meaningful interpretation of

events and phenomena in organisations (Ferris, Fedor, Chachere & Pondy, 1989, 84;

Mann, 1995).

2.4.4.2 Trust and Opportunism

On the continuum of co-operation and conflict, we see the other two sided coin of

trust and opportunism that foster or inhibit relationships.   Tubin and Levin-Rozalis

(2008) argue that within an interorganisational relationship, trust exists between

people and organisations.   It can be classified as a human trait that is translated into
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acts by the organisation.  Trust will disappear at the first problem or under pressure if

there is not the organisational structure to enable, support and maintain it in a way

that is separate and distinct from the actors in the organisation.  However the research

for these arguments was based on one case study carried out on an organisation in the

early stages of collaboration.   Other researchers argue that there are two distinct

essences of trust, the rational component and the emotional component.  The rational

component refers to credibility that partners in the collaboration will act in the

interest of the alliance, and the emotional component is the belief that a partner will

behave with goodwill in the collaboration.   Commitment is also seen as an essential

adjunct to trust (Cullen, Johnson & Sakano, 2000).

Trust is of particular significance in such a nurturing process (Campbell, 2008; Tubin

& Levin-Rozalis, 2008; Vangen & Huxham, 2003).   Trust is also integrated with

commitment and communication strategies, all required if a collaboration is to be

successful (Mohr & Spekman, 1994). Numerous theoretical fields associated with

collaboration, including resource dependency, network and sociological theories all

understand trust to be a particularly important element in supporting collaborative

relationships (Gazley, 2010;  Barthon & Jepsen, 1997;  Suseno & Ratten, 2007).

Shared purpose and shared understanding combined with trust have been considered

basic elements of a successful collaboration (Ansell & Gash, 2007;  Rothkegel,

Erakovic & Shepherd, 2006;  Suseno & Ratten, 2007).    To maximise co-operation

and therefore collaboration success, a trust-based relationship must be developed

(Ireland, et. al., 2002). It has also been argued that not-for-profit leadership and

organisation financial resources have powerful effects on creation and development

of trust.   Those organisations in the partnership that have strong financial resources

can dominate collaborations and mould them to fit their organisation’s self interest,

thereby displaying opportunistic behaviour (Snavely & Tracy, 2002).

Trust is a psychological feeling which applies to organisations through the process of

repeated engagement between the organisational representatives that are supported by

the interorganisational collaboration structure.   There will be instances in the
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collaborative process where trust is absent, must be developed or re-built (Tubin &

Levin-Rozalis, 2008;  Vangen and Huxham, 2003). It has also been noted that as

individuals or organisations leave the collaboration, trusting relationships can

disappear.   It is also frequently claimed that power issues get in the way of trust.

Imbalances of power can prohibit trust building (Vangen & Huxham, 2003).  Trust

has also been identified as having cyclical aspects, with risk taking and vulnerability

being part of this loop and that interpersonal trust is important for its effects on

interorganisational trust.  Interpersonal trust developed through interactions among

boundary spanner (senior manager) individuals in representing their organisations,

stabilises interorganisational collaborative relationships (Gazley, 2010; Tsasis, 2009;

Vangen & Huxham, 2003).    Trust is also perceived as a voluntary submission to

power, based on the belief that it will not be exercised (Nooteboom, 1996).

Symbiotic commitment, maintaining flexibility and open information exchange are

noted as positive influences on trust (Aulakh, Kotabe & Sahay, 1996).  Interparty

trust has also been seen as interrelated with procedural justice and co-operation

outcomes, thereby impacting on alliance performance.  It is argued that procedural

justice directly contributes to the operational outcomes of collaborations, and is the

driver of heightened interpersonal and interorganisational trust.  Trust mediates the

relationship between justice and financial outcomes, as trust stimulates belief in the

procedural justice between parties, which in turn stimulates cooperation outcomes.

Cooperation outcomes are defined as collaboration performance in regards to

financial returns and operational consequences (Luo, 2008, 30).   Governance form

moderates the relationship between justice and co-operation outcomes, as contractual

and structural specifications, or formulised procedures and policies, that are better

established in terms of fairness, transparency and consistency, work to improve an

alliance’s institutional system and governance structure, which thereby provides a

superior framework to guide co-operation and procedural justice (Luo, 2008, 30).

Procedural justice influences both the process and structure of the interorganisational

exchange.  If the process is fairer it may add more relational value to all parties

involved in the alliance.  Justice contains both economic elements (fair procedure and
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process) and social elements (respect and courtesy).  According to alliance theory, it

is commitment rather than trust, that is said to determine alliance performance, but

trust fosters commitment and the involvement of all parties (Das & Teng, 1998;  Luo,

2008).   However, it has also been argued that the ability of alliances to manage

multiple distrusted parties is restricted, stretching commitment to the limit (Hatzakis

& Searle, 2006).

Opportunism is where some actors will deceive their exchange partners, or go so far

as to lie and cheat to further their own cause. Opportunistic behaviour has been

identified as the cause of inherent instability in alliances (Das, 2004).  Additionally, it

is often credited with the failure of alliances (Arend, 2009;  Das, 2004). Opportunism

therefore can be seen as being closely related to self interest.  However, self interest

can be modified to the extent that it is referred to as ‘bounded self interest’.   This

type of self interest means that in a marketing or bargaining setting, participants are

concerned with fairness and wish to treat other parties fairly if they believe that those

other participants are acting fairly.  This therefore sees the emergence of reciprocity,

where parties to an exchange willingly sacrifice self-interest for the sake of their

principles of fairness and co-operation in response to friendly actions. This

reciprocity can occur within dyadic relations or amongst actors within a network of

relationships (Bosse, Phillips & Harrison, 2009, 449).

Lado, Dant & Tekleab (2008) argue that when trust and opportunism are treated

separately, they provide support for the fact that an increase in trust or a decline in

opportunistic behaviour is followed by an increase in the co-operation and strength of

the relationship, and hence performance.  The research has also shown that the joint

effects of the presence of both trust and opportunism, at the low and high level of

such elements, also impacts on the level of the relationship.  However, moderate

levels were associated with the lowest level of relationalism.    Opportunism and trust

have also been used to explain the establishment of collaborative ventures and the

resultant impact on their success and duration (Carson, Madhock, Varman & John,

2003; Vangen & Huxham, 2003).    Opportunistic behaviour has also been shown to
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be mitigated by governance mechanisms, with relational governance procedures best

suited to knowledge based assets (Hoetker & Mellewigt, 2009).  Trust is also

considered as having a role as a behavioural deterrent of opportunistic behaviour and

a substitute for hierarchical governance (Aulakh, Kotabe & Sahay, 1996).

There is also a structural aspect to nurturing trust.  Research by Tubin and Levin-

Rozalis (2008) explores this aspect of interorganisational co-operation.   Case study

research carried out over a five year period showed how the structural aspects of

officials ranking, committee configuration, interorganisation collaboration culture,

directors’ role and professional representatives all contributed to trust nurturing.

However, it was not the contribution of each aspect alone but the interaction between

them that worked effectively.

Research also suggests that a trust culture enhances tacit knowledge transfer

(socialisation) and is vital to organisation innovation and therefore competitive

advantage (Jasimuddin and Zhang, 2009).   If this is the process for knowledge

transfer within an organisation, then communication and trust would appear to be

implicitly more important in a collaboration network. It would therefore seem

appropriate that significant emphasis should be placed on knowledge management

and the sharing of knowledge, combined with conflict resolution and relationship

repairs, as well as structure and strategy, if collaborations are to meet their stated

goals.

2.4.4.3 Knowledge Management

Collaborations and alliances have been considered one of the most effective strategies

for dealing with deficiencies of knowledge in an organisation (Suseno & Ratten,

2007).   Additionally, knowledge transfer has been extensively emphasised as a

strategic issue and forms the basis of competitive advantage (Jasimudden and Zhang,

2009). There are various knowledge taxonomies in relation to knowledge within

organisations.   Nonaka (1994) posited two dimensions of organisational knowledge,

tacit and explicit.   Tacit is noted as comprising both cognitive and technical
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elements.   The explicit dimension is articulated, coded and communicated in some

symbolic form or language.   Knowledge can also be thought of as created and

existing in individuals or in collectives.  The two are mutually dependent and

reinforce the qualities of knowledge.

Knowledge management often refers to identifying and leveraging the total

knowledge of the organisation in order to provide competitive advantage.

Knowledge management is concerned with the processes of creating,

storing/retrieving, transferring and applying knowledge (Alavi & Leidner, 2001).

Within a collaboration, participants need to be committed and involved in the

relationship in order to gain and absorb the partners’ firms-specific or tacit

knowledge, allowing one to be unique and to sustain competitive advantage (Suseno

& Ratten, 2007).  Knowledge management and transfer is a major strategy for

managing contemporary organisations (Rhodes, Hung, Lok, Lien & Wu, 2008).  It is

assumed that this is also applicable to not-for-profit organisations and the

collaborations in which they are involved.

It has been acknowledged that organisational knowledge transfer is influenced by

organisational factors such as structure, processes, and strategy (Rhodes et. al., 2008).

However, it would therefore follow that to try and solve problems with collaboration

by focusing on structure, processes or strategy, fails to deal with the issue of

knowledge management, that is the mechanism for innovation, sustainability and

competitive advantage, as well as overall performance of the collaborative entity.   It

is suggested that organisational factors, such as structure, strategy, culture, have

varying degrees of influence on the knowledge transfer ability of the organisation,

and therefore its innovative capabilities and its ability to resolve conflict.  Knowledge

management is also seen as part of the resource based view of organisations (Acedo,

et. al., 2006).

Research has shown that management and leadership support are necessary to enable

the integration of learning strategy into knowledge transfer strategies.   Organisations
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must realise that the process of knowledge transfers from individuals to groups and to

organisations must be managed effectively, not only by IT systems but also by social

network structures (Rhodes, et. al, 2008).   It is the combination of knowledge and

resources, providing competency, which helps an organisation create and maintain

competitive advantage.   When viewed in this way it can therefore be seen that

competency is a subset of the resource based view of the firm (Kong & Prior, 2007).

As knowledge is a distinct resource, and can provide competitive advantage, we see a

link between knowledge management and the resource based view of the

organisation.

Kong (2008) acknowledges the importance of knowledge management as part of

relational capital.  Through the combination, utilisation and balancing of the

components of intellectual capital, viz., human capital, structural capital and

relational capital, as well as the management of knowledge flow between these three

components, not-for-profits can perhaps find the best possible value to the

organisation.  Intellectual capital assists not-for-profit organisations to shift their

strategic focus to intellectual resources, including knowledge skills and experience,

rather than focusing on the for-profit strategic management frameworks (Kong, 2008,

726). Kong’s (2010a, 168-169) intellectual capital conceptual framework highlights

the significance of internal and external knowledge flows in the process of

innovation, particularly in social enterprises and the not-for-profit sector,

2.4.4.4   Relationship Repair

Where there are close relationships, such as those involved in interorganisational

collaborations, negative events and conflicts are inevitable.   Both co-operation and

conflict are necessary for a collaborative process to develop and mature (Alter, 1990).

The relationship recovery ability from negative events is dependent on how those

events are resolved (Dirks, Lewicki & Zaheer, 2009).  Joint participation and joint

problem solving as a conflict resolution mechanism better align participants’

expectations, goals and objectives in a collaboration and give it a greater chance of

success (Mohr & Spekman, 1994).
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Dirks, et. al., (2009) argue that when transgressions occur there are a number of

interrelated factors that are damaged and that need to be addressed in order that the

relationship can have future viability.   They also point out that there are three factors

that are consistently impacted by transgressions:   trust, negative affect resulting from

the act, and the negative exchange (69-70).    Trust is necessary if the relationship is

to continue as it is the lens through which behaviour is interpreted.    Dirks, et. al.,

(2009) provide a process for relationship repair based on attributional, social

equilibrium and structural theories, whilst showing potential linkages amongst the

process. They also see relationship repair as a temporal, ongoing process.

In contrast Ren and Gray (2009) propose a process model, a causal model and several

propositions about effective relationship restoration after a conflict.   They

conceptualise this restoration as a ritualistic process, initiated by a violation.   The

two models are argued to overcome the difficulty of ‘one size fits all’ approach

offered by other models.   Participation in interorganisational collaborations, based on

a system whereby collaboration not hierarchy is the driver of the process, is said to

lead to coherence, integration of organisational structures, process, culture and

interpersonal communications (Robbins, 1992).   Research has also shown attempts

to engender a hierarchy in alliances, with formal roles and responsibilities, leads to

suspicion, distrust and contributes to the dissolution of the relationship.   Where

obligations are a reciprocal activity, cohesion and understanding were fostered with

trust given on a voluntary basis.   Thus where there has been conflict rather than

relying solely on contractual obligations, alliance partners can use active engagement

and negotiation between parties to re-build trust and co-operation (Hatzakis & Searle,

2006;  Mohr & Spekman, 1994).

2.5  Measuring Collaboration Effectiveness

Most research on alliance and collaboration effectiveness has been in relation to ‘for-

profit’ entities.   However, there are differences in management styles and processes
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between profit, not-for-profit and government organisations (Polonsky, et. al., 2004).

In the not-for-profit sector collaboration effectiveness requires an understanding and

measuring of performance at both the organisational and program level (Sowa, 2009).

The Bucklin and Senguptas (1993) framework for evaluating perceived effectiveness

of alliances, based on the quantitative analysis of one hundred and twenty nine

environmental organisations, is significant research on alliance effectiveness.   This

framework focuses on:

 the organisation’s perception of their own and their partner’s ability to carry out

responsibilities

 the organisation’s perception of whether the relation has been productive,

worthwhile and satisfactory

Generally the model suggests that as increases occur in project management (power

imbalance, managerial imbalance), partner match (conflict, organisational

compatibility), prior history and age of alliance, this will impact on the perceived

alliance effectiveness (Polonsky, et. al., 2004).

Power imbalance results when one party has more control over resources than another

party, which enables them to force modifications in the other party’s behaviour.

Managerial imbalance examines the level of managerial control one party has over

the other.   Conflict restricts organisations from achieving their goals, therefore

higher levels will contribute to perceptions of alliance effectiveness, due to the

negative impact on alliance outcomes. Organisational compatibility – having a

similar management style and organisational culture, allows organisations to achieve

perceived higher levels of effectiveness.   Prior history enables organisations to use

past knowledge to evaluate future opportunities as well as allowing the development

of trust and commitment (Polonsky, et. al., 2004).

Research in Australia with NGO’s by Polonsky, et. al, (2004) suggests that the

Bucklin and Sengupta’s (1993), model whilst significant, may not be applicable to

Australian not-for-profit organisations.    Their research findings did not support all
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of the expected relationships.   Power balance relationships and levels of conflict

were not significantly contributing factors, as expected.  Others have suggested a

conceptual model that embraces governance, administration, organisational

autonomy, mutuality and norms, that are able to be measured will provide a robust

means of identifying collaboration effectiveness (Thomson, et. al., 2007).

Additionally, it has been argued that there should be an emphasis placed on building

collaborative capacity, a key ingredient for collaboration success.  This then needs a

focus on core competencies and processes that facilitate success.   Foster-Fishman, et.

al., (2001) propose a framework for building such capacity based on member,

relational, organisational and programmatic capacities.   All capacities are interrelated

and influenced by the environment.  If all areas are addressed, they argue that

collaborations can be successful.  Bailey (1992) also argues that high degrees of

information sharing, along with flexible governance structures, can enhance

interorganisational collaboration.  Information sharing through the creation of

interorganisational task forces and committees that allow mutual learning, as well as

a high degree of trust and consensus will impact positively on the success of the

collaboration (Rodriguez, et. al., 2007).

Measuring any not-for-profit organisation’s success is difficult.  Sawhill &

Williamson (2001, 385) suggest that an integrated system for performance measures

is ‘no substitute for a compelling mission, uplifting vision, clear goals and innovative

strategy’. Currently, in Australia the legislation in regards to Charitable Fundraising

varies from state to state.  This legislation provides rules in relation to the percentage

of revenue used to provide services, as well as the percentage used for administration.

However, this does not provide adequate measures of fiscal responsibility or

management effectiveness.   Additionally, traditional business measures such as

return on investment, cash flow and earnings per share, will not assist the public to

define the accountability of the not-for-profit organisation or evaluate its

effectiveness (Tuckman, 1998, 190).     Other researchers have acknowledged the

need to develop theoretical and conceptual management models specific to not-for-

profit organisations that can also assist in understanding and evaluating the not-for-
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profit sector.  It has been argued that the sector cannot be assessed with a single

indicator.  Practices and effectiveness will differ depending on the domain or field of

service of the organisation (Chew & Osborne, 2009;  Herman & Renz, 2008;  Sawhill

& Williamson, 2001 ).

Nowell (2009) suggests that it is alignment amongst members of a collaborative, and

the perceived alignment, that impact on collaboration effectiveness.  This research

however was based on community collaborations that were implemented by choice,

not by necessity.   These collaborations also had significant opportunities for social

learning that would improve the chances of strategic alignment.    Three frequently

used methods of measuring alliance performance are financial, operational and

effectiveness.   Due to the variation of performance measures, there must be multiple

methods for measuring collaboration effectiveness.  Alliance performance is a

multidimensional construct (Lunnan & Haugland, 2008).

Specifically, over the long term a unified set of target goals and measures can be of

great assistance in aligning groups structured as a federation organisation, a common

not-for-profit structure.  National offices of federations can greatly increase their

effectiveness by taking a leadership role in developing and gaining organisation wide

acceptance of goals and measures, thus increasing their influence and aligning

competing factions within the federation around a common purpose (Sawhill &

Williamson, 2001, 385).  Research by Wells, Feinberg, Alexander &Ward (2009)

also suggests that the perception of collaboration impact may be enhanced by the

inclusion of all members of the collaboration in discussions, clarifying the strategic

orientation and by pursuing a shared commitment.  Reputation can offer not-for-

profits substantial competitive advantage (Tuckman, 1998, 186).   Conversely, the

impact of a dysfunctional collaboration can detrimentally affect the reputation and

competitive advantage of the organisation and its members.
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2.6 Implications for Current Research Project

From the literature review to-date, there are numerous interrelated theories that need

to be considered to understand collaboration in the not-for-profit sector.   It will be

necessary to consider not only the structural aspects but also the relational aspects of

collaboration.   There also will need to be some focus on the understanding of

collaborative capacity, whereby organisations move along the continuum of

collaboration and where conflict and co-operation are two sides of the collaboration

process. Some of the major aspects of collaborative capacity are relational,

noticeably trust and knowledge management, including knowledge transfer between

partners of the collaboration.   To understand collaboration and attributes of

successful collaboration, the research will need to cover these relational issues.

Whereas the current literature looks at co-operation/competition as a paradox in

collaborations, it is argued that conflict/co-operation is the continuum that should be

under consideration.   The conflict/co-operation continuum allows for an increase in

the variables that impact on an organisation operating on this continuum, particularly

in the not-for-profit sector.   There are numerous factors that will move an

organisation along this continuum and the research must look at these factors using a

variety of theoretical lenses to assist in understanding this phenomenon.

Others have argued that whilst collaboration is multidimensional, the achievement of

shared outcomes means a synergistic process rather than stepwise movements on a

continuum.   Dimensions within this approach often focus on both structural, social

capital and agency.   Thomson & Perry (2006) utilising this process theory state that

an Antecedent-Process-Outcome Framework best explains the collaboration process.

The process section revolves around governance and administration (structural);

organisational autonomy (agency);  and mutuality and norms of trust and reciprocity

(social capital).   This process is seen as a systematic approach to managing the

complexities of collaboration (28).  However, this framework was said to be

applicable for public service administrators and may not be applicable for the not-for-
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profit sector.    It is argued that the not-for-profit sector requires a framework more

applicable to its unique operating environment.

An organisation’s reasons for entering into collaborations are complex, the process,

particularly with multiparty collaborations, adds to that complexity and therefore

requires a multilevel approach through the bridging of various theory perspectives

(Yang, Lin & Lin, 2010).  The inter-relationships between various theories covering

elements of structure, strategy, capacity and relationship issues such as trust,

opportunism, power and politics, will need to be further researched to provide some

guidance as to how these elements impact on each other and the effectiveness of the

collaboration.  It is proposed that a multi-dimensional collaboration framework,

where perspectives of various contributing theories partially overlap and inform each

other,  would assist in understanding the collaboration process in the not-for-profit

sector and how organisations move along the conflict/co-operation continuum.

This literature review has highlighted the complexity of collaboration.   This is

depicted in Figure 2.2.   This research project will provide a framework to assist

practitioners understand this complexity.

The researcher is using an action research methodology and found that the literature

tabled in Figure 2.3 had a significant impact on the thought processes, during the

cycles of reflection in the research.
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Figure 2.3  Significant Research

Author Study Positivist/Constructivist Quantitative/Qualitative
Addicott, R. & Ferlie, E.
(2007)

Aims to explore and theorise the nature of
power relations within a network model of
governance.  Case Studies are used.

Constructivist Qualitative

Ansell, C. & Gash, A. (2007) Establishing the critical variables that
influence the mode of governance that will
produce successful collaborations.  Based on
literature and theory review.

Positivist Qualitative

Babiak, K. & Thibault, L.
(2009)

Research into the strategic and structural
challenges in cross sector partnerships.  Case
Studies are used.

Constructivist Qualitative

Bennett, R. & Savani, S.
(2004)

Assessment of the relevance of organisation
arrangements and working methods for
explaining the existence of conflict between
marketing and other departments in not-for-
profits.

Positivist Quantitative

Campbell, D.A. (2009) Investigates why leaders of not-for-profit
organisatons pursue mergers and similar
arrangemens. Case studies are used.

Constructivist Qualitative

Chesterman, D. (2001) Offers an overall framework for understanding
the complexities of collaborative working,
based on individual and collective
perspectives.

Constructivist Qualitative

Chew, C. & Osborne, S.P.
(2009)

Investigating how charities respond in terms of
strategic positioning, to the changing external

Constructivist Qualitative
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operating environment and policy context.
Case study is used.

Fernandez, J.J. (2008) Investigated the causes of the dissolution of
non-profit organisations through case study
research.

Constructivist Qualitative

Gazley,  B. & Brudney, J.L.
(2007)

Investigated the perceived advantages and
disadvantages of collaborations, through a
survey with extensive survey data obtained.

Positivist Quantitative

Gazley, B. (2010) Investigated managerial attitudes towards
collaboration.

Positivist Quantitative

Graddy, E.A. & Chen, B.
(2006)

Researched the influences on networks formed
for social delivery services.

Positivist Quantitative

Guo, C. (2007) Established that reliance on Government
funding decreases the likelihood that not-for-
profit organisations will develop strong,
representational boards.

Positivist Quantitative

Heugens, P.P.M.A.R. &
Lander, M.W. (2009)

Investigated whether the adoption of
isomorphic templates improves symbolic and
substantive performance and identified several
field level factors that modify isomorphic
processes.

Positivist Quantitative

Huxham, C. (1993) Researched the impact of internal structures
and processes on collaborations and introduced
‘collaborative capability’.

Constructivist Qualitative

Huxham, C. & Vangen, S.
(2000)

The picture of membership of collaboration is
ambiguous, complex and dynamic.   As well as
collaborative advantage there can also be
collaborative inertia.  Action research
methodology is used.

Constructivist Qualitative
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Imperial, M.T. (2005) Explores a conceptual framework to illustrate
how collaborations occur at operational, policy
and institutional level.

Constructivist Qualitative

Mur-Veeman, I., Eijkelbert, I.
& Spreeuwenberg, C. (2001)

Utilising a case study approach, investigated
how structure, culture and power can offer
change managers a starting point for
improving innovative capacity.

Constructivist Qualitative

Oz, O. & Toker, A. (2007) Highlighted the danger of the specifities of
crafting strategy in a not-for-profit
organisation, as can be linked to ‘mission
drift’.

Constructivist Qualitative

Polonsky, M.J., Garma, R. &
Chia, N. (2004)

Investigated how not-for-profit organisations
manage alliances and what makes them
effective.

Positivist Quantitative

Ramanath, R. (2009) Questioned whether NGO’s became
isomorphic in their structures and processes as
they cooperate with the State.  Case studies
showed that isomorphism is constrained by
path dependency and variability in resource
environment.

Constructivist Qualitative

Rodriquez, C., Langley, A.,
Beland, F. & Denis, J. (2007)

Looked at mandated collaborations and how
they often become the site of intense
participative but unproductive processes.

Constructivist Qualitative

Tsasis, P. (2009) Questioned the social process by which
interorganisational relationships are
established and nurtured.

Constructivist Qualitative

Thomson, A.M., Perry, J.L. &
Miller, T.K. (2007)

Documented a conceptual tool for
conceptualising and measuring collaboration

Positivist Quantitative

Vangen, S. & Huxham, C. Proposed a theory to aid the management of Constructivist Qualitative
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(2003) collaboration through the management of trust
and initiating and sustaining a trust building
loop, with a range of nurturing activities.

Warburton, J., Everingham, J.,
Cuthill, M. & Bartlett, H.
(2008)

Developed a framework for effective
collaboration, which spanned six factors
including a shared sense of purpose

Constructivist Qualitative

Zappala, G. & Lyons, M.
(2006)

Investigated fundraising dependency and
organisational characteristics.

Positivist Quantitative
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Chapter 3 Research Methods
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3.1 Introduction

The research project under consideration is based in the not-for-profit sector and

relates to collaborations.   The sector has not only increased in number but has also

developed innovative and increasingly complex linkages with one another, with

government agencies, corporates and with individuals (Fisher, 1997, 441:

Warburton, et. al., 2008).   The current climate in the sector, sees the necessity to

collaborate with other organisations, either in the not-for-profit or for-profit market,

driven by a desire to secure resources that are scarce in the sector, namely funding for

not-for-profits and expertise for governments, and also to promote the effective use of

society’s resources (Alter, 1990;  Babiak & Thibault, 2009;  Bailey, 1992;  Choi,

Cheng, Kim & Eldomiaty, 2005;  Gazley & Brudney, 2007;  Nylen, 2007 & Zappala

& Lyons, 2006).  The research questions are:

 Is there a framework that can assist in understanding collaboration in the sector?

 What prompts movement towards co-operation or conflict?

 Is there a structure for national collaboration that can assist the collaboration

process?

This chapter will detail the methods used in order to address the research questions.

The chapter will commence with discussions in relation to paradigm issues and

justification for the use of the qualitative methods for the given research question.

The relative strengths and weaknesses of quantitative and qualitative methods, as well

as the appropriateness of such methods under certain circumstances, will also be

discussed.    These methods will also be compared and contrasted.  The research

procedures used in the study will be detailed.   Interviews and data used to investigate

the research question were obtained from senior management personnel from

organisations involved in a federated collaboration.   Details of the selection of the

interviewees, the processes followed for data collection, as well as the relative merits

of the approach, will be provided.   Ethical issues associated with the data collection
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will be discussed.   The techniques used to analyse the data will be detailed.

Qualitative reliability and validity issues will also be addressed.

3.2 Justification for the Paradigm and Methods

Paradigms shape how we perceive the world.   Within the research process therefore

we begin to understand how the beliefs a researcher holds impact on the design of the

research and the presentation of the findings (Sarantakos, 2005).  Research in the not-

for-profit organisational area, particularly in relation to collaborations, demonstrates

both positivist and post-positivist approaches.  Looking firstly at the positivist

paradigm, the ontology is a single common reality.   Reality is objective, research

findings from relationships and cause and effects are true and findings are true.

