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                         People who want to tackle tough social problems and 

achieve benefi cial community outcomes are beginning to 

understand that multiple sectors of a democratic society —

 business, nonprofi ts and philanthropies, the media, the 

community, and government — must collaborate to deal 

eff ectively and humanely with the challenges. Th is article 

focuses on cross-sector collaboration that is required to 

remedy complex public problems. Based on an extensive 

review of the literature on collaboration, the article 

presents a propositional inventory organized around the 

initial conditions aff ecting collaboration formation, pro-

cess, structural and governance components, constraints 

and contingencies, outcomes, and accountability issues.    

   C
ross-sector collaboration is increasingly 

 assumed to be both necessary and desirable as 

a strategy for addressing many of society’s most 

diffi  cult public challenges (Agranoff  and McGuire 

2003;  Goldsmith and Eggers 2004; Kickert, Klijn, 

and Koppenjan 1997; Mandell 2001 ; Rethemeyer 

2005). Indeed, it is diffi  cult to imagine successfully 

addressing global problems, such as the AIDS pan-

demic or terrorism, and domestic concerns, such as 

the educational achievement gap between income 

classes and races, without some sort of cross-sector 

understanding, agreement, and collaboration. By  cross-

sector collaboration , we mean partnerships involving 

government, business, nonprofi ts and philanthropies, 

communities, and/or the public as a whole. 

 Collaboration may be necessary and desirable, but the 

research evidence indicates that it is hardly easy. Based 

on a comprehensive review of the literature, this ar-

ticle examines the conditions that are likely to prompt 

calls for cross-sector collaboration and off ers proposi-

tions to guide the design and implementation of 

cross-sector collaborations. We assert that collabora-

tion occurs in the midrange of how organizations 

work on public problems (Crosby and  Bryson 2005a, 

17 – 18 ). At one end of the continuum are organiza-

tions that hardly relate to each other when it comes to 

dealing with a public problem that extends beyond 

their capabilities. At the other end are organizations 

that have merged into a new entity to handle prob-

lems through merged authority and capabilities. In 

the midrange are organizations that share informa-

tion, undertake coordinated initiatives, or develop 

shared-power arrangements such as collaborations 

(which may be a distinct organizational form) in order 

to pool their capabilities to address the problem or 

challenge. We thus defi ne cross-sector collaboration 

as  the linking or sharing of information, resources, activi-

ties, and capabilities by organizations in two or more 

sectors to achieve jointly an outcome that could not be 

achieved by organizations in one sector separately.  

 Cross-sector collaboration occurs for many reasons. 

Th e fi rst is simply that we live in a shared-power world 

in which many groups and organizations are involved 

in, aff ected by, or have some partial responsibility to 

act on public challenges (Crosby and  Bryson 2005a ). 

Beyond that, in the United States, advocates of power 

sharing across sectors are often responding to a long-

standing critique of the eff ectiveness of government 

when it acts on its own. Sometimes, the critique has 

been based on facts; at other times, it has been guided 

by principles or ideology favoring limited government 

or extolling the virtues of other sectors. Th e critique 

has resulted in waves of deregulation, privatization, 

budget caps and cuts, and the rise of “third-party 

government,” in which nongovernmental actors are 

enlisted to achieve public purposes (Salamon 2002). 

 At the same time, cross-sector collaborations do not 

solve all of the problems they tackle. Indeed, some are 

solved badly, and some solutions have created the 

problems they were meant to solve. Collaboration —

 especially cross-sector collaboration — is no panacea. 

Th is is partly because of the interconnectedness of 

things, such that changes anywhere reverberate unex-

pectedly and sometimes even dangerously throughout 

the system ( Luke 1998 ). Complex feedback eff ects 

abound ( Senge 2006 ). And issues that we previously 

thought about in fairly narrow terms, such as health 

care, are now being redefi ned as issues of economic 

competitiveness, industrial policy, education policy, 

  John M .      Bryson           
  Barbara C .      Crosby           
  Melissa Middleton     Stone        
      University of Minnesota  

 Th e Design and Implementation of Cross-Sector 

Collaborations: Propositions from the Literature 

   John M. Bryson  is a professor of 

planning and public affairs and associate 

dean for research and centers at the Hubert 

H. Humphrey Institute of Public Affairs, 

University of Minnesota. He is also a 

member of the institute’s Public and 

Nonprofi t Leadership Center. 

 E-mail:   jmbryson@umn.edu .  

   Barbara C. Crosby  is an associate 

professor of public affairs and planning at 

the Hubert H. Humphrey Institute of Public 

Affairs and a member of the institute’s 

Public and Nonprofi t Leadership Center. 

 E-mail:   bcrosby@umn.edu .  

   Melissa Middleton Stone  is the 

Gross Family Professor of Nonprofi t 

Management and director of the Public and 

Nonprofi t Leadership Center at the Hubert 

H. Humphrey Institute of Public Affairs, 

University of Minnesota. 

 E-mail:   mstone@umn.edu .  

Articles on 
Collaborative 
Public 
Management



Design and Implementation of Cross-Sector Collaboration    45 

INITIAL CONDITIONS

General Environment
Turbulence

Competitive and institutional elements

Sector Failure

Direct Antecedents
Conveners

General agreement on the problem
Existing relationships or networks

PROCESS

Formal and Informal
Forging agreements
Building leadership
Building legitimacy

Building trust
Managing conflict

Planning

STRUCTURE AND
GOVERNANCE

Formal and Informal
Membership

Structural configuration 
Governance structure

CONTINGENCIES
AND CONSTRAINTS

Type of collaboration
Power imbalances

Competing institutional
logics

OUTCOMES AND ACCOUNTABILITIES

Outcomes
Public value

First-, second-, and third-order effects
Resilience and reassessment

Accountabilities
Inputs, processes, and outputs
Results management system

Relationships with political and
professional constituencies       

     Figure   1      A Framework for Understanding 
Cross-Sector Collaborations    

tax and expenditure policy, immigration policy, and 

more. How to respond collaboratively and eff ectively 

to problems that are so interconnected and 

 encompassing is a major challenge. 

 Th e perceived need to collaborate across sectors has 

provoked two general responses. On one hand, our 

own view is that organizational participants in eff ec-

tive cross-sector collaborations typically have to  fail  

into their role in the collaboration. In other words, 

organizations will only collaborate when they cannot 

get what they want without collaborating (Hudson 

et al. 1999;  Roberts 2001 ). Th e second response is to 

 assume  that collaboration is the Holy Grail of solu-

tions and always best. Often, governments and foun-

dations insist that funding recipients collaborate, 

even if they have little evidence that it will work 

 (Barringer and  Harrison 2000; Ostrower 2005 ). 

 Th e following section presents an organizing frame-

work for categorizing the literature on collaborations, 

including sections on initial conditions, process di-

mensions, structural and governance dimensions, 

contingencies and constraints, outcomes, and ac-

countability issues. Propositions drawn from the 

literature are off ered throughout. Th e fi nal section 

summarizes our argument and outlines particular 

challenges for future research.  

  A Framework for Understanding 
Cross-Sector Collaboration 
 For each category, we discuss the salient dimensions, 

concepts, and research fi ndings and summarize this 

material into researchable propositions.  Figure   1  illus-

trates the overall framework. Th e framework empha-

sizes simplicity and does not attempt to capture the 

extent of interaction among or within categories or 

the nonlinear quality of many collaborative relation-

ships and endeavors. 

  Initial Conditions 
 Th is category focuses on broad themes related to the 

general environment in which collaborations are 

embedded, the notion of sector failure as an over-

looked precondition for collaboration, and other 

specifi c and immediate preconditions aff ecting the 

formation of collaborations. 

