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Abstract

G¢KS Fadpidme OSyiddNE gAtft 06S GKS 3S 27
-James E. Austin (2010; pp. 1)

The following research is an exploration into the abilitgmisssectorpartnershipswvhich have been

able to achieve a collaborative advantagéhe partnerships under investigation are between The
Ocean Project, a charitable organization dedicated to inspiring ocean conservation action through
the aquarium community, and three of its partner aguariums.

Usingthe theory of collaborative advantage as the theoretical underpinning, this exploration begins
with a literature review on each of the key concepts which are relevant to this study, including
collaborative advantagesocial innovationandcrosssector partneships The literature review was
conducted to gain insight into which conditions are commonly present in -G@d®r partnerships

and to provide a knowledge base with which to reflect upon after the subsequent phases of
research, which include a case @yuwith interviews and my direct observation as an intern at The
Ocean Project.

The results of this research provide interesting insight into esessor partnerships which have

been able to achieve a collaborative advantage within the context of sawmvation. The

conditions which were found to have an influence on achieving a collaborative advantagg) are

mutual benefif (2) common aim (3) organizational fif (4) commitment, (5) resources(6) risk, and

(7) trust. Given the growing academic imésst in both cross sector partnerships and social
innovation, the resultsare relevant to practitioners who are in similar situations or wish to begin

their own partnerships. The key theme which has been identified within this conteigkianore

specifOol t f 8> GKS Fljdzr NAdzY AYyRdzZGNEBQa LISNOSLINiAz2zy 2
approaches to engaging their visitors to take conservation action. The aquarium industry is
R2YAYlFIGSR o0& (KS AYyRdzZAGNE & SRdzOl ivechdservewhddwBR A I Y I ¢
understand In other words, individuals must be educated and understand ocean issues in order to

care enough to take conservation action. The Ocean Project offers a different approach to
conservation, supported by their research, whichi@ades that individuals who are interested in
O2yaSNBI A2y R2yQl ySSR (2 0S SRdzOFGSR 2y (GKS A
The Ocean Project has begun to implement this approach with the three partner aquariums under
investigation in thistudy. While it remains to be seen if these approaches are successful, the results

found here are relevant to all crosector partnerships which are interested in social innovation.

l|Page



Acknowledgements

The following researcproject was conducted duringfave month internship at The Ocean Project in
Providence, Rhode Islandwould like to thank all of the participants in this project, beginning with
Bill Mott, the Director of The Ocean Project, without whom | would have not ever had the wonderful
opportunity of being a part of The Ocean Project for a short period of time during which | grew both
personally and professionally; this experience was truly priceless and | am forever grateful.

I would like to thank Alyssa Isakower, World Oceans Day coordjnaith whom | worked together
closely with during my internship and allowed me to contribute to advancing ocean conservation
efforts through World Oceans Day. Additionally, | would like to thank Douglas Meyer, consultant for
The Ocean Project, particubarfor his advice and guidance during the interview phase of this
project; without which | would not have been able to obtain the valuable data which was collected.

| am extremely thankful for the aquarium interviewees in this project fideather Deschenesf

New England Aquarium; Kerry Cafiorgan of Oregon Coast Aquarium; and Windy Afey of

North Carolina Aquarium at Pine Knoll Shores. Without the participation of these individuals, this
project would not have been possible and as such | have ugdyiatitude for their invaluable
assistance and cooperation.

Furthermore | would like to thank my project supervisor, Carel Dieperink, Phas&isting me in
developing this projecthis invaluable feedback aruis commitment to assisting me in all ofy
project needs despite our shour time difference And abig thanks toFrank van Laerhoven, PhD,
for all of his critiques and fothe recommendation letter that was a vital gaof securing my
internship and enabling this project to take place.

Last, but most certainly not the least, | thank ClimEt€ of Europe fallowing me to participate in
the internship by providing me the financial means to do so and stimulating my interest in social
innovation and entrepreneurship.

| am pleased to present the product of my endeavors in this final report, which in spite of the
limitations and difficulties face throughout, | believe was able to produce valuable results,
particularly for the participats in this study and hopefully for future research and other
practitioners as well.

2| Page



Contents

Figures, tables & abbreviations..............oooooe i a e e 5
T TN (=P 5

LI 161 (ST TP PP PP PUPPPPPPP 5
ADDIEVIALIONS. ...t e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e a e e e e e e 5
Chapter 16 INtrOAUCTION.......ueiiiie ittt e e e e e e e e e e e s e e e e e e e annnees 6
1.1 Tackling wicked problems inthe 21St CENLULY........ccooiiiiiiii e 7
1.2 Crossector ParNErShiPS.......cooi i e e e e e e e e a e 8
1.3 KNOWIEAGE QAP ..ii it r e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s e e e s e e e e e e e aaanaed 8
1.4 Research ODJECHIVE & rElEVANCE............euiiiiiiiieeeie et 9
1.5 Research question & frameEWrK...........oouiiiiiiiiiiiie e 10
1.6 OULIINE. ...ttt e e e e e e e et e e s e s e e e e e e e e r e e e e e 14
Chapter 2; Successful crossector partnerships: a literature reVieW............eeeeeeveeeieiieeeeieeeeeen... 16
P2 [ oo 8T 1 o] o T P PP PP PP UPPPPPTI 17
2.2 Literature collection & analySiS..........ccoovviieiiiiiiii e 17
2.3 Collaborative @VANTAGE. . .........oiuireiiee ettt e e e 19
2.4 The theory of collaborative advantage..............occuvriiiieieiiiiiiieee e 20
2.5 SOCIAI INNOVALION ......eeiiieiiiiiiie ittt e e e e e s e r e e e e e s asnb e e e e e e e e anneees 22
A R O 1T =Tt (o] g o F= T A 1=T £ 111 TR 23
Three approaches to evaluating CSPS...........oooooiiiiiiiii e 24

2.7 SYNthesis Of CONAILIONS.........cco o e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s eee e eannes 28
2.8 CONCIUSION. ...ttt e e e e ettt e e e e e e bbb e e e e e e e e e bbb e e e e e e e e nnbrnees 37
Chapter 3 Case study design & MethOds...........ooooiiiiiiiiiie e 38
I A [ o1 oo [ 8T i o o PP P PP PPPPPRPN 39
3.2 Instrumental case study with embedded Units............ccoccciciiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeen. . 40
3.3 S0oUrces Of INFOIMEALION. ...........uiieieie e e e 42
R N [ 01 1] V1 OO PP PPP P PPPPPPRPPRN 43
SAMPIE SEIECHION. ... e e e e e e e e 43

[ =T 0= T = U1 o H PP P TP PPPP PP 44
IMPIEMENTALION. ...ttt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e aaaaaaaaaaaeeas 46

3.4 DIr€Ct ODSEIVALION.......eviiiieeiieiie ettt e e e e e e s e e e e e e e nnn e e e e e e anes 48
IR SO0 (o3 U151 o) o IR RRT PP 48
(O gF= T (=] O o I g TR ot L L PP SPPPPPPPTT 30
I [ 1o o [F {1 o o WP PP PP PP PP PUPPP 51
4.2 The OCEAN PrOJECL...oiiiiiieiiiiii e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 51
4.3 Embedded unit #1: NeBNgIand AQUANUML. ..........ocuriiiiieeiiiiiiie e 52



O I T o= g (1T €] o P 52

4.5 Embedded unit #2: Oregon Coast AQUAKIUITL. ........c.etiiiiiiiieieaeaae e e e e e e 55
4.6 TE PAINEISIID.....eeeiieeei i e e e e e e s s e e e e e e e 55
4.7 Embedded unit #3: North Carolina Aquarium at Pine Knoll Shores................ccoeeeeeiiinnns 57
T W L= T 1= 6] 7 o 57
4.9 CONCIUSION.....cetieiitet ettt et e et e e a e e e st et e e e e e e e e nbe e e e anne s 59
Chapter 5 RefleCtion & QiSCUSSION.........iuuuiiiiieeiiii e a e e 60
ST I [ g oo [ 8 Tox 1o o PP PPP S PPPPPRI 61
5.2 Similarities and differences DEtWEEN CASES...........ccvvvvieeiiiiiiiiiec e 61
Common aims, mutual benefit & organizational fit.......................c.coc 61
Communication, Working together & trUSL.........ccccciiiiiiiiiiiiiiiierirr e eee e e e e e e e e e 61
(0701001001114 1=T 0| AP P PP P PP PPPPRN 61
RISK& FESOUICES........eiiiiiie ettt e e e et e e e e s e e e e e e e e e e e e e e nnneee s 62
Learning, leadership & NEIWOLK ...........ocuiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e e e 62

5.1 DISCUSSIOI....ceeeeiiiiiiteeee e ettt e e e e ettt et e e e sttt e e e e e e e e e e e e e ansnnn et e e e e e e ansbnneeeeeesannnnnnneesd 63
5.2 CONCIUSION. ...ttt et e ekt e e ekt e e e st e e e bbe e e e sabn e e e s anbreeeeas 65
Chapter 6; Conclusion & reCoOMMENAAtIONS........uuuuiriiriiiriieieeeieieeeeeeeeee e, 66
Lo 1 o [F ot i o] APPSO TP PP RPPPPPPPPRIN 67
6.2 CONCIUSION. ...ttt e e e e e et e e e e e e e s bbb et e e e e e e e bbb e e e e e e e e annbbnneeeeenaan 67
6.3 Recommendations for The Ocean Project and itS PartnerS........ccccooovveveeeeeeniiiiiiieeeeennees 69
6.4 General recommendatiorisr The Ocean Project and its partners............ccccvveeeeeennnnee. 69
Commitment, communication & leadership.............cccocciiiiiiiiiiiiieee e 69

6.5 Recommendations for NEAQ & The OceajeBtrQ.............cooeeeeeeiiiiieeiinns 70
6.6 Recommendations for Oregon Coast Aquarium & The Ocean Rroject..............c.ccuueee. 71
6.7 Recommendations for NCA at Pine Knoll ShorEse80cean Project............cccvvvveeeernnnnns 72
6.8 General recommendations for practitioners & the Next SteP.........ccoovvvvveiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeeeee 73
REIEIENCES.....ceeeeee e e e nnnneneee e d D
Y 0] 011 T [ PRSP 79
Interview questions for the aqUAarUMS. .. ... e e e e e e e e e e 79
NEAQ iNterVIieW tranSCHDEA..........uuieiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e e e e e e aa e e e e e e e e e e s e e e s s s s s ss e eaaaneenee 79
Oregon INterview tranSCrDEM. ..........ooii e 81
NCA INtervieW tranSCDEA. .........uuiiiiieiiiiiee e e e e e e e 82
Interview questions for The Ocean ProjeCt..........ooooi i 84
Bill Mott iNterview tranSCHDEM.........oooi i 85
Alyssa Isakower interview tranSCrDEM. .........oooi oo e e e e e aaaaee e 86
Douglas Meyer interview transCribed.............uvueiieiiiiiieiiiiiieeee e 87

4| Page



Figures, tables & abbreviations

Figures

1. Research framework

2. Literature review process

3. Types ofonditionsin collaborative practie

4. Collaboration continuum

5. A framework for understanding crosgctor partnerships
6. Trustbuilding loop

7.Research objects and sources of information

8./ 2yRAGAZ2ZYE NBEt SOOIyl (2 bo9!'lv 3 ¢KS hOSIy t NRr2SOi
9.Condik 2ya NBtSOIyd G2 hNBI2y 3 ¢KS hOSty tNR2$SOGQ
10./ 2y RAGA2ya NBE SOyl G2 b/! 3 ¢KS hOSIy tNR2$SOi

11. SWOT analysis

Tables

1. Conditionssynthesized from literature

2. Provisions thatnay be made by researcher to address trustworthiness criteria

3. Eight principles for interview preparation stage

4. Interviewees

5. Conditions present in the partnerships that were relevant to achieving a collaborative advantage

Abbreviations

CAQDASE computer assisted qualitative data analysis software
CSR, crosssector partnership

NCAc North Carolina Aquarium (at Pine Knoll Shores)

NEAQ New England Aquarium

Oregong Oregon Coast Aquarium

TOR¢ The Ocean Project

5|Page



Chapter 1z Introduction

6| Page



1.1 Tackling wicked problems in the 21st century

Popuations are growing, resources are becoming saargbalization continugsand there are
ever increasig pressures on our ecosystemBom climate change tcclean water andfood
production;it is indubitabé that the number and complexity of problenghich we facetoday are
greater than ever befte. With new problems comeseed for new solutions and approaches.

¢ 2 R I sdcety can be characterized by general lack of awareness d@mvolvementregarding
environmental problems Wecaneasilysee that if we hope to address these issubgre is aneed

for new approacksto creating awareness and getting the public engaged in conserv&tiomthe
industrial revolution and into the consumer ewf the 2T century, developed and developing
nations alike have slowly begun to drift away from our connection with the environn@BCD
countries have created a consumer lifestyle, one whéaterging economiestrive to achieve for
themselves. Unfortunately, this lifgde has come at great costs to the health of our environment
and we have yet to see the most severe of repercussions which we will erldstead of growing

our own food, most of us buy it from the supermarket; instead of getting water from a nearhy rive
or lake, most of us buy bottled water or get it out of the tap; instead of making our own clothes,
most of us buy it from the retail store; and the list goes on and on. The point is, as our society has
become progressively more disconnected with our emwnent, in terms of how it sustains our
lives;we have subsequently lost ounindfulness and thebility to be stewards of the ecosystems
which we depend so much on.

Reports such as the recerfCC regrt on climate changedemonstratethat, indeed we do have a
significant amount of knowledge about environmental issaed their potential long term impacts
Moreover, here arepossibilities for alteng ourenvironmentally destructive patand rebuilding a
sustainable future for future generationglowerer, getting from point A to B is easier said than
done, and our current societaparadigmhasdrifted from the traditional approach ofisingscienific
evidence as our basis for addressing these types of isdtigsially every issuéhas become
politicized, particularly those concerning global commons. In our subjective wabjdctive science
cannot hope to influence the degree b&havioralchange which is requirediloreover, societiesire

faced with a wha host of economic issuemd given theémpactthat the recentrecession has had

on individual livelihoodthese issue$old a firm position as the number one concern for many and
most citizens iNOECD countriePew Research 2014Results from a Pew Research survey have
found that in both Europe anthe United States more citizens rank financial instability as a greater
concern than climate change (Pew Research 204d)ther Pew Researdurvey conductd during
2009, 2013 and 2014 found that in the United Steaesong 20 different issues testedealing with
global warmingranked 2° to last, only surpassinglobal trade issuegPew Research 2014
Economic issues dominatdtle top concernsYourinitial reacion might be similar to my own in
thinking that Americgl Q &notRp@vide the best benchmarfior gauging public awareness$ climate
change X G K2dz3K AG A& GNXzS GKI G moré Skbdicdl lthgmdrlye@dryy 6S Ol
other nation in a poll of 39 countries conducted in 2013, an average of only 1 out of 2 people felt
that climate tiange is a may threat to theircountry (Pew Research 2014

In spite of the lack of awarenesfNBE & S| NOK KI & & K 2 foy exainfld,siippott Y SNA O |
protecting the health of the ocean and environmeriiowever,individualsmost often lack the

practical knowledge forunderstanding how these issues relate to their own lives iaedrporating
conservation into their daily liveBMPACTResearch 2008 This statement is well reflected in the

saying give a man a fish and you feed him for a day; teach a todish and you feed him for a

lifetime® LYy 20KSNJ ¢2NRaz &2dz Oty 3IAGBS 'y AYRAQDARdZ
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show them how to act upon that, how can you expect them to change®, that is a slight
departure from theoriginal meaningbut it gets the message across. So, what does this all mean?
This serves to indicatethat the conventional method of education, although importaahd
necessaryis simply not enoughto stimulate behavioral change; more important than in depth
understanding of an issue is the practical knowledge for how to incorporate conservation action into
our daily livesand understad the relevance to our own livelihood\s a result of this predicament,

we can see thathere isan imperativefor developingnnovatve ways to raise public awarenemssd
foster citizen engagement in conservation action.

1.2 QGoss-sector partnerships

One of the ways in which new appro@sh to raise public awareness arehgagementin
conservatiomactioncan be fostered is through theopver of cross sector collaboration. Cross sector
collaboration, or cross sector partnerships (CSPs), happen on all different scales and scopes; most
often CSPs refer to when two institutions from separate societal sectors (public, private,
government) cometogether to collaborate and collectively address and issue or achieve a goal.
Partnerships have existed for centuries in many different forms to address many different issues.
CNRY ¢K2YlFIa 9RA&2YyQa LI NIYySNAKAL) dekelofkthewidarid a 2 NH |
f AGK(G odzZ o G2 0Gd2RlIeéQa C2NBald {GSéF NRaAKALI / 2dzy OA
standards, partnerships have, historically, been critical factors in shaping the society in which we live
today. Over the past couple afecades, and more recently through the economic crises, nations

across the globe have begun to experience rapid decentralization of government authority, which

has been marked largely by the international trend of decreasing governmental regulation and
increased privatization and outsourcing. In the wake of this societal transition there has been an
unmistakable growth of cross sector collaboration and CSPs. This phenomenon is widely recognized

and documented by scholars throughout academia (Ansell & @a6B; Austin 2000; Austin &

Seitanidi 2012; Googins & Rochlin 2000; Glasbergen 2010, 2011; Huxham & Vangen 1996, 2008,
2013; Selsky & Parker 2005).

In the remainder of the introductory chapterfirst describethe knowledge gap which | intend to
address vith this researchSecond, | givan explanation of my research objectigadthe scientific
relevance Third | presentmy primary research question and sghbestons used to guide this
research along with the research frameworkourth, | elaborate onhie methodsemployed in this
research project including a literature reviewase studyand direct observation.Lastly, | give a
comprehensive outline of the remaining contents of this thesis.

1.3 Knowledge gap

Over the recent years there has been a protfeon of studiesaddressingCSPs, covering everything
from how to evaluate them tohow-to guidelines for practitioners todevelop successful
partnerships. The literature on thisilsject comes from a variety dields and approaches, some of
the more promnent appoachesare discussed in l@apter 2 As a result of the diversity in the
literature, as many authors have not€@Googins and Rochlin 2000; Ansell & Gash 2007; Selsky &
Parker 2005)the research on CSRshighly fragmented. The current state of G8&earch suffers
from nonstandardized terminology, a lack of a comprehensive theory and little coordination
between scholarsOne attempt to develop a comprehensive thedor evaluating CSHsas been
made byHuxham & Vangen (2005 hese two scholars,hd have substantial experience working
within collaborative arrangementshave recently developed a theory with which to evaluate
collaborativearrangementswhich they have coined athe theory of collaborative advantagé his
theory, which | will discusis detail inChapter 2 offers a promising opportunity to build a stronger
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theoretical basisfor evaluatingcollaborative advantage and providing feedbdok partnership
practitioners

In brief, the theory of collaborative advantage evalwmatmllabordive arrangementsn order to

understand how they can be managed to increase the chances that the potential for advantage will

be hanessed(Huxham & Vangen 2005, pp. 1This is done via practiegiented research in which
partnerships are evaluated byhe researcher The researatr conceptualizes the synergiesic

tensions of the partnership dynamics witdonditions(e.g. communication, trust, power, etc.) and

the underlying key issues within thosenditions(e.g. how does trust positively/negatively fatt

the partnership). Theonditionsand underlying key issues are then presented to the partners in the

G & LJIA hRdies f@r Teflexive practide¢ KS& LINPQPARS || ol aia F2N) O2y&aAR
order) to collaborate, but they do not prescrileK | & (2 R2¢é 61 dzZEKI'Y 9 =+ y3Sy

However, as this theoritas only recently been developeit suffers from a lack of application and
hasnot been applied to research by other scholdfarthermorg it has not been applied within the
context of social innovationAs seial innovation is said to bénherently a concept allowing for
crossda SOG2NJ LI NI YSNEKALJA ¢ 0 h #hérezbliluesin ynderstinblifyLddni S NJT L
collaborative arrangements may foster this is the knowledge gap vudh this research addresses
This research will helpo demonstrate the quality and usefulness of the theady collaborative
advantageand subsequently contribute to closing the knowledge gap on how &8Rble tocreate
collaborative advantage and stirate social innovatio. This will be done througltase study
research in which | examine the partrahip between a small charitable organizatiomhe Ocean
Project, and three of its partner aquariumgdltimately, this will provide a unique insight intoeth
capability of partnerships téoster social innovation that intends facilitate asocietal shift towards
more sustainable behavior.

1.4 Research objective & relevance

In line with the theory of collaborative advantaghis research ipracticeoriented with theoretical
relevance (Huxham & Vangen 2005)he objectives of this research atmoth descriptive and
explanatory innature' (Verschuren & Doorewaard 2010)s aforementionedcurrently the only
attempt at developing a comprehensitieeory’ with which to evaluatecollaborative arrangements

is theory of collaborative advantageas beendeveloped by Huxham &avigen (2005)However,
although Huxham & Vanger2005)a G 4 S G KIF G §teéistidedded ® avddangikgh & &
scrutiny and refinedaccordngly€ they continue to state that theydo not regard this process as
complete, and would expect to see furtharefinements and developments of the concepts with
usagé Ol dzEKI| Y 3 pg R1F)ASa/resultntiere Is a need for building upon tiisdry.

With a stronger theoretical basis for understanding how CSPs are able to produce meaningful
outcomes, the results of this researchntribute to the Environmental Governance for Sustainable
Developmentprogram of the Copernicus Institute lproviding insight intohow CSPsare able to
create a collaborative advantage amstimulate social innovations to engage the public in
conservation action.

! The use oflescriptiveand explanatoryare intended to be consistent with the definitions provided by

Verschuren & Doorewaard (2010).

