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ABSTRACT

In recent years, the network concept has become a central component of administrative
scholarship. One cannot ignore the increased use of networks as both an explicit policy
choice and a condition of public funding. This trend suggests that the network concept
now represents an approach to governance. Regardless, active participation in these
multi-organizational, multi-governmental, and multi-sectoral relationships has outpaced
empirical description and theoretical explanation. Making the important case that
network management has become a critical activity in public administration, researchers
have neglected the relationship between front-line participatory behavior and the use of
the network approach. As a result, the vocabulary and the imagery needed to describe
and theorize about the specific front-line participatory behaviors that accompany the use
of the network approach does not exist. Due to the limitations of past research, there is
little understanding of the front-line participatory behaviors that could help make this
happen. This study refers to these types of behaviors as network behaviors. Relying on
surveys and elite interviews with participants from thirteen social welfare networks
throughout the state of Virginia, this study addresses two primary research questions:
What are the front-line participatory behaviors that accompany the use of the network
approach? And, how do these behaviors differ along with variations in the network
approach? Through examining 14 hypotheses, the study relates a framework of four
degrees (variations) of the network approach (cooperation, coordination, consolidation,
and collaboration) to three categories of behavior (knowledge management,
communicative behavior, and commitment/identity). The findings support the underlying
rationale for this study that variations in the network approach may shape front-line
participatory behavior differently, and vice versa. Ultimately, by exploring this
relationship and integrating the literature on networks with the literature on front-line
work, this study may serve as the foundation for future efforts to establish a theory or
rationale for developing and choosing among variations in the network approach.
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Chapter 1:
Introduction
Discretion at the front lines influences the fidelity of the implementation of public policy
to the expectations and desires of policymakers (Lipsky, 1980; Meyers et al., 1998; Riccucci,
2005; Rohr, 1989). In other words, public policy can emerge from the collective behaviors of
front-line workers, which raises an important question (Ellis et al., 1999; Jewell and Glaser,
2006; Lipsky, 1980; Maynard-Moody and Musheno, 2000; Meyers et al., 1998; Riccucci, 2005;
Sandfort, 2000). What are the factors or work conditions that affect front-line participatory
behavior? This study begins with the overarching assumption that the governance1 approach,
itself, affects front-line participatory behavior, and vice versa. Yet, due to the emphasis placed
on other factors, such as one’s personal beliefs or values and changes in policy goals, few studies
have explored this relationship (Considine and Lewis, 1999; Mischen & Jackson, 2008;
Mohrman et al., 2003). As a result, little theoretical work attempts to link different variations of
the network as a governance approach with the performance of certain front-line participatory
behaviors.

As networks grow in importance, becoming more pervasive, this relationship

warrants more research. In this study, the network concept describes administrative and service
delivery structures with multiple nodes and linkages, which can include a variety of public,
private, and non-profit organizations.
Recognizing the increased use of the network as a governance approach, this study
investigates the behavior of front-line workers in several social welfare networks throughout the
state of Virginia. Virginia’s welfare programs are relatively decentralized, leaving its counties

1

Here, governance, as defined by Lynn, Heinrich, and Hill (2001, p.7), refers to the ―regimes, laws, rules, judicial
decisions, and administrative practices that constrain, prescribe, and enable the provision of public supported goals
and services. See pgs. 8-9 for an in-depth discussion of the term governance.

1

with the flexibility and discretion to develop and run their own programs.2 In 2001, the state
issued its first Employment Advancement for TANF Participants grants to help clients in the
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) program enter and advance in the workplace.
This grant awards funds to welfare-to-work programs that adopt what it refers to as ―proven‖
service approaches, including, among other things, community partnerships (public, private, and
non-profit) and interagency collaborations.3

This approach reflects a recent trend in

administrative scholarship that suggests the network concept may describe or represent the
principal means to effective governance (Bressers, O’Toole, and Richardson, 1995; Goldsmith
and Eggers, 2004; Kickert, Klijn, and Koppenjan, 1997; O’Toole, 1997; Provan and Milward,
1995).
To explore the relationship between the network approach and front-line participatory
behavior, this study chose seventeen programs funded by Virginia’s Employment Advancement
for TANF Participants grant. The chosen programs included Local Departments of Social
Services (LDSS) and the Virginia Initiative for Employment not Welfare 4 (VIEW) caseworkers
that are the central focus of this study. As front-line workers, the VIEW caseworkers have some
control over the distribution of resources and interact regularly with TANF clients and other
network participants. Given their multiple points of interaction, both horizontally and vertically,
they work in an environment that is rich for exploring the relationship between front-line
participatory behavior and the use of the network approach. Despite a remarkable increase in
both the quality and quantity of network research, the exploration of the relationship mentioned
above, an important piece of the overall puzzle has been missing. Accordingly, this effort is a
critical step in reaching an improved understanding of the use of networks, especially as scholars
2

See www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/ofa/data-reports/annualreport5/chap12.pdf
See http://www.dss.virginia.gov/files/forms/grants/ben-10-057/rfp.pdf
4
See http://www.dss.virginia.gov/geninfo/reports/financial_assistance/tanf.cgi
3
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and practitioners increasingly look to networks as the principal means to effective governance in
the twenty-first century.
Statement of the Problem
In recent years, the network concept has become a central component of administrative
scholarship.

Researchers have explored the implications of this concept for public

administration and tend to disagree on whether networks constitute an approach, a theory, or a
loose construct (Kettl, 2002; Milward and Provan, 1998; O’Toole, 1997; Provan and Milward,
1995). Yet, one cannot ignore the increased use of networks as both an explicit policy choice
and a condition of public funding. This trend suggests that the network concept now represents
an approach to governance. Regardless, active participation in these multi-organizational, multigovernmental, and multi-sectoral relationships has outpaced empirical description and theoretical
explanation.
Making the important case that network management has become a critical activity in
public administration, researchers have neglected the relationship between front-line
participatory behavior and the use of the network approach (Agranoff, 2007; McGuire, 2002;
Milward and Provan, 2006; O’Leary and Bingham, 2009; Provan and Kenis, 2007). As a result,
the vocabulary and the imagery needed to describe and theorize about the specific front-line
participatory behaviors that accompany the use of the network approach does not exist. As some
scholars suggest, the network approach may help produce outcomes that would otherwise not be
possible. Yet, due to the limitations of past research, there is little understanding of the front-line
participatory behaviors that could help make this happen. This study refers to these types of
behaviors as network behaviors. Ultimately, by exploring this relationship and integrating the
literature on networks with the literature on front-line work, this study may serve as the
3

foundation for future efforts to establish a theory or rationale for developing and choosing among
variations in the network approach.
Research Questions and Theoretical Foundations
As a concept that is widely used, from mathematics to the social sciences, networks are
inherently difficult to define. In their most general sense, networks are structures that include
multiple nodes and linkages, where nodes can be anything from animals to computers (Berry et
al., 2004; O’Toole, 1997; Perkin and Court, 2005; Podolny and Page, 1998). In the social
sciences, one of the difficulties in reaching a definition stems from the fact that the network
concept refers to both an organizational structure and a process that brings people and their
organizations together (Lipnack and Stamps, 1994; Perkin and Court, 2005). Accordingly, Riles
in The Network Inside Out (2001, p. 51) argues that the network is ―both a means to an end and
an end in itself.‖ Despite its varied uses, for the purposes of this study, it is necessary to settle on
a definition.
When considered as a governance approach, from the perspective of administrative
scholarship and practice, the network concept represents several distinct characteristics and is
much easier to define. Drawing from the existing scholarly literature, the network represents a
collection of participants and/or organizations (nodes and linkages) that pursues repeated
exchange relations with one another (i.e. information, knowledge, financial resources, and
services) and serves some purpose (Agranoff and McGuire, 2001; Goldsmith and Eggers, 2004;
Keast et al., 2004; Lipnack and Stamps, 1994; O’Toole, 1997; Podolny and Page, 1998). How,
then, does the network approach differ from other governance approaches?
The network approach can bring a diversity of inputs together to decentralize and
disperse control, which can increase the flexibility and speed with which government can
4

respond. Many scholars argue that these features provide for a more integrated and holistic
response to complex public problems (Bressers and O’Toole, 1998; Goldsmith and Eggers, 2004;
Kickert, Klijn, and Koppenjan, 1997; O’Toole, 1997; Provan and Milward, 1995). The network
approach allows government action to emerge from the combined interactions of multiple
participants and their organizations, with varying levels of interdependence. Through these
interactions, participants may collectively make sense of their task environment and may develop
or learn new behaviors (Klijn, 1996; Klijn and Koppenjan, 2000; Koppenjan and Klijn, 2004;
Mohrman et al., 2003). Depending on how this process unfolds, these behaviors can either
enhance or conflict with the positive attributes of the network approach.

As such, the

relationship between the network approach and worker behavior requires further attention.
Recognizing the fundamental role that front-line participatory behavior can play in the
governance process (Lipsky, 1980; Meyers et al., 1998; Riccucci, 2005), this study begins by
investigating two simple but elusive empirical questions: What are the front-line participatory
behaviors that accompany the use of the network approach? And, how do these behaviors differ
along with variations in the network approach? Related, are two secondary research questions
that this study seeks to answer. How do the front-line behaviors, as identified, compare with the
conceptualization of network behaviors, developed from the existing scholarly literature? And,
what, if any, mechanisms (structures, trainings, processes, and/or routines) encourage front-line
workers to perform network behaviors? To guide this study’s investigation of these questions,
chapters 2 and 3 introduce and explain several hypotheses.
Observing and explaining the formation of the individual behavior patterns can be a
difficult and time-consuming task. For this reason, this study investigates the extent to which the
VIEW caseworkers intend to perform certain behaviors, using Ajzen’s Theory of Planned

5

Behavior (TPB) as a guiding framework.5 After doing so, this study compares the findings from
surveys completed by the Virginia participants with the behaviors that the scholarly literature
seemingly indicates would be the best fit for different variations in the network approach.
According to the TPB, intentions capture the motivational factors that influence behavior and are
a reliable indicator of the actual performance of an individual’s behavior (Ajzen, 1985; 1991;
Fishbein and Ajzen’s, 1974; Minbaeva and Pedersen, 2010). For the purposes of this study, it is
unnecessary to try to determine the direction of causality in terms of front-line participatory
behavior. Rather, the assumption is that different variations in the network approach shape the
organizational experiences of front-line workers, altering their roles, responsibilities, and
interactions, which, in turn, may shape or influence their behaviors, and vice versa.
Although, several studies have explored the relationship between personal values or
beliefs and front-line participatory behavior (Kelly, 1994; Keiser and Soss, 1998; Weissert,
1994), other studies have explored the relationship between changes in policy goals and frontline participatory behavior (Riccucci, 2005; Sandfort, 2000; Maynard-Moody, Musheno, and
Palumbo, 1990). Yet, as is evident in Figure 1.1 below, the focus of this study is to explore the
relationship between different variations in the network approach, itself, and front-line
participatory behavior. This study’s findings will help introduce and develop the concept of
network behavior and the concept of network behavior mechanisms. As defined previously,
network behaviors are participatory behaviors that facilitate or enhance the functioning of the
network approach.

Network behavior mechanisms are behavioral interventions (structures,

processes, trainings, or routines) that encourage the performance of network behaviors. The
5

The TPB posits three conceptually independent determinants of intention: attitude toward the behavior, subjective
norm, and perceived behavioral control. The more favorable the attitude and subjective norm, and the greater the
perceived behavioral control, the stronger should be an individual’s intention to perform a certain behavior. See
Figure 3.5 for more detail.
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aforementioned effort requires a theoretical grounding in the network concept. After reviewing
the existing scholarly literature to develop the Four Degrees of the Network Approach as a
means of sorting out the functioning of different networks, three categories of behavior emerged
and warranted further consideration: knowledge management, communicative behaviors, and
commitment and identity. Chapters 2 and 3 will introduce and provide an in-depth review of
each of the above concepts.
Figure 1.1: Guiding Assumptions for the Following Study

Setting the Scene: The Network Approach and Front-Line Participatory Behavior
The network concept has become a buzzword in a variety of contexts and, as suggested
previously, many scholars hail it as the principal means to effective governance. Accordingly,
this section focuses on the recent emphasis on the network concept in administrative scholarship.
Before doing so, it is important to note the lack of intersection between the network literature
and the literature on front-line or street-level work. Despite a few notable exceptions (Considine
7

and Lewis, 1999; Handler, 1996; Smith and Lipsky, 1993), studies that integrate these two
strands of literature are in short supply.

To begin to address this limitation and lay the

foundation for this study, two important questions guide the following discussion. First, does the
network represent a ―new‖ way of organizing? And, second, why study the behavior of frontline workers in networks?
An overview of the network concept.
Although the traditional, hierarchical model of government persists, research indicates
that front-line workers now spend a great deal more of their time in networks, perhaps more than
at any other time in history (Meek et al., 2007). The recent growth in these multi-organizational,
multi-governmental, and multi-sectoral relationships reflects the growing complexity of public
programs and raises an interesting question.

Does the network represent a new way of

organizing? Manuel Castells, in the Rise of the Network Society (1997, p. 1), proclaimed that the
network represented a ―new form of social organization.‖ Yet, Hall and O’Toole (2000) found
that public programs relied on these types of partnerships between government and nongovernmental entities during the 1960s. Kettl (2002, p. 110) suggests that the ―government’s
pragmatic responses developed first; analysts’ efforts to describe and categorize them followed,
especially in network theory.‖ Thus, at least in terms of the administration and delivery of public
services, the use of networks does not appear to represent a new phenomenon (Hall and O’Toole,
2000; Levine and White, 1961). However, recent trends suggest that they have become more
pervasive and require further attention.
At the core of the network concept is the distinction between government and
governance. As outlined by Kettl (2002, p. xi), ―government refers to the structure and function
of public institutions. Governance refers to the way government gets its job done.‖ In the
8

broadest sense of the term, governance, as defined by Lynn, Heinrich, and Hill (2001, p.7), refers
to the ―regimes, laws, rules, judicial decisions, and administrative practices that constrain,
prescribe, and enable the provision of public supported goals and services.‖ In addition to this
broad use of the term, Harlan Cleveland (1972) associated the concept of governance with the
blurring of the distinction between public and private organizations in the delivery of public
services. Further, as Cleveland suggests, ―organizations that get things done will no longer be
hierarchical pyramids with most of the real control at the top. They will be systems—interlaced
webs of tension in which control is loose, power diffused, and centers of decision plural‖ (p. 13).
In the Oxford Handbook on Public Management, Frederickson (2007) builds on Cleveland’s
work to offer a three-part definition of governance for public administration. ―First, interjurisdictional governance is policy-area specific formalized or voluntary patterns of [vertical and
horizontal] interorganizational or interjurisdictional cooperation.

Second, third-party

governance extends the functions of the state by exporting them by contract to policy-area
specific nonprofit, for-profit, or sub-governmental third parties. Third, public nongovernmental
governance accounts for those activities of nongovernmental organizations that bear on the
interests of citizens in the same ways as governmental agencies‖ (p. 300). In other words, some
scholars also use the term governance to refer to the extension or allocation of authority, beyond
the boundaries of the state (government), through third parties or by nongovernmental
institutions.
This study argues that the network concept provides a framework for improving
Fredrickson and Cleveland’s understanding of governance and the use of multi-organizational,
multi-governmental, and multi-sectoral relationships to administer public programs and deliver
public services. Recent scholarship, however, challenges the usefulness of the network concept

9

and questions whether it offers anything that is new (Borzell, 1998, Dowding, 1995; McGuire,
2003). Nonetheless, it is the contention of this study that the network concept provides a
framework for understanding how organizations and individuals operate and interact across the
boundaries that they share and offers an alternative to the more traditional notions of
administration based solely on hierarchy and authority (Fredrickson and Smith, 2003; Goldsmith
and Eggers, 2004; Powell, 1990).

Furthermore, as argued by Klijn (2007), the network concept

builds on and helps integrate different theories of public administration and organization, ranging
from resource exchange and complex decision-making to sensemaking and learning. In doing
so, the network concept improves the understanding of the non-hierarchical forces (horizontal
relationships) increasingly responsible for the administration and delivery of public services
(Kettl, 2002, p. 114).

In contrast to earlier theorizing and empirical research on inter-

governmental relations, Klijn (2007, p. 266) argues that the network concept gives greater
emphasis to the interdependency of the participants and the complexity of the interactions that
increasingly characterize twenty-first century governance.
Although a relatively new concept, the network concept offers a sound description of the
day-to-day operation of many public programs, both past and present. Yet, many scholars tend
to disagree on whether the network concept constitutes an approach, a theory, or a loose
construct (Kettl, 2002; Milward and Provan, 1998; O’Toole, 1997; Provan and Milward, 1995).
Originally, these interorganizational relationships may, as suggested by Kettl (2002), have
represented a pragmatic response to the growing complexity of public programs. However, one
cannot ignore the increased use of these types of governance arrangements as both an explicit
policy choice and a condition of public funding; especially over the past decade (Goldsmith and
Eggers, 2004; Hall and O’Toole, 2000; Keast et al., 2004). This trend should alter the use of the
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network concept. As this study argues, the network now represents and describes a governance
approach that is intentional and that is often based on shared interests and purposes, rather than
structure and authority (Fredrickson and Smith, 2003; Goldsmith and Eggers, 2004; Kettl 2002).
Granted, policymakers and practitioners may never use the network terminology, but the
recognition of its intentionality may improve administrative scholarship and provide some
guidance concerning the use of the network approach.
Perhaps, by emphasizing the recent growth in these flatter-horizontal approaches to
governance that disperse and decentralize control, the network concept draws attention to, or
highlights, the importance of front-line discretion or behavior to good governance in a way that
the earlier theorizing and empirical research on inter-governmental relations did not. Achieving
the network approach’s full potential, then, awaits further empirical work to develop and confirm
theoretical propositions concerning the relationship between its use and front-line participatory
behavior.

In order to establish the significance of exploring the previously mentioned

relationship, the next section builds on Lipsky’s (1980) central thesis, which recognized the
fundamental role that front-line workers or ―street-level‖ bureaucrats, can play in the governance
process.
Front-line participatory behavior.
Why study the behavior of front-line workers in networks? On the front lines, where
decisions are made, individual workers wield a great deal of power because ―they have discretion
– the freedom to choose how to behave in a particular setting‖ (Oberfield, 2008, p. 4). A
significant amount of scholarly literature documents the important role that front-line workers
play in the governance process. For example, Lipsky (1980) found that, due to the discretion
enjoyed by ―street-level bureaucrats‖ social workers did not just implement public policy; they
11

made it.

He also found that a desire to make ―their work more predictable and hence

controllable‖ guides their behavior (Ellis et al., 1999, p. 265).

Thus, he argued that ―the

discretion of street-level bureaucrats, the routines they establish, and the devices they invent to
cope with uncertainties and work pressures, effectively become the public policies they carry
out‖ (Lipsky, 1980, p. xii).
Essentially, what Lipsky and others observed was that front-line workers responded to
different work conditions with different behavior patterns (Ellis et al., 1999; Jewell and Glaser,
2006; Lipsky, 1980; Rice and Mitchell, 1973). This raises an important question. What are the
factors or work conditions that affect front-line participatory behavior? March (1994) suggests
that worker behavior is shaped by a combination of organizational and extra-organizational
influences. Organizational influences are things such as culture, management, internal discourse,
and context. Extra-organizational influences cover a wide range of things from policy changes
to individual characteristics and predispositions such as, race, gender, values, and beliefs
(Dehart-Davis, 2007; March, 1994; Oberfield, 2008; Saks and Ashforth, 1997; Van Maanan,
1975). After finding that the ―differences in the class backgrounds of [social worker] recruits
tend to disappear in training and trainee socialization,‖ Lipsky (1980, p. 141) discounted the
relevance of these extra-organizational influences for worker behavior.
Accepting Lipsky’s and other’s findings, this study highlights the importance of
organizational influences on participant behavior and makes the assumption that the governance
approach itself is a organizational influence that affects front-line participatory behavior, and
vice versa (Dehart-Davis, 2007; Lipsky, 1980; March, 1994; Oberfield, 2008; Saks and Ashforth,
1997; Van Maanan, 1975). The governance approach may shape the organizational influences
(structures and experiences) of front-line workers, which, in turn, may shape their roles,
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responsibilities, and interactions. Changes in the governance approach, then, may force frontline workers to reconsider their fundamental thinking, their perceptions, and their attitude toward
their work, which may shape or influence their behavior (Mohrman et al., 2003). Yet, few
studies have explored the relationship between different variations in the network approach and
front-line participatory behavior. Here, an important question marks the beginning of this
exploration. In what ways can the network approach shape the organizational influences of
front-line workers and alter their roles, responsibilities, and interactions? As offered by this
study, the increasingly networked character of the nation’s social welfare programs provides a
rich environment for examining this question.
A Brief History: Welfare Reforms and the Shifting Governance Approaches
Observers of social welfare programs have long recognized the central importance of the
front-line worker in the policy process. In fact, welfare reformers have historically incorporated
different governance6 approaches to shape and guide the discretion or behavior of front-line
workers. These approaches are representative of the overarching purpose of welfare policy and
linked to a certain conception of the problems of poverty and unemployment. In essence, the
question is one of how front-line workers view, accept, and undertake their roles and
responsibilities. As such, the governance approach has become as much an instrument of social
welfare policy as anything else. This section will briefly trace these reforms to highlight the
increasingly networked character of our nation’s social welfare programs and illustrate some of
the organizational influences on front-line workers, within this context.

This effort will

demonstrate the evolving role of the average front-line worker and further establish the

6

Here, I use the term governance, as defined by Lynn, Heinrich, and Hill (2001, p.7), to refer to the ―regimes, laws,
rules, judicial decisions, and administrative practices that constrain, prescribe, and enable the provision of public
supported goals and services.
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importance of this study. Two sub-sections divide the remainder of this section chronologically:
pre-welfare reform and post-welfare reform.
Pre-welfare reform.
Prior to the passage of welfare reform in 1996, two basic governance approaches
characterized our nation’s social welfare programs. Following the New Deal and up to the late
1960s, the social work/professional approach emphasized the importance of professional
judgment on the part of the front-line social worker. This approach addressed each case on an
individual basis and granted social workers broad discretion to monitor families, determine need,
and provide treatment accordingly. It gave them the freedom and flexibility to make decisions
based on an individual or communities’ circumstances. In doing so, the professional social
worker worked with recipients to ensure that their home was suitable for raising children. In the
early 1960s, state and local welfare agencies were renamed ―departments of social services‖ as
Congress gave states the authority to use funds for services as well as cash assistance. 7

As a

result, social workers received specialized training and worked with other community
organizations to better address each welfare recipients’ needs (Blau & Abramovitz, 2004; Diller,
2001; Gordon, 1994).
As a governance approach, the social work/professional approach decentralized control
and entrusted social workers as professionals with broad discretion. As front-line workers, the
social worker held the primary decision-making authority, within some basic federal and state
guidelines. In terms of their roles and responsibilities, they provided some treatment on their
own and incorporated the expertise of others as needed. In some instances, this led to the
development of inter-organizational partnerships as an integrated and pragmatic strategy to cope

7

Social Security Amendments of 1956, Ch. 836 § 312 (a), 70 Stat. 807, 848-49 (1956) (repealed 1996).
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with the growing complexity of the problem; these efforts represent the beginning vestiges of a
network approach. Yet, despite these inter-organizational relationships, the social worker’s
primary interaction was with the welfare recipient.
In the late 1960s, the social work/professional approach came under attack as many
focused on the ways in which this broad discretion had led to a number of inefficiencies and had
left recipients at the mercy of their social worker. Some argued that social workers exercised
this discretion in ways that disadvantaged minorities and treated similar cases differently. As a
result, the legal-bureaucratic approach, which relied on fixed rules rather than professional
judgment, supplanted the social work/professional approach (Blau & Abramovitz, 2004; Diller,
2001; Gordon, 1994). This approach emphasized the notion of entitlement and focused on the
structural aspects of poverty.

As caseloads expanded, the provision of services became

increasingly difficult to maintain. This ended the integration of services, provided by the social
work/professional approach, as welfare agencies began to separate the function of providing
cash assistance from that of other service (Bane and Ellwood, 1994; Diller, 2001; Handler and
Hollingsworth, 1971; Simon, 1983). The Supreme Court deemed welfare benefits as a form of
property and front-line workers began to distribute cash assistance according to fixed rules for
eligibility.8
As a governance approach, the legal-bureaucratic approach centralized control and
relied on fixed rules, leaving little room for front-line discretion. The central task of the frontline worker was to determine eligibility; professional social workers were no longer a necessity
(Bane and Ellwood, 1994; Diller, 2001; Handler and Hollingsworth, 1971; Simon, 1983). This
reduced the front-line workers’ roles and responsibilities to a machine-like process, limited their
interaction with welfare recipients, and reduced their need to interact with other community
8

See King v. Smith 392 U.S. 309 (1968) and Goldberg v. Kelly 397 U.S. 254 (1970).
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organizations.