  Environmental factors.   Work on interorganizational 

relationships has directly linked certain environmental 

conditions with the necessity of single organizations 

joining with others. Most notably, Emery and Trist 

(1965) argued more than 40 years ago that increased 

environmental complexity, such that the “ground is in 

motion,” necessitated linkages among organizations 

to decrease uncertainty and increase organizational 

stability. Th e fundamental need to reduce resource de-

pendencies in the environment ( Pfeff er and Salancik 

1978 ) or to decrease transaction costs ( Williamson 

1975 ) also propels organizations toward various types 

of interorganizational relationships.

Collaborations are subject to both competitive and 

institutional pressures that signifi cantly aff ect their 

formation as well as long-term sustainability ( Oliver 

1990 ; Sharfman, Gray, and Yan 1991). Th e institu-

tional environment includes normative, legal, and 

regulatory elements that organizations must conform 

to if they are to achieve the legitimacy that is neces-

sary for survival (DiMaggio and  Powell 1983 ). For 

partnerships focused on public policy or public prob-

lem solving, the institutional environment is especially 

important because it includes broad systems of rela-

tionships across public jurisdictional areas (Scott and 

Meyer 1991) that can directly aff ect the collaborative 

purpose, structure, and outcomes. For example, in 

their study of a public – private partnership in the 

garment industry, Sharfman, Gray, and Yan (1991) 

found that driving forces in both the competitive and 

institutional environments helped stimulate the part-

nership’s formation but quickly became restraining 

forces that hindered its sustainability. Institutional 

forces  appeared to be more intractable than competi-

tive forces; for example, a decrease in public funds and 

changes in welfare payment policies created strong 

disincentives for the partnership to continue.  
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  Proposition 1:  Like all interorganizational 

relationships, cross-sector collaborations are 

more likely to form in turbulent environments. 

In particular, the formation and sustainability 

of cross-sector collaborations are aff ected by 

driving and constraining forces in the competi-

tive and institutional environments.   

  Sector failure.   Th ough environmental factors can 

greatly aff ect the formation of all interorganizational 

relationships, cross-sector collaborations in particular 

appear to be infl uenced by the degree to which single 

eff orts to solve a public problem have failed. We call 

this  sector failure , referring to the often-observed situa-

tion that single-sector eff orts to solve a public problem 

are tried fi rst and found wanting before cross-sector 

eff orts are attempted. As a society, we rely on the dif-

ferential strengths of the for-profi t, public, and non-

profi t sectors to overcome the weaknesses or failures 

of the other sectors and to contribute to the creation 

of public value. In the United States, the presumption 

is that we will let markets work until they fail — the 

case for government intervention is compelling only if 

they fail — and then try fi xing the failure; only as a last 

resort are direct government provision of goods and 

services off ered ( Brandl 1998 ; Weimer and Vining 

2004). On the other hand,  Salamon (1995)  argues 

that, historically, the United States has relied fi rst on 

voluntary action to solve public problems, moving to 

government solutions (including service provision) 

only after “philanthropic failure.” In other words, 

 government solutions, including service provision, 

have historically been the product of either market 

failure or voluntary action failure. If all three sectors 

fail, we have a public value failure ( Bozeman 2002 ) 

that can be addressed in one of several ways: We can 

live with the problem, engage in symbolic action 

that does little to address the problem, or mobilize 

collective action to fashion a cross-sector solution that 

holds the promise of creating public value. For a fuller 

elaboration of this argument, see Crosby and Bryson 

(forthcoming).  

  Proposition 2:  Public policy makers are most 

likely to try cross-sector collaboration when they 

believe the separate eff orts of diff erent sectors to 

address a public problem have failed or are likely 

to fail, and the actual or potential failures 

 cannot be fi xed by the sectors acting alone.   

  Direct antecedents of collaboration formation.   In 

addition to environmental factors and the actuality or 

likelihood of sector failure, other antecedent condi-

tions, or “linking mechanisms” ( Waddock 1986 ), 

aff ect the likelihood of collaboration formation. 

Th ree are emphasized here. 

 First, a brokering organization or a legitimate conve-

ner can facilitate collaboration formation ( Gray 1989; 

Waddock 1986 ). Powerful sponsors or brokering 

organizations draw attention to an important public 

problem and accord it legitimacy within a stakeholder 

group (Crosby and  Bryson 2005a ). Conveners, who 

are often recognized as boundary-spanning leaders 

with credibility in multiple arenas touched by the 

problem ( Kastan 2000 ), can draw together an initial 

set of stakeholders ( Gray 1989 ). Conveners may be 

powerful individuals, such as a mayor or chief execu-

tive offi  cer, or organizations, such as the United Way 

or a private foundation. 

 Second, an important linking mechanism is initial 

(albeit general) agreement on the problem defi nition 

( Gray 1989; Waddock 1986 ). Agreement can help 

clarify the stake or interest that an organization has 

in resolving the social problem and how much 

the organization needs others to solve the problem. 

For example,  Logsdon (1991)  found that both recog-

nized self-interest and acknowledged interdependence 

are necessary preconditions for collaboration 

formation. 

 Th ird, the role of prior relationships or existing net-

works is important because it is often through these 

networks that partners judge the trustworthiness of 

other partners and the legitimacy of key stakeholders. 

Scholars call this the  degree of structural embeddedness : 

Th e more partners have interacted in positive ways 

in the past, the more social mechanisms will enable 

coordination and safeguard exchanges (Jones, 

 Hesterly, and Borgatti 1997; Ring and Van de Ven 

1994). If prior relationships do not exist, then 

 partnerships are likely to emerge more incrementally 

and begin with small, informal deals that do 

not require much trust ( Gulati 1995 ; Ring and 

Van de Ven 1994).  

  Proposition 3:  Cross-sector collaborations are 

more likely to succeed when one or more link-

ing mechanisms, such as powerful sponsors, 

general agreement on the problem, or existing 

networks, are in place at the time of their initial 

formation.    

  Process Components 
 Researchers have emphasized several aspects of process 

within collaborations. We focus on six: forging initial 

agreements, building leadership, building legitimacy, 

building trust, managing confl ict, and planning. Th e 

research on process overlaps with some aspects of the 

research on initial conditions and structure. For ex-

ample, a key process in collaboration is negotiating 

formal and informal agreements about the purpose of 

the collaboration after some initial agreement on 

problem defi nition has been reached. By agreeing on 

the purpose of the collaboration, partners may con-

sider elements of structure, such as roles, responsibili-

ties, and decision-making authority. 
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  Forging initial agreement.   Informal agreements 

about the collaboration’s composition, mission, 

and process can work ( Donahue 2004 ), but for-

mal  agreements have the advantage of supporting 

 accountability. Th e need to have diff erent types of 

initial agreements and to rework agreements is likely 

to increase as collaborations grow to include more 

geographically dispersed partners and diverse actors 

within a problem domain ( Kastan 2000 ). 

 Elements of formal agreements might include a broad 

purpose, mandate, commitment of resources, designa-

tion of formal leadership, description of members, 

decision-making structure, and built-in fl exibility (such 

as allowing waivers) for dealing with local conditions 

and changes (Arino and de la Torre 1998; Crosby and 

 Bryson 2005a; Page 2004 ). When partners do not 

completely agree on a shared purpose, they may not be 

able to agree on next steps (Huxham and Vangen 2005). 

