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Abstract

This paper is primarily interested in the developmental processes associated with collaborative
organizations. When a group of individuals or organizations embraces collaborative processes, makes
joint decisions, and acts as a single entity, that group becomes what we term a collaborative organization
— a “second order organization” whose membership includes other organizations (or individuals). These
organizations are called such things as alliances, partnerships, and watershed management
organizations. They are also analytically distinct from the network form of governance because the
organizational structure embodying the partnership often relies on other forms of social coordination.
Unfortunately, there is little attention in the collaborative environmental management (CEM) literature to
the structural properties of this organizational form or how they evolve over time.

This study relies on literature from organizational theory, interorganizational network,
collaboration, and institutional rational choice literatures to develop testable propositions related to two
research questions: (1) How do collaborative organizations evolve? (2) What are the structural properties
of collaborative organizations that influence their ability to persist over time? An improved understanding
of the structural properties of collaborative organizations and their evolutionary dynamics (i.e., life-cycles)
is important because it advances our understanding of collaborative public management. We also argue
that this organizational approach to studying watershed partnerships has a distinct advantage because it
provides a means of systematically analyzing, comparing, and contrasting the structure of a watershed
partnership.

We begin our analysis by drawing a distinction between the collaboration that occurs among the
members of an interorganizational network and the collaborative organizational form in order to illustrate
that networks and hierarchical forms of organization are two different mechanisms for improving the
governance of a watershed (markets are the third mechanism). We then draw upon the broad literature
on organizational life-cycles to understand the developmental processes of a collaborative organization
because they often create the parameters that influence the development of its future organizational
strategy, structure, and process. A summary model of organizational life-cycles is then used to identify
the clusters of issues and problems that the members of a collaborative organization are likely to confront
during each stage of development.

Structural inertia theory is then used to argue that collaborative organizations with structures that
are reliable, accountable, and reproducible will result in a level of inertia (i.e., stability) that makes them
more likely to survive. A framework for describing the structure of a collaborative organization is then
presented that focuses on the formal and informal rules that govern the routines, competencies, and
repetitive patterns of interaction among organizational members. Our framework argues that member
and strategy rules define the collaborative organization’s boundaries. Decision rules shape preference
aggregation, the distribution of power, distribution of roles and responsibilities, and distribution of
participation. Coordination rules focus on exchange relations, monitoring, dispute resolution, and
enforcement. We argue that the configuration of the four sets of rules can be used to systematically
analyze and compare the structure of collaborative organizations.

We then draw upon well-established “liability of newness” theory to argue that, all else being
equal, collaborative organizations have a higher risk of death during the early stages of their life-cycle.
We then argue the legitimacy of a collaborative organization is positively related to survival. Moreover,
collaborative organizations that have institutionalized (i.e., formalized) their rule structures are more likely
to survive than when they rely on informal structures.

The paper then concludes with a discussion of the implications and directions for future research.
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for Watershed Governance:
Structural Properties, Life-Cycles, and Factors Contributing to
the Longevity of Watershed Partnerships

Introduction

A growing number of governmental organizations at the local, state, and federal level
collaborate with nongovernmental organizations and individuals to solve collective problems.
Such collaborative efforts often lead to the creation of a “second order organization” or what we
term a collaborative organization that consists of an organization of organizations (or
individuals) whose purpose is often to enhance the governance of the broader
interorganizational network. Unfortunately, the structural properties of these organizations, the
functions they provide, or the factors that increase the likelihood that these organizational
arrangements endure over time is poorly understood. This is particularly true of watershed
management partnerships and other forms of partnerships in the area of collaborative
environmental management (CEM). This knowledge gap hinders our ability to design
collaborative management processes. It is especially troublesome because policy problems
(e.g., environment, health care, social service delivery) often require a sustained effort by public
and nonprofit organizations over many years. Thus, it is important to have theory to guide
practitioners seeking to craft collaborative organizations that can stand the test of time.

This paper utilizes organizational theory, interorganizational network, collaboration, and
institutional rational choice research to develop theory related to the structural properties and
life-cycles of what we term “collaborative organizations”. In the watershed management and
collaborative environmental management (CEM) literatures, these collaborative organizations
are often called a variety of things such as alliances, partnerships, and watershed management
organizations.

Our goal is to develop testable propositions related to the structural properties and
evolutionary trajectory of collaborative organizations, and identify factors that influence their
ability to endure over a sustained period of time. Specifically, we are interested in answering
two research questions:

(1) How do collaborative organizations evolve?
(2) What are the structural properties of collaborative organizations that influence their
ability to persist over time?

An improved understanding of the structural properties of collaborative organizations
and their evolutionary dynamics (i.e., life-cycles) should advance our understanding of CEM
while contributing to our broader understanding of collaborative public management. Thus, our
paper should provide guidance to practitioners involved in crafting collaborative organizational
arrangements.
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Emergence of Collaborative Environmental Management

Collaborative management increasingly replaces hierarchical management in many
policy areas (Agranoff & McGuire 2003, 2001). In a world of globalizing information and
increasingly dispersed power, collaboration has emerged as an important governance strategy
(McGuire 2006). The growth of complex and “wicked” problems which have no clear solutions
necessitates collaborative structures (O'Toole 1997). As noted in a recent special issue of
Public Administration Review: “[T]he past 10 years have seen an explosion of new
developments in the area of collaborative public management.” (O’Leary et al. 2006, 6)

Nowhere is the growth in collaborative management more prominent than in the
environmental arena. In the early 1990s, the U.S. EPA began its Community Based
Environmental Program, the Forest Service emphasized collaborative planning with
stakeholders, and 18 federal land managing agencies adopted ecosystem management
approaches that included collaboration as a central tenet (Carr et al. 1998, Morrissey et al.
1994). In 2000, both the Secretary of the Interior and of Agriculture announced a watershed-
based approach for land and resource management, calling for agencies to collaborate with
state and local governments, citizens, and interest groups (U.S.D.A. & U.S. D.O.C. 2000). While
government policy was shifting toward collaborative approaches, grassroots groups of diverse
stakeholders increasingly organized to focus on local environmental concerns such as
watersheds (Yaffee et al. 1996; Sabatier et al. 2005; Brick & Weber 2001; Moore 2001).

Watersheds have proven to be a useful policy subsystem for examining collaborative
environmental management (CEM) processes. There is now a broad range of research
highlighting the important role collaboration has within these governance systems (Imperial
2005a, 2004; Leach, et al. 2002; Leach & Pelkey 2001; Born & Genskow 2001; Imperial &
Hennessey 2000; Wondolleck & Yaffee 2000). Indeed, there appears to be a high latent
potential for using collaboration to improve watershed governance (Imperial 2005a).
Watersheds span political, geographic, and ideological boundaries. Policies and programs are
specialized by medium, geographic location, statute, or function (e.g., permitting, enforcement,
public education, installing BMPs, issuing grants). The corresponding institutional fragmentation
limits any organization’s ability to accomplish its mission by acting alone, while creating
numerous opportunities for joint action. Thus, environmental problem solving within a
watershed’s interorganizational networks requires organizations (and the individuals within
them) to find ways to collaborate and work together over sustained periods of time to undertake
the actions necessary to improve environmental outcomes directly (e.g., restoration projects,
changes in permitting processes, etc) or indirectly (e.g., education, improved agency decision
making, etc.).

Although locally oriented, collaborative watershed partnerships can garner substantial
resources such as public funding and political support. For example, the U.S. EPA’s Section
319 grant program emphasizes community-based approaches by providing funding to local
watershed organizations to develop and implement management plans (Davenport et al. 1996).
State and local governments may contribute by providing watershed groups with resources such
as funding, technical assistance, and personnel (Collins et al. 1998; Steelman & Carmin 2002;
Nikolic 2005; Bidwell 2003; Ryan & Klug 2005). Such programs often provide the partnership
with resources for a designated period of time, in hopes that this assistance will spur the group
to form, plan, and conduct restoration activities while building organizational capacity such that
the group can continue when government assistance runs out.
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By the late 1990s, empirical research describing these collaborative processes began to
appear, demonstrating that there are many unique cases (e.g., Kenney 1997; Yaffee et al. 1996;
Coughlin et al. 1999). Some studies identified keys to collaborative partnership effectiveness,
by distilling “lessons learned” from an examination of partnerships (e.g., Mullen & Allison 1999;
Thomas 1999; Born and Genskow 2000; Chess et al. 2000). These studies provide useful data
to describe partnership composition, goals, resources, activities, and outputs, which vary
considerably across partnerships. They also suggest factors that affect collaborative processes
and, their outputs and outcomes. These factors include funding, human resources, technical
resources, organization age, membership diversity, scope of activities, local context,
organizational structure, and institutions (Leach et al. 2002; Leach & Sabatier 2005; Steelman &
Carmin 2002; Born & Genskow 2000; Wondolleck & Yaffee 2000; Koontz & Johnson 2004;
Thomas 1999; Koontz 2003).

Moving beyond bivariate relationships, recent research examines the interactive nature
of CEM variables, including the structural and institutional properties of partnerships. For
example, membership is a structural property that affects partnership activities (Koontz 2003),
but over time, partnership activities can also impact membership (Bonnell & Koontz 2007,
Koontz et al. 2004). Similarly, who participates in the partnership can shape the legitimacy of
the partnership in the broader community, and such legitimacy can, in turn, encourage or
discourage additional membership (Sabatier, et al. 2005).

While prior CEM studies provide an important basis for understanding what watershed
partnerships look like and the range of factors that can affect their performance, they do not
foster much systematic understanding. In a comprehensive review of 37 such empirical studies,
Leach and Pelkey (2001) identified 210 “lessons learned.” They concluded that these studies
failed to promote knowledge accumulation, as most lacked rigorous multi-case comparisons and
none analyzed data over long time frames. Sabatier et al. (2005) discuss similar limitations by
noting that key factors are typically treated as independently affecting collaborative
accomplishments; theoretical development to explain how variables interact over time is only
beginning to emerge.

Another area where theoretical development is needed is to expand our understanding
of the structural properties of watershed partnerships. Researchers employ different definitions
of “partnerships” or avoid the problem by studying a particular type of government sponsored
program where partnerships share similar organizational forms. This is particularly troubling
because Moore and Koontz (2003) and Imperial (2005a) find considerable variation in the
structural properties of watershed partnerships. Understanding structural properties is important
because organizational scholars frequently conclude that organizational structure is inextricably
linked to the strategy and processes (Miles and Snow 1978).

The lack of longitudinal research on partnerships has limited our understanding of their
evolutionary dynamics. Researchers tend to analyze partnerships at one point in time rather
than examine their life-cycles. However, as Imperial and Hennessy (2000) demonstrate in their
study for the National Academy of Public Administration, there is often a long history of
watershed governance efforts in some watersheds with partnerships of various structural forms
coming in and out of existence when the governance system is analyzed over time.
Researchers also tend to focus on partnerships centered on some form of planning process.
The problem is that the structural arrangements used to guide planning are often insufficient for
implementing the plan. For example, Imperial and Hennessey (2000, 1996) found that it is
common for estuaries in the EPA’s National Estuary Program (NEP) to change the structure of
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their partnerships when moving from planning to implementation. In addition, as Born and
Genskow (2000) have noted:

Watershed partnerships, particularly with regard to the non-governmental and
citizen dimensions, generally do not have the comparatively enduring and stable
character of governmental agencies and units . . . they are dynamic and
nonlinear; they ebb and flow, become dormant or extinct, and resurface with old
and new participants under new names and organizational forms. Furthermore,
the balance of responsibility within the watershed partnership between
governmental and non-governmental participants can shift markedly during the
evolution of the partnership and the execution of its programs . . . (from
Genskow and Born 2006, 59).

Thus, in order to improve our understanding of CEM, we must understand the organizational
form of a watershed partnership as well as how it evolves over time from inception to death.

Collaboration, Interorganizational Networks, and Collaborative Organizations

One of the obstacles to theory building in CEM and the broader literature on
interorganizational networks is that researchers employ different definitions of what they mean
by “collaboration” (Wood & Gray, 1991). Some researchers ignore the definitional question by
examining a specific type of collaboration. Others recognize different types of collaboration but
the analysis is mostly descriptive and little consideration is given to what differentiates activities
or how they are interrelated (e.g., Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2000). We join with Bardach (1998),
who defines collaboration as any joint activity by two or more organizations intended to create
public value by working together rather than separately.