Findings are also generalisable.   Methodology used is quantitative, scientific, and

structured, based on prior theory.   Statistical analysis is evident in the form of

analysis via correlations, regression and hypothesis testing, as well as in the reporting

of the findings.   Methods used include:  Experiments, surveys, and structured

interviews (Bisman, 2004;   Sarantakos, 2007).  Quantitative research methods are

often used within the positivist paradigm, though they also can be part of a post

positivist paradigm research.  Bielelfeld (2006, 398), states that quantitative research

is ‘testing a theory composed of variables, measured with numbers, and analysed

with statistical procedures in order to determine whether the predictive

generalisations of the theory hold true’.

In the area of collaboration in the literature review, a theme began to emerge whereby

researchers acknowledged the limitations of positivist research, given that the

interplay of network partners and the multilevel issues in collaborations were often

not fully covered when using a positivist paradigm.   These studies often called for

further research to understand the social issues or moderating factors on relationships

(Arend, 2009;  Iecovich, 2001;  Polonsky, et. al., 2004).    A weakness of positive,

quantitative research in respect of collaborations is the possibility that the

researcher’s categories may not reflect local communities or their understandings
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(Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004).   The researcher may miss out on phenomena

because they are confirming rather than generating theories and the knowledge

produced may be too abstract or general for practice (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004,

165).  Given that collaborations are the result of relationships, which are influenced

by people with diverse motives and diverse realities, it is argued that positive

paradigms are not able to provide the indepth knowledge required to understand

collaborations.  Whilst the paradigm is useful for identifying numbers and types of

collaborations, as well as structures and strategies, the ‘how’ and ‘why’ cannot be

addressed (Polonsky, et. al., 2004).

Whilst the positivist approach takes the view that the world is ‘external and objective

to the researcher’, the post positivist approach has the view that the world is socially

constructed and subjective (Veal, 2005, 24).   Looking at this post positivist (critical

realism) paradigm, we see an ontology of a common reality which is not fully

knowable or discoverable.   It concerns multiple perceptions about a single mind-

independent reality, displaying a modified view of an objective reality.   The mind

knows the world only by means of a medium or vehicle of perception and thought,

the problem is to give an account of the relationship between the medium and what it

represents (Bisman, 2002;   Guba & Lincoln, 1994).  Much of the research in the post

positivist paradigm is attempting to add ‘building blocks’ to the ‘edifice of

knowledge’ (Guba & Lincoln, 1994, 112).   The quality of the post positivist research

in the literature review is therefore more around explanation and erosion of

ignorance.   A criticism of some of the research within the post positivism paradigm

is its lack of ‘rigour’, or internal and external validity as well as its reliability

(Flyvbjerg 2006;  Polkinghorne, 2007).  In qualitative research reliability is important

as researchers strive for rigour, however this is done through such concepts as

credibility, applicability or audability.  Objectivity is often replaced by

confirmability, i.e., the extent to which methods meet the research goals.

(Sarantakos, 2005).
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Within the literature review there was also evidence of researchers adopting the

critical theory/interpretivist paradigm and the constructivism paradigm.   Critical

theory represents a single reality of confining, historical structures.   A reality which

has been obscured to suit the powerful.  The epistemology is based on knowledge that

is value-laden.  The methodology is qualitative, with an emphasis on detailed

historical explanations (Bisman, 2004).  The constructivist interpretivist paradigm

deals with multiple, mind-created realities.   It is subjectivist with findings being

created.   The methodology is qualitative.   There is reconstruction of constructions,

involving conversational and questioning research. It is also hermeneutical, including

the interpretation of texts, the psychological and social worlds.   Methods employed

include archival research, document review, interviewing, observation, philosophical,

anthropology, phenomenology, hermeneutics (Bisman, 2004).    One research project

utilising active research came from a stated constructivism paradigm position

(Warburton, et. al., 2008).   In this research, the researchers acknowledged that there

are multiple social realities, which may change as their constructors become more

informed.   The reality for the varied participants was acknowledged and understood

as being multiple constructions socially and experientially based.  As is evident in

action research, the researchers were ‘passionate participants’ and facilitators of

multi-voice reconstructions of the issues that were the topic of the research.

Additionally the fact that the sharing of knowledge, the experience of participants and

the research methodology are all part of the accumulation of knowledge was

evidenced.

Through an action research methodology, meaning is constructed by participants in a

social context.  The constructivist epistemology is based on knowledge being created

by the participants and it is an outcome of the collaboration and a subjective product

of the context in which it occurs. (Brand, 2009).   Constructivists challenge the notion

that research should be undertaken by impartial, detached, value-netrual subjects,

who seek to discover discernable objects or phenomena.    Rather, they view

researchers as part of a network that creates knowledge and ultimately guides practice
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(Mir & Watson, 2000).   Here we see the definitive link between action research and

social constructivism.

Social constructivist also suggest that knowledge is first constructed in a social

context and then taken up by individuals.  Additionally, the sharing of points of view

results in building understanding together in a collaborative way.  All constructivists

believe that knowledge is theory-driven, that the separation of the researcher (subject)

and the phenomena under investigation (object) is not feasible;  equally the separation

between theory and practice is also unfeasible;   researchers are never ‘objective’ or

value neutral;  research occurs within a community of scholarship (Mir & Watson,

2000).    It has also been asserted that action research and social constructivism begin

to appear as the same paradigm.  Both are designed to foster reciprocal learning

(Reason & Bradbury, 2001).

Within these paradigms, qualitative research is useful for studying cases in depth and

for describing complex phenomena (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004).  In general,

‘qualitative’ research has the researcher relying on text data rather than numerical

data.   This data is then analyzed in textual form rather than being converted into

numbers for analysis (Carter & Little, 2007).  It is useful in providing cross-case

comparisons and analysis, as well as providing understanding and description of

people’s personal experiences, as well as rich detail.  Dynamic processes can be

studied, and grounded theory can be used to generate inductively a tentative but

explanatory theory about a phenomenon.   Qualitative research is responsive to local

situations and conditions as well as stakeholder needs.   However, the knowledge

produced may not be generalisable to other people or settings and it is difficult to

make predictions.    The results are more easily influenced by the researcher’s

personal biases (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004, 166).

Analysing the paradigms of the various articles in the literature review, led to an

extensive reflection on the ontological and epistemological stance of the researcher.

It clarified the fact that a post positivist paradigm was necessary to research the issues
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of collaboration, due to the social nature of the activity and due to the focus on

attempting to understand the ‘how’ and ‘why’ of successful collaborations.   As the

researcher is an active participant in the process, with the ability to influence the

reality and the outcomes, a qualitative methodology was confirmed, and an action

research method an obvious choice for such a situation.  It highlighted the fact that

reality was being constructed in participation with others in a social context of

collaboration.

The researcher was originally of the opinion that the action research project being

undertaken was adopting a post positivism (critical theory) paradigm.  However, this

belief was questioned as a result of further consideration of the reflection and action

aspects of action research, in particular the sharing and knowledge generation with

other participants.   This appears to align more with the constructivist/interpretivist

paradigm.   At this stage of the research, knowledge is being created by the

participants in the collaboration being studied.   This fact, combined with the methods

being used and the extensive social aspects of the research, support a more

constructivist approach. The study was therefore framed within a constructivism

interpretivism paradigm and employed a qualitative methodology.   The decision to

use this paradigm reflects the influence of the extensive literature review on the

researcher’s understanding of collaborations, combined with the interactions with

participants in the data collection process.   The complexity of the research problem

in relation to collaborations that emerged from the literature, also influenced the

researcher’s thinking about the research problems being investigated. Additionally,

the decision reflects the researcher’s belief system in relation to how truth and

knowledge are the product of relationships.  The field of collaboration study involves

numerous theories, principles and concepts, many of them revolving around the

social side of collaborations.  The methods chosen for this study were therefore a

logical outcome of the paradigm chosen and the research problem, given its focus on

relationship issues within collaborations.
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3.2.1 Justification for the Paradigm

Given the diverse range of theories in this area of business practice, the literature

review showed variations between the research paradigms adopted by researchers in

this area.  Paradigms may be viewed as a way of thinking, or a set of beliefs, that

defines for the holder the nature of the world and the individual’s place in that world

(Guba & Lincoln, 1994, 107). Ontologies, epistemologies, methodologies and

methods are aspects of research that make up the paradigms which guide the research

project (Sarantakos, 2005, 31).    Ontology basically is the nature of reality.  The

question the researcher asks is ‘What is the form and nature of reality, and therefore,

what is there that can be known about it?  (Guba & Lincoln, 1994, 108).

Epistemology refers to the nature of knowledge and to the question of how we know

what we know, i.e., how is knowledge defined and accepted.  It is basically divided

into the positivist and anti-positivist approach.   The former sees that objectivity as an

external observer is possible, the latter that there are interdependencies and that social

science is subjective.  It has been argued that ontologies inform methodologies as to

the nature of reality and epistemologies inform methodologies about the nature of

knowledge (Bisman, 2004; Guba & Lincoln, 1994; Sarantakos, 2005).

Methodologies refer to the packages of research designs used by the researcher that

provide instructions on where to focus the research activity (Sarantakos, 2005, 30).

Business research, particularly research involving relationship or ethics issues, is

significantly multidisciplinarian in character.   Perhaps, due to this, there is not a

coherent or shared research methodology (Brand, 2009).    It appears that research

methodologies in the area are influenced strongly by the disciplinary background of

the researcher rather than by a willingness to be open to the multiplicity of available

research frameworks.    A researcher’s beliefs about both the nature of business

collaborations and what it is possible to know will influence what researchers try to

discover and how they attempt to discover it (Brand, 2009, 429-430).  Positivist

research tends to focus on outcomes, rather than the mechanisms by which those

outcomes are reached, or the contexts in which they occur.   Given collaborations are
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about relationships, which focus on interactions and contexts, a post-positivist

paradigm, utilising a qualitative methodology, was deemed more appropriate. Various

typologies of paradigms are available to the social sciences and a synthesis of these

typologies can provide for the use of a common language for the research study

(Brand, 2009, 431).

Burrell and Morgan’s (1979) treatise Sociological Paradigms and Organisational

Analysis has been the dominant paradigm model used in organisational analysis

(Brand, 2009).   Burrell and Morgan (1979) identify two dominating themes, radical

change versus regulation and subjectivism versus objectivism, and develop a four-

part matrix of paradigms based on the interaction of these factors.   Each paradigm is

positioned based on the dimensions of regulation-radical and objective-subjective.

Burrell & Morgan (1979) use two separate sets of assumptions to enable them to

classify theories in the social sciences.   The first is about the nature of social science.

They compare theories on the basis of their ontological assumptions, the assumptions

which concern the essence of the phenomena being investigated.   Secondly,

comparisons are made in relation to the epistemological assumptions of theories,

being those assumptions which refer to what knowledge is, what it is that we are

capable of knowing.   The key debate in this assumption is anti-positivism versus

positivism.   Thirdly, there are assumptions relating to human nature.  It is argued that

all researchers take a position on human beings and their relationship with their

environment.   Finally, methodological assumptions are made by researchers (Brand,

2009).

The second set of assumptions is about the nature of society, and whether researchers

adhere to a theory of radical change or regulation, or order.   Radical change theorists

engage in finding explanations for the radical change and deep seated structural

conflicts which characterise modern society.  On the other hand, regulation theorists

explain society in terms of emphasising underlying unity and cohesiveness (Brand,

2009).   A representation of this matrix is reproduced as Figure 3.1.
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Subjective

‘Radical Humanist’ ‘Radical

Structuralist’ Objective

‘Interpretive’ ‘Functionalist’

The Sociology of Regulation

Figure 3.1: Burrell and Morgan’s ‘Four paradigms for the analysis of social

theory’ (Brand, 2009, 236)

Burrell & Morgan (1979) argue that the functionalist paradigm is the dominant

structure within which academic sociological research has occurred.    It is described

as realist, positivist, determinist and homethetic, with a perspective which has its

roots in the sociology of regulation (Brand, 2009).   The radical humanist emphasises

a need to develop a sociology of radical change.   The focus is a critique of the status

quo and it aims to facilitate escape from limiting societal arrangements.   It is

nominalist, anti-positivist, voluntarist and ideographic.   The interpretive paradigm

encompasses a wide range of philosophical and sociological thought, attempting to

understand and explain the social world from the point of view of the actors directly

involved in the process.  It is nominalist, anti-positivist, voluntarist and ideographic.

It is concerned with regulation but from a subjectivist perspective.   Radical

structuralism emphasises subverting the orthodoxy but from a more positivist

perspective.   It aims to release society from inherent forms of domination, but places

less emphasis on the role of the individual within society (Brand, 2009).

Guba & Lincoln’s (1994) ‘Competing Paradigms in Qualitative Research’ outlines

the competing dominant paradigms in research, particularly in qualitative research.

The four paradigms are positivism, post-positivism, critical theory and related

perspectives, and constructivism.   They identify ontology, epistemology and
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methodology as their bases for contrasting typologies.   For Guba and Lincoln

ontology is the question of the nature of reality and therefore what is there that can be

known about it, whilst epistemology concerns the nature of the relationship between

the knower and what can be known. The methodological question is about how the

inquirer can go about finding what they believe can be known and methods must be

fitted to methodology.   Their categories are reproduced in Figure 3.2.
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Item Positivism Post-Positivism Critical Theory,

et. al.

Constructivism

Ontology Naïve realism

– ‘real’ reality

but

apprehendable

Critical realism –

‘real’ reality but

only imperfectly

and

probabilistically

apprehendable

Historical realism

– virtual reality

shaped by social,

political, cultural,

economic, ethnic

and gender values;

crystallised over

time

Relativism –

local and

specific

constructed

realities

Epistemology Dualist/

objectivist;

findings true

Modified dualist/

objectivist;

critical tradition/

community;

findings

probably true

Transactional/

subjectivist;

value-mediated

findings

Transactional/

subjectivist;

created

findings

Methodology Experimental/

manipulative;

verification of

hypotheses;

chiefly

quantitative

Modified

experimental/ma

nipulative;

critical

multiplism;

falsification of

hypotheses;  may

include

qualitative

approaches

Dialogic/

dialectical

Hermeneutical/

dialectical

Figure 3.2: Guba & Lincoln’s ‘Basic Beliefs (Metaphysics) of Alternative

Inquiry Paradigm’ (1994, 109)
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Guba & Lincoln’s (1994) paradigm definitions are described in terms of an inter-

linking between subject and object and between investigator and investigated.

Positivism adopts a realist ontology, an apprehendable reality is assumed to exist.  Its

epistemology is objectivist, taking the position that findings if replicable are true.

The knower and the known are separate entities which do not influence each other.

Methodologies are reliant on hypotheses and are rigorously tested (Brand, 2009).

Post-positivism emphasises its ‘critical realist’ position.   Reality can never be

perfectly apprehended.   The methodology appears to be a modified version of

positivist methodology, in which evidence of importation of qualitative techniques to

address the positivist approach shortcomings, are introduced.    Critical theory and

related positions is described in terms of the relationship between subject and object,

and between investigator and investigated.   The transactional and transformational

nature of the research act is acknowledged.   Constructivism assumes that realities are

constructions, the existence of which depends on those who hold the constructors.

Therefore the investigator and the subject are linked in an epistemology of

transactions with findings being created between these elements (Brand, 2009).

It is posited that no clear-cut, defined paradigm summary can be arrived at when

working with a research subject that involves collaborations and the social behaviours

that this area of organisational development entails.   Differences in detail and

characterisations arise.   Whilst there is similarity in relation to descriptions of

positivist and post-positivist, at the other end of the spectrum when dealing with

relativist/non-relativist there are various labels from constructivism, interpretivism to

radical humanism.     Guba & Lincoln (1994) talk of constructivism, whilst Burrell &

Morgan (1979) discuss interpretive sociology.   However, there are some similarities

between the range of constructivist and interpretivist paradigms.  Guba & Lincoln

(1994, 110-111) emphasise the ontologically relativist position of constructivism,

with realities being dependent on the individual person holding the construction.

Burrell & Morgan’s (1979) radical humanist and interpretive paradigms would appear

to reflect Guba & Lincoln’s (1994) constructivism.   The interpretivist paradigm
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reflects the belief that the social world exists through the meaning that individuals

within that world apply to it.  It is suggested that a perspective from both the

constructivist and interpretivist paradigms will assist the research into such complex,

multi-dimensional and highly contextual inquiries as must occur in business research

such as ethics and collaboration (Brand, 2009).

A summary of these paradigms, that may be useful for use in organisational research,

is shown in Figure 3.3.

Paradigm Ontological Assumptions Epistemological

Assumptions

Positivist/post

positivist

A reality exists which is:

apprehendable/imperfectly so

Findings true/probably true

Non-positivist, non-

critical

Relativist; incorporates

interpretivism;   truth is

constructed

Transactional/to an extent

subjectivist;  findings are

created.

Critical theories Historical realism Transactional/subjectivist

Figure 3.3: Summary of paradigms (Adapted from Guba & Lincoln (1994),

Burrell and Morgan (1979) and Brand (2009).

From this we can see that the non-positivist, non-critical paradigm encompasses what

Guba & Lincoln (1994) refer to as the constructivist paradigm and what others may

refer to as social construction as well as interpretivist (Reason & Bradbury, 2009).

Within this paradigm, what is taken to be knowledge of the world and self originates

in human relationships.   What is taken to be true, as opposed to false, objective as

opposed to subjective, moral as opposed to immoral, is all made real through

historically and culturally situated social processes.   It is not within the individual
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mind that knowledge, reason and morality reside, but in relationships (Gergen &

Gergen, 2009).    Positivist research is committed to a view of neutrality and facts are

held to be separate from values.  Within this paradigm, values are perceived as a

threat to validity and outcomes.  However, it can be argued that all research is a

contribution to domains of meaning and to hold the research subjects in a state of

ignorance, in an attempt to exclude values, results in the positivist researcher

obtaining knowledge rather than making a contribution to meaning (Reason &

Bradbury, 2009, 165).

The researcher has therefore taken a non-positivist/non-critical approach, which

encompasses the consructivist/interpretivist paradigm, that perhaps sits somewhere

between Burrell & Morgan’s (1979) interpretivist/radical humanist paradigms and

Guba & Lincoln’s (1994) post positivist/constructivist paradigms.   This is because of

the researcher’s own belief system that knowledge and truth are subjective and

created through relationships, and that research as an insider within an organisation,

will involve some degree of change not only to the researcher but also to the

organisation.   However, the change is not radical as would be required in a radical

humanist paradigm.  The aim of the research is not to radically change society or

business organisations. It is to provide a framework of collaboration that can be used

by other organisations in the not-for-profit sector to inform their choices of

collaboration structures, networks and relationships.

Paradigms influence the methodology of the research.   The positivist and post-

positivist paradigms often focus on quantitative methodologies, whilst non-positivist,

critical realism and critical theory, as well as constructivism and interpretivism,  often

focus on qualitative methodologies.   However, in any paradigm the methods used

can be either quantitative or qualitative.   The differences between these

methodologies are highlighted in Figure 3.4.
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Feature Quantitative Methodology Qualitative Methodology

Nature of reality Objective;  simple; single;

tangible sense impressions

Subjective;  problematic;

holistic; a social construct

Causes and effects Nomological thinking;

cause-effect linkages

Non-deterministic; mutual

shaping; no cause-effect

linkages

The role of values Value neutral; value-free

inquiry

Normativism;  value-

bound inquiry

Natural and social

sciences

Deductive;  model of

natural sciences;

nomethetic; based on strict

rules

Inductive; rejection of the

natural sciences model;

ideographic; no strict

rules; interpretations

Methods Quantitative,

mathematical, extensive

use of statistics

Qualitative, with less

emphasis on statistics;

verbal and qualitative

analysis

Researcher’s role Passive;  distant from the

subject;  dualism

Active; equal; both parties

are interactive and

inseparable

Generalisations Inductive generalisations;

nomothetic statements

Analytic or conceptual

generalisations; time and

context specific

Figure 3.4: Perceived differences between quantitative and qualitative

methodology (Sarantakos, 2005, 47)

3.2.2 Justification for the Methods

This research project involved the researcher as an insider within the researcher’s

organisation, studying a collaboration phenomenon being experienced by a health

promotion charity organisation.   As with many action research projects, the
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researcher was influenced by a problem within the organisation that required

investigation and possible solutions, and was thus drawn to investigate the issue

further to provide some framework to solve the issue (Huxham, 2003).   The research

was therefore subjective and had an interpretivist basis.  The ‘research’ of action

research is concerned with offering descriptions, explanations and analyses for action

(McNiff & Whitehead, 2009).

Action research varies from traditional research.  In the majority of traditional

research, a researcher stands outside a research field and observes, describes and

provides an explanation for what is happening.   The aim is to test an hypothesis and

to produce knowledge and theories about a situation, with the aim of generalising the

research findings (McNiff & Whitehead, 2009, 12).   Action research is concerned

with improving knowledge about existing situations, each of which is unique to the

people in the situation, therefore the knowledge cannot be generalised or applied,

however it can be shared.   Reason & Bradbury (2009, 4) define action research as:

a participatory process concerned with developing practical
knowing in the pursuit of worthwhile human purposes.  It seeks
to bring together action and reflection, theory and practice, in
participation with others, in the pursuit of practical solutions
to issues of pressing concern to people, and more generally the
flourishing of individual persons and their communities

Within a non-positivist/interpretivist paradigm, action research becomes a method

that is highly relevant for the chosen research project of collaborations within the

researcher’s own organisation.   For this study, therefore, the methods were in large

part determined by the paradigm adopted by the researcher.   Data generated is

textual, rather than statistical, and text is analysed to identify emergent themes, ideas

and understanding.   The action research cycle of action, reflection and further action

drives the researcher’s focus (Huxham, 2003).  Such a cycle can bring change within

the researcher and within the organisation.  The literature review provides

opportunities for deductive theorising about the issue under investigation.   The

action research cycle enables the researcher to investigate, through cycles of action

and reflection, whether certain theories are good in practice.   The action research

then becomes inductive, leading to emergent knowledge (Huxham, 2003).
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Qualitative methods generate richer data than quantitative methods, thereby allowing

for greater understanding prior to reflection on the outcomes of the research

(Huxham, 2003).

The origins of action research are generally attributed to Kurt Lewin, who had argued

that the study of knowledge should be concerned with general laws and the aspects of

a specific situation (Huxham, 2003).     The action researcher treats political, moral

and ideological issues as relevant and these are not suppressed.   They provide a vital

source of motivation and information for the research.   The action researcher has the

advantage of being authentic, making their values and position quite transparent

(Gergen  & Gergen, 2009).   Positivist methods of inquiry are synonymous with an

individualist vision of the world, the researcher uses rigourous processes to study the

research subject and emerges with knowledge.  However the subject, in experiments

involving human behaviour, remains ignorant.   Action research researches ‘with’

people, rather than ‘on’ people and therefore allows both the researcher and

participants an opportunity to emerge with knowledge (Reason & Bradbury, 2009).

Action researchers do not work in isolation, they are not separate from others.   Their

efforts are collaborative.   Action research begins with problems or challenges in the

world of everyday life.  The ultimate attempt is to generate change in existing

conditions, whether it is changing environmental policy or discovering new

community resources or different ways of collaborating (Reason & Bradbury, 2009).

It is a reflective process and is oriented to some action or cycle of actions (Herr &

Anderson, 2005, 3).  This involves the researcher being an active participant in the

research and intervening in the organisations studied.  In the literature review,

research using this method showed the theory derived as being ‘emergent’, produced

inductively from the data.    A fundamental objective of action research is that the

results achieved through the research activity are utilised by the research to either

develop new theories or expand existing theories (French, 2009, 187-204).
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Action research is practice based and practice is understood as action and research.

It is also about improving practice, creating knowledge and generating living theories

of practice whilst focusing on improving learning (McNiff & Whitehead, 2010).

Additionally, it emphasises the values base of practice, is collaborative and focuses

on the co-creation of knowledge of practices.  It is asserted that action research

involves interrogation, deconstruction and decentring, as well as demanding higher-

order questioning.   It is intentionally political and can contribute to social and

cultural transformation (McNiff & Whitehead, 2010, 17). Whilst action research is

sometimes called action enquiry, it is not action learning, although it can incorporate

action learning (McNiff & Whitehead, 2010).  The distinctions between these are

often blurred.   Action learning is more about improving practice through

collaborative learning and does not always emphasise research.   Action research

involves improving practice through collaborative learning, and includes the research

aspects.   It is insider research not outsider research (McNiff & Whitehead, 2010).

The action research adopted in this research project, is insider action research found

in organisational studies, whereby the researcher actually intervenes in the

organisation studied, works with organisational members, and collects rich data about

what people actually do and say (Roth, Shani & Leary, 2007).   Insider action

research is considered as a means and an end in the development of new

organisational capabilities.  It involves many challenges for the action researcher,

including linking the project to business strategy, pre-understanding, acting in a

political landscape and managing multiple roles (Roth, Shani & Leary, 2007). Within

the non-positivist, constructivist/interpretivist paradigm, action research enables all

participants to be involved in the generation of knowledge and the outcomes of the

research.

3.3  Scope

Action research is a methodology for carrying out research into management and

organisations, which can lead to deep conceptualisations about what can happen in
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practice and the reasons for this (Huxham, 2003).  This research aims to develop

practice-oriented theory about convening, designing, managing and participating in

collaborations between not-for-profit organisations.   Action research of this sort

demands that the theory is derived emergently from the data.  Therefore preconceived

ideas deduced from the literature review in this area, should not be the basis for a pre-

determined outcome of the research.   The action research methodology should open

up possible theoretical perspectives (Huxham, 2003).   Clearly there is a tension to

address in this situation.  On one hand there is reliance on pre-existing theory in the

areas of collaboration, network, institutional and other theories.  This can act to limit

the researcher’s ability to be open to emergent theories.   However, it can also act as a

directional pointer for areas in the research that require closer examination (Huxham,

2003).  The researcher’s awareness of this issue as well as the use of semi-structured

interviews, where the interviewee is able to lead the conversation, were thought to be

able to address this issue to some extent.   Apart from interviews, the researcher

collected data from various organisational documents, including minutes of meetings,

file notes, emails and letters between members of the collaboration under

investigation.

The research data collected from interviews was used in combination with other data

as a contribution to building a framework for collaborations in the not-for-profit

sector.     A measure used to provide confirmation about insights, and interpretation

of the data collected, was a second round of interviews some nine to twelve months

after the initial interviews were held.  Chance comments made by interviewees, with

hindsight on the earlier activities and their participation in those activities, often

provided enlightening comments.   This supports the fact that in action research,

important data often come when least expected, so the researcher has to be

continually alert to ensure that they are recorded and integrated into the theory

development process (Huxham, 2003).
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3.3.1  Research Cycle

Whilst there are a variety of forms of action research, all adopt a methodical, iterative

approach, embracing problem identification, action planning, implementation,

followed by evaluation and reflection.  The insights gained from the initial cycle then

feed into planning for the next cycle (Riding, Fowell & Levy, 1995).  The action

research cycle is a learning process, whereby people learn and create knowledge by

critically reflecting upon their own actions and experiences.  Practitioners can create

their own knowledge and understanding of a specific situation, act with this

knowledge and thereby improve practice and advance knowledge in their field

(Riding, et. al., 1995).    The researcher followed this four main stage research cycle.