The beginning vestiges of the network approach, at least for the front-line

workers, almost completely withered away.
Post-welfare reform.
As welfare rolls continued to rise, the 1980s and 1990s led to an increasing amount of
discontent with our nation’s social welfare system. Some argued that the legal-bureaucratic
approach was overly rule-bound, while others suggested that it led to a culture of dependence.
In 1996, President Clinton signed into law the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act (PRWORA) signaling ―the end of welfare, as we knew it.‖

With this

legislation, the central aim of the nation’s welfare policies shifted from an interest in providing
cash assistance to the eligible poor (AFDC)9 to promoting self-sufficiency by espousing a workfirst mentality and providing recipients with temporary cash assistance and other supportive
services (TANF).10

To avoid the development of a one-size-fits-all approach, the federal

government shifted the responsibility for implementing these reforms to the states. This granted
states a significant amount of flexibility to develop their own programs, within some basic
federal guidelines.11 This resulted in a variety of different approaches as states and their local
agencies mixed and matched a wide array of possibilities. Several trends in the implementation
of welfare reform emerged.
Often, the services were re-integrated entrusting front-line workers with the discretion to
determine eligibility, develop employability plans, monitor compliance, and impose sanctions for
non-compliance. To encourage innovation, welfare reform emphasized results rather than tasks
and shifted much of the decision-making authority back to the front lines. In order to break
9

See http://aspe.hhs.gov/hsp/abbrev/afdc-tanf.htm for more information on the Aid to Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC) program.
10
See http://aspe.hhs.gov/hsp/abbrev/afdc-tanf.htm for more information on the Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families (TANF) program.
11
See http://www.hhs.gov/news/press/2002pres/welfare.html
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generation long cycles of poverty and dependence and meet the demands of welfare reform, the
coordination of a broad array of services and supports was necessary.

As the roles and

responsibilities of the front-line worker evolved, the emphasis shifted from simply determining
benefit eligibility, as under the legal-bureaucratic approach, to developing employability plans
for welfare recipients. Many local departments of social services built partnerships among
neighborhood groups and organizations, ranging from substances abuse programs and other
public agencies to community colleges and private industries. As noted by Kettl (2002), this
marked the ―maturing of a generation-long trend that fundamentally transformed community
governance‖ (p. 127). The passage of the 1996 welfare reforms sparked the adoption of a
network approach, across much of the country, to administering welfare programs (Blau and
Abramovitz, 2004; Diller, 2000; Gordon, 1994).
These multi-organizational, multi-governmental and multi-sectoral relationships were not
new, as social welfare programs have historically relied on similar inter-organizational
partnerships (Hall and O’Toole, 2000). Yet, two major differences accompanied the adoption of
the network approach.

First, many states encouraged the formation of these types of

partnerships and even required them as a condition of public funding (Agranoff, 2007;
Goldsmith and Eggers, 2004; Hall and O’Toole, 2000; Keast et al., 2004; Kickert et al., 1997;
LaPorte, 1996). As a result, these relationships were no longer the result of a pragmatic response
spearheaded by the front-line professional social worker.

They represented an intentional

approach often designed and developed by agency directors and other mid-level managers (Kettl,
2002; Provan and Milward, 2001; Milward and Provan, 2006; Terry, 2005). And, second, the
network approach had changed the organizational influences (structures and experiences) of
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front-line workers seemingly altering their roles, responsibilities, and interactions, when
compared to past reforms.
Here, the network approach resembles Frederickson and Cleveland’s definition of
governance, outlined earlier in this chapter, as it disperses and decentralizes the decision-making
authority and control by adding horizontal relationships to the vertical or hierarchical
relationships that have traditionally characterized bureaucracy (Agranoff, 2007; Goldsmith and
Eggers, 2004; Kettl, 2002). The addition of these horizontal relationships, between government
and non-governmental partners, may provide for a more integrated and holistic provision of
services. Thus, the question, how have these trends altered the roles, responsibilities, and
interactions of the average front-line worker? The network approach forces front-line workers to
navigate these horizontal and vertical relationships in an environment characterized by multiple
organizations with multiple missions and goals. In many cases, this further transforms the role
and responsibility of the front-line worker, as suggested by Kettl (2002, p. 126), from ―service
provider to service arranger and coordinator.‖ In the administration and delivery of social
welfare programs, the front-line workers, in networks, may spend more time interacting with
other organizations to synchronize missions, monitor contracts, and develop employability plans
than they spend interacting with the actual welfare recipient. Table 1.1 below summarizes some
of the differences, discussed previously in this section, in the roles, responsibilities, and
interactions of front-line welfare caseworkers that accompany the different governance
approaches incorporated to implement past welfare reforms. Recognizing these differences, how
does the network approach shape and guide the discretion or behavior of front-line welfare
caseworkers?
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Table 1.1: The Changing Roles, Responsibilities, and Interactions of Front-Line Welfare
Caseworkers

Roles

Social Work
Professional
Approach

Legal-Bureaucratic
Approach

Network Approach

Professional/Expert

Non-Professional

Service Arranger Coordinator

Responsibilities

Wide Discretion to
Provide Individualized
Treatment

Limited Discretion –
Determine Eligibility

Wide Discretion to
Develop Employability
Plans (navigate multiple
missions within a set of
vertical and horizontal
relationships)

Interactions

Primarily with welfare
recipients - some interorganizational
interaction

Limited interactions with
clients and other
organizations

Multi-Organizational,
Multi-Sectoral, and
Multi-Governmental

The changes that accompany the network approach, mentioned above, may require an
entirely different mindset and set of skills from the front-line worker. For many, these changes
may have represented what Nonaka (1994, p. 15) refers to as a breakdown in their ―state of
being,‖ forcing front-line workers to reconsider their fundamental thinking, their perceptions,
and their attitude toward their work, which may shape or influence their behavior (Mohrman et
al., 2003). Depending on how this process unfolds, this can either enhance or conflict with the
positive attributes of the network approach. To date, the vocabulary and the imagery needed to
describe and theorize about the specific front-line behaviors that accompany the use of the
network approach does not exist (McGuire, 2002). The central challenge of this study, then, is to
address this gap in the literature and explore this relationship further. Virginia’s welfare reform
efforts provide a rich environment for beginning this exploration.
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Before previewing the

remaining chapters, the next section briefly introduces Virginia’s welfare programs and the
Employment Advancement for TANF Participants Grant.
Welfare Reform in Virginia
Prior to the passage of the 1996 reforms, welfare reform was already well under way with
the implementation of Governor Allen’s ―Virginia Independence Program‖ (VIP) under a federal
waver in 1995. The VIP consists of three basic elements: personal responsibility, work in
exchange for benefits, and time-limited assistance. The Virginia Initiative for Employment not
Welfare (VIEW) is the work component of the VIP and requires TANF clients to gain
employment or engage in a work activity. The overarching goal of the VIP is for clients to
work-first. Yet, recognizing that many TANF clients face multiple barriers to employment, the
VIP supplements this work-first mentality with education and training opportunities (Pavetti et
al., 1999). Thus, offering a mixed or integrated services approach to implementing welfare
reform.
To facilitate and encourage the integration of services (cash assistance and other
supportive services), Virginia’s welfare programs are relatively decentralized.12 This provides
counties with the flexibility and discretion that they need to develop and run their own programs,
within some basic state guidelines.13 Virginia uses some of if its federal funding to award the
Employment Advancement for TANF Participants grant,14 which helps fund forty-two welfareto-work programs across the state. These programs assist TANF clients with their barriers to
employment, while helping them enter and advance in the workplace. Barriers to employment

12

See www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/ofa/data-reports/annualreport5/chap12.pdf
See http://www.dss.virginia.gov/benefit/tanf/index.cgi
14
http://www.dss.virginia.gov/files/forms/grants/ben-10-057/rfp.pdf
13
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can include things such as substance abuse problems, limited skills and education, transportation
issues, and lack of childcare.
Virginia’s employment advancement grant supports programs that adopt what it refers to
as ―proven‖ service approaches. These include activities that reflect the policy goals of welfare
reform and the development of community partnerships and interagency collaborations. These
partnerships might include, as it suggests, Local Departments of Social Services, private
providers, rehabilitation services, mental health services, education providers, community action
agencies, faith-based groups, and others. The grant request for proposals explicitly states,
―Proposers should provide evidence in the proposal related to community collaboration and the
use of community services in service delivery.‖ Reviewers award programs twenty-five of a
possible one hundred points for doing so. This reflects the recent trend, mentioned previously,
where the network approach represents the principal means to effective governance and has
become a condition of public funding.
After reviewing the grant proposals, many of the awarded programs seemed to have
adopted different variations of the network approach; seventeen of them include Local
Departments of Social Services (LDSS). The VIEW caseworkers in these seventeen programs
serve as the focus of this study. As front-line workers, the VIEW caseworkers have some control
over the distribution of resources and interact regularly with TANF clients and other network
participants. Given their multiple points of interaction, they provide a rich environment for
exploring the relationship between front-line participatory behavior and the use of the network
approach.
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Chapter Previews
Because of the significant changes in welfare legislation, many states, such as Virginia,
have encouraged the development of networks to address problems of poverty and
unemployment. Many community leaders now recognize that a single organization, acting
alone, cannot solve these types of problems. As such, these networks bring a diversity of inputs
together to decentralize and disperse control, which empowers front-line workers and increases
the flexibility and speed with which they can respond to these types of problems. Yet, at a time
when the network approach has grown in importance and become more pervasive, the
relationship between front-line participatory behavior and the use of network approach has
received little-to-no attention by the existing scholarly literature. To begin to close this gap in
the literature, this study explores two main research questions in the chapters ahead: What are
the front-line participatory behaviors that accompany the use of the network approach? And,
how do these behaviors differ along with variations in the network approach?
Chapters 2 and 3 review the literature to develop the theoretical foundation for exploring
the relationship between front-line participatory behavior and the use of the network approach.
Recognizing the limitations of past research, chapter 2 offers the Four Degrees of the Network
Approach as a framework/typology for investigating, sorting, and comparing the overall
functioning of networks.

This framework draws attention to the network approach itself,

avoiding other factors that may influence behavior, and helps explain the interaction setting
where front-line behavior patterns are most likely formed. In doing so, this chapter offers four
variations in the overall functioning of the network approach that reflect the differences in their
relational complexity and systemic connectivity. Chapter 3 reviews the formation of individual
front line behavior patterns and introduces three categories of behavior that have traditionally
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been associated with the network approach and that warrant further consideration: knowledge
management, communicative behavior, and commitment and identity. This chapter also reviews
the existing scholarly literature to begin to conceptualize the network behaviors for each of the
three categories of behavior. Finally, chapter 3 introduces Ajzen’s Theory of Planned Behavior
as a framework for investigating front-line participatory behavior and as the foundation for
introducing the concept of network behavior mechanisms.

Additionally, chapters 2 and 3

develop and offer several hypotheses to guide this study’s investigation.
Chapter 4 outlines the research strategy, design and methodology for this study; a crosssectional analysis of front-line workers in social welfare networks throughout the state of
Virginia. The two main research methods are surveys and ―elite‖ interviews.
Using the Four Degrees of the Network Approach, introduced in chapter 2, chapter 5
investigates the overall functioning of thirteen social welfare networks and sorts them
accordingly. In doing so, chapter 5 demonstrates that the network approach does not represent
an undifferentiated form or approach to governance. This finding establishes the rationale for
developing the concept or theory of network behavior. The rationale is that to facilitate or
enhance network functioning, front-line participatory behavior should differ along with
variations in the network approach. Then, chapter 5 compares the actual functioning of the
thirteen social welfare networks with their intended functioning, as reflected by the expectations
and desires of those responsible for their formation and management.
Next, having established the vocabulary and imagery needed to address this study’s main
research questions in chapters 1 through 5, chapter 6 investigates the relationship between each
category of front-line participatory behavior and the use of the network approach. These efforts
show that front-line participatory behavior does differ along with the variations in the network
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approach and that some behaviors appear more likely than other behaviors to accompany certain
variations. Chapter 6 uses these findings to develop the concepts of network behavior and
network behavior mechanisms, further. In other words, do the front-line participatory behaviors,
as identified, reflect the conceptualization of network behavior developed from the existing
scholarly literature? And, what, if any, mechanisms (structures, trainings, processes, and/or
routines) promote or support the adoption of network behavior among front-line workers?
In conclusion, chapter 7 reviews the findings and implications of this study to highlight
its contribution to the scholarly literature.

Additionally, chapter 7 explains how this study’s

efforts may serve as a diagnostic tool and the foundation for future efforts to establish a theory or
rationale for developing and choosing among variations in the network approach. This chapter
also reviews the strengths and weaknesses of this study and offers some suggestions for future
research.
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Chapter 2:
Literature Review – The Network Approach
The twenty-first century is fast becoming the era of the network.

The traditional,

bureaucratic model of government seems incapable of meeting the increasingly complex
demands of this rapidly changing age. For example, highly complex and intractable problems,
such as poverty and unemployment, present a special challenge to government because they defy
precise definition and cut across a number of different policy and service areas. They have
resisted the single-agency approach and the typical one-size-fits-all solutions (Keast et al., 2004).
As noted by Donald Kettl (1996), ―it has become virtually impossible to identify any public
program that a single government agency can manage on its own (p. 7). From social welfare
programs to emergency management and homeland security efforts, governments have
increasingly relied on wide variety of partnerships between public, private, and non-profit
organizations. In many ways, as suggested by Goldsmith and Eggers (2004), the network has
become ―the new shape of the public sector.‖ Therefore, as networks grow in importance and
become more pervasive, scholars of public administration should heed the advice of Laurence
O’Toole (1997) and treat them more seriously.
The network, as outlined in chapter 1, represents a collection of participants and/or
organizations (nodes and linkages) that pursues repeated exchange relations with one another
(i.e. information, knowledge, financial resources, and services) and serves some purpose
(Agranoff and McGuire, 2001; Goldsmith and Eggers, 2004; Keast et al., 2004; Lipnack and
Stamps, 1994; O’Toole, 1997; Podolny and Page, 1998). With that in mind, the network
approach bares less resemblance to the traditional, bureaucratic model of the past, as suggested
by Goldsmith and Eggers (2004, p. 8), ―than it does to a more dynamic web of computer
networks that can organize or reorganize, expand or contract, [all] depending on the problem at
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hand.‖ As such, the increased development and utilization of the network approach to administer
and deliver public services has generated an explosion of interest among scholars of public
administration. However, as stated by Provan and Kenis (2007, p. 229), ―there is a considerable
discrepancy between the acclamation and attention networks receive and the knowledge we have
about the overall functioning of networks.‖ Recognizing that the network does not represent an
undifferentiated form or approach to governance, this discrepancy limits our ability to analyze,
describe, and understand the relationship between front-line participatory behavior and the use of
the network approach. By network functioning, this study refers to the process whereby the
relations among a collection of participants and/or organizations, constituting a network, are
produced and reproduced to form a relatively stable system and serve some purpose (Provan
and Kenis, 2007; Hernes, 2008). To understand network functioning, then, what this study needs
is a way to explore and sort out the different variations in the network approach.
For this reason, this chapter develops and offers the Four Degrees of the Network
Approach as a framework for investigating and sorting out variations in the network approach
along two separate, but closely related, dimensions. Before doing so, this chapter will provide a
brief analysis of the existing scholarly literature on networks to highlight the limitations and lay
the foundation for this framework. Two key arguments divide the following analysis and
introduce the relational and systemic dimensions of network functioning: 1) a relational, rather
than structural, view of networks best captures the complexity of the interactions among network
participants and 2) a systems, rather than micro-level,15 perspective improves our understanding
of the overall connectivity of network participants. Building on these two arguments, the Four
Degrees of the Network Approach improves this study’s ability to analyze, describe, and

15

This study uses the term micro-level to denote a one-dimensional approach to studying networks that analyzes and
describes their parts (micro-level) rather than how they function as a whole or a system (macro-level).
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understand the relationship between front-line participatory behavior and the use of the network
approach. After introducing this framework, this chapter briefly discusses its application and
offers several hypotheses to guide this study’s exploration of the overall functioning of thirteen
social welfare networks.
Networks a Relational Phenomenon
Despite much progress, as noted by Hay and Richards (2000, p. 2), ―there appears to be
something of an inconsistency within the network literature.‖ Some scholars, especially in
political science and public administration, examine networks as part of the policy process and
devote their efforts to developing typologies based on the interorganizational configurations and
purposes of networks (Agranoff, 2007; Juenke, 2005; Koppenjan and Klijn, 2004; Milward and
Provan, 1998 and 2006). This strand of literature provides a snapshot of network characteristics
and offers a framework for comparing different networks and their role in the implementation of
public policy. Alternatively, some scholars, especially in sociology, have focused on the role of
the individual and their position or location within the network (Burt, 1992; Cross, 2004;
Granovetter, 1973; Kapucu, 2006; Knoke, 1990; Milward and Provan, 1998; Mitchell, 1969;
Wasserman and Faust, 1994). This strand of literature explores the quality and strength of
network ties, nodes, and linkages.16 In both instances, the emphasis is on mapping the contours
and positional connections (individual, group, and organizational) of network structures using
concepts such as density, centrality, and diffusion;17 often, at the expense of understanding and
considering how networks actually function (Berry et al., 2004). These two strands of network
16

Definitions: A node is a connection point in a network (individual, group, organization). Ties refer to the
relationship between nodes and are what brings them together. A linkage is what connects the different nodes to the
purpose of the network.
17
Definitions: Density is a measure that represents the number of linkages as a proportion to the total possible
linkages that can exist. Centrality refers to the position of a node within a particular network. Diffusion refers to
how spread out (location) a network’s nodes are in relation to one another.
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literature, as understood by this study, have historically viewed networks as structural
phenomena and tend to treat them as static and invariant structures (Hay and Richards, 2000;
Hernes, 2008; Klijn, 1996, 2001; Morcol and Wachhaus, 2009). This literature adopts what
Hernes (2008, p. 69) refers to as a ―correlational view‖ where the structure of one network is
compared to the structure of another. In doing so, this literature tends to focus on stability, not
change, providing for a limited understanding of network functioning.
Although relatively stable, many networks do change. In fact, they can be either static or
dynamic, yet the majority of network research emphasizes the former, which further limits our
understanding of different variations in network functioning (Bresser and O’Toole, 1998; Issett
and Provan, 2005; Klijn, 1996, 2001; O’Toole, 1997). Consider the following two examples and
their limitations in regards to developing an understanding of network functioning. Agranoff’s
(2007) study of 12 networks outlines four different types of networks according to the activities
undertaken by each network, ranging from information exchange to delivering services.
Milward and Provan (2006) describe four network types based on the purpose of the
arrangement, ranging from service implementation to community capacity building. In these two
studies, the emphasis is on making sense of the participants, themselves, by exploring who is
there, their purpose, and how they are structured.

These studies are extremely useful for

comparing the activities, purposes, and goals of different networks. However, they do little to
explain how these networks function or intend to function. If, as many scholars argue, there is
something inherently ―advantageous‖ to the network approach, this study must dig deeper to
understand and categorize different variations in the overall functioning of networks.
Recently, several scholars have begun to focus on the flexibility and adaptability of some
networks. Mathematical and planning scholars do so by exploring the resiliency of networks
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(Barabási, 2002; Butler, 2010; Goldstein, 2009; Newman et al., 2006; Pendall et al., 2010).
Organizational theorist and scholars of public administration have begun to incorporate Gidden’s
(1984) structuration theory to help explain the dynamism of some networks (Klijn, 2001;
Sandfort, 2003; Schaap and van Twist, 1997).

And, other scholars have meshed complexity

theory with the network literature to illuminate the potential changeability of some networks
(Kickert et. al., 1997; Mischen and Jackson, 2008; Mohram et al., 2003; Morcol and Wachhaus,
2009). Together, these studies begin with a different emphasis than past research. They are less
concerned with the existence, structure, participants, and purpose of networks and more
interested in exploring how networks actually function. As this study argues, at the heart of this
transition in the scholarly literature there appears to be a shift from a structural (or correlational)
to a relational view of networks.
A relational view of networks.
Of course, not all networks function alike, they do not represent an undifferentiated form
or approach to governance. Networks can vary in their overall functioning. Some networks will
remain relatively static, emphasizing the importance of stability, while others will be more
dynamic, emphasizing the need for flexibility and adaptability (Bryson et. al., 2006; Klijn and
Koppenjan, 2000; Mandell and Steelman, 2003; Mischen & Jackson, 2008). Yet, the structural
view of networks cannot account for these variations and fails to capture several important
aspects of network functioning; such as the frequency, method, nature, scope, and sustainability
of participant interactions (Weick, 1974). Alternatively, a relational view of networks shifts the
attention from structure to participant roles and interactions, illuminating the processes that bring
participants together. Patterns of interaction emerge, whereby participants begin to serve some
purpose and make sense when seen in relation to one another, thus constituting a network (Hay
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and Richards, 2000; Hernes, 2008; Morcol and Wachhaus, 2009).

The relational view, then,

helps make sense of the roles and interactions among network participants, rather than simply
mapping their location and structure.
As mentioned previously, viewing networks as structures provides a useful framework
for comparing the ties, nodes, and linkages of different networks; however, it can do little to
improve the understanding of the relations continually produced and reproduced, through
participant interactions, as networks function. Yet, as this study argues, these relations may
influence or shape participant behavior, and vice versa. As such, the ability to analyze and
describe the relational characteristics of networks is vital to an improved understanding of the
relationship between front-line participatory behavior and the use of the network approach. For
this reason, the relational characteristics of networks serve as one of the two dimensions that
make up the Four Degrees of the Network Approach.
The relational dimension of network functioning.
The relational dimension of network functioning, then, refers to how network participants
communicate or interact and is a reflection of different levels of complexity. Complexity, as
suggested by Axelrod and Cohen (1999, p. 15), ―does not simply denote many moving parts‖
instead it indicates ―parts which interact in ways that influence the probabilities of later events.‖
When participants interact, the network ―becomes not a mere pile of agents of varying types but
a population that gives rise to events and has an unfolding history‖ (p. 63). Furthermore,
participant interactions may generate a process of sensemaking, learning, and the creation of
shared meaning, which may influence or shape their behaviors. Participants, as suggested by
Hernes (2008, p. 13), ―cannot be analyzed as merely acting upon each other because their
interaction changes what they are.‖ For this reason, the relational dimension offers a means of
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analyzing and describing the complexity of participant interactions, determining whether they are
static or dynamic (Axelrod and Cohen, 1999; Bryson et. al., 2006; Holland, 1995; Klijn, 1996;
Klijn and Koppenjan, 2000; Mandell and Steelman, 2003; Mischen & Jackson, 2008).
Interactions deemed static tend to emphasize the importance of stability and/or
consistency. They are somewhat instrumental and simply represent a means to a relatively fixed
end, with little influence or control over future events.

Alternatively, interactions deemed

dynamic tend to emphasize the importance of energy, change, and innovation, while shaping
future events. They breathe life into the network, are more constitutive, and represent both an
end, something valuable in and of themselves, and a means to an end (See Figure 2.1). To place
networks and their participant interactions along the static-dynamic continuum, the relational
dimension explores several important aspects of network functioning; including the assignment
of roles, or lack thereof, and the frequency, method, nature, scope, and sustainability of
participant interactions.
Figure 2.1: Relational Dimension of Network Functioning

Assignment of roles.
Assignment of roles refers to whether or not a network’s participants assume network
specific roles as they interact and work with one another. Network specific roles can represent
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participant specializations and may clarify their objectives, responsibilities, amount of authority,
and time requirements (Rainey, 2003).

Kahn et al. (1964) found that role ambiguity tends to

increase the stress levels of individuals. Additionally, as participants work on different projects
and in different organizational settings, different role requirements may be incompatible, which
can lead to role conflict (Rizzo et al., 1970; House and Rizzo, 1972). For our purposes here, it is
important to note that role ambiguity and role conflict may influence participant behavior.
Interactions in networks that do not assign participants network specific roles tend to be more
static, while networks that do assign roles tend to be more dynamic.
Frequency and method of interactions.
This refers to how often and through what means network participants interact.
Participants can interact regularly, whether daily, weekly, or monthly and they can interact
intermittently or less frequently as their purpose dictates. In addition, participants can interact
through a variety of methods, such as by email, phone, or other electronic means as well as faceto-face or in person. Interactions that occur less frequently and tend to occur through electronic
means tend to be impersonal and more static, while interactions that occur more regularly and
through a variety of different means tend to be interpersonal and more dynamic (Klijn, 1996 and
2001; Schaap and van Twist (1997).
Nature and scope of interactions.
The nature and scope of participant interactions refers to their degree of formality and
breadth of purpose. Participant interactions can be more formal, sometimes contractual, less
formal, or a little of both. Interactions that reflect a higher degree of formality tend to be
instrumental and, therefore, relatively static. Alternatively, interactions that are less formal tend
to be more constitutive and self-organizing and, therefore, more dynamic. In addition, the
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breadth of purpose or the scope of participant interactions can be narrow or fixed and guided by
external factors, such as policy directives, and therefore, relatively static.