Studies of collaboration highlight the importance of a 

drafting process that is highly participatory and involves 

key stakeholders and implementers ( Page 2004 ). Less 

powerful partners may have more diffi  culty than others 

advocating their interests in this process, although man-

agers of the process can use several techniques to equal-

ize power (Crosby and  Bryson 2005a , 2000b).  

  Proposition 4:  Th e form and content of a 

collaboration’s initial agreements, as well as the 

processes used to formulate them, aff ect the 

outcomes of the collaboration’s work.   

  Building leadership.   Collaborations provide mul-

tiple roles for formal and informal leaders (see, e.g., 

Agranoff  and McGuire 2003; Crosby and Bryson 

2005b). Formal leadership positions might include 

co-chairs of a steering committee, coordinator of a 

collaborative, or project director. To be eff ective, these 

people need formal and informal authority, vision, 

long-term commitment to the collaboration, integ-

rity, and relational and political skills (Crosby and 

 Bryson 2005a; Gray 1989; Waddock 1986 ). Two key 

leadership roles are  sponsors  and  champions  (Crosby 

and  Bryson 2005a ). Sponsors are individuals who 

have considerable prestige, authority, and access to 

resources they can use on behalf of the collaboration, 

even if they are not closely involved in the day-to-day 

collaborative work. Champions are people who 

focus intently on keeping the collaboration going 

and use process skills to help the collaboration 

 accomplish its goals. 

 Th e parceling out of formal 

leadership positions has implica-

tions for the level of buy-in 

among the collaborating part-

ners. If more powerful partners 

receive plum positions, less 

 powerful partners may require 

other assurances their interests will be taken into 

account ( Alexander et al. 2001 ). Th e development of 

informal leadership throughout a collaboration is 

especially important because participants often cannot 

rely on a lot of clear-cut, easily enforced, centralized 

direction. (For example, lead organizations may not 

be powerful enough to lead in a traditional sense, or 

an individual participant may be a formal leader in a 

partner organization but not play a formal leadership 

role in the collaboration.) Because leader turnover is 

to be expected in collaborations that continue for 

years, collaborating partners have an incentive to pre-

pare successors and build in ways that will sustain the 

collaboration during changes in leadership ( Alexander 

et al. 2001 ; Merrill-Sands and Sheridan 1996).  

  Proposition 5:  Cross-sector collaborations are 

more likely to succeed when they have 

 committed sponsors and eff ective champions 

at many levels who provide formal and 

informal leadership.   

  Building legitimacy.   As institutional theory con-

tends, an organization that seeks to acquire the 

resources necessary for survival must build legitimacy 

by making use of structures, processes, and strategies 

that are appropriate for the institutional environment 

( Suchman 1995 ). However, when a newly organized 

entity is a network of organizations, not a single 

organization, how does the network gain legitimacy 

to begin with? A network or collaboration is not auto-

matically regarded by others — insiders or  outsiders —

 as a legitimate organizational entity because it is 

less understandable and recognizable than more 

traditional forms, such as bureaucratic structures. In 

their research, Human and Provan (2000) found that 

three necessary and distinct dimensions are critical 

for networks: (1) the legitimacy of the  network as a 

form  that can attract internal and external support and 

resources; (2) the legitimacy of the  network as an entity  

that is recognizable to both insiders and outsiders; and 

(3) the legitimacy of the  network as an interaction  that 

builds trust among members to freely communicate 

within the network.  

  Proposition 6:  Cross-sector collaborations are 

more likely to succeed when they establish —  

with both internal and external stakeholders —

 the legitimacy of collaboration as a form of 

organizing, as a separate entity, and as a source 

of trusted interaction among members.   

  Building trust.   Trusting 

relationships are often depicted 

as the essence of collaboration. 

Paradoxically, they are both the 

lubricant and the glue — that 

is, they facilitate the work of 

collaboration and they hold the 

Th e parceling out of formal 
leadership positions has 

 implications for the level of 
buy-in among the 

collaborating partners.
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 collaboration together. Trust can comprise interper-

sonal behavior, confi dence in organizational com-

petence and expected performance, and a common 

bond and sense of goodwill ( Chen and Graddy 2005 ). 

Many researchers realize that collaborations begin 

with varying degrees of trust but emphasize that trust 

building is an ongoing requirement for successful col-

laboration (Huxham and Vangen 2005; Ring and Van 

de Ven 1994). Collaboration partners build trust by 

sharing information and knowledge and demonstrat-

ing competency, good intentions, and follow-through; 

conversely, failure to follow through and unilateral 

action undermine trust (Arino and de la Torre 1998; 

Merrill-Sands and Sheridan 1996). For example, 

 Huxham and Vangen (2005) emphasize the eff ective-

ness of achieving “small wins” together.  

  Proposition 7:  Cross-sector collaborations are 

more likely to succeed when trust-building 

activities (such as nurturing cross-sectoral and 

cross-cultural understanding) are continuous.   

  Managing confl ict.   Confl ict in a collaboration 

emerges from the diff ering aims and expectations 

that partners bring to a collaboration, from diff ering 

views about strategies and tactics, and from attempts 

to protect or magnify a partner’s control over the 

collaboration’s work or outcomes. Th e mission of the 

collaboration may also aff ect levels of confl ict. For 

example, if the collaboration is formed mainly to plan 

for systems change rather to agree on how to deliver 

a service, the level of confl ict may be higher (Bolland 

and Wilson 1994). Furthermore, Gray (1996) has 

found that power issues, as prime sources of confl ict, 

vary by phases. As groups try to agree on the nature 

of the problem that concerns them, issues are likely to 

revolve around convening and inclusion; as they de-

bate the direction they should take in dealing with the 

problem, issues concern the shaping of the collabora-

tion agenda and sharing of relevant information; once 

the implementation is under way, power issues revolve 

around the exercise of infl uence, action authorization, 

and resource control (Gray 1996). 

 Confl ict may be exacerbated when the collaborating 

organizations diff er in status (either because of size, 

funding, or reputation). Less powerful partners will 

need assurance that their interests are being taken into 

account, or else their involvement and commitment 

cannot be counted on (Merrill-Sands and Sheridan 

1996). It may be wise for collaborators to use their 

resources to put all participants on a more equal 

 footing — for example, by educating participants about 

the concepts, information, and tools that are key to its 

work (Keast et al. 2004).  

  Proposition 8:  Because confl ict is common in 

partnerships, cross-sector collaborations are 

more likely to succeed when partners use 

 resources and tactics to equalize power and 

manage confl ict eff ectively.   

  Planning.   Two diff erent approaches to planning in 

collaborative settings are evident in the literature. One 

approach emphasizes deliberate, formal planning as 

a precursor to success. Careful articulation of mis-

sion, goals, and objectives; roles and responsibilities; 

and phases or steps, including implementation, are 

often cited as an important key to success (Mattessich, 

Murray-Close, and Monsey 2001). Th is approach —

 what Mintzberg, Ahlstrand, and Lampel (1998) call 

“deliberate” and  McCaskey (1974)  calls “planning 

from goals” — appears to be most likely when col-

laboration is mandated. Th e second approach argues 

that a clear understanding of mission, goals, roles, 

and action steps is more likely to emerge over time 

as conversations involving individuals, groups, and 

organizations grow to encompass a broader network 

of involved or aff ected parties (Huxham and Vangen 

2005;  Winer and Ray 1994 ). Th is approach — what 

Mintzberg, Ahlstrand, and Lampel (1998) call “emer-

gent” and  McCaskey (1974)  calls “planning from 

thrust” — seems most likely when collaboration is not 

mandated. Clearly, careful attention to stakeholders is 

crucial for successful planning regardless of approach 

( Bryson 2004; Page 2004 ). Th e process should also 

be used to build trust and the capacity to manage con-

fl ict eff ectively ( Bryson 2004 ). Planning is more likely 

to be successful to the extent that it builds on the dis-

tinctive competencies of the collaborators, including 

those arising from the sectors in which they operate 

(Bryson, Ackermann, and Eden, forthcoming).  