2| emphasize theory because although many frameworks have been developed erC there is
turephasizy treothdmyavbizaliasigbem spe dificatiyoidechapedies e daveling d ¢ebo@tiesriangements and
currently only one theory which has been specifically developed for evaluating collaborative arrangements and
that is the theory of collaborative advantage.
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The first objective of this research which is more theoretically relevgnis to examine the
relationship conditions of CSRdn the context of this case stugdwhich have beerconducive to
achieving a collaborative advantaged fostering social innovatiotn other words, | aim to build
upon the theory of collaborative advantadey evaluaing the conditions bthree partnerships
collaborative which have been able to foster social innovatiBy.building upon the theory of
collaborative advantage and attempting to create a stronger theoretical basis for researching
collaborative arrangement@ the context of ecial innovation this research is relevant tsocial
scientists studyin@€SP management social innovationin addition,as previously mentionedhere

is currently a lack foresearch on partnerships with th&im to foster social innovation to increase
public engagemenin environmental conservation and stimulate behavior change. As a réisiglt,
unique case study presenteth excellent opportunity for exploring a field within partnerships which
has yet to be gamined in.

The second objectivavhich ismore practically relevantis to produce a holistic understanding of
how the partnerships in this case studiyave been able to achieve eollaborative advantage and
stimulate social innovation toengage the public in conservation actiorhis second objente is
explanatoryin its nature and attempts to explain why these partnerships have been able to achieve
a collaborative advantagé&.his understandings practically relevant andaluable for practitioners
who are in similar situationsAccordingly, recomendations will be developed from the results
obtained during the data collection phase.

In sum, | aim talescribewhich conditionsare relevant within these partnerships a general sense.
Additionally | seek to give an in deptéxplanationinto each cae study anchow andwhy these
conditions have contributed tosuccessfulcollaboration. The first objective isnore theoretically
relevant i.e. whichconditionsare relevant to successful collaboration, and the second objective
which is more practicallyelevant, provides insight through contexdpecific explanations. These
points will be revisited in thenethodssection.

1.5 Research gquestion & framework
The following primary research questiomesearch frameworkand subquestions have been
developed tosteer the research.

Research question

- Under vhich conditionsare cross sector partnershigikely to achieve acollaborative
advantage?
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Figure 1. Research framework

Using the themes based theory of collaborative advantagaditionsare considered to be those
conditions which wee present within the partnerships that contributed the partnerships
achievement of a collaborative advantag€he research toolkplace in four separate phases.
Beginning with a literature review aimed to establisha substantial knowledge base within the
current literature on the theory of collaborative advantage, social innovatma CSPs. This first
phase served as the basis fdentifyingconditionswhich were likelyto be relevant to the case study
under analysis The conditions synthesized from thediterature review also serve as points of
reflection for the case study resultth subsguent phases I, the case studgnd Ill, the revision
phase, lfocused my research on narrowing down th@nditionswhich arerelevant toachieving a
collaborative dvantagein relation to the stimultion of programs, or social innovations, thatise
awareness and promote sustainability. In the final phase, based on the redulke diterature
review, the instrumental singlecase studyand the final revisionthe conditionsare translated into
conditions anddevelomed into recommendationdor the institutions participating inthis study as
well as for practitionersn general,on which conditions ofCSPsare most relevant to achieving
collaborative advantagedhe goal ofinstrumental case study i® examine a specific instande
order to understand a general principle (llott et al. 2013). In this case, | am interested in studying the
instance of social innovationin the context of CSP# understand a general pciple, how
partnerships achieve eollaborative advantagdn consideration of my position as an intern at The
Ocean Project throughout every phaswas activelycollectingrelevantdata as adirect observer.
The data fromdirect observations, althougltollected throughout the entire project, was applied
during phase lll, the final revision.

Phase Iz Literature Review

The first phase of thisesearchwas focused on a review of existing literature on the theory of
collaborative advantage, social inrasion andCSPsThe purpose ofhis phase of research was

gain an overall understanding of key concepts within these respective fields, identify commonalities
and differences, and develogn overview of whicltonditions As previously mentioned,ltaough

this phase is an important first step, it should be noted that thaditionswhich have beendrawn

from this phase of research will act as a guide in my researtfeifiollowing phases, they doot
represent a structured overview aonditionsand, asa result additionalconditionsand issues are
added or eliminated in the subsequent phases of the case stidgreover, the discussions of
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conditionsin literature were used as points of reflection for the results of the intervie®er an
idea of whichsourceshave beenused in this phase of the research, dbe Referencessection

These sourceserve as the basis for the literature reviel.the followingmethodssection | go into
detail on exactly how | conducted this phase of the research, whiduded the use of the
computerassisted qualitative data analysis software (CAQDAS), Dedoose.

Qb-questions for this phase

- According to literature on the theory of collaborative advantage wtwtditions are
likely to hinder and/or foster partnerships atyilto achieve a collaborative advantage?

- According to literature on the theory of social innovation wbanditionsare likely to
hinder and/or foster partnerships ability to achieve a collaborative advantage?

- According to literature on the theory of ceosector partnerships, whatonditionsare
likely to hinder and/or foster partnerships ability to achieve a collaborative advantage?

Phase 11z Case study Interviews & direct observation

Following the literature review in Phasan which an ovenew of conditionshasbeen developedin

Phase || the case study phase, my primary source of data came $emistructuredinterviewsthat

were conductedwith practitioners The case study was conducted as an exploratory instrumental
single case study, given niyterest in studying the phenomenon of social innovation within the
context of CSPs in order to gain further insight into how CSPs are able to achieve a collaborative
advantage.

The purpose of thisecondphase wago developan understanding of the reladnship between
collaboration and social innovatiorspecifically, tajather insight into wkth conditionshave been
relevant to achieving a collaborative advantage within the context of stimulating new approaches
towards engaging the public in conservatiaction Electing to use theemistructured interview
format in this phasé the interviewswere conducted withthe Directors of Education frorthree
partners of ie Ocean Project, New England Aquarium, North Carolina Aquarium and Oregon Coast
aquarium, all of which havebeen able toachieve a collaborative advantage arstimulate
innovation. In addition to interviewing, this phase took place during my internship in which | was
also collecting data from direct observation. This included data from infocoratersations, weekly
meetings with The Ocean Project, and also during my time spent at a symposium in Chicago on
Innovation in the Living World@ his is explored further in the methods section.

After carrying out interviews with each of the partners adeéntifying conditionsrelevant to each

case | then conductd interviews with the employes of The Ocean Projetd further triangulate

the resultsof the interviewsand enhance the reliability and validity of the resuEssentially, the
purpose of theinterviews with The Ocean Project employees was to determine whether or not the
conditionsidentified by the partners were also reflected by the responses of The Ocean Project
employees. This allowed me to gain a further understanding of which elemerilts gaotners
RARKRARY QO ARSYGATE a AYLERNIIFIYyGO®

Using the results ddll ofthe interviews, | synthesizkthe conditionsand which hadeen identified
by the intervewees as relevant to the achievement of collaborative advantage and fostering social

% This point is expanded upon in the methods section.
* Justification for thigormat as well as the justification for the sample selection are provided in the methods
section.
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innovdion. | elaborateon how | carried out the interview process, including how the participants
were selected in themethodssection.

Subquestiors for this phase

- According to practitioners, whabnditionsK A Y RSNJ I YRk 2NJ F2aGSNJ G§KSA
ability to achieve a collaborative advantage and stimulate social innovation?

- According to mylirectobservation, whatonditionsappear to hinder and/or foster the
ability of partnerships to achieve a collaborative advantage and stimulate social
innovation?

Phase Il zFinal revision of conditions The third phase of this research was to makenralf
revision of theconditionswhich have been identified, synthesized and revised. In this phase of the
research, using the results of theterviews, combined with my dict observations, | haveevised
the conditionsand by going back over tlosewhich wereidentified andsynthesizedn the literature
review and analyzing how they relate to the case study findingthin this research. From this
revision | havemade a finh synthesisof conditions which have beenrelevant to achieving a
collaborative advantage withithese CSPsConsistent with the argumentation behind the theory of
collaborative advantage (Huxham & Vangen 2008grgthe extreme heterogeneity of collabdiee
arrangements in everything from their size to scope this final revisiaooditionsis not intended

to serve as ay kind ofprescribed framework for achieving a ladlorative advantage ocas a howto
recipe for success. Rather the purpose is to tadthe knowledge base of the theory of collaborative
advantage and provide practiceriented examples which other practitioners may see as
transferable to their own situations

Phase 1Vz Recommendations

The fourth and final phase of this research jpat will be the development oftwo sets of
recommendations for partnership practitionerdhe first set of recommendations has been
developed uniquely for each of the practitioners who participated within this study; die
conceptbehind the theory of callborative advantage is to evaluaseCSP by identifyingonditions

and underlyingconditionswithin that CSP andased on thoseonditions to present a picture back

to the practitioners within tlat CSP Through this evaluation method the researcher ideatn
provide the practitioners with a holistic understanding of the synergies and tensions which ought to
be managed appropriately in order to continue producing a collaborative advahtage

Subqguestion for therecommendationgor The Ocean Project an$ partners

- What conditionsand key issues of the cross sector partnerships between The Ocean
Project and three of its partner aquariums are most relevant to the aaniewe of
collaborative advantage?

Following the first set of recommendations, a secsed of recommendations has been developed
for practitioners with an interest imchievinga collaborative advantageBased on theconditions
have been synthesizeflom the previous phases of researthis second set ofecommendations
will be developedfor practitioners with suggestedonditionswhich are relevant to overcoming
potential colldorative barriers and capitalizing on potential opportuniti@dthough this will not be

a guide or a recipe for success, it will provide practitioners vati exanples of collaboration and

®This point will be revisited in more detail in the discussion the theory of collaborative advantage.
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allow them to make their own judgment as to how well the exampégate to their own situations.
The second set of recommendations aims to contribute to answering the primary research question.

1.6 Outline

The second chapteof this thesisdetails the literature review on th&ey concepts related to this
research paper and theonditionswhich are relevant to this research. The concepts include cross
sector partnerships, social innovation and collaborative advantagegin witha description of the
methods employed in the literature review. Following this | describe the concept of collaborative
advantage and taken in depth look at the theory that | have chosen to adapt my theoretical
framework from, the theory of collaborativedvantage, which has been developed by scholars Chris
Huxham and Siv Vangen (200b}hen provide a description of social innovation, what it is, its
current state in academia, how it relates to this research and a justification for my conceptualization.
After the discussion on social innovation isdescriptive overview oSome ofthe mainstream
approaches and frameworks which have been developed by scholars to evaluate cross sector
partnerships. This overview will provide the reader with a holistic péctaf the different ways in
which cross sectopartnerships have been evaluatadd provide the context for the justification of

the approachl havetaken in this research. Finally, based on the aforementioned literature, |
synthesize theconditions that | anticipated were relevant to thecase study. The synthesized
conditionsform the theoretical underpinning for my approach and the basis for my methodology.

In the third chapter, lthoroughly outline the case study design and methodghich have been
employed in this research. Beginning with a justification of my choice foreamploratory
instrumental singlecase study with embedded units and then moving on to a description of the
sources of information from which data were collected. Information is theavigled on the
interview methodology, including a justification for the sample selection as well as the preparation
and implementation processes. The chapter is closed with a short synopsis of the direct observation
methods.

Chapter four details the casgudy under investigationthe partnership between The Ocean Project
andthree ofits partner aguariums. In this section | provide a brief history of The Ocean Project as
well as a description of the partner aquariums, New England Aquarium, Oregon Coasticarad

the North Carolina Aquarium Sociefor each of the aquariums which have been included | provide
a description of the partnership which has been constructed from the responses of the interviews
and verified as accurately interpreted by the resgents.

In the fifth chapter using the data collected from each of the methodsflect upon the similarities

and differences between theonditionsidentified in the irterview responsesThis provides the
reader with an idea ohow certainconditionshave influenced partnerships in similar or different
ways. In Chapter 6 | first discuss the limitations and strengths of this rese&ishs Tollowed by a
conclusion in whiclan answer for the research is question is provided. This is done by using the
conditionsthat have been identified in the castudy and translating thenmto conditions which

have beenconducive tod KS  LJ NIy SNA KA LE Oolladoi@tike\ SddubtygsMoie 2 F
specifically, these conditions are translated from theseaditionswhichwere crosscutting all of the
interview responses, i.e. conditions which were common to each of the partnerships collaborative
advantage.

After the conclusion, having reflected upon the interview responses, the literature, and my own
direct observatin, general recommendationsare made for the partnerships which have been
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evaluated in this researchContinuing, | provide specific recommendations for each of the
partnerships. The purpose of providing specific recommendations for each of the individual
aquariums is based on the theoretical appro&chployed in this research which recognizies high

level of complexity and the heterogeneity between every partnership renders the generalizability of
results to be difficult. Taking this into consideratioack partnership will naturally have different
conditionswhich are relevant to their partnersHip

® This approach is discussed in detail in tieory ofcollaborative advantageection.
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Chapter 27 Successful crossector
partnerships: a literature review
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2.1 Introduction
This chapter aims to answer the following sgiestions:

- Accordig to literature on the theory of collaborative advantage wiltanditions are
likely to hinder and/or foster partnerships ability to achieve a collaborative advantage?

- According to literature on the theory of social innovation wbanditionsare likely to
hinder and/or foster partnerships ability to achieve a collaborative advantage?

- According to literature on the theory of cross sector partnerships, wiaditionsare
likely to hinder and/or foster partnerships ability to achieve a collaborative advaftag

In this chapter | carry out two tasks. First, | provide an introduction into the concepts and theory
used in this research, beginning with the concept of collaborative advantage. This is immediately
followed by a brief overview of the theoretical appich for this research, adapted from the theory

of collaborative advantagén which | describe how the theory was established, its purpose, and the
fundamental elements(conditions) | continue with an overview of some of the mainstream
approaches for evahting CSPs. The overview provides the reader with an understanding of a few of
the mainstream approaches, or frameworks, which have been developed by scholars from various
fields to evaluate the CSPs.

Second, | provide the results of my synthesisarfdtions from a literature review conducted on the

each of the key concept areas. The purpose of this literature review was to establish a knowledge
base ofconditionswhich are relevant to achieving a collaborative advantage. Tbesditionsserve

as pointsof reflection for the case study findings that have been collected in the subsequent phases
of the research. Theonditionssynthesized in this chapter serve only as a knowledge base, and as

such are not static, but rather are considered to be impermaramd are refined using data from

the subsequent phases of research. Before carrying out the aforementioned tasks, | describe the
methods employed in this review.

2.2 Literature collection & analysis

In this first phase of research the literature review wasiducted to develop a sufficient knowledge
base about the concepts of collaborative advantage, social innovation and cross sector partnerships
and to synthesize a list ebnditions Having known initially that | was interested in a case study on
how CSP are able to achieve a collaborative advantage and stimulate public engagement in
conservation, the starting point of this research and the literature review began with my search for
an appropriate theoretical approach. While several different approatiza® been developed over

the recent decades (see section on CSPs in Chapter 2) | was most intrigued by the theory of
collaborative advantage, which is described in depth in Chapter 2. Holding a constructivist
perspective, andni line with the notion that eality and truth are relative and subjectiyBaxter &

Jack 2008), my interest in this theoretical approach came from that fact that the theory
acknowledges that every collaborative arrangement, although maybe similar, are different, and
need to be manageds such. In other words, the theory does not attempt to develop a recipe for
successful collaboration, but rather uses reflective practice to provide recommendations to manage
in order to potentially achieve collaborative advantage. Moreover, with thguanicase study which

| have chosen to evaluate, the theory of collaborative advantage appeared to be both the most
comprehensive and the most flexible in terms of application.
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Having chosen my theoretical approach, the next step was to develop a knowdadgewith which

to begin my research. Knowing that | was interested in studying CSPs and how they are able to
stimulate social innovation (i.e. develop new approaches towards engaging the public in
conservation action), | first began by reviewing literaton the theory of collaborative advantage to
establish an overview aonditions after which | began reviewing literature on social innovation and
CSPs in order to find any additior@inditionswhich were not covered by the theory and had
potential reevance to this case study. Using all of these literary sources, with the assistance of
Dedoosethe online computer assisted qualitative data analysis (CAQDAS) saftivihem made an
overall synthesis afonditionsfor the case study (see Figure 3).

( Literature on ]
social
- innovation -
Literature on the_theory Overview of Synthesis of
of collaborative themes from
themes i
advangate literature
Literature on
CSPs

Figure 2. Literature review process

My literature review was conducted primarily with articles retrieved from Google Scholar, with
FRRAGAZ2Y T a2dz2NODSa FNRBY {02LJzaz ! NBSOKG | yADBSNEA?
PaAy3 1 Seg2NRa adzOK a GO2NI LB ANYSNBEKALROEY Glaza
AY @FNA2dza O2YO0AYyl GA2yas Sd3ad aONRPAa aSOG2N LI
FRGFyYy(GF3aS YR a20Alt Ayy20FiA2yés SG0d GKAa S|
collaborative research,amely James E. Austin & M. May Seitanidi, John W. Selsky & Barbara Parker,

John Bryson & Barbara Crosby, and of course, Chris Huxham & Siv Vangen. Each of these authors
have developed approaches towards analyzing CSPs and focus on collaborative management,

such they served as the basis for my literature review on both collaborative advantage and CSPs.
Other authors who have also written about the conditions which affect collaborative arrangements

have also been included.

In addition, | sought out litetture on social innovation; however, due to the limited number of
articles on social innovation in the context of collaboration, | relied primarily upon books discussing
social innovation in general (Murray et al. 2010; Franz et al. 2012; Adam & WesiitadQsburg &
Schmidpeter 2013) with a few additional supplementary articles (see Refereftespurpose for

not delving deeply into the social innovation literature was #etd. First, the purpose of the
literature review was to familiarize myself wikkey concepts and to synthesize relevaonditions

for the subsequent case study, not to carry out in depth desk research. The second was in
consideration of time and space limitations.

From my searches | collected 32 documents with which to begin miyesia ofconditions Of
course, this was a fairly superficial review and there rmany more scholarly articles which could
have been utilized in this process. However, the purpose of the initial literature review was only to
provide a knowledge base fdhe subsequent research phases; an in depth reviewarfditions
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would be enough to constitute multiple books. Asnditionsappeared in data in the subsequent
phases, the literature was revisited as a point of reflection. For example, trust is a therolke whi
appeared in the literature and also in the interviews, so after the interviews were conducted and the
theme of trust was identified, | revisited the literature on the theme of trust in depth for further
reflection. On the other hand, scope, was anotlteeme which appeared frequently in the
literature, but unlike trust it did not surface as a relevant theme during the interviews; hence,
although it was a theme identified in the literature as potentially relevant, due to the fact it did not
appear in thdanterviews, it was never analyzed in depth.

The synthesis process was relatively straightforward. Beginning with literature from the theory of
collaborative advantage, | began to highlight statements about collaborative arrangements which |
thought maybe relevant to the case study, e.g. communication, common aims, leadership, etc. In
order to do this systematically and efficiently, | used Dedoose to code the relevant statements into
nodes which represented theonditions Specifically, with each article would highlight those
statements which were both thematic in nature, recurring through the texts, and were related to the
conditions which either hinder or foster successful collaboration. For example, trust was one of the
first conditionswhich | cameacross as a condition which is important in collaboration, so when
analyzing the literature whenever | came across statements which were related to trust in
collaboration, | would code that excerpt under the themetfst. In the event that a statement
made reference to multipleconditions that statement would be coded under each of the respective
conditions

During this process certaiconditionswere left out from my synthesis as they were considered
irrelevant to this particular research, nametiemacracy The reason for leaving democracy out was
because | assumed that the collaborative arrangements in this case study are not heavily affected by
democratic dynamics. For example, the context in which the theme democracy was referred to was
in regards ¢ equal decision making power among partners in the collaborative arrangement; mostly
referencing the need for external stakeholder participation and engagement. In consideration of the
absence of any external stakeholdeiated decisiormaking, | felt tlat democracy would not apply

to this case studyHowever, given the fact thatonditionsare dynamic, in the event that eliminated
conditionsresurfacal in the subsequent phases of data collection, as the theory demahdy,

would be revisited in the finlrevision ofconditions

2.3 Collaborative advantage

Before defining the term collaborative advantage, it is first important to define collaboration.
Collaboration is &erybroad term and covers a massive scope and s@dleorigin of the root word

col- which comes from Latimeansjointly or together, which brings us tdhe one commonality
between all types of collaboration: it can never be done alo@ellaboration happens between
individuals, organizations, nations and everywhere in between. The meafw collaborating are
infinite, whether it is individuals collaborating to manage common goods or a research group trying
to develop a cure for cancer; collaboration is everywhere. In this study, the type of collaboration
under examination is that of €S, an introduction to which came in section 1.1. The goal of every
CSP is to achieve a collaborative advantage. The tettaborative advantagés used frequently
throughout collaborative literature, but it is often times referred to without any defimit{Lasker et

al. 2001; Hansen & Nohria 2004). At its most broad conceptualization, a collaborative advantage can
be defined as achieving an outcome which is advantageous to those parties involved. A narrower,
field-specific definition can be found in basiss where collaborative advantage, which is also called
Ge2Ayld O2YLISIGAGAGS FTROIyGlr3Sés NBFSNR (2 aoSyS:
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that could not have been achieved by any single institution acting independently (Mei et al. 2008). In
between these definitions a broad but narrow enough definition has been developed by Huxham &
Vangen (2006) who define a collaborative advantagé asK I (igy éag hé &diieved by integrating

GKS NB&2dNDS& | yR SELISNI A &S .mEondsiesy @ithiBd pyimafy G A 2 y
objective of this research, | am interested in evaluating the conditions which help produce that
synergy and for all ieints and purposes this definition is the most suitable for this research.
However, thetype of synergy which can be achieved through collaboration is very broad, such as
process efficiency, outcome efficiency, or any other kind of synergistic benefit wiaighresult from
collaboration. In light of this, it is important to further operationalize the concept of collaborative
advantage as it relates to this research. In this research, the type of collaborative advantage which |

am evaluating is that which lda to the development of hew approaches for engaging the public in
conservation action. In other words, in the context of this research, a collaborative advantage is
considered to be achieved when the partnership has been able to produce social inndwattien

form of new approaches for engaging the public in conservation action.