Alternatively,

participant interactions can be open, broad, and changing. Here, participants interactions help set
the agenda and are more dynamic (Kickert et. al., 1997; Mischen and Jackson, 2008; Mohram et
al., 2003; Morcol and Wachhaus, 2009).
Sustainability of interactions.
Closely related to the scope of participant interactions, is the aspect of the sustainability
or durability of those interactions. Static interactions can endure for short or long periods as
dictated by external factors, such as policy directives, funding, or the completion of certain tasks.
As a result, the participants and their interactions play a minimal role in determining future
events. Alternatively, dynamic interactions are durable and may last indefinitely. They tend to
be self-renewing as participants shape their own futures through their interactions, which have a
lasting influence on the future of network events and relationships (Kickert et. al., 1997; Mischen
and Jackson, 2008; Mohram et al., 2003; Morcol and Wachhaus, 2009).
Networks as Systems
Closely related to the above critique of past research, the majority of network research
focuses on the micro-level aspects of networks, ignoring the macro-level, which limits the ability
to explore the relationship between front-line participatory behavior and variations in the
network approach (Provan and Kenis, 2007). As noted by Provan and Kenis (2007, p. 232),
another problem with past network studies is that for ―the most part what gets analyzed and
explained is not the network itself, but the ―nodes‖ and ―[dyads]‖ 18 that comprise the network.‖
In other words, for the majority of past research, the entire network rarely serves as the unit of
18

A dyad is two nodes related in some way and examined together.
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analysis. This micro-level perspective, alone, as offered by the majority of past research, limits
the understanding of the overall functioning of networks. Here, this study uses the term microlevel to denote a one-dimensional approach to studying networks that analyzes and describes
their parts rather than how they function as a whole or a system (macro-level).
For example, Milward and Provan (1998) use social network analysis to explore the
organizational connections among participants in mental health and drug prevention networks.
Here, the focus was on the integration of individual nodes or organizations in these networks.
By focusing in on individual nodes, this study explains the characteristics of micro-level
connections at the expense of analyzing and describing the myriad of connections that comprise
the entire network and, more importantly, the defining characteristics of the connecting process.
The connecting process represents the coming together of different organizations and their
participants to form a new whole. As stated by Hernes (2008, p. 75), there is something that
―underpins collective action which cannot be reduced to relation‖ or micro-level connections
―alone.‖ As such, the connecting process, which draws attention to the entire network, deserves
further attention.
Several scholars, especially those that identify the network as a governance approach,
have managed to adopt the entire network as the unit of analysis (Agranoff, 2007; Juenke, 2005;
Provan and Kenis, 2007; Milward and Provan, 2006; Owen-Smith and Powell, 2004; Powell,
1990; Powell et al., 2005; Provan and Milward, 1995). For example, Owen-Smith and Powell
(2004) explored the flow of information throughout networks of differing degrees of formality.
And, van Raaij (2006) explored the success or failure of four networks according to three macrolevel network characteristics. Together, these studies adopt a much different perspective than
past research. Although for different reasons, they see networks less as structures of nodes and
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dyads and more as systems that can become greater than the simple sum of their parts. This
systems perspective is vital to an improved understanding of network functioning and requires
further development, shifting the attention to several important macro-level aspects of network
functioning.
Networks from a systems perspective.
Networks can vary in their overall functioning. Some networks and their participants
remain independent, retaining their authority, while other networks and their participants are
increasingly interdependent, relinquishing much of their authority. A systems perspective is a
discipline that draws our attention to the overall connectivity, or lack thereof, of the different
elements of networks. As suggested by Senge (1990, p. 69), this perspective requires a ―shift of
mind from seeing parts to seeing wholes.‖

It goes beyond a linear-one-dimensional

conceptualization of the network approach and highlights several important macro-level aspects
of network functioning; including the perceived boundaries of the system, the nature of
authority, the flow of resources, and its emergent properties19 (Dyball et al, 2005; Keen and
Mahanty, 2006; Morcol and Wachhaus, 2009). This systems perspective, then, helps make sense
of the internal workings of networks as their parts (participant and organizations) interact with
one another and their environments to form a distinct and recognizable whole, otherwise referred
to as a system.
The macro-level aspects of network functioning may influence or shape participant
behavior, and vice versa. As such, the ability to analyze and describe the macro-level aspects, as
provided by a systems perspective, is vital to an improved understanding of the relationship
between front-line participatory behavior and the use of the network approach. For this reason,
19

Emergent properties, as defined by Morcol and Wachhaus (2009), are ―properties that cannot be observed in their
components.‖
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the systemic characteristics of networks serve as one of the two dimensions that make up the
Four Degrees of the Network Approach.
The systemic dimension of network functioning.
The systemic dimension of network functioning explores how a network functions as a
whole and is a reflection of differing levels of connectivity. Connectivity implies a choice,
where different elements come together and form a basis from which future actions can take
place. As stated by Hernes (2008, p. 131), ―whatever the reason, there is meaning attached to the
action of connecting which relates to the intentions of connecting." Figure 2.2 below depicts the
systemic dimension in graphic form.
Figure 2.2: Systemic Dimension of Network Functioning

When a network’s participants remain independent, their connections are relatively loose.
The participants share related interests and agree to coordinate their efforts, while interacting at
arm’s length. As such, they tend to maintain their individual existence as the missions and goals
of their home organizations guide the majority of their work. Alternatively, tighter connections
usually mean that participants maintain a higher degree of interdependence. Interdependence
usually requires an adjustment to the individual existence of participants and the development of
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an overarching mission and set of goals (Mandell and Steelman, 2003). To place networks and
their participants along the independent-interdependent continuum, the systemic dimension
explores several important macro-level aspects of network functioning; including the perceived
boundaries of the system, the nature of authority, the flow of resources, and the emergent
properties.
System boundaries.
System boundaries serves as an indicator that draws attention to the importance of
boundary drawing and determining whether networks, as systems, operate open or closed to their
external environments. In other words, is the focus external or internal? Likewise, how does the
network react and adapt to its external environment? Networks characterized by higher degrees
of interdependence tend to operate closed from their external environment, which, as suggested
by Hernes (2008, p. 94) when discussing the work of Niklas Luhmann, ―means that the main
emphasis is on the mutual connectedness of the system’s internal operations.‖ Here, changes do
not transmit directly from the environment; rather, these networks internalize and channel
external factors through a ―system of meaning processing‖ (p. 84). Interdependent systems,
then, draw clearer boundaries and distinguish themselves from other systems through their
internal operations. Alternatively, networks characterized by higher degrees of independence
tend to be more open to their external environment, which means that the emphasis is on the
external, rather than internal, connecting processes. Here, internal operations are minimal,
making the boundaries less clear, as changes can transmit directly from the environment.
Nature of authority.
This section refers to the amount of authority or control that individuals and their home
organizations hold or maintain as participants in networks.
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Networks deemed systems of

interdependence require participants to relinquish more of their authority than those deemed
independent. Participants in interdependent systems tend to make decisions collectively, not
individually. As opposed to systems of independence, these participants maintain less control
over their individual existence when engaging in network activities (Mandell and Steelman,
2003).
Flow of resources.
The flow of resources refers to the sharing of resources among network participants.
Resources can be anything ranging from information and knowledge to funding and equipment.
Networks deemed systems of interdependence are more likely to share their resources. They can
share on a give-and-take basis and/or maintain collective ownership over certain resources.
Alternatively, networks deemed independent systems tend to share resources on a limited basis,
often in the form of information or data.
Emergent properties.
Emergent properties are the holistic aspects of network functioning that cannot be
observed when exploring individual nodes and dyads that comprise a network. This refers to the
degree to which a network’s participants become greater than the simple sum of their parts. In
other words, to what extent do the participants act as a single entity? Networks deemed systems
of interdependence tend to adopt an overarching mission and set of goals. This transforms
participants into a new whole as participants come together to collectively serve some purpose.
Here, two missions guide participants, which include the networks and their home organizations.
Alternatively, networks deemed systems of independence share related or compatible interest
and may coordinate their actions, but they tend not to share an overarching mission or set of
goals. Here, the home organization’s mission and goals tend to guide the participants’ actions.
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The Four Degrees of the Network Approach
By combining the relational and systemic dimensions of network functioning, offered in
the previous two sections, this section outlines the Four Degrees of the Network Approach as a
means of exploring and sorting out different variations in the network approach, according to
their overall functioning.

The four variations in network functioning are cooperation,

coordination, consolidation, and collaboration, as depicted in Figure 2.3 below. The arrows and
dotted lines in Figure 2.3 indicate that there is some variability within each degree of the network
approach.
Figure 2.3: Four Degrees of the Network Approach20

Cooperation.
Cooperation, as a degree of the network approach, is ―characterized by informal
relationships that exist without any commonly defined mission, structure, or planning effort‖

20

Please note that the terms associated with the Four Degrees of the Network Approach are drawn from the
network/organizational theory literature, rather than from the literature on federalism.
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(Mattessich et al., 2001, p. 60). In other words, no joint planning is required. This implies a
degree of self-organization in which people sharing a common interest or concern interact
through a variety of methods and on a regular basis. This may create a marketplace of ideas in
which participants learn from each other and see their problems differently (Cummings and van
Zee, 2005; Keast et. al., 2004; Wenger and Snyder, 2000). Relationally, these networks are more
dynamic and tend to endure for longer periods. Systemically, participants in these networks are
relatively independent in that their resources remain separate and each individual and their home
organization retains their own authority. Yet, their boundaries are somewhat clear and the focus
is internal. Here, the participants share common interests but may or may not work on the same
project.
Coordination.
Coordination, as a degree of the network approach, is characterized by relationships that
are more formal and consist of compatible missions (Mattessich et al., 2001). Here, participants
interact intermittently to coordinate efforts and make referrals to one another. This may include
the simultaneous actions of a number of participants, but each is the action of an independently
operating organization (Keast et al., 2004; Provan and Milward, 1991). The interactions are
generally narrow in scope and focused on one specific project or task of definable length
(Mattessich et al., 2001). As such, participant interactions are relatively limited and take place at
arm’s length (Mandell and Steelman, 2003). Relationally, these networks are relatively static
and external factors generally dictate change.

Systemically, participants remain relatively

independent while coordinating their efforts for the sole purposes of reaching their individual
and organizational goals (Mandell, 1994). Collective decisions are rare as each individual and
their home organization retains their authority.
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Consolidation.
Consolidation, as a degree of the network approach, often occurs when individuals and
organizations realize that working independently is not enough and they must work together to
solve a particular problem. Systemically, participants become strategically interdependent as
they combine and share resources while dividing their work, often according to participant
specialization. Participants relinquish some control and begin to work together creating a new
whole, with an overriding mission and goals, which increases their capacity to address problems
of mutual concern. Accordingly, some planning efforts and the division of roles are required
(Mattessich et al., 2001). Yet, this is usually on a contractual and rather formal basis, which
tends to narrow the scope of the relationships (Cummings and van Zee, 2005; Keast et al., 2004;
Mandell and Steelman, 2003). Thus, relationally, these networks are somewhat static. The
participants interact regularly but these interactions are relatively instrumental. As such, these
networks typically endure for longer amounts of time, but external factors ultimately dictate their
sustainability or survival.
Collaboration.
Collaboration, as a degree of the network approach, ―connotes a more durable and
pervasive relationship.‖ These networks bring ―previously separated organizations into a new
structure with full commitment to a common mission‖ (Mattessich et al., 2001, p. 60).
Systemically, participants relinquish much of their control and authority and are interdependent
as they share resources, while actively working together on an issue of mutual concern. In doing
so, they shape their own reality and have a lasting influence on the probability of future events.
Here, participants do not just react to their environment, rather they learn and adapt through
complex interactions, so that they can make better use of their environment for their own ends.
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Relationally, these networks are dynamic and show the capacity for self-organization and selfrenewal (Axelrod and Cohen, 1999; Holland, 1995: Morçöl and Wachhaus, 2009).

The

participants interact regularly and openly to brainstorm, be proactive, and innovate. To facilitate
these efforts, diverse perspectives are brought together as participants are given the time and
space to develop interpersonal relationships. These networks are a reflection of the idealized
form of the network approach, as outlined in Appendix A.
Using the Four Degrees of the Network Approach
How can the Four Degrees of the Network Approach improve the understanding of the
relationship between front-line participatory behavior and the use of the network approach?
Relationally, some networks are relatively static and emphasize the importance of stability, while
others are more dynamic and emphasize the need for flexibility and adaptability (Bryson et. al.,
2006; Klijn and Koppenjan, 2000; Mandell and Steelman, 2003; Mischen & Jackson, 2008).
And, systemically, some networks and their participants remain independent and retain much of
their authority, while other networks and their participants are interdependent and relinquish
much of their authority. Participating in networks that are relationally static and systemically
independent seemingly would be quite different from participating in networks that are
relationally dynamic and systemically interdependent. From this, it seems that the differences in
network functioning would influence or shape participant behavior, and vice versa, differently.
When researchers fail to recognize or account for the differences in network functioning, they
present the network as an undifferentiated form or approach to governance. Yet, as this study
argues, not all networks function alike. Consistent with this logic, this study views network
functioning as a variable with important differences captured best by exploring the relational
complexity and the systemic connectivity of networks. How, then, do the thirteen social welfare
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networks investigated by this study vary in their overall functioning? The remainder of this
chapter outlines several hypotheses to guide this study’s exploration of the above question and its
use of the Four Degrees of the Network Approach, as reported in chapter 5.
Network functioning hypotheses.
Network functioning refers to the process whereby the relations among a collection of
participants and/or organizations, constituting a network, are produced and reproduced to form a
relatively stable system and serve some purpose (Provan and Kenis, 2007; Hernes, 2008).
Although not exhaustive, the Four Degrees of the Network Approach offers a framework that
accounts for differences in network functioning by exploring the relational complexity and
systemic connectivity of networks. Only by demonstrating that networks do differ in their
overall functioning, can this study establish the rationale for developing the concept or theory of
network behavior. The rationale is that, to enhance network functioning, front-line participatory
behavior should differ along with the variations in network functioning.
The broader focus on network functioning, offered here, is similar to what Powell et al.
(2005, p. 1133) referred to as ―illuminating the structure of collective action.‖

However,

recognizing that the network concept represents both an organizational structure and a process
that brings people and their organizations together, this study illuminates the processual aspects
of collective action through networks. In doing so, this study explores the overall functioning of
thirteen social welfare networks using the Four Degrees of the Network Approach. Guided by
hypothesis one, this study views network functioning as a variable and expects to reveal several
variations in the overall functioning of networks. Based on an extensive review of the existing
scholarly literature, this study also reasons that the majority of networks will either be more
functional, which is represented by coordination, or more self-organizing and constitutive, which
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is represented by collaboration. To test this line of reasoning, this study explores the relationship
between the relational and systemic measures of network functioning, which should improve the
understanding of the variations or degrees of the network approach.
Hypothesis 1: This study expects to find that the thirteen social welfare
networks do not represent an undifferentiated form or approach to
governance, nor do they all function alike.
Hypothesis 2: This study expects higher or lower scores for the relational
dimension to be positively associated with higher or lower scores for the
systemic dimension.
After exploring the differences in the overall or actual functioning of the thirteen social
welfare networks, several important questions remained. First, to what extent have the front-line
workers in each network developed a similar understanding of the functioning of their networks?
And, assuming that networks are more effective when they function as intended by those
responsible for their formation and management, do the thirteen social welfare networks function
as intended?

Given the lack of attention network functioning receives from the scholarly

literature, this study reasons both from participant observation in such a network and the gap in
the literature that network functioning also receives little-to-no attention in practice. For this
reason, guided by hypotheses three and four, this study expects to find that the front-line workers
for the majority of these networks show a dissimilar understanding of network functioning. In
addition, this study expects to find that the majority of these networks do not function as
intended by those responsible for their formation and management.
Hypothesis 3: As an indication of a dissimilar understanding of network
functioning, this study expects the majority of the participants in these
networks to show a lack of convergence on their measures of network
functioning.
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Hypothesis 4: As an indication that networks do not function as intended,
this study expects the measures of network functioning drawn from the
perspective of front-line workers to differ from measures of network
functioning drawn from the perspective of management.
The preceding hypotheses guide this study’s exploration, using the Four Degrees of the
Network Approach as a framework, into the overall functioning of the thirteen social welfare
networks. After sorting the networks according to their overall or actual functioning, this study
can investigate the existence of certain behaviors and begin to theorize about the behaviors that
might facilitate or enhance the functioning of certain variations or degrees of the network
approach, otherwise referred to by this study as network behaviors. To continue to lay the
foundation for these efforts, chapter 3 outlines three categories of behavior that have traditionally
been associated with the network approach: knowledge management, communicative behaviors,
and commitment and identity. After doing so, chapter 3 explores the formation of individual
behavior patterns and outlines several more hypotheses to guide this study’s investigation of the
relationship between front-line participatory behavior and the use of the network approach.
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Chapter 3:
Literature Review – Front-Line Participatory Behavior
What is the relationship between front-line participatory behavior and the use of the
network approach? Despite a remarkable increase in both the quantity and quality of network
research, studies that address this question are in short supply. Scholars have directed much
attention to explaining and defining the behaviors of an individual or organization fulfilling the
role of network manager, yet they have neglected the behaviors of the front-line workers (Provan
and Milward, 1995; Agranoff and McGuire, 1999, 2001, 2003; McGuire, 2002 and 2006; Meir
and O’Toole, 2001; Milward and Provan, 2006; Walker et al., 2007). Many of these studies
begin with the assumption that managing networks differs from managing hierarchies; thus,
making the important case that network management has become a critical activity in public
administration.

Traditionally, public managers could break complex jobs into smaller

manageable pieces, assign responsibilities accordingly, and hold their workers accountable for
results. However, when government shares the responsibility for addressing problems and
producing services with other organizations, the management function changes and requires a
different set of managerial behaviors that emphasize shared interests and purposes, rather than
structure and authority (Fredrickson and Smith, 2003; Goldsmith and Eggers, 2004; Kettl 2002;
Meir and O’Toole, 2001).
If managing a network is different from managing a hierarchy and requires a different set
of managerial behaviors, front-line work in networks may also be different and may require a
different set of front-line behaviors. Therefore, as networks disperse and decentralize control,
how front-line workers undertake their responsibilities and exercise their discretion or behave in
a network setting is obviously a central issue. Yet, the vocabulary and imagery needed to
describe and theorize about the specific front-line participatory behaviors that accompany
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different variations or degrees of the network approach does not exist. To help close this gap in
the literature, this chapter continues to lay the foundation for this study by addressing two main
questions. In relation to the network approach, what front-line participatory behaviors warrant
further consideration?

And, how are different behavior patterns formed among front-line

workers?
After reviewing the literature to develop the Four Degrees of the Network Approach,
outlined in chapter 2, three categories of behavior, which have traditionally been associated with
the network approach, emerged and warranted further consideration. The three categories are
knowledge management, communicative behaviors, and commitment and identity (Agranoff,
2007; Bresser and O’Toole, 1998; Bryson et. al., 2006; Issett and Provan, 2005; Kickert et al.,
1997; Klijn and Koppenjan, 2000; Mandell and Steelman, 2003; Mattessich et al., 2001; Mischen
& Jackson, 2008; Provan and Kenis, 2007). After outlining the three categories of behavior and
beginning to conceptualize the network behaviors for each behavior category, this chapter briefly
discusses the formation of individual behavior patterns on the front lines. Then, this chapter
introduces Ajzen’s Theory of Planned Behavior (1985 and 1991) both as a framework for
investigating front-line participatory behavior and as the foundation for developing the concept
of network behavior mechanisms. Finally, this chapter restates the literature gap and outlines
several hypotheses to guide this study’s investigation into the relationship between front-line
participatory behavior and the use of the network approach.
Three Categories of Behavior
Two of the behavior categories, knowledge management and communicative behaviors,
as this study understands them, are connected to the relational dimension of network functioning
in the sense that they are a reflection of the characteristics of participant interactions. As
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outlined in chapter 2, the relational dimension refers to how network participants communicate
or interact and is a reflection of different levels of complexity, ranging from static to dynamic.
Here, static refers to interactions that are relatively fixed or unchanging, while dynamic
interactions are more energetic, self-organizing, and have the potential for change. Participants
in different networks may vary in the likelihood of performing certain knowledge management
and communicative behaviors because of differences along the relational dimension of network
functioning. Despite the conception here that the knowledge management and communicative
behaviors categories represent relational behaviors, how each network functions systemically
may also help create conditions that are more or less favorable to the performance of certain
behaviors.
The third category, commitment and identity, as this study understands it, is connected to
the systemic dimension of network functioning in the sense that it helps explain the
underpinnings of collective action through networks. As outlined in chapter 2, the systemic
dimension explores how a network functions as a whole and is a reflection of differing levels of
connectivity, ranging from independent to interdependent. Participants in different networks
may vary in the likelihood of performing certain behaviors that reflect different levels of
commitment and identity because of differences along the systemic dimension of network
functioning. Despite the conception here that the commitment and identity category represents a
systemic behavior, how each network functions relationally may also help create conditions that
are more or less favorable to the performance of certain behaviors. The remainder of this section
introduces each category of behavior and reviews the existing scholarly literature as the basis for
beginning to conceptualize the network behaviors for each behavior category.
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Knowledge management.
As problems grow more complex, the network approach provides access to a much
broader information and knowledge base than is possible within a single organization (Goldsmith
and Eggers, 2004; Hartley and Benington, 2006; Mischen, 2007). To make it useful, however,
each network and their participants may harness and leverage their access to information and
knowledge differently. The increased access to knowledge, as noted by Goldsmith and Eggers
(2004, p. 108), can be used to ―develop new knowledge, flesh out solutions to daily problems,
enhance learning across the network, build trust, and help people learn from each other’s
successes—and mistakes.‖ ―Unlike conventional assets,‖ as noted by Groff and Jones (2003, p.
20), ―knowledge grows when it is shared.‖ Furthermore, knowledge, as suggested by Nonaka
(1994, p.15), is ―created and organized by the very flow of information.‖ Yet, as stated by
Davenport and Prusak (2000, p. 6), ―if information is to become knowledge, humans must do all
the work.‖ In this regard, participant behavior clearly matters.
Knowledge, then, is the product of social interactions.

It is impossible to separate

knowledge from the social relations in which it originates and it is not fully reducible to the
individual (Foss, 1996). Yet, it is intrinsically human. An organization or network cannot share
or create knowledge without individuals (Agranoff, 2007). This supports the notion that the
knowledge management category represents a set of relational behaviors. Participant behaviors
can reflect the desire to share and process information, seemingly on the static end of the
continuum, and the desire to learn and create new knowledge, seemingly on the dynamic end,
with the desire to share knowledge somewhere in between.
To understand this range of behaviors, a distinction between information and knowledge
is required. Information is a flow of messages, typically in the form of a document or some other
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means of communication (Agranoff, 2007; Nonaka, 1994). Whereas knowledge, as stated by
Davenport and Prusak (2000, p. 5), is a ―fluid mix of framed experiences, values, contextual
information, and expert insight . . . [that] originates and is applied in the minds of knowers.‖
Polanyi (1966) offers a valuable distinction between explicit and tacit forms of knowledge.
Explicit knowledge is easily articulated and can be shared using things like reports, manuals,
charts, graphics, and databases. Tacit knowledge is harder to articulate and share because it lies
within ―senses, individual perceptions, physical experiences, intuition, and rules of thumb‖
(Agranoff, 2007, p. 127). Interactions in which participants hope to share their information and
explicit knowledge seemingly would require a different set of behaviors than interactions in
which participants hope to share their tacit knowledge (Hartley and Bennington, 2006).
As networks and their participants harness and leverage their access to knowledge
differently, some may function in such a way that lends themselves to the processing and sharing
of information over knowledge sharing or knowledge creation, and vice versa. By exploring the
overall functioning of networks and the accompanying front-line behaviors, this study can
improve the understanding of this relationship. In other words, how do the variations in network
functioning relate to knowledge management behavior?

And, which participant behaviors

enhance or mitigate their overall functioning? When participants give priority to the processing
and sharing of information, their behaviors seemingly would reflect an interest in maintaining the
status-quo and a lack of curiosity or interest in new perspectives. Alternatively, when knowledge
creation is the priority, participant behaviors seemingly would reflect an attitude of continuous
improvement and learning where they value, support, and actively pursue opportunities to
connect with others.

Again, knowledge sharing would fall somewhere in between, where
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participant behaviors may reflect an interest in sharing but with little or no interest in learning
from others.
Network behavior conceptualized: knowledge management.
As reasoned from the existing scholarly literature, relationally dynamic networks
(cooperation and collaboration) tend to be more self-organizing and flexible in their overall
functioning (Axelrod and Cohen, 1999; Bottrup, 2005; Goldsmith and Eggers, 2004; Holland,
1995; Meek et al., 2007; Morçöl and Wachhaus, 2009). Often, these types of networks function
this way to create an environment that is more conducive to creativity and innovation. In terms
of network behavior, the scholarly literature seems to suggest that behavior that supports the
sharing and creation of knowledge would be the best fit for relationally dynamic networks
(Agranoff, 2007; Goh, 2002; Groff and Jones, 2003; Hartley and Benington, 2006; Mischen,
2007). Alternatively, relationally static networks (coordination and consolidation) tend to be
more narrow in scope and rigid in their overall functioning. Often, these types of networks
function this way to create an environment that addresses specific needs or gaps in services and
where organizations can share referrals. In terms of network behavior, the scholarly literature
seems to suggest that behavior that supports the processing information and minimal knowledge
sharing would be the best fit for relationally static networks (Goldsmith and Eggers, 2004;
Hartley and Benington, 2006; Mischen, 2007; Osterlund and Carlile, 2005). Figure 3.1 below
depicts this conceptualization of network behaviors for the knowledge management category
graphically.
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Figure 3.1: Conceptualization of Knowledge Management Network Behaviors

Communicative behavior.
Networks also provide a means of collectively addressing an issue that a single
organization may be incapable of addressing on its own. These interorganizational arrangements
are often comprised of a diversity of inputs, perspectives, and specializations, which can increase
their capacity to deal with complex and intractable problems. However, network participants
represent different interests, groups, and organizations along with different ways of knowing,
behaving, and interacting (Mandell, 1990; Mandell and Steelman, 2003). In many instances, as
suggested by Issacs (1993), participants must develop ―their capacity to think together—to
develop collaborative thought‖ (p. 24).