Regardless of the terminology (e.g., public value, collaborative advantage, relational
rents), the general argument that collaboration is appropriate when it generates value, better
organizational performance, or reduced transaction costs than acting alone is common in the
literature (e.g., Bardach 1998; Huxham 1996; Park 1996; Dyer & Singh 1998; Zaheer &
Venkatraman 1995). Collaboration is also an interactive process involving an autonomous
group of rational actors who use shared rules, norms, or organizational structures to act or
make collective decisions (Wood & Gray, 1991). This definition is inclusive enough to
encompass a wide range of network relationships between governmental and nongovernmental
organizations.

Collaboration is a particular type of network relationship. Networks are structures of
interdependence involving multiple organizations that exhibit some degree of structural stability
but include both formal and informal linkages and relationships (O'Toole 1997). Relations
involve communication; exchange of goods, services, or resources; and the development of
shared norms and expectations (Aldrich & Whetten 1981). Collaborative processes occur in
different types of networks, such as implementation structures (e.g., Hjern & Porter 1981), policy
networks (e.g., Kickert, et al. 1997), and policy subsystems (e.g., Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith
1999, 1993).

In a watershed, there is often a multitude of governmental and nongovernmental
organizations (and sometimes individuals) focused on addressing a watershed problem. The
totality of this set of organizational actors constitutes the interorganizational watershed.
Following network theory, the subsets of organizations that collaborate and work together in a
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temporary or ongoing basis to address watershed problems are considered action sets. As
Imperial's (2005a) levels of collaborative action framework (LCAF) observes, within any
watershed governance system there may be a wide range of collaborative activities underway at
any time at the operational, policy making, and institutional level. These activities may or not be
related to one another but are being done with the express purpose of enhancing the
governance of the larger interorganizational network by creating processes that achieve social
coordination. Each collaborative process is governed by its own set of rules that structure the
relations among actors, which are conducted primarily on the basis of mutual benefit, trust, and
reciprocity — hallmarks of the network mode of governance (Lowndes and Skilcher 1998).

What is a “Collaborative Organization”?

When a group of individuals or organizations embraces collaborative processes, makes
joint decisions, and acts as a single entity, that group is acting as a new organization (Jones, et
al. 1997; Finn 1996). The by-product of collaborative activities whether intentional or
unintentional is the creation of a new organization — a “second order organization” whose
membership includes other organizations and possibly individuals with no organizational
affiliation (e.g., representative of an affected stakeholder group). Researchers refer to this
organizational form in different ways including partnerships (e.g., Teisman & Klijn, 2002),
coalitions, alliances/strategic alliances (e.g., Dyer & Singh, 1998; Osborn and Hagedoorn 1997;
Gulati, 1995), consortiums, network broker (Mandell, 1984), and network administrative
organizations (Provan & Milward, 2001). This difference in terminology often reflects the fact
that the researchers are examining different types of organizational arrangements that vary in
their structural properties and contexts.

Imperial (2005a) categorizes this as “institutional level” collaboration because the
members of the partnership have institutionalized a set of formal or informal rules and norms
that govern its members’ collective behavior with respect to some strategy or process. They
may also adopt rules and norms that encourage or govern collaborative activities at the
operational or policy making levels (Imperial 2005a). Imperial (2005a) refers to this new
organizational form as a collaborative organization where relationships are based on formal or
informal agreements between the members that give concrete expression to this new
organizational form (Lowndes and Skelcher 1998).

Collaborative organizations are analytically distinct from the network form of governance
because the organizational structure embodying the partnership often relies on other forms of
social coordination. Different modes of governance are likely to be appropriate at different
stages of the collaborative organization’s development (Lowndes and Skelcher 1998). While
relations based on mutual benefit, trust, and reciprocity is common in the early stages of
developing a collaborative organizations (i.e., the network form of governance), partners need
not trust each other and it could even be an inappropriate basis for governing the wide variety of
tasks undertaken by a multi-organizational partnership once it has evolved (Lowndes and
Skelcher 1998). Instead, the governance systems begin to rely on hierarchy and other
organizational rules to govern the behavior. Membership will also create both rights and
responsibilities for participating organizations, so members will have to relinquish some of the
autonomy enjoyed in other forms of network relationships.

The underlying strategy of the collaborative organization is typically oriented towards
improving the governance of the broader interorganizational network by coordinating,
organizing, facilitating, or encouraging action by its members as well as among other network
members. In some cases, the collaborative organizations acquire their own staff or have staff
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support dedicated to it by one of the member organizations. By acquiring its own human
resources, the collaborative organization becomes able to absorb the transaction costs
associated with organizing, supporting, or conducting collaborative activities among network
members. The collaborative organization is also likely created for the purpose of filling some
“niche” by providing a needed good or service within the network rather than duplicating some
function provided by an existing member of the network.

Collaborative organizations embody a wide range of possible organizational strategies.
Some of the strategies commonly observed in the literature include serving as a convener,
catalyst for action, conduit for information, advocate, organizer, funder, technical assistance
provider, capacity builder, partner, dispute resolver, or facilitator (Himmelman, 1996). Research
on watershed partnerships suggests that these strategies are linked in important ways to the
membership of the collaborative organization (Koontz 2003; Bonnell and Koontz 2007; Koontz,
et al. 2004). Membership may require sharing information or resources. It may even require or
encourage participation in collaborative activities at the operational or policy-making activities
(Imperial 2005a).

Collaborative organizations also vary in their formality. Some are relatively informal and
are structured primarily by informal agreements and the corresponding trust and norms
developed as a result of the social relationships developed through repeated interactions. Other
collaborative organizations have formal structures institutionalized in state statutes, binding
legal documents, or articles of incorporation (Imperial 2005a; Moore and Koontz 2003).
Regardless of their level of formality, a common characteristic of this organizational form is that
there tend to be no formal hierarchies among the member organizations, even though outside
the collaborative organization there may be significant differences in power and authority
(Huxham, 1996). They tend to rely on consensus or some form of participative decision making
to compensate for imperfections resulting from other decision rules (Bardach, 1998).

The Evolution of Collaborative Organizations

In this paper, we are interested primarily in the developmental processes associated with
these collaborative organizations. There is a growing body of theoretical research in areas such
as organizational theory, interorganizational networks, and collaboration that posit numerous
theories seeking to explain why organizations voluntarily choose to enter into collaborative
relationships even though collective action theory (e.g., Olson 1965), game theory’s “prisoner’s
dilemma”, and Hardin's (1968) “tragedy of the commons” offer a pessimistic view of the
prospects for collaboration. Common explanations are that organizations enter into these
relationships to: gain control (i.e., principal-agent theory), access resources such as money,
information, or political support and legitimacy (i.e., resource dependency/exchange theory);
reduce the costs of service delivery or minimize the costs associated with repeated interactions
with another organization (i.e., transaction cost theory); or mimic other organizations by
adopting the practices that are believed to be effective (i.e., institutional theory). All of these
theories share an adaptation perspective that implies that organizations respond to emerging
problems in their environments by building optimal structures and employing various strategies,
one of which is participating in interorganizational networks (Kim, et al. 2006, 706).

Organizational theories also identify a wide range of factors that influence an
organization’s willingness or capacity to participate in collaborative activities. These factors
include organizational attributes such as culture (e.g., attitudes towards change), structure (e.g.,
formalization, centralization, task specialization), resources (e.g., slack resources, staff
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expertise and training), and strategy (e.g., innovativeness, boundary spanning) (Alexander
1995). Others argue that symmetries or asymmetries of interdependence among organizations
(Park 1996; Alexander 1995; Hall 1995; Alter & Hage 1993) or factors such as program
rationale, shared beliefs of participants, mutual trust, and opportunities for mutual benefit
(Fountain 1994; Sable 1992; Mandell 1990) influence the propensity for organizations to
collaborate.

A review of these different theories is beyond the scope of this paper but it is widely
recognized that there is empirical support for a variety of explanations for why organizations are
willing to enter into network relationships. Instead, we are interested in what takes place once
these relationships begin and these interactions give rise to the development of a new
collaborative organization. Itis unclear what theory or theories best explains this transition.

Organizational Life-Cycles and Collaborative Organizations

Understanding the early development of an organization is important because the initial
“imprinting” establishes the parameters that limit the degree and direction of future development
of an organization (Stinchcombe 1965; Kimberly 1980; Cameron and Whetten 1981; Quinn and
Cameron 1983). Not surprisingly, there is a great deal of research focused on studying the life-
cycle of organizations (Cameron and Whetten 1981, 1983; Quinn and Cameron 1983; Whetten
1987; Miller and Friesen 1983, 1984; Smith, et al. 1985; Hanks, et al. 1993; Others). We
believe it is reasonable to propose that the development of a collaborative organization
undergoes a similar life-cycle process. Understanding the different stages of the life-cycle of a
collaborative organization may help to predict the major problems, decisions, and opportunities
that organizations will confront and might provide suggestions for appropriate responses
(Cameron and Whetten 1981).

The literature on organizational life-cycles proposes a wide range of models, with
various stages, and there is some debate over how the life-cycle analogy should be used. We
adopt the less controversial view within the literature that views the “stages” as clusters of
issues or problems that an organization’s social system must resolve and that the nature of
these problems suggests a sequential ordering of the developmental stages (Whetten 1987;
Tushman and Romanelli 1985). Progression from one stage to the next should not be viewed
as becoming more “advanced”. Development also does not need to follow a linear process.
For example, an older organization may change its structure in some way that requires it to
revert to solving problems associated with an earlier life-cycle stage. Finally, while the last
stage of a life-cycle is typically decline and death, there is no reason to presuppose that all
organizations die. Accordingly, issues of decline and death are often explained differently in the
literature using a variety of competing theoretical perspectives (Whetten 1987).

One of the most common life-cycle models is a four-stage summary model (Cameron
and Whetten 1981, 1983; Quinn and Cameron 1983; Whetten 1987). The first stage of
development is entrepreneurial and, it is marked by early innovation, lots of ideas,
entrepreneurial activities, little planning and coordination, the formation of a “niche”, and high
creativity (Cameron and Whetten 1981; Quinn and Cameron 1983). It is also when the
organization develops its ideology and establishes a niche that distinguishes it from other
members of the interorganizational network (Cameron and Whetten 1981). During this stage,
the formation of the collaborative organization is also heavily influenced by the vision of selected
opinion leaders or what Khator (1999) refers to as “champions” (Quinn and Cameron 1983) and
what Imperial (2004) refers to as “entrepreneurs” who view the collaborative organization as a
means to attract resources.
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The second stage, or collectivity, exemplifies high cohesion among the members of the
collaborative organization, a sense of family, face-to-face communications, and informal
communication and structures. The emphasis is on developing and maintaining internal
processes rather than on external relationships. It may involve investment of resources in
establishing and maintaining the organization that exceeds the value generated from these
resources. But the growing sense of commitment to the collaborative organization and support
for its mission/strategy justify these investments of resources (Cameron and Whetten 1981;
Quinn and Cameron 1983). While the leadership of “champions” for the effort may still be
needed, the roles of the coordinator who calls meetings and a facilitator who helps resolve
disputes might be increasingly important. It may also be increasingly important that there is a
fixer or broker who can keep the group focused on its mission (Imperial 2004).

The formalization and control stage is marked by the institutionalization of organizational
procedures and the formalization of the collaborative organization’s goals and strategy. During
this stage flexibility is reduced to create a more stable structure and conservatism reigns.
Emphasis also shifts towards the efficiency of production and maintenance of the collaborative
organization’s ability to achieve its goals (Cameron and Whetten 1981; Quinn and Cameron
1983). During this stage, coordinators and facilitators continue to play an important role. There
may be an increased need for someone to play the role of devil's advocate to help avoid group
think problems or fixer brokers to help with institutionalization processes. There may even be a
need for an unsnarler who can help the group navigate through internal and external
bureaucratic constraints (Imperial 2004).