2.4 The theory of collaborative advantage

After defining collaborative advantage it is important to provide a brief introduction into the theory
of collaborative advantage, whicprovides the theoretical basis for this researdiine theory of
collaborative advantage was officially coined by authors Chris Huxham and Siv Va2@@hiimthe

| dzii K 2 NAv@naging ® iCallaborate: the Theory and Practice of Collaborative Advarithge
theory is a themedased theory, the origin of which has been grounded in o5 yearsof
extensive empirical research conducted by the authors (Huxham & Vangen 2018)uitiation of

this theory is the themes; themes represebiNJ O G A (AR y S KA dZWFHRANQ NB I NRA Y :
which were derived from very general questions (Huxham & Vangen 2013). Themes are important
indicators of practitioners concerns, those themes which appear most frequently in partnerships are
practitioner generated thems Practitioner generated themes are derived solely from interviews
with practitioners, as opposed to the research generated themes which are drawn from data, for
example. Some of the practitioner generated themase: common aims; commitment and
determiration; communication; compromise; resources; trust; power; appropriate working
processes; accountability; and democracy and equ@fitxkham & Vangen 2013). These practitioner
generated themes provide the basis for the theomjthough the authors acknowtige that these
themes are not fixed nor are the particular labels which are used (as demonstrated with the dotted
lines in Figure 1.). Additional themesy be present in collaborative arrangemeatsdas suctthey

may vary from partnership to partnershithe themesbased structure acts as a starting point from
which a more specific framework may be developed. In addition to practitioner generated themes,
the authors have developed three other related themes which have been derived from different
sources.The first of these three isrosscutting themes Cross cutting themes are those themes
which, based on the authors research, were present within multiple different partnerships but were
not explicitly identified through interviews with practitioners. Fexample,from the empirical

resde NOK O2y & NJzO (i éitRorsam@mbéréhp stiickue@eksba®igsue that was often

not explicitly acknowledged by practitioners but appeared to cmsgspartnerships in most of the
data. Secondpolicy generated temesis an additional theme category which was added to the
theory in consideration of some of the normative goafscollaboration such as learning, which
policy makers aim to achievmut are often not recognized by practitioner&lthough these themes

"Within the context of this studthemeswill be referred to agonditionsthroughout the remainder of the
paper.
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may not be acknowledged by practitioners, when considering the ability of policy makers to
influence practice, the authors felt it was an important theme to %didis important to note that,

due to the fact the partnerships in this case study are naicitrred or guided by written policies,

the partnership arrangements within this research are not influenced by policy generated themes.
Therefore, this is a thematic area which will not be revisited in the remainder of this research. The
third type of addiional themes igesearchgenerated themeResearch generated themese the

most recent addition to the theory and consist of themes which have been identified by researchers
(as posed to directly from practitionejsas applicable to collaboration. Soregamples include
social capital and identity (Huxham & Vangen 2013). Figgym®vides an overview of all ththemes.

It is important to point out that the themes are presented separately for the purpose of presenting
the research in a more manageable waywhich practitioners can consider each theme in isolation
from the others while taking into account the overlapping aspects.

Practitioner
generated themes

~.. Common
S Aims

Accountabilily
Communication \ Z— e
and Language m Democracy
\ and

— = Equality

Cross-cutting
themes

<:Membership Structures:>

L L S \: D Social Capital

c|e|u B — p

a|ajte ! o :

d r c i e ;

c n < : -

r ! S ! Researcher
Policy S n s ; generated

generated h g themes

themes '

P

Source: Huxham and Vangen (2005, p. 38)
Figure 3Types of themes in collaborative practice.

The purpose of thitheory is to develop a holistic picture of the priet of collaboration that can be
understood clearly by practitioners while simultaneously capturing the complexity which is inherent
to the process of collaboration. By using the therdbased structure, researchers can examine
which themes are the most ehpitly present in a partnership and how the underlying key issues
influence those themes and the partnershifn underlyingkey issuecan be defined as a specific
matter that underlies a theme. The underlying key issues of each theme will vary from rshifne

to partnership and can represent either a tension or syneiggyr examplepower is a theme, but
power is an ambiguous term and depending on the context it may entail many different things, this

8 Policy generated themes will not be included in the final outcomes of this research as they do ndbapply
this particular case study.
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the respective partners igiewed to be aseverely unbalancelly one of the partners, causing that

partner to feel nferior and subordinatethis would be an example on an underlying key issue which

is causing tension in the partnership and may be negatively affecting the ability of that partnership

to achieve a collaborative advantdge b2 6> f S Q& & thére i®aparindtsBip har&k S NJ K |
both partners feel that they have an equal level of control and input in the partnerships activities

and as such increases the ability to create a synergy and achieve a collaborative advantage. In both

of these examples the #tme of power is present, but the underlying key issues give light to the
context in which that theme may be characterized as, for example, a positive or negative influencing
factor. By examining these underlying key issues, it is then possible to detewfioh issues are

the most prominent in a partnershjpg.e. where the synergies and tensions are. After the themes

have been identified they can be used provide practitioners with a holistic picture of the
partnership with which they can reflect upatevelop recommendation for practitioners on how

these issues might bmanaged in the future.

2.5 Social innovation

The purpose of this section is to provide a brief introduction into the concept of social innovation, its
relevance to this case study and havwas been conceptualized within the context of this research.
Although considerably less so than literature on collaborative advantage and cross sector
partnerships, the literature on social innovation has also provided insightconditionswhich may

have been particularly relevant for this case study, in particulactmeitionsof learning networks,
andscope Theseconditionswill be explored further in the synthesis at the end of the chapter.

According to the Stanford Center for Social Innovati@d 2 OA | £ Aig/ayhavel lsalufiod 6 a d
social problem that is more effective, efficient, sustainable, or just than present solutions and for
GKAOK GKS @FfdzS ONBIGSR | OONHzS& LINA Y NRWweh 2 az2c
the rise of wicked problems, some of which were briefly discussed in the introduction, society as a
whole, and more specifically the public, private, and governmental sectors have begun to turn to
social innovation as a capable of providing solutions to manyactable issues. As such,
collaboration has begun to play an increasing role in innovation; particularly NGO and business
sector (Osburg & Schmidpeter 2013). Many scholars acknowledge that social innovation is inherently
a collaborative conceptAdam &Westlund 2012; Franz et al. 2012; Murray et al. 2010; Mulgan et al.
2007, Osburg & Schmidpeter 2013). This often takes place in the form of an NGO identifying a
problem and calling upon companies to help solve it, which is similar to the scenario thatkbas

place between The Ocean Project and zoos, aquariums, and museums (Osburg & Schmidpeter 2013).
In essence, The Ocean Project, which functions as a network, has identified the issue of the inability
of conventional visitor engagement methods to stiaiel conservation oriented behavior and hence

has called upon the community to develop innovative approaches towards engaging visitors to take
conservation action and stimulate behavior changeerefore, in the context of this research,

social innovatiornis referred to asninnovative development or modification of visitor engagement
methods with the goal of stimulating behavior change and increasing visitor engag in
conservation actions. For many social innovations, behavior change is a fundam@aniadnent

%1t should be noted that this is simply an example and there are surely situations in which, although power is
imbalanced, the partnership is able to achieve a collaborative advantage due to the influence of other
conditions When looking at the achievement of a collaborative advantage none of these conditions can be
considered in isolation from one another, but must be viewed as a holistic picture.
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(Obsurg & Schmidpeter 2013). For example, in the case of this research, the education departments
of the aquariums are trying to develop programs to encourage visitors in taking conservation action.
In this case, behavior changetlie key indi@tor of success, without which the programs, or social
innovation, would likely be considered a failure.

Social innovation, like innovation, is conceptualized to be developed through a series of stages
(Mulgan et al. 2007). Specifically, four stages,dtating point of which is the awareness of a need
that is not being met. In the case of this research, the need that is not being met is public
engagement in conservation and sustainability, a result of which is the continued pollution and
detriment of the environment. The second stage is the developing, prototyping and piloting of ideas.
This second stage is where this research has been grounded. At the time the research was being
conducted, the grantees of the Innovative Solutions Grants+ Program haseddaheir funds from

and had begun working with Douglas Meyer on the implementation of their innovative programs. At
this particular stage, each grantee had already developed their idea and begun to design plans for
implementation and piloting of the &hs. The next, and third, innovation stage is evaluating whether

or not the idea has been effective and then scaling that idea up. The fourth and final stage is learning
from the experiences in the previous three stages, such as the unexpected consequences
unforeseen applications, and evolving to maintain innovation momentum. Taking into consideration
the fact that this research was conducting during the second stage of innovation, this research has
not attempted to evaluate the success or effectivenegshe innovative solutions under scrutiny. As
such, this research doemt attempt to provide insight into howguccessfusocial innovations can be
developed through cross sector partnerships, but is rather focused on the thematic partnership
conditions vhich have been conducive to the stimulation of social innovations. Unfortunately, given
my limited research time, | have not been able to conduct any assessment of the outcomes of the
social innovations which have been developed. However, this reseaaiimésl at providing insight

into the conditionswhich are relevant to the achievement of a collaborative advantage, and as such
the inability to determine the success of the social innovations under investigation does not pose
any substantial barrier to prucing relevant and useful results. That being said, an interesting next
step in this research could be to analyze the success rate of the social innovations and measure their
outcomes, which could provide valuable insight into the development of sucdesstial
innovations.

In sum, a social innovation is an innovation developed with the explicit intent of providing value to
society as a whole, rather than private individuals. For the purpose of this research, this is
operationalized as the development mnovative programs by aquariums for engaging their visitors
to take conservation action. Due to the fact that these innovative programs have yet to be fully
implemented, this research does not aim to provide insight into successful social innovatian but
rather focused on the achievement of collaborative advantages which have produced social
innovation.

2.6 Cross-sector partnerships

In this section | give an overview of three approaches and frameworks which have been developed
by scholars for evaluatg CSPs, these are toentinuum approachplatform-framework approach
andthe governance framework approachhe purpose of the overview is to provide the reader with

a basic understanding of the context in which partnerships have been studied, andjgahtg the

basis for the justification of the theoretical approach which | have chosen to fadditionally, the
literature on these approaches has contributed to the basis for the synthesisnafitionsfrom CSP
literature.
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Three approaches to evaluating CSPs

Partnerships have been created on all scales and scopes to address all kinds of issues. One of the
common objectives for which partnerships are formed is to address social issues. The social issues
can range across a broad spectrum, with evenghiom Starbucks partnership with coffee growers

G2 LINPGARS FIANI GNIRS 41383 G2 LY9! Qa LI NIySNAK
and innumerable others. Partnerships offer a unique opportunity for actors from different sectors of
society to come together and create collaborative advantages through sharing knowledge and
learning, and ultimately foster the stimulation of social innovatf8n#deally, partnerships allow
different societal sectors to bring their skills together and incre&ser toverall capacity to address
a20AFf A&aadzsSao 126SHSNE a 6S R2y Qi ftABS Ay I LX
an easy task and the path towards building a successful partnership is laden with unforeseen
obstacles and opportunitee which have been documented by many scholars (Ansell & Gash 2007;
Austin 2000; Austin & Seitanidi 2012; Huxham & Vangen 1996, 2008, 2013; Schiller & Almog 2013;
Bryson et al. 2006; Selsky & Parker 2005). Moreover, partnerships may have initial success (or
failure) but then fail (or succeed). Partnerships are not a static collaborative arrangement and they
must be managed as such in order to continue producing creating value for both partners and avoid
falling intocollaborative inertiaCollaborative ineia is a term coined by Huxham and Vangen (2005)

to describe when a CSP is no longer producing advantageous outcomes and becomes characterized
by a state of stagnation. The ability to overcome obstacles, seize upon opportunities, maintain long
term collaboative advantage, avoid collaborative inertia, and ultimately produce a successful
partnership is highly dependent on a number of factors. These factorspratitions'’, have been
addressed extensively in literature (Ansell & Gash 2008; Austin 2000; &uSéitanidi 2012; Bryson

et al. 2006; Googins et al. 2000; Huxham 1993, 2003; Huxham & Vangen 1996, 2008, 2013; Selsky &
Parker 2005; Le Ber & Branzei 2010; Rondinelli & London 2003; Holmes & Moir 2007; Das & Teng,
1997). According to scholars, these fast conditions or conditions, range from trust to
organizational culture and everything in between. Thesaditionsand their underlying issues are

critical to the success of partnerships. Some are stated to be more critical during the formation of
the partnership, such as trust, and some are more critical during the implementation phases, such as
commitment. A more in depth discussionaafnditionswill take place at the end of this chapter.

Research on CSPs has been carried out across many disciplinesgealth care to education, and

as a result has been approached by researchers within these fields differently in terms of theoretical
frameworks, models, objectives and goals. Here | discuss three mainstream approaches towards
evaluating CSPs followdnyy a discussion of the approach which | have chosen. Although | have
chosen to base my research primarily on the theory of collaborative advantage, which will be
discussed in a following section, the approaches discussed here offer interesting evaluation
techniques and as such have influenced my approach. Moreover, | have chosen to include an
overview of these approaches because | believe it is important for the reader to have a clear
understanding of the different ways in which CSPs may be evaluated.

This first approach | discuss here is tlw@ntinuum approachfollowed by a discussion of the
platform-framework approachand | conclude withgovernance framework approachAs
aforementioned, after descriptions of the approaches | discuss social innovatiothartdeory of

% Eor the purpose of this research, social innovations refer to new appesaiwards raising awareness and
creating public engagement in conservation. This will be revisited in a following section.

" Factors, themes and conditions will all be used interchangeably throughout this paper to refer to partnership
relationship factos.
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collaborative advantage. At the end of the chapter, based on my literature review, | present a
synthesis otonditionswhich | expeadto be relevant to my research.

The continuum approach

James E. Austin, a professor at Harvard Businds®oGdas written a significant amount on CSPs
and collaboration has developed thepllaboration continuum(Austin 2010). The collaboration
continuum (See Figure 1) providesframework which, depending on the degree and level of
interaction in collaboratin, categorizes partnerships into one of three different typologies, or
stages.

7
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the philanthropic stageThis stage is characterized by a charitable d@ontributing resources to a

nonprofit or advocacy group for any given cause. The resources which often come in the form of
funds are provided to the nonprofit or advocacy by the charitable donor (usually a corporation or
foundation). In this stage the dom does not have much, if any, say in how those resources will be

used. In fact, often times the donors at this stage of collaboration do not even require follow up
reports on the usage or impact of those resources (Austin 2010). An example of a paptrardia

philanthropic stage is a foundation which donates to a nonprofit or advocacy group, and the
transaction ends there. Although the foundation may want to see their resources used to promote a
particular cause, at this stage they do not interact witkir partner in a collaborative manner.

The second stage in the collaboration continuum is ttemsactional stageln the transactional

a0 38 GKS LI NIYySNB &dOF NNBE 2dzi GKSANI NBaz2daNDS SE
22). For examlg, one of the common types of partnerships at this stagemisserelated marketing
Causerelated marketing partnerships occur when a corporation partners with a nonprofit to further

a cause while simultaneously-boanding their own brand to increasedh own profitability. In this

type of partnership both partners have a more heavily invested interest in the outcome of the
partnership and, in contrast to the philanthropic stage, the donors or corporations do have a say in

what the objective of the partership is and how to implement it. To illustrate this using one of
ldzaG Ay Qad oOoHnmn0 SEFYLX Sazr (KS Of2(KAy3 O2YLI} yeé
organization dedicated to putting young people into service and transforming Americanysociet

Initially, this partnership was characterized by the philanthropic stage, where Timberland was
providing charitable contributions to City Year, but the transaction ended there. The partnership
evolved into a transactional stage when Timberland went femiely providing resources to actively

working together with City Year on multiple different levels; from being the official supplier of City
CSENRA dzyAFT2NXa G2 /[ Ade | -Buldag aadidivasty thifidgRA Y 3 ¢ A Y0 S

LEVEL OF ENGAGEMENT LOW>o0000000mm0mmnnnnnnnnsns>HIGH
e Nature of Relationship Philanthropic>>>>Transactional>>>>Integrative
e Magnitude of Resources Small>>>>>>>>>>>5>5>>50>>>>>>>>Big
e Scope of Activities Narrow>>>>>>>>5>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>Broad
e Importance to Mission Peripheral>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>Central
e Interaction Level Infrequent>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>Intensive
e Managerial Complexity Simple=>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>Complex
e Social Value Modest>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>Magnified

Figure4. Colhboration continuum (Austin 2000)
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when the level of engagement and degree of interaction between partners becomes very high, as

seenin figure 1. Atthi & dF 38> GKS LI NIYSNEQ YAaarazya | NB |}
exchanges intensify and personnel interactions become more frequent. In this stage, the partnership
0502YSa | FdzyRIFEYSyYyidlt O2YLRYSYy(d 27F y2lskn, it NIy S1
ultimately takes the form of an institutionalized alliance. To illustrate this stage with the previous
SEFYLXS 2F ¢AYOSNIIYR FyR /AdG& | SINR& LI NIyYySN&
transactional to integrative when Timberlar®lY LS 22 SSQa ¢2N)] F2NJ / AdGe | St
from their regular work duties. In other words, doing work to help achieve partnership goals became

a tangible part of employee responsibility. For example, initially Timberland employees were being
compensited additionally for their work with City Year, when that work eventually became part of

their job description, the partnership became a joint venture in which employees from both

LI NIYSNEQ ¢SNB ¢g2NJ Ay3 (23S0 KSNIndayes béwmater dabhif S RA T
20KSNY ¢2 &dzYYIENAT S GGKS GNryardiazya lft2y3 GKS O
transactions with City Year were simply resource based, with little to no employee interaction. In the
transactional stage, Timberlandhé City Year began to form a closer alliance, interaction between
employees increased and working together on multiple different levels began but employee duties

were still seen as largely independent of the partnership. In the integrative stage, Tintbeauhain

/I AG@& ,SFENJI SYLX2@8SSa 6SNB 2Nl Ay3a (G23SGKSNI 2y | f1
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Googins and Rochlin (2000) make a similar effort dadAi A y Qa4 oOoHAamn0 Ay GKSANI
three-stage partnership continuum. These scholars term the continuum stagesedgrocal

exchange, developmental value creatiamd symbiotic value creatianThese stages, more or less,

are consistent with thos defined by Austin (2010). Also similar to Austin, based on the particular
partnership stage, the authors make specific recommendations for wdtnditionsto manage and

how to build a successful partnership.

In both of these stagéocused approacheshé authors emphasize the importance of generating

value and that each partner must be aware of what the value is and how to generate that value
through a well-constructed and implemented partnership. These scholars indicate that for a
successful partnerspj each partner must see the value in the partnership and have a clear
understanding of how they will benefit from collaboration. Furthermore, each partner needs to
understand how to generate that value through the partnership structure. In other wordat are

the roles and responsibilities as partners? However, one noticeable difference between these
A0K2f I NA FTNIYS@g2NlaQ Aa 0GKFG D223Aya |yR w2OKf A
partnership models and capitalize on transferable kndwBS A& YAYAYFf & GKA&
Rochlin 2000; pp. 141) and hence recognize the difficulty of generalization. Taking this element into
consideration, the authors suggest more structured research within the field in order to develop a
stronger knovledge base from which to construct more robust generalizations. Austin, on the other

hand, who has spent a significant amount more time developing his continuum, has attempted to

create a conceptual framework which can be applied to all types of partmpsrsBioth of these

approaches are valuable in their own respect and offer valuable insight into collaboration. However,

while both approaches offer valuable insight into the research of my case study and assist in
providing the theoretical underpinning, du® the inability of both of these continuums to be

adapted to the partnerships which | have chosen to analyze, | have abandoned their approach.
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The platform -framework approach

Another approach at developing an analytical framework taken from organizdtiesearch is that

2F {Staleé 9 tIFN)ySNRA 0OHnnp L framedrkOdpproach. dnitlist NS F &
framework the authors first define three conceptualatformsdzLl2 y ¢ KA OK (G2 SEF YAY S
LI I G F2N)a I NB RAadl(A gnd oekrésKofdRtations andlrepidsghiSiein@entich? | f &

of and basis upon which partnerships are formed. The platforms inckstirce dependencsocial

issues andsocietal sectarResource dependence suggests that the partnership is formed based on a

neSR F2NJ NB&az2daNOSad LF | y2yLINRPFALG LI NIySNRa G2
resources to aid in their objectives, this would be an example of a partnership founded upon the
resource dependence platform. The social issues platform suggdeatsthe source of social

LI NIYySNERKALA A& olaSR 2y (GKS ARSI GKFG aSyoda
O2yaSljdzSyoSaT az2yvy$sS 2F GKSasS YIyAFSad a az2o0Aalt .
AaAy3AES 2NHIFYAT I (A2 yRa 852)0l4 @Gherawprds, partnershipslfobridediomthiop T LJ
platform are created with the intent to address social issues with a broad scope which overreach the
capacity of any single institution. In the third and final social sector platform, the source of the
partnership is based on the notion that traditional sector solutions are incapable of addressing
particular challenges and as such must be assisted through learning and knowledge transfer from
organizations in other sectors. Partnerships on this platforeadten intended as a supplement or
replacement for governance arrangements, such as pybii@te partnerships. Following the
ARSYUGATFAOLIGAZ2Y 2F (GKS LEFGF2NYI GKS | dziK2NBR (GKE
businessnonprofit, governmeninonprofit, governmentousiness and t$ector. Using the

framework to identify and analyze case studies, the authors then examine the stages of CSPs and,
based on the given arena, make recommendations for wbdttditionspractitioners should manage

during theformation, implementationand outcomes In contrast to Austin (2010) and Googins and
w2OKEAYAQ 6HnnnoO | LINRFOKSas {Staleé 9 tI NJISNI OH.
but based on the different types afenasand emphasize the imptance of identifying the platform

dzLl2y 6KAOK (GKS LI NIGIYSNEKALI A& SaidloftAakKSRed
straightforward. However, the conceptual platforms are not well adapted to my case study; the
partnership between The Ocean Project dtgdpartner aquariums could fit into one or all of these
platforms, depending on how you perceive it. Similarly, as The Ocean Project is not legally a
nonprofit and is rather an advocacy group, there is no arena which this case study can be placed in.
Although the businessonprofit and trisector arena both provide valuable insight and share
commonalities with this case study, neither is entirely suitable. Similar to the continuum approach,

the platformframework approach develops recommendations basedtlos partnership stages:
formation, implementation, and outcomes and focuses cwnditions within those stages. The

insight gained through this approach provides additional support for the theoretical underpinning of

my research.