  Proposition 9:  Cross-sector collaborations are 

more likely to succeed when they combine 

deliberate and emergent planning; deliberate 

planning is emphasized more in mandated 

collaborations and emergent planning is em-

phasized more in nonmandated collaborations.   

  Proposition 10:  Cross-sector collaborations are 

more likely to succeed when their planning 

makes use of stakeholder analyses, emphasizes 

responsiveness to key stakeholders, uses the 

process to build trust and the capacity to 

 manage confl ict, and builds on distinctive 

 competencies of the collaborators.    

  Structure and Governance 
 Structure is a highly developed concept in organiza-

tion theory and typically includes elements such as 

goals, specialization of tasks and division of labor, 

rules and standard operating procedures, and desig-

nated authority relationships. Structure concerns 

vertical and horizontal components. Th e need for 

organizations to both diff erentiate and integrate across 

components is a common structural tension (see, e.g., 

Bolman and  Deal 2003 ; Scott 1987). Within the 
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collaboration literature, structure has not attracted the 

same degree of interest, in part because researchers 

have emphasized  organizing  as a process over  organiza-

tion , meaning more formal structural arrangements. 

Indeed, structure and process often interact in 

 collaborations. For example, building leadership is a 

process that may produce informal leadership activi-

ties, as well as formally designated authority positions. 

In this section, we will focus on research that recog-

nizes structure in relation to other important elements 

of the collaboration context and links structural 

 components to overall eff ectiveness. 

  Structure in context.   Collaboration scholars are quick 

to point out that structure is infl uenced by context, 

including system stability and the degree of resource 

munifi cence (Human and  Provan 1997 ; Provan and 

Milward 1995; Sharfman, Gray, and Yan 1991; Van 

de Ven and Walker 1984). For example, changes in 

government policy often destabilize systems or alter 

resources in the policy fi elds in which networks are 

embedded and hence rearrange the structure of ties 

among members (Sharfman, Gray, and Yan 1991; 

 Stone 2004 ). 

 Th e strategic purpose of the network or partnership 

also appears to aff ect structure.  Agranoff  and McGuire 

(1998) , in examining local economic development 

networks, make an important distinction between the 

strategic purposes of those networks, delineating 

policy-making and strategy-making networks from 

resource-exchange and project-based networks. Th ey 

fi nd that diff erences in purpose are related to the 

composition and size of networks. 

 Furthermore, structures are likely to be dynamic be-

cause of the ambiguity and complexity that is inherent 

in collaborations (Huxham and Vangen 2005). 

 Ambiguity arises from many features of membership, 

including perceptions of who belongs to the collabora-

tion, what these members actually represent 

 (themselves, their organizations, or a particular  

identity group), and turnover among members. 

 Membership turnover may be especially important 

when powerful players such as top elected offi  cials 

leave, join, or alter their level of involvement in the 

collaboration (Crosby and  Bryson 2005a; Kastan 

2000 ). Th is ambiguity is further exacerbated by 

 hierarchies of collaborations in which individuals and 

organizations are often members of multiple and over-

lapping partnerships. For self-governing partnerships 

(Provan and Kenis 2005) in particular, structures may 

begin to blur among these interrelated, multiple 

partnerships.  

  Proposition 11:  Collaborative structure is 

infl uenced by environmental factors such as 

system stability and the collaboration’s 

strategic purpose.   

  Proposition 12:  Collaborative structure is 

likely to change over time because of ambiguity 

of membership and complexity in local 

environments.   

  Structural confi gurations.   Two important studies 

concern the extent to which structural confi gurations 

relate to the overall eff ectiveness of networks in the 

adult mental health policy fi eld (Provan and Milward 

1995; Provan and  Sebastian 1998 ). Here,  eff ectiveness  

is defi ned as the achievement of desired outcomes 

from the client’s perspective. Th e fi rst study 

found that networks centralized around a lead 

organization were more eff ective than dense, 

strongly tied networks, raising questions about the 

eff ectiveness of “fully integrated” networks (Provan 

and Milward 1995). Th e second study highlighted 

the importance of cliques within networks in which a 

dense integration of services takes place at the client 

level among a few network members (Provan and 

 Sebastian 1998 ).  

  Proposition 13:  Collaboration structure and 

the nature of the tasks performed at the client 

level are likely to infl uence a collaboration’s 

overall eff ectiveness.   

  Governance.   An elusive question is what constitutes 

governance for networks or collaborations. If we as-

sume that networks are horizontal systems, then a hi-

erarchical concept such as governance is troublesome 

(Provan and Kenis 2005). However, governance as a 

set of coordinating and monitoring activities must oc-

cur in order for collaborations to survive. Some argue 

that network governance emerges through frequent, 

structured exchanges that develop network level val-

ues, norms, and trust, enabling social mechanisms to 

coordinate and monitor behavior (Jones, Hesterly, and 

Borgatti 1997;  Ostrom 1990 ). 

 In addition to social mechanisms, the choice among 

types of governance structure is likely to infl uence 

network eff ectiveness (Provan and Kenis 2005). 

Th ese types include (1) self-governing structures 

in which decision making occurs through regular 

meetings of members or through informal, 

frequent interactions; (2) a lead organization that 

provides major decision-making and coordinating 

activities; and (3) a network administrative organiza-

tion, which is a separate organization formed to over-

see network aff airs. Contingencies such as network 

size and the degrees of trust among members infl u-

ence which form is appropriate, and managerial 

choice is critical for matching the best form to 

conditions.  

  Proposition 14:  Formal and informal govern-

ing mechanisms are likely to infl uence 

 collaboration eff ectiveness.    
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  Contingencies and Constraints Affecting Process, 
Structure, and Governance 
 In this section, we draw attention to three factors 

that have been shown in the research or in theory to 

have an infl uence on a collaboration’s process, 

 structure, and governance, as well as its overall sus-

tainability. Th ese factors include the type of collabo-

ration, power imbalances among members, and 

competing institutional logics within the 

collaboration. 

  Collaboration type.   Important diff erences exist 

among partnerships formed for system-level plan-

ning (identifying and defi ning system problems and 

solutions), administrative activities (involving resource 

transactions, such as staff  sharing), or service deliv-

ery (such as client referral agreements) (Bolland and 

Wilson 1994). Service delivery partnerships are more 

frequent and easier to sustain than those aimed at 

planning for systems change because system-level plan-

ning activities, like agenda setting in the public policy 

process, involve negotiating tough questions about the 

problem and creative solutions (Bolland and Wilson 

1994). Similarly,  Alter (1990)  found that partnerships 

involving administrative-level managers are more 

prone to confl ict, whereas those coordinating ser-

vice delivery among line staff  experience greater 

cooperation.  

  Proposition 15:  Collaborations involving system-

level planning activities are likely to involve the 

most negotiation, followed by collaborations 

focused on administrative-level partnerships 

and service delivery partnerships.   