During the fourth stage, the elaboration of structure, the organization begins to
decentralize decision making to organizational sub-units. The focus shifts towards domain or
boundary expansion by expanding on the organizations goals, strategies, or processes.
Renewed adaptations and the emergence of new multi-purpose subsystems may be
established (Cameron and Whetten 1981; Quinn and Cameron 1983). While leadership roles
such as coordinators, facilitators, devil's advocates, and unsnarlers will be needed, there may
be a growing need for entrepreneurs and “champions” as the organization continues to grow
and specialize (Imperial 2004).

One implication of the life-cycle model is that the governance mechanisms used to
structure the relations among the members of the collaborative organization are likely to change
as it evolves. Relations among members in the pre-organization stage will largely be informal
and governed by trust and a common sense of shared purpose. Once the collaborative
organization begins to form, relations become formalized in terms of other procedures and
decision rules. While trust and a common sense of shared purpose remain predominant
governance mechanisms, there is likely to be some negotiation and contest over the
collaborative organization’s rules, procedures, membership, and strategy as the partners begin
to formalize the organizational structure. Similarly, while trust and informal relationships may
remain the life blood of the partnership, informal personal relationships will eventually be
replaced by relations based on hierarchy and other formalized procedures as the organizational
structure evolves if the organization is to endure. The individuals involved in founding the
collaborative organization will eventually be replaced by other representatives from their
respective organizations. Their departure will be problematic unless the collaborative
organization’s rules and procedures become institutionalized and other governance forms like
hierarchy and control based on resource, information, or status differentials predominate as the
organization matures (Lowndes and Skelcher 1998).
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Thus, researchers examining a watershed partnership must be careful when reaching
conclusions about how the partnership is governed. While trust and personal relationships are
likely to always have some importance, as the effort matures other rules and routines have often
emerged that are even more critical in determining how the partnership functions as an
organizational entity. Therefore researchers need to be careful about whether they are
measuring properties of the social system that governs the interorganizational system
associated with the watershed or whether they are measuring properties of the collaborative
organization that embodies the watershed partnership.

Another interesting implication of the life-cycle model is that different measures of
organizational effectiveness are associated with different life-cycle stages (Cameron and
Whetten 1981; Quinn and Cameron 1983). During the entrepreneurial stage, the focus of the
collaborative organization is on acquiring the necessary inputs to create and sustain the
organization. Success will be associated with flexibility, growth, resource acquisition, and the
development of external support (Quinn and Cameron 1983). During the collectivity stage the
emphasis is on the ability of the organizational members to develop the trust and relationships
necessary to develop effective internal processes that begin reducing the transaction costs
associated with internal processes. Appropriate criteria during this stage might be human
resource development, morale, cohesion, and trust (Quinn and Cameron 1983). During the
third and fourth stages as the collaborative organization matures through the formalization and
control and elaboration of structure stages, the focus shifts to emphasizing efficient production
and whether investments in relation-specific assets are producing public value. Effectiveness
during the formalization and control stage is often gauged by the goal setting, goal attainment,
productivity, efficiency, and the degree of stability-control. During the elaboration of structure
stage, resource acquisition, growth, and expansion are often used to gauge the effectiveness of
the organization (Quinn and Cameron 1983).

Since researchers examine watershed partnerships with vastly different structural
properties at different life-cycle stages it should not be surprising when they reach different
conclusions about what constitutes and effective watershed partnership. This could explain why
the literature on watershed partnerships identifies such a wide range of “lessons learned” and
factors that influence the effectiveness of watershed partnerships (Leach and Pelkey 2001).
Researchers may also inadvertently bias their findings due to the life-cycle stage they choose to
study. For example, many watershed and collaboration researchers are process oriented and
examine partnerships involved in planning and figuring out what they will do. Many of these are
properly placed in the entrepreneurial and collectivity life-cycle stages. Not surprisingly, when
the members of the partnership are surveyed they point to the importance of trust because that
is how organization members in these two stages tend to define success. If the same
researchers focused on partnerships at later stages of their life-cycles they might find different
success measures. Therefore, researchers interested in evaluating the “effectiveness” of
watershed partnerships or other types of collaborative organizations must consider how the
stage of the organization’s development shapes the organizational members’ perceptions of the
appropriate measures of success.

Structural Inertia Theory

The life-cycle model is particularly useful in explaining how a collaborative organization
evolves because it highlights the issues and problems that the members of a collaborative
organization confront from emergence to maturity. However, it fails to identify the structural
properties of collaborative organizations that influence their ability to persist over time. For
guidance in understanding this question, we draw upon organizational ecology theory (e.qg.,
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Hannan and Freeman 1984) to identify structural characteristics that contribute to a
collaborative organization’s ability to survive.

We expect to find that diversity in organizational forms is likely to be greatest when
collaborative organizations are emerging and being organized. Network actors consider, try,
and abandon many organizational forms until there is a satisfactory structural fit or failure occurs
as resources are expended. A diverse range of organizational forms may be tried because the
cost of changing strategies, structures, and processes is much lower than when these
organizational routines have been established (Katz and Gartner 1988). However, creating a
collaborative organization requires its founding members to mobilize scarce resources (e.g.,
information, staff time, financial) from potential organizational members. Once these resource
commitments are made, they are often difficult to recover and most of the resources allocated to
building an organization are lost when it dissolves. Not only are resources required to develop
the organization, an ongoing commitment of resources is needed if the collaborative
organization is to sustain itself. “Indeed, there appears to be a strong tendency for
organizations to become ends in themselves and to accumulate personnel and an elaborate
structure far beyond the technical demands of work (Hannan and Freeman 1984, 152).” Thus,
there tends to be some measure of stability when viewed over the long-term. Researchers refer
to this stability as inertia.

Hannan and Freeman'’s (1984) structural inertia theory has been applied to a wide range
of organizations as well as to interorganizational networks (e.g., Kim, et al. 2006). We postulate
that this theory also applies to the collaborative organizational form and helps identify several
important structural features related to its ability to endure and survive. Hannan and Freeman
(1984) argue that the environment that organizations operate in often creates selection
processes that favor organizations whose structures are difficult to change. Therefore the high
level of structural inertia that exists in a population of organizations is viewed as an outcome of
an ecological-evolutionary process (Hannan and Freeman 1984, 149). This does not mean that
organizations never change. Instead, it suggests that organizations tend to respond relatively
slowly to threats and opportunities. It also suggests that changes in core strategies, structures,
and processes will be more difficult to achieve than minor changes to peripheral aspects of the
organizations. It also does not imply that inertia is a symptom of “bad management”. Rather, it
is the result of a well-tuned organizational architecture that exploits strategic advantage to
generate synergies among participating organizations (Kim, et al. 2006, 705).

Hannan and Freeman (1984, 153) argue that the modern world favors organizations that
demonstrate or at least reasonably can claim a capacity for reliable performance and can
account rationally for their actions. Organizations must have the ability to collectively produce
some good or service of a given quality repeatedly and reliably (Hannan and Freeman 1984,
153). Reliability may even be more important to clients or the members of collaborative
organization than the efficiency or cost associated with service delivery. Collaborative
organizations should also have distinct advantages over other ad hoc network arrangements in
that they should be more reliable and suffer from less variability over time (Hannan and
Freeman 1984, 153). The collaborative organization must also be accountable and have an
ability to document how resources have been used and to reconstruct the series of organization
decisions, rules, and actions associated with a set of outputs or outcomes (Hannan and
Freeman 1984, 153; Imperial 2005a). Accountability is a critical issue, particularly during the
emergence of a collaborative organization when potential members want assurances that their
investment of time and other commitments will not be wasted (Hannan and Freeman 1984,
153). Atthe same time, Imperial (2005a, 2004) observes that too much emphasis on
accountability and poorly designed monitoring systems can create disincentives for members to
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participate in a collaborative organization. Accordingly, all else being equal collaborative
organizations with high reliability and high accountability are more likely to survive than
organizations that are unreliable or unaccountable (Hannan and Freeman 1984, 153-154;
Amburgey, et al. 1993). Potential members, resource contributors, and stakeholders that
provide other forms of support continually test the collaborative organization’s reliability and
accountability, particularly during the early stages of its creation. If it fails these tests, it is
unlikely to sustain the resources and commitments necessary to survive. Accordingly, since
organizational change disrupts internal routines and external linkages, it can interfere with
reliability and thus make change hazardous (Amburgey, et al. 1993, 52).

The reliability and accountability of a collaborative organization is likely to be related to
the organization’s life-cycle. It takes time for a collaborative organization’s members to develop
and acquire relationship-specific skills. Since such skills may have no value outside of the
collaborative relationship, members may be reluctant to invest in relation-specific assets until
the organization has proven itself (Kim, et al. 2006, 714). Returns on this investment also take
time to be realized. Thus, once the organization survives its initial testing period, it may become
less risky for members to commit the necessary resources. Conversely, once organizations
have made extensive investments of time and other resources in the new collaborative
organization, the costs of switching to some new organizational form will rise and increase the
members’ interest in keeping the collaborative organization going. It is therefore reasonable to
assume that the collaborative organization will become more reliable and accountable due to
the temporal pattern of investments by its members. We then expect to find that the levels of
reliability and accountability will increase with age, at least initially (Hannan and Freeman 1984,
157). Collectively, this suggests the following propositions:

P,: Collaborative organizations with high reliability are more likely to survive than
organizations that are unreliable.

P,: Collaborative organizations with high accountability are more likely to survive than
organizations that are unaccountable or have poorly designed accountability
systems that create incentives for nonparticipation.

Ps: Older collaborative organizations will have higher reliability and accountability than
younger collaborative organizations.

Reliable and accountable performance requires that the collaborative organization also
has an ability to continually reproduce its structure. The organization must have nearly the
same structure tomorrow that it had today. Thus, the rules, distribution of authority, and
communication systems must be reproducible (Hannan and Freeman 1984, 154). While a
structure can be continually reproduced by negotiation and consensus decisions, this would
have high transaction costs. Instead, a collaborative organization reproduces its structure by
institutionalizing a set of standardized rules, routines, and procedures (Hannan and Freeman
1984, 154). Thus, Hannan and Freeman (1984, 155) postulate that the selection process
associated with organizational survival favors organizations that have a high reproducibility of
their structure. However, Hannan and Freeman (1984, 154) correctly observe that
institutionalization is a “two-edged sword”. Institutionalization helps lower transaction costs of
making decisions and other organizational processes because members no longer need to
constantly question its strategy, decision process, or other aspects of organizational existence.
Conversely, institutionalization produces inertia because the very system that enhances the
reproducibility of the organization makes it resistant to change. EXxisting organizations have an
advantage over newer ones because it is easier for them to continue existing routines than it is
for new organizations to create or modify a new one. It also takes time to institutionalize rules,
norms, and procedures because there is so much learning by doing during the early stages of
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organizational development. Therefore, the reproducibility of a collaborative organization’s
structure should increase with age. This suggests the following proposition:

P,: Collaborative organizations that have reproducible structures (i.e., institutionalized
rules, routines, and procedures) are more likely to survive than collaborative
organizations with nonreproducible structures.

Ps: Older collaborative organizations are likely to have more reproducible structures (i.e.,
institutionalized rules, routines, and procedures) than younger collaborative
organizations.

What is the Structure of a Collaborative Organization?

The organizational theory literature discusses structure in terms of a wide range of
features such as the organization’s: centralization vs. decentralization of decision making; chain
of command; departmentalization; formalization of roles/responsibilities; work/task
specialization; coordination mechanisms (i.e., mutual adjustment, direct supervision, and
standardization of work processes, outputs, and skills); organizational size (employees,
budgets); and technology (how organizations transform inputs to outputs) (Tompkins 2005;
Rainey 2003; Hall 1995; Graham & Hays, 1993; Mintzberg 1979). Many of these features are
descriptive and provide important ways to compare and contrast different organizations
including collaborative organizations.

We are more concerned with a different aspect of organizational structure — the
hierarchical layers of strategic and structural features associated with the commitment and
mobilizations of resources by the partners of a collaborative organization. We view
organizations as structured systems of routines and competencies, which refer to the repetitive
patterns of activities by individuals and groups within the collaborative organizations (Amburgey,
et al. 1993, 52; Nelson and Winter 1982; Hannan and Freeman 1984, Levitt and March 1988).
Routines are then structured by formal and informal rules and norms that direct the commitment
and allocation of resources by the members of a collaborative organization. A change in a
routine leads to a different organizational outcome and therefore requires the institutionalization
of new rules and norms to reproduce that new routine in the future.