While in other instances, collaborative thought,

otherwise referred to as dialogue, may give way to negotiation and consensus building.
Participant relationships, then, can take on several different forms that are a reflection of how
participants communicate or interact. In this regard, participant behavior clearly matters.
Communicative behaviors, then, as a category refers to how participants approach their
interactions and decision-making processes, thus representing a set of relational behaviors. To
understand the range of communicative behaviors, a review of the concepts of negotiation,
consensus building, and dialogue is required. Dialogue is a reflection of the idea of talking with
rather than talking at. By doing so, participants avoid lapsing into debate where one side wins
and the other side loses. Dialogue, however, is not the same as consensus building. While
consensus reflects some measure of agreement, it does not ―alter the fundamental patterns that
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led people to disagree at the outset‖ (Issacs, 1993, p. 26). In contrast, dialogue probes into the
underlying causes of disagreements and seeks to ―establish a field of genuine meeting and
inquiry‖ (p. 25). This does not reflect a negotiation; rather it is a ―sustained collective inquiry
into the processes, assumptions, and certainties that compose everyday experiences‖ (p. 25). In
negotiations, participants tend to give their private interests priority over collective interests.
Alternatively, dialogue requires that participants learn how to think collectively and engage in
the creation of shared meaning.
Networks, as a collective enterprise, may function in such a way that lends itself to
negotiation or consensus building over dialogue, and vice versa. By exploring the overall
functioning of networks and the accompanying front-line behaviors, this study can improve the
understanding of this relationship. In other words, how do variations in network functioning
relate to these communicative behaviors? And, which participant behaviors enhance or mitigate
their intended functioning?

When participants give priority to negotiation, their behaviors

seemingly would be more adversarial and supportive of their individual interests and positions.
When participants give priority to consensus building, their behaviors seemingly would be less
adversarial in hopes of reaching a compromise over shared concerns.

And, finally, when

dialogue is the priority, participant behaviors seemingly would be open, reflective, and show a
willingness to explore differences in order to reach a new understanding of the problem or issue.
Network behavior conceptualized: communicative behavior.
As reasoned from the existing scholarly literature, relationally dynamic networks
(cooperation and collaboration) tend to create a marketplace of ideas where participants can
make decisions and develop solutions collectively (Barabási, 2002; Goldsmith and Eggers, 2004;
Meek et al., 2007; Morçöl and Wachhaus, 2009). Often, these types of networks may function
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this way so that participants can engage different perspectives and learn from one another. In
terms of network behavior, the scholarly literature seems to suggest that behavior that supports a
more open dialogue would be the best fit for relationally dynamic networks (Issacs, 1993;
Morçöl and Wachhaus, 2009; Newell and Swan, 2000; Swan and Scarbrough, 2005).
Alternatively, relationally static networks (coordination and consolidation) tend to consist of
simultaneous actions among participants who operate at arm’s length and make their decisions
individually. Often, these types of networks may function this way to deliver consistent services
and fulfill contractual obligations. In terms of network behavior, the scholarly literature seems to
suggest that behavior that supports negotiation and some measure of consensus building would
be the best fit for relationally static networks (Issacs, 1993; Morçöl and Wachhaus, 2009; Newell
and Swan, 2000; Swan and Scarbrough, 2005). Figure 3.2 below depicts this conceptualization
of network behaviors for the communicative behaviors category graphically.
Figure 3.2: Conceptualization of Communicative Network Behaviors

Commitment and identity.
By connecting people and their organizations, networks can become more than the simple
sum of their parts (Goldsmith and Eggers, 2004; Scott, 1998). Here, participants may begin to
realize, as suggested by Keast et al. (2004, p. 364), that ―working independently is not enough to
solve a particular problem.‖ Depending on their level of connectivity, as systems, networks can
develop their own unique interpretations of the ―outside world‖ and form their own ―historicity‖
(Hernes, 2008, p. 81). This creates a systems or collective identity, where networks can draw a
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distinction between what they are and what they are not. In other words, network participants
may operate with a dual identity, both their individual and collective identities (Berg, 2006;
Thomson and Perry, 2006). Commitment and identity, as a systemic category of behavior,
explores how each participant identifies themselves and their level of commitment to the
collective endeavor. Participant behaviors can reflect a self-interested or narrow perspective, on
the independent end of the continuum, and a collective or systems perspective, on the
interdependent end of the continuum. To understand this range of behaviors, a review of the
concept of commitment is required.
According to Porter et al. (1974, p. 604), there are three key factors to the concept of
commitment: (a) a strong belief in and acceptance of the organization’s goals and values; (b) a
willingness to exert considerable effort on behalf of the organization; (c) a definite desire to
maintain organizational membership. Likewise, Buchanan (1974) saw commitment as reflecting
a sense of identification with the organization’s mission. As stated by Robertson and Tang
(1995, p. 67), ―the commitment of organizational participants—to each other and to the
organization itself—becomes a critical and, at times, even necessary mechanism for directing
their behavior toward collective goal accomplishment.‖
In terms of commitment and identity, some networks may function in such a way that
their participants maintain a more self-interested or narrow perspective, while others may
facilitate the adoption of a collective or systems perspective.

By exploring the overall

functioning of networks and the accompanying front-line participatory behaviors, this study can
improve the understanding of this relationship. In other words, how do variations in network
functioning relate to the participants overall commitment and identity? And, which participant
behaviors enhance or mitigate their intended functioning? When a network’s participants adopt
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a self-interested or narrow perspective, they would identify primarily with their home
organization and their behaviors would be more strategic and competition driven. In addition,
participants would approach the network as a playing field for their personal and organizational
interests and ambitions. Alternatively, when a network’s participants adopt a collective or
systems perspective, they would identify primarily with their network and their behaviors would
reflect the larger context and commitment to an overarching goal or mission. In addition,
participants would realize that they are a small part of something bigger—something that is
worthy of their full commitment.
Network behavior conceptualized: commitment and identity.
As reasoned from the existing scholarly literature, participants in systemically
interdependent networks (consolidation and collaboration) tend to relinquish some of their
authority, share their resources, and form a new whole that addresses problems collectively
(Berg, 2006; Mischen and Jackson, 2007 and 2008; Thomson and Perry, 2006). Often, the
functioning of these types of networks depends on the development and pursuit of a common
mission. In terms of network behavior, the scholarly literature seems to suggest that behavior
that reflects a strong commitment to, and identification with, the collective endeavor would be
the best fit for systemically interdependent networks (Buchanan, 1974; Keast et al., 2004; Porter
et al., 1974; Robertson and Tang, 1995). Alternatively, participants in systemically independent
networks (cooperation and coordination) tend not to relinquish much of their authority, their
resources tend to remain separate, and the boundaries between participating organizations are
much clearer. Often, the functioning of these types of networks requires compatible, but not
identical, interests and missions. In terms of network behavior, the scholarly literature seems to
suggest that behavior that reflects a stronger commitment to individual and organizational goals
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would be the best fit for systemically independent networks (Buchanan, 1974; Keast et al., 2004;
Porter et al., 1974; Robertson and Tang, 1995). Figure 3.3 below depicts the conceptualization
of network behaviors for the commitment and identity category graphically.
Figure 3.3: Conceptualization of Commitment and Identity Network Behaviors

The Formation of Individual Behavior Patterns on the Front Lines
Having introduced three categories of behavior and having begun to conceptualize the
network behaviors for each, what exactly does the term behavior represent in this study?
Recognizing that cognition affects action, and vice versa, this study uses the term behavior in its
broadest sense, as it represents more than a checklist of activities (Crossan et al., 1999; Scott,
1998; Weick, 1979). Here, the term behavior encompasses the attitudes and perceptions of frontline workers as well as their actions and decision-making processes. As suggested previously,
front-line workers may respond to changes in their work conditions, whether in policy goals or in
the governance approach, with different behavior patterns (Ellis et al., 1999; Jewell and Glaser,
2006; Lipsky, 1980; Mischen & Jackson, 2008; Mohrman et al., 2003; Rice and Mitchell, 1973).
How, then, are individual behavior patterns among front-line workers formed?

Behavioral

change on the front lines, as suggested by Mohrman et al. (2003, p. 303), represents ―a collective
process that entails sense-making and learning.‖ For the purposes of this study, then, the
formation of individual behavior patterns requires further explanation.
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When organizations undertake a large scale, fundamental change in their approach, this
presents a ―sense-making challenge‖ to the front-line worker (p. 303). Such changes can alter
the organizational influences (experiences and structures) as well as the workers’ roles,
responsibilities, and interactions, leading to a breakdown in their ―state of being.‖

When

workers face such a breakdown, they may begin to reconsider their fundamental thinking,
perceptions, and attitudes (Nonaka, 1994). This process may lead front-line workers to try to
make sense of the change by considering whether their old behavior patterns will work in the
new situation. Consider, for example, some of the changes in this nation’s social welfare
programs, as outlined in chapter 1. Prior to the 1996 reforms, welfare caseworkers interacted
primarily with their clients to provide cash assistance.

Following these reforms, welfare

caseworkers were asked to provide their clients with cash assistance and other supportive
services, often, from within a web of multi-organizational, multi-governmental, and multisectoral relationships (Meek et al., 2007). This added a set of inter-organizational relationships
and interactions to the traditional intra-organizational relationships and interactions of these
front-line workers.

Initially, they may have reacted according to their own experiences.

However, as caseworkers interact and share their experiences, they may begin to interpret their
situations collectively, develop shared understandings, and collectively assign new meaning to
their work. This sense-making and learning process can shape the caseworkers’ attitudes and
perceptions, which, in turn, may influence or shape their behaviors (Berger and Luckman, 1966;
Choo, 1998; Weick, 1979 and 1995). Even in the absence of change, front-line workers will
likely undergo similar processes as they develop an understanding of their organization’s
approach to governance. How this sense-making and learning process unfolds is a central issue,
as it may play an important role in the efficient and effective use of the network approach. With
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this in mind, the remainder of this section addresses two important questions. First, how can this
study investigate the behaviors of front-line workers? And, second, how can network managers
influence or shape the behavior patterns of front-line workers?
Investigating front-line participatory behavior.
Explaining and observing the formation of individual behavior patterns is a difficult and
time-consuming task. To date, many studies have utilized insights from different motivational
theories to accomplish this task (Locke, 1991; Minbaeva et al., 2003; Minbaeva and Pedersen,
2010). However, as argued by Edwin Locke (1991), this work has been hard to integrate
because most of the theories pertain to ―different elements of the motivation sequence and
therefore are designed to explain different things‖ (p. 295). Locke’s motivational sequence
identifies ―key motivational concepts in chronological order,‖ from needs to satisfaction, ―and
shows where in the sequence each major theory of motivation is focused‖ (p. 288). To help
explain the formation of individual behavior patterns, then, this study draws upon Locke’s
distinction between the ―motivation core‖ and the ―motivation hub.‖ The motivational core
refers to needs and values and the motivation hub refers to goals, intentions, and performance.
See Figure 3.4 below for a graphical depiction of Locke’s motivational sequence.

59

Figure 3.4: The Motivation Sequence (Figure 1 in Locke, 1991 used with Kind Permission
of Locke, 2011)21

Due to the complications posed by the exploration of needs and values and making the
direct connection to behavior, Locke advises the use of theories from the motivational hub, as he
states, ―where the action is” (Locke, 1991, p. 296). One of the theories outlined by Locke as a
motivational hub theory is Ajzen’s (1985 and 1991) Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB). The
TPB contributes to an improved understanding of the formation of individual behavior patterns
and provides a framework for investigating the VIEW caseworkers’ behaviors.
Theory of planned behavior.
Ajzen’s (1985 and 1991) TPB is an extension of Fishbein and Ajzen’s (1974) earlier
theory of reasoned action (TRA). As in the TRA, the central factor in the TPB is the individual’s
intention to perform certain behaviors. Intentions, as stated by Ajzen (1991), ―are assumed to
capture the motivational factors that influence a behavior; they are indicators of how hard people
are willing to try, of how much of an effort they are planning to exert, in order to perform the

21

Permission to use Figure 3.4 was granted by the author (Edwin Locke) via email on 20 January 2011. Please see
Appendix L.
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behavior‖ (p. 181). Originally, the term intention referred to an individual trying to perform a
certain behavior. However, the application of the TPB has shown a strong correlation between
measures that dealt with the intention to perform certain behaviors and measures that dealt with
the actual performance of those behaviors (Ajzen, 1985; Schifter and Ajzen, 1985; Ajzen and
Madden, 1986). Accordingly, the TPB can help predict an individual’s behavior through an
examination of their intentions. The TPB posits three conceptually independent determinants of
intention.
The first determinant of intention is the individual’s attitude toward the behavior ―and
refers to the degree to which a person has a favorable or unfavorable evaluation or appraisal of
the behavior in question.‖ Individuals holding favorable attitudes toward certain behaviors
should have higher intentions to perform those behaviors. The second determinant is a social
factor termed the subjective norm; ―it refers to the perceived social pressure to perform or not to
perform the behavior.‖ Here, individuals consider whether others agree that certain behaviors
are desired and valued. Sometimes, these two determinants can be in disagreement. In addition,
their predictive ability is not valid if the behaviors are not under full volitional control. To
address this limitation, the third determinant of intention is the degree of perceived behavioral
control, which refers to the perceived ―ease or difficulty of performing the behavior and it is
assumed to reflect past experience as well as anticipated impediments and obstacles‖ (Ajzen,
1991, p. 188). Individuals are ―more disposed to engage in behaviors that are believed to be
achievable‖ (Armitage and Conner, 2001, p. 472). Figure 3.5 below depicts the TPB graphically.

61

Figure 3.5: The Theory of Planned Behavior (Used with Kind Permission of Ajzen, 2011)22

In summary, as stated by Ajzen (1991, p. 188) and depicted above by Figure 3.5, ―the
more favorable the attitude and subjective norm with respect to a behavior and the greater the
perceived behavioral control, the stronger should be an individual’s intention to perform the
behavior under consideration.‖ The higher the intention the more likely an individual is to
perform a certain behavior. As such, this study uses the Theory of Planned Behavior (1985 and
1991) both as a framework for investigating the behaviors of front-line workers and as the
foundation for introducing the concept of network behavior mechanisms.

22

Permission to use Figure 3.5 found at http://people.umass.edu/aizen/tpb.diag.html was granted by the author (Icek
Ajzen) via email on 24 October 2011. Please see Appendix M.
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Network behavior mechanisms.
As mentioned briefly in chapter 1, this study argues that network managers can employ
network behavior mechanisms to increase the likelihood that their front-line workers will
develop behavior patterns that facilitate or enhance their network’s functioning, otherwise
referred to by this study as network behaviors. Whether structures, trainings, processes or
routines, these mechanisms or behavioral interventions influence the conditions in which frontline workers act and should help guide the sense-making and learning processes mentioned
above. Building on Ajzen’s Theory of Planned Behavior, different types of network behavior
mechanisms can influence the antecedents of behavioral intention (attitude, subjective norm, and
perceived behavioral control) and thereby affect front-line participatory behavior (Ajzen, 1991;
Minbaeva and Pedersen, 2010). What, then, should these network behavior mechanisms look
like? When discussing these types of behavioral interventions, Ajzen (1991, p. 189) states that
they must address the ―salient beliefs that are considered to be the prevailing determinants of a
person’s intentions and actions.‖

After doing so, Ajzen distinguishes between three types of

beliefs that may influence an individual’s intentions to perform a certain behavior (refer back to
figure 3.5 for a graphical representation of the three types of beliefs):


Behavioral beliefs, which link behaviors to certain outcomes and
influences an individual’s attitude toward those behaviors



Normative beliefs, which are concerned with the approval or
disapproval of behaviors by important individuals and groups and
constitutes the subjective norm



Control beliefs, which recognize the presence of opportunities and/or
obstacles to the performance of certain behaviors and form the basis of
how individuals perceive their behavioral control
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As this study argues, for front-line workers in networks these three types of beliefs will likely be
the reflection of, or influenced by, a corresponding understanding of how their network’s
function. Addressing the three types of beliefs, then, network behavior mechanisms should seek
to influence, inform, or address how front-line workers understand the functioning of their
network. In doing so, managers must use these mechanisms to share their knowledge of the
purposes and meanings embedded in the functioning of their networks. In order to develop the
concept of network behavior mechanisms further, chapter 6 looks for several examples in
practice.
Restating the Literature Gap and Moving Forward with the Study
Although the literature is rife with studies that examine the behaviors of network
managers, empirical research, to date, has neglected the relationship between front-line
participatory behavior and the use of the network approach. As noted by Considine and Lewis
(1999), the story of the front-line worker, in such contexts, has yet to be adequately told or
understood. Numerous studies have looked at how changes in policy goals relate to front-line
behavior. Some studies have even looked at the effects of privatization and devolution on frontline behavior (Handler, 1996; Smith and Lipsky, 1993). However, few, if any, studies have
looked at how networks actually function to explore how this might relate to front-line
participatory behavior. As a result, active participation in these multi-organizational, multigovernmental, and multi-sectoral relationships has outpaced empirical description and theoretical
explanation.
Given the decentralization and dispersal of power, by most networks, the behavior of
front-line workers, perhaps more so than management, can enhance or conflict with the positive
attributes of the network approach. Therefore, as networks grow in importance and become
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more pervasive, this study submits that one of the most important research agendas for scholars
of twenty-first century public administration revolves around integrating the literature on
networks with the literature on front-line work. What, then, is the relationship between front-line
participatory behavior and the use of the network approach? The remainder of this chapter
outlines several hypotheses to guide this study’s investigation of the above question, as reported
in chapter 6.
Developing the concept of network behavior.
Assuming that there are different variations or degrees of the network approach, this
study carries this assumption to its logical conclusion; that certain behaviors will be a better fit
for different variations or degrees of the network approach than other behaviors. Recognizing
the importance of the front-line worker in the implementation of public policy, this study limits
its investigation and development of the concept of network behavior to front-line participatory
behavior. Divided by the three categories of behavior, this study investigates the relationship
between front-line participatory behavior and the use of the network approach on three separate
levels: by variation or network degree, by network, and by individual. Based on the concept of
network behavior, three important assumptions guide, or form the basis of, this portion of the
investigation.
1) Variation or degree level: The literature would argue that networks
may be more effective if selected front-line participatory behaviors were
aligned with the corresponding variation or degree of the network
approach, or vice versa.
2) Network level: When front-line workers perform behaviors that are both
similar and consistent with the conceptualization of network behavior
drawn from the existing scholarly literature, networks may function
more efficiently and effectively.

65

3) Individual level: How front-line workers understand the functioning of
their networks will play a major role in the performance of certain
front-line participatory behaviors, and vice versa.
By variation or degree: hypotheses five, six, and seven.
First, based on assumption one mentioned above, this study analyzes the VIEW
caseworkers’ behavioral scores (developed using the Theory of Planned Behavior) grouped by
variation or degree (cooperation, coordination, consolidation, collaboration) to continue to
develop the concept of network behavior. Figure 2.3, from chapter 2 reprinted below, anchors
the following discussion.
Figure 2.3: Four Degrees of the Network Approach

What, then, are the front-line participatory behaviors that accompany the different
variations or degrees of the network approach? When grouped by variation or degree, do the
behaviors differ significantly? And, how does the behavior compare with the behaviors that the
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existing scholarly literature seems to indicate would be the best fit for each variation or degree of
the network approach? Consistent with the conceptualization of network behavior developed
from the existing scholarly literature and presented earlier in this chapter, several hypotheses
guide this level of the analyses.
Relational Behaviors
Hypothesis 5: In the networks classified as cooperation and collaboration,
the VIEW caseworkers’ knowledge management scores will be significantly
higher than the knowledge management scores in networks classified as
coordination and consolidation.
Hypothesis 6: In the networks classified as cooperation and collaboration,
the VIEW caseworkers’ communicative behaviors scores will be
significantly higher than the communicative behaviors scores in the
networks classified as coordination and consolidation.

Systemic Behaviors
Hypothesis 7: In the networks classified as consolidation and
collaboration, the VIEW caseworkers’ commitment and identity scores will
be significantly higher for than the commitment and identity scores in the
networks classified as cooperation and coordination.

By network: hypotheses eight, nine, and ten.
Next, based on assumption two mentioned above, this study computes behavioral scores
for network and compares them with the conceptualization of network behavior developed from
the existing scholarly literature. Then, this study investigates the convergence, or lack thereof,
on the behavioral scores by the front-line workers in each network, which serves as an indication
of whether or not they perform similar behaviors. Several questions guide this level of the
analysis. Which networks investigated by this study show the greatest convergence on measures
of behavioral intention? What are some of the factors that contribute to a greater convergence on
measures of behavioral intention? And, to what extent does similar understanding of network
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functioning relate to the performance of similar behaviors? Guided by several hypotheses, this
study expects to find that the levels of convergence for the behavioral scores are positively
associated with the levels of convergence for their corresponding measures of network
functioning (relational or systemic).
Relational Behaviors
Hypothesis 8: The level of convergence on the relational measures of
network functioning is positively associated with the level of convergence
on the knowledge management scores.
Hypothesis 9: The level of convergence on the relational measures of
network functioning is positively associated with the level of convergence
on the communicative behaviors scores.
Systemic Behaviors
Hypothesis 10: The level of convergence on the systemic measures of
network functioning is positively associated with the level of convergence
on the commitment and identity scores.
By individual: hypothesis eleven, twelve, and thirteen.
Finally, based on assumption three mentioned above, this study analyzes the behavioral
scores by individual to explore how the front-line workers understanding of network functioning
relates to the performance of certain behaviors. In addition to previous efforts, this level of the
analysis also helps establish or confirm the conceptualization of network behavior developed
from the existing scholarly literature. Guided by several hypotheses, this study expects to find
that higher behavioral scores are positively associated with higher scores for their corresponding
measures of network functioning (relational or systemic).
Relational Behaviors
Hypothesis 11: Higher and lower knowledge management scores are
positively associated with higher and lower relational scores.
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Hypothesis 12: Higher and lower communicative behaviors scores are
positively associated with higher and lower relational scores.
Hypothesis 13: Higher and lower commitment and identity scores are
positively associated with higher and lower systemic scores.

Developing the concept of network behavior mechanisms.
Finally, the concept of network behavior mechanisms serves as the foundation for this
study’s final hypothesis. Again, these mechanisms represent behavioral interventions in the form
of structures, processes, trainings, or routines that promote the development of network
behaviors. To do so, they must guide participants in the sense-making and learning process and
effectively share the purpose and meaning embedded in the overall functioning of the network
approach, especially in the face of change. If the network approach is to become the principal
means to effective governance, as this study argues, network behavior mechanisms will play an
important role. Accordingly, this study expects the following.
Hypothesis 14: The type and amount of network behavior mechanisms
positively influences the VIEW Caseworkers’ intentions to perform certain
kinds of network behaviors. However, what mechanisms relate to what
types of behaviors requires further investigation.

The first three chapters of this study established a means of classifying or sorting the
thirteen social welfare networks according to their overall functioning, outlined three categories
of behavior, introduced the concepts of network behavior and network behavior mechanisms,
and presented several hypotheses to guide this investigation. Chapter 3 also discussed the
formation of individual behavior patterns on the front lines and introduced a framework for
investigating front-line participatory behavior. The following chapter, chapter 4, will outline the
research strategy, design, and methodology for this study.
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Chapter 4:
Methodology
Having established the lack of intersection between two important and seemingly related
streams of literature, this study investigates the relationship between front-line participatory
behavior and the use of the network approach. Two simple but elusive empirical questions guide
this investigation. What are the front-line participatory behaviors that accompany the use of the
network approach? And, how do these behaviors differ along with variations in the network
approach? Related are two additional research questions that this study seeks to answer. How
do the front-line behaviors, as identified, compare with the conceptualization of network
behavior drawn from the existing scholarly literature?

And, what, if any, mechanisms

(structures, trainings, processes, and/or routines) encourage front-line workers to perform
network behaviors? Much scholarship is devoted to the relationship between changes in policy
goals and front-line participatory behavior (Ellis et al., 1999; Jewell and Glaser, 2006; Lipsky,
1980; Maynard-Moody and Musheno, 2000; Meyers et al., 1998; Riccucci, 2005; Sandfort,
2000). And, much scholarship is devoted to developing an understanding of the relationship
between the network approach and managerial behavior, yet, neglected in the existing scholarly
literature is an empirical study of the network’s relation to front-line participatory behavior. The
present research, therefore, attempts to fill this gap in the literature. Please refer to Figure 1.1,
for a graphical representation of this study’s purpose.
Three main sections divide the remainder of this chapter. Section 1 outlines the research
strategy and design for this study, beginning with a brief introduction and review of the
population of interest. Section 2 reviews the methods of study, including the production and
organization of study data. This section includes a brief overview of the data analyses; however,
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chapters 5 and 6 provide more detail when presenting the study’s findings. Finally, section 3
reviews this study’s limitations and sets the stage for the remainder of this study.
Research Strategy and Design
As previously established, it is unclear how different variations in the network approach
shape or influence front-line participatory behavior, and vice versa.