Yy

The governance framework approach

The final approach which | cover here briefly is what | refer to as the governance framework
approach from both Ansell & Gash (2007) and Bryson et al. (2006). | refer to this approach as the
governance framework approach because these authors daveloped their framework based on
collaborative governance. For example, pulplitvate partnerships or other types of partnerships
which are developed to fulfill a governance role. The frameworks developed by these scholars aim to
evaluate partnershipsased on collaborative process variables (see figure 2 for an example).
Although they vary slightly, these process variables are disaggregated into four general collaborative
process categories which areitial conditions institution design/structure, diaborative process,
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and outcomes Depending on the particular process, these variables are further disaggregated into
more specific variables. For example, regarding the initial conditions of partnership formation, these
authors highlight particulacondtions which are relevant, such as the initial level of trust and
incentives for collaboration (Ansell & Gash 2007) or the common aims and interests of the partners
(Bryson et al. 2006). These authors go into detail on each of the process variables, ¢hligingdey
issues of those variables and ultimately develop partnership management recommendations for
practitioners.

Of all the approaches mentioned here, the governance framework approach is the most adaptable
to my case study. However, the partnersipich | evaluate in this researchrist intended to fulfill

a governance role and has rather been established as a network throughh wdistimulate
behavioral changeAs a result the governandmsed theoretical approach does not lend itself well

to this research; many of the process variables which are discussed in both frameworks are not
applicable to my researchzor example, as seen in Figestructure and governanceonditions

such as governance structure and structural configuration do notyappihis particular case study.

The reason for this is the partnership under investigation has no real structure, e.g. partners simply
have to sign up on The Ocean Project website to become a partner.

INITIAL CONDITIONS

General Environment
Turbulence
Competitive and institutional elements

Sector Failure

Direct Antecedents
Conveners
General agreement on the problem
Existing relationships or networks

PROCESS STRUCTURE AND
GOVERNANCE
Formal and Informal
Forging agreements Formal and Informal
Building leadership < > Membership
Building legitimacy Structural configuration

Building trust Governance structure
Managing conflict
Planning

N /

CONTINGENCIES
AND CONSTRAINTS

Type of collaboration
Power imbalances
Competing institutional
logics

OUTCOMES AND ACCOUNTABILITIES

Outcomes
Public value
First-, second-, and third-order effects
Resilience and reassessment

Accountabilities
Inputs, processes, and outputs
Results management system
Relationships with political and
professional constituencies

Figure 5A framework for understanding crosecta partnershipgBryson et al. 2006)

2.7 Synthesis of conditions

After having reviewed and analyzednditionsin the literature from each of the key concepts, |
developed the following list of 18onditionsto serve as a base of knowledge and as points of
reflection for the case study results. Thesmnditionswere selected based on their relevance to
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achieving collaborative advantage and/or their relevance to social innovation; the only theme which
was left out at this point in the research wdemocracyas discussed in the methods section.

The list ofconditions was synthesized from the aforementioned literature using the CAQDAS,
Dedoose. Here, | will briefly discuss tmditionswhich were identified with a concise overview of
the context in whichthey are most often discussed. Although previously noted, it is important to
reiterate here that this synthesis is by meansexhaustive or complete, as this was not the
intention. Theseconditionswere identified to provide a basis for the subsequent pdsof research.
Each theme in itself can be discussed at great length as they relate to CSPs differently. In this sense,
this review may be considered very superficial, a potential limitation that will be expanded upon in
the Discussion. Furthermore, @onsideration of the fact that theseonditionswill serve as points of
reflection for the interview results and as such will be revisited in depth as they relate to those
results, the review here will be brief to avoid repetition. The order in which dbrditions are
discussed here is based on their frequency of statements which have been coded in Dedoose.

Theme # of Excerpts # of Sources Sources
Common 56 22 Waddock 1988; Huxham 2003; Babiak & Thib:
aims/interests 2009; Adam & Westlund 2012; AustidD; Austin &

Seitanidi 2012; Rondinelli & London 2003; Huxh
1993; Le Ber & Branzei 20lania & Kramer 2011
Bryson et al. 2006; Ansell & Gash 2008; Jamali ¢
2011; Murphy et al. 2012; Holmes & Moir 20C
Selsky & Parker 2005; Das & Teng 1997; Ro:
Neilsen 2010; Googins & Rochlin 2000; Huxt
2003; Berger et al. 2006
Trust 48 18 Ansell & Gash 2008; Ausitin & Seitari@il2; 2012;
Austin 2000; Babiak &hibault 2009; Bryson et a
2006; Das & Teng 1997; Foss & Neilsen 2010; F
et al. 2012; Godgs & Rochlin 2000; Huxham
Vangen 2005; Huxham 2003; Jamali et al. 2(
Kania & Kramer 2011; Le Ber & Branzei 2(
Rondinelli & London 2003; Selsky & Parker 2(
Waddock 1988
Organizational fit 38 16 Ausitin & Seitanidi 2012; 2012; Austin 2000; Ber
et al. 2006; Bryson et al. 2006; Das & Teng 1!
Foss & Neilsen 2010; Googins & Rochlin 2(
Huxham & Vangen 1996; 2005; Huxham 2003; Ja
et al. 2011; Le Ber & Branzei 2010; Murphy et
2012; Rondinelli & London 2003; Selsky & Pa
2005
Communcation 35 18 Ansell & Gash 2008; Ausitin & Seitanidi 2012; 2(
Austin 2000; Babiak & Thibault 2009; Foss & Nei
2010; Franz et al. 2012; Googins & Rochlin 2(
Holmes & Moir 2007; Huxham & Vangen 1996; 2C
Huxham 2003; Jamali et al. 2011; Kania r&mér
2011; Le Ber & Branzei 2010; Murphy et al. 2C
Selsky & Parker 2005; Waddock 1988
Resources 23 12 Ansell & Gash 2008; Ausitin & Seitanidi 2012; 2(
Austin 2000; Bryson et al. 2006; Foss & Neilsen 2
Googins & Rochlin 2000; Holmes & Moir 20
Huxham 1993; Le Ber & Branzei 2010; Selsk
Parker 2005; Waddock 1988
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Leadership

Learning

Power

Commitment

Compromise

Openness/willingness

Networks

Working together

Conflict

Scope

24

25

21

21

23

17

16

16

11

10

16

14

14

12

11

12

10

Ansell & Gash 2008; Austin & Seitanidi 2012; Au
2000; Babiak & Thibault 2009; Berger et al. 2C
Bryson et al. 2006; Das & Teng 1997; Dove
Lawrence 2012; Goaws & Rochlin 2000; Holmes
Moir 2007; Huxham 2003; Kania & Kramer 20
Murray et al. 2010; Rondinelli & London 2003; Se
& Parker 2005; 2010

Adam & Westlund 2012; Austin & Seitanidi 20.
Austin 2000; Foss & Neilsen 2010; Franz e2@il2;
Holmes & Moir 2007; Jamali et al. 2011; Lam 2C
Mulgan et al. 2007; Murphy et al. 2012; Murray et
2010; Powell et al. 1996; Selsky & Parker 2005; 2!
Ansell & Gash 2008; Austin & Seitanidi 2012; Ba
& Thibault 2009; Bryson eal. 2006; Dover &
Lawrence 2012; Holmes & Moir 2007; Huxham
Vangen 1996; 2005; Huxham 1993; 2003; Le B:
Branzei 2010; Murphy et al. 2012; Schiller & Alm
Bar 2013; Selsky & Parker 2005

Ansell & Gash 2008; Austin & Seitanidi 201&stity
2000; Berger et al. 2006; Googins & Rochlin 2(
Huxham & Vangen 1996; 2005; Jamali et al. 2011
Ber & Branzei 2010; Rondinelli & London 20
Selsky & Parker 2005; Waddock 1988

Austin & Seitanidi 2012; Babiak & Thibault 2008s
& Teng 1997; Holmes & Moir 2007; Huxham
Vangen 1996; 2005; Huxham 2003; Kania & Kra
2011; Le Ber & Branzei 2010; Rondinelli & Lon
2003; Selsky & Parker 2005

Austin & Seitanidi 2012; Austin 2000; Holmes & N
2007; Hukam 2003; Le Ber & Branzei 20!
Rondinelli & London 2003

Adam & Westlund 2012; Austin & Seitanidi 20.
Babiak & Thibault 2009; Bryson et al. 2006; Holr
& Moir 2007; Huxham & Vangen 1996; Jamali el
2011; Mulgan et al. 2007; Murray at. 2010; Powel
et al. 1996; Rondinelli & London 2003; Selsky
Parker 2005

Adam & Westlund 2012; Austin & Seitanidi 20.
2012; Dover & Lawrence 2012; Franz et al. 2(
Holmes & Moir 2007; Jamali et al. 2011; Kanie
Kramer 2011 Le Ber & Branzei 2010; Murphy et
2012

Austin & Seitanidi 2012; 2012; Bryson et al. 20
Holmes & Moir 2007; Huxham 2003; Le Ber
Branzei 2010; Rondinelli & London 2003; Selsk
Parker 2005

Austin & Seitanidi 2012; Holme& Moir 2007,
Huxham & Vangen 2005; Murphy et al. 20:
Rondinelli & London 2003; Waddock 1988

Table 1.Conditionssynthesized from the literature.
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Common aims/interests

Common aims/interests refer to commonality between the goals of each partner. ér atbrds, do

the aims/interests of each partner have something in common with each other, or are they
conflicting? According to the literature, achieving common aims/interests between partners is an
extremely important theme in creating successful CSPsamfieving a collaborative advantage.
Establishing common aims/interests is almost exclusively referred to as an important theme in the
partnership formation stage, i.e. partnerships that establish a common aim/interest are more likely

to succeed and achie a collaborative advantage. To take some examples from the literature,

dnitial team meetings, for instance, should focus on exploring values and perspectives, determining
common interests and objectives, and maintaining open minds on both sides abeutatture,

extent, and importance of QR 60 f SYa FyR LR GOSYyGAlt azfdziAzyaé ow
I f a@adsssettor collaborations are more likelyg succeed when one or more ling mechanisms,

such as powerful sponsors, general agreement onpifidlem, or existing networks, are in place at
theGAYS 2F GKSANI AYyAGAFE F2NXYFGA2YE o6. Neazy Si |
explicitly site common aims, thgeneral agreement on the probleis a fundamental component of
establishing @ommon aim and as such coded it under the theme of common aims. It is important to

note that conditionsare by no means mutually exclusive in their influence and as such commonly
influence each other and cannot be considered in isolation. Trust, for deaimgs been cited as an

important condition in establishing common aims (Jamali et al. 2011; Rondinelli & London 2003).

Trust

¢CNHzadG Aa | FFEANI&@ 200A2dza GKSYSo® ! FGSNI FEftsx AGQ
AT 020K LlathEsyhawnwEome @efmeni of trust in one another. Discussions of trust refer

to the need for trust between partners. Similar to communication, trust is a theme which is
described as relevant throughout every partnership phase, whether it is the initiat that

influences the formation of the partnership or the trust that partners need to share with one

another during the implementation stages. Additionally, trust is probably, if not the most,
interconnected theme to all of the otheronditions Trust nfluences openness/willingness, shared
understanding, communication, working together, commitment, so on and so forth. As such, trust is

clearly one of the most importargonditionsin the achievement of collaborative advantages. As one
practitioner has dt (1 S Rust has lubricated the overall quality of our relationship, encouraging
collaborative behavior, facilitating new forms of association and redudivg probability of

2L NI dzyAaYéd O6WEYIFEA SiG ftd wnmmT Llpdttantoify c 0 @ C
O2ftflr 02Nl GA2ya FNB G2 0SS &adz00SaafdZ FyR Syaz2el o
Vangen (2005) developed the concept dfrast-building loop(Figure 6)n which they recommend

that partners build trust incrementally through modestitoomes, and after success is achieved and

trust is reinforced, progressively increase the ga@ald repeat This allows for trust to be built in a

cyclical process which reinforces trust that has been established.
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Reinfor;e trusting Gain underpinnings
attitudes for more ambitious

K collaboration

Aim for realistic (initially
modest) but successful
outcomes

/N

form expectations about
the future of the
collaboration based on
reputation or past behavior
or confracts and
agreements

have enough trust, be
willing to be vulnerable
and take a risk to
initiate the collaboration

Figure 6 Trustbuilding loop. Huxham &angen (2005; pp. 140)

Organizational fit

Organizational fit refers to how well the values and beliefs and the overall organizational cultures of

the respected partners align with each other. Different organizations, and more specifically, different
sectas, generally have different organizational cultures, including different languages, working

habits, values/beliefs. Organizational fit, similar to common aims, is cited as an important aspect in

the development of successful partnerships. Organizatiahathich is often referred to as selecting

the right partner, is considered an important theme in that it allows, for example, easier
communication between organizations and there is less time spent on compromising goals and
objectives (Austin 2000; Huxima& Vangen 2005; Austin & Seitanidi 2012; Foss & Nielsen 2010). In a
discussion on creating value from collaboratidwstin & Seitanidi (2012; pp. 728)ate thata (i K S
realization of the potential value of resource complementarity is dependent on orgaizay' I £ FA (€
Or, put more generally &G ¢KS OK2A0S 2F +y FEftAlFyOS LI NIyS
adzadlrAylroAtAGe 2F GKS IttAlFyOSs 2dzad a GKS OK2]:
(Das & Teng 1997).

A common underlying key issuef organizational fit is values/beliefs which make up the
organizational culture and are perhaps the primary determinant of organizational fit. Googins &
w2OKfAY owunnno ail G Sarpoiationszand @dmdblinkids dndy sharedhk game G K I
geagraphic space, but in fact they speak different languages, share different values and cultures, and

on a day to day basis operate within quite differentwodds. hy | Y2 NX 3ISYySNI t y2i
Of r AKE&ZY&NSE O2y3aINHSyYy (I (MR yLISNI yiSKNSE QF fA AL dySRSSQ ai KOS
their discussion on the potential barriers created by heterogeneous values and beliefs, Selsky &

t I NJ SNJ 0 Himpegindents/t@ huifliig accommon partnership culture include different views

on business and sl priorities% @

Communication

Communication is said to be a critical component of successful collaboration and collaborative
advantage. However, unlike common aims/interests, organizational fit and atheditionswhich

are discussed as more relevatairing the formation stages of partnerships, communication is a
critical component in all stages of the partnership activity. For example, Austin (2000) claims that,
GTo realize the full benefits of an alliance, the partners need to have means of comtmgica
effectively, efficiently, and frequently. Multiple communications channels, formal and informal, are
used. Furthermore, communication is an important theme in relation to otlkenditionssuch as

'2Views on business and social priorities are considered to be the operationalization of values and beliefs.
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trust, organizational fit, openness/willingness, ett.dzZ G Ay oOownnn0 Id&A 2y
communication appears to foster trust and vice vegsa. Ly | LJ LJISNJ F20dzAaSR 2V
context of businesNGO partnerships (Jamali et al. 2011), six cases were evaluated, four of those six
cited a high level afommunication as critical components in the ability of the partnerships to create

value. Kania & Kramer (2011) cite the importance of continuous communication stating that

LI NI y S NE K A Ldeed sdveNlly@aéd bflréigylail rieetings to build up enaagrerience with

each other to recognize and appreciate the common motivation behind their different effapts ¢ K A a
particular quote demonstrates the connection between communication glmated understanding

theme which will be discussed later. In essenaccording to many authors (Austin 2000; Austin &
Seitanidi 2012; Jamali et al. 2011; Huxham 2003; Huxham & Vangen 2005; Googins & Rochlin 2000;
Bryson et al. 2006) maintaining high levels of communication is important to create shared
understanding ofpartners goals, increase trust, and in general foster a relationship of working
together as true partners, as opposed to communicating irregularly which can allow for
YAddzyRSNEGEFYRAY3IE YR LROIGSYGALFE F2NJ YAAGNHAG Ay

Resources

Many partnerships have been formed on the basis that each partner has a resource which the other
R2SayQi KI@S IyR @GA0S @SNEIY (KAA& Klphatorm-SSy 02
framework approachn which the authors discuss the resougdependency @tform. The ability of

partners to provide each other with resources which they do not already possess is known as
resource complementarityResources refer to funding, competencies, or anything of the sort. For

S E | Y Ldbr& competencies exchange useDdd Ay adAlidziaA2yQa RAAGAYOGAD
benefits to the partner and the collaboratién ¢ ! dza G A Yy . Resourcd corbpleihentariyy 0

suggests that a collaborative synergy can be created through cross sector (or intra sector) resource
sharirg (Austin 2000; Selsky & Parker 2005; 2010). For example, to use this case study as an
example, The Ocean Project has conducted extensive communications research on who to engage

and how to engage them in regards to taking conservation action. This soarce which many

aquariums have neither the time nor the funds to carry out. Furthermore, many aquariums do not

have the financial resources to implement innovative programs, a resource need which is met in part

by the Innovative Solutions Grants+ Progre®milarly, although The Ocean Project has conducted

the communications research and developed the Innovative Solutions Grants+ Program, they
themselves have no way to implement the findings and as such have sought partnerships with zoos,
aquariums and mseums to do so. This is an example of a situation in which potential resource
complementarities can be achieved.

Leadership

Leadership is necessary component in virtually every project. Collaborative arrangements are no
exceptiors. According to many schats, strong leadership is essential to achieving successful
collaborative arrangements (Austin 2000; Austin & Seitanidi 2012; Huxham & Vangen 2005; Jamali et
al. 2011; Rondinelli & London 2003; Berger et al. 2006; Bryson & Crosby 2005; 2006; 2010). Huxham
& Vangen (2005) and Croshy & Bryson (2005; 2010) have both extensively reflected on the role of
leadership in collaboration.

Leadership is often cited to play a role in the context partnerships aimed at innovation (Dover &
Lawrence 2012; Holmes & Moir 2Q0Berger et al. 2006). Specifically, according to these scholars
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partnership leaders must be open to innovation, in addition to possessing many othéf,skiltae

of the key aspects of leadership are theitanagerial capacityand innovation orientatior*.
Managerial capacity is represented by the degree to which leaders are capable of facilitating
partnership processes and has been cited as playing vital role in the implementation of partnership
programs (Selsky & Parker 2005). Additionally, innovatiomtai®mn refers to the degree to which
leaders and their organizations in general, are oriented towards innovating and able to identify
innovation. For example, in their framework for identifying corporate innovations through
engagement with nogprofits, Hd YSa | YR a2 A NJ 0O H nnhd cadattitpofamjmt 0 & G |
organization to identify an innovation opportunity through nonprofit engagement will be influenced
by three intrafirm factors: first, the willingness of the organization to experiment; secdhd,
innovation orientation of its managers; and third, its communicative capaditgving partnership
leaders with a high level of managerial capacity and a predisposition towards innovation is an
important element in achieving a collaborative advantagarticularly in the form of innovation
(Holmes & Moir 2007; Adam & Westlund 2012; Franz et al. 2012).