Our approach borrows heavily from the institutional rational choice literature associated
with analyzing the organizational and interorganizational relationships associated with
environmental and natural resource management (Ostrom 1990; Imperial & Yandle 2005;
Imperial & Hennessey 2000; Imperial 1999a, 1999b; Blomquist 1992; Koontz 2005; Andersson
2004; Lam 1998; Gibson et al. 2000). This literature argues that institutions are “enduring
regularities of human action in situations structured by rules, norms, and shared strategies, as
well as by the physical world. The rules, norms, and shared strategies are constituted and
reconstituted by human interaction in frequently occurring or repetitive situations (Crawford &
Ostrom 1995, 582).” Thus, institutions include families, churches, government agencies and
most organizations since they are defined by rules, norms, and shared strategies (Ostrom et al.
1993, 6). Institutions promote socially beneficial outcomes by helping actors resolve “social
dilemmas” resulting when individually rational actions aggregate to produce socially irrational
outcomes (Firmin-Sellers 1995, 203).

What differentiates institutional analysis from other forms of organizational analysis is
the focus on rules. Rules are an implicit or explicit attempt to achieve order and predictability
among humans (Ostrom 1999, 1986). Rules are prescriptions that forbid, permit, or require
some action or outcome and the sanctions authorized if the rules are not followed (Crawford &
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Ostrom 1995, 584). Rules can be formal (e.g., laws, policies, regulations, etc.) or informal (e.qg.,
unwritten shared understandings). These informal rules are sometimes referred to as “rules-in-
use” because they are the rules that individuals refer to when asked to explain and justify their
interactions with fellow participants in a network (Ostrom et al. 1994, 39). Rules also tend to be
nested in another set of rules that define how the first set of rules can be changed (Kiser &
Ostrom 1982). Rules can therefore operate configurationally in that the way one set of rules
within an organization functions depends upon the way it interacts with other rules that may
function at higher or lower levels. Thus, hierarchical, polycentric, and nested rule structures are
common (Kiser and Ostrom 1982; Ostrom 1999, 1986; Firmin-Sellers 1995; Imperial 2005a).

Institutional analysis’ focus on rules has proven to be helpful in understanding a variety
of collaborative processes where the relationships between individuals and organizations are
governed by a collection of formal and informal rules (O’'Toole 1996; Rhodes 1990). Watershed
partnerships, in particular, have been examined with this approach in recent years (Imperial
2005a, 2004, 1999b; Lubell 2004a, 2004b, 2000; Lubell, et al. 2002; Sabatier, et al. 2005;
Imperial & Kauneckis 2003; Imperial & Hennessey 2000; Margerum & Born 2000). For
example, Imperial (2005a) uses a modified version of Kiser and Ostrom’s (1982) framework of
constitutional, collective choice, and operational level rules to analyze the relationship between
a wide range of collaborative activities occurring at different levels and the development of
collaborative organizations in six watersheds.

It is clear that the structure of collaborative organizations vary in their formality and
authority (Imperial 2005a; Moore & Koontz 2003). At the formal end of the spectrum are
collaborative organizations where important elements of the rule structure are embodied in state
statutes or binding legal documents like a charter, by-laws, articles of incorporation. They might
also be embodied in a formal document that creates a sense of legitimacy and identifies the
distribution of important rules. For example, the estuaries in the EPA’s national estuary
program have to adopt a management conference agreement that specifies such things as the
members and committee structure overseeing the planning process (Imperial and Hennessey
2000, 1996). In the middle of the spectrum, certain aspects of the rule structure might be
contained in a formal document like a plan or a website might contain a roster of partners or
describe how the partnership operates. At the informal end of the spectrum would be
organizations where the rules are embodied entirely in informal norms and social agreements.
This is common during the earliest stages of the partnership while rules are still being
developed and formalized (Imperial 2005a; Moore & Koontz 2003).

Regardless of their level of formality, we believe that collaborative organizations can be
described in terms of different types of rules that operate configurationally and give structure to
a pattern of relationships between the members of the organization and guide the routines that
serve to distinguish the organization from others in the interorganizational network. The two
most important sets of boundary defining rules are what we term member rules and strategy
rules. Collaborative organizations tend to be strategic in nature and formed for specific
purposes and to address specific problems. The combination of purposes and problems helps
shape the membership. Conversely, a given subset of network actors is limited in terms of what
they can do by their resources, authorities, and competing ideas and positions on policy
matters. Accordingly, the selection of the collaborative organization’s membership will influence
and constrain its strategy (Bonnell & Koontz 2007; Koontz et al. 2004; Imperial and Kauneckis
2003). Therefore, we term these the boundary rules because the combination of these rules
helps differentiate the collaborative organization from other network members. Membership and
strategy rules are also important because they can add to the sense of legitimacy or illegitimacy
of the collaborative organization. The presence or absence of members and the problems
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addressed by the partnership may influence whether the collaborative organization is viewed as
a legitimate or illegitimate response to watershed problems, which in turn may influence its
ability to attract members or resources.

Member rules comprise the set of rules pertaining to who can or cannot be a member of
a collaborative organization. They can establish different types of members (e.g., voting vs.
nonvoting). Some collaborative organizations have restrictive membership rules while others
are more inclusive. While organizations typically comprise its membership, there also can be
provisions for citizens or interest group representatives to serve as members (Imperial 2005a;
Moore & Koontz 2003; Bardach 1998). Membership in a collaborative organization can either
be voluntary or mandated by some higher-order set of rules (e.g., state statute). As the
organization evolves, it typically creates rules pertaining to the addition of new members and
how that process occurs. Similarly, rules may be crafted to specify how a member is expelled
from the partnership.

Strategy rules pertain to the underlying purposes of the collaborative organization in
terms of what it will do and specify how it aims to acquire the resources needed to accomplish
these tasks (e.g., its clients, products, goods, services, etc.). They specify the problem or set of
problems that are within the domain of the collaborative organization. More importantly, the
strategy represents a shared definition of what these problems are that shape collective action
among the organization’s members. Strategy rules also specify what responses to these
problems are considered legitimate or illegitimate; in other words, what the role of the
collaborative organization is in addressing the problem. For example, the collaborative
organization may decide that is will play the role of educator and information provider. While it
may provide information to help inform a policy debate, lobbying on behalf of a specific position
is viewed as inappropriate. Strategy rules may also define the relationship of the collaborative
organization to some other organizational entity within the interorganizational network. For
example, some collaborative organizations have been delegated the ability to make binding
decisions or deliver services on behalf of another organization (Koontz, et al. 2004). Others
advise government agencies, audit decision processes, provide information to network
members, or even serve as a member in another collaborative organization (Edelenbos and
Klijn 2005, 421, 432). Thus, strategy rules help define the boundaries and constraints on the
design of the collaborative organization’s core processes. The strategy rules also help define
the parameters associated with how the collaborative organization’s resources will be acquired
and allocated.

While the member and strategy rules interact to create the boundaries of the
collaborative organization, the decision rules shape the processes by which the organizational
members make decisions and form rules. Interactive decision making processes are not self-
executing and there are a multitude of ways to design a process. At the earliest stages of
creating a collaborative organization, a person (or organization) may be assigned to manage the
interactive process. In many cases, this might be the champion or founding organizational
members. The importance of well managed process should not be underestimated (Imperial
and Hennessey 2000). There is a constant interplay between process management and the
decision rules until agreement emerges on the substance, participation and rules of the game
associated with the process (Edelenbos and Klijn 2005, 426). In some cases, the group
initiating the interorganizational relationships and crafting the original agreement with respect to
the boundary and decision rules is actually quite distinct from the group in charge of
implementing the agreement and undertaking the decision process (Sobrero and Schrader
1998, 586). In these instances, the boundary and decision rules may undergo further
moadification once the members begin interacting to implement the agreements.
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During the initial stages of an organization, the decision rules are likely to be highly
informal with consensus decision making as a norm but simple preference aggregation rules like
majority voting serving to resolve impasses or gauge the level of support. Over time, the
decision rules are likely to grow in complexity and specificity. One of the most important types
of decision rules pertains to preference aggregation or the means by which the collaborative
organization actually makes a decision. Collaborative organizations often, but not always, rely
on consensus rules to make decisions about priorities, plans, and activities particularly during
their formative stages (Bardach 1998). Consensus has also been described as a valuable
means to develop a shared vision and spur cooperative action, but it also may lead to “least
common denominator” decisions that are ineffective (Leach & Pelkey 2001; Coglianese 1999).
However, as the collaborative organization grows in complexity, voting procedures are often
employed as a back-up in case consensus is difficult to achieve to reduce transaction costs and
make organizational decision making more reliable and reproducible.

As the structure within the organization becomes specialized and differentiated there is
often growing complexity in the decision rule structure. There may be a distribution of power
within the collaborative organization (e.g., voting or nonvoting members). Another common
form of distributing power is by creating a governing board or executive committee to
concentrate power and decision authority in order to simplify some forms of organizational
decision making. There may also be a distribution of roles or responsibilities among members
(e.g., establishing officers, sub-committee membership, etc.). As organization sub-units are
created (e.g., a work group or sub-committees), rules will have to be crafted that determine the
membership and strategy of the sub-unit and specify their decision rules and relationship to the
larger organization. There may also be a distribution of participation in organizational decision
making. One way to examine the distribution is by examining width and depth of participation in
decisions. Width is the degree to which each member of the collaborative organization is
afforded the opportunity to participate in each decision. Depth is the degree to which the
participants have the opportunity to determine the final outcome of the process (Edelenbos and
Klijn 2005, 428). For example, input could range from informing, consulting, advising, co-
producing, to co-deciding depending on how the process is designhed (Edelenbos and Klijn
2005, 429). As a result, some decisions might require greater agreement among the members
than others. For example, a change to the by-laws, adoption of the budget, or expelling a
member might require a super majority. Other issues might be handled by the executive board
or a sub-committee and members have little input to the decision other than by monitoring the
actions of this sub-set of organizational members.

As the organization evolves, these preference aggregation rules typically give rise to a
more structured set of coordination rules that define the mutual exchange of rights among the
parties involved in the relationship (Sobrero and Schrader 1998, 586 - 587). Exchange rules set
up the operating procedures to govern exchanges of resources between the member and the
collaborative organization. Essentially, the exchange rules specify the rights, duties,
obligations, and expectations of benefits associated with membership, some of which might
entail significant departures from their normal behavior outside of the partnership. Exchange
rules are important because participation in a collaborative organization is typically voluntary
and there are costs associated with participating in developing this new organizational form.
Thus, exchange rules align incentives or disincentives in a manner that encourages sustained
participation (Sobrero and Schrader 1998, 590). However, not all organizational members
follow through on their commitments. They may fail to attend meetings regularly, fail to commit
agreed upon resources (time, money, information), or act in ways that fail to advance the
strategy of the collaborative organization. Thus, monitoring rules may be created to help govern
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the exchange process and ensure that members follow through on their commitments. Conflicts
that occur among members may be resolved through dispute resolution rules that specify the
process used to resolve conflicts within the collaborative organization (Sobrero and Schrader
1998, 587). Enforcement rules could even be created that apply sanctions to members in the
case of noncompliance with other rules (e.g., suspend voting privileges, fines, expulsion, etc.).
However, a great deal of enforcement arises simply from the social norms and peer pressure
that develop through the monitoring processes.

We expect that as the collaborative organizations evolve, their rules structures will
become institutionalized to improve reliability, accountability, and reproducibility. We therefore
expect that the formalization of rules will strengthen the institutionalization process and further
enhance reliability, accountability, and reproducibility. The institutionalization and increasing
formality of the collaborative organization’s structure should also help improve its legitimacy
among network members, which helps further its chances for survival. Finally, as the
collaborative organization grows in membership it will become increasingly difficult to govern
relationships within the partnership using informal rules and social norms. Moreover, as the
organizational complexity of the collaborative organization increases in complexity (e.g., of the
rule structure increases, it will become increasingly necessary to have a formal set of rules in
order to maintain reliability, accountability, and reproducibility. Collectively, this suggests the
following propositions:

Ps: Collaborative organizations that have formal rules are more likely to survive than
collaborative organizations that rely on informal rules.