To investigate this

relationship, this study offers a cross-sectional analysis of front-line workers in social welfare
networks throughout the state of Virginia. Virginia uses some of if its federal welfare funding to
award the Employment Advancement for TANF Participants grant,23 which helps fund forty-two
welfare-to-work programs across the state.

Of the forty-two programs, seventeen of them

included local departments of social services and the VIEW24 caseworkers that serve as the
population of interest for this study. Thirteen of the seventeen programs agreed to participate in
this study, providing a study population of ninety-nine front-line workers. Figure 4.1, below,
outlines the research strategy and design for this study graphically.
Figure 4.1: Overall Research Strategy and Design

23
24

http://www.dss.virginia.gov/files/forms/grants/ben-10-057/rfp.pdf
Virginia Initiative for Employment not Welfare (See Chapter 1)
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Social welfare networks.
Having reviewed the grant proposals of the thirteen welfare-to-work programs,
mentioned above, each fit this study’s definition of the network approach.25 However, there
appeared to be several important differences in their overall functioning, which raised an
important question. How do these differences alter the roles, responsibilities, and interactions of
front-line workers, which, in turn, may shape or influence their behavior, and vice versa? To
address this question, this study needed a way to explore and sort the different variations in the
functioning of these networks. Thus, in chapter 2, I developed and introduced the Four Degrees
of the Network Approach as a framework for exploring and sorting the thirteen social welfare
networks according to their relational and systemic characteristics.
At the request of several of these programs, when reporting the findings this study refers
to each program by Degree or by a randomly assigned number and keeps their names
confidential. Here, it is useful to present some information on these programs to justify them as
the basis for this study (Also see Appendix B for more detail). The thirteen programs span
different portions of the state of Virginia; some cover largely urban areas, while others are
mostly rural. To assist their clients, each program tends to face area specific challenges and
barriers to employment; some may deal with transportation and childcare issues, while others
may deal with substance abuse and mental health problems. Adopting the network approach,
these programs can bring together a variety of public, private, and non-profit organizations to
assist welfare recipients with gaining and maintaining employment. As this study argues, this
approach may have altered the roles, responsibilities, and interactions of front-line workers,
some in different ways than others, making them a rich environment for conducting this study.

25

A collection of participants and/or organizations (nodes and linkages) that pursues repeated exchange relations
with one another (i.e. information, knowledge, financial resources, and services) and serves some purpose.
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Population of interest.
The network approach decentralizes and disperses control, which can increase the amount
of workers on the front lines, where the work is actually done. In the thirteen social welfare
networks a variety of workers from the public, private, and non-profit sectors have found
themselves interacting directly with citizens and wielding substantial discretion in the
administration and delivery of public services. How the network approach relates to front-line
behavior, then, is a central issue. Generally, this study conceives of two sets of front-line
workers, traditional and non-traditional. Traditional front-line workers fit Lipsky’s (1980, p. 3)
definition of street-level bureaucrats, which are ―public service workers who interact directly
with citizens in the course of their jobs, and who have substantial discretion in the execution of
their work . . . [as] public employees who grant access to government programs and provide
services within them.‖ According to Lipsky, one of the defining characteristics of street-level
bureaucrats is that they are public sector employees. Non-traditional front-line workers fit each
aspect of Lipsky’s definition except that they are not public sector employees.
This study limits its investigation to a group of traditional front-line workers, the VIEW
caseworkers in each of the thirteen social welfare networks.26

In most cases, the welfare

recipient’s initial contact with these social welfare programs is the VIEW caseworker, who is
responsible for developing and coordinating employability plans for the welfare recipient. As
front-line public sector employees, they provide a sound representation of the traditional frontline worker and serve as the population of interest for two important reasons. First, due to
previous changes in the governance or administration and delivery of social welfare programs,

26

I plan to examine the behaviors of ―non-traditional‖ front-line workers, in relation to different variations in the
network approach, once this study is complete. In doing so, I hope to explore the relationship between traditional
and non-traditional front-line participatory behavior.
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their roles, responsibilities, and interactions may have undergone several transformations. 27
Unlike non-traditional front-line workers, who may be relatively new to the administration and
delivery of social welfare programs, the VIEW caseworkers are more likely to have developed
behavior patterns prior to their participation in these programs. And, second, as public sector
employees, they have some control over the distribution of resources and must navigate multiple
points of interaction, both horizontally and vertically, which places them in a unique and
important position. Their behavior may set the tone for other front-line workers, as they are
ultimately responsible for program outcomes.
Applying Ajzen’s Theory of Planned Behavior, introduced previously in chapter 3, this
study investigates the VIEW caseworkers’ attitudes toward each category of behaviors, their
subjective norms regarding those behaviors, and their perceived behavioral control. After sorting
the thirteen networks according to their overall functioning and identifying the accompanying
front-line participatory behaviors, the findings are compared with the behaviors that the existing
scholarly literature seemingly indicates would be the best fit for each variation or degree of the
network approach, as outlined in the conceptualization of network behaviors in chapter 3.
Several hypotheses, introduced in chapters 2 and 3, guide this study’s investigation. The
following section reviews the methodology for this study and discusses its limitations.
Methods of Study
For the purposes of this study, it is unnecessary to try to determine the direction of
causality in terms of front-line participatory behavior.

Rather, this study works from the

assumption that different variations in the network approach shape the organizational
experiences of front-line workers, altering their roles, responsibilities, and interactions, which, in

27

For more information, see the discussion on the history of welfare reform offered in Chapter 1.
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turn, may shape or influence their behaviors, and vice versa. The aim of this research, then, is to
explore this relationship using cross-tabulations of data between these two variables. Although
not suggesting causality, this study classifies the different variations in the network approach as
the driver variable and the front-line participatory behaviors as the dependent variable. Please
refer back to Figure 1.1 for a graphical representation of the preceding discussion.
My two main research methods for this study were surveys and in-depth “elite”
interviews. The surveys enabled me to cast a wide net and explore population wide behavior
patterns; while, the interviews enabled me to dig deeper to probe key issues and uncover several
examples of network behavior mechanisms. Complementing these two methods, I also relied on
participant self-observation—as a MPA student,28 I served as an assistant to the grant coordinator
of one of the thirteen social welfare networks investigated by this study. Building on past
relationships, this experience helped me gain access to the different programs and provided a
solid foundation for analyzing study findings. Before discussing the limitations in my methods
of study, the remainder of this chapter will describe the production, organization, and analysis of
data for this study.
Data production, organization, and analysis.
Recognizing that data from multiple sources is more convincing, a mixed methods design
is employed to improve the validity of this research. My research methods, then, include both
quantitative and qualitative data production via a three-stage process: 1) an informal elite
interview and document review, 2) survey development and administration, and 3) elite surveys
and interviewing. Here, data are said to be ―produced‖ rather than ―collected‖ to emphasize my

28

As an MPA student at the Center for Public Administration and Policy at Virginia Tech, I worked for the Institute
for Policy and Governance as a graduate assistant and worked with one of the grant funded programs. My
experiences sparked my interest in front-line participatory behavior in networks.
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active role, as investigator, in exploring a relationship that has received little to no attention by
the existing scholarly literature. The following sections review the production, organization, and
analysis of data at each stage of this research process.
Informal “elite” interview and document review.
During the first stage, I conducted several informal interviews with the state grant
coordinator for Virginia’s Employment Advancement for TANF Participants Grant. During this
time, I outlined the purpose, goals, and expectations of my research project. Together, the state
grant coordinator and I determined that these grant funded programs offered a rich environment
for conducting this research project. She explained the purposes of the grant and its awarding
process, provided an overview of Virginia’s welfare programs, explained several of the programs
in detail, and offered some valuable guidance on how to proceed with my study (Palmer, 2010).
Her support, as an "identifiable sponsor," gave me instant credibility and created a ―warm lead‖
with the coordinators of the individual programs (Fowler, 2009, p. 61). This cemented the
majority of the programs’ willingness to participate in this study. She also granted me access to
the grant proposals of the awarded programs, other supporting documents, and instructed me on
how to find other background information. A review of this information improved my ability to
write good survey questions and provided some information on the functioning of the thirteen
social welfare networks.

These interactions validated my initial insights regarding the

importance of front-line participatory behavior in networks developed as an assistant to the grant
coordinator of one of the social welfare networks investigated by this study.
“Front-Line Behavior Survey” development, administration, and data production.
Next, the survey instrument was my primary means of data production and the following
section begins by explaining how I developed and administered the survey online via an email
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link using Qualtrics survey software. First, I had to decide what to measure, which led me to
divide the Front-Line Behavior Survey into several sections. After asking for some identifying
information in section 1 of the survey, sections 2 and 3 asked questions to explore the overall
functioning of the thirteen social welfare networks and to sort them according to the two
dimensions (relational and systemic) that theoretically underlie the Four Degrees of the Network
Approach. Then, sections 4, 5, and 6 asked questions to identify the front-line participatory
behaviors (knowledge management, communicative behavior, and commitment and identity) that
accompanied the use of the network approach by the thirteen social welfare networks
investigated by this study. The majority of the survey questions asked front-line workers how
much they agreed with various statements on a Likert four-point scale, ranging from disagree to
agree. After reviewing the development and administration of the Front-Line Behavior Survey,
this section will provide an explanation of the data produced by the survey, review the
underlying survey questions/statements, and explain how I transformed the data to develop the
measures of network functioning and front-line participatory behavior.
After reviewing the literature to develop my indicators for the relational and systemic
dimensions and each behavioral category, I reviewed several different surveys, which assisted
me with drafting the survey questions and statements29 (Mattessich et al., 2001; Minbaeva and
Pedersen, 2010; Mowday, Steers, and Porter, 1979). Once drafted, I had the questions reviewed
unofficially by Virginia Tech’s Center for Survey Research and other experienced researchers.
After correcting some minor problems to help with the flow of the survey and eliminating
several ―double barrel‖ questions/statements, the pre-survey evaluation was complete and I put
together a complete draft of the survey. I then conducted a field pre-test to find out how the

29

With the authors’ permission, granted via email on 3 May 2010, I drew several statements verbatim from
Mowday, Steers, and Porter (1979) for the Commitment and Identity portion of my survey. See Appendix K.

77

survey instrument would work under realistic conditions.

I had five VIEW caseworkers from

one of the thirteen social welfare networks take the survey online and instructed them to take
notes on questions that they did not understand or any wording that was unclear. Also, using the
Qualtrics survey software, I was able to gather some data concerning time spent on each
question; assuming that longer times may have indicated some confusion, I flagged several
questions and statements for further review. I then brought the five respondents together in a
group debriefing session to make sure that the survey was easy to read as worded, that they
understood each question in a consistent way, and could answer the questions accurately
(Fowler, 1995 and 2009). From here, I incorporated several valuable suggestions drawn from
the debriefing session to develop the final survey instrument.30
As mentioned previously, I administered the survey online via an email link using
Qualtrics survey software. After reviewing the grant proposals for each program, I contacted the
coordinators for each program and introduced my project.

During this call, I asked each

coordinator to email me a list of their VIEW caseworkers’ names and email addresses. Thirteen
of the seventeen programs agreed to participate and provided this information. I then distributed
the survey to ninety-nine VIEW caseworker on 10 November 2010 and closed the survey on 21
January 2011, after three follow-up email reminders. The data from the survey was exported
into excel, cleaned, and exported to SPSS for analysis.

Eighty-one VIEW caseworkers

completed the Front-Line Behavior survey for a response rate of 81.81%.
Data production: network functioning.
Sections 2 and 3 of the Front-Line Behavior Survey consist of 43 questions/statements
designed to assess the relational and systemic dimensions of network functioning. As depicted

30

See Appendix C for a copy of the Front-Line Behavior survey instrument.

78

in Figures 4.2 and 4.3 below, I tied each survey question/statement to an indicator based on my
operationalization of each dimension (the number below each indicator reports the corresponding
survey questions/statements from the Front-Line Behavior Survey replicated in Appendix C).
Several of the questions/statements were negatively phrased and reverse scored to reduce
response bias (indicated by an (r) beside the question numbers reported in Figures 4.2 and 4.3).
To create a separate index variable for each indicator, I summed the responses to the
questions/statements for each.
Figure 4.2: Depiction of Relational Index Construction

Figure 4.3: Depiction of Systemic Index Construction
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Then to ensure that the statements for each indicator ―hang together and measure the
same underlying construct, I explored the inter-item correlations31 for each. As suggested by
Briggs and Cheek (1986, p. 115), a mean inter-item correlation of .2 to .4 is optimal, while a
mean inter-item correlation no lower than .1 can justify the combination of less than ten items
into an index. As reported in Table 4.1 below, the indicators for each index variable showed a
mean inter-item correlation above .1, while all but two index variables (sustainability and
resource sharing) showed an optimal mean inter-item correlation. As such, this study can justify
the combination of the items depicted in Figures 4.2 and 4.3 to create each index variable.
However, the low mean inter-item correlations for sustainability and resource sharing suggest
that future efforts and uses of this framework to explore network functioning may need to
improve the statements/questions combined to create these index variables.
Table 4.1: Mean Inter-Item Correlations for Relational and Systemic Indicators (Index
Variables)

Relational Indicators
Interaction
Roles
Nature
Scope
Sustainability

Mean Inter-Item
Correlation
0.269
0.22
0.264
0.26
0.101

Systemic Indicators
System Boundaries
Nature of Authority
Resource Sharing
Emergent Properties

Mean Inter-Item
Correlation
0.276
0.226
0.164
0.201

As depicted in Figures 4.2 and 4.3 above, I then combined the index variables to create a
composite index for each dimension of network functioning, entitled the relational index and the

31

I did use Cronbach’s alpha (ɑ) coefficient to remove some of the statements and improve their internal
consistency and reliability. Generally, to combine items (questions/statements) into a single index, Cronbach’s
alpha coefficient should be above .65. However, the combination of ten or fewer items tends to return a Cronbach’s
alpha below .65 (Briggs and Cheek, 1986; Cliff, 1996; Pearson, 2010; Rossi et al., 1983). Here, the index variables
all combine fewer than ten items and returned alpha scores ranging from .227 to .693. As an alternative to
Cronbach’s alpha and too justify the combination of items, I chose the mean inter-item correlation reported in Table
4.1 (Briggs and Cheek, 1986).
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systemic index.32 Given that a high score for one indicator can compensate for a low score on
another indicator, whether or not the items combined to form each composite index need to
intercorrelate is up for debate (Cliff, 1996; Pearson, 2010; Rossi et al., 1983). In this study, I
assumed the more conservative position that the items combined to form each index do need to
intercorrelate and conducted a reliability analysis.

Here, the relational index returned a

Cronbach’s alpha of .830 and the systemic index returned a Cronbach’s alpha of .655, which
suggests that the indexes are internally consistent and are reliable measures of an underlying
construct. To support this conclusion, Appendix E reports an item analysis for the relational and
systemic indexes (correlations between each indicator (question/statement) for the relational or
systemic indexes and the total score less the item) and shows that the indicators for each had a
positive correlation with their total scores.
For the purposes of this study, then, the relational and systemic indexes serve as measures
of network functioning and provide a reliable means of comparing, contrasting, and sorting the
thirteen social welfare networks using the Four Degrees of the Network Approach. To calculate
the measures of network functioning, I adjusted the weighting to treat each indicator equally and
then summed the responses across the indicators or index variables to assign each survey
respondent a relational and systemic score. Then, I calculated relational and systemic scores for
each network by calculating the arithmetic mean of the survey respondents’ scores in each
network. In chapter 5, I use the data produced by these efforts to test several hypotheses
concerning the overall functioning of the network approach, outlined previously in chapter 2.
Chapter 5 describes the statistical techniques used to conduct the foregoing analysis in detail.

32

The relational and systemic indexes weighted the scores for each index variable equally.
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Data production: front-line participatory behavior.
Section 4, 5, and 6 of the Front-Line Behavior Survey consist of 75 questions/statements
designed

to

assess

the

front-line

participatory behaviors

(knowledge

management,

communicative behavior, and commitment and identity) of front-line workers. As depicted in
Figures 4.4, 4.5, and 4.6 below, I tied each statement to one of the three determinants of
behavioral intention (attitude toward the behavior, subjective norm, and perceived behavioral
control), outlined in Ajzen’s Theory of Planned Behavior,33 and based on my operationalization
of each category of behavior. Several of the statements were negatively phrased and reverse
scored to reduce response bias.

I summed the responses to questions/statements for each

determinant to create a separate index variable for each. Here, I used Cronbach’s alpha (ɑ)
coefficient to examine the internal consistency of the questions/statements for each determinant.
As reported in the parentheses beside each of the determinants in Figures 4.4, 4.5, and 4.6, the
Cronbach’s alphas range from .565 to .850. Here, the attitude index for each category of
behavior combines fifteen items and exceeds the rule of thumb of a Cronbach’s Alpha above .65,
suggesting that they are internally consistent and are reliable measures. The subjective norm and
perceived behavioral control indexes for each category of behavior combines five items and in
some instances returns a Cronbach’s alpha below .65, as expected when combining ten or fewer
items to create an index. Thus, to ensure that the subjective norm and perceived behavioral
control indexes for each category of behavior are also internally consistent and reliable measures,
I explored the inter-item correlations for each. As reported in Table 4.2 below, the subjective
norm and perceived behavioral control indexes for each category of behavior showed an optimal
mean inter-item correlation between .2 and .4 (Briggs and Cheek, 1986).

33

Please see the discussion of the Theory of Planned Behavior in chapter 3.
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Figure 4.4: Depiction of Knowledge Management Index Construction

Figure 4.5: Depiction of Communicative Behaviors Index Construction

Figure 4.6: Depiction of Commitment and Identity Index Construction
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Table 4.2: Mean Inter-Item Correlation for Determinants of Behavioral Intention that
Combine Fewer than Ten Items (Index Variables)
Mean
Inter-Item
Correlation
Subjective Norm
0.28
Perceived
Behavioral
0.31
Control

Knowledge
Management

Mean
Inter-Item
Correlation
Subjective Norm
0.313

Communicative
Behavior
Perceived Behavioral
Control

0.201

Mean
Inter-Item
Correlation
Subjective Norm
0.277
Perceived
Behavioral
0.379
Control

Commitment
and Identity

As depicted in Figures 4.4, 4.5, and 4.6 above, I combined the question/statement
responses for each determinant of behavioral intention (index variables) to create a composite
index for each category of behavior. Here, the Cronbach’s alpha scores for each behavior index
were as follows: .896 for knowledge management index, .854 for the communicative behaviors
index, and .879 for the commitment and identity index. Based on these scores, I can conclude
that each behavioral index is internally consistent and is a reliable measure of an underlying
construct. To support this conclusion, Appendix F reports an item analysis for each behavioral
index and shows that the indicators for each had a positive correlation with their total score.
For the purposes of this study, then, the behavioral indexes serve as measures of
behavioral intention and provide a means of exploring and measuring the front-line participatory
behaviors of front-line workers. For each behavior category, the determinant attitude toward the
behavior included three times as many statements/questions. I chose to do this so that survey
respondents could develop a better understanding of the behaviors that each category
represented. Thus, to calculate the behavioral scores for each survey respondent, I adjusted the
weights to treat the three determinants of behavioral intention equally and then summed their
responses. I chose to weight them equally because Ajzen’s (1985 and 1991) Theory of Planned
Behavior suggests that each determinant plays an equally important role in influencing
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behavioral intentions. In chapter 6, I use the data produced by these efforts to test several
hypotheses concerning the relationship between front-line participatory behavior and the use of
the network approach.

Chapter 6 describes the statistical techniques used to conduct the

foregoing analysis in detail.
“Elite” survey and interviewing.
Finally, in stage three, I interviewed the grant coordinator (―elite‖ interviews) from each
of the thirteen social welfare networks. As noted by Leech (2002, p. 663), the ―elite interview
can be used whenever it is appropriate to treat a respondent as an expert about the topic at hand.‖
After analyzing my survey findings, several important questions emerged and warranted further
consideration. In addition to these questions, I wanted to explore the existence of network
behavior mechanisms, uncover some examples, and explore the relationship between their use
and the adoption of network behaviors. Before conducting the interviews, I had each coordinator
respond to a survey via an email link from Qualtrics survey software. The survey instrument for
the Grant Coordinator Survey, replicated in Appendix G included two sections. In section 1, the
majority of the questions had the coordinators respond, using a Likert four-point scale ranging
from disagree to agree, to modified statements taken from sections 2 and 3 of the Front-Line
Behavior Survey.34 As depicted in Figures 4.7 and 4.8, I tied each statement to an indicator
based on my operationalization of the relational and systemic dimensions of network functioning
(the number below each indicator reports the corresponding survey questions/statements from
the Grant Coordinator Survey). To assign each coordinator a relational and systemic score I
adjusted the weights to treat each indicator equally and then summed the responses across the
indicators for each dimension. In this survey, I wanted to capture the management’s perspective

34

The statements are modified in the sense that the wording is adjusted to address the management position.
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as a measure of the intended functioning of the thirteen social welfare networks. Given the low
number of respondents (13 Grant Coordinators), I did not examine the internal consistency or
reliability of these measures, rather I depend on the reliability analysis from the Front-Line
Behavior Survey that suggests these statements/questions are consistent and reliable measures. I
used the data produced by the Grant Coordinator Survey to capture the management’s
perspective, as a measure of the intended functioning, so that I could compare the actual and
intended functioning of the thirteen social welfare networks. Chapter 5 describes statistical
techniques used to conduct the foregoing analysis in detail.
Figure 4.7: Depiction of Relational Index (Intended Functioning) Construction

Figure 4.8: Depiction of Systemic Index (Intended Functioning) Construction
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In section 2 of the Grant Coordinator Survey, I asked open-ended questions to get the
coordinators to describe the functioning of their networks, in their own words, and prepare them
for the ―elite‖ interviews. I designed these questions to gather some detail regarding each
program’s choice to adopt the network approach. Within one week of completing the survey, I
interviewed thirteen coordinators, one from each social welfare network, over the phone.35
During the interview, I reviewed the survey responses with each coordinator to help facilitate the
discussion. I conducted these interviews in a relatively informal manner, using open-ended
questions, with the goal being to increase the respondents’ candor and willingness to open up and
provide some rich detail and context. Each interview took approximately thirty minutes. To
create a less threatening atmosphere, I did not record the interviews, but I did take detailed notes
(Lincoln and Guba, 1985). I used the data produced by the ―elite‖ interviews to test several
hypotheses and develop the concept of network behavior mechanisms, further.
Limitations and Summary of Methodology
As with any research project, there are several limitations associated with the
methodology of this research. It is necessary, therefore, to discuss these limitations prior to
presenting the study’s findings. First, despite the obvious limitations of perceptual-subjective
and self-reported measures, the most pressing challenge or limitation revolves around competing
explanations for the trends in front-line participatory behavior. How can I control for other
factors that affect front-line behavior? And, how do I ensure that participant’s responses are a
reflection of the network approach, itself? I might not be able to eliminate this limitation, but I
took several steps to address it through careful explanation of the purpose of the survey and an
extensive pre-test period. Second, there is the potential for a social desirability bias given the

35

Please see Appendix G for a copy of the ―elite‖ interview protocol.
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probing nature of the survey. To address this limitation, I took numerous steps to remind
participants of the confidentiality of this survey. Third, the subjective questions, measures, and
indicators can create some problems with the validity of my findings. To address this limitation,
I developed survey questions following a careful review of the existing literature to ensure that I
considered all relevant dimensions of the topic. And, I used multiple statements, both positive
and negative, as measures of the same indicator. Finally, the small number of respondents may
limit the generalizability of this study.
This chapter has described my research strategy, design, and methods for producing and
analyzing the study’s data. The research project offers a cross-sectional analysis of the behaviors
of front-line workers tasked with administering welfare-to-work programs using the network
approach. I chose two main methods to explore this relationship: surveys and in-depth ―elite‖
interviews. Though the project has some limitations, as outlined above, it offers the vocabulary,
imagery, and framework needed to explore and theorize about the relationship between front-line
participatory behavior and the use of the network approach. As such, the data this study yields is
an important first step in integrating two important and seemingly related strands of literature. In
the next two chapters, I present and discuss the study’s findings.
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Chapter 5:
Investigating the Overall Functioning of Thirteen Social Welfare Networks
Numerous scholars argue that there is something inherently advantageous to the network
as a governance approach; yet, in their research, few, if any, move beyond the differences in
network purpose, structure, and topology to develop an understanding of the differences in
network functioning. If, however, the formation of individual behavior patterns on the front
lines does represent a collective process that entails sensemaking and learning, an investigation
of the differences in network functioning will illuminate the processual aspects of the network
approach and draw attention to the interaction setting where these behavior patterns are most
likely formed. Again, network functioning refers to the process whereby the relations among a
collection of participants and/or organizations, constituting a network, are produced and
reproduced to form a relatively stable system and serve some purpose (Provan and Kenis, 2007;
Hernes, 2008). As mentioned previously, it is only by demonstrating that networks do differ in
their overall functioning that this study can establish the rationale for developing the concept of
network behavior. Beginning with front-line workers, the rationale for the concept of network
behaviors is that, to enhance network functioning, participatory behavior is expected to differ
along with variations in network functioning.
As such, this study attempts to integrate two streams of literature and critically evaluate
the relationship between front-line participatory behavior and the use of the network approach.
To do so, this study focuses on networks of public, private, and non-profit organizations formed
to implement welfare-to-work programs in the state of Virginia. Although these networks share
the same overarching purpose, assisting welfare recipients with their barriers to employment,
they face area specific challenges. For example, as outlined in Appendix B, some of these
networks gather information and coordinate services to address substance abuse and mental
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health issues, while others combine efforts to develop new programming opportunities and
address educational and transportation issues. These differences highlight the important fact that
not all networks are alike. Therefore, as these types of networks grow in importance and become
more pervasive, a consideration of the differences in their overall functioning improves this
study’s ability to analyze, describe, and understand the relationship between front-line
participatory behavior and the use of the network approach. How, then, do the thirteen social
welfare networks investigated by this study vary in their overall functioning?
Assuming that there are different variations in network functioning, chapter 2
introduced and developed the Four Degrees of the Network Approach (cooperation,
coordination, consolidation, collaboration) as a framework for exploring these differences and
sorting the thirteen social welfare networks accordingly (refer back to Figure 2.3). While there
may be a number of different ways to approach the study of network functioning, this framework
explores their relational complexity and systemic connectivity and sorts them according to these
two separate, but closely related, dimensions. Using the Four Degrees of the Network Approach,
three main sections divide the remainder of this chapter. To demonstrate the variations in
network functioning, section 1 reports and analyzes the measures of network functioning
produced by the Front-Line Behavior Survey.