Learning

The theme of learning is mentioned in some of the literature on collaborative advantage and CSPs,
but from my review it was almost exclusivelgvered in the literature on social innovation. In the
literature, learning is said to play a vital role in fostering social innovation (Powell et al. 1996; Selsky
& Parker 2005; 2010; Jamali et al. 2011; Adam & Westlund 2012; Franz et al. 2012; Mwalray et
2010; Mulgan et al. 2007). Murray et al. (2010) identify the lack of a culture of learning that rewards
actors from learning from their own mistakes, other sectors, or other places. One of the primary
reasons learning is emphasized in the way thas,itis because innovation is often saidréguire

failure (Franz et al. 2012; Mulgan et al. 2007; Adam & Westlund 2012; Murray et al. 2010) and as
such those failures must be learned from in order to produce more innovation. One of the
conditionswhich isintricately tied to learning isietworks(discussed below) which are said to be a
locus of learning and innovatioRP@wdl et al. 1996; Selsky & Parkg®10; Adam & Westlund 2012;
Franz et al. 2012; Murray et al. 2010; Mulgan et al. 2007

Power

Power, lke trust and communication, is a theme which is pervasive throughout all partnership
stages. Most commonly, power is discussed in reference to the power relations between the
partners (Huxham 2003; Selsky & Parker 2005; Bryson & Crosby 2006; Dover &cka2dep;

Schiller & Almodar 2013). More specifically, many authors refer to the importance of regulating
power imbalances. For example, if two partners have a severe power imbalance, the inferior partner
may be less trusting of the other partner and asts the partnership may require power balancing
mechanisms. This concern has been addressed by numerous authors, such as Bryson & Crosby
OHnncT LIIP p n 0Crasssettor aEbaBicng arelinfore likelyato succeed when they
build in resources ahtactics for dealingw i K L2 6 SNJ AYol f I yOSa FyR akKz20]
i K lcalls fér shared (Ashman, 2000; Austin, 2000a), consensus (Elbers, 2004) decision making and
coregulation (Utting, 2005) have been suggested to balance the power dgmatrioss the partners
(Seitanidi & Ryan, 2007)® Ly The Role dfRRbEer in Nonprofit Innovatibyp Dover and
Lawrence (2012) the authors explore the relationship between power and innovation, more

13 As noted previously, an in depth discussion of themes will be avoided in this section and as such | will not
discuss leadership qualities.

 Innovation orientation was only explicitly mentioned in the literature on innovation, however given my
research interests, | anticipated that it would be a relevant key issue to pay attention to and as such included
it.
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research and will be revisited as it applies to the results.

Commitment/engagement

Commitment is considered to be a fundamental element of successful collaborative arrangements.
Waddock (1989; pp. 18) equateshi Y SNE KA LI (G2 O2 YYA partdesshipZis aa G G A Y
commitment by a corporation or a group of corporations to work with an organization from a
different economic sector (public or nonprofit). It involves a commitment of resoutd@gse and

effort ¢ by individuals from all partner organizatios. ! 02YYZ2y (GKSYS Ay O
arrangements is that they are often time consuming, energy draining, and in general require a lot of

effort to maintain, i.e. a strong commitment (Googins & Rochlin 2000; Relid& London 2003;

Huxham 2003; Huxham & Vangen 2005; Austin 2000; Austin & Seitanidi 2012; Berger et al. 2006).
Huxham & Vangen (2005) go as far as saying that, because of the extreme difficulty, unless
necessary, collaboration should be avoitfed hatbeing said, when collaboration does take place,
commitment is presumed to be necessary for success.

LYy | RA&AOdzzaairzy GKS NRfS 2F O2YYAGYSy(GForhay t SI R:
partnership to thrive, the managers themselves neededaadbeply and holistically involved in the

partnersih LJE @& hNE Llzi Y2NB 3ISySNIrftfesxs Ay GKSANI LI LIS
GAGKAY [ {tQa [S . SNJ g HigherlgvélsSohengagementpiomisdisignifieam 1 0 & (
collabordion gaing ® WwW2YyRAYSfftA 9 [2YyR2Y o6unnoT LI cT0O
commitment, specifically in regards to corpordiet h NXB f | PartRigaat&ih thiicbrpodate

NPO collaborations that we studied told us that corporations must have sttongmitments to

pursue the relationship and to cooperate with the selected NPO partner on finding solutions if the
partnership is to be productive.

Compromise

Compromise is a theme discussed largely in relation to organizational fit as well as partgebip

and processes, the development of which requires negotiation, or comprom@isen that many

CSPs occur between sectors with competing goals, values/beliefs, etc. compromising becomes a
common theme when discussing about what the goals of the pastrip are.lt is not difficult to
conceptualizethat organizations from different sectors operate with different cultures, lamggsa

values and beliefs, etc. and as such have competing goals and interests which must be compromised
in a partnership situatin. In other words, partners must make an effort at developinghared
understandingof one another in order to effectively communicate across different organizational
languages and cultures and achieve collaborative advantagdudsam (2003has notedd 42 YS 2 F
the difficulties that arise out of the need to communicate across different professional and natural
languages and different organizational and professional cultures are unlikely to assist the
YySIA20ALF (A2 @r, dsIRBn@ieli & éL.dndon (@B) have pointed out in their study on

LJ- NI y S Btk dorpdiiale ardd NPO respondents highlighted the importance of participating
2NBFYATFGA2yaQ STF2NIa (G2 dzyRSNBUGIFIYRI 2N gAffAy
each othet. In essencetaking into consideration the varying organizational cultures, competing
goals, and objectives of different sectors, compromising and developing a shared understanding is
said to play an important role in fostering partnership success.

> This point will be revisited ithe discussion.
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Openness/willingnes s

The theme of openness, or willingness, refers to partners being open to change and new ideas. This
is particularly relevant to the context of innovation as it requires a willingness to be open to new
knowledge. Many authors suggest that, similar to theed for compromise, there is a need for
partners to be open and willing to adapt to new situations, develop new processes, and step outside
of the typical comfort zone when engaging in a collaborative arrangement (Austin 2000; Austin &
Seitanidi 2012; Romaelli & London 2003; Huxham 2003; Huxham & Vangen 2005) especially in the
context of partnerships looking to innovate (Holmes & Moir 2007; Le Ber & Branzei 2010; Adam &
Westlund 2012). Holmes and Moir (2007), for example, explicitly mention that being topeew
ARSI & FTNRY SEGSNyrt Syo@gaNRyYSyida Aa | 1S8Se& LINBR
words, corporations who are more open to knowledge from external environments, such as the
nonprofit sector, are more likely to innovate than those wtaly solely on internal knowledge
production to stimulate innovation. According to Austin (2000) this need for openness and
willingness also applies to collaborations with a social purpose, such as the one under investigation.

Networks

The theme of netwdts, and more specifically, their importance in promoting knowledge
sharing/learning and innovation was almost exclusively covered in the social innovation literature.
Networks provide a medium for knowledge sharing, which according to literature is fundahte

stimulating learning and ultimately producing innovation (Franz et al. 2012; Jamali et al. 2011;
Adams & Westlund 2012; Mulgan et al. 2007; Murphy et al. 2012; Murray et al. 2010; Powell et al.

1996). For example, Mulgan et al. (2007; pp. 33) pdirgctly to the importance of networks in the
O2yGSEG 27T & diallinhovatio y6 aided byApgagtiioned networks, allies in politics,

strong civic organisations (from trade unions to hospitals) and the support of progressive
foundations an philanthropist¢ CdzNI KSY2NB X ¢gKSYy RAAO0dzzaAy3d RNR QD
OHNAMHT LIJP 713 0 Nilthd $oSial field thardRiviRionovaxé]ik rhoredikely to come

from a wider network, perhaps linking some commissioners in tHdipsector, providers in social
enterprises, advocates in social movements, and entrepreneurs in buginess.y SaaSy 0S3> vy S
are an important theme in the context of stimulating social innovation.

Working together

Working together is a theme which $aid to be a foundation for trust and shared understanding

(Dover & Lawrence 2012; Jamali et al. 2011; Kania & Kramer 2011; Austin & Seitanidi 2012; Huxham

& Vangen 2005). Through working together, partners are able to familiarize themselves with one
another and cerelational working habits, reducing the potential for conflict and misunderstanding

or mistrust. In their evaluation of an agricultural related partnership, Austin & Seitanidi (2012; pp.

943) capture the importance of working together as a f&tdr of shared understanding,
O2YYAUGYSyd | yR (ASH® padners/vidoiked yogethér fard (wih thie farmers, they

engaged in collaborative discovery and learning leading to adaptation and redesign. Shared working
experiences in the field deegeSR G KSANJ dzy RSNRAGFYRAY3 2F SIFOK 20|
created interpersonal bonds, mutual trust, ank 5 NER O2YYAUGYSyd G2 GKS L
0dzaAySaa LI NIYSN Ay GKS W YLl t AtheSmportaricebof gtrang mm T LJL
relationships based on open communication and frequent interacols a 2 NBE 2 @S NE a dzNLJK
OHNAMHU R20dzYSyid GKS AYLERNIIFIYOS 2F 5Fy2ySQa  OF
spreading knowledge, of which working together was a key element of ssicce
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Conflict

As mentioned previously, because CSPs happen across different sectors, and as such across different
organizational missions, values, beliefs, cultures, languages, etc. they are considered to be prone to
conflict (Huxham 2003; Huxham & Vang2®05; Austin 2000; Selsky & Parker 2005; Rondinelli &
London 2003). S . SNJ 9 . NIYYI SA OS6HamaT LIIP wmnmM0O LAY
incompatibilities that often predispose crossctor partnerships to distrust, conflict, and premature

T I A fBixiilsé abthese inherent fragilities, conflict is a relevant theme to collaborative advantage

in that it must be avoided or managed correctly. Bryson & Crosby (2006; pp. 48), for example,
LINE LJ2 & SBecaukd dorilict & common in partnerships, crsesor collaborations are more

likely to succeed when partners usesources and tactics to equalize power and manage conflict
effectivelj¢. Conflict can occur for a variety of reasons and threatens to erode trust, weaken
LI NI A OA L) yiQa OZ2inNivehde ¥adnyhiinTatioyi SHannéish €S Erém the literature
review, conflict has been identified as the most common theme to act as a barrier to achieving a
collaborative advantage.

Scope

Scope is most frequently mentioned in literature that discusseeviation in a partnership context.

From the literature review, there seem to be two notions regarding scope. The first notion is
represented by Rondinelli & London (2003) and Murphy et al. (2012), is that when attempting to
innovate, the scope must be nasoand piloted on a small scale, after which, if there is success, it

may be implemented on a broader scale. For example, in their discussion on piloting solutions on a
avylrtt aolrtS o0ST2NB aoOl fAy3 dz\hile pildiNg Skiions$sinot | £ @ O H
exclusivel 2 a2 OA L £  Aebselié koipro@3se&s of Nedrniry @k galvanizing support and
enthusiasm for social innovatiot hy  AAYAfFNJ 60dzi RAFFSNBYyd y20a:
T MO & dz3 3 &dsssectdr KehviloEmatal management alliances may get bogged down if
problems are defined too broadly or abstractly or if solutions are so comprehensive that it will take

years for the company to implement theén.

The second notion is represented by Holmes & Moir (2007) arsdirA& Seitanidi (2012), is that

avyl tft a0ltS Ayy2@8FridAz2ya FFTNB ftA1Ste G28yRERIEGS A
searches for innovation have the potential to create a radical, unexpected change. In Holmes &
a2ANRa oHnnTT LOAIST veTTO (o2 NREEEIMed! S pdit thel iBngvatige

outcome. Its focus may be a narrow, discrete project or an open ended, multifaceted initiative
(Mandell and Steelman, 2003; Waddock, 1991). The suggestion being that the former is more likely

to lead to an incremental, planned innovation, while the latter has the potential to produce more

radical, unexpectedchange. ! dza G Ay 9 { SAGFYARA O0HAMHO NBAYT2ND

2.8 Conclusion

To conclude, this chapter gave insight into the key concepthis)research and a synthesis of
conditionsfound in the literature review. Thessonditionsprovided the knowledgdase for both
structuring the interviews as well as fagflection on the results. Specifically, after having completed
the interviews (Chaer 3) | used the literature on thesmsnditionsto reflect upon the answers from
the respondents in order to gain further insight into their partnerships. After reflecting on these
conditions | then provided the respondents with recommendations for thggrtnerships (Chapter

3) and for practitioners in general (Chapter X). In the next chapter | dive into the case study.
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Chapter 3z Case study
design & methods




3.1 Introduction

This section providea descriptionof the qualitative methods used to cary out this empirical
research As described in the previous section, three methods have been employed in this research,
the purpose of which i®oth to accommodate my approach as wellfas triangulation a critical
factor in establishing trustworthy mailts According to Lincoln & Guba (1985) the usemoitiple
methodsassists in reducing the individual limitations of each respective methodexamplein the

case of this researclestablishing background knowledge through a literature review hastadsin
reflecting uponthe attitudes and behviors of the intervieweesMoreover, my own observation
from within the workplace allowme to further triangulatéhe resultsand establish trustworthiness.

| continue this chapter bglarifyingmy choice fo the instrumental case study with embedded units,
followed by an explanation of the sources of information used in this research. Next, | provide
detailed descriptions of how | carried out implementation of each of the methods employed in this
study. | coclude the chapter with a brief summary.

It is important tonote that this research is considered to benaturalistic inquiry’ as defined by
scholars Egon G. Guba aridonna S. Lincoln (198%8nd thereforefollows the qualitative criteria
developedby Lihcoln & Guba (1985pr this type of researclisee Table 1)To specify furtherjn
place of internal validity | am concerned withedibility, in place of external validity | am concerned
with transferability;in place of reliability | am concerned witlependability;and, finally, in place of
objectivity | am concerned witltonfirmability’. Collectively, these terms refer to establishing
trustworthiness These terms will be referred to in regards to the trustworthiness of the results.

Consistent with they 2 G A2y GKIFI G aRSGFIAfSR YSUiK2R2f 23A0L f

RSUSNN¥AYS K2g¢g FFEN GKS RFEGE TyR O2yaidNdWzpi7dSYSNEHA )

the following sectioris laden with detajlthe purpose of which is to assist in estahling trustworthy
results.

BCaNJ b RSGFAE SR SELX Iyl (A2 yWat@distic/inqiirg@985f A &G A O Ay lj dzA NB

" For a detailed explanation of credibility, transferability, dependability and confirmability
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Quality eriterion Possible provision made by researcher

Credibility Adoption of appropniate. well recognised research methods
Development of early familiarity with culture of participating organisations
Random sampling of individuals serving as informants
Triangulation via use of different methods, different types of informants and different
sites
Tactics to help ensure honesty in informants
Tterative questioning in data collection dialogues
Negative case analysis
Debniefing sessions between researcher and superiors
Peer scrutiny of project
Use of “reflective commentary™
Description of background. qualifications and experience of the researcher
Member checks of data collected and interpretations/theories formed
Thick description of phenomenon under scrutiny
Examination of previous research to frame findings
Transferability  Provision of background data to establish context of study and detailed description of
phenomenon in question to allow comparisons to be made
Dependability  Employment of “overlapping methods™
In-depth methodological description to allow study to be repeated
Confirmability Triangulation to reduce effect of investigator bias
Admission of researcher’s beliefs and assumptions
Recognition of shortcomings in study’s methods and their potential effects
In-depth methodological description to allow integrity of research results to be
scrutimised
Use of diagrams to demonstrate “audit trail™

Table2t N2 @AaAizya GKFdG YIe 06S YFERS o6& NBaSIFNOKSNI G
criteria. Adapted from Shenton (2004, pp. 73).

3.2 Instrumental case study with embedded units

As described by Yin (2009) a case gtiglan empirical inquiry that investigates a contemporary
phenomenon within its real life context, especially when the boundaries between the phenomenon
and the context are not clearly evident. For this research, | am interested in studying the
contemporay phenomenon & how collaborate advantagean be achieved and produce social
innovatior’®, specificallywithin the contex of the partnerships between The Ocean Projecd

three aquariumsof which the boundaries of the phenomenon and context are noantyeevident.

In other words, | have chosen the case study method because | am deliberately interested in
examining contextual (partnership) conditions because of the belief that they are critical in
informing the phenomenon ofcollaborative advantageMoreover, within this case there are
certainly more variables of interest than data points, which calls for the use of multiple sources of
evidence in order to triangulate results (Yin 2009). Furthermore, as indicated by Yin (2009), case
study research bend& from the prior development of theoretical propositions to guide data
collection and analysis, which in this case is the theory ddlomlative advantage. Finally, consistent
with the notion that qualitative research does not lend itself well to prochgcgeneralizable results

in the conventional sensé.incoln & Guba 1985; Firestone 1987; Stake 1995; Morse et al. 2002;
Baxter & Jack 2008) am not interested in identifying typicality orepresentativeness for all CSPs.

On the contrary, Iseek to establish transferability by identifying patterns of conditions within
partnershipsin relation to achieving a collaborative advantage to providdexdfe handles for
management. Thesdindings may subsequently be used byesearchers orpractitioners for

'8 |n the form of new approaches, strategies deas fa creating public awareness of and engagement in
conservation actionwhich have been implemented laquariums
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compaison within their own partnerships with similar attributes, because of which the sirage c
study is a suitable choite

According to Stake (1995the criteria for the choice of the single case should be based en th
opportunity to learn. By thi©ie means identifying a case in which there is both good access and a

high willingness to participate in order to ensure that the researcher can maximize the learning
opportunity. In line with this logic | have chosen the sirgse study irconsideration of theacts

that (a)l will be drectly working together with The Ocean Project and its partner aquarifimsny

level of access is sufficienfc) and the participating practitioners have demonstrated a high
willingness to participate in order to gain a bettenderstanding of this phenomenon fdngir own

partnership managemefit The particular case | have chosen to study is not representative of a

larger population and is characterized by its uniqueness. However, | am interested in conducting an
instrumentalOF &S addzReé 6aSS o0St260 IyR | O0O2NRAYy3I G2
AyaildNdzySyal f OrasSszy aiKS OFasS Okmsudgase ayhelm S | i
AffdzAaGNI OGS YFGGSNAR 20SNI221SR Ay Harling 20OTA @p2% OF a S
emphasis added).

To specify further, this researdh carried out asn instrumental case study typology which was
originally coined by Robert E. Stake (198Bd has since been elaborated upon by numerous
scholars An instrumentalcase study is one in which a specific instance is examined in order to
understand a general principle (llott et al. 2013). In this case, | am interested in studying the specific
instance ofsocial innovationn order to understand a general principleow partnerships achieve a
collaborative advantage. According to Yin (2009) the instrumental case study may be divided into
two additional typologies, theexpbratory case study and theexplaratory case study. The
exploratory case study can be describedtlasory seekingvhereas the explanatory case study is
theory testing This researcks primarily exploratory, but iwvill share elements oéxplanatorycase
studies. Regarding the exploratory factor,adsrementioned the theory of collaborative advantage

is still in its infancy, through this research | am interested in contributing to theory development by
further exploringthe conditionsand on whichit is based Similarly(though less sgand again taking

into consideration the fact that the theory of ¢aborative advantage is less than a decade old, | am
interested in testing what has been developed in regardsdaditionsby seeing how well these
theoretical propositions apply to this particular case under investigaiiothis sense the research is

also explanatory

It is of gitical importance to note thatvith the instrumental case study approageneralization in

the conventional statistical sense e®nsidered to beunachiewable (incoln & Guba 19855take

1995 Yin 2009 However, this casdoesattempt to identify patterns andonditionswhich may be

extrapolated or transferable tother similar cases (Stake 199kincoln & Guba (1985%gfer to this
astransferabilityand statethat caseto-case transfer, an activity which the reader is resplolesfor,

GOy 0SS |002YLX AaKSR AT GKS AYyljdzZANBN LINPJARSAE a
AAlGdzr GA2y 2NJ OF &S GKI G @1 aThisis rdfRedSiRiEy Stake Q%98)las/ R H
onaturalistic generalizationsg conclsions that both inquirer and reader aive at through

engagement in ife or through vicarious experientén contrast to formal, propositional

genet £ AT F GA2y3aé , pp{18YKActordiRgito Staken(1995) the inquirer should assist the

reader in this procesd € & R S @gn&fp@thdagcunts that are personaharrativein structure,

19 Consistent with the logic of Stake (1995) and other qualitative researchers (Firestone 1987; Guba & Lincoln
1994; Morse et al. 2002;ater & Jack 2008; Yin 2009)
0 Confirmed through informal communication.
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methods and context of this research are elaborated upon to a significant exteotder to
strengthenthe trangferability and, ultimately, enhance theustworthiness of the results.

Throughthis instrumental case study dxplore in depth the phenomenon dfow collaborative
advantage is achievednd social innovatiorstimulated, the results of which are used to produce
recommendations or naturalistic generalization$or both the participating institutions as well as
other practitioners who can thewletermine the transferability of the results t¢fiese casego their
own situationsand see the transferability of the case findings.

3.3 Sources of information

To assist in establishing trustworthinesgfdre describing each afesearch phss it is important to
give an overview of theourcesand typesof informationwhich were usedThe following research
has been conducted witimformation acquiredrom three different methodsd) literature review (b)
case studyand (c) direct observationand four different sources, individual interviewdirect
observation, literatur&", and organizadnal documents.

According to Verschuren & Doorewaard (2010), information can be broken down into two types

which are important in social science research, data (or facts) and knowledge. According to these
authors, data related informationplacesemphasisthe characteristics of research objects. In the

context of this research theesearch objectare the partnerships betweeiihe Ocean Project and

three aquariums The characteristics of the research objedhich are2 ¥ Ay i SNBad | NB A
experiences feelings, and perceptios as well as characteristics of collaborative processes,
situations and conditionsThese characteristics will be conceptualized throoghditions?,

The other type of information iknowledge knowledgeis information whichs obtainedfroma NB | R &

made insights and theories i KI & KI @S 0SSy RS@Sf2LISR LINBGJA 2dzaf
Doorewaard 2010, pp. 207The knowledge information which is relevant to this research is that

which is related to the key concepts, collabovatiadvantage, social innovatipand cross sector
partnerships. The sources for these different types of nmfation, as depicted in Figure 2ome

from individual interviews with practitioners, my owdirect observations as an intern with The

Ocean Projeg literature on each of the key concepts well as rievant organizational documesit

In the case of this research, data is represented by the information collected during the interviews
and direct observation. On the other hand, knowledge is data iha¢trieved from both literature

and relevant organizational documents. Knowledge was collected during the literature review and
data was collected during the case study. The data that is collected in the case study is then reflected
upon using the knowldge that was collected during the literature review.