This process is depicted in Figure 3.5.

Figure 3.5  The Action Research Cycle.

3.3.2 Data Collection

This research is action based and takes an interpretive position.   The researcher is

actively involved and participating in the research.   The unit of analysis is a

federated structure of health promotion charities.   The researcher is a senior manager

of an organisation that was previously a member of the federated structure.   The
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organisation is a health promotion charity based in New South Wales.   The federated

structure comprised the following bodies:

Eight State and Territory Health Promotion Charities, consumer organisations,

focused on a non-communicable health condition, plus four other

organisations that were health professional and research organisations.

The Eight State and Territory bodies had formed the National body in 1984.   The

National body was set up as a secretariat and lobbying organisation.   By 2008, the

National body was seen by some member organisations to be usurping the role of

State & Territory consumer organisations. By 2009, there were significant schisms in

the federated structure.   A unification working party was established to try and

resolve the numerous issues between members.   However, by May 2009 three

organisations had resigned from the federated body.   By May 2010, five of the

eleven organisations that were in the federated body had resigned.

The nature of the phenomenon under investigation and the need to understand

complex interactions between organisations, called for research to understand the

beliefs and values of those having significant control.   It was therefore thought

necessary to interview significant senior personnel from organisations that had

resigned from the federated structure as well as those that had remained aligned with

the national body.   It was believed that there may be significant, varying views, from

a member’s perspective, on whether the federated structure promoted collaboration or

conflict, and the reasons for the fracture of the national organisation.  Therefore the

following personnel were selected for interviews:

1. Senior Executive, State & Territory 1, a consumer organisation that remained

in the national organisation.

2. Senior Executive, State & Territory 2, a consumer organisation that resigned

from the national organisation.

3. Director, State & Territory organisation that resigned from the national

organisation.
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4. Senior Executive, State & Territory 3, a consumer organisation that remained

in the national organisation

5. Senior Executive, State & Territory 4, a consumer organisation that resigned

from the national organisation. This manager has been associated with the

organisation for over twenty years.

6. Senior Executive, State & Territory 5, a consumer organisation that resigned

from the national organisation.

(These will be quoted in the findings as Interviewee 1 (I1) to Interview 6 (I6), for

reference purposes.)

The initial round of interviews was held within six months of the commencement of

the fracture of the organisation.   A second round of interviews was held within

twelve months of the first round (These are noted as (I1a)).   Some participants were

not available for round one and some were not available to do follow up interviews.

Due to the changing landscape, a decision was made not to pursue these participants

for further comments.

There are many options available to the action researcher, ranging from planned

interviews and supplementary interviews, discrete note taking, analysis of

organisation’s archived files and other documentation, including emails and minutes

of meetings, as well as the use of a journal by the action researcher for the purpose of

reflection. All of these options were utilised in this research project.  The researcher

was involved in numerous meetings concerning the collaboration and how to promote

the collaboration process amongst the organisations that were members of the

federated body.    Additionally, the researcher had access to archived files, minutes,

emails and correspondence.   The analysis of this data, combined with discussions

and interviews with fellow participants, provided rich data for analysis and theory

development.

One of the challenges of action research in this particular context is finding a way to

turn the data collected into theoretical conceptualisation.   Interpretation of the data,
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reflecting on the data and translating it into something new through a total

understanding of the collection of observations, anecdotes, impressions, documents

and other symbolic representations, required an immersion in what would appear to

be day-to-day operational information, but that would emerge into a framework that

could provide new insights or build on existing insights (Huxham, 2003).  Over time,

clusters of themes and interpretations emerged from the data collection methods.

Additionally, further or changed interpretations also emerged, as reflection on the

process took place.   Concepts were incorporated from the literature.   As interviews

were completed, the data was transcribed and analysis commenced.    A manual

method of noting themes and placing them in hierarchical structures was used.

Similar to Kempster’s (2009) research, the process involved the following steps:

1. Reading and re-reading of the transcribed interview, from both a cognitive

and emotive sense.

2. Units of meaning were identified, and links noted.  The units and links were

grouped into clusters of meaning.  The clusters were colour coded throughout

the transcript.

3. A reflective analysis of the interview linked to the clusters of meaning, led to

the emergence of themes.

4. Meta-level analysis across interviews. When stages 1-3 were completed for

all interviewees, the themes were compared between all interviews to identify

and explain similarities and differences  (Kempster, 2009).

5. The themes identified initially were used to inform a model for categorising

and describing moderators in a collaboration structure.

After reflection, the clusters and data were modified to reflect the deeper

understanding of the concepts involved.    Colleagues were used as ‘sounding boards’

to assist in reviewing the data and clusters for ‘reasonableness’.    The next stage

involved reviewing other data collected, apart from interview data.    This data was

then interpreted using the clusters identified from analysis of the interview data.

This stage did not preclude the fact that new clusters may emerge from such analysis.

The next stage involved reviewing data collected.  Finally, the clusters concerned
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with relationships, as well as other aspects of collaboration, became the constructs for

the framework.   These clusters developed into an interim statement of a developing

story that would inform the theoretical arguments in relation to collaborations

(Huxham, 2003).

3.3.3 Sampling Strategy

The purposive sampling strategy adopted was thought to be beneficial in providing

significant insight into the collaboration and conflict mechanisms in the federated

structure.   Purposive sampling involves sampling to achieve representativeness in

special or unique cases (Teddlie & Yu, 2007).   Purposive sampling is designed to

select a small number of participants that will yield the most information about a

particular phenomenon, as distinct from probability sampling which is planned to

select a large number of cases that are collectively representative of the population of

interest (Teddlie & Yu, 2007, 83).  One of the benefits of purposive sampling is its

ability to lead to greater depth of information from a smaller number of cases

(Teddlie & Yu, 2007).      In this research respondents were selected based on their

organisation’s position within the federated structure and their individual length of

involvement with the movement.   This therefore provided responses from

organisations that remained/withdrew from the federation and responses from

individuals that had lived through the federated structure’s life cycle or had merely

been there for its more recent history. Four interviewees were female and two were

male.  This purposive sampling provided a small number of participants with varying,

detailed perspectives on the collaboration being researched.

Representatives from the national organisation were not interviewed as the researcher

believed that the national office was a product of the collaboration, not part of the

original collaborative process.  The process of state and territory organisations

collaborating resulted in the formation of a national body that was to act as a

secretariat and a ‘national voice’ and presence in Canberra for the relevant

organisations.  The researcher also believed that these representatives would have to

justify the existence of the national office, as it provided their employment and
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livelihood.   Any response therefore would be one of ‘self interest’.   This self interest

was displayed in their actions at various meetings.   However, the researcher did

include observations, comments and other supplementary data from national office

representatives in the research.

The health body members were seen as being ‘conflicted’, as they were employed,

and paid, by the national organisation to write policy and procedure documentation.

The research body that also held membership was a ‘silent’ member of the

organisation, receiving some research funding and having little input into the

federation.   The researcher therefore did not include interviews with either health

body members or the research body personnel.  The researcher was of the firm belief

that the fact that these organisations received significant fees for service or donations

would impact on their ability to view the collaboration objectively and would see it as

a necessity in order to protect their financial interests.   These members were

infrequent participants at meetings and constantly stood firm about holding on to the

current federated structure, at all costs.

3.3.4 Unit of Analysis

The unit of analysis for the study is the federated organisation, which represents the

collaboration of eight state and territory organisations, as well as two professional

health organisations and a research organisation.   Whilst the federated organisation is

the prime focus of the research, often throughout the research activities different

members’ perspectives emerge in the data collection process.

3.3.5 Justification for the Use of the Data

The use of semi-structured interviews, utilising purposive sampling techniques,

provided detailed data for analysis.   This was supplemented by the collection and

analysis of numerous documents, combined with the researcher’s use of a journal to

record the action research process.  In action research, evidence is to be found in the

data and the data reveals what the researcher believes is the realisation of their values

in practice (McNiff & Whitehead, 2010, 179).    To ensure that the data does count as
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the realisation of the researcher’s values, it must be looked at from a range of

perspectives.   The second round of interviews, as well as supporting documents,

allowed the researcher to view the data from different perspectives.   These pieces of

data could then stand as evidence because they relate to the research question.  This

then assists in the theory development, which is grounded in and informed by the

researcher’s values (McNiff & Whitehead, 2010).

The use of a various data sources provided rich qualitative data for analysis and for

the action research cycle.    This methodology reflected the paradigm adopted by the

researcher.   The action research built on a variety of theories and highlighted the way

in which these theories may provide guidance to practitioners in any collaboration

project.   The strength of this kind of action research is the fact that the data collected

leads to descriptive theory being generated that captures the world as experienced by

the management practitioner (Huxham, 2003).   Because the researcher is involved in

the action it is possible to get insight about relationships between intentions and

outcomes.   The insights also have the ability to be closer to genuine experiences

(Huxham, 2003).    Whilst the aim of action research is to produce or further develop

theory that can influence practice, descriptive theory of the kind achieved in this

research project does not prescribe courses of action, but does provide practitioners

with a means of making sense of a collaborative situation and a basis for decision

making whilst working within such collaborations.

3.4  Reliability and Validity

No matter what the paradigm, the researcher must address the issues of internal and

external validity, reliability and generalisability.   In quantitative research methods,

validity refers to the ‘property of a research instrument that measures its relevance,

precision and accuracy’ (Sarantakos, 2005, 83).   Relevance refers to the ability of an

instrument to measure what it is suppose to measure, accuracy refers to the ability to

identify the true value of an item and precision implies accuracy, but also that it

includes the smallest possible measure.  It is therefore noted that internal validity



97

refers to the extent to which the research design impacts on the research outcomes

and external validity refers to the extent to which findings can be generalised

(Sarantakos, 2005). Reliability in quantitative research methods refers to the capacity

of measurement to produce consistent results and there are several methods for

testing this, including test/re-test methods, split-half methods and inter-item test and

item-scale test (Sarantakos, 2005, 89).

A criticism of some of the research within the post and anti positivism paradigms is

its lack of ‘rigour’, or internal and external validity as well as its reliability

(Flyvbjerg, 2006;  Polkinghorne, 2007).  In qualitative research, validity is often

referred to as credibility, trustworthiness and authenticity, and the concepts of

objectivity, reliability and confirmability are discussed.    Often validity is obtained

through various validation methods, including support from other studies, checking

accuracy of data through involvement of participants, presentation of conclusions in

logical arguments, as well as documenting the fact that the study was carried out in

the natural environment of the subjects, using suitable methods.     External validity is

often referred to as transferability in qualitative research – can the results of the

research be transferred to other areas?     In qualitative research reliability is

important as researchers strive for rigour, however this is done through such concepts

as credibility, applicability or audibility.  Objectivity is often replaced by

confirmability, i.e., the extent to which methods meet the research goals.

(Sarantakos, 2005).

Action research is a member of the case study research methods and it  has been

criticised for bias due to the researcher’s close involvement, additionally the

credibility, validity and reliability issues that are questioned in case study research are

also questioned in action research (French, 2009).   Bias must be acknowledged as

inevitable in any action research; however the effect of this bias is mitigated by the

reflective process incorporated into the action research methodology.  As action

research is being undertaken as an insider within the researcher’s organisation, it is
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not possible to totally eliminate bias.   It will be acknowledged throughout the

research findings.

The credibility of the researcher and the way in which the research is carried out can

impact on the outcomes and the credibility of the emergent theory (French, 2009,

199).  The quality of much of qualitative research is more around explanation and

erosion of ignorance.  Case study methodology enables the researcher to understand

complex social phenomena, and retain the holistic and meaningful characteristics of

real life events (Oz & Toker, 2007).  It also assists in providing valuable insights for

refining theories within the context of analytic generalisations. Case studies provide

an intensive, in-depth method of enquiry and provide a critical analysis of practice

that can result in the transformation of practice in others (Oz & Toker, 2007).

A particular threat to the validity of qualitative research is the validity issue of any

narrative research. Semi-structured interviews can be considered narrative research,

as it is the study of stories, stories told by people about themselves and about others

as part of the interview conversation.    It has been argued that there are significant

and important aspects of the personal and social world that cannot be investigated

within the limitations of quantitative research (Polkinghorne, 2007).   Validity can be

considered as not inherent in a claim but a characteristic of a claim given to it by

those to whom the claim is addressed.  It can be given because of the authority of the

person making the claim, however for scientific merit it is required that they are

based on the weight of the evidence and arguments that have been offered to support

the claim. A degree of validity is given to a claim that is proportionate to the strength

and power of the argument used by a researcher to encourage a reader’s commitment

to it.   Validation of claims about understanding of human experience requires

evidence by way of personally reflective descriptions in ordinary language and

analyses using inductive processes.    Readers should be able to follow the evidence

and arguments to make their own judgement as to the relative validity of a narrative

claim (Polkinghorne, 2007).
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To address these concerns, the arguments to support this research will be a

progression of evidence and explanations of why other interpretations are not

adequate.   Clarification will be provided of what the stories being documented are

intended to represent.   Whether the stories told are reflective of the life world of the

interviewee or are a co-construction of the researcher and interviewee will be

highlighted.   The researcher will articulate fully the nature of the collected evidence

in the qualitative research being undertaken.   The researcher during the research

process, particularly during interviews, was on guard against simply taking note of

information that had been anticipated.  An open listening stance was adopted and

attention paid to the unexpected and any unusual participant responses.   Transcripts

were validated through an iterative process of returning to participants for

confirmation of the generated text and also to request a second round of interviews to

further explore any questions that arose during the initial interview.

Herr & Anderson’s  (2005) quality/validity criteria were also considered when

undertaking the research project.     They argue that action research should have:  (i)

outcome validity, i.e., the extent to which actions occur, which leads to a resolution

of the problem that led to the study;  (ii)  process validity – to what extent problems

are framed and solved in a manner that allows ongoing learning by the individual or

the system;   (iii) democratic validity – the extent to which research is done in

collaboration with all parties that have a stake in the problem;   (iv)  catalytic validity

– the extent to which the research focuses and energises participants towards knowing

reality in order to transform it;   and (v)  dialogic validity – allowing the research to

be peer reviewed.   This research project by its completion will address and measure

outcomes against these validity criteria.

3.4.1  Addressing Bias in Action Research

Action research is concerned with working toward practical outcomes, and also about

developing new types of understanding, since action without reflection and some

understanding is blind, just as theory without action can be considered meaningless

(Reason & Bradbury, 2009, 4).   As part of the search for practical knowledge, action
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research involves working with people in their everyday lives (Reason & Bradbury,

2009).    In action research, the researcher’s values become manifested in how the

research is carried out and reflected upon, as well as the actions taken.   Values

inspire and provide the reasons for the research, as well as its purposes.   They also

act as the basis for the researcher’s conceptual frameworks (McNiff & Whitehead,

2009).   In such a context it can be seen how an action researcher becomes immersed

in the research and therefore bias from the researcher is inevitable.

In this research project, the researcher is an ‘insider’ within the organisation that is a

member of the collaboration that is the unit of analysis.   It is therefore necessary to

address how the researcher’s bias will be dealt with in the research.    The researcher

acknowledges that there is present a perspective from her own unique experiences

and it will therefore be necessary to articulate these perspectives or biases and build a

critical reflexivity into the action research cycle.   This will be evident in the journal

transcripts and the data analysis section of the dissertation (Herr & Anderson, 2005).

The values and belief systems of the researcher will also be articulated.

3.5  Ethical Considerations

Ethical issues are part of every phase of an action research dissertation, from the

design to the execution of the proposal.   The issues that participants might face in the

research process need to be anticipated and work must be done to minimise any risks

that potentially come with being a participant.   Action research is dynamic and

evolving and it is up to the researcher to anticipate any ethical issues that may arise

and commit to addressing them (Herr & Anderson, 2005, 110-114).   Three basic

principles have been identified as being useful for providing a framework for the

resolution of ethical frameworks.   These are:  respect for people, beneficence and

justice.   Respect of and for people represents the idea that individuals are

autonomous persons, capable and entitled to personal decision making in terms of

participating or not in the research.   The researcher is obliged to provide all the
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information necessary whereby the potential participant can consent based on being

totally informed about the research.  Beneficence addresses the issue of maximising

of benefits and minimising of risks in the research project.  Action researchers must

be committed to doing ‘no harm’ in the process of their research project  (Herr &

Anderson 2005).    Justice speaks to the fair distribution of the burdens and benefits

of research in the selection and recruitment of those participating in the research

(Herr & Anderson, 2005, 114-115).

Action research is built on participation.  This participation is based on the

assumption that those participating understand the process.   Therefore, ethics also

involves authentic relationships between the researcher and the participants.  The

researcher must look at the possible effects of the inquiry on the participants, the

researcher and the potential future of the relationship between the researcher and

participants (Coghlan & Brannick, 2005).   In this particular research, care has to be

taken to ensure that participants are not in a position where they feel obliged to

participate due to the position held by the researcher in the organisation.   This aspect

was addressed by ensuring that interviewees were peers or higher position holders

than the researcher.

Given the evolving process of action research, it is also necessary to consider the

preservation of confidentiality and anonymity, as well as questions around ‘informed’

consent, when it is a process that evolves over time.   The researcher must be aware

of possible harm to participants and take action to avoid doing harm of any kind.

The following ethical issues also need to be considered:

 Negotiating access with authorities and participants

 Promising and maintaining confidentiality of information, identity and data

 Ensuring participants have the right not to participate in the research

 Obtaining permission to use documentation that was produced for other

institutional purposes

 Keeping good faith by showing that the researcher can be trusted and always

checking with others for misunderstanding (Coghlan & Brannick, 2005).
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3.5.1 Ethics Approval

Ethics approval for this research has been received from the Human Research Ethics

Committee, Office of Academic Governance, Charles Sturt University, Bathurst.  A

copy of this approval is attached at Appendix 3.

3.5.2  Adherence to Conditions of Ethics Approval

The following ethical considerations were complied with throughout the research

project:

 To prevent identification of individuals within the organisations, data used was

de-identified data, with no reference to organisation name, participants’ age,

gender or position within an organisation.   This was necessary to protect the

identity of the organisations, their employees and all associated participates.

 Voluntary participation was employed to ensure unbiased responses.

 A fully trained psychologist was available to all participants should there have

been any risk during the interview process of raising particular emotions, perhaps

negative, in the participants.

 Records and interview transcripts were stored on an encrypted USB flash drive

and locked in a filing cabinet in the researcher’s home office.

 A professional transcription service was used and the contractual terms of this

arrangement ensured professionalism and confidentiality.

 Interviewees were provided with information sheets about the project and

requested to sign the appropriate consent forms.

 Any change initiatives resulting from the research project were evaluated.

3.6  Conclusion

This chapter has elaborated the steps undertaken to investigate the model that

emerged from a review of the literature.  The study was framed within a non-



103

positivist, constructivism/interpretivism paradigm, due to a reflection on the

outcomes of the literature review as well as the personal beliefs of the researcher.

The researcher’s own belief system is that knowledge and truth are subjective and

created through relationships, and that research as an insider within an organisation,

will involve some degree of change not only to the researcher but also to the

organisation.   However, the aim of the research is not to make radical changes to the

organisation or society but to provide a framework and models that can benefit

collaboration practices. Action research was a logical method for the research as it

begins with the problems or challenges in everyday life and research is done ‘with’

people, rather than ‘on’ people – a rather apt choice when dealing with the subject of

collaborations.    The next chapter will discuss the results from the analysis of the

research data gathered.



104

Chapter 4 Data Results, Data Analysis and Discussion
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4.1 Description of research question and its significance

a)  Collaborations within the not-for-profit sector are being demanded to address

national issues.   Collaborations are complex with no single theory able to inform the

collaboration process.  Is there a framework that can assist in understanding

collaboration in the sector?

b)  In any collaboration there appears to be evidence of both co-operation and

conflict.   If this is a continuum what are the major variables that impact on what

point the organisation is on the continuum?   What prompts movement towards co-

operation or conflict?

c)  Is there a structure for national collaboration that can assist the collaboration

process?

As noted and evidenced in the literature review, many collaboration attempts have

been plagued by unsatisfactory co-operation and poor performance (Das &  Teng,

2003;  Rule, Ross & Donougher, 1999), yet there seems to be a lack of

comprehensive frameworks to assist managers in the establishment and maintenance

of collaborations (Bell, den Ouden & Ziggers, 2006).  In the not-for-profit

collaboration that is the subject of this research, we see a federation that became

dysfunctional and on the verge of collapse.   Whilst at the operational level there were

still some collaborative mechanisms functioning, at the executive level and at the

board level, for much of the period of the research, there was little evidence of

organisations working together for the good of the federation.

4.2  Background

The research is focused on an organisation that was previously a member of a

federated structure.   The organisation is a health promotion charity based in New

South Wales.   The federated structure originally comprised eleven members,

including all State and Territory health promotion, consumer organisations.   These
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consumer organisations are all health promotion charities, focused on a chronic, non-

communicable health condition.

The researcher commenced working with the organisation in January, 2001.  The

following key events provide the background  in relation to the organisation and the

federation, prior to the researcher’s employment.

4.2.1  Key Events prior to 2001

Year Activity

1937 Meetings are held in one of the larger states to attempt to establish an

organisation to provide support for this chronic health condition.

1938 A not-for-profit association is then established.

1938-

1956

The large state based organisation assists other state and territories to

establish similar organisations in their relevant jurisdictions.

1957 A loose collection of State and Territory organisations establish a

national magazine and a ‘face’ to deal with the government.

1960’s The balance of state and territory organisations join this unofficial

collection.

1960-80’s The history as documented by the large State bodies and what would

later become the official national body,  differ as to the dates and

purpose of the loose collection of organisations

1983 The largest health professional organisation joins with the loose

collection of State and Territory bodies.  It is given one third

representation and allowed three delegates at meetings.

1984 The current national body is established.  It is comprised of the eight

state and territory organisations and one large health organisation.   It

was deemed necessary by State and Territory organisations to have an

established national office to act as a secretariat and to attempt to secure

government funding.  The State and Territory organisations fund the

establishment through subscriptions.
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1986 One major and one minor research organisation and another health

organisation, join the national organisation.

1986 The voting rights for the national body are as follows:   All state and

territory organisations have one delegate and one vote.  The minor

health organisation and the research organisations  have one delegate

and one vote.  The large health organisation has retained its three

delegates and three votes.   The health organisations are engaged to

continue writing health policies and advice and are paid for their

services.

1987 The national secretariat secures a large Government contract on behalf

of all the State and Territory organisations.  The health bodies are to

continue to write health policies.

The national organisation changes its name and also commences the use

of a new logo, being the logo of the first association founded in 1937.

1987-

2001

Whilst there are periods of friction, the majority of the member

organisations work together, particularly in relation to the Government

contract.  Membership subscriptions are decided at general meetings

after full discussion of the budget implications.  Tight ties are

developing between the health organisations and the national office.

The national organisation constitution promotes the organisation as

having responsibilities  for promotion of this chronic health condition

and also details its responsibilities to assist its member organisations.

Directors elected by member organisations of the federated body have

fiduciary duties to act in the best interest of the federated organisation

and also a duty to ensure that member organisations pay their

membership subscriptions.

4.2.2  Key events subsequent to 2001

2002-2006
The researcher becomes very aware of issues developing with the federation

movement.  By 2002, the national organisation amends its constitution.  The
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constitution now allows for the Chair to have an additional, deciding vote.   Non-

payment of membership subscriptions by member organisations can lead to removal

of the member.   National office can offset monies owing to member organisations

against membership fees.   The amendments are passed due to a power block of

health organistions and smaller states.

At senior management level there is co-operation and all federation members work

well together, however there are significant conflicts at the Chief Executive Officer

level, both between States and Territories and between the members and the National

Office.   These conflicts are evident at the quarterly meetings between federation

members.

2007-2008

The National body was seen by some member organisations to be:   usurping the role

of State & Territory consumer organisations;   aligning too closely with Government;

and impinging on the sovereignty of its members. These are complaints that are

voiced at regular member organisation meetings and documented in member board

meetings.

2008-2009

By this date there are significant schisms in the federated structure.   A unification

working party was established to try and resolve the numerous issues between

members.   By December, 2008, four consumer based organisations had resigned

from the federated body.    By  May 2009,  three of these organisations had

completed their notice period and formalised their resignations.

During this period, the researcher was observing the dysfunctional federation, and

believed that the structure itself was the cause of many of the problems.   After

identifying that this problem needed to be addressed,  by April 2009, a research paper

was proposed to identify if the federated structure of such a not-for-profit entity was

promoting collaboration or conflict.   Initially, the researcher believed that the

research could be carried out as a case study.
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The research proposal formed the initial plan for investigating the identified problem

in the practitioner’s own organisation.   The proposal identified semi-structured

interviews as one of the data collection mechanisms.   By September, 2009, the first

round of interviews had commenced.    The interviews were in-depth and the

interviewees were forthcoming with their own opinions and observations in relation

to the problems with the federated organisation.  The researcher had also commenced

reviewing literature in relation to the chosen topic.

From this initial planning and action taken, the researcher kept a journal for

observation and reflection.   The willingness of interviewees to share their knowledge

and thoughts about the problem, was significant.  The data analysis of the interview

transcripts, together with the literature review that was in progress, began to inform a

model for moderators of collaboration.     Additionally, the researcher noted that at

meetings during this period, the interviewees were willing to further discuss the

issues and action required.   The literature review was also impacting on the

researcher’s thought processes, as it was quickly identified that collaborations were

more complex than the structure of the collaboration.   Upon reflection, the researcher

began to acknowledge that the research methodology was changing from a case study

to an action research project, due to the active participation and involvement of the

researcher and the ability to take action to address the problem being studied.

By late 2009, the states that have resigned from the federation are meeting and

working closely together.   From the initial cycle of research, the researcher is

promoting collaboration with these organisations and using the data collated to

inform this process.   This group refers to themselves as the ‘coalition of the willing’,

and they work together to develop a ‘NewCo’ model that will promote collaboration

and be a contingency plan for delivery of the national service contract, should the

national body disintegrate.
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The researcher observes the willingness of this group to work towards a new

company where all members would be equal and where each organisation’s expertise

is used to the benefit of all organisations.   Reflecting on these outcomes, the

researcher plans to incorporate the ‘NewCo’ model into the solution and to enhance

the understanding of the changed situation through a further round of interviews.

2010-2012

By 2010, only six of the original eleven members of the federation remained in the

federated organisation.   However, whilst the researcher’s organisation no longer

participates in the federated organisation meetings, the researcher attends Chief

Executive Officer and senior management meetings held for current and past

members.   This is a necessity as all organisations are still involved in the delivery of

the national government contract.   This continuation of meetings allows the

researcher to plan further discussions to highlight the ongoing issues and share the

observations from the research findings.

These actions provoke lively debates and an acknowledgement that there must be a

way forward for the organisations to work together. By mid 2010, the Federation

had been reduced to five members from the original membership of eleven.

However, Chief Executive Officers from all organisations were working together for

the purpose of re-negotiation of the Government funded contract. There is some

evidence of relationship repair mechanisms being adopted.

By July 2010 the majority of organisations (past and present members of the

federation) have signed a teaming agreement to work together in order to secure the

next government service contract.   The current contract is due to expire in June 2011.