P-. As a collaborative organization increases the scope of its membership, it is more
likely to have formal rules than if it has a small membership.

Pg: As a collaborative organization increases the complexity of its membership, strategy,
decision, and coordination rule structures, it is more likely survive if it formalizes
these rules than if it relies on informal rules and norms.

None of this is meant to imply that all or even most of the rules noted above will be
codified into some formal document like a set of by-laws. Informal rules and social norms that
are embodied in various organizational routines are likely to play an important role even in
organizations with a highly formalized set of rules. Rather, the argument is that there will be an
increasing level of formality associated with the age and complexity of the organizational
structures.

The “Liability of Newness”

As Stinchombe (1965) points out, new organizations typically rely on the cooperation of
strangers. It takes time for the organization to develop routines. Members learn by doing and
comparing alternatives and consequences. It takes time for members to develop shared norms
and trust as well as the formal and informal rules used to structure organizational activities in a
manner that is reliable, accountable, and reproducible. The process of external legitimation also
takes time but is extremely important to the survival of any collaborative organization (Hannan
and Freeman 1984, 158). All collaborative organizations must have some minimum level of
external legitimacy if they are to mobilize sufficient resources to survive. In the case of
watershed partnerships, this may mean public or political support (e.g., politicians, stakeholders,
or the general public) that encourages potential member organizations to join and contribute
resources to the new collaborative organization. Potential organizational members must also
view the collaborative organization as being a legitimate response to some watershed problem
or they may allocate resources to competing organizational, market, or network-based

-16 -



Evolution of Collaborative Organizations for Watershed Governance

responses or chose to develop their own response to the threat or opportunity. Developing
external legitimacy is often a critical problem for younger organizations. As organizations grow
older, they are more likely to develop stronger exchange relationships, become part of the
power hierarchy, and have their actions endorsed by powerful actors in the network. Thus,
older organizations are likely to be viewed as being more legitimate than younger organizations
(Singh, et al. 1986, 173).

Therefore, it is common to find that new organizations suffer from what has been termed
a “liability of newness” (Stinchombe 1965; Singh, et al. 1986; Hannan and Freeman 1984).
Simply put, young organizations have a higher propensity to die than older organizations.
Empirical studies provide relatively consistent support for this basic proposition in different
organizational (e.g., Amburgey, et al. 1993; Bruderl & Schussler 1990; Gray & Ariss 1985;
Singh, et al. 1986; Freeman, et al. 1983) and network settings (Koka, et al. 2006; Burt 2002).
Therefore, it is reasonable to extend the proposition to collaborative organizations by assuming
that suffer a similar liability of newness. There is some evidence to suggest this is the case.
New collaborative organizations often experience growing pains and can be overwhelmed by
the effort required to develop and maintain the organization (Imperial & Hennessey 2000;
Bardach 1998; Bonnell & Koontz 2007). The costs associated with developing these new
collaborative organizations may actually be high when compared to the costs of other
governance mechanisms such as networks, markets, or other forms of hierarchy such as a
single organization taking on the new responsibilities (Hannan and Freeman 1984).

The basic theoretical argument is that organizations with high reliability, low variance in
performance, high accountability, and a high ability to account rationally for organizational
actions are favored by selection processes in organizational populations. One requirement of
reliability and accountability is that the organizational structure is highly reproducible. However,
this high reproducibility and relatively stable structures creates strong inertia, which makes
these structures favored by selection processes. Since both sets of factors increase with an
organization’s age, older organizations generally have lower death rates (Singh, et al. 1986,
588; Hannan and Freeman, 1984, 152 - 157). Therefore, while all collaborative organizations
have some risk of death, younger organizations have a higher risk that declines with age.

The liability of newness arises from a combination of internal and external organizational
processes. External factors such as legitimacy can serve to decrease the death rate. Thus,
one way younger collaborative organizations can help attenuate their “liability of newness” is by
acquiring legitimacy from outside actors (Singh, et al. 1986, 189). They may also adopt other
changes to the organizational structure that serve to enhance organizational legitimacy (e.qg.,
adding new partners, adopting a formal structure, etc.) (Singh, et al. 1986, 590; Meyer and
Rowan 1977; DiMaggio and Powell 1983).

On the other hand, fundamental changes in the internal processes of a collaborative
organization such as revisions in established routines, communication patterns, reshuffling work
groups, hiring new employees to staff the organization, changing organizational leadership,
changing the individuals representing the members, and most importantly adding entirely new
partners can reduce the reliability of performance to that of a new organization. Essentially, the
argument is that fundamental changes in these internal processes rob the organization of its
history and resets the liability of newness clock back to zero (Amburgey, et al. 1999, 53; Singh,
et al. 1986, 589; Hannan and Freeman 1984, 160). Fundamental reorganizations could
therefore increase the death rate of collaborative organizations when they occur during the early
life-cycle stages (Singh, et al. 1986, 606).
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However, the literature is less clear on the relationship between organizational change
and death rates. The net effects appear to depend on time. The change may ultimately prove
to be adaptive but only after enough time passes to repair the problems the collaborative
organization incurs as a result of the disruptive aspect of the changes (Amburgey, et al. 1999,
53; Hannan and Freeman 1984, 159). Over time, organizations may develop “modification
routines” or procedures for changing and creating new operating routines. But in order to
routinize the change process the organization must gain experience by changing —
organizations learn to change by changing. This suggests that the types of changes
experienced in the past are more likely to be repeated in the future. It also suggests that the
more experience an organization has with a particular type of change, the more likely its
members will view it as a solution to a broader set of challenges or problems (Amburgey, et al.
1999, 54). Therefore, the probability of an organizational change increases with the number of
prior changes that are of the same type (Amburgey, et al. 1999, 55).

Collectively, the theory of the liability of newness suggests several propositions related
to the ability of a collaborative organization to survive:

Po: Older collaborative organizations are likely to be viewed by members of the
interorganizational network as more legitimate than younger collaborative
organizations.

P1o: Collaborative organizations with formal rules structures are likely to be viewed by
members of the interorganizational networks as more legitimate than collaborative
organizations that rely on informal rule structures

P11: Collaborative organizations with higher levels of legitimacy are more likely to
survive than collaborative organizations will low levels of legitimacy.

P11: Young collaborative organizations that acquire high legitimacy by adopting formal
rules or by other means will have a higher rate of survival than those with low
legitimacy.

P1,: Younger collaborative organizations that make major changes to their membership,
strategy, decision, and coordination rule structures will increase their risk of death.

P1s: Older collaborative organizations that make major changes to their membership,
strategy, decision, and coordination rule structures increase their risk of death to
the risk associated with a younger organization.

Implications and Directions for Future Research

One of the most important contributions of this paper is to draw attention to the fact that
there are important differences between networks and organizations (i.e., hierarchy) as
governance forms. Markets constitute the third basic form of governing relations between
individuals and organizations (Powell 1990). Governance refers here to the means for
achieving direction, control, and coordination of individuals and organizations with varying
degrees of autonomy in order to advance joint objectives (Lynn, Heinrich, & Hill, 2000;
Frederickson, 1996). The distinction between networks and organizations is often missing in
the watershed governance literature. Sometimes what are referred to as partnerships are really
some form of collaboration taking place in a network process governed trust and relationships
guided by formal and informal rules and social norms. Network actors are generally
autonomous and there are typically few hierarchical differences among actors within the
relationship even if these differences exist outside the relationship.
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A collaborative organization is a different governance form based on a hierarchical form
of organization. It shares attributes of the network form in that trust and relationships are often
used to craft rules and social norms that structure relations among members of the collaborative
organization. However, collaborative organizations have an organizational structure that is used
to govern collective action among members. Membership carries certain rights, duties, and
responsibilities that exist inside of the relationship that might not exist outside of it.

Collaborative organizations also enhance the governance of a watershed’s
interorganizational network by connecting a subset of network members in an ongoing set of
stable interactions repeated over long periods of time. This promotes the development of strong
social networks, cooperation, and, perhaps most importantly, norms of trust, reciprocity, and
cooperation (Milward & Provan 2000; Axelrod 1997, 1984; Ostrom, et al. 1994; Ostrom 1990;
Aldrich & Whetten 1981). This social capital can then be utilized to help facilitate other network
processes (e.g., collaborative activities) designed to enhance watershed governance.

Collaborative organizations may also operate as a hub within the larger
interorganizational network associated with watershed governance. As such, they can play an
important role in orchestrating activity within the network. Orchestration tasks within the
network might include mobilizing and disseminating dispersed knowledge and creating stability
in the interactions among network actors (Dhanararaj and Parkhe 2006). By acting as a hub of
interaction within the network, the collaborative organization promotes multiplexity by increasing
the connections among network members (Dhanararaj and Parkhe 2006; Kim, et al. 2006;
Scott, 1991). Such ties are stronger than a single link because the relationship is maintained
when one of the links is broken (Provan & Milward, 2001; Aldrich and Whetten,
1981).Collaborative organizations might also create a forum for making collective decisions that
are subsequently used to achieve direction, control, and coordination of the organizations within
the interorganizational network (Imperial 2005a).

The stable interactions may also promote a particular form of organizational learning by
the members of a collaborative organization that has been termed “collaborative know how”
(Simonin 1997). The argument is that network members learn how to govern collaborative
processes and find ways to reduce the transaction costs associated with joint activities by
participating in these activities (Dyer & Singh 1998; Kraatz 1998; Park 1996). Members within
the partnership are then free to utilize these lessons to improve the management other
collaborative activities outside the partnership.

We also demonstrate that the organizational approach to studying collaborative
organizations (e.g., watershed partnerships) provides a means of systematically examining,
comparing, and contrasting their structures. The propositions advanced in this paper advance
our understanding of the structural properties of collaborative organizations that promote
stability or inertia. Rather than be viewed as problematic, inertia is often the by-product of a well
managed collaborative organization.

The ability for watershed partnerships (i.e., collaborative organizations) to endure over
long time periods is important if they are to address watershed problems in significant ways.
Many watershed problems are the result of the “tyranny of small decisions” in that they form by
a large number of small decisions and actions. Such projects are too limited in scope, scale,
magnitude or duration to significantly reduce the watershed problems. Addressing watershed
problems like habitat restoration and reducing nonpoint source pollution often requires a
sustained effort amounting to a small number of positive actions taken over long time periods.
Many of these actions require collaborative action at the operational and policy making levels.
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Collaborative organizations become the vehicle for encouraging, coordinating, and facilitating
collaborative activity over these longer time periods (Imperial 2005a, 2004; Imperial and
Hennessey 2000).

Our propositions also draw attention to how these structural features are related to a
collaborative organization’s life-cycle and its ability to endure the test of time while drawing
attention to the important challenges confronting managers seeking to develop a collaborative
organization. Thus, the paper helps reduce the knowledge gap associated with understanding
how the management of collaborative processes differs from that if single organizations
(Agranoff & McGuire, 2001; Jones, Hesterly, & Borgatti, 1997; Mandell, 1990). An important
part of this knowledge gap relates to the evolution of collaborative organizations. Just as the
architect needs to understand what makes a building stay up rather than fall down, it is
important for the collaborative public manager to understand the elementary processes by
which collaborative organizations form and develop (Koka, et al. 2006). The challenges and
problems confronting the management of a collaborative organization will change over time.
Thus, much needs to be learned about the management of collaborative organizations. For
example, are the managerial strategies effective during early life-cycle stages inappropriate
during latter stages? Are some strategies more effective in some organizational structures than
others? Conversely, do some structures constrain the use of some strategies?

Finally, our theoretical framework has significant implications for researchers because it
suggests several sources of potential bias (Kim, et al. 2006, 705). Collaboration research tends
to focus on activities that have some record of achievement. Network researchers tend to
examine organizations that have formed partnerships successfully. Watershed researchers
tend to focus on partnerships that have been formed successfully or have lasted for some
prescribed period of time. This bias towards functionality must be balanced by and equally
strong focus on the dysfunctional aspect of these processes by understanding why some
collaboration efforts, networks, and watershed partnerships often fail to get off the ground or die
during the early stages of their existence. Moreover, the failure to understand and analyze the
organizational features of a watershed partnership in a systematic manner will confound theory
development and make it hard to aggregate findings from different studies. Similarly,
researchers need to consider the life-cycle stage of the partnership because it will influence the
nature of the relationships among its members and may produce different measures of
organizational effectiveness.