% Literature on the theory of collaborative advantage, social innovation and cross sector partnerships.
2 regards to collaboration.
2 Briefly mentioned in the introduction, resived further in Chapter 2.
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Sources Information Type

Individual interviews
J 5\ Data

Research object Direct observation

[ Partnerships

Literature

- Knowledge

Org. documents

P

Figure 7. Research objects and sources of information (Verschuren & Doorewaard
2010, pp. 207)

3.3 Interviews

In this sectionl give a detailed explanation of the interviewing process, including how the sample
was selected using criteridpased purposeful sampij, the considerations madeluring the
preparation processand how they were implemented.

Sample selection

For the selection of the embedded unit® this case study | usedriterion-based purposeful
sampling. As stated by Patton (1990), qualitative inquiry generally focuses on rglativall sample

aAl Say 6KAOK IINB aStSOGSR LlzN1}RaS¥dAZfted ! OO02NR
purposeful sampling lies in selectiimjormation-rich casedor study in depth. Information rich cases

are those from which one can learn a greatlabout issues of central importance to the purpose

of the research, thus the ternpurposefuld I YL Ay 3¢ ot Gdd2y wmdbddnz LILI®
strategies which can be employed for purposefully selecting information rich cases, from which |
used criterbon sampling. The logic behinditerion samplingis to evaluate cases that meet a
predetermined criterion of importancelhe point of this is to ensure that cases are informatich

because they may either reveal system weaknesses or strengths whicinrmay become targets

of opportunity for program improvement (Patton 1990).

Using this method of sample selection, | purposefully selected three partndrseoDcean Project
North Carolina Aquariums, New England Aquarium and Oregon Coast Aquariuseldtten of
these three partners walsased on the criteria that thegre theli K NS S Lal TNEIOEEaNBErdject

to have been awarded resources from the Innovative Solutions Grants+ Progna2®1314. The
Innovative Solutions Grants+ Program is a gthat was developed by The Ocean Projend is
funded by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Association (NOAA). The grants were first launched
in 2010611 to assist in providing resources and incentives to aquariums for the development of
innovdive progams which engageisitors to incorporate conservation actions into their dailes.

In order to receive the awards, applicants must submipraposal,in which they outline their
innovative program, the total costs, the program outcomes they aim toeaehand the ways in
which those outcomes will be measured. Threposalsare first sent to The Ocean Projeatho then
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does a preliminary review and identifies candidates who they feel are deserving, after which The
Ocean Project forwards their recommerniams on to NOAA who makes the final selectidn o
candidatesGiven my interest in studying the phenomenon of how partnerships are able to achieve
a collaborative advantage and produce social innovation, | felt that these partners satisfied the
requiremens for purposeful sampling based on criteria.

Having selected my embedded unitshen proceeded to contact the responderitesm each of the

institutions and to schedulenterviews. From New England Aquarium, | contacted Heather
Deschenes, the Manager ofouth Development Programs; from Oregon Coast Aquarium, |
contacted Kerry CarliMorgan, the Director of Education; and from North Carolina Aquarium at Pine

Knolls Shore, | contacted Windy Ad#égnt, the Curator of Educatioifhe purpose for contacting

eadh of these individualswas becausethey are the individuals who areesponsible for the

Innovative GrantsAfter having contacted each of thiaterviewees | then began to preparéor
standardized opemndedinterviews.As described by Turner (2010), tharsdardized operended
AYGSNIASS Aad GSEGNBYSte &aiGNUzOGd2NBR Ay GSN¥xa 27
asked identical questions, but the questions are worded so the responses areSopR S Ré 6 ¢ dzNy S
2010, pp. 756). This provides a su#itilevel of operendedness for the participants to contribute

as much information as they would like while simultaneously allowieghe ability to ask probing

guestions as means of a follow up.

In addition to interviewing each of the partnefi®m this sample selection, ¢onducted interviews

with the three employees of The Ocean Project. | conducted these interviews afterwards so as to

avoid, as much as possible, having a significant influence from their answers ioitithénterviews

with the partrers. ! RRAGAZ2Yy I ffex Ye S@St 2F | 00Saa G2 ¢
significantly higher and as such it made more sense, logistically, to conduct interviews with them

after arranging the interviews with partners.

Preparation

Using the standardizedpen-ended interview format, a necessary first step was preparing the
guestionsfor the interviewee partners| was interested in structuring the questions in a way in

which the answers would contribute thematically to knowledge production and also niiimgaa

positive interviewinteraction. As defined by Patton (1990) the type of information which | was
AYGSNBadSR Ay gl a NBEFGISR (2 GKS AYyiSNBASHSSQa
was not, however, interested in information related $enses or feelings (Patton 199®lthough |

wanted to structure the questions so as to produce thematic knowlealggut the partnershipsi

also wanted toachieve as much neutrality as possitiieough asking questions which wenet too

leading. For exaple, while | was interested in discovering whether or nonhflictwas a relevant
GKSYSY NIYOGKSNJ GKIFy +FalAy3a I+ ljdSadAaz2y &adzOK & alL
KAYRSNBR @2dzNJ FoAfAGe G2 Ayy 2t@emé& soaflicth IystrogeKoh OK L
develop questions which were leading enough to get releyvarformationrich answers yet not so

leading as to be working those answers out of the interviewees. In place of the above question |

2 LJ0 SR Wrat barriefs, fiamy, exist within your institution that limits your ity to innovate [in

@A aAi2N SydihdBeStyussyiain @/Hch, | felt, was open ended enough to gain insight into
potential conflict areas withousubconsciously nudging the interviewee isjpeaking about conflict.

When interviewing these partnerd, used a variety of different types of questions with a total
number of 11(see appendix for list of questiong)he 11 questions served as the overall structure to

the interview, although there ere times when questions led into follewp questions although

44| Page



these questions were not recorded they were taken into consideration while transcribing the

interview responses.

When interviewing The Ocean Project emp@ey, | used the same questioningustiure and format;
however | altered some of the questions to accommodate this chaRge types of questionghich

were askedincluded introducing questions, followp questions,specifyingquestions,structuring
guestions,direct and indirect questionK{ale 1996; see appendix for detailed tablexshould also

be mentioned that, given my beginner status as an interviéhard unfamiliarity with the industry
environment in which | was interested in evaluating, | sought the advice of one of The Ocean

P SOGQa SyLX2eSSao

¢ Kf8ld. EddtNasI2lee&ly fQafed |0wesh aibeginhed
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conducting researchelated interviews for the first time and as such sought practical advice from
someone with interview experienée Second, | wanted to ensurthat the questions | was
interested in asking were appropriate for the context, ronflicting and not too leading. Despite
having later conducted an interview with Douglas, given that fact that these interview questions
were constructed for the aquariunmterviewees, | felt that his assistance would not haveadwerse
effect on the results. Moreover, by inviting peer scrutiny of the project | aimed to further establish
my research credibility and contribution to trustworthy results.

Prior to conductinghe ini SNIDA Sg a X

Ay

I 002 NRI yelgid prigciplésior e Ob | Y I NJ

preparation stage (see Table 2)ensured that during each interview took place in a setting with
little distraction; | explained the purpose of the interview both during théiahcommunication as

well as diectly prior to conducting thenterview; | addressed the confidentiality, letting each
interviewee know that the interviews would both not be recorded and the results would only be
shared back to themdirectly,and with Tke Ocean Projectand vice versa)l was entirely explicit
about the format of the interview; | indicated approximately how long each interview would take,
which was one hout gave them my contact information as well as background information on my
own pesonal research interests and objectivdsasked them if they had any questions prior to
conducting the interview; and, finally, rather than counting on my memory to recall their answers.
Additionally, in attempt to further ensure the honest of the paipiants and enhance credibility,
prior to conducting each interview | reminded the participants that, although | was interning for The
Ocean Project, in no way was | representing their interest, emphasizing that the information would

only be used as reflegk tools for management.

Choose a setting with little distraction

Explain the purpose of the interview

Address terms of confidentiality

Explain the format of the interview

Indicate how long the interview will take

Tell them hov to get in touch with you

Ask them if they have any questions beforehand

| N o O | W N B

Donét count on your

me mao

?* An element which will be discussed further in the research limitations.
» Douglas Meyer, part time consultant for The Ocean Project, has significant experience in conducting

interviews.
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Table 3 Eight principles for interview preparation stagelapted from McNamara (2009)

Implementation

After preparing cameltte implementation. The first set of interviews was conducted with each of the
Directorsof Education from the partnerships under studyhe first two interviewswhich werewith

New England Aquarium and Oregon Coast Aquarium took place over the phoneasiad |
approximately one hourThe third interview took place in person, while attending an industry
related conference in Chicago | had the opportunity to conduct my interview with the Director of
Education from North Carolina. Initially unsure as to wieetbr not this would have any adverse
effect on my result€, | sought the advice of my supervisor, Carel Dieperink, who informed me that
as long at the structure and format remain the same, an in person interview should not negatively
impact the results.

Interviews with two of The Ocean Project employeié® Director, Bill Mott, and World Oceans Day
coordinator, Alyssa Isakower, took place in person, following the same format and structure. The
interview with Douglas Meyer, part time consultant for Thee@t Project, took place over the
LIK2yS RdzS G2 GKS FILOdG GKIFG KS Aa yz2d t20FrGSR i

Interviewee Organization Position
Heather Deschenes New England Aquarium Manager of Youth Programs
Kerry CarlinMorgan Oregon Coast Aquarium Director of Education
Windy AreyKent North Carolina Aquarium at Pine Knoll Shc Education Curator
Bill Mott The Ocean Project Director
Alyssa Isakower The Ocean Project World Oceans Day Coordinatq
Douglas Meyer The Ocean Project Consultant

Table 4.Interviewees

In spite of the frequent suggestions in literature to record the intergéinale 1996 McNamara
2009 Seidman 2012which was mynitial plan, upon the advice of Douglas Meyer | opted not to.
While | was doubtful as to whiyre participants wald have any desire not to bapen and honest
speaking about a very nerontroversial topic, Douglas had advised me that, although the topic
maybe very casual and naiontroversial, from his experience the lack of a recording instrument has
been a catalystor more honest responses. Taking this into consideratibis, tactic waemployed

to ensure the honesty of the participants and enhance the credibility. The intes\iegan with a
small introduction and a brief recap of my research interests, the dinthe interview and the
format which would be used. Following tactics suggested in literatumensure that the interviews
met the quality criteria(Kvale 1996; McNamara 2009; Turner 2010), throughout the course of this
interview | wasactivelymaking claifying statements to ensure that whatwas understanding was
correct. While interviewing | was simultaneously transcribing respongéier each questionvas
answered by the interviewed,would repeat what | understood back to the interviewee to getithe
verbal confirmation that how | was interpreting what | was hearing was accuratéds
aforementioned, follow up questions were asked when necessary to further clartgnstats and
probe into interestinghematicallyrelevant points which were being made

%8| was unable to find any literary refamces to this kind of dilemma.
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Box 8.1

Quality Criteria for an Interview

e The extent of spontancous, rich, specific, and relevant
answers from the interviewee.

e The shorter the interviewer’s questions and the longer
the subjects’” answers, the better.

o The degree to which the interviewer follows up and clar-
ifies the meanings of the relevant aspects of the answers,

o The ideal interview is to a large extent interpreted
throughout the interview.

e The interviewer attempts to verify his or her interpreta-
tions of the subject’s answers in the course of the interview.

¢ The interview is “self-communicating”—it is a story
contained in itself that hardly requires much extra de-
scriptions and explanations,

After conducting each interview | immediately began typing up a full summary of the report. Each
report included, first, aneerall summary of the interview which | attempted to make a complete
review of everything discussedithout any interpretdion on my endAfter the overall summary, |
included a description of the kegonditionswhich | identified in the interviewas most relevant to

the achievement of a collaborative advantage and social innovation. The description also included a
full list of conditionswhich were identified. This was followed by a description of my interpretation

of the interview. My interpretation was intended to draw connections betwesmmditions and
identify some of the underlying key issues which, according to mypiregation, wered 2 NJ ¢ SNB Yy Qi (
relevant to the achievement of a collaborative advantage. The interview summary was concluded
with a synopsis of my own research interests and gdalsensureaccuracy of my interview report

and to further establish credibiiit| conductedmember checksvith each of the participants, this
consisted of sendindpack each summaryto the interviewee to be reviewed for accuraand
feedback

The final process in the interview phase veamlyzing the dataAn analytical strategyappropriate

for theory-oriented approaches wagsed for the interview datanalysis; itwas adopted fronFlick

et al. (2004) and, as suggested, was adapted to accommodate the specific needs of my case study.
Upon receiving confirmation from each interviewdat my reports accurately reflected the content

in the interviewsthe first step of analysiwas to reflect upon the&onditionsusing the literature and
direct observation to provide an overview of the relationship as well as recommendabaming

this step, | analyzed the responses from both of the organizations to determine whether or not both
partners considered certainonditionsto be relevant to the success of the partnership. After cross
analyzing the responses, | was able to gain insight inte the variousconditionswere perceived by

the partners and how those related to the partnership. This allowed me to gain insight into the
contradictions between responses and subsequently develop useful recommendations for both
partners on how they mighthanage their relationship to reduce the contradictions and capitalize on
the commonconditions
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The second stepras toinput each of the sumaries into Dedoose ancbde the dataaccording to
conditions The purpose of this was to identify craagting conditions i.e.conditionswhich were
present and relevant within each of the interviews. This allowed me to ideatifiditionswhich
were likely to be relevant tgartnerships of this typeand providel the basis formore general
recommendations As suchthe results of each intervievare both reflected upon individuallyin
order to provide specific feedback and recommendatjas well as collectively to provide general
recommendations for partnerships in a similar context.

3.4 Direct observation

A cornestone of qualitative research for many scholars is the use of direct observatiofiluence

the results of the researcfStake 1995). | chose to adoptghinethod of data collection namely for
three reasons, (1) given my interest in studying the retatfop conditions between partners and
interpretation of those conditions, observational data provides a valuable data source; (2) as a
research intern at The Ocean Project | have a sufficient level of access to settings in which valuable
observations candmade; (3andobservational data servess a method for further triangulation of

the results Stake (1995) disaggregates direct observation into two different tybesbservation

with alternate purposes. On the one hand, there iigerpretive data, which Stake (1995)
characterizes as data which, by itself, seems to be immediately rel¢gatie research On the

other hand, there isaggregative datavhich is data that only becomes relevant when mixed in with
lots of other data. Given the limited time speas an intern and the space limitations of this
research, my observatiortonsisted ofnterpretive data.

My direct observation took pke in three different settingsirt, at The Ocean Project offieehile
working throughformal and informal work corersationsif points of interests came into the
discussion | would document them and the context in which they were mentioned. Second, every
Tuesdayof each week was a conference call with Douglas Meyer during which additional notes were
made as needed. Myhird and most fruitful setting to collect interpretive data through direct
observation was during the three déynovation and the Living World Symposjuatich took place

in Chicago on April 280. The symposium was designed to assist zoo, aquariummarsgum
workers in overcoming barriers to innovation within their institution and the industry as a whole.
This was a particularly fruitful environment for collecting data given the fact that each of the
participarts was selected based on the innovativenes$ their institutions. Data from direct
observation is included in the recommendations for each of the partners under investitjaton
well as for the general recommendations provided in the conclusion

3.5 Conclusion

In sum, | carried out this instrumeait singlecase study using three methods, a literature review,
semistructured intervievs, and direct observation. The review of literature on collaborative
advantage, CSPs and social innovasierved to provide a knowledge base with which to structure
my interview questiors and overall theoretical basis for the subsequent phases of rese@heh.
interviews served to provide insight into the contexttbé relationship between The Ocean Project
and three partner aquariums and identiépnditionswithin those partnerships which are relevant to
achieving collaborative advantage and stimulating social innovation. My direct observations were
made throughout the case study research and were included in the final analysis of théJdiig.

" And are explicitly noted when referenced to.

48| Page



all data points for trangulation and reflection upon the resultsscommendationdor practitioners
were produced, these will be presented in the results.

49| Page



Chapter 47 The cases
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4.1 Introduction

In this chapter | provideéackground information on The Ocean Projant a deription of each of

the three partner aquariums under investigation, New England Aquarium, Oregon Coast Aquarium,
and North Carolina Aquariurat Pine Knoll ShoredAfter the background informatiorysing the
responses from the interviews conducted with hofthe Ocean Project and the partner aquariums,
providethree narrative style discussionsne for each partnershign each discussion | describe the
conditionswhich have been identified as relevant to the achievement of a collaborative advantage
by ead institution, how they interact with each other and some of the underlying key issues of
those conditions Following this chapter, in Chapter 5, | provide reflections on the similarities and
differences between the partnershiptn Chapter 6 | concludeithresearch with a discussion on the
limitations of this research, a conclusion and recommendations for the partnerships under
investigation and recommendations for partnerships in general.

4.2 The Ocean Project

¢KS hOStky t NB2SOI s\thstRelingentianyof finétiéning ds a ritworlap gharig
information on conservation and educati@mong the zoo, aquarium and museum industry. The
Ocean Project is comprised of 2.5 employees, the Director, Bill Mott; the World Oceans Day
coordinator, Algsa Isakower; and a part time consultant, Douglas Meyer. The Ocean Foundation is
the fiscal sponsor for The Oce&moject; The Ocean Project has no revenue streams, it primarily
dependent upon sponsorship to cover operating costs and as such is chataahyisimilar to a
charitable organization.

In the early years, The Ocean Project @ity functioned as a research organizatigollecting data

about public perceptions of climate change, demographics of the population who show interest in
conservatim, etc. which took place for about a decade before it was compiled into a comprehensive
communications research document which provides insight into the current state of public
perceptions of climate change and who is most likely to take conservatiomadctjgproximately

three years ago, The Ocean Project developed the Innovative Solutions Grants+ Prograrnashich
briefly described in the sample selection. In essence, the Innovative Solutions Grants+ Rrogram
which is funded by NOAAs aimed at providig resources to aquariums in order to assist in the
development of new programs to engage visitors in taking conservation action. The resources come
in the forms of funding and coaching/consulting. Along with World Ocean&,Dmpmoting the
Innovative Soltions Grants+ Program is The Ocean Projects primary task. As such, The Ocean
Project must develop partnerships which are conducive to social innovation.

Here,| examinethree of those partnersips. Beginning with a look at the New England Aquarium, |
will first provide a very brief introduction into the aquarium itself, followed by a narrative on the
partnership with The Ocean Project. Using the results of the interview, the narrative will explore
how the partnership was formed, the basis for the relaship, theconditionswhich havebeen
relevant to achieving a collaborative advantage and social innova@om overall how the
partnership functions. After the narrative, having reflected on both my direct observation as well as
the literature, recommendigons are provided for both institutions regarding whicbnditionshave

been relevant to the achievement of collaborative advantage and how they might be managed to
maintain that. This will be done for each of the aquariums.

8|n consideration of space limitations, a discussion on World Oceans Day will be omitted from this report.
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4.3 Embedded unit #1: New England Aquarium

The New England AquariuMEAQ)s a private, nofor-profit aquarium whichwas established in

1969in Boston, Massachusetts { A y OS A i Q AEARKaS beénfore it RditediStatds

most popular aquariums and remains so today vafgproximately 1.3 million visitors per year. New

NEAQ one of the founding partners of The Ocean Projéstpne of several aquariums on the
F2NBFNRY(G 2F O2yaSNDI A2y whatyitRneahsito BeSaR faquariint R (0 2
combiningeducation, entetainment and action to address the most challenging problems facing the
oceang

The following narrative is made up from the interview reponsenses from Heather Deschenes, the
Manager of Youth Progranat the NEAQas well as those from the employees ofeT@cean Project.

The narrative will discuss the basis for the relationship as well as explore the relationship conditions
which have been identified by the respondents as important to the stimulation of social innovation
and achéving a collaborative advéage. After the narrative, having reflected on the responses from
the participants with the literature and my own direct observations, recommendatiomsreade for

how to maintain a collaborative advantage into the future.

4.4 The partnership

NEAQwas a éunding partner of Thé®cean ProjectAs such, ths partnership has a long history. In
spite of their long relationship history and achieved succesaesording to The Ocean Project
interviewees, there are still many difficulties in the partnership. Théor history of working
togetherhas contributed familiarity betweenrganizationsand developing a shared understanding
Interviewees mutually agreed that theretizist betweenpartners, which is important in facilitating
the partnership to achieve a daborative advantageFor example,becauseNEAQ trusts the
information provided by The Oae Project as a reliable sourcihey consider that information
worth learningfrom; as suchtrust is an important condition in allowing a collaborative advantage to
be achieved.

However, here is aminor, yet noticeable clash betweerthe organizational culturesThis was
exemplified by the fact thatalthough theoverarchingaims and interestsof the partnersare very
compatibleand they have a goodrganizational it, there has been a degree differencein regards

to the appropriate approach for implementatiaf the program.Theparadigm which dominates the
NEAQeadershipand the aquarium communit§’ in generalis the tradtional approach to increasing
conservaton; educate individualabout the issue, make them care about it, and then they will act.
Aside from Heather, it has been indicated by resparfsem both partners that this is the paradigm

of the leadership The other viewwhichis held byThe Ocean Pregt and Heatherand is backed by

¢ KS hOSI ycomnmuBcatibrOneseaich, starts from the assumption that most aquarium
visitors are already interested in issues and want to get engaged, so instead of continuing to educate
them, if you show them how tdncorporate action lives, they are willing to @ict 1 KS& R2y Qi
necessarily need to be educated on the subject

Outside of theGrants+communication which happens both directly and frequentiyost of the
communication betweerthe partnershappensinfrequently via informal channels, such as AZA
conferences or other industry related even#s such, it can be said that these partners do not
communicate on aeryregular basis with each otheutside of the mandatory requirementsf the
Grant Both partnershave expressed that communication channels could be improved.