The organisations agree to review the ‘NewCo’ model that had previously been

proposed as a contingency plan.  The model is revised to incorporate feedback from

all parties.
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Observing these procedures provides the researcher with rich data for analysis and

further reflection.   The researcher comes to the conclusion that the group has

provided their own solution to a difficult problem.   Further cycles of action to

modify the ‘NewCo’ model to ensure that it provides mechanisms to encourage

collaboration will be required.

The second round of interviews, with the same interviewees, is planned for later in

2010.   Data analysis of the first round of interviews has the researcher planning a

continuum model of moderators of collaboration.   The second round of interviews

again provide rich data for analysis.   Further observations and reflection led to the

researcher modifying the initial diagram in relation to moderators of conflict/co-

operation.  Additionally, the researcher began to reflect on the complexity of

collaborations and the lack of a framework to assist practitioners in understanding the

myriad of issues that need to be addressed if a collaboration is to be successful.

Due to the researcher’s active involvement in regular meetings of all organisations,

there were numerous action research cycles of planning, action, observation and

reflection.    These cycles provided opportunities to modify the conflict/co-operation

model and eventually led to the development of the practitioners collaboration

framework.  A significant reflection was the fact that the researcher had commenced

this project believing that if an optimal structure could be found then co-operation

would be the outcome of the collaboration.  After initial interviews and data

collection, combined with the preliminary literature review, the researcher had moved

to a position where it was believed that the ‘soft’ side of collaboration, viz.,

relationships, would determine whether there was co-operation or conflict.   After

cycles of reflection and further analysis of the supplementary data, as well as the

researcher’s journal, the researcher came to a position where relationships were

acknowledged as the major theme that came first to the mind of interviewees,

however the ‘hard side’ of organisational collaborations also had to be given due

consideration and the collaboration structure would perhaps be the ‘glue’ that would

bind the model together.
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4.3 Interpretation of findings

The full data results are attached at Appendix 1.

4.3.1 Moderators of Conflict/Co-operation

The initial interview data together with supplementary material was analysed and

categorised into themes.   The themes that emerged from this analysis were classified

as moderators of conflict/co-operation and were documented as:

Major Theme Subset of Major Theme

Relationships Personalities

Power and Control

Communication

Respect and Trust

Reciprocity

Purpose Mission Drift

Collaboration

Drivers

Financial Imperatives

Minor Themes

Conflict Non-Destructive Confict

Federation Structure

Federation Cost and

Benefits

Return on

Investment

The major or minor classification was determined by the interviewees’ choice of

important matters and what was uppermost in their thoughts during the interview



113

process, as evidenced by the time spent discussing that issue and the passion involved

in talking about any specific topic.

This paradoxical nature of collaborations led to the researcher focusing on a

conflict/co-operation continuum, where various matters moved organisations along

the continuum towards either conflict or co-operation.   The data shows evidence of

competition and co-operation within the federation and between member

organisations.   The data also displayed evidence of competition in the fundraising

arena as well as talking of ‘turf wars’.    However, at an operational level there was

evidence of co-operation and knowledge sharing through regular group meetings.

Conflict is shown as a moderator, as from the data gathered it was understood by

participants that conflict in any collaboration was inevitable.  However, as a

moderator, conflict was being viewed as constructive in that it can act to promote

change or a review of certain issues.  When looking at a conflict/co-operation

continuum, the conflict is considered in this situation as being destructive conflict

that can destroy a collaboration or make it dysfunctional.

The original mandated collaboration initially led to significant benefits including

addressing shared problems, i.e., funding for service delivery and subsidised products

for a chronic health condition, as well as promoting interorganisational learning,

evidenced by the sharing of resources between state and territory organisations

(Bamford, Gomes-Cassesers & Robinson, 2003;   Buono, 2003; Linden, 2002).

However, over time, the often seen dilemma of interorganisational relationships being

a source of important resources, but also perceived as one of suspicion and conflict of

interests developed (Tubin & Levin-Rozalis, 2008, 705).   From the data we see

accusations of ‘mission drift’, threats to ‘sovereignty and autonomy’ as well as

‘conflicts of interest’. Detailed analysis of these themes is covered in Section 4.4.
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4.3.2  Modifications to the Conflict/Co-operation Model

Further action research cycles of planning, action, observation and reflection led to

the researcher modifying the initial themes and classifications in relation to

moderators of conflict/co-operation. The themes are now classified as follows:

Major Theme Subset of Major Theme

Relationships Personalities

Power and Control

Communication

Respect and Trust

Reciprocity

Purpose Mission Drift

Collaboration

Drivers

Financial Imperatives

Minor Themes

Conflict Non-Destructive Conflict

Collaboration

Benefits and Costs

Return on

Investment

The researcher originally believed that the structure was impeding collaboration,

however during the data gathering this appeared to be a minor moderator of

conflict/collaboration. After further cycles of planning, action, observation and

reflection, the researcher modified the moderators of conflict/collaboration to show

structure as a major, not a minor, moderator.  The need to have honest, open

relationships that were civil and respectful, was one of the major themes highlighted

in the data gathered from interviews and appears as a major moderator in the
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conflict/co-operation model. From detailed analysis of the interview data, this was

the overriding theme and initially taken to be the cause of the dysfunctional

federation.  The family or tribe analogy was frequently referred to by many of the

interviewees (‘a loose collection of warring tribes rather than a strong and united

body’ (I2)).    The consensus seemed to be that the ability of the federated body to

control member organisations and to form alliances with various organisations, in

order to gain greater power and control, impacted on relationships and on the

autonomy and independence of the member organisations.   Additionally a long

history of antagonism between certain individuals as well as certain organisations,

appeared to impede relationship development.

4.3.3  A Practitioner’s Collaboration Framework

Once the moderators of conflict/co-operation were articulated and further modified,

the researcher was better able to understand how complex the collaboration process

was for any organisation.  The moderators, classified into major and minor

categories, are not discrete, they are interrelated and the degree to which they are

present can vary, moving the organisation between conflict and co-operation.

Managers need to understand the volatility of all of these moderators and be

conscious of the presence of any or all of them in any collaboration process.

This complex relationship of organisational and relationship issues, needs

collaboration theories to assist in explaining these issues.    The research therefore

identified that a framework for practitioners was required to assist in the

understanding of collaborations.   From the interviews and supplementary data,

combined with work on the conflict/co-operation continuum, the following themes

were identified for inclusion in the framework:
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Major Theme Subset of Major Theme

Organisational

Issues

Structure/Culture

Conflict/Competition

Collaboration Costs

Collaboration Benefits

Return on Investment

Collaboration Imperatives

Purpose

Relationship Issues Personalities

Power and Control

Politics

Communication

Respect & Trust

Opportunism

Relationship Repair

Theories to Inform

Understanding of

Collaborations

Institutional

Organisational

Social/Relational

Network

Collaboration

Resource Based

Collaboration

Outcomes
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4.4  Detail  analysis of themes emerging from the data

The practitioner’s collaboration framework incorporated the original themes

identified in the conflict/co-operation continuum model and also gave a place for the

outcomes of collaboration and the theories that assist in understanding collaboration.

Within the relationship theme there were a number of sub-themes, such as

personalities, power and control, trust, communication and relationship repair.

Relationship theories are interrelated to network and collaboration theories.

Collaborations can be viewed as a process, with organisations working together to

find solutions to a common problem, as well as an institutional arrangement whereby

something new is created outside of existing organisations (Sowa, 2008; Vangen &

Huxham, 2003).  In the federation structure under review, the national office was

created to address the problem of obtaining government funding for a chronic health

condition, however it involved personalities and organisations working together to

get to the position of creating the national body.   In essence it was a mandated

collaboration.   Collaborations however are of a paradoxical nature, combining

competition and co-operation, as well as autonomy and independence (Rodriquez,

Langley, Beland & Denis, 2007, 151).

The following analysis provides greater detail about all elements of the framework.

4.4.1  Organisational Issues

4.4.1.1 Structure/Culture

The current federated structure where each member organisation has one of its

directors sit on the national body as a director, immediately causes a conflict.

Directors have a fiduciary requirement to act in the best interest of the organisation of

which they are a director (Baxt, 2005). In the federation under review we have

directors wearing two hats.   Whilst they are acting as directors on the board of the

national body they must act in the best interests of the national body, without

considering the fact that their decisions may be detrimental to the state or territory

organisation of which they are also a director.   This is an extremely invidious
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position and does not encourage open, honest relationships at this level or at the

management level within their own organisations. The board is considered a ‘total

and abject failure’ (I2) and the (federated) model seen as ‘simply destructive’ (I5).

The whole structure would appear to create a culture whereby directors do not trust

other directors to act, without consideration of their own organisation’s aims and

strategies, and act in the interest of the national body.    The basis for any relationship

between directors on the national body was therefore flawed.   It would seem that this

flawed relationship cascaded down to the Chief Executive Officers of member

organisations, who also displayed distrust and open hostility towards each other and

the CEO of the national body. The structure and culture of the organisation were

originally thought to be minor moderators, however after reflection and analysis they

were revised to be major moderators of conflict/collaboration, as depicted in the

continuum model in Figure 4.2.  This was due to the fact that analysis identified

major impacts of the national office structure and culture, upon the collaboration and

also on member organisations.

The interviewees also made statements about the culture of the national office being

like ‘an outsourced arm of … Government’ and having ‘a public service mentality’

(I2). Participants believed that the national body had ‘forgotten its members’ (I1);

‘the structure … was corrupt’ (I2);  ‘lack(ed) financial capacity’ (I3) and was ‘highly

dysfunctional’ (I4).  It was also suggested that the ‘centralised model .. hasn’t

achieved the world… what its achieved is a disintegration of the federation in twenty

four years’ (I2) and that there is not a ‘best federation model’ (I4a). Interviewees

were quick to acknowledge the conflict of interest in relation to directors wearing

‘two hats’ and the inability to resolve the issues about what is best for their own

organisation or for the national body, as articulated by the first interviewee who

pointed out that you have ‘directors at the national board who are also the president

or on the executive of member organisations and they then have to make a decision

based around what’s for the best for the (national).... contract’ (I1a).  Supplementary

data (minutes from meetings February, 2007) also show evidence of the national
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body accusing member organisations of conflict of interest due to a state’s

commercial activities.

This federated structure where directors represented member organisations, yet must

act in the best interest of the national federated body, was therefore perceived as

causing ‘conflicts of interest’ (I1a).  Also, this structure, whereby the national office

holds the government contract for a nationally funded project, appeared to be a cause

not only of conflict but also ‘mission drift’ of the national body.   Originally, there

was a ‘genuine need to … work together … and (a) single focus … with meaning in

the national community’ (I3).  ‘The contractual management … spread into peak

body stuff … makes a federation dysfunctional’ (I1).

Participants believed that any new national structure should move away from having

member organisations as directors,  ‘because it’s perpetuating the same model. And

(for the organisation) to be perceived as a very professional, savvy organisation ...you

have to move on and say we need people with the right skills and expertise’  (I1a).

The issue of adopting a skills based board in the future was also reflected upon –

‘Well there may even be a skill based board:  the pure sense of it is three or four

external directors who are not parts of any of the member boards, more operational’

(I3a). Separating the national funded contract from the federation was also given

consideration and ‘joint ventures’ or a ‘company form … with each member clearly

an owner’ (I2) were noted as possibilities.

The close relationship of the national office to the government funding body also

appears to have transferred the majority of power in the organisation to the CEO.

This was referred to by interviewees in the context of known withholding of

information to directors.  For any organisation to function at an optimal level, you

require a ‘a CEO who actively updates the directors on all of the issues affecting the

environment, the context in which they operate and really does a monthly briefing

plus written publications appended to board papers of all the material activities

going on in the environment’ (I3a)
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It was believed by one interviewee that the federation had moved away from its

original structure and purpose.   He noted that ‘generally, when people come in to a

federation… they don’t understand the objectives, the original objectives, and they

want to reinvent it and they see the federation structure as an obstacle to achieving

the objectives, because generally people come out of the commercial world and they

have a hierarchical structure or a military type structure … and once I give an order

you obey.   So you introduce that sort of framework into a federation, you will

immediately see the federation start to have open warfare’ (I3). One interviewee

believed that there was ‘no best federation model and…  the people who go onto the

boards of NGO’s don’t populate the boards with the right skill sets and experience ..

to be able to apply effectively commercial ideas in an NGO environment’ (I4a).

The supplementary data also shows that in minutes of meetings from February 2007,

the national body is accusing a member organisation of conflict of interest due to

their commercial activities.  The researcher’s journal entries from July to December

2008 also show reflection on the fact that ‘structure gives the power to a select group

within the federation’ and that the ‘federation is dysfunctional, the model is flawed, it

is all about the structure’.

It was succinctly noted by one participant that if organisations operate ‘across

jurisdictions you will have a war breaking out because there is no respect for the

framework of the federation …. (however) it doesn’t matter what governance

structure you’ve got in place it all gets thrown out the window because … some

individuals are very headstrong and very upfront about changing things’ (I3). Here

we begin to glimpse the complex relationship between the various moderators that

impact on collaborations.

4.4.1.2  Conflict/Competition

Whilst it may have been expected that this would have been a major theme, most

interviewees acknowledged conflict and accepted it as part of any collaboration. It
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was noted that ‘there’s always going to be some level of conflict …. We live in a

world based on conflict’ (I2). It is therefore depicted as a minor theme in the

Conflict/Co-operation model (Figure 4.2).  Task conflicts were seen as minor issues,

the personality conflicts and lack of good relationships were the major issues, along

with lack of conflict resolution mechanisms. Competition in the fundraising arena

and ‘turf wars’ (I6a) were noted in the interviews as well as in the supplementary

data. Additionally, we see the overlap of conflict in relation to resource dependency

and mission goals.

The structure itself was noted as having the ability to cause conflict, as ‘federations at

a generic level are always a challenge … (as they can) go through periods of internal

conflict and periods of relative stability’ (I4). The ability of conflict to escalate out

of control, was raised: ‘Where (conflict) cuts across your own sovereignty and your

ability to keep control of your own destiny, generally you’ll have a war starting up

somewhere’ (I3). It was also believed that conflict could lead to ‘a collective

lowering of capability and relevance’ (I4a). Additionally a structure lacking a

conflict resolution mechanism was noted as having the potential to cause more

conflict (I1a).

The inevitability of conflict was also discussed, in relation to the present federation

structure and past history … ‘First we have to go through the experienced irrelevance

of being multiple single voices before some bright spark says, hey I think we ought to

unify together and be one entity.   We go through the whole cycle … some learnings –

there are always learnings out of it.   But I think we have to go further into disunity

and disharmony before we all come back together’ (I4a). However, there were also

glimmers of hope that there would be some way to unify all members – ‘It’s

inappropriate not to exercise every possible opportunity for re-unification before

inevitable steps are taken’ (I4a).

From the supplementary data, there are letters from November, 2009, showing

attempts at a Memorandum of Understanding is not faring well, with old adversarial
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relationships still evident.   Minutes of meetings in February 2011 show the

emergence of a new model for collaboration can also be the cause of conflict.

4.4.1.3 Collaboration Costs and Benefits

Interviewees perceived some federation benefits, particularly in the early years,

where there was ‘stability and (a) single focus’ (I3). Additionally, ‘national

lobbying, advocacy and wherever possible coordinated awareness’ (I3) were seen as

distinct benefits of a functional federation model.  For the member organisations’

constituents, the ability to supply ‘susbsidised products’ (I3) and fund research into

the chronic health condition (I6a) were noted as significant benefits of the

collaboration.   It was also acknowledged that the collaboration could be made

‘collegial’ (I1 ) and the ‘capacity (to) share knowledge and operate together’ (I1)

was also possible.

The issues surrounding structure combined with the national office being the

contractor holder for the national contract, administered by members, were frequently

discussed as unacceptable costs of this particular federation structure, and deemed as

‘quite flawed’ (I1a).  It was noted that perhaps if you ‘take away the issues of a

national office… then we (have) a single nucleus focus … delivery of the government

contract nationally’ (I3a). However, in more recent times benefits were considered

to be non-existent, with interviewees remarking that they had not ‘seen a lot really’

(I1) or even more detrimental comments, such as …‘it’s probably gone into anarchy

and on its death throes.... I have no optimism for the federation, no optimism at all’

(I4a). Costs and benefits however were perceived as minor moderators on the

Conflict/Co-operation Continuum (Figure 4.2).

From the interview data it would seem that the federation model was dysfunctional

for a number of reasons, including relationship issues, conflicts of interests and

structure.   Whilst the issue domain had not ceased, the federated form of

collaboration did not address the member issues of mission, as well as allowing for

autonomy and independence. The initial benefits of national lobbying, advocacy and
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stability appear to have been lost in later years when the collaboration was

dysfunctional.

Minutes of meetings and email correspondence show that it may only be through

collaboration that all parties will benefit from participation in the renewal of the

government contract.

4.4.1.4 Return on Investment

This was seen to muddy the waters of the federated body, particularly given that the

national office was the holder of a significant Government contract on behalf of the

states and territories, and additionally levied significant membership fees. Whilst

seen as a minor moderator on the Conflict/Co-operation Continuum Model (Figure

4.2), eventually, the quantum of the membership fees payable by one of the larger

organisations became one of their reasons for resignation from the federation.   This

issue is also interrelated to power and control issues due to the national body making

it mandatory for organisations to be a member of the national organisation in order to

be agents for the government funded contract. Lines were also blurred when

outstanding membership payments could be offset by service payments under the

national government contract (National organisation constitution by-laws, 2008).

Interviewees noted that they ‘.. could never see the bang for our buck by being a

member of the Federation’ (I2). This issue of value for money for membership fees

was significant for the larger states, which paid greater fees, based on a formula

devised by the national office and linked to the volume of service fees received by

state and territories under the national contract.    As the federation became more

dysfunctional, rather than a collaboration it became more like a ‘principle and sub-

contractor and that was never the (original) intent’ (I3a). Eventually,  ‘the president

of the national office moved in and took the position that we would have the

draconian clause in the agent's agreement around compulsory membership’  (I3a).

For some, this ‘brought it to the end’ (I3a). Not only did the States and Territories
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have their membership fees set by the national body, but now it would be enshrined

in their contracts that membership was compulsory in order to be a service provider

under the national contract held by the federated national body.

Various emails, letters and reports show the ongoing issue of the matter of the level

of membership fees for organisations belonging to the federation and the return that

they receive for their significant contribution.   In November, 2008, letters also show

that past and present members of the federation have concerns regarding the

investments being made by the national office.

4.4.1.5  Collaboration Imperatives

This theme was a minor moderator in the Conflict/Co-operation Continuum Model

(Figure 4.2).   In the first round of interviews, there was reference to the original

necessity to establish the federation, basically there had been ‘a genuine need to be

able to work together and there was that single focus (of) how to actually move

ourselves forward so that we actually had some meaning in the national community’

(I3). However, the national contract issues and other matters had appeared to

‘spread into peak body stuff, which makes a federation dysfunctional (I1). The

necessity to collaborate emerged more strongly in the second round of interviews.

By late 2009, organisations that were both members and non-members of the

federation were moving towards a more collaborative frame of mind due to the

financial imperatives surrounding the necessity to secure the national government

contract, in order to be able to continue to support their constituents.   It was

acknowledged that ‘... some state organisations will not survive without the funding’

(I5) and that there was an obvious necessity for all organisations to ‘maintain

financial viability’ (I5). However, whilst there is awareness of financial imperatives

there is also a strong desire for a better collaboration method - ‘We will not be part of

a dysfunctional federation’ …. ‘we wish to work together in a better model’ (I3).

It can be seen that whilst the original federated body was thrust upon those members

in order to secure the government national contract, the birth of ‘NewCo’ has evolved
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from a collaboration that has recognised the necessity of good working relationships

in order to meet the mission of member organisations and secure financial stability

for member programs.

The federation has been in existence since 1987.   This long term relationship has had

little change and there appear to be many embedded ties, e.g., donations by all

members to a specific national research body.    Whilst it has been long term there

seems to be little evidence in the data of an integrated, consistent strategy for the

collaboration, with the roles and expectations of members clearly articulated.   It

appears to have commenced as a mandated collaboration and since inception there

has been little effort made to align strategies, share norms or promote understanding

between member organisations.    Past and present member organisations can now see

the imperative to collaborate, i.e. for financial purposes, for service delivery of a

national contract and for the greater benefit of their constituents.    The majority of

past and present member organisations rely on this contract for their level of human

resources, and its service delivery has perfect alignment with the missions of their

organisations.   In addition to the financial imperative, it was also argued that the

‘issue domain is still there and growing.  In fact, it’s even more important now with

the growing instance of this (chronic condition) in the community (therefore) the need

to influence policy when it is centre of government thinking is far more now than it

was 18 months ago or three years ago.   We need to acknowledge that and working

towards that’ (I4a).

The comment of interviewees are supported by supplementary data in the form of

emails, letters and minutes of meetings showing that the government funded contract

is the collaborative driver for this federated organisation.  By February 2009, we also

see evidence of emails showing that organisations that have resigned have formed a

coalition of the willing, to work together on a contingency model should the national

office dissolve.   By April and July 2010, there is evidence of the CEO’s starting to

work together to negotiate the next contract.
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4.4.1.6  Purpose

All organisations involved in the federated structure, were not-for-profit entities.

Therefore, it is not surprising that the theme of ‘purpose’, being their ‘raisin d’etre’

was a strong one throughout the majority of the interviews.  Participants were most

passionate about this and the statements made were done so with much conviction

and emotion.    Comments included: ‘The states have a very clear understanding of

their mission and purpose … I don’t think (the national office) have understood at all

what their purpose is’ (I4);  ‘to even make things worse, which… highlights some of

the conflict that existed in the federation, is that it was expected of consumer based

organisations … (that they use) the lamington drives and whatever means possible to

raise more and more funds for research.   It really stuck in the neck of some

consumer based member organisations because their primary objective was not

around pure research;  their primary objective .. was to be able to help people live

with (this chronic disease) generally’ (I3).

Whilst the establishment of a federation was based on the necessity to have a national

voice and a body to be the head contract holder for a national funded project,

members perceived that the national body had lost its way and that it was not aligned

with the purpose of its members. It was believed by interviewees that the national

body ‘never adequately considered consumer matters’ and had ‘absolute confusion

about … their role’ (I2), or ‘their purpose’ (I4). Additionally, the national body

‘was portraying a totally centralist approach where the members served the

federation or members served the central body and (states) .. were coming from a

perspective of the central body supporting and serving its members.   It was an

absolute and fundamental impasse’ (I2).

It was acknowledged that ‘the members of the federation are coming from different

viewpoints … one group represents consumers …another group is in effect a union

for its health professional members… so there wasn’t a common unity of purpose or
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reason … for being’  (I2). The objectives and purpose of the member organisations,

and the national body, were ‘contradictory’ (I3a). This was not something perceived

as recent, as it was believed that there was no ‘common reason for being and so any

initiative or any attempt at collaboration was always stymied by the fact that there

was no united service in the first place… it would be better to describe the federation

members as a loose collection of warring tribes rather than a strong and united body’

(I2). It was also suggested that the national body itself had forgotten that its whole

purpose was to try to bring together the state and territory organisations … to lobby

government … to have a secretariat’ (I5). The mission and purpose of the national

body was perceived as so fundamentally different from the members that this caused

‘a huge amount of conflict’ (I3). An organisation’s purpose and discussions around

mission drift were major moderators in the Conflict/Co-operation Continuum Model

(Figure 4.2).

4.4.2 Relationship Issues

This theme was the overarching, dominant theme constant throughout all interviews

and was classified as a major moderator in the Conflict/Co-operation Continuum

Model (Figure 4.2). (‘Fundamentally a federation is based on relationships’ (I2)).

The family or tribe analogy was frequently referred to by many of the interviewees

(‘a loose collection of warring tribes rather than a strong and united body’ (I2)).   It

was as though the interviewees were talking about problems with a dysfunctional

family unit – there were references to personalities (‘individuals that have aspirations

for grandeur .. quite destructive’ (I3)), collaboration (‘working together is more

valuable than being fractious’ (I4)) and conflict (‘If you go across jurisdictions you

will have a war breaking out …’ (I3).   All participants viewed relationships as the

major issue, and were quite passionate about this, particularly in the first round of

interviews.   The maintenance of relationships based on trust and respect was seen to

be paramount (‘It’s prudent that you always operate in trust’ (I2)), and the need for

relationship repair mechanisms was also noted (‘As long as there’s mutual respect ..

you can rebuild relationships’) I3). The theme possessed a hierarchical structure

with a number of sub-sets, including personalities, power and control,



128

communication, respect and trust.   These subsets are noted in the Practitioner’s

Collaboration Framework, depicted in Figure 4.1, and discussed in detail hereunder.

4.4.2.1  Personalities

In the first round of interviews, which were held within six months of the federation

becoming fractured, the majority of the interviewees nominated the personalities of

certain Chief Executive Officers and Directors as being a major cause of conflict

within the federated structure. There were individuals referred to as having

‘aspirations for grandeur’ (I3), those that were described as lacking the

‘interpersonal skills necessary’ (I4), and others were called ‘egomaniancs’ (I2) or

‘directors (who were) weekend warriors’ (I4). One interviewee was quite specific

stating that the CEO had poor judgement, was ‘not suited to the job of being CEO

over an industry association and … came from a bureaucratic background’ (I4)

Any new model will need to address the issues of a history of personality differences

amongst long standing incumbents in within the national and state and territory

bodies.

From the data collected, there is evidence of overlaps between personality issues and

structural issues, as well as continued references to warfare.  This is clearly seen in a

passionate statement by I3, who remarked that ‘People come in to a federation ..

don’t understand the objectives … people come out of the commercial world and they

have a hierarchical structure or a military type structure … introduce that type of

framework (and) you start to have open warfare’. The personalities of those within

the federation was cited as the cause of dysfunction, as ‘working together is more

valuable than being fractions, but it’s driven by personalities and ideologies and not

just on dispassionate pragmatism’ (I4).

It was acknowledged that it was not a collaborative situation with the trouble being

that with a federated structure, you have ‘these maverick people that come in, and

some pretty radical people’ (I3), as well as ‘some individuals (that) are very
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headstrong’ (I3), and individuals with a ‘certain resistance to accepting other

people’s ideas’ (I5). Due to the personalities involved in the federated organisation,

the relationship between the national office and its member organisations was

described as a domestic violence one … ‘a bit like an abused wife.   How many times

can you be bashed around the head and be put in intensive care in hospital and he

rushes in and says I’m sorry, I didn’t mean it, come back to me’ (I2). The researcher

believed that this synonym reflected the level of frustration with the national office

and the personalities involved in what was now being viewed as either ‘warfare’ or a

‘personal vendetta … almost a desire to have this war’ (I5). Past attempts to work

together were acknowledged, however it was believed that these were not successful

due to ‘the personalities involved and the rest of the board asleep at the wheel’ (I2).

However, there was optimism that a change in personnel would improve

relationships, because ‘if there’s a bit of a change of personnel … people just come in

with a fresh perspective, and they don’t have any of the baggage’  (I1). It was also

acknowledged that ‘it all comes down to relationships … and sometimes you’ve got to

work at them harder than others’ (I2). Supplementary data also showed that a

change of CEO at one of the larger state organisations provided greater opportunities

for collaboration. A journal entry from December 2008 notes that the researcher

believes that the structure promotes conflict and personality clashes.   By December

2008, the journal entries also show that a change in personnel at various organisations

was having a positive impact on the feelings in meetings.