While much work remains to be done to test, modify, and refine our theoretical
framework and associated propositions, we believe it contributes to the development of our
understanding of the organizational dynamics of watershed partnerships. We also believe that
the life-cycle stages and related propositions provide a means of systematically identifying the
structural properties that help collaborative organizations to endure and survive over long time
periods.

-20 -



Evolution of Collaborative Organizations for Watershed Governance

References

Agranoff, R. & McGuire, M. 2003. Collaborative Public Management: New Strategies for Local
Governments. Washington, D.C.: Georgetown University Press.

Agranoff, R. & McGuire, M. 2001. Big questions in public network management research. Journal of
Public Administration Research and Theory 11 (3), 295 — 326.

Agranoff, R. & Radin, B. A. (1991). The comparative case study approach in public administration. In
Research in Public Administration JAI Press. pp. 203 — 231.

Alba, Richard D. 1982. Taking stock of network analysis: A decade’s results. Research in the Sociology of
Organizations 1: 39 — 74.

Aldrich, H. & Whetten, D. A. 1981. Organization-sets, action sets, and networks: Making the most of
simplicity. in P. C. Nystrom & W. Starbuck (eds.), Volume 1: Adapting Organizations to their
Environments. New York, NY: Oxford University Press. pp. 385 — 408.

Alexander, E. R. 1995. How organizations act together: Interorganizational coordination in theory and
practice. Gordon and Breach Publishers.

Alreck, Pamela L. & Settle, Robert B.. 1985. The Survey Research Handbook. Homewood, IL: Richard D.
Irwin, Inc.

Alter, Catherine & Hage, Jerald. 1993. Organizations Working Together. Newbury Park, CA: Sage
Publications.

Amburgey, T. L., Kelly, D., & Barnett, W. P. 1993. Resetting the clock: The dynamics of organizational
change and failure. Administrative Science Quarterly 38 (March): 51 — 73.

Amburgey, Terry L. & Tina Dacin. 1994. As the left foot follows the right: The dynamics of strategic and
structural change. Academy of Management Journal 37 (no. 6): 1427-1452.

Andersson, Krister P. 2004. Who talks with whom? The role of repeated interactions in decentralized
forest governance. World Development 32(2):233-249.

Astley, W. Graham & Andrew H. Van de Ven. 1983. Central perspectives and debates in organization
theory. Administrative Science Quarterly 28 (June): 245-273.

Axelrod, R. 1997. The complexity of cooperation: Agent-based models of competition and collaboration.
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Axelrod, R. 1984. The evolution of cooperation. New York, NY: Basic Books, Inc., Publishers.

Bardach, E. 2001. Developmental dynamics: Collaboration as an emergent phenomenon. Journal of
Public Administration Research and Theory 11 (2), 149 — 164.

Bardach, E. 1998. Getting agencies to work together: The practice and theory of managerial
craftmanship. Washington, DC: Brookings Institution Press.

Bidwell, R.D. 2003. Watershed councils as common pool resource institutions: Evaluating policy design
and implementation of the Oregon Plan. Paper presented at the Association for Public Policy
Analysis and Management research conference, November 6-8, Washington DC.

Bidwell, Ryan D., and Clare M. Ryan. 2006. Collaborative partnership design: The implications of
organizational affiliation for watershed partnerships. Society and Natural Resources 19(9):827-
843.

Blomquist, W. 1992. Dividing the waters: Governing groundwater in Southern California. San Francisco,

CA: ICS Press.

Bonnell, J.E. and T.M. Koontz. 2007. Stumbling forward: The organizational challenges of building and
sustaining collaborative watershed management. Society and Natural Resources.

Born, S. M. & Genskow, K. D. 2001. Toward understanding new watershed initiatives — A report from the

Madison watershed workshop. Madison, WI..

Born, Stephen M. and Kenneth D. Genskow. 2000. The Watershed Approach: An Empirical
Assessment of Innovation in Environmental management. National Academy of Public
Administration, Washington, DC, Research Paper Number 7.

Brick, P. and E. P. Weber. 2001. Will rain follow the plow? Unearthing a new environmental movement.
In Brick, Philip, Donald Snow and Sarah Van de Wetering (eds.), Across the Great Divide:
Explorations in Collaborative Conservation and the American West. Washington, DC: Island
Press. pp. 15-24.

Bruderl, J. & Schussler, R. 1990. Organizational mortality: The liabilities of newness and adolescence.

Administrative Science Quarterly 35 (September): 530 — 547.

-21 -



Evolution of Collaborative Organizations for Watershed Governance

Burt, Ronald S. & Ronchi, Don. 1994. Measuring a large network quickly. Social Networks 16: 91 — 135.

Cameron, Kim S. & David A Whetten. 1981. Perceptions of organizational effectiveness over
organizational life cycles. Administrative Science Quarterly 26: 525 — 544,

Cameron, Kim S. & David A Whetten. 1983. Models of the organizational life cycle: Applications to higher
education. Review of Higher Education 6 (no. 4): 269 — 299.

Carr, D.S., S.W. Selin, and M.A. Schuett. 1998. Managing public forests: Understanding the role of

collaborative planning. Environmental Management 22(5):767-776.

Caudle, Sharon L. 1994. Using qualitative approaches. in Joseph S. Wholey, Harry P. Hatry, and Kathryn
E. Newcomer (eds.) Handbook of Practical Program Evaluation. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass
Publishers.

Chess, Caron, Billie Jo Hance, and Ginger Gibson. 2000. Adaptive participation in watershed

management. Journal of Soil and Water Conservation Third Quarter: 248-252.
Chisholm, D. 1995. Problem solving and institutional design. Journal of Public Administration Research
and Theory, 5 (4): 451 — 491.
Clark, Brad T., Nina Burkardt, and M. Dawn King. 2005. Watershed Management and Organizational
Dynamics: Nationwide Findings and Regional Variation. Environmental Management 36 (2):297-
310.

Coglianese, Cary. 1999. The limits of consensus. Environment 41: 28-33.

Collins, A., G. Constantz, S. Hunter, and S. Selin. 1998. Collaborative watershed planning: The West
Virginia experience. Conservation Voices 1(2): 31-35.

Colvile, et al. 2001.

Conley, Alex, and Ann Moote. 2003. Evaluating collaborative natural resource management. Society &
Natural Resources 16:371-386.

Cortner, Hanna J. & Moote Margaret A.. 1999. The politics of ecosystem management. Washington, DC:
Island Press.

Coughlin, C.W., Hoben, M.L., Manskopf, D.W. & Quesada, S.W. 1999. A Systematic Assessment of
Collaborative Resource Management Partnerships. Unpublished Masters Project. University of
Michigan, School of Natural Resources.

Crawford, S.; Ostrom, E. 1995. A grammar of institutions. American Political Science Review 89 (3): 582-
600.

Cropper, S. 1996. Collaborative working and the issue of sustainability. In C. Huxham (ed.) Creating
collaborative advantage. Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications. pp. 80 — 100.

Damanpour, Fariborz. 1991. Organizational innovation: A meta-analysis of effects and determinants and
moderators. Academy of Management Journal 34 (no. 3): 555 - 590.

Damanpour, Fariborz & Evan, William M. 1984. Organizational innovation and performance: The problem
of ‘organizational lag’. Administrative Science Quarterly 29 (Sept.): 392-409.

Davenport, T.E., Phillips, N.J., Kirschner, B.A., & Kirschner, L.T. 1996. “The watershed protection

approach: A framework for ecosystem protection. Water, Science, and Technology. 33(4-5): 23-
26.

Denzin, Norman K. & Lincoln, Yvonna S. (eds.). 1998a. Strategies for qualitative inquiry. Thousand Oaks,
CA: Sage Publications.

Denzin, Norman K. & Lincoln, Yvonna S. (eds.). 1998b. Collecting and interpreting qualitative materials.
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Dhanaraj, Charles & Arvind Parkhe. 2006. Orchestrating innovation networks. Academy of Management
Review 31 (no. 3): 659 — 669.

DiMaggio, Paul J. & Walter Powell. 1983. The iron cage revisited: Institutional isomorphism and collective
rationality in organizational fields. American Sociological Review 48: 147 — 160.

Durant, R. F., D.J. Fiorino, and R. O’Leary (eds.). 2004. Environmental Governance Reconsidered:

Challenges, Choices, and Opportunities. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Dyer, J. H. & Singh, H. 1998. The relational view: Cooperative strategy and sources of interorganizational
competitive advantage. Academy of Management Review 23 (4): 660 — 679.

Edelenbos, Jurian & Erik-Hans Kilijn. 2005. Managing stakeholder involvement in decision making: A
comparative analysis of six interactive processes in the Netherlands. Journal of Public Administration
Research and Theory 16: 417 — 446.

Firmin-Sellers, K. 1995. The concentration of authority: Constitutional creation in the Gold Coast, 1950.”
Journal of Theoretical Politics 7(2): 201 - 222.

-22 -



Evolution of Collaborative Organizations for Watershed Governance

Finn, C. B. 1996. Utilizing stakeholder strategies for positive collaborative outcomes. In C. Huxham (ed.),
Creating collaborative advantage. Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications. p.p. 152 — 164

Fountain, Jane. 1994. Trust as a basis for organizational forms. Paper presented at a conference of
Network Analysis and Innovations in Public Programs, University of Wisconsin. September 30 to
October 1.

Freeman, J., Carrol, G. R., & Hannan, M. T. 1983. The liability of newness: Age dependence in
organizational death rates. American Sociological Review 48 (October): 692 — 710.

George, Alexander L. and Andrew Bennett. 2005. Case Studies and Theory Development in the Social

Sciences. Cambridge, MA: Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs.

Genskow, Kenneth D. & Stephen M. Born. 2006. Organizational dynamics of watershed partnerships: A
key to integrated water resources management. Journal of Contemporary Water Research &
Education. Issue 135 (December): 56 — 64.

Gerring, John. 2004. What is a case study and what is it good for? American Political Science Review
98(2): 341-354.

Gibson, Clark, Margaret McKean, and Elinor Ostrom, eds. 2000. People and Forests: Communities,

Institutions, and Governance. Cambridge: MIT Press.

Glaser, B. G. & Strauss, A. L. 1967. The discovery of grounded theory: Strategies for qualitative research.
New York, NY: Aldine.

Graham, Cole Blease, Jr. & Hays, Steven W. 1993. 3: Organizing in Managing the Public Organization.
Second Edition. Washington, DC: Congressional Quarterly Press.

Granovetter, M. 1985. Economic action and social structure: The problems of embeddedness. American
Journal of Sociology, 91 (3, November): 481 — 510.

Gray, Barbara & Ariss, Sonny S. 1985. Politics and strategic change across organizational life cycles.
Academy of Management Review 10 (no. 4): 707-723.

Gulati, R. 1995. Social structure and alliance formation patterns: A longitudinal study. Administrative
Science Quarterly, 40: 619 — 652.

Hall, Richard H. 1995. Organizations: Structures, processes, and outcomes. Sixth Edition. Englewood
Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall.

Hanf, Kenneth. 1982. Regulatory structures: Enforcement as implementation. European Journal of
Political Research 10: 159 — 172.

Hanks, Steven H., Collin J. Watson, Erik Jansen, & Gaylen N. Chandler. 1993. Tightening the life-cycle
construct: A taxonomic study of growth stage configurations in high-technology organizations.
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice ? (Winter): 5 — 28.

Hannan, Michael T. & John Freeman. 1984. Structural inertia and organizational change. American
Sociological Review 49 (April): 149 — 164.

Himmelman, A. T. 1996. On the theory and practice of transformational collaboration: From social service
to social justice. In C. Huxham (ed.), Creating collaborative advantage. Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE
Publications. pp. 19 — 43.

Hjern, B. & Porter, D. 1981. Implementation structures: A new unit of administrative analysis.
Organization Studies 2: 211 — 227.