# As identified through direct observation. This point will be regtin the final recommendations.
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The communications research that The Ocean Project has conducted has played an important role in
stimulating learning within the NEAQ and fostering #islity to come up with innovative solatns.

NEAQ does not have the capacity to conduct such research and the results of this research have
played an important role in S I (i FSlityddFustify the innovative solutions to the leadership of
NEAQ According to Heatherhis transfer of informabn, or learning,has played a pivotal role in

bo! vQa I 0Afiknbwtiveiideas RASdiIBSNaIRNeresourcesof the grants have played a
significant role in allowing NEAQ experiment with innovative solutiong hese resourcegreatly

reduce thef SI RSNE KA LIQa ,LIEANIGSIIEA 2-ya 207K SNAM&RA OA Rdzl f Qa =
Heather As identified byHeather without the resources from the Grants+ program, it is unlikely
that the innovative solutions program would have been implemerded to the potentialrisk and
uncertainty in terms of success other words, without the resources, the cost benefit analysis does

not favor the development oéxperimentaljnnovative programs.

It is also important to note that there is a high levelocoimmitment from Heaher as well as from
Douglas Meyerhowever, as essentially only these two individualso communicateand work
togetherin regards to the innovative solutions, a stronger commitment from both sides would likely
benefit the partnershipWhile Heather expressed that she is higldommitted to the partnership,

and more specifically, the development of innovative programs, she also noted that many of the
NEAQ departments operate in isolation from one anotfiae marketing departmentfor exampe,

is not affiliated with the partnership and as such is not on board with the partnership goas.the
leadership, although familiar with The Ocean Project, are not committedrtengaged irnthe
partnership®. According to Heatherthis has not preveted the partnership from reaching a
collaborative advantagdargelybecausehe NEAQ leadershiig openandwilling to innovation and

also promotes organizational learningalthough it can make achieving institutional buy in a
cumbersometask for Heather This issue has been reflected in the responses from The Ocean
Project.

The Ocean Proje@ network has allowed NEAQ to gain access to the practices of other institutions
and learn from industry examplavhich according to Heatherhas been an important ealition in
stimulating innovation Howeveraccording tantervieweesfrom both partners The Ocean Proje@a
capacityto maintain this networkin regards to both financial resources and stapacity islacking.

Generally speakingaccording to Heathe NEAQIleadershipis open to innovation anghromotes
organizational learninghich is annternallyimportant themein allowingfor social innovation to be
stimulated. NEAQviews itself as a front runner in cuttirefge aquariumsAs identified byThe

Ocan Project intervieweed KA & LISNOSLIIA2Y Yl & KAYRSNI b9!vQa |
other institutionsas it renders them less interested in external informatiog. they believe they are
independentlycapableof achieving their goalAccading to theresponses from The Ocean Project
employeesthis can make working together a complicated tdmki it has been manageable.

(@]

Both partners have expressed that the relationshipmatually beneficial which is an essential
theme in thesuccess Bthe partnership.The Ocean Project is able to assist in the implementation of
innovative solutions and subsequently measure the outcomes and learn from the successes/failures.
Without the partners, The Ocean Project would have no way to test the eféewss of their
researchor experiment with innovative approacheshe lessons learned allow The Ocean Project to

¥While they may be committed to achieving the same goals as The Ocean Project, here | indicate very

ALISOAFAOIEEE GKIFIGZ FNRBY GKS RIGEFE L KIFE@S 02ttt SOGSRx (K
partnership actiities.
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contribute to their greater goal of stimulating social innovations throughout the entire industry. The
benefit for NEAQ is that they are able learn from thenetwork test innovative programs which
otherwise may not have been developed and further establish their name as artnonér in
conservation oriented aquariums. This wun situation functions as a strong glue holding the
partnershiptogether.

[ Mutual benefit ] [ Commaon aimsfinterests ]
[ Working together ] [ Organizational fit ]
[ Resources ] [ Trtst ] [ T.O.P. Network ] [Communications research] [ NEAQ Leadership]
[ Reduced risk perception ] [ Commitment ] [ Learning ]q—[()penness to innovation]
\\‘/

social innovation

Collaborative advantage & ]

Figure 8. Conditions relevant to NEAQ and The Ocean Project partnership's collaborative advantage.

To summarize this discussion, there are seveoalditions(italicized) which have been identified by

0KS NBalLRyRSyiGa a O2yiNROGdziAYy 3 G23 2N KAYRSNRY:
advantage and stimulate social innowati Additionally, there is seemingly much room for
improvement, which will be discussed in the following recommendations.

The ability of this partnership to achieve a collaborative advantage and stimulate innovation can be
attributed to severakonditions To begin with, these partners have a higiganizational fit based

on their common aims/interestsand ability to provide each other mutual benefit through
resource complementarity; each partner has resources which provide value to the other partner
While there is a divergence on some of the procedural tactics, it is clear that both partners have a
high level of respect anttust for each other which has been established through a long history of
working together. Because the partners have expressedighhevel of trust in one another and
because both partners have been able to benefit from the partnership, individuals from both
organizations arecommitted to achieving a collaborative advantage and stimulating social
innovation.

The ability of The OceaProject to provideresourcesseems to be one of the most important
conditionsin enabling the partnership to achieve a collaborative advantage and stimulate social
innovation; this has been expressed by both organizations. For example, although therpérdne

a common aim/interest, according to the respondents, this interest is not enough to stimulate NEAQ
to develop new, experimental programs for engaging visitors to take conservation action. This is
because there is a perception oisk which detersleadership from proactively implementing
experimental innovative programs independently of the partnership. Hence, the resources provided
by The Ocean Project seem to be the most important theme in reducing this risk perception and
subsequently allowing g@erimental innovative solutions to be tested; without which the social
innovation would have unlikely been developed.
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Additionally, there are severabnditionswhich have been identified as important to specifically the
stimulation of social innovationirst of all, it is important that the leadership at NEAgsopenness

to innovation,promotes organizationdkarning, and supports the aims of the Innovative Solutions
Grants+ Program. Second, both tb@mmunications researchnd thenetwork access, whiciNEAQ

has been provided via The Ocean Project, has greatly contributed to learning and the stimulation of
innovative ideas. Third, the resources provided by the Grants greatly reduce the perception of risk
from NEAQ); the Grants resources give NEAQ, andhkleathe freedom to experiment with
innovative ideas which otherwise would have been considered too risky to implement.

4.5 Embedded unit #2: Oregon Coast Aquarium

Located in Newport, Oregon, therivate, notfor-profit, Oregon Coast Aquarium was fourtden

1992. Since its establishment, Oregon Coast Aquarium has quickly risen to become ranked as one of
GKS yFiA2yQa (2L wp | | dailiohividisra per yeail and i@r8oddnizes tor v S I N.
its persistence in striving towards achieving camation. The Oregon Coast Aquarium is dedicated

02 AYALANRY3I GdKS Lzt AO0 (G2 0SGGSNI dzyRSNREGI yRXE C

The followingnarrative which will be presented in the same format as the previous bas, been
developal from the interview responsesdm Kerry CarlisMorgan the Director of Education at the
Oregon Coast Aquarium as wellfemm the employees of The Ocean Project.

4.6 The partnership

The initial relationship between Oregon Coast Aquarium and The OcepttiRras formed through

a history of informatommunicatiorand interaction, e.g. AZA conferenagkere The Ocean Project
participated as presenterdrustwas established througpasthistory andthroughworking together

on ocean acidification researchhigh The Ocean Project was conducting and Oregon Coast
Aquarium assisted in data collectiohe data was then used as part of the resttis TOP
communications researciBoth partners indicated this to be an important foundation for trust.

As describedy Kerry, theaims2 ¥ ¢ KS hOSIy t NR2SO0 IfA3Iy ySFENIe& ¢
the overall mission of the Oregon Coast Aquariwontributing to a high level afrganizational fit

In other words, the partnership can be characterized by a commuavirgerest. Moreover, Kerry

has expressedhat she isopenandwilingéi 2 Ayy2@8F GA2y > gAffAy3a (G2 aick
leadershipin the aquarium provides her witfull support and flexibility, granting her a sufficient

level of authority to make dgsions such as applying for the Innovative Grants+. With that said the
resourcesrom the Grant still play a key role in reducing the perception of risk.

An important aspect of the partnershigvhich wagnitially identified by Kerryand confirmed by The
Ocean Project responses that it is not solely dependent on the resources from the Grant
program. Althoughthe resourcesare a key condition in enabling innovative solutiotzs be
implemented the partnershipis better describedelationship of workig together and providing a
mutual benefitfor one another This has been identified by both partners as an important condition
in achieving a collaborative advantage.

Another fundamental themeenabling this partnership to achieve a collaborative advantagine
ability of The Ocean Project to fill a knowledge gap for the Oregon Coast Agquaridmtheit
communications research. As stated by Kerry, this informasdnghly valued by the Oregon Coast
Aquariumand is an important condition in fosteritgarnng and subsequently innovation. However,
it is not something that their instittion alone has the resources or capacity to carry. dlbng with
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the funding from the Grants, this information transfer learning which has taken plades been

an important factor in allowing the Oregon Coast Aquarium itmovate. Similarly,The Ocean

Projeca T dzy Onétwakyor hiasibeen another important condition in stimulating learning
hNE3I2yZ Fa 6AGK GKS b9!lv OF aSs damplesiKéry Bag also LI NI y S
indicated thatThe Ocean Project plays an important leadership role in that they are constantly
pushing institutions toexperiment with social innovations andngage their visitors to take
conservation actionand they have the reseeh to back up that approachlhe research is an

important tool in reducing the perception oskand justifying innovative approaches.

The communicationin this partnershipmirrors that of the partnership with NEAQ; the only formal
communication that ties place is between Douglas and Kerry in regards to the Graihdsvever,
interestingly in contrast to the partnership with NEAQither partners expressed an issue with
communication

One important theme regarding barriers to innovative approacheidh has been identified by
both organizationsjs the overallstaff capacity; this has been described as an issue for both The
Ocean Project as well as Oregéior example, adescribed by Kerry, their new Innovative program
is taking on aspects of social di@ and marketing which the staff is largely unfamiliar and unskilled
to implement. This is further exacerbated bié old organizational culture artcaditional approach

of using knowledge and education to promote awarenessiasgireconservation actionwhich has
been the dominatingnstitutional paradigm and may act as a barrier to greater innovation. Even
when there is an openness and willingness towards innovdtmm both the leadership and staff, a
lack ofknowledge can be a barrier to innovatioRurthermore, Douglas has expressed that in the
past, The Ocean Project was more involved in site visits, which allowed for further trust building,
faceto-face dialogueand demonstrated commitmentresources are the maibarrier to continuing

this effort.

[ Mutual benefit ] [ Common aims/interests J

[ Communication ] [Working together]

o~

[ Resources ] [ Trust ] [ T.0.P. Network ][Communications research] [T.OP‘ Leadership ]

Organizational fit

)
[ Reduced risk perception ] Commitment [ Learning HOpenness to innovationHOregan Leadership]

Collaborative advantage &
social innovation

Figure 9. Conditions relevant to Oregon and The Ocean Project partnership's collaborative advantage.

To summarize theonditionsidentified (italicizedps relevant to this partnerships ability to achieve a
collaborative advantage and stimulate social innovatitive kuilding blocks of the partnership and
includeworking togetherand communication bath of which have contributed terust; developing

a shared understanding drhaving a&common aim/interestwhich assist in a good organizationa] fit
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both partners gain added value from the partnership and as such obtaataal benefitwhich also
contributes to a higlorganizational fitand a high level afommitmentfrom both partners.

The leadership of The Ocean Bject in pushing aquariums to b@énovative andlearn by
experimening with new approaches has played an important role in stimulating Qrég@eek out
innovative solutionsapply for the Grants+Similar to Heather from NEAQ, Kerry also noted the
AYLRNIFyYyOS 27F ¢rhesorknaddSdorgmurticAtiBnd Ee€earéha both which facilitate
learning Additionally, the leadership of Oregon, whitsopento innovation andwilling support to
Kerry in her decision to seek out funding for this kind of projatthough Kerry is willing to think
outside the box, there is still perception of risk when attempting to develop experimental
innovative stutions, but the risk is greatlyeduced by theresourcesfrom the Grant, which give
Oregon thefreedom to experiment with innovative solutions.

4.7 Embedded unit #3: North Carolina Aquarium at Pine Knoll Shores

The North Carolina Aquariums Divisions weatablished inl976 and is part of the North Carolina
Department of Natural and Environmental Resources. There are a total of three aquariums which
are operated under their authority. The aquariums were establistvitti the goal of promoting
awareness, uderstanding and conservation of the ocean. Unlike the other two aquariums under
investigation, North Carolina Aquariums aret private, but ratherpublic institutions, ran by the
state. After temporarily closing for expansion in 2004, the Aquarium reodeine2006 and now
attracts nearly half a million visitor per year, about the same as the Oregon Coast Aquarium.

The remainder of this section will follow the format of the previous two sections. The interview was
conducted with Widy AreyKent, EducatiorCuratorat the North Carolina Aquarium at Pine Knoll
ShoresAfter the general discussion and recommendations | conclude the chapter with a synopsis.

4.8 The partnership

Similar to the other two partnerships which have been discussed, the partnership &etiNerth
Carolina Aquarium$(NCA) and The Ocean Project has been forged through a history of informal
interactions at AZA conferencemformal communicationbetween Windy and The Ocean Project
staff, and prior to applying for the Grant, through Windy abduglasworking together on the

AYLX SYSy(GlFidAz2y 2F | NBySglo6tS SySNHe LIRBRRANIY |
to Oregon,NCA also participated in collecting data for ocean acidification reseAdtditionally,

Windy has developed aade relationship with Alyssa through participating as a board member for
World Oceans Day, a celebratory event championed by The Ocean Project. Furthermore, it has been
recognized by both Alyssa and Bill that the Director of MC# geto person for feetback. All of

these conditions have also contributed to a high levetast.

Theaimsand interestsof these organizations have been described as evolving in the same kind of

way, a condition which has contributed to theirganizational fit Starting fom a research oriented

F LILINBF OK FyR 3INRgAYI Ayid2 adAaydZ FdAy3a O2yaSNBI
321 t¢ G2 Sy3aAF3IS @A aArld2 NBEnthisiGsmO®R gehievingidtis igdalhys bee® i A 2 y
demonstrated in hecommitment which Douglas has explicitly noted.

¥ This study was specifically conducted with the North Carolina Aquarium at Pine Knolls Shore, but in
consideration of the lengthy name, it will be referred to simply as North Carolina Aquarium (NCA).
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Interestingly, in contrast to the other two partnerships, although Windy considered The Ocean

t N22S00iQa O02YYdzyAOFGA2y NB&aASFENOK Fa Fy AYLRZNIIY
her to apply for the grants andxperiment with innovative solutions, she also indicated that the
information was neither new nor enlightening, i.e. Windy was already aware of the approaches
recommended in the communications research, the important part was not the knowledge, or
learning but the supportand empowerment.The conditionsof empowament and support were
highlightedby Windyas equallyimportant to theresourcegprovided by the @Gnt. So, although the

resources of the grant have been pivotal in allowing NCA to develop nevoapes to engage

visitors, the intangibleonditionsof empowerment and support have also played a vital role.

Similar to the other partnerships, both partners have recognized the importancenot@al benefit

Windy has expressed that because The Odeaject makes an effort to listen and obtain feedback

from NCA, in addition to which Douglas has been able to provide invaluable support through his
assistance both prior to and during the work on the Grant. This mutual benefit has been further
reinforcedi KNP dz3K 2 Ay ReQa LI NIGAOALI GA2Y 2y GKS 22NIR
expressed as a valuable asset.

{AYAT NI G2 (GKS LI NIYSNAKALI gAGK hNB3I2Yy>X 2AyRE
leadership stating that they acas a catalyisin pushing institutions tohink outside of the traditional

industry paradigm of expecting education to promote individual action and instead directly engage
their visitors in conservation actioklthough Windy supported this approach, it has been idet

as a particularly important themen the stimulation of new approaches for engaging visitors in
conservation action.

Regarding finding innovative and effective ways to engage visitors in conservation actddijtion

to the most importance oempowerment and supporprovided by The Ocean Project, the resources
including coachingnd fundinghave been key in enabling innovatioRrior to receiving funding for

this new program, Windy had been turned down by t€Aleadershipin her requestinteredingly,

this is in spite of the relationship between The Ocean Project and NCA leadership, which, similar to
the previous partnerships, indicates a lack of commitment from NCA leadership. As with the other
partnerships his can largely be attributed to thisk aversion culture which is characteristic of many
institutions in this industry and the inability of individual institutions to invest resources into
programs which ultimately may or may not be successful. In this regard, the funding has been
absolutdy critical in the implementation of the innovative program.

One of the potential hindrances to the ability of this partnership to achieve a collaborative
advantage and stimulate social innovation is tINEA is particularly burdened by many layers of
authority, which can provide both politit and philosophical barriers. Although this barrier is
reflected in the other partnerships as well, it is a particularly difficult barrier to overcome
considering that NCA is a state run institution and as such idebed by a level of bureaucracy
unknown to the other partnerships. As such, The Ocean Project has done well at providing Windy
with the support and resources which she needs to experiment with innovative solutions.
Additionally, it is important that, althagh The Ocean Project does not have relationship ties or
commitment from some of the very high up politically affiliated leaders, their relationship with the
Direct of NCA has played an important role in fostering high levels of trust and reducing the
perception of risk.
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Figure 10. Conditions relevant to NCA and The Ocean Project partnership's collaborative advantage.

To summarize theonditionsidentified (italicized) as relevant to this partnerships ability to achieve a
collaborative advantage and stimulate social innovation,fthendation of this partnership was built
through a history of informainteraction via conferences, working together prior to the Grant and
also collaborating closely for World Oceans Daygfalthich have contributed tarust; the partners
have a venpcommon aim/interestwhich assist in a makingrganizational fit; both pdaners gain
added value from the partnership and as such obtamwual benefitwhich also contributes to a
highorganizational fitand a high level afommitmentfrom both partners.

Theleadershipof The Ocean Project in pushing aquariums to be innesdhe support they have
provided in both tangibles and intangibles has been key conditions in stimulating innaviien
supportand empowerment which The Ocean Project has provided for Windy has been identified as
an extremely important themén achieing a collaborative advantag&he relationship ties with the
Director of the NCA has been importahbwever due to the extremely bureaucratic nature of NCA,
there is still a perception afisk when attempting to develop gerimental innovative solutiondn

line with the other partnerships, the perception o$k is greatly reduced by thesourcesrom the

Grant, which give NOhe freedom to experiment with innovative solutions.

4.9 Conclusion

Each of the partnerships under investigation in this stbhdg both many interesting similarities and
differences. The following chapter reflects on these similarities and differences and how they have
interacted within each partnership. After which a discussion takes place in which | reflect upon the
limitations of this research and the difficulties faced as a novice research, which although were
many, | am confident the results of this research are trustworthy and useful for both the participants
of the study, other practitioners, and future research.
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Chapter 57 Reflection & discussion
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5.1 Introduction

In this chapter, using the data collected in each of the research phases, including the literature
review, direct observations and the interviews with the participating organizations to reflect on the
similarites and differences between the partnerships. This will provide the reader with an idea of
which conditionswere common throughout each of the partnerships and whicmditionswere

unique in each partnership. In the next chapter after the discussion andwsion, building off the
reflections in this chapter, highlight the conditionswhich are relevant to the success of the
partnerships in this study a (CSPs in the context of social innovation) and provide recommendations
for both the partnerships in tils study as well as for practitioners in general.

5.2 Similarities and differences between cases

In this section | reflect on theimilaritiesand differences found in the cases which were described in
Chapter 4. In Chapter 6, | provide recommendationsefach of the individual partnerships and
partnerships in general which may be in similar situations.

Common aims, mutual benefit & organizational fit.

To begin with, each of the partnerships had a high organizationahfith was positively influence

by the congruity of aims and the ability of the partners to create a mutual bengfihough, it

should be noted that other factors contribute to organizational For example, organizational
cultures, values and beliefs, eftheseconditionswere similarin mostaspectswith the exception of

the partnership between NEAQ and The Ocean Project which was described in section 4.2 and will
be revsited in the following chapter in the recommendations for NEAQ and The Ocean Project.

Communication, working togethe r & trust

Eachof the partnerships were founded ooonditions of working together and commmication,

which areconditionsthat when managed weltontribute to greater trust between the partners.
However, although each of thesenditionswas relevant to tk partnerships, they also had different
underlying key issues. For example, | chose not to include communication as a theme contributing to
trust in the NEAQ partnership, because although communication was happening, it did not seem to
be happening to anxdent in which trust was being established, moreover both partners expressed a
certain dissatisfaction with the level of communication in the partnership. On the other hand,
Oregon and NCA both cited that communication between the partners was impori@nigydarly in

the case of NCA where The Ocean Project communicates with leadership outside of the context of
the Grant on a more interpersonal level.