4.4.2.2  Power and Control

Analysis of the interviews suggests that a great deal of the relationship problems were

due to the personalities involved and many of these personalities were motivated by

power and control. The power and control issues were not only about control of

money, but were also seen as an attempt by various directors and chief executive

officers to have power to have things their own way, or to suit their own individual

organisations. The national office was deemed to be bureaucratic and trying to
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control all member organisations, through a powerful ‘master/servant (relationship) ..

a big stick sort of approach’ (I1), and a ‘power model’ with the members considered

branches and the national office the ‘head office’ (14a). The interviewees also noted

that the national office ‘wanted to break the model and make states and territory or

the consumer organisations heel and literally handover their power’ (I3a). Minutes

of the national office board meeting of March, 2008, note that ‘member organisations

have not followed the guidelines’.  This is also perceived as the national body seeking

to totally control member organisations.   The data also shows that there was a

distinct shift of power to the Chief Executive Officer of the national organisation, due

to his close relationship with the funding body.

In looking at power issues, consideration must be given to the fact that the member

organisations that formed part of the national body, and indeed the national

organisation itself, were of various sizes with great disparity in the volume of their

human and financial resources.   This factor alone lead to perceived power

differences.  The presence of health professional bodies as members of a consumer

federation was also a cause of significant power and control issues as they were

perceived to have an opinion that ‘it was (their) God given right (to) exercise power’

(11a), and the fact that ‘one of the primary reasons that they wanted to be in the

federation was one of controlling what the consumer bodies were about’ (I3).

A link between personalities was also noted, where it was acknowledged that ‘there

was definitely a power struggle … (it) was personality driven and … under a different

personality (the fracture) may not have even happened’ (I5). The fact that the

members were ‘at war’ also came into the discussions about power and control, with

an interviewee noting  .. ‘This battle this time was all about …. Control’, and ‘the

reason we are where we are is because no one wanted to relinquish power or money’

(I3). This interviewee also highlighted the fact that the only possible motivation for

the fracture of the federation was one of ‘power’ (I3a) and the fact that the ‘power

struggle  … (was) probably one of the most divisive elements of the federation (I3).
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Throughout the supplementary data, we see evidence of power and control through

national body board minutes, emails and letters. The re-unification process falters

significantly when emails are received advising that members who had more than one

vote refused to relinquish this power (April 2009).    Relationships between

organisations also began to be seen as sub-groups for power and control, either

working with or against the national organisation (May 2009).

4.4.2.3  Politics

Within this discussion of power and control, we also start to see the issue of politics

emerge.  The politics of the federation are seen as interfering with the ability of the

organisations to conduct their normal business, as noted by an interviewee - ‘There's

no professional reason why those CEOs couldn't actually, can't maintain good

professional (relations) - the politics of federation should be left up to the elected

members.  If the CEOs stay out of that then you just get on with the business of the

day’  (I3a). Even employees that had not been earlier involved in the federation

politics, started to note that these were ongoing issues and that there was a ‘political

side of things’ (I5).

The general consensus appeared to be that certain senior personnel were using their

positions of power to control certain aspects of the federation, for the opportunity to

provide benefits to their own State or Territory organisation.   They were then

believed to be acting in a political way, to further their own position.   From the

researcher’s involvement in many meetings, it was noted that often there was a

perception of political behavior due to the lack of communication of motives by

senior management.  Chief Executive Officers operating in a defensive way, would

often make statement about their plans or actions, without providing adequate

communication about the reasons behind such activities.  In an atmosphere of distrust

this was often seen as political maneuvering in an attempt to change the course of

events to suit their own organisation.     Interviewees commented on ‘power struggles

(and) …factions …  one of the most divisive elements of the federation (I3).
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By May 2009, emails and meetings show evidence of these factions operating.  They

are either working for or against the federated model.  By December, 2009, the

Memorandum of Understanding developed by all organisations, is not supported by

the National Office, as it significantly reduces their power to control organisations.4.4.2.3.1 The political economy
This discussion in relation to politics also links to power and control.   Therefore we

see in the federated structure a political economy concerned with the distribution of

two scarce resources – money and authority (Benson, 1975).  Political economy has

been defined as a specific set of social relations organised around power or the ability

to control other people, processes and things, even in the face of resistance;  and also

as the study of control and survival in social life (Mosco, 1996).  This political

economy is evident as we see power being distributed and exercised by the national

body as it seeks to control the member organisations of the federation.  Due to the

national body being the head contractor for the government funded program, it has

the power to control financial resources to the member organisations.  It is perceived

as an aggressive actor in this political situation, using this power to control other

areas of member organisation’s activities.   Power is a fundamental feature of social

life, particularly within collaborations.  Roscigno (2011) asserts that power is

complex and has various manifestations.   The capacity of participants to invoke

structure and cultural discourses to their advantage and hence use the political

economy and their legitimised power for self-interest has been evident by the actions

of the national office, throughout this research.

4.4.2.4 Communication

From the data gathered it would appear that there has been no formal concerted effort

to set up and maintain communication channels.   There are no embedded

mechanisms for feedback to stakeholders and due to personality conflicts there

appears to be withholding of information for power reasons.  Without communication

there also can be no transfer of knowledge between members of the federation, nor

any ongoing trust development. Participants acknowledged the fact that ‘if there
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had have been communication we would not have had half the problems’ (I1), and the

fact that a lot of the disunity was due to ‘poor communication and relationship

management stuff … (from the national office whereby they were) the boss or .. the

big guys, (they) .. make these decisions.  It’s almost like .. top secret business, and we

will tell you when it’s over’ (I1). Again, we see links between relationship, power

and communication.

The importance of communication cannot be under estimated. ‘Communication is

the main issue.   Once you have no communication you have no trust and even if you

have minor communication at least you have some ability to keep a degree of balance

and perspective.   But when there’s no communication things fall off the rails’ (I4).

The effective flow of communication from the national office CEO to the board

directors, whether they be member organisations or an independent, skills based

board, was also an imperative,  because a collaboration can only ‘work if you’ve got a

CEO who actively updates the directors on all of the issues affecting the environment,

the context in which they operate and really does a monthly briefing plus written

publications appended to board papers of all the material activities going on in the

environment’  (I3a)

However, the State and Territory organisations appear to be attempting to have

regular communication and by September 2010 there is evidence of a more

conducive, communicative environment.

4.4.2.5 Respect and Trust

Whilst respect and trust had been a theme in the initial round of interviews, it was

overshadowed by issues around personalities and communication.  It was as though

the interviewees’ memories of events were still raw and the conflict with individual

personalities was still uppermost in their minds.   By the second round of interviews,

some six months later, there appeared to be more thought at a higher level about trust

and mechanisms for relationship repair rather than a focus on personalities. Of

interest was the fact that the majority of interviewees spoke not only of distrust of
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people but also of organisations as a whole.   The basis of this distrust appeared to be

the behaviours of senior personnel in the organisations that were members of the

federation.

The necessity to maintain trust was noted as an imperative, because ‘once trust is

ruptured everything becomes a hell of a lot harder because people look at

motivations behind everything that’s said and also what’s not said.  It’s the silences

that are as damning as the speech because the failure of trust, that inner confidence

that in talking with a colleague is for mutual benefit and mutual interaction.  When

that’s gone all you do is have a slow decline to start with, but an accelerating rate to

anarchy’  (I4a)

Respect was seen as part of a trusting relationship and a lack of respect for member

organisations prompted one member to leave the federation.   The interviewee noted

that ‘unless there’s respect … then you haven’t got an effective federation … what

made us get out was just the total lack of respect for us as a member’ (I2). A lack of

respect for members’ opinions, particularly those who had been long serving directors

was also a concern, being compared to ‘not taking the time to listen to your elders in

any community …(just because (they) have been around a long time doesn’t mean

that they don’t have input)’ (I3a). Additionally, a ‘lack of consultation’ was also

perceived in a sense as a ‘lack of respect’(I1).

It was acknowledged that currently members were operating in a distrustful

environment, and that ‘there needs to be a really big line in the sand, say how are we

going to move forward. We’re past retribution and all that sort of thing. It’s

happened. People have gone and whatever’ (11a). However, the ability of

participants to do this was questioned by the interviewee - ‘I’m just not sure whether

there’s the capacity at the moment to do that, which is very sad’  (11a). Contrary to

this, Interviewee 3 noted that ‘as long as there’s mutual respect … you can build

relationships and you have to actually work on it over a period of time.  We need to

be grown up and professional … that was the battle, that was the war, we’re wiser …
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it doesn’t mean that there isn’t a greater .. cause, that we now need to focus our

efforts at’. However, caution was evidenced by comments noting that trust needs to

be ‘verified (and) if there’s not honesty and ethics and trust then it’s not going to

work (I2).

From the supplementary data, the leaking of information to the media in September,

2009, of the fracture of the organisation and laying blame at the feet of members who

have resigned, is seen as a total breach of trust and opportunistic behaviour.  However

some members who have resigned feel that the re-unification is too early, and trust

has not had a chance to develop.

4.4.2.6  Opportunism

Opportunism can be defined as the reverse side of trust.  It involves others taking the

opportunity to act in self interest. During the interview process, the interviewees did

not specifically articulate behaviours as ‘opportunism’, however there was evidence

of this, particularly in the areas of fundraising and member ownership of resources.

Various attempts had been made to have national campaigns, however ‘national

fundraising has always been problematic because each state and territory understand

their jurisdiction quite well and generally what was happening was you start on

anything and it ends up being a crossover’   (I3)

Member organisations of the federation developed numerous resources and

intellectual property in relation to various aspects of the chronic health condition

being suffered by their constituents.   Many of these resources and other property

were commandeered by the national office and it was noted that, ‘that’s the

fundamental basis of the war …once you have people who want to steal what belongs

to a greater group for their own purposes, which is unknown – they think they’re

doing the right thing but in actual fact they’re stealing something that isn’t theirs to

steal’ (I3).
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By September, 2009, emails noted that information about the fracture of the

federation had been leaked to the media and resulted in an article in a prominent

capital city newspaper.   Organisations that had resigned from the federation were

‘blamed’ for this leak.   Most of the past and previous federation members saw this

behavior as opportunistic on the part of the national organisation and evidence of

reciprocity in relation to trying to harm the reputation of organisations.

Opportunism was not a moderator on the conflict/co-operation continuum, however it

may be implied by the emphasis on Respect and Trust as a major moderator (refer to

Figure 4.2).  Trust and opportunism can also be connected to reciprocity  (refer to

Figure 4.2).   Trust engenders trust, thereby where trust is given it is normally

reciprocated.   The same can be said for opportunism.

4.4.2.7  Relationship Repair

During the interviews, participants also reflected on the federation’s lack of conflict

resolution or relationship repair mechanisms.  This was seen as exacerbating the

conflict issues, because ‘without not even having a formal or whatever mechanism for

dealing with it (conflict), potentially they were causing more’  (I1a). It was

understood that for a collaboration to be successful, participants had to move on and

had to have some means of resolution, not retribution as ‘this retribution stuff, that

well you hurt me; I’m going to hurt you. You stuffed around with me ….to have the

collaboration, we have to take a breath and say there were mistakes made on both

sides; how  are we going to get out of this shit and how are we going to move

forward?’ (I1) This retribution can also been seen as another angle to reciprocity

between parties.

This lack of relationship repair was also reflected in the supplementary data, where

we see minutes of meetings and emails acknowledging the breakdown of

relationships and informal attempts at repairing those relationships:
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1 September 2008 ‘board meeting to discuss resignations and current issues with the

federation’

The supplementary data also shows that by December, 2009, CEO’s from both

member and non-member organisations had commenced regular meetings, in an

effort to work together and repair relationships between organisations.   The main

focus of these meetings was the national contract that provided services and products

for these organisations’ constituents.

Given the fact that relationships were perceived as a major moderator of

collaborations, then mediation and relationship repair need to be given significant

attention in any new collaboration model.

4.4.3 Collaboration Outcomes

The majority of data collected talked of lack of outcomes from the national office.

The national organisation was perceived as ‘aligned with government’ and

‘bureaucratic’, as well as dogmatic with little consultation with member

organisations.    Any outcomes from the national organisation were perceived as

driven by self-interest and not by the needs of the consumer.    The nationally funded

Government contract was seen as being a major cause of the dysfunctional federation.

It blurred the boundaries between federation ‘business’ and government contractual

arrangements:

… (problem) ‘is that you’ve had a commercial entity (nationally funded project) that

has taken precedence over a peak body federated group. And I think that’s probably

the thing that’s caused the organisation to become dysfunctional’(I1a)

Under the national contract, the outcomes that were being achieved were being done

so by state and territory organisations and other agents.   These outcomes were well
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documented and provided to the national office for ongoing communication to the

Government body.   However, the state and territory organisations saw these

outcomes as contractual arrangements, and not mission outcomes that were the reason

for their existence.

4.4.4  Collaboration Theories

The literature review in Chapter 2 highlighted the numerous theories that can be used

to understand collaborations.  These theories vary from institutional (DiMaggio &

Powell, 1983;  Guo & Acar, 2005;  Williams, 2005;  Kim, Oh & Swaminathan,

2006);  resource based (Acedo, Barroso & Galan, 2006;  Campbell, 2009;  Gazley,

2010;  Guo & Acar, 2005;  Wittmann, Hunt & Arnett, 2008); network (Knight, 2002;

Parkhe, Wasserman & Ralson, 2006;  Thomson, Perry & Miller, 2007); and

collaboration  (Chesterman, 2001);  to social and relational (Aldrich & Hecker, 1977;

Dyer & Sing, 1998;  Tsasis, 2009;  Tubin & Levin-Rozalis, 2008;  Zaheer,

Gozubuyuk & Milanov, 2010), as well as a variety of organisational theories (Sowa,

2008;  Huxham & Vangen, 2000;  Vangen & Huxham, 2003;  Young, Bania &

Bailey, 1996; Williams, 2005).    This research focussed on institutional theory,

resource based theories, network theory and collaboration theories (refer to Figure

2.1) and detailed discussions of these theories are provided in Chapter 2.   These

major theories are also interrelated with organisational and social/relational theories.

These theories are discussed under section 2.4 Factors impacting on Collaboration, in

Chapter 2, Literature Review.

4.4.5  Pictorial Representation of Framework and Models

The conflict/co-operation continuum model informed the practitioner’s collaboration

framework.   The detailed analysis of the themes showed that in the collaboration

framework there are the major themes of Organisational Issues and Relationship

Issues.   Collaboration theories provide assistance in understanding the collaboration
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process.  The collaboration structure is viewed as the ‘glue the binds the collaboration

process.  Collaboration outcomes are the result of the collaboration.

The moderators of conflict/co-operation, can be conceptually placed and embedded in

a variety of theories in relation to collaboration.   Again the theories are interrelated.

It is therefore perhaps more advantageous to visualise the theories as assisting the

understanding of the moderators of conflict/co-operation and the collaboration

process.     However, this list of theories, as outlined in Section 4.4.4, is not absolute,

and there could be other theories that are informing the collaboration process.  The

theories shown in this conceptual model are those that were evident in this particular

research project.

The pictorial representation of this Practitioner’s Collaboration Framework is

depicted in Figure 4.1.

The conflict/co-operation model formed the basis for the Practitioner’s Collaboration

Framework.  The aim was to gain an understanding of the moderators impacting on a

federated organisation, which move the organisation along a continuum from co-

operation to conflict and vice versa. The methodology allowed consultation with a

number of participants in the federated structure and helped build understanding of

the moderators and the collaboration process.   It did not seek one ‘truth’, or correct

answer, but was open to all perspectives. The original pictorial representation of the

Moderators of Conflict/Co-operation Continuum is shown in Figure 4.2

After further action research cycles, this continuum model was modified.   Whilst

relationships were acknowledged as the major theme, organisational issues also had

to be given consideration.  It was also now believed that the structure itself was a

major part of the collaboration that would bring all parts together.  The model

provided the basis for the practitioner’s framework.   The classification of major or

minor moderators was based on the researcher’s interpretation of the interview data

and supplementary data.   Interviewees were most passionate about some issues and
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spent considerable amount of time in discussing these matters.   These major items

were fairly consistent across all interviewees.   The modified model is depicted in

Figure 4.3.
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Figure 4.2: Pictorial Representation of Moderators of
Conflict/Collaboration on a Federation Structure v1
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Figure 4.3:  Pictorial Representation of the Moderators of Conflict/Co-operation
Continuum Model v2
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4.5 A new structural model for national collaboration

The supplementary data collected during this research project, confirmed that the

federated structure of health promotion charities was a dysfunctional collaboration.

Minutes of meetings and correspondence reviewed, reflected the variety of issues

depicted in the Moderators of Conflict/Co-operation shown in Figure 4.2.   By 2007,

various members of the federation were threatening to resign.   All organisations were

concerned that the dissolution of the federation would lead to the loss of a significant

national Government contract.   This contract was administered by the National body,

with all State and Territory organisations being the delivery agents.   By 2008, the

State and Territory organisations were so concerned about dissolution that attempts

were being made to unify the organisations.   During the various attempts at re-

unification, a contingency structural model had been prepared for delivery of the

government funded national contract, in the event of a total failure of the national

body.   This model envisaged a separate legal entity to manage the national contract.

This initial model is depicted in Figure 4.4.

4.5.1 Background to the model

By July 2008, the financial report of the national organisation to its board of

directors, for the year ending June 2008, showed that there was cause for concern.

The company had invested in a share portfolio, as many other not-for-profit

organisations and non-government organisations had done during this period of high

returns on the share market.   The subsequent global financial crisis events resulted in

financial losses and due to the necessity to withdraw from the investment, the losses

were crystallised and were of a high magnitude.   Members of the federated national

organisation began to have serious concerns about the proposed level of membership

fees that would be required to keep the national office financially viable.    As the full

extent of the problem unfolded, by November, 2008, four state and territory

organisations provided written notice of their intention to resign from the federation.

The constitution required a six month notice period.
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By early 2009, the four organisations that have resigned are working collaboratively.

They are meeting regularly to develop the interim structural model for service

delivery for the nationally funded contract.   There is also evidence of collaboration

on marketing activities as well as sharing business solutions.   The current national

government funded contract still has two more years to run and there are concerns

that the national office may not remain financially viable.   These four organisations

then formed a close collaboration to produce a contingency plan and structural model

to continue the nationally funded project, in the event that that national body ceased

operations.   This contingency plan was presented to the funding body for

consideration in the event of any such emergency and also allowed for a transition

period from the national office to a new company.

The interim structural model envisaged a separate legal entity to manage the national

funding agreement.   This entity would have no other business or interests other than

the management of this funding.   There was considerable discussion in relation to the

Board of Directors and the general agreement was that the Chief Executive Officers

of each State and Territory agent would sit on the board.   The various functions of

the national government funded program would be allocated to lead agents with

expertise in those areas rather than having all agents carry out all functions.   This

was believed to be able to provide a more consistent national approach to service

delivery.   This model is depicted in Figure 4.4.
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Figure 4.4:  Pictorial Representation of an Interim Structural Model for National Collaboration



147



148

4.6.1 Subsequent Events

This collaboration and production of a contingency plan caused further disruption in

the national federated organisation and by April 2009, those not involved in this

project believed that they should have been consulted.   The perception was that the

bigger states were ‘bullying’ the smaller states and taking things into their own hands.

There were serious concerns about the fracture of the organisation now being

officially notified to the funding body, by the perceived dissidents, and there was

disparaging talk about state and territory organisations ‘airing dirty linen in public’.

The minutes from meetings at this time again show the relationship problems as well

as the concerns about the inequitable voting structure of the national organisation.

By May, 2009, one of the state and territory member organisations, which had

remained in the federation, subsequently financially supported the national federated

body in order that it could have sufficient liquidity and be financially viable.  The

contingency plan and structural model were therefore never implemented as the

national organisation was able to continue to manage the funding contract.    A

subsequent change in senior management at the national office and amongst a number

of state and territory organisations, saw the beginning of more amicable relationships

between members and non-members of the federation. However, underlying this it

was evident that things continued in much the same vein as previously, but with the

emergence of some sub-groups where organisations were collaborating together on

specific projects or on maintaining the ‘war’ with the national office.  The data

showed evidence of the ‘common enemy’ drawing a sub-group into a tighter

collaboration.

By the end of May, 2009, three of the four organisations that had submitted their

resignations followed through with this and exited the federation structure.   One

organisation withdrew its resignation.   The national government funded contract was

due for expiry in June 2011.   The imperative to tender or negotiate for continuation

of this contract then led to all ten current agents for the contract, representing current

and previous members of the national organisation, collaborating by way of a
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teaming agreement to secure the next contract.   This teaming arrangement also saw

the involvement of the national organisation as a member and proposed agent.   The

necessity to collaborate in order to gain government funding and to continue a

contract that supports the missions of the organisations involved, is evident.

By early 2010, representatives from the national office, all State and Territory

organisations, as well as the two other professional body agents were attending

teaming agreement meetings hosted by a state organisation that was not a member of

the national organisation.  As these meetings continued, all participants

acknowledged the importance of the funded national contract for their constituents,

and came to the realisation that all the State and Territory organisations actually

shared a common mission.   During teaming meetings, there were numerous

discussions about the interim structural model, as depicted in Figure 4.4, which had

previously been developed by a number of organisations.  After considerable debate

and reflection, it was considered that this model replicated the previous federated

structure with the only difference being that the Chief Executive Officers from each

State & Territory were the designated Directors on the national board, rather than

current Directors from each member body.   As the previous federated structure was

dysfunctional and was no longer intact, any move to replicate it was not logical.   It

was also thought that this model did not represent best practice corporate governance.

If the Chief Executive Officers were appointed Directors then they would be

responsible for a legal entity which subsequently allocated delivery of services to the

CEO’s organisations.   Therefore, eventually it was perceived as even more of a

conflict of interest than the current federation model.    One element that was

considered for retention was the ability to invite a representative from the government

department to be either a specified liaison officer or a regular visitor to board

meetings.   Additionally, the need for an external independent mediator was

confirmed.

By late 2010, there was general consensus amongst all teaming member organisations

that a sole purpose company was the preferred option as the contract holder for the
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national program.   The current contract holder, the national organisation, supported

this and agreed that if the establishment of this company could not be finalised before

the tender/negotiation closing date, it could continue and assign the contract as

required. Through the action research process the researcher was involved in the

development of a new model for national collaboration. The new model was

designated ‘NewCo’, representing ‘new company’. This would be a sole purpose

company, its main aim being the management of a government funded national

contract.

4.5.1 ‘NewCo’ model - A new National Collaboration Structure

The proposed model envisages a collaboration where the establishment of a new, sole

purpose company (‘New Co’) is used to oversee the performance and compliance for

any national Government funded contract where multiple state and territory based

organisations are used for service delivery.   However, this model could be used for

any collaboration amongst organisations for the delivery of national programs.   The

model could be modified based on needs of the program and the skills and expertise

of the members of the collaboration.

4.5.1.1 Further Background

The organisation which is the subject of this research, displayed a funding model

whereby a national federated body was used for the contractual arrangements for

funding for national projects and where not-for-profit entities provide the service

delivery mechanism. In this federated structure, the national organisation held the

‘head contract’ and the relevant state and territory organisations, and any other

related, relevant bodies, held agent agreements to provide service delivery.   This two

tiered structure can sometimes cause lack of transparency and accountability issues,

as evidenced in this research project.

As in this case, where the main aim of the federated organisation is national policy

and advocacy; research policy and funding; and international affairs, a situation

develops where the monitoring of compliance of a national service delivery
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arrangement does not align with the strategic aims of the national body organisation.

A structural separation of the funded national project from the national body was

therefore a proposed solution.

The establishment of ‘NewCo’ will ensure structural separation of the management

and delivery of the funded contract from the day-to-day activities of a national

organisation that exists for the benefit of its members. ‘NewCo’ would be

constituted by State and Territory organisations.  State and Territory organisations

would become the members of ‘NewCo’, on a voluntary basis, and provide the

financial guarantees to ‘NewCo’ to enable is establishment and to give it some

credibility. The proposed model will provide a greater level of financial guarantee, as

the majority of the state based organisations will be members and backing the

organisation.  Membership would not be compulsory.

It is proposed that the ‘NewCo’ would have an independent, skills based board

comprising five Directors. This is in line with Australian Institute of Company

Directors (AICD) guidelines and will ensure best practice governance of any

contracts. Identified skills sets of Directors will include financial, commercial,

legal/risk management and health related expertise.

The Board will be appointed by the voting members of ‘NewCo’. All the current

eight (8) State and Territory Agents will continue as geographic Agents with

agreements with ‘NewCo’, ensuring service delivery and health professional

involvement continues with no changes.   Other organisations involved in service

delivery, i.e., national office and professional body organisations, will also continue

under agency agreements.  The establishment of ‘NewCo’ will ensure much clearer

separation and transparency of financial management.

In this particular study, the structure of ‘NewCo’ was not only seen as a structure that

could be used for collaboration to deliver government funded national projects, but it

could also be used for collaborations for any specific purpose.   Additionally, due to
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the situation with the federation it was also designed as a mechanism whereby the

current contract held by the national body could be assigned to  ‘NewCo’, if required,

without any disruption to service delivery.

4.5.1.2 Operational Management

The day-to-day management of any contract could continue to be managed by an

‘operational unit’, overseen by a General Manager, who will report to the Board.

If this is a transfer arrangement, any current contract staff will be transferred to

‘NewCo’ thus ensuring continuity of service delivery and retention of existing

knowledge and experience.

All Agent CEOs and the General Manager of ‘NewCo’ will meet six weekly ensuring

Agent expertise, strength of knowledge and understanding of consumer needs will

continue to inform both the GM and the Board.

4.5.1.3 Key Benefits of the ‘NewCo’ Model

It is asserted that this model will provide best practice governance based on the

Australian Institute of Company Directors’ recommendations, particularly in relation

to the provision of an independent skills based board.   From the funding body’s

perspective, there will be increased financial guarantee due to the membership base of

‘NewCo’ as well as a single point of accountability.  It is also envisaged that there

will be greater financial and service delivery transparency for both funding body and

agents.

Should the funding body also require any transfer arrangement then this model

provides continuity of current service delivery with all key stakeholders still involved

in the management and delivery of the current contract

4.5.1.4 ‘NewCo’ Stuctural Model

This is depicted in Figure 4.5.    The model shows a sole purpose company, which

would be established as a public company limited by guarantee.  It would be a
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member based organisation.  Membership is open to all State and Territory

organisations, but it is not compulsory and there will be no membership fees.

However, upon joining the organisation a financial guarantee will be required.   The

quantum of this guarantee is yet to be decided and will be subject to discussions with

the funding body as to the guarantee to be provided by the whole organisation. The

national body will also be a member for an initial twelve month period, and then

move to a position as an agent, providing national policy and advocacy.   This

transition arrangement for the national body will enable seamless transition of the

administration to the new structure.

The Board of Directors will be appointed by the members, by majority vote.   The

Board will consist of a maximum of five directors.  It will be a skills based board

with representation from professionals in the health, business, finance and legal

sectors.    The Board will appoint the General Manager, who will be responsible for

the National Government funded contract.   The General Manager will report to the

Board.   The manager will be responsible for operational management personnel,

government contractual liaison, arranging independent mediation and co-ordinating

all agents and service delivery.   The contract deliverables will be arranged through a

process of expressions of interest from agents.  Through this process lead agents will

be appointed, with expertise in the area being one of the major considerations.