  Power imbalances.   Huxham and Vangen (2005) 

identify power imbalances 

among collaborating partners 

as a source of mistrust and 

therefore a threat to eff ective 

collaboration. Power imbalances 

become most signifi cant when 

partners have diffi  culty agreeing 

on a shared purpose. In addition, 

over time, a collaboration is 

 likely to experience both exog-

enous and endogenous shocks 

that aff ect relations among 

partners, resources, and even the purpose of the col-

laboration. Once-reliable funding streams may dry 

up and others may fl ow. Th e demographics of the 

collaboration’s clientele may change. Th e collaboration 

may be caught up in scandals involving one or more 

members or in partisan political shifts. Some mem-

bers may drop out and new ones join. Tactics such 

as strategic planning and scenario development 

can help collaborations anticipate and shape future 

developments and manage shifts in power eff ectively 

( Bryson 2004 ).  

  Proposition 16:  Cross-sector collaborations are 

more likely to succeed when they build in 

 resources and tactics for dealing with power 

imbalances and shocks.   

  Competing institutional logics.   Building legitimacy, 

leadership, and trust, along with managing confl ict, 

becomes more complex in multisector collaborations 

because of the likelihood that members represent 

and enact competing institutional logics. Institu-

tional logics are macro-level historical patterns, both 

symbolic and material, that establish the formal and 

informal rules of the game and provide interpretations 

of action ( Friedland and Alford 1991 ; Th ornton and 

Ocasio 1999). For example, the logic of the market 

includes the material practices of accumulation and 

ownership, where competition and effi  ciency are part 

of its symbolic system. Th e logic of the bureaucratic 

state concerns the regulation of human activity and 

includes legal and bureaucratic hierarchies, rules, and 

standard operating procedures. Th e logic of democ-

racy emphasizes popular control over human activity 

and citizen participation with symbolic supporting 

systems such as voluntary association ( Friedland and 

Alford 1991 ). Logics infl uence organization-level 

behavior by focusing the attention of decision makers 

on issues, outcomes, and sources 

of power that are consistent with the dominant logic 

and away from those that are inconsistent with that 

logic (Th ornton and Ocasio 1999). 

 Logics compete because actions, processes, norms, and 

structures that are seen as legitimate from the vantage 

point of one institutional logic may be seen as less 

legitimate or even illegitimate from the perspective of 

another logic. For example, the contradictions embed-

ded in a cross-sector collabora-

tion might include the extent to 

which effi  ciency (the market), 

adherence to bureaucratic rules 

(the state), or inclusive participa-

tion (democracy) is regarded 

by collaboration members as 

essential to the design of the 

 collaboration’s process, structure, 

governance, and desired outcomes.  

  Proposition 17:  Competing 

institutional logics are likely within cross-sector 

collaborations and may signifi cantly infl uence 

the extent to which collaborations can agree on 

essential elements of process, structure, gover-

nance, and desired outcomes.    

  Outcomes 
 Th is section discusses the outcomes of cross-sector 

collaboration in three categories: public value; fi rst-, 

second-, and third-order eff ects; and resilience and 

reassessment. 

Logics compete because actions, 
processes, norms, and structures 

that are seen as legitimate 
from the vantage point of one 
 institutional logic may be seen 

as less legitimate or even 
 illegitimate from the perspective 

of another logic.
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  Public value.   We argue that the point of creating and 

sustaining cross-sector collaboratives ought to be the 

production of “public value” ( Moore 1995 ) that can-

not be created by single sectors alone. Public 

value in cross-sector collaborations is most likely 

created by making use of each sector’s characteristic 

strengths while also fi nding ways to minimize, over-

come, or compensate for each sector’s characteristic 

weaknesses. Playing to the strengths of the diff erent 

sectors seems logically linked to managing costs 

eff ectively and  attending to diverse human needs 

and aspirations. 

 Especially valuable is the creation of a “regime of 

mutual gain” that produces widespread, lasting public 

benefi ts at reasonable cost and taps people’s deepest 

interest in and desire for a better world (Crosby and 

 Bryson 2005a, 23 ). By  regime,  we mean “sets of 

 implicit or explicit principles, rules, norms, and 

 decision-making procedures around which actors’ 

expectations converge in a given area” ( Krasner 

1983, 2 ). We suspect that to be lasting, such regimes 

must eff ectively link individuals’ and organizations’ 

self-interests and sector capabilities with the 

common good.  

  Proposition 18:  Cross-sector collaborations are 

most likely to create public value when they 

build on individuals’ and organizations’ 

self-interests and each sector’s characteristic 

strengths while fi nding ways to minimize, 

 overcome, or compensate for each sector’s 

 characteristic weaknesses.   

  First-, second-, and third-order eff ects.   Innes and 

 Booher (1999)  argue that collaborative planning 

eff orts have fi rst-, second-, and third-order positive ef-

fects. First-order eff ects are immediately discernible as 

a direct result of the collaboration process. Th ese in-

clude the creation of social, intellectual, and political 

capital; high-quality agreements; and innovative strat-

egies. Second-order eff ects are likely to occur when 

collaboration is well under way, or else they may occur 

outside the formal boundaries of the eff ort. Th ese 

might include new partnerships, coordination and 

joint action, joint learning that extends beyond the 

collaborative, implementation of agreements, changes 

in practices, and changes in perceptions. Finally, third-

order eff ects may not be evident until some time later. 

Th ese might include, for example, new collaborations; 

more co-evolution and less destructive confl ict among 

partners; results on the ground, such as the adaptation 

of services, resources, cities, and regions; new institu-

tions; new norms and social heuristics for addressing 

public problems; and new modes of discourse. Gray 

(2000) off ers a diff erent but complementary list of 

outcomes: achieving goals, generating social capital, 

creating shared meaning, increasing interaction, and 

shifting the power distribution.  

  Proposition 19:  Cross-sector collaborations are 

most likely to create public value when they 

produce positive fi rst-, second-, and third-order 

eff ects.   

  Resilience and reassessment.   Collaborating partners 

need to be able to regroup and reframe after failure 

(Crosby and  Bryson 2005a ). Obviously, failure to 

achieve desired outcomes can erode support for 

collaboration, but successes can cause supporters 

to forget the need to sustain the collaboration. If 

big wins are not possible, the collaboration should 

orchestrate small wins that accomplish its strategies. 

Whether big or small, the wins should be publicized. 

After a regime of mutual gain has been fully imple-

mented, leaders should assess whether it should be 

continued, modifi ed, or terminated (Crosby and 

 Bryson 2005a ).  

  Proposition 20:  Cross-sector collaborations 

are most likely to create public value when 

they are resilient and engage in regular 

reassessments.    

  Accountability 
 Accountability is a particularly complex issue for 

collaborations because it is not often clear whom the 

collaborative is accountable to and for what. Relation-

ships between the collaborative and home organiza-

tions may be abstruse, and multiple stakeholder 

perceptions typically compete in defi ning results and 

outcomes. 

 Accountability may pertain to inputs, process, or 

outcomes.  Donahue (2004)  suggests three general 

criteria by which to judge the success of cross-sector 

collaborations: (1) simply existing, (2) meeting the 

organizational imperatives of the partners, and (3) 

outperforming feasible alternative arrangements for 

creating public value. Page argues, “An accountable 

collaborative . . . needs a measurement system to 

document its results and how those results change 

over time. It also needs a ‘managing for results’ 

system that links the data it measures to specifi c 

actors and interventions, that provides critical 

performance information to its stakeholders, 

and that uses the information to improve its opera-

tions” (2004, 592). To implement such a system, 

collaborating partners need “strong relationships with 

key political and professional constituencies as well as 

the capacity to measure results and use the informa-

tion strategically to improve performance” ( Page 

2004, 593 ). Of course, accountability may not 

always be clear-cut — for example, when a collabora-

tive works with other collaboratives. Additionally, 

collaborating organizations may have their own ac-

countability frameworks that confl ict with the collab-

oration’s accountability approach (Sullivan, Barnes, 

and Matka 2002).  
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  Proposition 21:  Cross-sector collaborations are 

more likely to be successful when they have an 

accountability system that tracks inputs, pro-

cesses, and outcomes; use a variety of methods 

for gathering, interpreting, and using data; and 

use a results management system that is built on 

strong relationships with key political and 

 professional constituencies.    