Then, section 2 dissects these measures to

determine whether the front-line workers in each network have developed a similar
understanding of the functioning of their networks. After doing so, section 2 compares these
measures with the measures of intended functioning, produced by the Grant Coordinator Survey.
This dissertation uses the term ―intended functioning‖ to refer to the expectations and desires of
those responsible for the formation and management of each network. Finally, this chapter
reviews the grant proposals for each network and the responses to the open-ended questions from
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the Grant Coordinator Survey to provide further support for this chapter’s findings and discuss
their implications.
Section 1: The Variations in Network Functioning
In this study, exploring the differences in network functioning represents step one in
developing the concept of network behavior, which may ultimately serve as the foundation for
future efforts to establish a theory or rationale for developing and choosing among the variations
or degrees of the network approach. After presenting the measures of network functioning
produced by section one of the Front-Line Behavior Survey and highlighting the differences in
network functioning, this study explores the relationship between the relational and systemic
measures of network functioning. Beginning with hypotheses 1 and 2 below, these efforts help
explain the differences in network functioning and improves this study’s ability to analyze,
describe, and understand the relationship between front-line participatory behavior and the use of
the network approach.
Hypothesis 1: This study expects to find that the thirteen social welfare
networks do not represent an undifferentiated form or approach to
governance, nor do they all function alike.
Hypothesis 2: This study expects higher and lower scores for the relational
dimension of network functioning to be positively associated with higher
and lower scores for the systemic dimension.
Before testing the above hypotheses, the following reviews how the measures of network
functioning were calculated. To assign measures of network functioning to the thirteen social
welfare networks, this study calculated the arithmetic mean of the relational and systemic scores
for the VIEW caseworkers in each network based on their responses to the survey replicated in
Appendix C. Recognizing that the arithmetic mean weighs each value in a distribution the same
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and is sensitive to outliers, this study explored the use of other statistical techniques for
calculating the mean, which rendered similar scores. To sort the networks using the Four
Degrees of the Network Approach, this study developed relational and systemic index intervals,
outlined in Table 5.1.36 The remainder of this sub-section tests the above hypotheses, in order,
and describes the statistical analyses necessary to do so.
Table 5.1: Survey Respondent Score Summary and Index Intervals
Index
Relational
Dimension
Static ≤ 74
Dynamic ≥ 75

N

Index
Systemic
Dimension
Independent ≤ 74
Interdependent ≥ 75

72
40
32

N
72
35
37

Hypothesis one: measures of network functioning.
Does the network approach represent an undifferentiated from or approach to
governance?

Consistent with hypothesis one, this study expects to find some variation or

differences in the overall functioning of the thirteen social welfare networks.

According to the

measures of network functioning, presented in Table 5.2 below, the data indicates that these
networks do vary in their overall functioning. As such, the data supports hypothesis one and
confirms this study’s original assumption that the network approach does not represent an
undifferentiated form or approach to governance. Here, the classification of each network by
degree is a representation of their overall functioning, as determined by whether the majority of
the survey responses from the VIEW caseworkers in each network were, or were not, in
agreement with the indicators/statements for the relational and systemic dimensions of network
functioning. Please refer back to Figures 4.4 and 4.5, which reports the questions from the
36

I created the index intervals as follows: An average response that is ≥ 3 (somewhat agree) would result in a score
that is ≥ 75 and represent the upper end of the scales, while an average response that < 3 (somewhat disagree) would
result in a score that is ≤ 74 and represent the low end of the scales.
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Front-Line Behavior Survey that were used to compute the relational and systemic scores. Table
5.2 groups the networks by their variation or degree of the network approach reported to the far
right (1, Cooperation – relationally dynamic/systemically independent; 2, Coordination relationally

dynamic/systemically

interdependent;

3,

Consolidation

-

relationally

static/systemically interdependent; and 4, Collaboration - relationally dynamic/systemically
interdependent) and reports the standard deviation for each network’s relational and systemic
score to their right. The number of respondents for each program (N in the table) varies widely:
five networks have only 1 or 2 respondents, five have from 3 to 5 respondents, and three have
from 8 to 18 respondents.

For the ten networks with five or fewer respondents, this study had a

participation rate of 100% of the VIEW caseworkers from each network, which allows this study
to report their scores as a reliable representation of the overall functioning of their networks.37
Nonetheless, limiting the focus of this study to the VIEW caseworkers forced this study to work
with a small sample size, which may weaken the legitimacy or generalizability of its findings.
Note, also, that there is great variation in the standard deviations for the measures of network
functioning, which this chapter will explore further when investigating hypothesis 3.

37

In the future, I will gather some qualitative data support the quantitative data from networks with 5 or fewer
participants.
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Table 5.2: Measures of Network Functioning
Program
2
4
5
7
8
10
12
13
1
9
3
6

N
3
2
18
5
5
4
1
12
8
7
1
2

Relational Score
(µ)
82.88
71.53
69.53
68.06
70.01
70.49
65.28
62.04
66.85
59.33
94.45
82.65

11

4

78.13

10.61
8.84
7.42
14.13
16.04
1.75
0
14.04
12.03
7.42
0
2.95

Systemic Score
(µ)
67.79
70.85
72.98
68.01
74.68
73.76
73.35
73.49
77.72
75.25
80.02
82.52

6.31
1.18
7.51
3.8
8.53
17.56
0
10.01
7.76
11.03
0
8.25

4.73

80.43

7.12

σ

σ

Network
Degree
Cooperation (1)

Coordination
(2)

Consolidation
(3)
Collaboration
(4)

* Relational Scores - Static ≤ 74 and Dynamic ≥ 75 and Systemic Scores - Independent ≤ 74 and Interdependent
≥ 75

Given the data produced by section 1 of the Front-Line Behavior Survey, as depicted in
Figure 5.1 below where a different color and number represents each of the thirteen networks,
scholars and practitioners should not treat networks as if they all function alike. Although not
exhaustive, the Four Degrees of the Network Approach provides a lens or framework through
which scholars and practitioners can explore the use of the network approach, while accounting
for some of the differences in network functioning. It is important for one to remember, as
depicted formerly by the arrows and dotted lines in Figure 2.3, that the relational and systemic
dimensions of this framework represent a continuum, indicating that differences also exist within
each degree of the network approach. As such, the reliability of the classifications or distinctions
by network degree may be higher for some of these networks than it is for others. For example,
the classification of networks 2, 3, 6, and 7 may be more reliable than the classification of the
networks that are closer to the borderline between network degrees, such as networks 8 and 9.
Having demonstrated that differences do exist in the functioning of the network approach and
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having established the rationale for developing the concept of network behavior, the remainder
of this section explores the relationship between the relational and systemic dimensions of
network functioning and tests hypothesis two.
Figure 5.1: Sorting the Thirteen Social Welfare Networks by Degree

Hypothesis two: the relationship between the relational and systemic dimensions.
As depicted in Figure 5.1 above, the data places the majority of these social welfare
networks into one variation or degree of the network approach, coordination—consisting of
instrumental or functional relationships between independently operating organizations. There is
a second cluster that can be characterized as collaboration—consisting of constitutive,
interpersonal, and somewhat self-organizing relationships between interdependently operating
organizations. Four variations or degrees of the network approach may exist theoretically, but in
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practice, the networks investigated by this study tend toward one of two variations or degrees,
which represent the two extremes of network functioning. To improve the understanding of how
and why these networks tend toward one of these two variations or degrees of the network
approach, this sub-section addresses an important question. What is the relationship between the
relational and systemic dimensions of network functioning? In order to address this question,
this section compares the individual VIEW caseworkers’ scores for both dimensions without
grouping them by network or degree.
Consistent with hypothesis two, this study expects to find that higher or lower scores for
one dimension are positively associated with higher or lower scores for the other dimension. In
order to test the null hypothesis, which states that the scores for the relational and systemic
dimension are not related, this study used the Pearson correlation coefficient, a parametric
measure of association, and chose to reject the null hypothesis at a p value of .05 or better.
Unlike regression analysis, the Pearson correlation coefficient does not assume causality and
best meets the purpose of this study. Table 5.3 below reports the findings from this test and
shows that the scores for the relational and systemic dimensions of network functioning are
positively associated at the .05 level and this study rejects the null hypothesis.
Table 5.3: Testing the Relationship between the Two Dimensions of Network Functioning
Relational
Dimension
Relational Dimension

Pearson Correlation

Systemic
Dimension
1

Sig. (2-tailed)

.018

N
Systemic Dimension

.279*

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)

72

72

*

1

.279

.018

N

72

*Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed).
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Thus, as depicted by the scatter plot in Figure 5.2 below, the relational and systemic
dimensions of network functioning are significantly related.

This finding suggests that a

relationally dynamic environment may help create the conditions for and may even require more
interdependence systemically, and vice versa.

This finding also suggests that systemic

independence may be less conducive to relational dynamism, and vice versa. As such, two
variations or degrees of the network approach, cooperation and consolidation, defy the direction
of the relationship between the relational and systemic dimensions of network functioning and,
for this reason, this study concludes that they may be somewhat rare and difficult to maintain.
Also, consider the following questions. Do these two variations or degrees of the network
approach create behavioral confusion for the front-line worker? And, over time, will a network’s
functioning shift away from these two variations or degrees of the network approach? To
explore the line of reasoning represented by the previous questions, future research should adopt
a longitudinal research design and use the Four Degrees of the Network Approach to investigate
whether the networks classified as cooperation or consolidation, absent some form of
intervention, shift toward one of the two extremes of network functioning over time.
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Figure 5.2: Depicting the Relationship between the Two Dimensions of Network
Functioning

Discussion of section 1 findings.
This study’s use of perceptual or subjective indicators to calculate and assign measures of
network functioning is one of several ways to accomplish this task, each having their own
strengths and weaknesses. For example, this study could have scored the functioning of each
network through observation or, to minimize discretion, it could have used more objective
indicators and questions. Recognizing the large standard deviations for many of the networks on
their measures of network functioning may limit their reliability, future studies could benefit
from using a mixture of the approaches to examining network functioning. Nonetheless, in
addition to establishing the rationale for developing the concept of network behavior by
demonstrating several differences in network functioning, the approach adopted by this study
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seems to have revealed an important finding restated in the next paragraph, which warrants
further consideration.
The networks investigated by this study tend toward one of two variations or degrees of
the network approach, coordination or collaboration, which represent the extremes of network
functioning.

This important finding shows that the relational and systemic dimensions of

network functioning are positively associated and significantly related. Therefore, as mentioned
previously, networks that defy this understanding of the relationship between the two dimensions
(cooperation and consolidation) may be somewhat rare and difficult to maintain. As such, these
types of networks seemingly will create some confusion regarding front-line participatory
behavior—a proposition this study will revisit in chapter 6.
Section 2: Dissecting the Measures of Network Functioning
After exploring the differences in the overall functioning of the thirteen social welfare
networks, several important questions remained. First, to what extent have the front-line workers
in each network developed a similar understanding of the functioning of their networks? And,
assuming that networks are more effective when they function as intended by those responsible
for their formation and management, do the thirteen social welfare networks function as
intended? Given the lack of attention network functioning receives from the scholarly literature,
this study reasons both from participant observation in such a network and the gap in the
literature that network functioning also receives little-to-no attention in practice. For this reason,
guided by hypotheses three and four, this study expects to find that the front-line workers for the
majority of these networks show a dissimilar understanding of network functioning. In addition,
this study expects to find that the majority of these networks do not function as intended by those
responsible for their formation and management.
99

Hypothesis 3: As an indication of a dissimilar understanding of network
functioning by front-line workers, this study expects the majority of these
networks to show a lack of convergence on their measures of network
functioning.
Hypothesis 4: As an indication that networks do not function as intended,
this study expects the measures of network functioning drawn from the
perspective of front-line workers to differ from measures of network
functioning drawn from the perspective of management.
Hypothesis three: convergence, or lack thereof, on measures of network functioning.
As discussed in chapter 2, the concept of network functioning indicates that networks are
forever in the process of becoming because their participants constantly produce and reproduce
them through their interactions with other participants. How front-line workers understand the
functioning of their networks, then, can play a major role in how this process unfolds.
Consistent with hypothesis three, this study expects the majority of these networks to show a
lack of convergence on their measures of network functioning. As reported previously in the σ
column of Table 5.2, this study uses the standard deviation as a measure of convergence because
it depicts how closely the relational and systemic scores for the VIEW caseworkers in each
network cluster about their arithmetic mean (Meier and Brudney, 2002). To test hypothesis
three, then, this study transforms the standard deviations for their relational and systemic scores
into an ordinal measure of convergence, which includes four levels: strong, moderate, weak, and
very weak (Meier and Brudney, 2002; Pearson, 2010).38
As reported in Table 5.4 below, only networks 6 and 10 show a strong convergence on
relational measures of network functioning, while network 11 shows a moderate convergence.
The remaining networks all show a weak or very weak convergence on relational measures. This

38

The ordinal levels of convergence are as follows: Strong the σ is ≤ 5% of the mean, Moderate the σ ranges
between 6-10% of the mean, Weak the σ ranges between 11-15% of the mean, and Very Weak the σ is ≥ 16% of the
mean.
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finding suggests that for the majority of these networks their front-line participants understand
and approach their interactions with other participants and their organizations quite differently
from one another.
Table 5.4: Relational Measures of Convergence
Relational Measures of
Convergence

Four Degrees of the Network Approach
Cooperation

Coordination

Consolidation

Collaboration

Total

Strong

0

1 (10)

0

1 (6)

2

Moderate

0

0

0

1 (11)

1

1 (2)

2 (4, 5)

1 (9)

0

4

0
1

3 (7, 8, 13)
6

1 (1)
2

0
2

4
11

Weak
Very Weak
Total

* Each of the networks is identified by the number in the parentheses.

Then, as reported in Table 5.5 below, networks 4 and 7 show a strong convergence on the
systemic measures of network functioning, while networks 1, 2, 5, 6, 8, and 11 show a moderate
convergence. The remaining networks show a weak or very weak convergence on the systemic
measures. Here, the participants in eight of the thirteen networks understand and approach their
connections with other participants and their organizations in at least a moderately similar way.
Table 5.5: Systemic Measures of Convergence
Systemic Measures of
Convergence
Strong

Cooperation

Coordination

Consolidation

Collaboration

Total

0

2 (4, 7)

0

0

2

1 (2)

2 (5, 8)

1 (1)

2 (6, 11)

6

Weak

0

1 (13)

1 (9)

0

2

Very Weak

0
1

1 (10)
6

0
2

0
2

1
11

Moderate

Total

Four Degrees of the Network Approach

* Each of the networks is identified by the number in the parentheses.
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The data presented in Tables 5.4 and 5.5 above supports hypothesis 3 as networks 6 and
11, indicated in these tables by bold type, are the only two networks that show at least a
moderate convergence on both the relational and systemic measures. When the networks show a
lack of convergence on measures of network functioning this indicates that there is some
disagreement among the front-line workers, which could be quite problematic. Further, as
suggested in chapter 2, unless the participants develop a better—more consistent understanding
of how their networks function, they may behave or act in ways that mitigate the positive
attributes of the network approach. Having reviewed the above findings, there does appear to be
several interesting patterns in the convergence, or lack thereof, of these networks’ measures of
network functioning.
First, this study classifies networks 6 and 11 as collaboration, which may indicate that the
increased interactions, connectivity, and interpersonal nature of the relationships that accompany
the use of this variation or degree of the network approach may contribute naturally to a greater
convergence on measures of network functioning. Second, with the exception of network 10, the
networks classified as coordination all show a weak or very weak convergence on measures for
the relational dimension. This finding may indicate that the lack of interaction and somewhat
impersonal nature of this variation or degree of the network approach creates some confusion
among front-line workers who may need some clarification or direction on how they should
approach their interactions with one another.
Interestingly, no patterns emerged suggesting that a convergence on one measures of
network functioning was more likely to be accompanied by a convergence on the other measure.
In addition, no patterns emerged that suggested that the amount of respondents for each network
was a significant factor in reaching a convergence on measures of network functioning. And,
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finally, there were no recognizable patterns in the scores for the systemic dimension of network
functioning. Nonetheless, it appears that some variations or degrees of the network approach are
more likely than others to produce a greater convergence on measures of network functioning.
Hypothesis four: intended versus actual functioning
This section explores whether the overall functioning of the thirteen social welfare
networks matches their intended functioning.

Here, intended functioning refers to the

expectations and desires of those responsible for a network’s formation and management. This
exploration will shed some light on how these networks intend to function and may also provide
the basis from which this study can explore how and why some networks might show a greater
convergence, than others, on measures of network functioning. How, then, do the measures of
network functioning drawn from the perspective of management (intended functioning) differ
from measures of network functioning drawn from the perspective of front-line workers (actual
functioning)? Consistent with hypothesis four, this study expects to find that the majority of
these networks do not function as intended.
As outlined in chapter 4, to capture the management perspective and develop measures of
intended functioning, section 1 of the Grant Coordinator Survey had each network’s coordinator
respond to modified statements taken from the Front-Line Behavior Survey for each dimension
of network functioning. Similar to the previous section, to assign a relational and systemic score
to each grant coordinator, this study summed the responses for each dimension. Please refer
back to Figures 4.7 and 4.8, which reports the questions from the Grant Coordinator Survey that
were used to compute the relational and systemic scores for this section, reported in Tables 5.6
and 5.7 below. For ease of comparison, this study transformed these scores to create a maximum
value of 100 and adopted the same index intervals used previously and reported in Table 5.1.
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Tables 5.6 and 5.7 reports the program number in the far left column, the grant coordinator and
front-line participant scores in the middle two columns, and whether or not the networks and
their participants function as intended in the far right column.
Table 5.6: Comparison of Relational Measures of Network Functioning

Program
1
6
11
12
2
3
7
4
5
8
9
10
13

Relational Score Grant
Coordinator
73.35
88.35
83.35
69.45
85.02
80.02
71.68
80.02
86.68
85.02
81.68
76.68
88.35

Relational Score Front-Line
Participants
66.85
82.65
78.13
65.28
82.88
94.45
68.06
71.53
69.53
70.01
59.33
70.49
62.04

Function as
Intended
Relationally

Yes

No

Table 5.7: Comparison of Systemic Measures of Network Functioning

Program
1
4
6
8
9
11
12
13
2
3
5
7
10

Systemic Score Grant
Coordinator
75
62.5
78.13
62.5
84.38
84.38
73.35
62.5
75
65.63
81.25
81.25
78.13

Systemic Score Front-Line
Participants
77.72
70.85
82.52
74.68
75.25
80.43
73.35
73.49
67.79
80.02
72.98
68.01
73.76
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Function as Intended
Systemically

Yes

No

For many of these networks, the measures of intended functioning, as reported in Tables
5.6 and 5.7 above, differ from the measures of network functioning computed from the responses
to the Front-Line Behavior Survey (See Appendix H for a graphical depiction of these
differences). For intended functioning, the classification of network by degree was determined
by whether the majority of the survey responses from each grant coordinator were, or were not,
in agreement with the indicators/statements for the relational and systemic dimensions of
network functioning. Of the thirteen social welfare networks, only networks 1, 6, 11, and 12
functions as intended, relationally and systemically, by those responsible for their formation and
management. These findings support hypothesis four and indicates that the overall functioning
of the majority of these networks does not match the expectations and desires of those
responsible for their formation and management.
Further, the measures of network functioning produced by the Grant Coordinator Survey
seem to suggest that ten of the thirteen grant coordinators intend for their networks to be
relationally dynamic. However, the measures of network functioning produced by the FrontLine Behavior Survey shows that the functioning of six of these networks is relationally static.
This may mean that those responsible for the formation and management of many of these
networks must adjust their expectations and desires or work to create an environment that is
more conducive to relational dynamism. Only networks 1, 7, and 12 scored as relationally static
and the measures of network functioning produced by the Front-Line Behavior Survey shows
that relationally all of these networks do function as intended. These findings seem to suggest
that developing and maintaining a relationally dynamic network may be more difficult than
developing and maintaining a relationally static network.
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The measures of intended functioning for the systemic dimension are somewhat scattered
between independence and interdependence. Eight of the grant coordinators intend for their
networks to be systemically interdependent, four of which do not function as intended, as
evidenced by the measures of network functioning produced by the Front-Line Behavior Survey.
This may mean that those responsible for the formation and management of several of these
networks must adjust their expectations and desires or work to create an environment that is
more conducive to systemic interdependence. Five of the grant coordinators intend for their
networks to be systemically independent and all but one of them to function as intended, as
evidenced by the measures of network functioning produced by the Front-Line Behavior Survey.
These findings seem to suggest that developing and maintaining a systemically interdependent
network may be more difficult that developing and maintaining a systemically independent
network.
According to the perspective of management, only network 12 is supposed to function as
coordination, while networks 2, 5, 6, 9, 10, and 11 are supposed to function as collaboration.
Interestingly, these measures of network functioning place networks 3, 4, 8, and 13 in the
cooperation category suggesting that management intends for them to be relationally dynamic
without being systemically interdependent. These measures also place networks 1 and 7 into the
consolidation category suggesting that management intends for them to be systemically
interdependent without being relationally dynamic. As such, the intended functioning of many
of these networks defies the direction of the relationship between the relational and systemic
dimensions of network functioning, as revealed previously in this chapter. Of the six networks
that defy the direction of this relationship, although borderline, only network 1 functions as
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intended. This provides further support for the notion that cooperation and consolidation may be
the most difficult of the variations or degrees of the network approach to develop and maintain.
Discussion of section 2 findings.
Supporting hypothesis three, with the exception of the networks classified as
collaboration, the majority of these networks showed a lack of convergence on their measures of
network functioning, which reflects an inconsistency in how their front-line workers understand
network functioning. Likewise, supporting hypothesis four, the majority of these networks do
not function as intended by those responsible for their formation and management, which may
indicate that there is a disconnect between management and the front lines. As a result, the
majority of these networks may not function as efficiently and effectively as they could.
There are at least two plausible explanations for the findings produced by this section.
On one hand, the expectations and desires of management for the majority of these networks do
not meet the realities or demands of their purpose, which forces front-line workers to alter the
approach. On the other hand, those responsible for the formation and management of the
majority of these networks may not effectively share the purpose and meaning embedded in the
chosen approach, which leaves front-line workers with little or no guidance or instruction on the
functioning of their networks. Regardless, each of these explanations seems to be largely the
result of the increased amount of front-line discretion that accompanies the use of the network
approach. As such, these findings suggest the importance of clarifying expectations and offering
front-line workers some instruction or guidance on the functioning of their networks. The
findings produced by this section could mean that the majority of the networks investigated by
this study do not provide their front-line workers with this type of instruction or guidance.
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Further Support for the Above Findings and their Implications
A review of the grant proposals and the responses to the open-ended questions from the
Grant Coordinator Survey may contribute to an explanation of the findings produced by this
chapter. The decision to adopt the network as a governance approach often rested with the
agency directors and other mid-level managers, such as the individual grant coordinators. Based
on a review of several forms of data, those responsible for the formation and management of
many of these networks gave little-to-no attention to the functioning of their networks. Consider
for example the following evidence. Sections 3.9.1 and 3.9.2 of the RFP39 encouraged the
development of community or interorganizational partnerships and asked proposers to provide
evidence of ―collaborative‖ partnerships in their grant proposals. As such, the grant proposals
from each network offered a description of the participating organizations and included the
agreements or contracts that defined the expectations of these partnerships. In other words, at
least from the management perspective, each program expressed their intent to adopt the network
approach.