At the time of this research project, the ‘NewCo’ structural model was being

established, however it had not been finalised and was not yet operational.  This

model had been influenced by the researcher who was involved in all teaming

meetings.   The literature review and data analysis guided the researcher’s reflections

and contributions to this model.   In particular, the themes emerging from the data

analysis highlighted the areas of collaboration that needed to be addressed if the

model was to provide the required outcomes.
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4.6 Reflections of the Researcher

The researcher kept a diary during this period of action research.   From the initial

pages it was clear that basic assumptions were held about theories as to why the

federated model disintegrated.   Notes revealed a belief that the ‘federated structure

was not conducive to collaboration’.  The existence of a national organisation in

Canberra, where the majority of Commonwealth public service organisations are

situated, was thought to have ‘influenced the national organisation to be a

hierarchical, bureaucratic structure’.   This was also seen to be exacerbated by the fact

that ‘any vacancies in roles in that organisation also were often filled by local

residents, who were usually skilled public servants’.   The voting structure of the

federation was also noted as ‘inequitable’ and ‘a major cause of conflict’.

Whilst the journal acknowledged that there were aggressive personalities involved

and many ‘personality clashes between national office chief executives and managers

and their counterparts from the various member organisations’, it was perceived that

it was the structure and the voting mechanism that needed to be ‘changed in order to

have a more collaborative federation’. The researcher’s own organisation wished to

pursue a business strategy of re-unification and promote ‘one national voice’ for

those suffering the chronic health condition.   However, the current federation

structure with its disproportionate voting was not seen as conducive to collaboration.

The interview process is recorded in the journal as an ‘eye opener’ for the researcher.

The many references to ‘warring tribes’ emphasised the human element of the

federation fracture and the relationship issues ‘behind the war’.   When the re-

unification attempt, where the proposed memorandum of understanding was to

include one member, one vote, was not successful, this was seen as those holding

greater voting rights attempting to retain their power.   However, the researcher

acknowledged that this was due to the human element of personalities with ‘power

and control’ issues, not the structure per se.
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The journal also records the more ‘conducive, collaboration environment present

once there were various changes to personnel in a number of organisations’. As the

researcher was a participant in the majority of these meetings of Chief Executive

Officers, as well as teaming agreement meetings, this ‘more conducive atmosphere’

was noted and gratefully enjoyed!   Whilst there were still ‘personality clashes

evident in some meetings’, those involved seem to be more willing to resolve

differences as there did not seem to be the power and control issues of previous

meetings.   The meetings had a ‘clear purpose’, i.e., the CEO meetings were to

continue current efficient and effective delivery of the government funded contract;

and the teaming agreement meetings were to finalise a strategy and documentation

for the re-negotiation of the government contract.

It was in the ‘conducive atmosphere of the teaming agreement meetings’ that

‘NewCo’ was born.   A collective idea to have a sole purpose company, based on the

revised model, for the management of the Government funded contract.   The

researcher was a participant in all teaming agreement meetings, assisted in the writing

of the constitution and is a participant in the negotiating team for the new contract.

This concept of a sole purpose company for national Government funded contracts, to

provide ‘transparency, accountability and a total separation of functions from a not-

for-profits mission’ was accepted and embraced not only by federation past and

present members, but also by the funding body.   It was perceived as a welcome

‘mechanism for good corporate governance’.

Of interest was the fact that the reflection process had the researcher contemplating

various major reasons for the fracture of the federation.   Whilst initially the main

trigger was thought to be the inequitable structure, action, research and further

reflection, led to a position where the researcher believed that the main issues were

relational and these were the cause of the dysfunctional federation.   It was not until

much later in the study, that the researcher came to the conclusion that all the issues

were interrelated and it was the structure that was the ‘glue that binds everything

together’.   Hence, the cycle had come full circle.   However, in the process of action
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research, with its cycles of action, research and reflection, there was much knowledge

gained on the complex nature of any collaboration that assisted the researcher to

participate in developing the ‘NewCo’ model to address the issues.

The researcher also reflected that this model could be used not only for organisations

that have separate and distinct legal entities in all States and Territories, but it could

be used for not-for-profit organisations that wished to collaborate for a specific

purpose where that purpose would align with the common mission of all interested

organisations in the issue domain.  It allows organisations to retain their

independence and autonomy, whilst participating in national programs that could

benefit their constituents.   The ‘NewCo’ model would appear to satisfy good

corporate governance practices as well as enhance risk management, not only from an

operational perspective but also from a financial perspective.   The financial

guarantees provided by numerous organisations would give funding bodies ‘comfort’

that the financial viability of the organisation providing service delivery is enhanced.

4.7 Evaluation of Change

The researcher has been involved in one of the state based organisations for a period

of ten years.  This organisation had been a founding member of the federation.   In

more recent times it had become disillusioned with the federated national body and

resigned its membership in May 2009. Observations from 2004 up until attempts at

re-unification, showed a dysfunctional collaboration on the brink of anarchy and

collapse.

This study documents a move towards reconciliation and collaboration amongst the

members of the previous federated organisation, though not within the previous

structure.   These changes were prompted not only by changes in personnel in various

organisations, but also due to an awareness of the financial imperative surrounding
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collaboration in order to continue to be the successful contract holder of a

government funded contracted service.

The researcher was involved in various meetings in relation to the re-unification

efforts, as well as the design of various models for a national collaboration that would

be acceptable to current and previous members of the federated organisation.   The

researcher was influenced by the theories and research that was unfolding as part of

this action research study. Therefore, the environment, the researcher’s ongoing

learning, and the participants’ willingness to collaborate due to financial imperatives,

as well as changes in personnel, all led to a change in the collaboration environment.

As the structural model has not yet been implemented, it is not possible to evaluate

the effects of these changes and this is an area that could be the subject of further

research.
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Chapter 5 Summary, Conclusions and Implications
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5.1  Introduction

This final chapter will highlight the contribution of this study to the field of not-for-

profit collaborations and management.  It is understood that a Doctor of Business

Administration aims to produce critical reflection on professional practice in business

development and performance.   This is achieved through the research study enabling

enhancement of knowledge, research, writing and analytical skills.  It is a business

oriented degree which allows for an informed reflection upon business practice and

research (Bisman, 2009).

This chapter will commence with a conclusion for the research questions.   The

implications for the development of the framework and models will be discussed.

These theoretical implications will then be applied to management practice in the not-

for-profit field of organisation collaborations.  The limitations that restricted this

study will be identified and their potential effects on the results of the research

explained.   Finally, suggestions for future research into the field of not-for-profit

collaborations will be made.

5.2   Conclusions about each Research Question

5.2.1   Is there a framework that can assist in understanding
collaborations in the not-for-profit sector?

Collaborations are complex and there is a necessity to move away from simple

assumptions and theories about their structures and process (More & McGrath, 1999).

There is evidence in the literature of frameworks incorporating two or more theories

in looking at collaborations, e.g., trust, social capital and knowledge development

(Suseno & Ratten, 2007);  resources, competences and relational factors (Wittmann,

et. al., 2008) and partner analysis, integrating market and resource analysis (Das &

Teng, 2003).  However, there seems to be little attention paid to the complexity of

collaborations in the not-for-profit sector and the unique conditions faced by such
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organisations. Additionally, there is little evidence of the existence of frameworks or

models that attempt to give a practitioner a greater understanding of many of the

issues that need to be considered for a successful collaboration to be achieved.

The research confirmed that collaborations in the sector are much more complicated

and require frameworks or models with a greater number of variables in order to

understand the myriad of issues facing managers when seeking to collaborate in this

sector.   A practitioner’s collaboration framework was developed, which identified

numerous variable constructs that impact on collaborations. The constructs were

identified as falling within three major groups, Organisational Issues, Relationship

Issues and Collaboration theories.   The interaction of the variable constructs within

these groupings led to Collaboration Outcomes.  Additionally, the collaboration

structure was identified as a separate and distinct item that could be seen as the glue

that binds the collaboration process.  This model is depicted in Figure 4.1.

5.2.2   What are the variables that move a not-for-profit organisation
between co-operation and conflict?

The research highlighted a number of variables that move an organisation along a

continuum from conflict to co-operation. Initially, these were identified as major

and minor moderators, as judged by the participants in the study. However, after

further data analysis and reflection by the researcher, the categories were modified.

When viewed as a continuum rather than set points on a scale, the complexity of

these variables can be better understood.

The final variables identified were as follows:

Major Variables

1. Relationships, including:

 Personalities
 Power and Control
 Communication
 Respect and Trust
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 Reciprocity

2. Purpose, including
 Mission Drift

3. National Structure

4. Collaboration Drivers, including
 Financial Imperative

Minor Variables were identified as:

1. Conflict (Non-destructive)

2. Collaboration Benefits & Costs

3. Return on Investment

These moderators were often interrelated and therefore cannot be considered just as

discrete items with no relationship to the other variables that were identified. The

continuum is depicted in the model in Figure 4.3.

5.2.3 Is there a structure for national collaboration that can assist
the collaborative process?

Research showed that collaborations adopt a variety of structures from formal to

informal, in order to meet their objectives.  It was evident from the initial state of the

federated organisation, the subject of this study, that the federation was dysfunctional

and not meeting the needs of all its members. At a time of great disharmony in the

federation an interim structure was developed as a contingency plan. This is

depicted in Figure 4.4.   However, as greater collaboration emerged, this interim

structure was abandoned as discussions moved towards a new company with

independent directors. The structure that emerged after many hours of lengthy,

animated discussion was believed to be a collaborative structure capable of meeting

the needs of member organisations as well as the needs of government funding

bodies. It was entitled the ‘NewCo’ (new company) model.
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The structure is based on best practice corporate governance and separates the roles

of directors from the member organisations. This separation is believed to be able

to break the nexus of power and control issues.   Additionally, the structure has the

capacity to enhance trust and communication as well as provide transparency,

accountability and financial rigour. The structure is depicted in Figure 4.5.

Whilst this structure was developed as a sole purpose company to manage a

government funded national project, it is believed that the structure can be modified

to suit organisations that wish to collaborate to deliver national programs.

Additionally, the structure allowed for the transfer of a current contract being

delivered under a federation model into this new sole purpose company model, to

ensure greater transparency and accountability, without any disruption to services to

the consumer.

5.3  Conclusion about the Research Problem

The research questions addressed by this thesis are:

Is there a framework that can assist in understanding collaborations in the not-for-

profit sector?

What are the variables that move a not-for-profit organisation between co-operation

and conflict?

Is there a structure for national collaboration that can assist the collaboration process?

It is asserted that the variables that impact on collaborations in the not-for-profit

sector are complex and varied. This study identified a practitioner’s collaboration

framework, which grouped variables into Organisational Issues, Relationship Issues

and Collaboration Theories, bound together by a Collaboration Structure in order to

produce Collaboration Outcomes. This model was developed to assist managers

understand the complexity of collaborations, particularly in the not-for-profit sector.
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This framework is depicted in Figure 4.1, A Practitioner’s Collaboration Framework.

Collaborations can also be perceived as moving on a continuum from co-operation to

conflict depending on the intensity of certain moderators and whether or not there are

conflict resolution and relationship repair mechanisms in place to modify their

impacts.  A conceptual model identifying moderators on collaborations was also

developed. This model is depicted in Figure 4.3, The Moderators of Conflict/Co-

operation Continuum Model, v2. The study also provides a national structural model

that can be considered for the delivery of national programs, particularly those which

are government funded, in the not-for-profit arena. This model is depicted in Figure

4.5, ‘NewCo’ Structural Model for National Collaboration.

5.3.1 Qualitative Research and the Discovery of Truth

Quantitative research is based on the positivist philosophy that there are social facts

that form a part of an objective reality, separate from the individuals that are

involved, and these facts can be uncovered and measured through scientific research.

Its purpose is to explain these facts through objective research that employs

quantitative techniques.  The researcher is an objective, outsider, not participating in

the study (Firestone, 1987;  Huxham, 2003).  Qualitative research is based on the

phenomenological philosophy which holds that reality is socially constructed through

the understanding of individuals or a collection of individuals.   It is more concerned

with understanding the phenomenon from the participant’s perception.  The

researcher is immersed in the study (Firestone, 1987).

Qualitative research is able to provide answers to numerous questions, by allowing

research in theory development to be pursued in a very effective, in-depth manner. It

is able to identify relationships amongst variables, through the use of deep

descriptions.   This research method enables the ‘emergence of nuance and context-

rich data’ (Kempster, 2009, 442). Its strength lies in its ability to provide deep

textual descriptions of people’s experiences within a given research issue.

Qualitative research can provide a better understanding of the reality of a given

situation by seeing issues through the eyes of those involved (Kempster, 2009).  The
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use of open-ended and probing questions allows respondents to provide answers in

their own words, giving deep descriptions for a variety of issues impacting on the

research.

Action research is qualitative and is part of the case study research methodology.

Some qualitative research is based on a single case study, thereby having an

acceptance problem due to the fact it is seen to be a sample of one, raising concerns

about representativeness and generalisability.  It is argued that when multiple case

studies are used results are less likely to be deemed to be idiosyncratic (Bryman,

2004, 735).  Quantitative researchers frequently question the validity, and therefore

the ‘truth’ of qualitative research (Firestone, 1987).

In terms of the ability of qualitative research to discover the truth, Onwuegbuzie and

Leech (2006) detail a number of issues to consider in this regard:

1. Qualitative study cannot be assessed for truth value, credibility and

legitimation, all aspects of validity, rather the results of qualitative analysis

are based on relativity to purposes and circumstances.   Therefore a study is

not valid or invalid, but is rather representative of an issue of level or degree.

Researcher’s Response:   This study has shown the research as relevant to

identifying a collaboration structure that could potentially resolve numerous

conflict areas in a federation structure, thereby it is very relevant to purpose

and circumstances.   The study is also very representative of the issues that

can cause collaborations to be dysfunctional, due to the fact that it is an action

research study embedded in a factual situation.

2. An assessment of the procedures used in qualitative studies is deemed

necessary to evaluate legitimation.  A number of strategies for assessing the

truth value of qualitative research have been compiled.   These include:

a)  Prolonged engagement:   The study must be conducted for a sufficient

period of time to adequately represent the nature of the study, without
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including anomalies introduced by the researcher.  It provides the scope of the

research.

Researcher’s Response:   The researcher spent over six years observing the

phenomenon.   Whilst the first three years were as part of the senior

management team, the last three years were also whilst studying and being

exposed to theories and tasks that furthered the researcher’s own education

and development.

b)  Persistent observation:  This provides depth to the research through the

ability to identify characteristics, attributes and traits relevant to the

phenomenon being studied.

Researcher’s Response: The use of semi-structured interviews, follow up

interviews and researcher participation in the development of ‘NewCo’

provided a large range of opportunities for persistent observation.

c)  Triangulation:   This is defined as the use of multiple and different

methods to obtain corroborating evidence.  This reduces the possibility of

chance associations and systematic biases.

Researcher’s Response:   As outlined in Chapter 3, Research Methods, under

3.3 Scope, and 3.3.1 Data Collection, the researcher used multiple sources to

gain evidence of the phenomenon being studied.

d)  Leaving an audit trail: This involves the maintenance of extensive

documentation of records and data stemming from the study.

Researcher’s Response: All data has been documented.

e)  Informant feedback:  Involves the systematic obtaining of feedback about

the data, interpretations and conclusions from the study participants. This

lessens the possibility of misrepresentation and misinterpretation.

Researcher’s Response: All interview transcripts were given to the

interviewees for testing of accuracy and feedback. Any feedback given was

incorporated into the research findings.

f)  Weighting the evidence:  Stronger data should be given more weight than

weaker data.
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Researcher’s Response: The interview data was thought to be the most

relevant in relation to informing the research and hence was considered

stronger.   The emails, minutes and researcher’s journal were perceived as

supporting data.

g)  Checking for representativeness:   Representativeness can be improved by

increasing the number of participants, looking purposively for contrasting

participants or obtaining a random sample.

Researcher’s Response: The researcher chose interviewees from

organisations that had resigned or remained in the federation structure, hence

obtaining participants with contrasting views and experiences.

h)  Clarifying researcher bias:   Qualitative research is severely threatened by

researcher bias, either through the effects of the researcher on the participants

or the effects of the participants on the researcher.   Bias can be reduced

through a number of avoidance tactics such as triangulating data, continually

keeping research questions in mind or co-opting an informant.

Researcher’s Response: As this was an action research project the

researcher was very aware of the fact that there would be researcher bias.   It

was understood and acknowledged and thereby the risk was mitigated.

i)  Making comparisons: Multisites can be useful and findings can also be

compared to the literature, as well as with the researcher’s experience and

knowledge.

Researcher’s Response: The federated structure under review was made up

of numerous separate and distinct legal entities that operated from different

states in Australia.

j)  Theoretical sampling:  This involves the researcher following where the

data leads and not vice versa.  Sampling should be based on the theory.

Researcher’s Response: The data collection used semi-structured

interviews that were allowed to flow freely, thereby allowing the interviewees

to lead the conversation.
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k)  Checking the meaning of outliers:  Most studies have exceptions.   These

must be checked as they can provide valuable insights into underlying

phenomena.

Researcher’s Response: Some of the interviewees’ responses appeared to

be outliers and not relevant, however when reviewed and on reflection, some

of these comments were relevant and needed to be reflected in the data

analysis (Example – An interviewee spoke about being grown up and

professional, and agreeing that was the battle and the war, but we are now

wiser.   Initially, this appeared to be about conflict in relationships and being

grown up and professional was irrelevant.  However, when reviewed the

researcher began to understand that all participants needed to grow and

develop through the establishment and ongoing maintenance of

collaborations).

l)  Using extreme cases:   These can be useful in assessing interpretations and

conclusions.

Researcher’s Response: This was not applicable in this study.

m) Ruling out spurious relations:   Care must be taken to ensure that

relationships that emerge from the data represent a causal link, or whether one

or more intervening factors are responsible for the association.

Researcher’s Response: The continuum that emerged in relation to co-

operation and conflict was one that was based on moderators evident in

numerous data sources.

n)  Following up surprises:  Interpretivist research may discover findings

which are a surprise to the analysts.  Qualitative researchers should follow up

these findings and take them into consideration in theory formulation.

Researcher’s Response: The data analysis displays evidence of the

researcher using findings to inform the collaboration and structural model and

also shows how the researcher reflected and developed her own understanding

during the process.

o)  Structural relationships:  Datasets should be compared for consistency.

Researcher’s Response: This was not applicable in this study.
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p)  Peer debriefing:   This is seen as important in keeping the researcher

‘honest’.

Researcher’s Response: The ability to be a participant in numerous

meetings and discuss the research and results with peers assisted in keeping

the researcher focused and honest.

q)  Rich and thick description:   Credibility of findings is supported by the

collection of rich and thick data which correspond to data that are also

detailed and complete, to enable the finding of meaning. This also minimises

confirmation bias by assisting in the testing of emerging theories.

Researcher’s Response: There is evidence of rich data that has been used to

construct and understand models and theories.

r)  Assessing rival explanations:   It can be difficult for interpretivists to

detach themselves from their initial data interpretations.   Testing should be

carried out on several rival explanations until they are shown to be flawed or

better than existing explanations.

Researcher’s Response: The use of a journal for understanding and

reflection assisted the researcher in data analysis and use of theories to

understand the collaboration phenomenon.

It should be noted that this is not an exhaustive list and not all the threats

identified here would be present in every qualitative study.   Maxwell (1992)

quoted by Onweueguzie and Leech points out that the use of legitimation

frameworks, such as the above,

“Does not depend on the existence of some absolute truth or reality to
which an account can be compared, but only on the fact that there
exists ways of assessing accounts that do not depend entirely on
features of the account itself, but in some way relate to those things
that the account claims to be about (283)”

Qualitative research therefore can provide the richest of studies, often

providing insight in radically new ways of complex phenomena (Conger,

1998).   Conger (1998, 110) also argues that quantitative research is by its

nature a measure of a phenomenon at a static moment in time, whilst
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qualitative methods demand far greater immersion in the research and offer

more opportunities to capture a longitudinal perspective in investigations.

This study employed the constant use of many of the legitimating techniques

described above, whilst carrying out this action research project.   This

therefore has the ability to increase its validity and uncover a truth.   However,

the researcher believes that there is no one single ‘truth’, particularly when

dealing with collaborations and it is through working with others that the

many ‘truths’ that exist can be found. It is sometimes through the

collaboration process of working, trusting and understanding others that we

can find our own truths within ourselves and understand the truths within

other participants.

5.4 Contributions of Study

This section will discuss how this study contributes to the development of theory in

management and specifically in the management of not-for-profit collaborations.

5.4.1  Implications for Theory

This study provides detailed practice information to contribute to the body of

knowledge in the field of not-for-profit collaborations. The necessity to collaborate

appears to be a current and ongoing requirement (Sowa, 2008).  However the

popularity and increase in collaborations and alliances does not signify that they are

successful (Arend, 2009). Its most important contribution has been the development

of an integrated and exploratory practitioner’s collaboration framework (Figure 4.3),

as well as a conflict/co-operation continuum model (Figure 4.2).  Both of these

models can serve as the basis for understanding the complexity of collaborations and

the development of structural models for collaborations in the sector.  A specific
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structural model provided for national not-for-profit collaborations for the delivery of

government funded services (Figure 4.5) is also an important contribution to the

sector. The study acknowledges that organisational collaborations are far too

complex to be described by a single theoretical perspective, with frequent overlap

between certain perspectives. To understand collaborations it is necessary to apply

multiple theoretical perspectives as one perspective cannot provide a comprehensive

analysis of the preconditions, processes and outcomes of collaborations (Gray &

Wood, 1991, 20).

Numerous theories were therefore considered whilst undertaking this research and the

study has been grounded in Institutional, Resource Based, Network and Collaboration

theories.  The need for multiple theoretical approaches to add to the depth of

understanding of the collaboration phenomenon is due to the fact that collaborative

processes are multi-faceted and there are no easy answers as to what makes a

successful collaboration (Imperial, 2005).   Whilst there had been significant focus in

prior research on alliance formation (content), there has been little research on how

alliances are formed and managed (process) (Ireland, Hitt & Vaidyanath, 2002;

Spekman, Forbes, Isabella & MacAvoy, 1998).   To address this issue, the

development of these integrative frameworks and models may assist in understanding

both content and process, whilst informing practitioners of the strategies required for

a successful collaboration.

The results of the research support findings from previous research literature in many

areas.   In particular the isomorphic tendencies of government funded organisations

(Leiter, 2005;  DiMaggio & Powerll, 1983;  Tolbert & Auzker, 1983);  institutional

theories in relation to high formality structures not being conducive to networking

(Williams, 2005);  the requirement for egalitarian structures (Tsasis, 2009:  Tubin &

Levin-Rozalis, 2008);   and the fact that conflict and change are inevitable by-

products of interorganisational growth (DiStefano, 1984).

However, Gazley & Brudney’s (2007) assertion that interorganisational

collaborations can have a variety of benefits including the ability to address shared
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problems, learning and improvement of services would appear to be refuted in the

current operations of this national federated body.  It has also been posited that

federation forms of collaboration have been seen as reducing environmental

uncertainty and complexity (Provan, 1983).   This also does not appear to be evident

in the current research.

Current literature also focuses on co-operation/competition as a paradox in

collaboration, whereas this research has argued that conflict/co-operation is the

continuum that should be under consideration.    The literature also gives evidence of

a limited number of variables being considered in relation to collaborations, e.g., co-

operation/competition (Das & Teng, 2000b);   trust/opportunism trust/opportunism

(Tubin & Levin-Rozalis (2008);  conflict/relationship repair (Dirks, Lewicki &

Zaheer, 2009;  Mohr & Spekman, 1994).  It is argued that collaborations are so

complex that a multi-dimensional collaboration framework is required to inform the

process.    The findings of this research project significantly add to this area of the

literature.

5.4.2 Implications for Methodology

Much of the research into collaborations in the not-for-profit sector has been focused

on structure rather than process.   With limited research on processes within

collaborations, this action research methodology may be limited in its ability to

measure the constructs of the collaboration process due to the bias of the researcher

involved and the fact that it covers only one federation collaboration. However, as

the researcher was distinctly aware of this possible methodological weakness, it is

asserted that bias has been minimised.

Research in this area may be further enhanced by further quantitative studies on the

volume and type of collaborations as well as further qualitative research, including

case studies into other collaborations in the sector.
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5.4.3 Implications for Practice

The conceptual frameworks and models developed in this study were influenced by

the academic literature and by the immersion of the researcher in the research

problem that was the focus of this study.  The final outcome was moulded by

academic and practitioner realities and thus provides a contribution towards

contemporary management practice in the area of not-for-profit collaborations. This

study makes a significant and original contribution to knowledge and theory in

relation to collaborations in the sector.  Through the action research methodology,

with the resultant frameworks and models, the research has already enhanced current

business practice in the organisations that were participating in the collaboration, the

subject of this study.

The study has a number of important implications for practitioners.   It demonstrates

that collaborations are complex and do not just happen. Research may show

plausible collaboration theories that may all be ‘good in theory but not in practice’.

Collaborations need to be planned and they need constant attention if they are to

succeed.   This study provides insight into just some of the variables that impact on a

collaboration and which can influence its movement towards co-operation or conflict

The structural model offers a management solution that may be beneficial under

conditions of national government funded contracts in the not-for-profit sector.

When considering collaborations, managers should consider that the success of the

collaborative relationship is more dependent on the relationship than the partner they

choose or the structure that is put in place.   However, if it often the structure that can

be the ‘glue to bind’ such relationships and enhance their outcomes.

5.5 Limitations

5.5.1 Methodology
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This study used an action research methodology.   Action research of this sort

demands that the theory is derived emergently from the data therefore preconceived

ideas deduced from the literature review in this area, should not be the basis for a pre-

determined outcome of the research.   The action research methodology should open

up possible theoretical perspectives (Huxham, 2003).   Clearly there was a tension to

address in this situation.  On one hand there was reliance on pre-existing theory in the

areas of collaboration, network, institutional and other theories, which could act to

have limited the researcher’s ability to be open to emergent theories.   However, it

could also have acted as a directional pointer for areas in the research that required

closer examination (Huxham, 2003).  The researcher’s awareness of this issue as well

as the use of semi-structured interviews, where the interviewee is able to lead the

conversation, were thought to be able to address this issue to some extent.  However

the researcher realised that the tension noted above would not be entirely eliminated.

Action research is a methodology that is a member of the case-study family of

methodologies (French, 2009).   Action research has been defined as inquiry that is

carried out by or with insiders to an organisation or community, but never to or on

them.   It is a reflective process and is oriented to some action or cycle of actions

(Herr & Anderson, 2005, 3).  This involves the researcher being an active participant

in the research and intervening in the organisations studied with the theory derived a

being ‘emergent’, that is, produced inductively from the data.

This method allowed gathering considerably detailed data, enabling a deep

understanding of the sequences of events however it sacrificed the ability to achieve

statistical generalisability.   Case studies are especially appropriate for exploring new

areas and when the researcher is interested in questions concerning how and why.