Commitment
Commitment was a theme that was present in each of the partnerships, namely from Douglas and
0KS AYy(iSNBASHSSaQ FTNRY SIFOK 2F GKS [ ljdzZ NAdzyao |

partners seemed to be lacking, which reduces trust and increases the perception of risk (Huxham &
Vangen 2005). For The Ocean Project, the lack of commitment axgely a result of resource
constraints; the organization is simply too small and underfunded to be heavily committed to all of
its activities. It is likely that, if The Ocean Project aims to continue creating a collaborative advantage
and stimulating soal innovation in these and other partnerships, a greater level of commitment
from both partners is needed (Huxham & Vangen 2005; Waddock 1988; Austin 2000; Berger et al.
2006; Rondinelli & London 2003; Le Ber & Branzei 2010; Googins & Rochlin 2000).
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Risk & resources

Not only did risk appear as a relevant theme in each of the cases under investigation in this study,

but during thelnnovation and the Living World Symposiusk was a very apparent theme as a

potential barrier to innovation. In the cases umdevaluation, and reflected by the participants in

the symposium, the perception of risk by leadership is a major barrier. From the data collected, the
perception of ri& is a result of two phenomenorlthough this has been covered in Chapter 4, | will

brA STt e adzYYFENART S KSNB® CANBRGEX GKS AyRdzZaIGNEBQa O2
prevents aquarium leadership from branching out and experimenting with new methods. Second,
aquariums are not the most profitable businesses, moreover mostatdor-profit, and as such

they are very cautious on their spending, as a result leadership is often hesitant to invest into new

programs unless they know those programs will return a profit.

Through the Innovative Solutions Grants+ Program, The OcegacPis able to significantly reduce

that perception of risk by (a) providing financial resources (b) providing coaching throughout the
development of programs to ensure that, when implemented, they have a higher chance of being
successful. In each of tliases under evaluation in this study, the interviewees from the partnership
institutions explicitly stated that, without the resources provided from the Grant, they would not
have been able to justify the development of the innovative programs which thagted to
implement. As a result, it can be said that the ability of The Ocean Project to provide resources to its
partners was an important condition in enabling the partnership to achieve a collaborative
advantage and stimulate social innovation.

Learnin g, leadership & network

Thecommunications research as a tool for learning was a key theme in both NEAQ and @rdgon

and was cited as an important condition in stimulating social innovabiahnot for NCA. However,

Windy repeatedly cited the importaecof the communications researcind The Ocean Projdeta
leadershipas tools for supporting her in developing innovative solutions. Similarly, The Ocean

t N22S00iQa fSIRSNBAKALI ¢6la O2yaAARSNBR |y AYLRNIIY
Kerry fromOregon cited the importance of that leadership as a function to stimulate learning, Windy

from NCA cited the importance of their leadership as a support mechanism throughout the industry.

The relationship of the leadership between NEAQ, NCA and Qregsrdifferent in every case. For

example, with NEAQ, The Ocean Project employees all know the leadership and have communicated

and worked together in past years; as mentioned in section 4.2 NEAQ was a founding partner of The
Ocean Project and their leadetiphis very familiar with The Ocean Project. However, at this point in

time The Ocean Project does not communicate regularly with the leadership of NEAQ. On the other

hand, the leadership at NCA, specifically the Director of NCA has a close relatiotisfiipevDcean

Project and they communicate regularly, for example, as previously mentioned The Ocean Project

will seek feedback from the director of NCA. Finally, from the data collected, there was no indication

of any relationship between The Ocean Projand the leadership of Oregon, The Ocean Project
aSSYSR G20Grtfe dzyFFYAEALFNI 6AGK hNB3I2yQa S| RSNAK
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in stimulating innovation, providing access to what is happg in the rest of industry and best
practices. Although the network was mentioned by Windy as a tool for keeping up with the

*The Ocean Project directdBjll Mott, wasuh 6 NB 2F K2 hNBI2yQa f SFRSNEKAL] ¢
online.



community, it was not consideed to be a very relevant theme to the achievement of their
collaborative advantage or the stimulati of social innovation.

The conditionswhich were common to achieving a collaborative advantage in these partnerships
were organizational fit which was fostered by mutual benefitand common aims/intereststrust
which was fostered byvorking togetherand communication commitment which was fostered by
trust and mutual benefit; and, perhaps most importantly of all, resources, which were able to reduce
the perception of risk. In the cases of both NEAQ and Ordgamingwas an important theme, but

it was fostered by differentonditionsin each caseAdditionally, thenetwork provided by The Ocean
Project was cited as an important condition for facilitating learning within both NEAQ and Oregon,
and although it was briefly mentioned by Windy, it was raitributed to the collaborative
advantage. And in the cases of NCA and OregoK,S h OS | yleatleiBps/asCals® @n
important theme. In the discussion in the following chapter | detail the limitations of this project and
reflect upon the research, flowed by the conclusion in which | answer the research question,
discuss the implications of this research, and provide general recommendations for practitioners.

6.1 Discussion

After over a decade of developing the theory of collaborative advantagehasux. Vangen (2005)
02YS (2 GKS O2yOfdzarzy (KIFIGX dzyf Saa aiKS adalr{(Sa
you have to. Prior to conducting this research, | was puzzled at that conclusion and was almost
certain that it was not true in every atext, particularly the one in which this research is grounded; |
stand corrected. | now firmly believe that Huxham & Vangen (2005) were indeed right on target with
their conclusion. Even in the context of this research where both partners have a commdroi

the outset, a high level of organizational fit and can produce a mutual benefit, it became very clear
throughout this research that, even with those conditions, collaboration is indeegemelytime
consuming and requires a significant commitmenhat being said, given the limited resources of
The Ocean Project and the extraordinarily broad scope of their aims, they have done well at
collaborating. However, as discussed throughout Chapter 3, there is still significant room for
improvement.

Throughait this research | came across several limitations. To start, from the outset | believed that a
sample size of three was manageable enough for the allotted time; | was wrong. Through my
investigation of each of the three cases, | could only but scratclsuhface of many of the nuances

of these partnership relationships. While |1 do believe that | was able to uncover results that are
dzaS¥dzZ =z L OFyQi KStL) odzi ¥SSt GKSNB gl a adAfft
conducting my interviews, | as under the impression that one interview session with each of the
FljdzZl NAdzyaQ LRAYG LISNE2Y F2N 0KS LI NIYSNBKALI O2)
Project staff would be sufficient to gain insight into these relationships; that was only pardly

While | was able to gain insight into these partnerships and identify many releoadlitionsto

their ability to create a collaborative advantage, after having collected the data and analyzing it, |
found one crucial piece that was missing, intews with the leadership at each of the aquariums.

Having identified leadership as a theme in the literature review, | knew that it would be relevant, but

I did not have enough knowledge at that point to know indeed how much it would have helped had |
beenable to interview the leadership. Moreover, it would have been beneficial to have been able to
conduct multiple interviews with each of the participants in order to further triangulate the results.
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Another limitation to this research is that the theory eollaborative advantage was developed out

of practiceoriented research in which the researchers were actively participating in the
collaborative arrangements, working as consultants and were able to influence events and record

data postintervention to gain further insight. While | was able to develop recommendations by

NEFf SOGAY dzal2y 20GKSNEQ SYLANROL € NEASINOKXZ Rdz
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suitable. However, in consideration of the fact that theory of collaborative advantage is to provide
reflexive handles for practitioners amubt to provide them with howto guidelines, this limitation is

not as significant compared to others.

Another dfficult aspect of this particular research project was that, although the theory of
collaborative advantage lent itself fairly well to be adapted to this project, the authors, Huxham &
Vangen (2005) developed the theory in a drastically different contexthich the collaborative
arrangements were much more structured. Similarly, there is essentialiyerature that has been
O2yRdzOGSR 2y | LI NILHYSNRAKALI 2F GKAA GeLISP® ¢KS hoOf
example, The Ocean Projecashbeen established as a network to inspire conservation action,
particularly through zoos, aquariums and museums. In other words, The Ocean Project was
established with collaboration as a sole function. So, while it is a cross sector partnership in the
sense that it is a charitable organization and the aquariums are all either private/publitorot

profits, they are still within the same community. Most of the literature on collaboration is in the
context of collaboration which happens between differemganizations, which were not developed

with the sole purpose of collaborating with the industry, such as pydrliate partnerships, NGO

business partnerships, etc. unlike The Ocean Project, which is solely dependent on collaborative
activities, the orgaizations in these partnerships have functions outside of collaboration.

' RRAGAZ2Y I ff@2 ¢KS hOS leytrenielfBoBeSandi ade nd JeadlBtryicBuNeh K A LJA
another characteristic which was not represented in previous empirical research. These
characteristics made the application of the theory of collaborative advantage a difficult task.

As a novice researcher, this project has been a significant learning experience. In addition to
becoming more acutely aware of the limitations, | was able to tbgveny interviewing skills,
familiarize myself with the use of CAQDAS, and gain insight into my own strengths and weaknesses
as a researcher. For example, although | had not previously conducted interviews for research, |
found myself to be very comfortablconducting them and felt that, given my beginner status, was
able to do a good job. On the other hand, | was even less familiar with direct observation, and while |
was able to incorporate some of my direct observation into the results, | felt thatdl é@ve done a

better job at tracking my direct observations and creating a better audit trail.

It should also be mentioned that mutual benefit was a theme which appeared consistently
throughout the interviews but was not identified in the initial liteva¢ review; however, after
reflecting upon the literature during the analysis of the interview responses, scholars such as Austin
& Seitanidi (2012) and Googins & Rochlin (2000) do clearly cite the importance of creating a shared
value, a theme which | fiaid to include in the initial literature review. That being said, it is a theme
which was a fundamental component in the success of the partnerships in this study.

In sum, despite the limitations of this project | was able to produce useful results andagén
depth understanding of the research methods which were employed. Additionally, | gained valuable
insight into the process of collaboration, which although | can still say | am an advocate of, | now

64| Page



have a significantly better understanding of themplexities and difficulties involved in achieving a
collaborative advantage.

5.2 Conclusion

To conclude this chapter, several conditions were relevant throughout each of the partnerships and
identified by all respondents as important contributors to theesess and collaborative advantage in
their institution, specifically within the context of social innovation. There were a number of
limitations and lessons learned throughout this research, but the project has still provided value and
may act as a pointf departure for more research in the future. The next chapter will conclude this
research project by answering the main research question and providing recommendations for both
The Ocean Project and its partners as well possible recommendations fortipreezs in similar
situations who find the results of this research transferable to their own partnerships.
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6. Introduction

In this chapter, | conclude the research digcussing those conditionghich have beg relevant to

the success of the partnerships under investigation in this stlithg. aim of this research was to
investigate three CSPs which have been able to achieve a collaborative advantage within the context
of social innovation. This was done bytfideing a literature review of existing empirical research
and identifying conditions which have been cited previously. Using an exploratory instrumental case
study design, interviews and direct observation were employed to collect additional data anel refi
the conditions found in the literature to conditions which were specific within the context of this
research project and may be transferable to other research projédtsr the conclusion, building

off of the previous phases of research | provide maotendations for the partnerships under
evaluation in this study and recommendations for partnershifrséch may be developed in a similar
context.

6.2 Conclusion
The results of this research have provided interesting insighttirgaesearch question:

Undea which conditions are cross sector partnerships are like to achieve a collaborative advantage?

Additionally it provides a further knowledge base for the theory of collaborative advantisieg

the seven conditions which appeared consistently throughowach of the partnerships under
investigation,here | translate thoseconditionsinto conditions which may assist a partnership in
achieving a collaborative advantage. To begin, based on the results of this study and other empirical
research (Austin 2000;020; Austin & Seitanidi 2012; Googins & Rochlin 2000) it is important to
ensure that partners have the ability to cregtt) mutual benefit a condition which was present in

each of thepartnershipsin this study To further emphasizegvery interviewee reponded that each

2F (GKS LI NIYSNEKA#JAE 6SINBB Y2NBsRINE SIGR LI NIy SN
value, as opposed to having one organization impose its interests on the ofhestn & Seitinidi

(2012) and Googins & Rochlin (200@)e centered their researclon the ability of partners to

create a shared value for one another, which was confirmed in the results of this study and as such is
an important condition.

Another important condition which was present in each of the partnershapsl is cited throughout

the literature was a(2) common aim both of the partners were interested in advancing ocean
conservation through inspiring their visitors to take conservation action. Common aims, along with
mutual benefit are conditions which Ho contribute to into a high (3) organizational fit
Organizational fit is another condition which was cited frequently throughout the literature as a
component of success and was also indicated in the results of this reséiaveds very clear that
these conditions allowedthe partnerships toachieve a collaborative advantage despiery little
structure®; the partners had a shared understanding of what they were trying to achieve and were
(4) committedto achieving that.Commitment was an important coritbn, although as discussed
more in the recommendations in the following section, theseraom for increased commitment
One of the most essential conditions in each partnership was the ability of The Ocean Project to
provide (5) resourcedrom the Grant which were absolutely necessary to redube perception of

(6) riskin every partnership. Furthermore, risk is the ar@nditionthat was identified in the context

% Structure in terms of formal membership and structural configuration, i.e. the partnerships are extremely
loose and informal in their structure.

67| Page



of this research that had not been discovered through my literature revidwe reason fothis may

be attributed to the perceptior2 ¥ NA &1 02YSa FTNBY (KS LI NIRAIY ¢
approach to inspiringconservation action, which was discusszglier. Moreover, this particular
conditionis particularlyrelevant within the conteof social innovation, as it is related to the risk of
investing resources into a program which may end up being a faiféyerust was an important
condition the trust between the partners was a key condition in enabling a collaborative advantage.
Forexample, as mentioned earlier each of the aquariums trusted The Ocean Projects information
and valued their insight as well as vice velsastly, an important condition in building a trusting
relationship is a history of (8)orking togetherTheseeight conditionswere important in all three of

the partnerships. Table 5 provides an overview of all of the conditions that were identified by the
interviewees as relevant to their partnerships ability to achieve a collaborative advantage.

Conditions NEAQ Oregon NCA

Congruent common aims/interests X X X
Ability to create a mutual benefit X X X
A good organizational fit between partners X X X
The establishment of a trusting relationship X X X
Commitment from both partners X X X
Ability to provide resouresresource complementarity X X X
Ability to reduce the perception of risk X X X
An organizational culture which promotes learning X X

A network to share information and stimulate learning X X

The support of The Ocean Project as a leader X X
Frequent communication between partners X
A history of working together X X X
Organizational openness to innovation X X

Table 5.Conditions present in the partnershfhat were relevant to achieving a collaborative
advantage.

Other conditionswere identfied throughout the cases, but they were not as consistently identified

as the above mentionedonditions However, because they are not listed in the aboeaditionsis

by no means an indication of their lack of relevance, on the contrary as discussadién chapters

of this book, all collaborative arrangements are different, as has been demonstrated within this case

study. For exampldeadershipwas consistently identified, but in a very heterogeneous way. For
example, the leadership at NEAQ was iamportant driver of organizational learning a very

important condition in stimulating innovation was. Whereas for Oregon, the importance of
leadership was reflected in leadership role of The Ocean Project in pushing her institution to learn

and experimenin new ways, with no explicit mention of the Oregon leadership other than the fact

OKFG GKSe& adzZlR2NISR YSNNE® {AYAfINI@&>X 2AyRe FNR°
as playing an important rolenitheir collaborative advantage. This wast becauseThe Ocean
Projectpushed NCA to learn, but because they supported and empeavivindy to apply for the

Grant and assisted in reducing the perception of riskrthermore, thenetwork of The Ocean

Project was identified as an important theme ife 6t Ay3 € SINYyAy3I FNRBY AYyRd:
which was explicitly identified by both NEAQ and Oregon as an important condition in stimulating

social innovation. However, both The Ocean Project and NEAQ were aware of the fact that the
network both couldbe strengthened and should be strengthened in consideration of objectives of

the partnerships.
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6.3 Recommendations for The Ocean Project and its partners

In this section | provideecommendationdor TheOcean Project and its partner&fter the general

and specific recommendations for the partnerships which were evaluated in the case study, | then
provide recommendations for practitioners who may be in similar situations. However, it should be
reiterated that, following the theory of collaborative advage and the approach taken in the case
study design to trustworthiness, the recommendations shaudtibe considered as a hete guide

for successful partnerships. On the contrary, the recommendations which have been developed
from these case studies may may not be applicable to other partnerships, which are dependent
on the practitioner and the situation they are iRifestone 1987; Guba & Lincoln 19%ake 1995;
Morse et al. 2002Huxham & Vangen 200Baxter & Jack 2008; Yin 2009

6.4 General recommendations for The Ocean Project and its partners

The following recommendations have been developed from reflections on the literature, interview
responses and direct observation. The goal of these recommendatiaiesgsovide each of the
partnerships evduated in the case studyith suggestions on how they might manage the
partnership in relation to differentconditions in order to continue achieving a collaborative
advantage and feter future social innovationdrirst, | will provide genetarecommendain in
regards tothe conditions of commitment, leadership and communication, which although had

different issues in each partnerships, general recommendations may still be developed. Second, |

provide partnerspecific recommendations as most all of tanditions although may be present in
each partnership, have different underlying key issues and must be managed accordingly.

Commitment, communication & leadership

In all of the partnerships evaluated in this study, it is recommended that dtweditions of
commitment, communication and leadership be managed more attentively to continue achieving a
collaborative advantage.

Beginning withcommitment, as described in section 5.1, it is clear that although there is a
commitment from both partners, for each tfie aquariums the burden of commitment &most
solely on the persons who were interviewellore specifically, lthough there is a commitment
from each of the partnerships via the innovative solutions grant, there seems to be a lack of
engagement, or comitment, from the leadership in all of the evaluated organizations, including
¢tKS hOSIy LINRP2SOG® LG A& NBIdAFNI & OAGSR Ay
is a necessary component of creating a collaborative advantage (Huxham &n\v20@p; Waddock

1988; Austin 2000; Berger et al. 2006; Rondinelli & London 2003; Le Ber & Branzei 2010; Googins &

Rochlin 2000).

For example, although the leadership of each aquaries a common overarching aithat is
consistent with The Ocean Projedtom the interview responses and direct observation, two
problems appear in relation to commitment. Firétom the data collectedithe noticealde lack of
O2YYAGYSy(d TN YleadeftSpstaffljsda dtHitany t @esource concerns and the
indust® Q&  LJ- &Aldrikek @ W& perception of risk.Second, although BiMott and Alyssa
Isakowerare committed to the partnership, they are constrained by the sheer scope of The Ocean
t Ne2S0iQa IOUAGAGASA YR I a albzCokmiiet SoBowiRg2he y 2
logic of the commitmentrust theory of relationship marketingvhich has been developed in the
context of partnerships (Morgan & Hunt 1994), the recommendationbiath of these problems
g2dZ R 06S (2 62NJ] 2agershHip/cOmNdirneatiby steling trust @dough Sore
formal communication and working together more regularly.
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Although not all interviewees cited that communication is lacking, it was referenced by The Ocean
Project as something that happens irregularhdarould be improved, this was confirmed by direct
observatiori*. As a result, all of the partnerships could benefit from improved communication. The
main source of this, as evidenced by the interview responses and direct observation, is simply a lack
of routine dialogue. Outside of the mandatory communication regarding the grants, which takes
place between Douglas and the aquariums, both Bill and Alyssa have expressed that they do not
communicate frequently with any of the partners and vice versa. Bill sgprba sense of frustration
regarding a lack of feedback from partners, but the constraint on resources is a barrier. On a similar
note, Heather of NEAQ suggested that The Ocean Project needs to the capacity to bring together the
grantees, get their feedlk, and share information to facilitate learning and foster more innovation.

While it is understandable that the resources constrain The Ocean Project, due to the cited
importance of communication (Googins & Rochlin 2000; Austin 2000; Austin & Seit@hli 2
Huxham & Vangen 2003; 2005; Ansell & Gash 2008; Waddock 1998), particularly in the context of
partnerships aimed at social innovation (Holmes & Moir 2007; Kania & Kramer 2011; Jamali et al.
2011; Le Ber & Branzei 2010) it is recommended that eff@tenbde to remedy the lack of formal
communication outside of the Grants+ program. Similarly, both Heather and Kerry cited the
importance of the network which is provided by The Ocean Project as a key facilitator of learning
and innovation. However, Heathatso identified the network communication could be improved,
which has been further confirmed by The Ocean Project responses as well as direct observation.
Although Windy and Kerry did not explicitly mention a need for improved network communication,
because networks are cited as a key driver of information sharing and subsequently learning and
innovation (Powell et al. 1996; Adam & Westlund 2012; Mulgan et al. 2007; Murray et al. 2010;
Jamali et al. 2011; Holmes & Moir 2007) in order to continue assistisgmulating innovation in

these partnerships and the greater industry in general, it would behoove The Ocean Project to invest
more time in facilitating information sharing through their already established network.
Furthermore, as the network has beeited as a source of benefit for partners, by strengthening the
network The Ocean Project increases their value to their partners, this has been cited in literature as
an important condition in increasing commitment to the partnership (Morgan & Hunt 1994)

6.5 Recommendations for NEAQ & The Ocean Project

It is clear that, on the@ne handthe aims on theindividual6 S ®3 ® | S| ahdKdBgsddrationalA Y a 0
level (e.g. overarching institutional aimshare the samevhat aims(Huxham & Vangen 2005), i.e.
each partner knowswhat the collaboration is aimed at achieving: engaging the public to take
conservation action. On the other hand, there are conflicting perspectives onaiweaims i.e. how
through what process should the aims be achieved. More spegjfitaé individual aims of Heather

are consistent with those of The Ocean Project, but it has been cited thditalwaims of the NEAQ
leadership may be conflicting with the individual aims of Heather and the organizational aims of The
Ocean Project. Thisssue has not prevented the partnership from achieving a collaborative
advantage, as of yet, however, according to many scholars it is not likely to contribute to achieving a
collaborative advantage (Austin 2000; Huxham & Vangen 2005; Kania & Kramer @@fEt; & al.

2006; Rondinelli & London 2003; Le Ber & Branzei 2010).

Additionally, a disagreement in aims has potential to create conflict and undermine the trust which
has been established through past successes (Murphy et al. 2012; Huxham & Vangen 2005)

3 During my 5 month internship neither Bilor Alyssa communicated with any of the three partner
aquariums.
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