However, the level of detail offered by each program, concerning the overall

functioning of their networks, was quite limited. These proposals outlined what participants
would be involved and how they would serve the purposes of the program, but they did not
address or explain how the participants should interact or connect with one another. Overall, in
the responses to the open-ended questions of the Grant Coordinator Survey, the grant
coordinators seemed to struggle with the concept of network functioning in their responses.
Despite the survey disclaimers/instructions and repeated explanations of the purpose of this
study, rather than discussing their functioning, they often ended up discussing how their
programs worked with clients and the ins and outs of the TANF policy. These efforts revealed
that the majority of the grant coordinators had considered how often participants should interact
39

http://www.dss.virginia.gov/files/forms/grants/ben-10-057/rfp.pdf
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and how they should share their financial resources, but they did not demonstrate a thorough
consideration of other important aspects of network functioning. As such, the remainder of this
chapter discusses the implications of this chapter’s findings.
Network functioning is an important variable.
The RFP for the grant that funds a portion of the thirteen social welfare networks
investigated by this study encourages the development of interorganizational or ―collaborative‖
partnerships and the proposals indicate the intended use of these types of governing
arrangements. Further, as mentioned in chapter 1, scholars continue to develop the network
concept to describe these types of governing arrangements.

In these efforts, scholars and

practitioners, alike, have given much attention to differences in network purpose, structure, and
topology but they have given little to no attention to the potential differences in their overall
functioning.40

Yet, by showing four variations in network functioning, allowing for some

variability within each, this chapter demonstrates that networks do not all function alike. In
other words, the network does not represent an undifferentiated from or approach to governance;
it represents a variable with important differences, some of which may address certain situations
better than other situations. In order to be most effective, then, both scholars and practitioners
must understand and account for these differences as they study networks or choose to adopt the
network as a governance approach.
Rational planning is a necessary exercise.
The investigation of the grant proposals and the open-ended survey questions suggest that
the majority of the thirteen social welfare networks have left their front-line workers with little-

40

Practitioners may not actually use the network terminology, but tend to use terms like collaboration or
interorganizational partnerships.
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or-no guidance or instruction on how to interact or connect with other network participants,
which seems to have resulted in a lack of convergence on measures of network functioning.
Assuming that the network approach is most effective when managers and front-line workers are
on the same page regarding their functioning, the decision to adopt the network approach should
be the product of a rational planning exercise.

This exercise should include a thorough

consideration of the overall functioning of the network approach and ways to ensure that
networks continue to function as intended by those responsible for their formation and
management.
Front-line participatory behavior does matter.
Finally, by illuminating the processual aspects of the network approach, this study’s
emphasis on the variations in network functioning illuminates the processual aspects of the
network approach and shows how participant interactions can create and sustain the network
over time (Hernes, 2007; Holland, 1995; Meek et al., 2007; Morçöl and Wachhaus, 2009).
Therefore, as networks disperse and decentralize control, how front-line workers undertake their
responsibilities and interact with other participants or behave is a central issue. Seemingly, as
evidenced by the lack of convergence on measures of network functioning, in this study, frontline workers can play an important role in whether their networks function as intended, which
raises and important question. What is the relationship between front-line participatory behavior
and the use of the network approach?
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Chapter 6:
Investigating the Relationship between Front-Line Participatory Behavior and the
use of the Network Approach
As networks disperse and decentralize control, how front-line workers undertake their
responsibilities and exercise their discretion or behave in a network setting is a central issue.
What, then, are the front-line participatory behaviors that accompany the use of the network
approach? And, how do these behaviors differ along with variations in the network approach?
To this point, the first five chapters of this study have laid the foundation for addressing these
questions and for this chapter’s investigation of the relationship between front-line participatory
behavior and the use of the network approach. This foundation includes the vocabulary and
imagery needed to describe the front-line participatory behaviors that accompany different
variations of the network approach and to begin to conceptualize the behaviors that might
facilitate or enhance their overall functioning. This vocabulary and imagery includes the Four
Degrees of the Network Approach, network behaviors, and network behavior mechanisms. By
integrating the literature on networks with the literature on front-line work and exploring the
relationship between the two, this study may serve as the foundation for future efforts to
establish a theory or rationale for developing and choosing among variations in the network
approach.
As outlined in chapter 1, the network approach can offer several advantages over the
traditional bureaucratic or hierarchical approach to governing.

For example, the network

approach provides participants with access to a much broader information and knowledge base
and with the means to address complex issues collectively. As such, the network often will
become more than the simple sum of its parts. The potential advantages of the network approach
highlight three categories of behavior that are specifically pertinent to its use: the knowledge
management and communicative behaviors categories, which are connected to the relational
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dimension of network functioning, and the commitment and identity category, which is
connected to the systemic dimension.41 Using these three categories of behavior and recognizing
the fundamental role of the front-line worker in the implementation of public policy, what is the
relationship between front-line participatory behavior and the use of the network approach? Two
main sections divide the remainder of this chapter and investigate several hypotheses outlined in
chapter 3. Divided by the three categories of behavior mentioned above, section 1 identifies the
front-line participatory behaviors that accompany the use of the network approach for each
category. Using Ajzen’s Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB), this study develops behavioral
scores for each behavior category by exploring the behavioral intentions of the VIEW
caseworkers in thirteen social welfare networks across the state of Virginia. In doing so, section
1 compares the accompanying front-line participatory behaviors with the behaviors that the
existing scholarly literature seems to indicate would be the best fit for each variation or degree of
the network approach. Following a brief discussion of the findings from section 1, section 2
develops the concept of network behavior mechanisms and uncovers several examples from
practice, followed by a review of the implications of this chapter’s findings.
Section 1: Front-Line Participatory Behavior in Networks
Using the Four Degrees of the Network Approach, chapter 5 demonstrated that networks
can vary in their overall functioning, both relationally and systemically, and established the
rationale for developing the concept of network behavior. This rationale hinges on the argument
based on the literature that certain behaviors, otherwise referred to as network behaviors, will be
a better fit in terms of effectiveness for the different variations or degrees of the network
approach than other behaviors. In other words, some behaviors might facilitate or enhance a
41

See the explanation of what it means for certain behaviors to be related to one dimension of network functioning
or the other in chapter 3.

112

network’s functioning, while other behaviors might hinder or conflict with their functioning. To
begin to distinguish between the behaviors that do and do not facilitate or enhance the
functioning of certain variations or degrees of the network approach, this section investigates and
develops the concept of network behavior.
Detailing the forthcoming analysis.
The forthcoming analysis investigates the behavioral scores for the three categories of
behaviors: knowledge management, communicative behavior, and commitment and identity.
How these behavioral scores differ or converge then is investigated on three separate levels: by
variation or degree, by network, and by individual. Before conducting this investigation, the
remainder of this section briefly explains the purposes and details of each level of the
forthcoming analysis. Based on the concept of network behavior, as outlined in chapter 3, three
important assumptions guide, or form the basis of, each level of this investigation:
4) Variation or degree level: The literature would argue that networks
may be more effective if selected front-line participatory behaviors were
aligned with the corresponding variation or degree of the network
approach, or vice versa.
5) Network level: When front-line workers perform behaviors that are both
similar and consistent with the conceptualization of network behavior
drawn from the existing scholarly literature, networks may function
more efficiently and effectively.
6) Individual level: How front-line workers understand the functioning of
their networks will play a major role in the performance of certain
front-line participatory behaviors, and vice versa.

Level 1: variation or degree
Based on assumption 1 above, this level of the analysis seeks to confirm the underlying
rationale for developing the concept of network behavior by investigating whether the VIEW
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caseworkers’ behavior differs when grouped by the variations or degrees of the network
approach. This study uses the findings from this level of the analysis to improve and test the
conceptualization of network behavior drawn from the existing scholarly literature.

As a

reminder, a network’s variation or degree refers to how they are classified within the Four
Degrees of the Network Approach (cooperation, coordination, consolidation, collaboration)—a
framework introduced in chapter 2 for comparing and contrasting the differences in network
functioning.
To conduct this level of the analysis, this study assigned behavioral scores for each
category of behavior (knowledge management, communicative behavior, and commitment and
identity) to the VIEW caseworker by summing their scores across all three determinants of
behavioral intention (attitude, subjective norm, perceived behavioral control) and then
transforming them to create behavioral scores out of one hundred. Then, this study assembled
several contingency tables that depict the bivariate relationships between the different variations
or degrees of the network approach (cooperation, coordination, consolidation, collaboration) and
each category of behavior graphically. To construct the contingency tables, this study recoded
the behavioral scores (continuous variables) into two behavioral intervals representing the higher
and lower ends of each behavioral index (ordinal variables).42

After doing so, this study used

Fisher’s Exact Test and Phi to test the statistical significance of each bivariate relationship.43
Then, recognizing the reduction in the variance of each variable resulting from the recoding of
the behavioral scores into ordinal variables, this study conducted a t-test for independent samples
on the continuous data underlying the contingency tables. This study used the t-test with a
minimum p-value set at .05 to determine whether certain groups’ behavioral scores are
42

Behavioral Intervals: Lower Scores = ≤ 75 and Higher Scores ≥ 76.
This study chose Fisher’s Exact Test and Phi as the appropriate test statistics because the contingency tables were
2 x 2 and had some cells with expected frequencies of less than five (Meier and Brudney, 2002; Pearson, 2010).
43
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significantly higher than other groups and to test the null hypothesis that they are not. When
investigating the behavioral scores at the variation or degree level, this study performs this same
type of analysis for each category of behavior.
Level 2: network
Based on assumption 2 above, this level of the analysis seeks to identify which of the
thirteen social welfare networks may or may not be functioning as efficiently and effectively as
they could. To do so, this level of the analysis assigns behavioral scores for each behavior
category to the thirteen social welfare networks by computing the arithmetic average of each
networks’ VIEW caseworkers’ behavioral scores. Then, this level of the analysis compares the
behavioral scores for each network with the conceptualization of network behaviors drawn from
the existing scholarly literature. This level of the analysis also explores the level of convergence
each network shows on their behavioral scores as an indication of whether or not the VIEW
caseworkers in each network intend to perform similar types of behaviors. Finally, this level of
the analysis explores the relationship between each networks’ level of convergence on their
behavioral scores and the level of convergence on their measures of network functioning
(relational or systemic dimension), as reported previously in chapter 5. To test the relationship
between the two levels of convergence this study presents several contingency tables and uses
Kendall’s tau-b with a minimum p-value set at .05 as a statistical measure of association. When
investigating the behavioral scores at the networks level, this study performs this same type of
analysis for each category of behavior.
Level 3: individual
Based on assumption 3 above, this level of the analysis seeks to establish or confirm the
direction of the relationship between each category of behavior and the variations or degrees
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approach of the network approach. To do so, this study uses the Pearson correlation coefficient,
a parametric measure of association, to test the relationship between the VIEW caseworkers’
behavioral scores for each category of behavior and their understanding of network functioning,
as reflected by their relational or systemic scores. As a reminder, the VIEW caseworkers’
relational and systemic scores served as the underlying data for placing each network into one of
the Four Degrees of the Network Approach. The relational and systemic scores were based on
the VIEW caseworkers’ responses to section 1 of the Front-Line Behavior Survey, replicated in
Appendix C.

When investigating the behavioral scores at the individual level, this study

performs this same type of analysis for each category of behavior.
Divided by the three categories of behavior, the data produced by each level of the
forthcoming analysis contributes to the development of the concept of network behavior and
helps lay the foundation for developing the concept of network behavior mechanisms, further.
Table 6.1 below depicts the three levels of the forthcoming analysis graphically and reports the
number of the hypotheses (refer back to chapter 3 for a detailed explanation of each hypotheses)
explored at each level for each behavior.
Table 6.1: Three Levels of Analysis and the Corresponding Hypotheses
Levels of Analysis
Network

Individual

Knowledge Management

Variation or Degree of the
Network Approach
H5

H8

H11

Communicative Behavior

H6

H9

H12

Commitment and Identity

H7

H10

H13

Behavior Category
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Knowledge management.
As explained in chapter 3, the knowledge management category of behavior refers to how
networks and their participants harness and leverage their access to information and knowledge,
which includes behaviors ranging from information processing on the lower end of the
behavioral index to knowledge creation on the higher end, with knowledge sharing falling
somewhere in between.

Based on a review of the existing scholarly literature and the

corresponding conceptualization of network behaviors, this study reasons that behaviors that
reflect the lower end of the knowledge management index are more likely to accompany
networks classified as coordination and consolidation, while behaviors that reflect the higher end
are more likely to accompany networks classified as cooperation and collaboration. How then
does the VIEW caseworkers’ knowledge management behavior compare with this
conceptualization of network behavior? To explore the above line of reasoning and address this
question, this study examined the knowledge management behaviors of the VIEW caseworkers
and assigned measures or behavioral scores to each based on their responses to section 4 of the
Front-Line Behavior Survey, replicated in Appendix C. The remainder of this section then
investigates and discusses how the VIEW caseworkers’ knowledge management scores differ or
converge on three separate levels: by variation or degree, by network, and by individual.
By variation or degree.
What knowledge management behaviors accompany the different variations or degrees of
the network approach? In other words, do the variations or degrees of the network approach
shape or influence the knowledge management behaviors of the VIEW caseworkers, and vice
versa, differently? Based on a review of the literature, this study classifies the knowledge
management category as a set of relational behaviors because they are reflection of the
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characteristics of participant interactions. For this reason, this section groups the networks and
their participants according to their relational complexity—whether their scores from section 1 of
the Front-Line Behavior Survey places them on the static end of the relational dimension of
network functioning or the dynamic end. Consistent with hypothesis 5, this study expects the
VIEW caseworkers’ knowledge management scores from the relationally dynamic networks to
be significantly higher than the scores from the relationally static networks.
Hypothesis 5: In the networks classified as cooperation and collaboration,
the VIEW caseworkers’ knowledge management scores will be significantly
higher than the knowledge management scores in networks classified as
coordination and consolidation.

As reported in Table 6.1 below, when grouped according to their relational complexity
(static or dynamic), 100% of the VIEW caseworkers in the relationally dynamic networks intend
to perform behaviors that fall on the higher end of the knowledge management index, which
supports the conceptualization of network behavior reflected in hypothesis 5. However, the
majority of the VIEW caseworkers in the relationally static networks also intend to perform
behaviors that fall on the higher end of the knowledge management index, which violates this
conceptualization of network behavior. Nonetheless, a review of the test statistics reported in
Table 6.2 suggest that a networks’ relational complexity and the knowledge management
behaviors of their front-line workers are at least moderately related (Meier and Brudney, 2002;
Pearson, 2010). If anything, this study can safely infer from this data that relationally dynamic
networks function in such a way that they tend to be accompanied by front-line participatory
behaviors that reflect the intention to share and/or create knowledge, while the relationally static
networks seem to function in such a way that can lead participants in multiple behavioral
directions.
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Table 6.2: Knowledge Management Behaviors by Variation or Degree
Groups according to Relational
Complexity
Static
Dynamic
24
0
38.7%
.0%

Knowledge Management Intervals
Information
Processing/Knowledge
Sharing

Count
% within
Group
Count

Knowledge
Sharing/Knowledge
Creation

% within
Group
Count
% within
Group

Total

38

10

48

61.3%

100.0%

66.7%

62
100.0%

10
100.0%

72
100.0%

Exact Sig. (2sided)
.025

Fisher's Exact Test
N of Valid Cases

Phi
N of Valid Cases

Total
24
33.3%

72

Value
.284
72

Approx.
Sig.
.016

For the purposes of this study, however, an important question remains. Do the VIEW
caseworkers’ knowledge management scores differ significantly along with the differences in the
relational complexity of their networks? Based on the group statistics and the t-test reported in
Table 6.3 below, this study can reject the null hypothesis because the knowledge management
scores for the relationally dynamic networks are significantly higher than the scores for the
relationally static networks.

Although not assuming causality, this data suggests that the

functioning of the relationally dynamic networks seems to be naturally conducive to behaviors
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that fall on the higher end of the knowledge management index. Alternatively, the functioning
of the relationally static networks seems to create some confusion or inconsistency regarding
knowledge management behavior, as indicated by the large standard deviation reported in Table
6.3. Although borderline, the group statistics also seem to indicate that the front-line workers in
the relationally static networks intend to perform behaviors that also fall on the higher end of the
knowledge management index, which violates the conceptualization of network behavior. The
remainder of this section seeks an explanation of the above findings.
Table 6.3: Group Statistics and T-Test for Knowledge Management Behavior
Grouped according to
Relational Complexity
Static
(Coordination/Consolidation)
Dynamic
(Cooperation/Collaboration)

N
62

Mean
Std. Deviation
77.7165
11.12916

10

89.3460

Std. Error
Mean
1.41340

2.61214

.82603

t-test for Equality of Means
Knowledge Management
Index
t

df

Sig. (2tailed)

Mean
Std. Error
Difference Difference

95% Confidence
Interval of the
Difference
Lower

Upper

Equal variances
assumed

-3.272

70

.002 -11.62955

3.55473 -18.71923

-4.53986

Equal variances
not assumed

-7.104 61.309

.000 -11.62955

1.63708 -14.90277

-8.35633

Perhaps a review of the scores for the three determinants of behavioral intention (attitude,
subjective norm, and perceived behavioral control) combined to compute the knowledge
management scores, as reported in Table 6.4 below, could provide further explanation. First, the
scores for all three determinants of behavioral intention are lower for the relationally static
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networks than the scores for the relationally dynamic networks. For example, the low scores for
perceived behavioral control may mean that the relationally static networks function in such a
way that restricts the performance of certain types of knowledge management behaviors.
Further, as suggested by the Theory of Planned Behavior, participants are more likely to perform
behaviors that they believe to be achievable.

Thus, given the lower scores for perceived

behavioral control, some of the VIEW caseworkers in the relationally static networks may
actually be less likely to perform behaviors that support the sharing and/or creation of knowledge
than the combined behavioral scores actually indicate. Thus, the review of the individual
determinants of behavioral intention may provide some confirmation of the conceptualization of
network behaviors outlined at the beginning of this section.
Table 6.4: Breakdown of Knowledge Management Behavioral Scores

Grouped according to
Relational Complexity
Static
Mean
N
Dynamic
Mean
N
Total
Mean
N

Knowledge
Management
Behavioral
Score
77.7165
62
89.3460
10
79.3317
72

Attitude
26.9794
62
31.0800
10
27.5489

Subjective
Norm
27.0687
62
30.3780
10
27.5283

Perceived
Behavioral
Control
23.6684
62
27.8880
10
24.2544

72

72

72

By network.
According to the conceptualization of network behavior, each network may be more
efficient and effective if they work to align their desired knowledge management behaviors with
the corresponding variation or degree of the network approach, or vice versa. What knowledge
management behaviors then do the participants in each network intend to perform? When
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grouped by network, how does the knowledge management behavior of the VIEW caseworkers
compare with the conceptualization of network behavior outlined at the beginning of this
section? Table 6.5 below reports the knowledge management scores assigned to each of the
thirteen social welfare networks by computing the arithmetic mean of the networks’ VIEW
caseworkers’ knowledge management scores. In addition, Table 6.4 reports each network’s
degree (1, Cooperation; 2, Coordination; 3, Consolidation; and 4, Collaboration), their scores for
all three determinants of behavioral intention, and depicts where each network falls along the
knowledge management index in the far right column. In Table 6.5, the program numbers for
the networks that compare favorably with the conceptualization of network behavior are shaded
in grey.
Table 6.5: Knowledge Management Behavioral Scores by Network
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Here, the scores for all of the relationally dynamic networks (2, 3, 6, and 11) compare
favorably with the conceptualization of network behavior and fall on the higher end of the
knowledge management index (scores ≥ 76). However, a review of the individual determinants
of behavioral intention shows that network 3 scores quite low on perceived behavioral control,
which may indicate the presence of managerial or organizational restrictions/ expectations that
limit the performance of certain types of knowledge management behaviors. Only three of nine
relationally static networks (4, 10, and 13) compare favorably with the conceptualization of
network behavior and score on the lower end of the knowledge management index (scores ≤ 75).
If the front-line participatory behaviors that fall on the lower end of the knowledge management
index do facilitate or enhance the functioning of relationally static networks, these findings seem
to suggest that some of these networks may not function as efficiently and effectively as they
could. Additionally, the relationally static networks may pose the greatest challenge in aligning
behavior and approach because, as suggested by the literature, their functioning may lack the
formality necessary for participants to make these types of connections.
Network knowledge management score convergence.
In addition to aligning certain behaviors with the corresponding variation or degree of the
network approach, the functioning and effectiveness of each network may also depend on
whether their front-line workers intend to perform the same types of knowledge management
behaviors. Conflict or dissatisfaction may arise if some of the front-line participants intend to
create knowledge, while others simply intend to process or share information. To what extent,
then, do the VIEW caseworkers in each network intend to perform the same types of knowledge
management behaviors? As an indication of the performance of the same types of behaviors,
which networks showed the greatest convergence on their knowledge management scores? To
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answer this question, this study transformed the standard deviations reported in the σ column in
Table 6.5 into an ordinal measure of convergence that includes four levels: 44 strong, moderate,
weak, and very weak (Meier and Brudney, 2002; Pearson, 2010). As reported in Table 6.6
below, the standard deviations for networks 2, 4, 6, 7, and 11 indicate a strong convergence on
the knowledge management behavioral scores, while the standard deviation for network 8
indicates a moderate convergence. Further, the standard deviations for networks 5 and 9 indicate
a weak convergence on these scores, while the standard deviations for networks 1, 10, and 13
indicate a very weak convergence.
Table 6.6: Comparing Measures of Convergence for the Relational Measures and the
Knowledge Management Scores
Knowledge Management
Measures of
Convergence
Strong
Moderate
Weak
Very Weak

Relational Measures of Convergence
Strong
1 (6)
0
0
1 (10)
2

Moderate
1 (11)
0
0
0
1

Weak
2 (2, 4)
0
2 (5, 9)
0
4

Total
* Each of the networks is identified by their randomly assigned number in the parentheses.

Very Weak
1 (7)
1 (8)
0
2 (1, 13)
4

Total
5
1
2
3
11

Interestingly, the relationally dynamic networks (2, 6, and 11) show a strong convergence
on their knowledge management scores. And, with the exception of networks 4, 7, and 8, the
relationally static networks (1, 5, 9, 10, and 13) show a weak or very weak convergence on their
knowledge management scores. Seemingly, the relationally dynamic networks provide their
participants with the opportunities to interact and develop a shared understanding of their
knowledge management behaviors, while the relationally static networks do not seem to provide
44

The ordinal levels of convergence are as follows: Strong the σ is ≤ 5% of the mean, Moderate the σ ranges
between 6-10% of the mean, Weak the σ ranges between 11-15% of the mean, and Very Weak the σ is ≥ 16% of the
mean.
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these types of opportunities. If networks do function more effectively when front-line workers
perform the same types of behaviors, what, if any, other factors might contribute to the different
levels of convergence for the knowledge management scores?45
Perhaps, a more consistent understanding of network functioning is related to a greater
convergence on the knowledge management scores—a line of reasoning this section explores
further. When front-line workers share similar understandings of the relational complexity of
their network (static or dynamic), are they more likely to perform the same types of knowledge
management behaviors? To what extent does the level of convergence for each network on their
relational measures of network functioning, as reported in chapter 5, relate to the level of
convergence on their knowledge management scores? Consistent with hypothesis eight, this
study expects to find that the levels of convergence for these two measures are positively
associated.
Hypothesis 8: The level of convergence for each network on their relational
measures of network functioning is positively associated with the level of
convergence on their knowledge management scores.

Based on the measure of association reported in Table 6.7 below, this study cannot reject
the null hypothesis as there appears to be no statistical relationship between the levels of
convergence for the relational measures of network functioning and the levels of convergence for
the knowledge management scores. A review of the cross-tabulation presented in Table 6.6
above, however, reveals several important findings that warrant further consideration. First, two
of the three networks that show a moderate to strong convergence on their relational measures
show a strong convergence on their knowledge management scores.

45

The knowledge

This study omits networks 3 and 12 from this analysis because they only have one VIEW caseworker and, as a
result, show a standard deviation (σ) of zero on their measures of behavioral intention.
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management scores for these two networks (6 and 11) also compare favorably with the
conceptualization of network behavior.