Hrebiniak, Lawrence & Joyce, William F. 1985. Organizational adaptation: Strategic choice and
environmental determinism. Administrative Science Quarterly 30 (September): 336-349.

Hull, Chris & Hjern, Benny. 1982. Helping small firms grow: An implementation analysis of small firm
assistance structures. European Journal of Political Research 10: 187 — 198.

Huxham, C. 1996. Collaboration and collaborative advantage. In C. Huxham (ed.), Creating collaborative
advantage. Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications. pp. 1 — 18.

Imperial, Mark T. 2006. Intergovernmental challenges of watershed management: Strategies for
improving watershed governance. In Velma |. Grover (Ed.) Water: Global Commons and Global
Problems. Enfield, NH: Science Publishers. pp. 297 - 323.

Imperial, Mark T. 2005a. Using collaboration as a governance strategy: Lessons from six watershed
management programs. Administration and Society 37 (3): 281 - 320.

Imperial, Mark T. 2005b. Collaboration and performance measurement: Lessons from three watershed
governance efforts. In John M. Kamensky and Albert Morales (Eds) Managing for Results 2005.
Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, Inc. pp. 379 — 424.

Imperial, Mark T. 2004. Collaboration and performance measurement: Lessons from three watershed
governance efforts. Washington, D.C.: Center for the Business of Government. April.

-23-



Evolution of Collaborative Organizations for Watershed Governance

Imperial, M. T. 2000. The Tampa Bay Estuary Program: Developing and implementing an interlocal
agreement. Washington, DC: National Academy of Public Administration.

Imperial, M. T. 1999a. Analyzing institutional arrangements for ecosystem-based management: The
institutional analysis and development framework. Environmental Management 24 (4): 449 — 465.
Imperial, M. T. 1999h. Analyzing institutional arrangements for ecosystem-based management: Lessons

from the Rhode Island Salt Ponds SAM Plan. Coastal Management 27(no. 1): 31 — 56

Imperial, Mark T. & Hennessey, Timothy. 2001. Improving watershed governance: Lessons learned from
six watershed management efforts in the U.S. InterCoast Network: International Newsletter of Coastal
Management #39 (Spring): 14 — 15, 27.

Imperial, M. T. & Hennessey, T. 2000. Environmental governance in watersheds: The importance of
collaboration to institutional performance. Washington, DC: National Academy of Public
Administration.

Imperial, Mark T. & Hennessey, Timothy. 1996. An ecosystem-based approach to managing estuaries:
An assessment of the National Estuary Program. Coastal Management 24 (no. 2): 115 - 139.

Imperial, M.T. & D. Kauneckis. 2003. Moving from conflict to collaboration: Lessons from the Lake Tahoe
Experience. Natural Resources Journal 43 (4): 1009 - 1055.

Imperial, Mark T., Hennessey, T. & Robadue, D. Jr. 1993. The evolution of adaptive management for
estuarine ecosystems: The National Estuary Program and its precursors. Ocean and Coastal
Management 20 (no. 2): 147 - 180.

Imperial, Mark T., McGee, S. & Hennessey, T. 2000. The Narragansett Bay Estuary Program: Using a
state water quality agency to implement a CCMP. Washington, DC: National Academy of Public
Administration. August.

Imperial, Mark T., & Yandle, Tracy. 2005. Taking institutions seriously: Using the IAD Framework to
analyze fisheries policy. Society & Natural Resources 18 (no. 6, July): 493 - 509.

Imperial, Mark T., Robadue, D. Jr., & Hennessey, T. 1992. An evolutionary perspective on the
development and assessment of the National Estuary Program. Coastal Management 20 (no. 4): 311
- 341.

Jeffries, F. L. & Reed, R. 2000. Trust and adaptation in relational contracting. Academy of Management
Review 25 (4), 873 — 882.

Jentleson, Bruce. 2002. The need for praxis: Bringing policy relevance back in. International Security

26(3): 169-183.

John, D. 1994. Civic Environmentalism: Alternatives to Regulation in States and Communities.
Washington, DC: CQ Press.

Jones, C., Hesterly, W. S., & Borgatti, S. P. 1997. A general theory of network governance: Exchange

conditions and social mechanisms. Academy of Management Review 22 (4): 911 — 95.

Katz, Jerome & William B. Gartner. 1988. Properties of emerging organizations. Academy of
Management Review 13 (no. 3): 429 — 441.

Kauneckis, Derek & Imperial, Mark T. forthcoming. Collaborative watershed governance in Lake Tahoe:
An institutional analysis. International Journal of Public Administration 11 (no. 1).

Kemmis, Daniel. 1990. Community and the Politics of Place. Norman: University of Oklahoma Press.

Kenney, Douglas S. 2001. Are community watershed groups effective? Confronting the thorny issue of
measuring success. In Brick, Philip, Donald Snow, and Sarah Van De Wetering (eds.), Across
the Great Divide: Explorations in Collaborative Conservation and the American West.
Washington, DC: Island Press.

Kenney, Douglas S. 1997. Resource Management at the Watershed Level: An Assessment of the
Changing Federal Role in the Emerging Era of Community-Based Watershed Management.
Report to the Western Water Policy Review Advisory Commission. Natural Resources Law
Center, University of Colorado School of Law: Boulder, Colorado.

Kenney, Douglas S., McAllister, Sean T., Caile, William H. & Peckham, Jason S. 2000. The new
watershed source book: A Directory and review of watershed initiatives in the Western United States.
Boulder, CO: University of Colorado School of Law. April.

Keohane, Robert O. (ed.). 1986. Neorealism and Its Critics. New York: Columbia University Press.

Khator, R. 1999. Networking to achieve alternative regulation: Case studies from Florida’s National
Estuary Programs. Policy Studies Review 16 (1): 66 — 85.

Kickert, W. J. M., Klijn, E. H., & Koppenjan, J. F. M. (eds.). 1997. Managing complex networks: Strategies
for the public sector. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

-24 -



Evolution of Collaborative Organizations for Watershed Governance

Kim, Tai-Young, Hongseok Oh, & Anand Swaminathan. 2006. Framing interorganizational network
change: A network inertia perspective. Academy of Management Review 31 (no. 3): 704 — 720.
Kimberly, John R. 1980. The organizational life cycle: Constructive concept or misguided metaphor?” in
R. R. Kimberly and R. H. Miles (eds.) The Organizational Life Cycle. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-
Bass. Pp. 1 -17.
Kiser, L. & Ostrom, E. 1982. The three worlds of action: A metatheoretical synthesis of institutional
approaches. In E. Ostrom (ed.), Strategies for political inquiry. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage. pp. 179 — 222.
Koka, B. R., R. Madhavan, & J. E. Prescott. 2006. The evolution of interfirm networks: environmental
effects on patterns of network change. Academy of Management Review 31 (no. 3): 721 — 737.
Koontz, Tomas M. 2006. Collaboration for sustainability? A framework for analyzing government
impacts in collaborative environmental management. Sustainability: Science, Practice, and
Policy 2(1): http://ejournal.nbii.org/archives/vol2iss1/TOC.html

Koontz, Tomas M. 2005. We finished the plan, so now what? Impacts of collaborative stakeholder
participation on land use policy. Policy Studies Journal 33(3): 459-481.

Koontz, Tomas M. 2003. The farmer, the planner, and the local citizen in the dell: How collaborative
groups plan for farmland preservation. Landscape and Urban Planning 66(1): 19-34.

Koontz, Tomas M. and Elizabeth Moore Johnson. 2004. One size does not fit all: Matching breadth of

citizen participation to watershed group accomplishments. Policy Sciences 37(2):185-204.

Koontz, Tomas M. and Craig W. Thomas. 2006. What do we know and need to know about the

environmental outcomes of collaborative management? Public Administration Review 66 (6
supplement): 109-119.

Koontz, Tomas M., Steelman, Toddi A., Carmin, JoAnn, Korfmacher, Katrina Smith, Moseley, Cassandra,
& Thomas, Craig W. 2004. Collaborative environmental management: What roles for government?
Washington, D.C: Resources for the Future Press.

Korfmacher, K.S. 2000. Partnering for Ecosystem Management of the Darby Creek Watershed.
American Behavioral Scientist 44(4): 548—64.

Korfmacher, Katrina Smith, and Tomas M. Koontz. 2003. Collaboration, information, and preservation:

The role of expertise in farmland preservation task forces. Policy Sciences 36: 213-236.

Kraatz, M. S. 1998. Learning by association? Interorganizational networks and adaptation to
environmental change. Academy of Management Journal, 41 (6): 621 — 643.

Kumar, Nirmaly, Stern, Louis W., & Anderson, James C. 1993. Conducting interorganizational research
using key informants. Academy of Management Journal 36 (no. 6): 1633 — 1651.

Lam, Wai Fung. 1998. Governing Irrigation Systems in Nepal: Institutions, Infrastructure, and Collective
Action. Oakland, CA: ICS Press.

Lawrence, T. B., Hardy, C. & Phillips, N. 2002. Institutional effects of interorganizational collaboration:
The emergence of proto-institutions. Academy of Management Journal, 45 (1): 281 — 290.

Leach, W. D. 2002. Surveying diverse stakeholder groups. Society and Natural Resources, 15 (7): 641 —
649.

Leach, William D. and Paul A. Sabatier. 2005. Are trust and social capital the keys to success?

Watershed partnerships in California and Washington. In Sabatier, Paul A., Will Focht, Mark
Lubell, Zev Trachtenberg, Arnold Vedlitz, and Marty Matlock (eds.), Swimming Upstream:
Collaborative Approaches to Watershed Management. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, pp. 233-258.

Leach, W. D. & Pelkey, N. W. 2001. Making watershed partnerships work: A review of the empirical
literature. Journal of Water Resources Planning and Management, November/December: 378 — 385.

Leach, W. D., Pelkey, N. W., & Sabatier, P. A. 2002. Stakeholder partnerships as collaborative
policymaking: Evaluation criteria applied to watershed management in California and Washington.
Journal of Public Policy Analysis and Management 21 (4): 645 — 670.

Leana, C. R. & Van Buren, H. J., lll. 1999. Organizational social capital and employment practices.
Academy of Management Review, 24 (3): 538 — 555.

Lowndes, Vivien & Chris Skelcher. 1998. The dynamics of multi-organizational partnerships: An analysis
of changing modes of governance. Public Administration 76 (Summer): 313 — 333.

Lubell, Mark. 2004a. Resolving conflict and building cooperation in the National Estuary Program.
Environmental Management 33 (5): 677 — 691.

Lubell, Mark. 2004b. Collaborative environmental institutions: All talk and no action? Journal of Policy
Analysis and Management 23 (3): 549 — 573.

-25 -



Evolution of Collaborative Organizations for Watershed Governance

Lubell, Mark. 2000. Cognitive conflict and consensus building in the National Estuary Program. American
Behavioral Scientist 44 (4, December): 628 — 647.

Lubell, M.; Schneider, M.; Scholz, J. T.; Mete, M. 2002. Watershed partnerships and the emergence of
collective action institutions. American Journal of Political Science 46 (1): 148-163.

Mandell, M. P. 1990. Network management: Strategic behavior in the public sector. In R. W. Gage & M.
P. Mandel (eds.), Strategies for Managing Intergovernmental Policies and Networks. Westport, CT:
Praeger. pp. 29 — 53.

Mandell, M. P. 1989. Organizational networking: Collective organizational strategies. in J. Rabin, G. J.
Miller, & W. B. Hildreth (eds.), Handbook of Strategic Management. New York, NY: Marcel Dekker,
Inc. pp. 141 — 165.

Margerum, Richard D. & Born, Stephen M. 2000. A co-ordination diagnostic for improving integrated
environmental management. Journal of Environmental Planning and Management 43(no. 1): 5 — 21.

Marshall, Catherine, and Gretchen Rossman. 1999. Designing Qualitative Research. Thousand Oaks,

CA: Sage Publications.

Maxwell, J. A. 1996. Qualitative research design: An interactive approach. Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE
Publications.

McGuire, Michael. 2006. Collaborative public management: Assessing what we know and how we know
it. Public Administration Review 66(6 supplement): 33-43.

Menzel, D. C. 1987. An interorganizational approach to policy implementation. Public Administration
Quarterly 11 (1): 3 - 16.