  Summary and Research Agenda 
 As the propositions presented here indicate, cross-

sector collaborations are diffi  cult to create and even 

more diffi  cult to sustain because so much must be in 

place and work well for them to succeed. Th e chal-

lenge of designing and implementing eff ective cross-

sector collaboration is daunting — a conclusion that 

leads to a perhaps unwelcome summary proposition:  

  Proposition 22:  Th e normal expectation ought 

to be that success will be very diffi  cult to 

achieve in cross-sector collaborations.  

 Success depends on leadership of many diff erent kinds. 

We have highlighted leadership roles such as sponsors, 

champions, boundary spanners, and facilitators. But 

Huxham and Vangen argue that leadership — in the 

sense of what “makes things happen” (2005, 202 – 12) —

 also occurs through structures and processes. Th erefore, 

the leadership challenge in cross-sector collaboration 

may be viewed as a challenge of aligning initial condi-

tions, processes, structures, governance, contingencies 

and constraints, outcomes, and accountabilities such 

that good things happen in a sustained way over time —

 indeed, so that public value can be created. 

 To say that cross-sector collaborations are complex 

entities that defy easy generalization is an understate-

ment. Studies of interorganizational collaboration have 

proliferated, producing rich material for those who 

seek to understand the relationships among the initial 

conditions, processes, structures, governance, contin-

gencies and constraints, outcomes, and accountabili-

ties of collaborations. Yet few, if any, research studies 

have gathered data on all of these in a way that could 

easily guide research or help policy makers in govern-

ment, business, nonprofi ts, the media, or communities 

understand when cross-sector collaborations make 

sense, let alone how to design and implement them. 

We have identifi ed, in summary fashion, 22 proposi-

tions related to collaboration outcomes and success. 

Th e variables referenced in these propositions may lead 

directly to success, but they are more likely to be inter-

related with, moderated by, or mediated by other 

variables; embedded in fairly complicated feedback 

loops; and change over time. For example, it is likely 

that structural variables such as the degree of network 

centralization relate to network eff ectiveness. However, 

structural variables appear to be moderated or medi-

ated by environmental factors and may or may not be 

infl uenced by (or infl uence) critical process variables, 

which have also been shown to infl uence eff ectiveness. 

 Part of the intellectual challenge of studying cross-

sector collaboration is blending multiple theoretical 

and research perspectives (Rethemeyer 2005). Many 

public management scholars view these collaborations 

as “networks,” use network theory to ground research 

questions, and situate their research within recent work 

on policy implementation tools. Th is perspective off ers 

a rich theoretical base focused on structural variables, 

but it tends to disregard three critical components of 

cross-sector collaboration: (1) an appreciation of the 

uniqueness and diff erential strengths and weaknesses of 

governments, nonprofi t organizations, businesses, and 

communities; (2) ongoing process dimensions, includ-

ing leadership broadly defi ned; and (3) the dynamic 

nature of collaborative development. On the other 

hand, scholars who focus on collaborations as collec-

tive action solutions to public problems off er less theo-

retically grounded research but rich material on process 

dimensions, sources of ambiguity within collaborative 

work, and fi ndings that can more easily be translated 

to the world of practice. Scholars from each perspective 

rarely use research from the other perspective and thus 

consistently miss opportunities to explore more facets 

of collaboration. Future research must bridge these two 

perspectives to begin to capture the complexity that is 

inherent in cross-sector collaborations. 

 Furthermore, a quick scan of our propositions shows a 

mix of environmental factors that managers have little 

control over and strategic choices that managers may 

have some control over. Support from the institutional 

environment is critical for legitimizing cross-sector 

collaboration but is not easily controlled by local 

managers. On the other hand, the choice of governing 

mechanism, stakeholder participants, planning pro-

cesses, and confl ict management techniques, for ex-

ample, are likely within the purview of managerial 

choice. We have attempted to demonstrate in this 

article that research must pay attention to the external 

environment in which cross-sector collaborations are 

embedded. Many of these components represent 

strategic contingencies that infl uence but do not nec-

essarily determine managerial or collaborative action. 

Leaders and managers, constrained though they may 

be, are likely to produce independent eff ects on col-

laboration success (Agranoff  and McGuire 2003). 

 Th e research challenges involved in studying cross-

sector collaborations and providing practical, research-

based guidance to policy makers regarding the design 

and implementation of cross-sector collaborations are 

clearly substantial. But the challenges must be met or 

else eff ectively addressing the major public problems 

that confront us will be unlikely, and some of the 

most important opportunities for creating public 

value will be missed.    



Design and Implementation of Cross-Sector Collaboration    53 

  References 
    Agranoff   ,   Robert   ,   and      Michael     McGuire    .   1998  . 

  Multinetwork Management: Collaboration and the 

Hollow State in Local Economic Development  . 

  Journal of Public Administration Research and 

Th eory     8  (  1  ):   67   –   91  .  

   —  —  —   .   2003  .   Collaborative Public Management: New 

Strategies for Local Governments  .   Washington, DC  : 

  Georgetown University Press  .  

    Alexander  ,   Jeff rey A.   ,    Maureen B .      Comfort   ,    Bryan J .    

  Weiner   ,   and      Richard     Bogue    .   2001  .   Leadership in 

Collaborative Community Health Partnerships  . 

  Nonprofi t Management and Leadership     12  (  2  ):   159   –   75  .  

    Alter  ,   Catherine    .   1990  .   An Exploratory Study of 

Confl ict and Coordination in Interorganizational 

Service Delivery Systems  .   Academy of Management 

Journal     33  (  3  ):   478   –   502  .  

    Arino  ,   Africa   ,   and      Jose     de la Torre    .   1998  .   Learning 

from Failure: Towards an Evolutionary Model of 

Collaborative Ventures  .   Organization Science     9  (  3  ): 

  306   –   25  .  

    Barringer  ,   Bruce R.   ,   and      Jeff rey S.     Harrison    .   2000  . 

  Walking a Tightrope: Creating Value through 

Interorganizational Relationships  .   Journal of 

Management     26  (  3  ):   367   –   403  .   

    Bolland  ,   John M   .,   and      Jan     Wilson    .   1994  .   Th ree Faces 

of Integrative Coordination: A Model of 

Interorganizational Relations in Community-Based 

Health and Human Services  .   Health Services 

Research     29  (  3  ):   341   –   66  .  

    Bolman  ,   Lee G.   ,   and      Terrence E.     Deal    .   2003  . 

  Reframing Organizations: Artistry, Choice, and 

Leadership  .   San Francisco  :   Jossey-Bass  .  

    Bozeman  ,   Barry    .   2002  .   Public-Value Failure: When 

Effi  cient Markets May Not Do  .   Public 

Administration Review     62  (  2  ):   145   –   61  .  

    Brandl  ,   John    .   1998  .   Money and Good Intentions 

Are Not Enough; or, Why a Liberal Democrat 

Th inks States Need Both Competition and 

Community  .   Washington, DC  :   Brookings 

Institution Press  .  