The use of action research and case studies often has results which have broad

generalisations to which many exceptions exist (Young, et. al.., 1999). Whilst this

research may not be generalisable, it has the capacity to provide guidance to

practitioners in relation to the development of collaborations in the not-for-profit

sector.
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5.5.1.1  Insider Knowledge

In this research project, the researcher was an ‘insider’ within the organisation that

was a member of the collaboration that was the unit of analysis.   The researcher

acknowledges that there was present a perspective from her own unique experiences

and it was therefore necessary to articulate these perspectives or biases and build a

critical reflexivity into the action research cycle.   This was evident in the journal

transcripts and the data analysis section of the dissertation (Herr & Anderson, 2005).

The researcher also had pre-conceived ideas about the cause of conflict within the

federated structure.   This could act to limit the researcher’s ability to be open to

emergent theories and required significant reflection and continued analysis of the

data, to ensure that the researcher was open to theories being derived emergently

from the data.

Due to the researcher’s position in the organisation it was necessary to link the

project to business strategy.   Additionally, operating in a political landscape and

managing multiple roles was challenging and sometimes limited the researcher’s

ability to be more reflective on the emerging themes and issues. However, it should

be noted that it is only with ‘insider knowledge’ that action research projects such as

this are made possible.

5.5.2 Evaluation of Change

The researcher has been involved in one of the state based organisations for a period

of ten years.  This organisation had been a founding member of the federation.

Observations from 2004 up until more recent times, showed a dysfunctional

collaboration in the brink of anarchy and collapse.  By 2009, the researcher’s state

based organisation had become disillusioned with the federated national body and

resigned its membership in May of that year.
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This study documented a move towards reconciliation and collaboration amongst the

members of the previous federated organisation, though not within the previous

structure.   These changes were prompted not only by changes in personnel in various

organisations, but also due to an awareness of the financial imperative surrounding

collaboration in order to continue to be the successful contract holder of a

government funded contracted service.

As the structural model is in the process of being implemented, a full evaluation of

the change from federation structure to the ‘NewCo’ model has not been possible.

The evaluation of change has therefore been limited to the change in relationships

amongst senior personnel of the organisations collaborating in the new structure, as

documented in the results analysis.

5.6 Further Research

The Practitioner’s Collaboration Framework and the Conflict/Co-operation

Continuum model developed in this study were grounded in theory and management

practice.   Whilst the area of study was ambitious and broad, the use of action

research enabled these concepts to be developed, allowed theories to emerge and

further resulted in a structural model that enabled organisations involved in the

research to move forward in a collaborative way, to ensure continuity of services and

government funding.

Due to the fact, that action research and single case studies cannot be generalised, the

work conducted in this study provides opportunities for further development and

replication not only in other not-for-profit organisations but also in other sectors. Not

all organisations in the not-for-profit sector would experience the identical

relationship and structural issues that were the legacy of this particular federated

body.   Therefore, further research as to other variables that exist in other

organisations could further inform the conceptual framework and models, thereby

resulting in other structural models for collaborations.
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Constructs in this study that would benefit from further research include the

relationship between power and politics, and the political economic position of

collaboration participants.   Future studies could develop the conceptual framework

and models even further to show other relationships and interrelationships between

various constructs.   Further research could also address whether particular types of

organisational structures are more conducive to collaboration than others. As the

structural model has not yet been implemented (it is due for implementation in 2011-

2012), this also could be an area for further research.

Given the focus in the literature on competitive advantage, and the assertion that

collaborative capacity can be the source of competitive advantage, further research

into the area of what constitutes collaborative capacity and how this impacts on the

constructs in the framework and models would be beneficial to organisations

attempting to collaborate.    The not-for-profit sector is undergoing a time of fierce

competition for donor dollars and additional revenue streams, therefore any aspect of

its organisation that can be used for competitive advantage is critical for its survival.

The study found that a trust culture was necessary to develop tacit knowledge transfer

between organisations in any collaboration through socialisation and that this is also

vital to organisation innovation and therefore competitive advantage (Jasimuddin and

Zhang, 2009).  Communication and trust would therefore appear to be of great

significance in a collaboration network. It would therefore seem appropriate that

emphasis should be placed on further research into knowledge management and the

sharing of knowledge, combined with communication and trust constructs if

collaborations are to gain competitive advantage.

5.7 Conclusion

This action research documents the researcher’s own learning experience.  Initially, it

was believed that if the ‘right’ structure could be found, collaborations, including
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federations, could have more chance of success.   As the research continued and with

many periods of action and reflection, the researcher began to believe that it was the

relationship issues that were the most important factor that would influence

collaboration success.    As learning progressed, finally the researcher understood the

complexity of collaborations and how both the ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ issues of

organisational life must be considered, and that perhaps the structure was the ‘glue’

that would bind the collaboration process.

The framework and models developed during this study are particularly suited to

research on conceptual issues in collaborations.   The study involved the development

of a practitioner’s collaboration framework for understanding the complexity of

collaborations as well as a model for identifying the moderators on collaborations on

a conflict/co-operation continuum. A structural model was also developed that

draws on a large range of overlapping theoretical and practitioner reviews.   The

study is important due to the fact that conceptual frameworks and models are

important devices in the academic field.   They provide structure to both literature

and practitioner reviews in order to understand phenomena.   They also have the

ability to give boundary dimensions and perspectives to a multitude of interrelated

ideas.   By providing boundaries and frameworks, the interrelationships can

materialise in order to be more readily understood.

This study provides extensive practice information to contribute to the body of

knowledge in the field of not-for-profit collaborations.   This is an area where we

have seen greater demand in recent years but little evidence of success.   Much of the

research in the sector has been focused on structure rather than process.    Whilst this

action research methodology is limited due to the fact that it covers only one

collaboration, the conceptual frameworks and models developed are of significance

due to their original contribution to knowledge and theory in relation to

collaborations in the sector. The integrated and exploratory practitioner’s

collaboration framework (Figure 4.1), as well as the conflict/co-operation continuum

model (Figure 4.3), highlight the complexity of collaborations and the many variables

that impact on such arrangements.    Collaboration theories may all be ‘good in theory
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but not in practice’.    The development of these integrative frameworks and models

may assist in understanding both content and process, whilst informing practitioners

of the strategies required for a successful collaboration.  Additionally, the ‘NewCo’

structural model (Figure 4.5) offers a management solution for certain national

government funded contracts in the not-for-profit sector.

The audiences of this study are both academics and practitioners.   Academics in the

not-for-profit sector may be interested in the conceptual framework, continuum

model and resulting structural model in order to frame further research studies.   For

the practitioner audience, the study will be of interest to those managers in the not-

for-profit sector attempting to collaborate in order to secure national projects or

funding, which align with their organisations’ missions. The model may be of

particular benefit to practitioners who are attempting to design models for national

collaboration in a particular issue domain.
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1.1 Background
The research is focused on an organisation that was previously a member of a

federated structure.   The organisation is a health promotion charity based in New

South Wales.   The federated structure originally comprised eleven members,

including all State and Territory health promotion, consumer organisations.   These

consumer organisations are all health promotion charities, focused on a chronic, non-

communicable health condition.

The Eight State and Territory bodies had formed the National body in 1984.   The

National body was set up as a secretariat and lobbying organisation.   By 2008, the

National body was seen by some member organisations to be:   usurping the role of

State & Territory consumer organisations;   aligning too closely with Government;

and impinging on the sovereignty of its members.  By 2009, there were significant

schisms in the federated structure.   A unification working party was established to

try and resolve the numerous issues between members.   By December, 2008, four

consumer based organisations had resigned from the federated body.    By  May

2009,  three of these organisations had completed their notice period and formalised

their resignations. By 2010, only six of the original eleven members of the

federation remained in the federated organisation.

By mid 2010, the Federation had been reduced to five members from the original

membership of eleven.   Additionally, Chief Executive Officers from all

organisations were working together for the purpose of re-negotiation of the

Government funded contract.

The researcher employed the following techniques:   semi-structured interviews,

supplementary interviews, discrete note taking, analysis of organisation’s archived

files and other documentation, including emails and minutes of meetings.   The

researcher also employed the use of a journal for the purpose of reflection and

planning action.   The analysis of this data, combined with discussions and interviews



183

with fellow participants in the collaboration, provided rich data for analysis and

theory development.

1.2 Supplementary Data
The following data was gathered from archives of a state organisation that had

resigned from the federation:

 Minutes of Meetings from the period 2007 to 2011.

 Personal correspondence, including letters and emails, between various

personnel from a number of organisations involved in the federation, for the

same period.

Additionally, the researcher kept a diary for the purposes of reflection from the period

December 2008 until February 2011, which added to the understanding of the issues

as they emerged.

1.3 Interpretation of findings
As interviews were completed, the data was transcribed and analysis commenced.

An analysis of the interview transcripts was undertaken, using a manual method of

noting themes and placing them in hierarchical structures.  Once interview transcripts

had been analysed all other supplementary data was also analysed and categorised

into the identified themes.   Where new themes emerged these were added to the

framework and models being developed.

Analysis of the data initially informed a model for categorising and describing the

moderators of collaboration in a federated organisational structure. These are

depicted in Figure 4.1.  This model was modified in Figure 4.2.

A summary of the key findings relevant to the topic of this research are as follows.
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1.3.1 Interviews:   Major Theme – Relationships

This theme was the overarching, dominant theme constant throughout all interviews

(‘Fundamentally a federation is based on relationships’ (I2)).   The family or tribe

analogy was frequently referred to by many of the interviewees (‘a loose collection of

warring tribes rather than a strong and united body’ (I2)).   It was as though the

interviewees were talking about problems with a dysfunctional family unit – there

were references to personalities, sharing, collaboration and conflict.   All participants

viewed relationships as the major issue, and were quite passionate about this,

particularly in the first round of interviews.   The maintenance of relationships based

on trust and respect was seen to be paramount, and the lack of any relationship repair

mechanisms was also noted.   It was believed that the organisation moved towards a

state of continual conflict, and ultimately became fractured, due to this lack of

relationships amongst its members.

This theme possessed a hierarchical structure with a number of sub-sets, as follows:

 Personalities – The majority of the interviewees nominated the personalities

of certain Chief Executive Officers and Directors as causing conflict within

the federated structure.

‘Individuals that have aspirations for grandeur … quite destructive in the

federation’ (I3)

‘People come in to a federation … don’t understand the objectives .. people

come out of the commercial world and they have a hierarchical structure or a

military type structure … introduce that type of framework …. You start to

have open warfare’ (I3)

‘.. demonstrably incapable of communication and lacked the interpersonal

skills necessary, lacked the experience’ (I4)
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‘His judgement was poor, not suited to the job of being CEO over an industry

association’ … ‘He came from a bureaucratic background’ (I4)

‘..working together is more valuable than being fractious.   But it’s driven by

personalities and ideologies and not just on dispassionate pragmatism’  (I4)

‘biggest barrier (to co-operation) … great desire for people to want to do it

their way and they think their way is the best … certain resistance to

accepting other people’s ideas’ (I5)

‘If you go across jurisdictions you will have a war breaking out because there

is no respect for the framework of the federation.  You need to build in a

mechanism where you don’t have these conflicts but when you do is that it

doesn’t matter what governance structure you’ve got in place it all gets

thrown out the window because of the – some individuals are very headstrong

and very upfront about changing things’   (I3)

‘it became almost a personal vendetta’  ‘I think there was almost a desire to

have this war’ (I5)

‘rather than calling them powerful people, I’d just call them egomaniacs;  (I2)

‘lot of directors … weekend warriors’ ‘some individuals are very headstrong’

(I4)

‘(federated structure relationship) … it’s a bit like an abused wife, how many

times can you be bashed around the head and be put in intensive care in

hospital and he rushes in and says I’m sorry I didn’t mean it come back to me’

(I2)
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‘it all comes down to relationships.  You’ve got to work at them and

sometimes you’ve got to work at them harder than others’  (I2)

‘It’s a very sad situation to be in and that’s the trouble with the structure is

that you’ve got these maverick people that come in … and some pretty radical

people …. from time to time’  (I3)

‘you could actually see why (the national body) and the federation did start to

disintegrate ….  at one time I thought (the national body CEO) started to

sound like (the previous incumbent…’ (I4a)

‘I also think perhaps one of the things that might help things move over is if

there’s a bit of a change of personnel to… people just come in with a fresh

perspective, and they don’t have any of the baggage’  (I1)

‘we tried over many years (to work together) and (made) attempts to try and

change that but that was not to be;  particularly with the personalities involved

and the rest of the board asleep at the wheel’  (I2)

Of interest is the fact that by the second round of interviews there have been

changes in senior personnel at the national office, and this is seen in a positive

light:

‘… with staff changes ….  I think that that has made incredible change to the

communication that happens.  It’s a lot more open and people’s views and

whatever are taken into account a lot more.  It’s very much well, yes I’ve

listened to you, we might be able to do that but this is what we can do sort of

idea rather than, well it’s none of your business sort of idea’  (I1a).

 Power and Control – Again the majority of interviewees saw the striving of

certain individuals, and hence organisations, for power and control as a

significant cause of conflict.  The presence of health professional bodies as
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members of a consumer federation was also a cause of significant power and

control issues.

‘I would think there was definitely a power struggle … was personality driven

and I think under a different personality (the fracture) may not have even

happened’ (I5)

‘This battle this time was all about …. Control’ (I3)

‘So everything does come back to power and just the sheer nonsense of the

way the national body perceives itself or perceived itself as being greater than

the sum of its parts …. set it up to fail’  (I2)

‘Primary reasons that they wanted to be in the federation was one of

controlling what the consumer bodies were about’ (I3)

‘the reason we are where are is because no one wanted to relinquish power or

money and it was all about the control of power and money’  (I3)

‘the health professionals seem to have this opinion ….. that this is our God-

given right, we’re so important and we might get muscled out if we don’t …

exercise our power’ (I1a).

‘… (new personnel at national office) …  They came in with the wrong

working hypothesis, which was, we’re going to be the head office and you

state offices are going to become branches, who can be told by us what do to.

That was their power model’  (I4a).

‘Oh I think so, it really is (power).  I mean I believe you try to reconcile what

the hell is the motivation for this?’  (I3a)
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‘probably one of the primary reasons that they wanted to be in the federation

was one of controlling what the consumer bodies were about’  (I3)

‘I don’t like to use the term master/servant. But it was a big stick sort of

approach, and I just think that contractual stuff overshadowed the…(working

together)’ (I1)

With the change of personnel at the national office, by 2010, the interactions

with parties were seen to be ‘Much more collaborative rather than dictatorial’

(I1a).

Within this discussion of power and control, we also start to see the issue of

politics emerge:

‘There's no professional reason why those CEOs couldn't actually, can't

maintain good professional (relations) - the politics of federation should be

left up to the elected members.  If the CEOs stay out of that then you just get

on with the business of the day’  (I3a)

‘It’s the power struggle that happens with them and also factions that come in

with the fact that we’ve got consumers, consumer groups and professional

groups.  It’s probably one of the most divisive elements of the federation  …’

(I3)

‘Since being here I’ve learnt a little bit more about the political side of things

and I think we are going in the right direction’ (I5)

‘We are incorporated as an entity in our own right and therefore we have our

own governing body, our own governance structure, et cetera, et cetera.  It’s

up to each of those entities how much power they wish to handover and it

should not be – we don’t run a dictatorship in the federation and basically

some powers we choose to handover, e.g. national advocacy, we go as a
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single voice.  That was the basis of federation.  But as soon as you have

individuals coming in that want to break that model is that you’re going to

have another war breaking out.’  (I3)

 Communication – This is an obvious close link to a functional relationship

and was observed to be a serious issue that contributed to the fracture of the

federation.

‘If there had have been communication we would not have had half the

problems’ (I1)

‘A singular lack of capacity to communicate with other CFOs let. al.one at a

board level’ ‘demonstrably incapable of communication’  (I4)

‘I think a lot of it has been basic poor communication and relationship

management stuff: that we’re the boss or we’re the big guys; we make these

decisions. It’s almost like this is top secret business; we’ll tell you when it’s

over’  (I1)

‘Communication is the main issue.   Once you have no communication you

have no trust and even if you have minor communication at least you have

some ability to keep a degree of balance and perspective.   But when there’s

no communication things fall off the rail’ (I4)

However by the second round of interviews, there were improvements in

some areas, particularly on a personal level and thoughts of how

communication could be improved:

‘I think it’s quite interesting when you have that different level of interaction

of people getting on really well and then you’ve got this other bit where it’s

all a complete fragmentation and mess really’ (I1a).
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‘Communication … only works if you’ve got a CEO.  That is partially the

answer.  It only will work if you’ve got a CEO who actively updates the

directors on all of the issues affecting the environment, the context in which

they operate and really does a monthly briefing plus written publications

appended to board papers of all the material activities going on in the

environment’ (I3a)

 Respect and Trust

Participants comments in both rounds of interviews still showed a very deep

lack of trust in their relationships with fellow past and present member

organisations and the national office.

‘Unless there’s respect in those relationships then you haven’t got an effective

federation … what made us get out was just the total lack of respect for us as

a member…’ (I2)

‘It’s prudent that you always operate in trust .. but verified’… ‘If there’s not

honesty and ethics and trust then it’s not going to work’ (I2)

‘Once trust is ruptured everything becomes a hell of a lot harder because

people look at motivations behind everything that’s said and also what’s not

said.  It’s the silences that are as damning as the speech because the failure of

trust, that inner confidence that in talking with a colleague is for mutual

benefit and mutual interaction.  When that’s gone all you do is have a slow

decline to start with, but an accelerating rate to anarchy’ (I4a)

‘Would I ever trust them?  Never because over the years they’ve just proved

too erratic’ (I2)

It was also obvious that evidence of lack of respect had not been forgotten:
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‘I’ve seen them not only go in cycles but regurgitate.  It is very sad that when

you sit at the board table and you say well we’ve already been here and you

need to understand the history behind this and someone turns around and says

we’re not interested in that.  It was different back then we’re going to do it

differently this time.  That’s like not taking the time to listen to your elders in

any community.  Just because they’re old or been around a long time doesn’t

mean that they don’t have valuable input and those who neglect history and

the lessons history have taught us generally usually go belly up’  (I3a).

‘I think it’s about lack of involvement, lack of consultation. And in a sense a

lack of respect ..’ (I1)

There is also hope, through respect, of relationship repair:

‘as long as there’s mutual respect there is that you can rebuild relationships

and you have to actually work on it over a period of time’  (I3)

‘It’s one we need to be grown up and professional about and say okay that

was the battle, that was the war we understand that, we’re wiser but that

doesn’t mean that there isn’t a greater – a cause that we now need to focus our

efforts at’ (I3)

Whilst not articulated as ‘opportunism’,  being the reverse side of trust, where

others act in self interest, the matter was touched on:

‘National fundraising has always been problematic because each state and

territory understand their jurisdiction quite well and generally what was

happening was you start on anything and it ends up being a crossover’   (I3)

‘That’s the fundamental basis of the war …once you have people who want to

steal what belongs to a greater group for their own purposes, which is
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unknown – they think they’re doing the right thing but in actual fact they’re

stealing something that isn’t theirs to steal’ (I3)

‘you get to know what drives a lot of individuals and groups of individuals

when it comes to a federation.  That generally when people come in to a

federation, one, they don’t understand the objectives, the original objectives

and they want to reinvent it and they see the federation structure as an

obstacle to achieving the objectives because generally people come out of the

commercial world and they have a hierarchical structure or a military type

structure and once I give an order you obey.  So you introduce that sort of

framework into a federation you will immediately see the federation start to

have open warfare’  (I3)

1.3.2 Interviews:   Major Theme - Purpose

All organisations involved in the federated structure, were not-for-profit entities.

Hence, it is not surprising that the theme of ‘purpose’, being their ‘raisin d’être’ was a

strong one throughout the majority of the interviews.  Participants were most

passionate about this and the statements made were done so with much conviction

and emotion.    These included:

‘Where you have professional bodies closely tied in to consumer based organisations

… detrimental …  their objectives, their purpose are contradictory …  a recipe for

disaster’ (I3)

‘… whole purpose (of the National body) was to try to bring together the State and

Territory organisations … to lobby government, to have a secretariat’ (I5)

‘we were going back to where we were 20 years ago, and that was that we were all

working as fragmented organisations’  (I5)
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‘… partners are only interested in a national environment, not interested in just one

state’ (I5)

‘The states have a very clear understanding of their mission and purpose… I don’t

think (the national office) have understood at all what their purpose is’ (I4)

‘the members of the federation are coming from different viewpoints … one group

represents consumers …another group is in effect a union for its health professional

members… so there wasn’t a common unity of purpose or reason … for being’  (I2)

‘I can go back to the founding principles behind it, because of the need to recognise

that in 1984 that’s when the federation came in to being as it was prior to the current

split up and the objectives behind that was to create a federation that could carry out

national lobbying, advocacy and wherever possible coordinated awareness.’  (I3)

‘a common unity of purpose or reason – well it wasn’t a common reason for being

and so any initiative or any attempt at collaboration was always stymied by the fact

that there was no united service in the first place. So you know I think it would be

better to describe the Federation members as a loose collection of warring tribes

rather than a strong and united body’  (I2)

‘to even make things worse, which sort of highlights some of the conflict that existed

in the federation, is that it was expected of consumer based organisations … (that

they use) the lamington drives and whatever means possible to raise more and more

funds for research.  It really stuck in the neck of some consumer based member

organisations because their primary objective was not around pure research; their

primary objective for them was to be able to help people live with (this chronic

disease) generally’.  (I3)
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‘you’ve had a commercial entity (national contract) that has taken precedence over a

peak body federated group. And I think that’s probably the thing that’s caused the

organisation to become dysfunctional’  (I1)

‘So that caused a huge amount of conflict because once again the objectives were just

so different’  (I3)

‘the whole direction of the Federation was not consistent with our organisation’s

desire to be a member of the Federation.  So (the national body) was portraying a

totally centralist approach where the members served the Federation or members

served the central body and we were coming from a perspective of the central body

supporting and serving its members.  It was an absolutely fundamental impasse ….’

I2)

'Of course when you have – you know, you’ve got so many conflicts of interests.

You’ve got directors at the national board who are also the president or on the

executive of member organisations and they then have to make a decision based

around what’s for the best for the .... contract for everyone and you immediately get

conflicts of interest’ (I1a)

1.3.3 Interviews:   Major Theme – Collaboration Drivers

There was evidence of collaboration being referred to in the early years of

establishment of the federation:

‘So in those early years the focus was around creating some stability and so that there

was a genuine – how do I describe it? – genuine need to be able to work together and

there was that single focus how to actually move ourselves forward so that we

actually had some meaning in the national community’  (I3)
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However, in the initial round of interviews, there was little talk of collaborative

efforts, rather it was the lack of collaboration that was referred to:

…(other organisations) they are certainly a stronger, more cohesive organisation than

us.  I think obviously that’s been something that’s been coming for a while, this

divergence (I1)

‘That contractual management manner, and whatever, has spread into peak body

stuff, which makes a federation dysfunctional. Because it’s not a cooperative

collegial thing’  (I1)

‘to the question about, well how do we go forward, what are the ideas for

renegotiation, the three of them looked at each other and shook their heads, they

weren’t participating’   (I4a)

A trend towards more collaboration was a recent development that was noted in the

supplementary data.   It also can be seen through the second round of interviews,

where we see some reconciliation and improved relationships:

‘I think it’s quite interesting when you have that different level of interaction of

people getting on really well’ (I1a).

‘… with staff changes ….  I think that that has made incredible change to the

communication that happens.  It’s a lot more open and people’s views and whatever

are taken into account a lot more’ (I1a).

‘our issue domain is still there and growing.  In fact, it’s even more important now

with the growing instance of this (chronic condition) in the community ….  The need

to influence policy when it is centre of government thinking is far more now than it

was 18 months ago or three years ago.  We need to acknowledge that and working

towards that’ (I4a)
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‘the problem is that the culture of the organisations - we have to actually grow up …

work together’ (I3a)

The supplementary data reveals an acknowledgement by all organisations, whether

members or non-members, that there are financial considerations in relation to the

successful negotiation of the next government funded contract.   The majority of

organisations rely on this contract for their level of human resources, and its service

delivery has perfect alignment with the missions of their organisations.

‘... some state organisations will not survive without the funding’ (I5)

‘... we need to maintain financial viability’ (I5)

‘We will not be part of a dysfunctional federation’ …. ‘we wish to work together in a

better model’ (I3)

This financial imperative for collaboration, led to the draft constitution of ‘NewCo’

whereby all members had one vote, and whereby there was no compulsion to be a

member to be an agent for the service delivery of the government contract.

1.3.4 Interviews:   Minor Theme - Conflict

Conflict can be identified as task and relationship conflict, where task conflict

identifies disagreements about particular issues, whereas relationship conflict pertains

to personality clashes between people.  Whilst it may have been expected that this

would have been a major theme, most interviewees acknowledged conflict and

accepted it as part of any collaboration.    Tasks conflicts were seen as minor issues,

the personality conflicts and lack of good relationships were the major issues, along

with lack of conflict resolution mechanisms.    Statements specifically related to

conflict included:
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‘Look there’s always going to be some level of conflict; we live in a world based on

conflict unfortunately’  (I2)

‘Where (conflict) cuts across your own sovereignty and your ability to keep control

of your own destiny, generally you’ll have a war starting up somewhere’ (I3)

‘conflict has led to ….  collective lowering of capability and relevance.  That’s where

we’re going now’  (I4a)

‘Numerous workshops around this (conflict resolution) … at the end of the day the

views were so polarised’ (I3)

‘So that caused a huge amount of conflict because once again the objectives were just

so different’ (I3)

‘Attempts at reconciliation or this or that … have been pretty problematic and they’ve

been done for the wrong reasons’ (I2)

‘Federations at a generic level are always a challenge … go through periods of

internal conflict and periods of relative stability’ (I4)

‘First we have to go through the experienced irrelevance of being multiple single

voices before some bright spark says, hey I think we ought to unify together and be

one entity.  We go through the whole cycle ….  some learnings - there are always

learnings out of it.  But I think we have to go further into disunity and disharmony

before we all come back together’ (I4a).

‘I wouldn’t like to see that compromised by what’s happening on a national

perspective, because I think each state organisation has worked very hard in their own

local communities to actually have that presence. You don’t want to have your

service devalued by something that’s happening at a national level’  (I1)
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‘We see constant turf wars’ (I6a)

‘I think there is willingness for people to want to work together, but I think it’s

actually finding the ways that people can work together, and what common stuff there

is there. There should be a lot of common stuff, but it will be people being prepared

to leave their baggage behind and say well okay, from a peak body perspective, how

can we work together’  (I1)

Participants also reflected on the federation’s lack of conflict resolution or

relationship repair mechanisms:

‘But without not even having a formal or whatever mechanism for dealing with it

(conflict), potentially they were causing more’  (I1a).

‘I think this retribution stuff, that well you hurt me; I’m going to hurt you. You

stuffed around with me. And I think for moving forward and to have the

collaboration, we have to take a breath and say there were mistakes made on both

sides; how  are we going to get out of this shit and how are we going to move

forward?’(I1)

There were also comments on the change of personnel and how this had improved

relationships and the levels of conflict:

‘new people in the national office and a few new CEOs sitting around that table, I

think that’s really helped as well’ (I1a).