Metzenbaum, Shelley H. 2002. Measuring that matters: Cleaning up the Charles River. in Donald Kettl
(Ed) Environmental Governance A Report on the Next Generation of Environmental Policy.
Washington, DC: Brookings Press.

Meyer, Alan D. 1982. Adapting to environmental jolts. Administrative Science Quarterly 27: 515 - 537.

Meyer, John W. and Brian Rowan. 1977. “Institutionalized Organizations: Formal Structure as Myth and
Ceremony.” American Journal of Sociology 80 (no. 2): 340 - 363.

Miles, M. B. & Huberman, A. M. 1994. Qualitative data analysis: An expanded sourcebook, Second
Edition. Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications.

Miles, Raymond E. and Charles C. Snow. 1978. Organizational Strategy, Structure, and Process. New
York, NY: McGraw-Hill Book Co.

Miller, Danny & Peter H. Friesen. 1984. A longitudinal study of the corporate life cycle. Management
Science 30 (no. 10, Oct.): 1161 — 1183.

Miller, Danny & Peter H. Friesen. 1983. Successful and unsuccessful phases of the corporate life cycle.
Organization Studies 4 (Oct.): 339 — 356.

Milward, H. B. & Provan, K. G. 2000. Governing the hollow state. Journal of Public Administration
Research and Theory, 10 (2): 359 — 379.

Mintzberg, Henry. 1979. The structuring of organizations: A synthesis of the research. Prentice-Hall:
Englewood Cliffs, NJ.

Moore, Elizabeth A. 2001. Watershed Groups in Ohio: An Assessment of Diversity, Trends, and Policy

Implications. Unpublished masters thesis. Columbus, OH: The Ohio State University.

Moore, Elizabeth A. & Koontz, Tomas M. 2003. A typology of collaborative watershed groups: Citizen-
based, agency-based, and mixed partnerships. Society and Natural Resources 16: 451 — 460.

Moote, Anne. 1995. Partnership Handbook: A Resource and Guidebook for Local Community-based

Groups Addressing Natural Resource, Land Use, or Environmental Issues. Report, Water
Resources Research Center, College of Agriculture, University of Arizona, Tucson.
Morrissey, W.A., J.A. Zinn, and M.L. Corn. 1994. Ecosystem management: Federal agency activities.
94-339 ENR. U.S. Library of Congress, Congressional Research Service, Washington, DC.
Mullen, Michael W. and Bruce E. Allison. 1999. Stakeholder involvement and social capital: Keys to
watershed management success in Alabama. Journal of the American Water Resources
Association 35(3):655-662.

Nader, David A. & Tushman, Michael L. 1990. Beyond the charismatic leader: Leadership and
organizational change. California Management Review 32 (Winter): 77-97.

National Academy of Public Administration. 2000. environment.gov: Transforming environmental
protection for the 21* Century. Washington, DC: National Academy of Public Administration.

Nelson, Richard R. & Sidney G. Winter. 1982. The evolutionary theory of economic change. Cambridge,
MA: Belknap Press of Harvard Press.

- 26 -



Evolution of Collaborative Organizations for Watershed Governance

Nikolic, Sara. 2005. Impacts of State Involvement on Community-Based Collaborative Watershed
Management. Unpublished masters thesis. Columbus, OH: The Ohio State University.

Oliver, Christine. 1991. Strategic responses to institutional processes. Academy of Management Review

16 (no. 1): 145 - 179.

Osborn, R. N. & Hagedoorn, J. 1997. The institutionalization and evolutionary dynamics of
interorganizational alliances and networks. Academy of Management Journal, 40 (2): 261 — 278.

Ostrom, E. 1999. Institutional rational choice: An assessment of the institutional analysis and
development framework. In P. A. Sabatier (ed.), Theories of the policy process. Boulder, CO:
Westview Press. pp. 35 - 71.

Ostrom, E. 1990. Governing the commons: The evolution of institutions for collective action. New York,
NY: Cambridge University Press.

Ostrom, E. 1986. An agenda for the study of institutions. Public Choice 48 (no. 1): 3 - 25.

Ostrom, E., Gardner, R., & Walker, J. 1994. Rules, games, & common-pool resources. Ann Arbor, Ml:
The University of Michigan Press.

Ostrom, E., Schroeder, L., & Wynne, S. 1993. Institutional incentives and sustainable development:
Infrastructure policies in perspective. Boulder, CO: Westview Press.

O’Leary, R., C. Gerard, and L. B. Bingham. 2006. Introduction to the symposium on collaborative public
management. Public Administration Review 66(6: supplement): 6-9.

O'Toole, L. J., Jr. 1997. Treating networks seriously: Practical and research-based agendas in public
administration. Public Administration Review 57 (1): 45 — 52.

O'Toole, L. J., Jr. 1996. Hollowing the infrastructure: Revolving loan programs and network dynamics in
the American states. Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory 6 (no. 2): 225 — 242,

Park, S. H. 1996. Managing an interorganizational network: A framework of the institutional mechanism
for network control. Organization Studies, 17 (5): 795 — 824.

Peters, B. G. & Pierre, J. 1998. Governance without government? Rethinking public administration.
Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory 8 (2, April): 223 — 243.

Phillips, N., Lawrence, T. B., & Hardy, C. 2000. Interorganizational collaboration and the dynamic of
institutional fields. Journal of Management Studies 37 (1, January): 23 — 43.

Powell, W. 1990. Neither market nor hierarchy: Network forms of organization. Research in
Organizational Behavior 12: 295 - 336.

Provan, K. G. & Milward, H. B. 2001. Do networks really work? A framework for evaluating public-sector
organizational networks. Public Administration Review 61 (4, July/August): 414 — 423.

Quinn, Robert E. & Kim Cameron. 1983. Organizational life-cycles and shifting criteria of effectiveness:
some preliminary evidence. Management Science 29 (no. 1, Jan.): 33 — 51.

Rainey, Hal. G. 2003. Understanding and managing public organizations. Third Edition. San Francisco,
CA: Jossey-Bass Publishers.

Renn, Ortwin, Thomas Webler, and Peter Wiedemann (eds.). 1995. Fairness and Competence in Citizen
Participation: Evaluating Models for Environmental Discourse. Dordrecht, Netherlands: Kluwer
Academic Publishers.

Rhodes, R.A.W. 1990. Policy networks: A British perspective. Journal of Theoretical Politics 2 (no. 3): 293

- 317.

Rogers, E. M. 1995. Diffusion of Innovations 4" ed. New York, NY: Free Press.

Ryan, C. M., and J. Klug. 2005. Collaborative watershed planning in Washington State: Implementing the
Watershed Planning Act. Journal of Environmental Planning and Management. 48(4) 491-506.

Sabatier, P. A., Focht, W., Lubell, M. Trachtenberg, Z. Vedlitz, A. & Matlock, M (eds.). 2005. Swimming
upstream: Collaborative approaches to watershed management. Cambridge, MA: MIT.

Sabatier, P. A. & Jenkins-Smith, H. C. 1999. The advocacy coalition framework: An assessment. In P. A.
Sabatier (ed.), Theories of the policy process. Boulder, CO: Westview Press. pp. 117 — 166.

Sabatier, P. A. & Jenkins-Smith, H. C. 1993. Policy change and learning: An advocacy coalition
approach. Boulder, CO: Westview Press.

Sable, Charles F. 1992. Study trust: Building new forms of cooperation in a volatile economy. In Werner
Sengenberger and Frank Pyke (eds.) Industrial Districts and Local Economic Regeneration. Geneva:
International Institute for Labor Studies.

Shindler, Bruce, and Julie Neburka. 1997. Public participation in forest planning: 8 Attributes of

success. Journal of Forestry 95(1):17-19.

-27 -



Evolution of Collaborative Organizations for Watershed Governance

Simonin, B. L. 1997. The importance of collaborative know-how: An empirical test of the learning
organization. Academy of Management Review 40 (5): 1150 — 1174.

Singh, J. V., House, R. J., & Tucker, D. J. 1986. Organizational change and organizational mortality.
Administrative Science Quarterly 31 (December): 587 — 611.

Singh, J. V., Tucker, D. J., & House, R. J. 1986. Organizational legitimacy and the liability of newness.
Administrative Science Quarterly 31 (June): 171 — 193.

Smith, Ken G., Terrence R. Mitchell, & Charles E. Summer. 1985. Top level management priorities in
different stages of the organizational life cycle. Academy of Management Journal 28 (no. 4) 799 —
820.

Sobrero, Maurizio & Stephen Schrader. 1998. structuring inter-firm relationships: A meta-analytic
approach. Organization Studies 19 (no. 4): 585 — 615.

Strauss, A. & Corbin, J. 1990. Basics of qualitative research: Grounded theory procedures and
techniques. Newbury Park, CA: SAGE Publications.

Steelman, T. A. and J. Carmin. 2002. Community based watershed remediation: Connecting
organizational resources to social and substantive outcomes. In Rahm, D. (ed.), Toxic Waste and
Environmental Policy in the 21st Century United States, Jefferson, NC: McFarland Publishers.

Stinchcombe, Arthur L. 1965. Organizations and social structure. In James G. March (ed.) Handbook of
Organizations. Chicago, IL: Rand McNally. Pp. 153 — 193.

Teisman, G. R. & Kilijn, E. H. 2002. Partnership arrangements: Governmental rhetoric or governance

scheme? Public Administration Review 62 (2, March/April): 197 — 205.

Thomas, Craig W. 1999. Linking public agencies with community-based watershed organizations:
Lessons from California. Policy Studies Journal 27: 544-64.

Tompkins, Jonathan R. 2005. Organization Theory and Public Management. Belmont, CA: Thompson

Wadsworth.

Tushman, Michael L. & Elaine Romanelli. 1985. Organizational evolution: A metamorphisis model of
convergence and reorientation. In L. L. Cummings and B. M. Shaw (eds.) Research in Organizational
Behavior Greenwich, CT: JAl Press. volume 7. pp. 171 — 222.

Tsai, W. & Ghoshal, S. 1998. Social capital and value creation: The role of intrafirm networks. Academy
of Management Journal 41 (4): 464 — 476.

U.S.D.A. (Department of Agriculture) and U.S. D.O.C. (Department of Commerce). 2000. Unified federal
policy for a watershed approach to federal land and resource management. Federal Register
65(202): 62566-72.

Weber, Edward P. 1998. Pluralism by the Rules: Conflict and Cooperation in Environmental Regulation.
Washington, DC: Georgetown University Press.

Whetten, David A. 1987. Organizational growth and decline processes. Annual Review of Sociology 13:
335 — 358.

Wicks, A. C., Berman, S. L., & Jones, T. M. 1999. The structure of optimal trust: Moral and strategic

implications. Academy of Management Review 24 (1): 99 — 116.

Williamson, Oliver E.. 1985. The Economic Institutions of Capitalism: Firms, Markets, Relational
Contracting. New York: The Free Press.

Wolcott, H.F. 1990. Writing Up Qualitative Research. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Wondolleck, J. M. & Yaffee, S. L. 2000. Making collaboration work: Lessons from innovation in natural
resource management. Washington, DC: Island Press.

Wood, D. J. & Gray, B. 1991. Toward a comprehensive theory of collaboration. Journal of Applied
Behavioral Science 27 (2, June): 139 — 162.

Yaffee, S. L., Phillips, A. F., Frentz, I. C., Hardy, P. W., Maleki, S. M., & Thorpe, B. E. 1996. Ecosystem
management in the United States: An assessment of current experience. Washington, DC: Island
Press.

Zaheer, A. & Venkatraman, N. 1995. Relational governance as an interorganizational strategy: An
empirical test of the role of trust in economic exchange. Strategic Management Journal 16 (5, June):
373 - 392.

- 28 -



	Mark T. Imperial, Ph.D.
	Department of Public and International Affairs
	University of North Carolina Wilmington
	601 S. College Rd.
	Wilmington, NC 28403-5607
	imperialm@uncw.edu
	&
	Tomas Koontz, Ph.D.
	School of Environment and Natural Resources
	Ohio State University
	210 Kottman Hall, 2021 Coffey Rd.
	Columbus, OH 43210
	koontz.31@osu.edu