    Bryson  ,   John M    .   2004  .   Strategic Planning and Action 

Planning for Nonprofi t Organizations  .   In     Th e 

Jossey-Bass Handbook of Nonprofi t Leadership and 

Management  ,   edited by       R .      Herman       et al  .,   154   –   83  . 

  San Francisco  :   Jossey-Bass  .  

    Bryson  ,   John M.   ,    Fran     Ackermann   ,   and      Colin     Eden    . 

  Forthcoming. Putting the Resource-Based View of 

Strategy and Distinctive Competencies to Work in 

Public Organizations  .   Public Administration 

Review  .  

    Chen  ,   Bin   ,   and      Elizabeth A .      Graddy    .   2005  .   Inter-

Organizational Collaborations For Public Service 

Delivery: A Framework of Preconditions, 

Processes, and Perceived Outcomes. Paper 

presented at the 2005 ARNOVA Conference, 

November 17 – 19, Washington, DC  .  

    Crosby  ,   Barbara C.   ,   and      John M.     Bryson    .   2005a  . 

  Leadership for the Common Good: Tackling 

Public Problems in a Shared-Power World  .   2nd ed  . 

  San Francisco  :   Jossey-Bass  .  

   —  —  —   .   2005b  .   A Leadership Framework for Cross-

Sector Collaboration  .   Public Management Review   

  7  (  2  ):   177   –   201  .  

   —  —  —   .   Forthcoming. Leadership for the Common 

Good: Creating Regimes of Mutual Gain  .   In   

  Transforming Public Leadership for the 21st Century  , 

  edited by       Ricardo     Morse   ,    Morgan     Kinghorn   ,   and   

   Terry     Buss    .   New York  :   M. E. Sharpe  .  

    DiMaggio  ,   Paul J.   ,   and      Walter W.     Powell    .   1983  .   

Th e Iron Cage Revisited: Institutional 

Isomorphism and Collective Rationality in 

Organizational Fields  .   American Sociological Review   

  48  (  2  ):   147   –   60  .  

    Donahue  ,   John D    .   2004  .   On Collaborative 

Governance. Working paper  ,   John F. Kennedy 

School of Government, Center for Business and 

Government  .  

    Emery  ,   Fred   ,   and      Eric     Trist    .   1965  .   Th e Causal Texture 

of Organizational Environments  .   Human Relations   

  18  :   21   –   32  .  

    Friedland  ,   Roger   ,   and      Robert R.     Alford    .   1991  . 

  Bringing Society Back In: Symbols, Practices and 

Institutional Contradictions  .   In     Th e New 

Institutionalism in Organizational Analysis  ,   edited 

by       Walter W .      Powell      and      Paul J .      DiMaggio    ,   

232   –   63  .   Chicago  :   University of Chicago Press  .  

    Goldsmith  ,   Stephen   ,   and      William D .      Eggers    .   2004  . 

  Governing by Network: Th e New Shape of the Public 

Sector  .   Washington, DC  :   Brookings Institution  .  

    Gray  ,   Barbara    .   1989  .   Collaborating: Finding Common 

Ground for Multiparty Problems  .   San Francisco  : 

  Jossey-Bass  .  

   —  —  —   .   1996  .   Cross-Sectoral Partners: Collaborative 

Alliances among Business, Government, and 

Communities  .   In     Creating Collaborative Advantage  , 

  edited by       Chris     Huxham    ,   57   –   79  .   Th ousand Oaks, 

CA  :   Sage Publications  .  

   —  —  —   .   2000  .   Assessing Inter-Organizational 

Collaboration: Multiple Conceptions and Multiple 

Methods  .   In     Perspectives on Collaboration  ,   edited 

by       David     Faulkner      and      Mark de     Rond    ,   243   –   60  . 

  New York  :   Oxford University Press  .  

    Gulati  ,   Ranjay    .   1995  .   Social Structure and Alliance 

Formation Patterns: A Longitudinal Analysis  . 

  Administrative Science Quarterly     40  (  4  ):   619   –   52  .  

    Hudson  ,   Bob   ,    Brian     Hardy   ,    Melanie     Henwood   ,   and   

   Gerald     Wistow    .   1999  .   In Pursuit of Inter-Agency 

Collaboration in the Public Sector: What Is the 

Contribution of Th eory and Research?     Public 

Management     1  (  2  ):   235   –   60  .  

    Human  ,   Sherrie E.   ,   and      K .      Provan    .   1997  .   An 

Emergent Th eory of Structure and Outcomes 

in Small-Firm Strategic Manufacturing 

Networks  .   Academy of Management Journal     

45  (  2  ):   327   –   365  .   

   —  —  —   .   2000  .   Legitimacy Building in the Evolution 

of Small-Firm Multilateral Networks: A 



54 Public Administration Review • December 2006 • Special Issue

Comparative Study of Success and Demise  . 

  Administrative Science Quarterly     45  (  2  ):   327   –   65  .  

    Huxham  ,   Chris    ,   and     Siv Vangen  .   2005  .   Managing to 

Collaborate: Th e Th eory and Practice of Collaborative 

Advantage  .   New York  :   Routledge  .  

    Innes  ,   Judith E.   ,   and      David E.     Booher    .   1999  . 

  Consensus Building and Complex Adaptive 

Systems: A Framework for Evaluating 

Collaborative Planning  .   Journal of the American 

Planning Association     65  (  4  ):   412   –   23  .  

    Jones  ,   Candace   ,    William     Hesterly   ,   and      Stephen   

  Borgatti    .   1997  .   A General Th eory of Network 

Governance: Exchange Conditions and Social 

Mechanisms  .   Academy of Management Review   

  22  (  4  ):   911   –   45  .  

    Kastan  ,   J    .   2000  .   School-Based Mental Health 

Program Development: A Case Study of 

Interorganizational Collaboration  .   Journal 

of Health Politics, Policy and Law     25  (  5  ): 

  845   –   62  .  

    Keast  ,   Robyn   ,    Myrna P .      Mandell   ,    Kerry     Brown   ,   and   

   Geoff rey     Woolcock    .   2004  .   Network Structures: 

Working Diff erently and Changing Expectations  . 

  Public Administration Review     64  (  3  ):   363   –   71  .  

    Kickert  ,   Walter J. M.   ,    Erik-Hans     Klijn   ,   and      Joop F. M .    

  Koppenjan    ,   eds  .   1997  .   Managing Complex 

Networks: Strategies for the Public Sector  .   London  : 

  Sage Publications  .  

    Krasner  ,   Stephen D    .   1983  .   Structural Causes and 

Regime Consequences: Regimes as Intervening 

Variables  .   In     International Regimes  ,   edited 

by       Stephen     D Krasner    ,   1   –   21  .   Ithaca, NY  :   

Cornell University Press  .  

    Logsdon  ,   Jeanne M    .   1991  .   Interests and 

Interdependence in the Formation of Social 

Problem-Solving Collaborations  .   Journal of 

Applied Behavioral Science     27  (  1  ):   23   –   37  .  

    Luke  ,   Jeff rey S    .   1998  .   Catalytic Leadership: Strategies 

for an Interconnected World  .   San Francisco  : 

  Jossey-Bass  .  

    Mandell  ,   Myrna P    .,   ed  .   2001  .   Getting Results through 

Collaboration: Networks and Network Structures for 

Public Policy and Management  .   Westport, CT  : 

  Quorum Books  .  

    Mattessich  ,   Paul W.   ,    Marta     Murray-Close   ,   and   

   Barbara R.     Monsey    .   2001  .   Collaboration — What 

Makes It Work  .   2nd ed  .   St. Paul, MN  :   Amherst 

H. Wilder Foundation  .  

    McCaskey  ,   Michael B    .   1974  .   A Contingency 

Approach to Planning: Planning with Goals and 

Planning without Goals  .   Academy of Management 

Journal     17  (  2  ):   281   –   91  .  