And glimmers of hope that there would be some way to unify all members:

‘It’s inappropriate not to exercise every possible opportunity for re-unification before

inevitable steps are taken’ (I4a).
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‘Well, there are some learnings - there are always learnings out of it.  But I think we

have to go further into disunity and disharmony before we all come back together’

(I4a)

1.3.5 Interviews:  Minor Theme – Federation Structure

There were some significant mission and governance issues, which were seen as

triggers for conflict.      The structure which adopted the use of a national federated

organisation to be a head contract holder for a nationally funded project appeared to

be a cause for conflict and perceived ‘mission drift’ of the national body.   The

makeup of the Board of Directors of the national office, whereby each member

organisation were allocated directors and voting power (not on a perceived equitable

basis), was a major point of contention.   Not only was voting power inequitable,

conflict of interest issues were perceived to be continually present.    The structure

was believed to be influenced by the culture and both were criticised and deemed to

be inappropriate for a national not-for-profit organisation.    Statements by

participants included:

‘(national federation) … lack of … financial capacity’ (I3)  ‘Highly dysfunctional’
(I4)

‘National office hasn’t done .. (anything at all) in terms of forming the national

debate or leading the debate, absolutely nil.  We have been somewhat reactive, but

not with unity’ (I4a).

‘Fundraising has always been problematic  … (territory issues)’ (I3)

‘Never adequately considered consumer matters’ ‘absolute confusion about what

their roles is’ (I2)
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‘It’s a federated body and it’s a different business model you're working with.

Different paradigms of judgement and assessment and a federated model is never an

ideal model.  It's a series of compromises all the time’ (I4a).

‘Huge financial mismanagement’ ….  ‘total and abject failure’ (I2)

‘the centralised model certainly hasn’t achieved the world’ (I2)

‘It  (national funded contract) should have been put in a very much a mechanical

process and where a state or territory stepped out of line because it was a contractual

obligation as opposed to being part of the federation business is that it should have

been dealt with quite separately from the national board’  (I3)

‘no nice way of putting it, the national board …   it’s a total and abject failure’ (I2)

‘Trying to be a centralist control body’ …  ‘loss of state and territory autonomy’ (I4)

‘Model we were under wasn’t beneficial because it was simply, destructive’ (I5)

‘as far as being in bed together doing commercial activities we have to recognise that

that ship has probably done its course’  (I3)

‘Well government contact management (as part of … ) federation management,

which you can’t (do) because they’re totally separate ways of dealing with people. I

think that has obviously contributed greatly to all this. And I think it’s actually –

whether or not it has accelerated in the last 18 months and that has become much

more a centralised model. That’s fine if you’re the person dealing with a contract, but

it’s not if you’re dealing with other things’  (I3)

‘I think there does need to be separation of the (funded contract). Until that happens, I

don’t think there’ll be any hope of moving forward’  (I1)
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‘I think this is a - believe it or not - an effect that was predictable but unpredictable -

that you take away the issues of the (national body) all the CEOs come around and

we've got a single nucleus focus which is pretty much the national contract’ (I3a)

‘That they need to be taken in context that it’s a federation not a single entity and

that’s where you get these rev heads coming in that have got no history to the

organisation and absolutely refuse to accept that there’s – with every organisation that

there is a reason why the culture is the way it is as in who does what and who

engages with what is that time after time is that because of the nature of the fact that

the board is voluntary is you get these – what I call rednecks coming who think that

they know everything about the way an organisation should run and the way it’s been

done in the past is wrong and you need to get rid of the federation because it’s too

wieldy and you need to go to a single entity.

I can – trust me, in the last two and a half decades there has been at least four

attempts that I’ve been involved in where the single entity matter has come up time

and time again and that is effectively the states and territories are handing over their

organisation to a national entity’ (I3)

‘I have to say, directors that sometimes go from our organisation to sit on the national

board… (are confused) as to what their role is.  It’s very problematic’  (I2)

‘At the end of the day there’s a myriad of models that you can use.  The fact is that if

(state organisation) was going to commit to the federation it would want to have

equal rights to be able to influence the decision of that federation and rightly so.’  (I3)

‘… (we need) a model that values each member and I do mean that, it’s not just

words… we’re not seeking equality but my god we certainly would like a little bit of

equity.  I don’t think that’s unreasonable.  It’s that fundamental respect between

members and valuing of the diversity of the membership and what they bring …  a
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model that  works to support its members and their objectives; even noting that

sometimes they can be different, being members .. a model that works on

consensus… one  that doesn’t impose one member’s views or the Federation’s views

on another member.  You know you’ll hear critics of that saying oh well you never

achieved anything.  Well you might not achieve the world but I can’t find another

model that allows you to achieve the world either because the centralised model

certainly hasn’t achieved the world … what  its achieved is a disintegration of the

Federation in 24 years; I mean that’s some record isn’t it?  So with the consensus

based approach, opt in opt out, that sort of thing, no-one being able to impose on

another. You might not achieve as much as you would hope but my god what you do

achieve should be solid’  (I2)

‘I don’t think having all presidents or delegates or whatever from states – because it’s

perpetuating the same model. And I think for us to be perceived as a very

professional, savvy organisation, you have to do that. You have to move on and say

we need people with the right skills and expertise” (I1)

‘it’s an outsourced arm of the Federal Government, there’s no doubt about it.  I mean

just the sheer difference between how (a member) operates its business .. and how the

federated body operates its business is stark. It makes it very, very hard .. having the

office in Canberra does bring with it public service mentality.  That reflects through

its culture and how it implements things’ (I2)

‘is that you’ve had a commercial entity (nationally funded project) that has taken

precedence over a peak body federated group. And I think that’s probably the thing

that’s caused the organisation to become dysfunctional’ (I1a)

‘perhaps we would have been far better off if the members, the state and territory

members had moved into a joint venture for the job of the administration of the

(national funded contract).. which could also be done in a company like form but

where each member was clearly an owner’ (I2)
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‘… the structure … well in the end it was corrupt ..and it was a very inappropriate

means of using the (national contract)’  (I2)

By 2010 when there were only six members left of the original eleven members of

the federation, the departure of members was seen somewhat differently than original

perceptions:

‘In other words pre-federation days ….  and it’s part of a cycle where you have strong

unity and then for what-ever reasons, there’s discord and then the collective memory

of the past and the reason for unification is gone.  So people think, oh well, bugger

that I don’t have to participate, I can survive on my own, everyone else can sort

themselves out and they walk away’ (I4a).

In addition, participants appeared to be reflecting on the federation model:

.. in the future .. ‘Well there may even be a skill based board; the pure sense of it is

three or four external directors who are not parts of any of the member boards, more

operational’ (I3a).

‘I don’t believe there is a best federation model…. Additionally, I’d suggest also that

the people that go onto the boards of NGOs don’t populate the boards with the right

skill sets and experience background to be able to apply effectively commercial ideas

in an NGO environment and vice versa.  It adds to the frustration of actually

managing these organisations long term, again in a federated model’  (I4a).

1.3.6 Interviews:   Minor Theme – Federation Benefits & Costs

Most participants acknowledged that a federation could provide a number of benefits

for all members as well as consumers.  It was acknowledged by participants that

members were capable of working together and promoting a team environment if

they could improve the relationship.  Stated benefits included:
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‘National lobbying, advocacy and wherever possible coordinated awareness’ (I3)

‘Early years … stability … need to be able to work together and there was that single

focus’ (I3)

‘Subsidised products … contract belonged to the states and territories … with an

administration element that stayed in the national office’ (I3)

‘you could make it collegial’ (I1)

‘That capacity to do stuff together and some of that operational stuff that you talked

about – there are groups of people that will ring up and talk to each other  (sharing

knowledge) …. It probably needs to be a bit more formalised, I think, around HR

stuff and quality and risk management’ (I1)

‘we have all contributed to the (national research body) and that has had benefits’

(I6a)

However, the issues surrounding structure as well as the combination of using the

national office, as a head contractor for a state and territory delivered service, were

frequently discussed as unacceptable costs of this particular federation model (refer

major theme – structure).   Other comments included:

‘I haven’t seen a lot really .. because I don’t think it’s been very positive’ (I1)

By the second round of interviews, there were some elements of co-operation

developing between the Chief Executive Officers of all the state and territory

organisations:

‘think that people are working together much more, the level of collaboration is

greater’  (I1a).  However the federation model and how it was working in relation to

managing a government national contract was still seen as ‘quite flawed’ (I1a).
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‘I think this is a - believe it or not - an effect that was predictable but unpredictable -

that you take away the issues of a national office then … all the CEOs come around

and we've got a single nucleus focus which is pretty much delivery of the government

contract nationally’ (I3a)

1.3.7 Minor Theme:  Interviews – ROI for Membership Contributions

The payment of membership contributions to the national office, at a rate dictated by

the national body, was seen to muddy the waters of the federated organisation,

particularly given the national office was the holder of a significant Government

contract on behalf of the states and territories.  In the process of finalising agent

agreements for each state and territory to deliver services under the national contract,

the national office made membership of the federation compulsory.   Lines were also

blurred when outstanding membership payments could be offset by service payments

under the national government contract (National organisation constitution By-Laws

2008).  Membership fees and the government contract, which was of significant value

to all organisations, were touched upon in the interview process. There appeared to

be no return on investment for these monies paid to the national office.

‘We could never see the bang for our buck by being a member of the Federation (I2)

‘We are not currently paying membership fees’ (I4)

‘Need to … take the commercial exercise offline … then the issues of conflict,

commercial conflict … money … are gone and you’re back to a shared purpose’  (I4)

‘I was part of the last contract negotiation… it was suppose to be about a teaming

agreement, working cooperatively together… under national office’s direction it

became ….. principle and a sub-contractor and that was never the intent of it.  So I

guess what really brought it to the end for me was when the president of the national

office moved in and took the position that we would have the draconian clause in the

agent's agreement around compulsory membership’  (I3a).
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1.4 Supplementary Data
1.4.1 Documents

This is presented here as a timeline of various major exchanges of information, to

inform an understanding of the evolving situation.   The data is also classified into the

themes identified above through the interview process, or where appropriate a new

emergent them is identified.

Date Form Discussion Point Theme

02/07 Minutes National body accuses a

member organisation of

‘conflict of interest’ due to

their ‘commercial activities’.

Power and Control

03/08 Minutes National body board meeting.

Minutes reflect information

to agents about what national

office requires.  ‘Member

organisations have not

followed the guidelines’.

Power and Control

05/08 Emails Members of the national

body object to level of

membership fees set by the

board.  It could still leave

some states in a ‘parlous

financial position’.

Membership Fees

07/08 Letter and

Report

Financial report shows

investment is an area of

concern

Return on Investment

11/08 Minutes of

State

Resolution:   That (state

body) resigns from the

Relationship

Breakdown
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organisation

board meeting

(national federation).  It is

noted that six months notice

is required.  Our resignation

therefore is effective from

May 2009.

11/08 Letters Some other federation

members submit formal

resignations to national body.

‘In accordance with a

resolution passed at our

Board of Directors’

meeting…’

Relationship

Breakdown

01/09 Emails Proposed National

Organisation board meeting

to discuss resignations and

current issues with the

federation.

Relationship Repair

02/09 Emails A number of organisations

that have resigned have

formed a ‘coalition of the

willing’ and are working

together on a contingency

plan and new model.  There

are concerns that without a

certain level of membership

fees the national body will

not be solvent.  A

contingency plan for the

continuation of the

Government funded contract

therefore needs to be

Collaboration
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developed.  Some lobbying

of other member bodies has

commenced.

03/09 Emails Four of the state and territory

bodies that have resigned are

working on a re-unification

proposal.   The basis of the

proposal is a change to the

constitution whereby the

national body would consist

of members with one vote.

Relationship Repair

04/09 Emails One state organisation that

has resigned withdraws its

resignation

Power and Control

04/09 Emails The re-unification process

starts to falter as members

with more than one vote do

not wish to relinquish this

power.

Power and Control

05/09 Emails and

Meeting

Observations

Sub-groups appear to be

forming.  Some are

collaborating against the

national organisation,

deemed to be the ‘common

enemy’.  Some groups appear

to wish to maintain the rage

and there are still many

battles.  The battles appear to

be about maintaining power

and control.

Power and Control

05/09 Letters Resignations take full effect Lack of relationship
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repair

Minutes and

emails

A new CEO is appointed in

the researcher’s own

organisation.   This change

brings greater opportunities

for collaboration as well as

greater transparency and a

more commercial approach

to business issues.

Personalities

08/09 Minutes and

notes from

meetings

Change of personnel at

national office and various

state and territory

organisations shows a shift in

attitudes to a more

conciliatory approach:  ‘As

CEO of a non-member

organisation, I will prepare

the draft’ …  ‘We will not be

part of a dysfunctional

federation’ …. ‘we wish to

work together in a better

model’

‘Focus is now collaborative

and cooperative

management’…

‘Repositioning with

government funding body

discussed and agreed (that an

…)forum should be held in

November with all agents

and government body’

Relationship Repair
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09/09 Letter Memorandum of

Understanding being

developed whereby all

members have one vote:

‘the document will be

deemed to be an interim

binding agreement’

Relationship Repair

09/09 Emails Information about the

fracture of the federation has

been ‘leaked to the media’.

Organisations that have

resigned have been blamed.

Trust and Opportunism

09/09 Emails and

Minutes

The national operations

group meetings continue on a

regular basis and minutes

indicate co-operation and

sharing of knowledge.

Collaboration

10/09 Email Certain member

organisations that have

resigned feel it is too early

for a re-unification process:

‘current terms not acceptable

… amenable to participating

in a longer term and more

structured approach and

process to re-unification’

Trust and relationship

repair

10/09 Emails Current member

organisations provide details

of financial support to

national body, due to lack of

funds.  ‘This is intended to

Power and Control
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assist the organisation meet

our shared objective…’

11/09 Emails The article in the Sydney

newspaper about the fracture

of the federation, blames a

specific state member that

has resigned.  Emails from

health professionals express

concern.

Collaborations

11/09 Letter Adversarial positions still

being evidenced, interfering

with MOU:  ‘The meeting

showed that the old

adversarial relationships still

exists’. ‘(state organisation)

wishes to make it clear that it

now directly links any

proposed financial support of

(the national body) to the

existing members of

(national body) agreeing to

sign a MOU in the terms

expressed in our letter’.

Power and Control

Emails States that have resigned

from the federation have

developed a model for a new

company to manage the

national contract This is seen

as a contingency plan in case

the national office totally

disintegrates.   However it is

Collaboration
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perceived by other

organisations still in the

federation as not helpful to

any cause and creates further

disunity. It is seen as

evidence again of the larger

states ‘bullying’ the smaller

states.

12/09 Letter Memorandum of

Understanding is not

accepted by national board,

those in power do not wish to

approve one member one

vote.   ‘The motion to sign

MOU was defeated’.

Power and Control

12/09 Emails/Minutes

of Meetings

Various organisations

claiming rights to ownership

of intellectual property of

federation:  …. ‘requires the

rights and logos transferred’.

Power and Control

12/09 Minutes of

Meetings

Monthly meetings of member

and non-member CEO’s have

recommenced, driven by new

personnel in a number of

organisations:  ‘We are

happy to host such meetings

on a regular basis’.

Relationship Repair

01/10 Emails Another state organisation

and another member body

give six months notice of

resignation  from the

Collaboration
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federation and are working

more closely with other

organisations that have

resigned

03/10 Minutes of

Meetings

Reflect a number of

‘territory’ wars between

national organisation and

member and non member

organisations:  national body

is ‘fundraising in our

territory’. However, there

are also some ‘olive

branches’ being seen from

the national office as well as

amongst member and non-

member organisations.

Power and

Control/Relationship

Repair

04/10 Minutes of

Meetings

Notes re

discussions

CEO group very conscious of

the need to develop strategies

for renegotiation of

government contract, which

expires in June 2011:  ‘We

need to start working

together’ … ‘some states will

not survive without the

funding’ …’ we need to

maintain financial viability’.

Collaboration due to

financial imperatives

06/10 Minutes of

Meetings

Whilst there is evidence of

underlying tensions:  ‘No, I

disagree with that approach

and you seem to be wearing

two hats, the national

Collaboration due to

financial imperatives
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organisation and your own

state organisation’, all

member and non-member

organisations are working

together to continue to

deliver the current contract.

07/10 Emails A teaming agreement, as per

the previous contraction

negotiations, is suggested to

enable all states and

territories to work together

on the next contract.   The

current government funded

contract expires June 2011.

Collaboration Driver

08/10 Minutes of

Meetings

Those organisations that have

signed a ‘teaming agreement’

are working on the

establishment of ‘NewCo’

(new company) and a new

model, one in which ‘all

member and non-member

organisations can be

members, or if they prefer,

just be agents’. The previous

contingency plan model is

dismissed as perpetuating a

similar model to the

dysfunctional federation and

not providing best practice

corporate governance.

Collaboration

10/10 Minutes of A constitution has been Collaboration
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Meetings drafted and teaming

agreement members have

established the ‘NewCo’

principles, to enable all

current agents to participate

in the next contract should

the tender be successful:

‘NewCo’ will be the contract

holder and we see no change

in current agents continuing

service delivery’.

11/10 Emails All current agents are advised

that the Government will be

re-negotiating the current

contract with the contract

holder and continue to use

state and territory agents.

The researcher is to be a

participant in the negotiating

team.

Collaboration

02/11 Minutes of

Meetings

Teaming agreement meetings

continue to be held monthly

and collaboration is focused

on successful negotiations for

the next period of the

contract.   Occasional power

struggles are evidenced

through attempts to control

ownership of various aspects

of the ‘NewCo’ constitution

and set up.

Conflict
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03/11 Minutes of

Meetings

The negotiating team hold

regular meetings with the

funding body and the mood

is positive.   It is anticipated

that the new contract will be

signed before the end of June

2011.

1.4.2  First proposed structural model

Due to the perceived collapse of the federation and the dysfunctional relationships, a

group of state and territory organisations collaborated to develop a contingency plan

and a structural model for the continuation of the delivery of the government funded

national project.   This structural model is shown in Figure 4.4.   This would later be

rejected as it was believed that the board of directors would too closely resemble the

current dysfunctional federated board.  Additionally, the Chief Executive Officers of

all States & Territories acting as the senior management group was seen to be a

conflict of interest.
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1.4.3 Journal

During this period the researcher maintained a journal.   In the initial stages there

were regular entries of some depth.   In the later stages these were minimal, and were

made up of notes taken during meetings, ad hoc comments passed by colleagues and

observations of changes in thinking.

Some excerpts show how the research project informed and influenced the researcher:

July 2008

‘the federation appears to always be in a state of conflict’ …. ‘national office

determined to bring our organisation to task about one thing or another’ …. ‘the

structure gives the power to a select group within the federation’ … ‘there is no

equity amongst members’

‘is the fact that national office Canberra based .... influenced the national organisation

to be a hierarchical, bureaucratic structure?’ ... ‘the office is drawing mainly from

Canberra residents ....any vacancies in roles in that organisation also were often filled

by local residents, who were usually skilled public servants’ ...’ the current structure

does not have one member one vote, one member body has three votes ....’this is

totally inequitable and no doubt a major cause of conflict’ ...  ‘firmly believe that the

structure needs to be changed in order to have a more collaborative federation’

December 2008

‘federation is dysfunctional … model is flawed’   ‘it is all about the structure … if we

design the correct structure we will have effective collaboration’  … ‘our organisation

has resigned’ …  ‘we are seen as tearing the federation apart’ …‘them and us attitude

with the national office’ …. ‘no cohesion’ ….  ‘national executive officers behave

like bullies’ … ‘the structure promotes conflict’ …‘personality clashes between

national office chief executives and managers and their counterparts from the various

member organisations are ongoing and do not appear to have any chance of

resolution’  … ‘we would be better to use our resources in our own organisation and

disengage with the other bodies’
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‘It is interesting that at the operational level the federation continues to function.   All

organisations that are members of the federation are involved in the national

operations group.  Knowledge is shared and all meetings are amicable and strive to

achieve outcomes…   Why is it that we cannot have this collaboration at the

executive and board level … is it about power?’

‘I have begun searching the literature. I was unaware that this perception of the

national office acting like the government body it works so closely with, actually can

be described by the term ‘isomorphism’.   I had not heard that term before and the

more I dive into the literature review, the more I understand about the actions of

various personnel at the various meeting I attend in relation to the federation and to

working on the national contract ....’

March 2009

‘other federations have similar issues’ …. ‘research shows that some charities have

moved to a single organisation structure to operate nationally’ ….  ‘structure is the

key’ …. ‘there are so many theories on collaboration’ …. ‘it is bigger than I thought’

…. ‘I feel that I have been drawn into a vortex and I am swirling around through a

myriad of theories’ …. ‘perhaps there are other factors that impact on the

collaboration .. not just structure’

‘it appears one of our allies will be withdrawing their resignation …at the eleventh

hour … I wonder why … what is their motive?

May 2009

‘our resignation is now complete’ … ‘other states and territories have also resigned’

…

‘As I watch this situation become more and more dysfunctional, I reflect on the

theories that I am discovering in my literature review, before I attend each meeting.
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If we could get those in power to agree on appropriate structure that was equitable to

all .. perhaps that is the way forward?’

June 2009

‘I am now using the theories to understand what is happening within the federation

movement’ …. ‘to step outside of it and observe helps to understand the

mechanisations’ … ‘conflict cannot be totally absent in any collaboration’ ….

‘perhaps it is a continuum between conflict and collaboration?’

‘the interviews have been a real eye opener particularly in regards to the importance

of relationship issues that seem to sit unseen behind the war’ …. ‘the theories on

networks and collaborations support the perspectives of the interviewees’

…’participants wish to talk about personalities, trust and power and control’….. ‘the

structure was secondary’ … ‘reflect on this before the meeting tomorrow’ … ‘is there

any opening there … an ability to work with the personalities’

‘We are working with a small group of other states and territories to design a model

for delivery of the national contract.   Given this has been put together by the

organisations that have resigned, would the other organisations buy into such a

model?  The model has the chief executive officers managing a new company

overseeing the contract’.

December 2009

‘the theories and the research have influenced my participation in meetings and my

understanding of what is important to collaboration participants’ …. ‘changes in

personnel are having a positive impact on the feeling in the meetings’ ….  ‘if we are

trying to build trust we need to deal with opportunism’ … ‘research shows that many

alliances or collaborations fail… perhaps we are trying to achieve the impossible.

We work together because we wish to continue to provide a funded service … but

how do we do that in a collaborative way?’
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January 2010

… ‘others have also had enough … another State has resigned … as well as another

member organisation … what does this mean for our work on collaboration?   What

are their motives?

… ‘non-members are working together on a new model for the government funded

contract … I think perhaps it is flawed … we could be reproducing the same

problems’

March 2010

‘people’s attitudes appear to be changing.  Is it because they realise that we are all

jeopardising our ability to continue with our mission?  We are here for the people that

suffer this insidious chronic disease not for anyone’s self esteem or grandeur’ ….

‘things are moving quickly now’ ….  ‘there is talk of re-unification’ …. ‘more

collegial atmosphere’ …  A contingency plan model is being developed for delivery

of the government funded contract, however there is a great deal of unease about its

structure, due to its similarity to the current dysfunctional federation ….  We could be

jumping out of the frying pan into the fire’.

July 2010

‘our organisation re-brands and this throws a cat amongst the pigeons’ ….. ‘we are

seen to be destabilising any reunification effort yet it is our CEO that is taking the

lead on working together’   …. ‘second round interviews showing that things have

improved a little in regards to collaboration, but our re-branding has perhaps

interfered with these first steps towards collaboration’ ….  ‘I need to reflect on what

our actions mean to others … particularly considering where they are at in this

process’

September 2010

‘regular meetings between chief executives continue’ …. ‘we seem to now have

developed a more conducive collaboration environment once there were a various
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changes to personnel in a number of organisations’ …’We have signed the teaming

agreement to work on the tender for the next contract’  … ‘conducive atmosphere of

the teaming agreement meetings’….

‘On reflection, all participants are in agreement... they have the answers.... perhaps

they have not realised this as yet...  we all need to be more open to listening and we

will realise that we have the solution’

‘another model for managing the contract, which has input from the majority of

organisations, the ‘NewCo’ model has been born … somewhat painfully’ …. ‘much

discussion on the constitution and the voting rights of member organisations’ …..

‘generally agreed that this model will provide transparency, accountability and a total

separation of functions from a not-for-profits mission’ ... ‘seem to be a great

mechanism for good corporate governance’.

December 2010

… ‘the model will be part of the tender process for  the next contract’ … ‘I have

swung between thinking that the structure was the main issue, to a complete

turnaround …. It was all about relationships … now I realise it is far more complex

….  And structure is the glue that binds everything together’ ….
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Appendix 2 Definitions of Methodological Terms
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Paradigm

A paradigm is a set of propositions that explain how the world is perceived;  it

contains a worldview, a way of breaking down the complexity of the real world.

Ontological, epistemological and methodological principles of the same nature are

organised into paradigms (Sarantakos, 2005, 30).

Ontology, Epistemology, Methodology and Methods

Ontology deals with the nature of reality.   It questions what is the nature of reality?

Is it objective, constructed or subjective?   What does the research focus on?

(Sarantakos, 2005, 30)

Epistemology deals with the nature of knowledge.   It questions how do we know

what we know?   What is the way in which reality is known to us?  What kind of

knowledge is research looking for?  (Sarantakos, 2005, 30)

Methodology is the nature of research design and methods.   It questions how we gain

knowledge about the world?  How is research constructed and conducted? It is a

research strategy that translates ontological and epistemological principles into

guidelines that show how research is to be conducted. (Sarantakos, 2005, 30)

Methods

Methods are instruments employed in the collection and analysis of data (Sarantakos,

2005, 30).

Reliability and Validity

Reliability
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This is defined as the capacity of an instrument to produce consistent results.   It

measures objectivity, precision, stability and consistency  (Sarantakos, 2005, 433).

Validity

A property of a research instrument which measures its relevance, precision and

accuracy (Sarantakos, 2005, 434).
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Appendix 4 Semi-Structured Interview Questions
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Interview Questions

Interviews

Type: Semi-structured

Duration: 45 minutes to 60 minutes

Interviewees: A total of six

Proposed Participants

Four Chief Executive Officers of the federated structure member organisations.   To

include a minimum of one CEO of an organisation who remained in the federation

and one CEO of an organisation that resigned from the federation.

One Director and one Senior Manager of organisations in the movement who have a

long history with the federation and one of whom was involved in the Unification

Working Party.

Interview Questions - Round 1

Questions:

1. What is your current position and your organisation’s status within the

federation movement?

2. What is the length of your association with federation?

3. What do you perceive as some of the benefits of the federated structure?

4. Are there any areas where you perceive the federated structure as not

being beneficial to your own organisation or the community as a whole?

5. What do you believe are the areas within the federation where there is or

has been collaboration and co-operation?

6. Do you believe there are any barriers to collaboration and co-operation?

7. What do you believe are the areas within the federation where there is or

has been conflict?

8. If there is conflict can you suggest how this could be resolved?
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9. What do you perceive as the ‘ideal’ model for a functional, collaborative

federated structure for this particular health promotion charity movement?

Interview Questions – Round 2

1. Is your organisation currently a member or non-member of the federation?

2. Do you think the situation in relation to re-unification is moving forward?

3. Do you see any significant changes to where we were over six months ago?

Interviews to be held face to face where possible.   If this is not possible, the

interview will be held by telephone.
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