    Merrill-Sands  ,   Deborah    ,   and     Bridgette Sheridan  . 

  1996  .   Developing and Managing Collaborative 

Alliances: Lessons from a Review of the Literature. 

Organizational Change Briefi ng Note 3  .   Boston  : 

  Simmons Institute for Leadership and Change  .  

    Mintzberg  ,   Henry   ,    Bruce     Ahlstrand   ,   and      Joseph   

  Lampel    .   1998  .   Strategy Safari: A Guided Tour 

through the Wilds of Strategic Management  .   

New York  :   Free Press  .  

    Moore  ,   Mark H    .   1995  .   Creating Public Value  . 

  Cambridge, MA  :   Harvard University Press  .  

    Oliver  ,   Christine    .   1990  .   Determinants of 

Interorganizational Relationships: Integration and 

Future Directions  .   Academy of Management Review   

  15  (  2  ):   241   –   65  .  

    Ostrom  ,   Elinor    .   1990  .   Governing the Commons  . 

  New York  :   Cambridge University Press  .  

    Ostrower  ,   Francie    .   2005  .   Th e Reality Underneath the 

Buzz of Partnerships: Th e Potentials and Pitfalls of 

Partnering  .   Stanford Social Innovation Review  , 

  Spring  .   http://www.ssireview.org   [  accessed August   

  18  ,   2006  ].  

    Page  ,   Stephen    .   2004  .   Measuring Accountability for 

Results in Interagency Collaboratives  .   Public 

Administration Review     64  (  5  ):   591   –   606  .  

    Pfeff er  ,   Jeff rey   ,   and      Gerald R .      Salancik    .   1978  .   Th e 

External Control of Organizations: A Resource 

Dependence Perspective  .   New York  :   Harper & Row  .  

    Provan  ,   Keith G   .,   and      Patrick     Kenis    .   2005  .   Modes of 

Network Governance and Implications for Public 

Network Management  .   Paper presented at the 

Eighth National Public Management Research 

Conference, Los Angeles, CA, September 

29 – October 1  .   http://pmranet.org   [  accessed 

August     17  ,   2006  ].  

    Provan  ,   Keith G.   ,   and      H.  ,   Brinton Milward    .   1995  .   A 

Preliminary Th eory of Interorganizational Network 

Eff ectiveness: A Comparative Study of Four 

Community Mental Health Systems  . 

  Administrative Science Quarterly     40  (  1  ):   1   –   33  .   

    Provan  ,   Keith G.   ,   and      Juliann G.     Sebastian    .   1998  . 

  Networks within Networks: Service Link Overlap, 

Organizational Cliques, and Network 

Eff ectiveness  .   Academy of Management Journal   

  41  (  4  ):   453   –   63  .  

    Rethemeyer  ,   R. Karl    .   2005  .   Conceptualizing and 

Measuring Collaborative Networks  .   Public 

Administration Review     65  (  1  ):   117   –   21  .  

    Ring  ,   Peter Smith   ,   and      Andrew H .      Van de Ven    .   1994  . 

  Developmental Processes of Cooperative 

Interorganizational Relationships  .   Academy of 

Management Review     19  (  1  ):   90   –   118  .  

    Roberts  ,   Nancy C    .   2001  .   Coping with Wicked 

Problems: Th e Case of Afghanistan  .   In     Learning 

from International Public Management Reform  ,   

vol. 11  ,   part B  ,   edited by       Lawrence     Jones   ,    James   

  Guthrie   ,   and      Peter     Steane    ,   353   –   75  .   New York  : 

  JAI Press  .  

    Salamon  ,   Lester M    .   1995  .   Partners in Public Service: 

Government – Nonprofi t Relations in the Modern 

Welfare State  .   Baltimore  :   Johns Hopkins University 

Press  .  

   —  —  —   .   2002  .   Th e New Governance and the Tools of 

Public Action: An Introduction  .   In     Th e Tools of 

Government  ,   edited by       Lester M .      Salamon    ,   1   –   47  . 

  New York  :   Oxford University Press  .  



Design and Implementation of Cross-Sector Collaboration    55 

    Scott  ,   W. Richard    .   1987  .   Organizations: Rational, 

Natural, and Open Systems  .   2nd ed  .   Englewood 

Cliff s, NJ  :   Prentice Hall  .  

    Scott  ,   W. Richard   ,   and      John W .      Meyer    .   1991  .   Th e 

Organization of Societal Sectors: Propositions and 

Early Evidence  .   In     Th e New Institutionalism in 

Organizational Analysis  ,   edited by       Walter W .      Powell    

  and      Paul J .      DiMaggio    ,   108   –   40  .   Chicago  : 

  University of Chicago Press  .  

    Senge  ,   Peter M    .   2006  .   Th e Fifth Discipline: Th e Art 

and Practice of the Learning Organization  .   Rev  .   ed  . 

  New York  :   Doubleday  .  

    Sharfman  ,   Mark P.   ,    Barbara     Gray   ,   and      Aimin     Yan    . 

  1991  .   Th e Context of Interorganizational 

Collaboration in the Garment Industry: An 

Institutional Perspective  .   Journal of Applied 

Behavioral Science     27  (  2  ):   181   –   208  .  

    Stone  ,   Melissa M    .   2004  .   Toward Understanding 

Policy Implementation through Public – Private 

Partnerships: Th e Case of the Community 

Employment Partnership  .   Paper presented at the 

Fall Research Conference of the Association for 

Public Policy Analysis and Management  ,   Atlanta, 

GA  ,   October     28   –   30  .  

    Suchman  ,   M .  C    .   1995  .   Managing Legitimacy: 

Strategic and Institutional Approaches  .   Academy of 

Management Review     20  (  3  ):   571   –   610  .  

    Sullivan  ,   Helen   ,    Marian     Barnes   ,   and      Elizabeth     Matka    . 

  2002  .   Building Collaborative Capacity through 

“Th eories of Change.”   Evaluation     8  (  2  ):   205   –   26  .  

    Th ornton  ,   Patricia H   .,   and      William     Ocasio    .   1999  . 

  Institutional Logics and the Historical 

Contingency of Power in Organizations: Executive 

Succession in the Higher Education Publishing 

Industry, 1958 – 1990  .   American Journal of Sociology   

  105  (  3  ):   801   –   43  .  

    Van de Ven  ,   Andrew H.   ,   and      Gordon     Walker    .   1984  . 

  Th e Dynamics of Interorganizational 

Coordination  .   Administrative Science Quarterly   

  29  (  4  ):   598   –   621  .  

    Waddock  ,   Sandra    .   1986  .   Public – Private 

Partnership as Social Product and Process  .   

Research in Corporate Social Performance and Policy   

  8  :   273   –   300  .  

    Weimer  ,   David L.   ,   and      Aidan R.     Vining    .   2005  .   

Policy Analysis: Concepts and Practice  .   4th ed  . 

  Englewood Cliff s, NJ  :   Prentice Hall  .  

    Williamson  ,   Oliver E    .   1975  .   Markets and Hierarchies: 

Analysis and Antitrust Implications  .   New York  :   Free 

Press  .  

    Winer  ,   Michael   ,   and      Karen     Ray    .   1994  .   Collaboration 

Handbook: Creating, Sustaining, and Enjoying the 

Journey  .   St. Paul, MN  :   Amherst H. Wilder 

Foundation  .         