Second, networks 7 and 8 show a very weak

convergence on their relational measures but show a moderate to strong convergence on their
knowledge management scores; however, their behaviors do not compare favorably with the
conceptualization of network behavior. Third, of the eight networks showing a weak to very
weak convergence on their relational measures, only networks 2, 4, and 13 compare favorably
with the conceptualization of network behavior. Fourth, of the four networks showing a weak to
very weak convergence on both measures, only network 13 compares favorably with the
conceptualization of network behavior. As such, it appears that many of the participants and
their networks have not recognized or do not understand how the performance of certain types of
knowledge management behaviors relates to the relational complexity of their networks’ overall
functioning. To explore and confirm the direction of this relationship, then, the next sub-section
investigates the knowledge management scores at the individual level.
Table 6.7: Measure of Association for the Measures of Convergence for the Relational
Measures and the Knowledge Management Scores

Ordinal by Ordinal Kendall's tau-b
N of Valid Cases

Value
.217
11

Asymp. Std.
Error
Approx. T Approx. Sig.
.300
.729
.466

By individual.
Based on the conceptualization of network behavior, if these networks do work to align
their desired knowledge management behaviors with the corresponding variation or degree of the
network approach, how each front-line worker understands the relational complexity (static or
dynamic) of his or her network may play a major role in how this process would unfold. Thus,
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to explore and confirm the direction of this relationship, this sub-section compares the VIEW
caseworkers’ relational scores with their knowledge management scores without grouping them
according to their network variation/degree or specific network. In other words, this section
investigates the behavioral scores of the aggregate VIEW caseworker population. Consistent
with hypothesis eleven, this study expects to find a statistically significant relationship between
the VIEW caseworkers’ relational scores and their knowledge management scores.
Hypothesis 11: Higher and lower knowledge management scores are
positively associated with higher and lower relational scores.

As reported in Table 6.8 below, this study can reject the null hypothesis, as higher and
lower relational scores are positively associated with higher and lower knowledge management
scores. In other words, the more relationally complex a VIEW caseworker understands his or
her network to be the more likely they are to perform behaviors that fall on the higher end of the
knowledge management index. This finding is consistent with the conceptualization of network
behavior and establishes or confirms the direction of the relationship between the relational
complexity of a network’s functioning and the performance of certain types of knowledge
management behaviors by front-line workers. Seemingly, if front-line workers fail to recognize
or understand this relationship, they may be less likely to perform knowledge management
behaviors that are both similar and that may facilitate or enhance their network’s functioning.
Thus, to harness and leverage their access to information and knowledge as they see fit, network
management may need to ensure that front-line workers develop a better—more consistent
understanding of how and why their networks function a certain way and contribute to that end.
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Table 6.8: Testing the Relationship between the Relational Scores and the Knowledge
Management Scores at the Individual Level

Relational Scores

Knowledge Management
Scores

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

72
.566**

Knowledge
Management
Scores
.566**
.000
72
1

.000
72

72

Relational Scores
1

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Communicative behavior.
As explained in chapter 3, the communicative behaviors category of behavior refers to
how networks and their participants approach their interactions and decision-making processes,
which includes behaviors ranging from negotiation on the lower end of the behavioral index to
dialogue on the higher end, with consensus building falling somewhere in between. Based on a
review of the existing scholarly literature and the corresponding conceptualization of network
behaviors, this study reasons that behaviors that reflect the lower end of the communicative
behaviors index are more likely to accompany networks classified as coordination and
consolidation, while behaviors that reflect the higher end are more likely to accompany networks
classified as cooperation and collaboration.

How then does the VIEW caseworkers’

communicative behaviors compare with this conceptualization of network behavior? To explore
the above line of reasoning and address this question, this study examined the communicative
behaviors of the VIEW caseworkers and assigned measures or behavioral scores to each based
on their responses to section 5 of the Front-Line Behavior Survey, replicated in Appendix C.
The remainder of this section then investigates and discusses how the VIEW caseworkers’
128

communicative behaviors scores differ or converge on three separate levels: by variation or
degree, by network, and by individual.
By variation or degree.
What communicative behaviors accompany the different variations or degrees of the
network approach? In other words, do the variations or degrees of the network approach shape
or influence the communicative behaviors of the VIEW caseworkers, and vice versa, differently?
Based on a review of the literature, this study classifies the communicative behaviors category as
a set of relational behaviors because they are reflection of the characteristics of participant
interactions. For this reason, this section groups the networks and their participants according to
their relational complexity—whether their scores from section 1 of the Front-Line Behavior
Survey places them on the static end of the relational dimension of network functioning or the
dynamic end.

Consistent with hypothesis 6, this study expects the VIEW caseworkers’

communicative behaviors scores from the relationally dynamic networks to be significantly
higher than the scores from the relationally static networks.
Hypothesis 6: In the networks classified as cooperation and collaboration,
the VIEW caseworkers’ behavioral scores will be significantly higher for
the communicative behaviors category than the behavioral scores in the
networks classified as coordination and consolidation.

As reported in Table 6.9 below, 90% of the VIEW caseworkers in the relationally
dynamic networks intend to perform behaviors that fall on the higher end of the communicative
behaviors index,46 which supports the conceptualization of network behavior outlined at the
beginning of this section.

However, a slight majority of the VIEW caseworkers in the

relationally static networks also intend to perform behaviors that fall on the higher end of the
46

Behavioral Intervals: Lower Scores = ≤ 75 and Higher Scores ≥ 76.
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communicative behaviors index, which violates the conceptualization of network behavior.
Nonetheless, a review of the test statistics reported in Table 6.9 suggest that a network’s
relational complexity and the performance of certain communicative behaviors are at least
moderately related (Meier and Brudney, 2002; Pearson, 2010). If anything, this study can safely
infer from this data that the relationally dynamic networks function in such a way that they tend
to be accompanied by front-line participatory behaviors that reflect the intention to build
consensus or engage in dialogue. The relationally static networks seem to function in such a way
that can lead front-line participants in multiple behavioral directions.
Table 6.9: Communicative Behaviors by Variation or Degree
Groups according to Relational
Complexity
Static
Dynamic

Communicative Behavior Intervals
Negotiation/Consensus
Building

Count
% within
Group
Count
% within
Group
Count
% within
Group

Consensus
Building/Dialogue
Total

Value
Fisher's Exact Test
N of Valid Cases

Phi
N of Valid Cases

Exact Sig. (2sided)
.038

72

Value
.258
72

Approx.
Sig.
.029
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Total

29
46.8%

1
10.0%

30
41.7%

33
53.2%

9
90.0%

42
58.3%

62
100.0%

10
100.0%

72
100.0%

For the purposes of this study, however, an important question remains. Do the VIEW
caseworkers’ communicative behaviors scores differ significantly along with the differences in
the relational complexity of their networks? Based on the group statistics and the t-test that are
reported in Table 6.10 below, this study confirms the conceptualization of network behavior
outlined previously and can reject the null hypothesis for hypothesis 6. Although not assuming
causality, this data suggests that the functioning of the relationally dynamic networks seems to
be naturally conducive to behaviors that fall on the higher end of the communicative behaviors
index. Alternatively, the functioning of the relationally static networks seems to create some
confusion or inconsistency regarding communicative behaviors, as indicated by the large
standard deviation47 reported in Table 6.10. Nonetheless, the group statistics do seem to indicate
that the relationally static networks are more conducive to behaviors that fall on the lower end of
the communicative behaviors index, which is consistent with the conceptualization of network
behavior. Next, this study reviews the scores for the individual determinants of behavioral
intention used to compute the VIEW caseworkers’ communicative behaviors scores.

47

This study defines a large standard deviation as ≥ 11% of the mean (Meier and Brudney, 2002; Pearson, 2010).
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Table 6.10: Group Statistics and T-Test for Communicative Behaviors
Grouped according to
Relational Complexity
Static
(Coordination/Consolidation)
Dynamic
(Cooperation/Collaboration)

N
62

Mean
Std. Deviation
75.3684
10.83057

10

82.1240

Std. Error
Mean
1.37548

5.81831

1.83991

t-test for Equality of Means
Communicative
Behaviors Index
t

df

Sig. (2tailed)

Mean
Std. Error
Difference Difference

95% Confidence
Interval of the
Difference
Lower

Upper

Equal variances
assumed

-1.920

70

.050

-6.75561

3.51797 -13.77198

.26076

Equal variances
not assumed

-2.941 20.907

.008

-6.75561

2.29722 -11.53424

-1.97699

As reported in Table 6.11 below, for the communicative behaviors category the
relationally static networks score lower on all three determinants of behavioral intention. Yet,
despite confirming the conceptualization of network behavior, the scores for the relationally
dynamic networks seem rather low for the possible high score of 33.333 (the three determinants
add up to a possible behavior score of 100 so each determinant is weighted equally with highest
possible score being 33.333). These lower scores may reflect the reality that engaging in
dialogue can be difficult and time-consuming. Theoretically, the relationally dynamic networks
should naturally alleviate some of these challenges through their functioning. Although the
behavioral scores support the conceptualization of network behavior outlined above, these
findings seem to indicate that the performance of behaviors that support an open dialogue may
require some form of behavioral intervention. Later in this chapter, this study develops the
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concept of network behavior mechanism as a form of behavioral intervention that may help
encourage the performance of network behaviors.
Table 6.11: Breakdown of Communicative Behaviors Scores

Grouped according to
Relational Complexity
Static
Mean

Communicative
Behaviors
Score
75.3684

N
Mean
N
Mean
N

62
82.1240
10
76.3067
72

Dynamic
Total

Attitude
26.1574

Subjective
Norm
25.7835

Perceived
Behavioral
Control
23.4274

62
28.6720
10
26.5067
72

62
27.2240
10
25.9836
72

62
26.2280
10
23.8164
72

By network.
According to the conceptualization of network behavior, each network may be more
efficient and effective if they work to align their desired communicative behaviors with the
corresponding variation or degree of the network approach. What communicative behaviors then
do the participants in each network intend to perform? When grouped by network, how does the
communicative behavior of the VIEW caseworkers compare with the conceptualization of
network behavior outlined at the beginning of this section?

Table 6.12 below reports the

communicative behaviors scores assigned to each of the thirteen social welfare networks by
computing the arithmetic mean of the networks’ VIEW caseworkers’ communicative behaviors
scores. In addition, Table 6.12 reports each network’s network degree (1, Cooperation; 2,
Coordination; 3, Consolidation; and 4, Collaboration), their scores for all three determinants of
behavioral intention, and depicts where each network falls on the communicative behaviors
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index in the far right column. In Table 6.12, the program numbers for the networks that compare
favorably with the conceptualization of network behavior are shaded in grey.
Table 6.12: Communicative Behaviors Scores by Network

Here, the scores for the relationally dynamic networks (2, 3, 6, and 11) compare
favorably with the conceptualization of network behavior and fall on the higher end of the
communicative behaviors index (scores ≥ 76). However, as mentioned above, the scores seem
rather low and, with the exception of network 6, indicate the performance of behaviors that
probably do not reach the level of dialogue. Only four of nine relationally static networks (1, 4,
5, and 10) compare favorably with the conceptualization of network behavior and score on the
lower end of the communicative behaviors index (scores ≤ 75). If front-line participatory
behaviors that fall on the lower end of the communicative behaviors index do facilitate or
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enhance the functioning of relationally static networks, these findings seem to suggest that some
of these networks may not function as efficiently and effectively as they could. Here, as in the
knowledge management category, the relationally static networks may pose the greatest
challenge in aligning behavior and approach because, as suggested by the literature, their
functioning may lack the formality necessary for participants to make these types of connections.
Network communicative behavior score convergence.
In addition to reaching such an alignment between behavior and approach, the
functioning and effectiveness of each network may depend on whether their front-line workers
perform the same type of communicative behaviors. Conflict or dissatisfaction may rise if some
workers intend to engage in dialogue, while others simply approach their interactions and
decision-making processes as a negotiation. To what extent, then, do the VIEW caseworkers in
each network intend to perform the same types of communicative behaviors? As an indication of
the performance of the same types of behaviors, which networks showed the greatest
convergence on their communicative behaviors scores? To answer these questions, this study
transformed the standard deviations reported in the σ column in Table 6.12 into an ordinal
measure of convergence that includes four levels:

48

strong, moderate, weak, and very weak

(Meier and Brudney, 2002; Pearson, 2010).49
As reported in Table 6.13 below, the standard deviations for networks 2 and 4 indicate a
strong convergence on the communicative behaviors scores, while the standard deviation for
network 6 and 11 indicate a moderate convergence.

48

Further, the standard deviations for

The ordinal levels of convergence are as follows: Strong the σ is ≤ 5% of the mean, Moderate the σ ranges
between 6-10% of the mean, Weak the σ ranges between 11-15% of the mean, and Very Weak the σ is ≥ 16% of the
mean.
49
This study omits networks 3 and 12 from this analysis because they only have one VIEW caseworker and, as a
result, show a standard deviation (σ) of zero on their measures of behavioral intention.

135

networks 7, 8, 10, and 13 indicate a weak convergence on these scores, while the standard
deviations for networks 1, 5, and 9 indicate a very weak convergence. Much like the knowledge
management behaviors, the relationally dynamic networks (2, 6, and 11) show a moderate to
strong convergence on their communicative behaviors scores.

And, with the exception of

network 4, the relationally static networks (1, 5, 7, 8, 9, 10, and 13) show a weak to very weak
convergence on their communicative behaviors scores. Here, the relationally dynamic networks
also seem to provide their workers with the opportunities to interact and develop a shared
understanding of their communicative behaviors, while the relationally static networks do not
seem to provide these types of opportunities.
Table 6.13: Comparing Measures of Convergence for the Relational Measures and the
Communicative Behaviors Scores
Communicative
Behaviors Measures of
Convergence
Strong
Moderate
Weak
Very Weak
Total

Relational Measures of Convergence
Strong
0
1 (6)
1 (10)
0
2

Moderate
0
1 (11)
0
0
1

Weak
2 (2, 4)
0
0
2 (5, 9)
4

Very Weak
0
0
3 (7, 8, 13)
1 (1)
4

Total
2
2
4
3
11

* Each of the networks is identified by their randomly assigned number in the parentheses.

If networks do function more effectively when their workers perform the same types of
behaviors, what, if any, other factors might contribute to the different levels of convergence for
the communicative behaviors scores? Perhaps a more consistent understanding of network
functioning is related to a greater convergence on the communicative behaviors scores—a line of
reasoning this section explores further. When front-line workers share similar understandings of
the relational complexity of their network (static or dynamic), are they more likely to perform the
same types of communicative behaviors? To what extent does the level of convergence for each
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network on their relational measures of network functioning relate to the level of convergence on
their knowledge management scores? Consistent with hypothesis nine, this study expects to find
that the levels of convergence for these two measures are positively associated.
Hypothesis 9: The level of convergence on the relational measures of
network functioning is positively associated with the level of convergence
on the communicative behaviors scores.

Based on the measure of association reported in Table 6.14 below, this study cannot
rejects the null hypothesis and concludes that there is not a statistically significant relationship
between a network’s level of convergence for their relational measures of network functioning
and the level of convergence for their communicative behaviors scores. In other words, when
the VIEW caseworkers share similar or dissimilar understandings of the relational complexity of
their networks, they are not more or less likely to perform communicative behaviors that are
similar or dissimilar.
Table 6.14: Measure of Association for the Measures of Convergence for the Relational
Measures and the Communicative Behaviors Scores

Ordinal by Ordinal Kendall's tau-b
N of Valid Cases

Value
.233
11

Asymp. Std.
Error
Approx. T Approx. Sig.
.119
1.902
.056

Unable to reject the null hypothesis, it is important to reconsider the cross-tabulation
reported previously in Table 6.13. First, the communicative behaviors for the three networks (6,
10, and 11) that show a moderate to strong convergence on their relational measures compare
favorably with the conceptualization of network behavior outlined at the beginning of this
section. Second, the communicative behaviors for four of the eight networks (7, 8, 9, and 13)

137

that show a weak to very weak convergence on their relational measures do not compare
favorably with the conceptualization of network behavior. Finally, of the six networks that show
a weak to very weak convergence on both measures, only networks 1 and 5 compare favorably
with the conceptualization of network behavior. Thus, it appears that many of the participants
and their networks have not recognized or do not understand how the performance of certain
types of communicative behaviors relates to the relational complexity of their networks’ overall
functioning. To explore and confirm the direction of this relationship, then, the next sub-section
investigates the communicative behaviors scores at the individual level.
By individual.
Based on the conceptualization of network behavior, if these networks do work to align
their desired communicative behaviors with the corresponding variation or degree of the network
approach, how each front-line worker understands the relational complexity (static or dynamic)
of his or her network may play a major role in how this process unfolds. Thus, to explore and
confirm the direction of this relationship, this sub-section compares the VIEW caseworkers’
relational scores with their communicative behaviors scores without grouping them according to
their network degree or specific network. In other words, this section investigates the aggregate
VIEW caseworker population. Consistent with hypothesis twelve, this study expects to find a
statistically significant relationship between the VIEW caseworkers’ relational scores and their
communicative behaviors scores.
Hypothesis 12: Higher and lower communicative behaviors scores are
positively associated with higher and lower relational scores.

As reported in Table 6.15 below, this study can reject the null hypothesis, as higher and
lower relational scores are positively associated with higher and lower communicative behaviors
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scores. In other words, the more relationally complex a VIEW caseworker understands his or
her network to be the more likely they are to perform behaviors that fall on the higher end of the
communicative behaviors index.

This finding is consistent with the conceptualization of

network behavior and establishes or confirms the direction of the relationship between the
relational complexity of a network’s functioning and the performance of certain types of
communicative behaviors by front-line workers.

Seemingly, if front-line workers fail to

recognize or understand this relationship, they may be less likely to perform communicative
behaviors that are both similar and that may facilitate or enhance their network’s functioning.
Thus, to help ensure that network interactions and decision-making processes increase
participants’ capacity to deal with complex problems as they see fit, network management may
need to work to ensure that front-line workers develop a better—more consistent understanding
of how and why their networks function a certain way and contribute to that end.
Table 6.15: Testing the Relationship between the Relational Scores and the Communicative
Behaviors Scores at the Individual Level

Relational Scores

Communicative Behaviors
Scores

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Communicative
Relational Scores Behaviors Scores
1
.422**
.000
72
72
**
.422
1
.000
72
72

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Commitment and identity.
As explained in chapter 3, the commitment and identity category of behavior refers to
how each participant identifies themselves and their level of commitment to the collective
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endeavor, which includes behaviors that reflect a more narrow perspective on the lower end of
the behavioral index to behaviors that reflect a collective-systems perspective on the higher end.
Based on a review of the existing scholarly literature and the corresponding conceptualization of
network behaviors, this study reasons that behaviors that reflect the lower end of the
commitment and identity index are more likely to accompany networks classified as cooperation
and coordination, while behaviors that reflect the higher end are more likely to accompany
networks classified as consolidation and collaboration. How then does the VIEW caseworkers’
commitment and identity behaviors compare with this conceptualization of network behavior?
To explore the above line of reasoning and address this question, this study examined the
commitment and identity of the VIEW caseworkers and assigned measures or behavioral scores
to each based on their responses to section 6 of the Front-Line Behavior Survey, replicated in
Appendix C. The remainder of this section then investigates and discusses how the VIEW
caseworkers’ commitment and identity scores differ or converge on three separate levels: by
variation or degree, by network, and by individual.
By variation or degree.
What commitment and identity behaviors accompany the different variations or degrees
of the network approach? In other words, do the variations or degrees of the network approach
shape or influence the commitment and identity behaviors of VIEW caseworkers, and vice versa,
differently? Based on a review of the literature, this study classifies the commitment and identity
category as a set of systemic behaviors because they are reflection of the characteristics of the
connecting processes between network participants. For this reason, this section groups the
networks and their participants according to their systemic connectivity—whether their scores
from section 1 of the Front-Line Behavior Survey places them on the independent end of the
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systemic dimension of network functioning or the interdependent end.

Consistent with

hypothesis 7, this study expects the VIEW caseworkers’ commitment and identity scores from
the systemically interdependent networks to be significantly higher than the scores from the
systemically independent networks.
Hypothesis 7: In
collaboration, the
significantly higher
behavioral scores
coordination.

the networks classified as consolidation and
VIEW caseworkers’ behavioral scores will be
for the commitment and identity category than the
in the networks classified as cooperation and

As reported in Table 6.16 below, when grouped according to their systemic connectivity
(independent or interdependent) 54.5% of the VIEW caseworkers in the systemically
interdependent networks intend to perform behaviors that fall on the higher end of the
commitment and identity index, while 45.5% intend to perform behaviors that fall on the lower
end. In addition, 66% of the VIEW caseworkers in the systemically independent networks
intend to perform behaviors that fall on the lower end of the commitment and identity index,
while 34% intend to perform behaviors that fall on the higher end.

In both groups, the

percentages support the conceptualization of network behavior outlined at the beginning of this
section.

However, a review of the test statistics reported in Table 6.16 reports that the

relationship between these two measures is not statistically significantly.
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Table 6.16: Commitment and Identity Behaviors by Variation or Degree
Grouped according to
Systemic Connectivity
Independent Interdependent
33
10
66.0%
45.5%

Commitment and Identity Intervals
Narrow Perspective

Count
% within
Group
Count

Collective-Systems
Perspective

% within
Group
Count
% within
Group

Total

Value
Fisher's Exact Test
N of Valid Cases

Phi
N of Valid Cases

Total
43
59.7%

17

12

29

34.0%

54.5%

40.3%

50
100.0%

22
100.0%

72
100.0%

Exact Sig. (2sided)
.123

72

Value
.193
72

Approx.
Sig.
.102

For the purposes of this study, then, an important question remains. Do the commitment
and identity scores differ significantly along with the differences in the systemic connectivity of
networks? Based on the group statistics and the t-test reported in Table 6.17, this study cannot
reject the null hypothesis nor can it confirm the conceptualization of network behavior. Here,
the functioning of both groups seems to create some confusion or inconsistency regarding the
front-line workers commitment and identity, as indicated by the large standard deviations50 for
their group scores reported in Table 6.17. For this reason, this relationship requires further
50

This study defines a large standard deviation as ≥ 11% of the mean (Meier and Brudney, 2002; Pearson, 2010).
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attention, both by the networks investigated by this study and by the scholarly literature. Next,
this study reviews the scores for the individual determinants of behavioral intention (attitude,
subjective norm, and perceived behavioral control), used to compute the commitment and
identity scores.
Table 6.17: Group Statistics and T-Test for Commitment and Identity Behaviors
Grouped according to
Systemic Connectivity

N

Mean

Std. Deviation

Std. Error Mean

Independent
(Cooperation/Coordination)

50

72.7628

10.78804

1.52566

Interdependent
(Consolidation/Collaboration)

22

76.3018

14.18572

3.02441

t-test for Equality of Means
Commitment and Identity
Index
t

df

Sig. (2tailed)

Mean
Std. Error
Difference Difference

95% Confidence
Interval of the
Difference
Lower

Upper

Equal variances
assumed

-1.161

70

.249

-3.53902

3.04695

-9.61597

2.53794

Equal variances
not assumed

-1.045 32.155

.304

-3.53902

3.38743 -10.43768

3.35964

As reported in Table 6.18 below, the commitment and identity scores and the scores for
the individual determinants of behavioral intention for both groups, are rather similar and suggest
that the VIEW caseworkers tend to identify more with their home organizations and do not place
much value on the collective endeavor. According to the individual determinants of behavioral
intention, the systemically interdependent networks may give their workers slightly more
behavioral control, but their functioning does not seem to generate a more positive attitude
toward the use of networks as indicated by the attitude scores reported in Table 6.18. If the
143

systemic functioning of networks can be facilitated or enhanced by differences in the
commitment and identity behaviors of their participants, more work is needed to develop an
understanding of why the behavioral scores for these two groups did not differ significantly.
Table 6.18: Breakdown of Commitment and Identity Scores

Grouped according to
Systemic Connectivity
Independent
Mean
N
Interdependent
Mean
N
Total
Mean
N

Commitment
and Identity
Scores
72.7628
50
76.3018
22
73.8442
72

Attitude Subjective Norm
24.1248
24.1032
50
50
24.6909
25.0509
22
22
24.2978
24.3928
72
72

Perceived
Behavioral
Control
24.5348
50
26.5600
22
25.1536
72

By network.
According to the conceptualization of network behavior, each network may be more
efficient and effective if they work to align their desired commitment and identity behaviors with
the corresponding variation or degree of the network approach. What commitment and identity
behaviors then do the participants in each network intend to perform?

When grouped by

network, how does the commitment and identity behavior of the VIEW caseworkers compare
with the conceptualization of network behavior outlined at the beginning of this section? Table
6.19 below reports the commitment and identity scores assigned to each of the thirteen social
welfare networks by computing the arithmetic mean of each networks’ VIEW caseworkers’
commitment and identity scores. In addition, Table 6.19 reports each network’s network degree
(1, Cooperation; 2, Coordination; 3, Consolidation; and 4, Collaboration), their scores for all
three determinants of behavioral intention, and a depiction of where they fall on the commitment
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and identity index in the far right column. In Table 6.19, the program numbers for the networks
that compare favorably with the conceptualization of network behavior are shaded in grey.
Table 6.19: Commitment and Identity Scores by Network

Here, of the five systemically interdependent networks, only networks 6 and 11 compare
favorably with the conceptualization of network behavior and score on the higher end of the
commitment and identity index (scores ≥ 76). However, five of eight systemically independent
networks (4, 5, 7, 10, and 13) compare favorably with the conceptualization of network behavior
and score on the lower end of the commitment and identity index (scores ≤ 75). Here, the
systemically interdependent networks may pose the greatest challenge in reaching an alignment
between behavior and approach. This may be because, as suggested by the literature, systemic

145

interdependence can require an extensive planning effort and participants must relinquish some
of their control and authority.
Network commitment and identity score convergence.
In addition to reaching such an alignment between behavior and approach, the
functioning and effectiveness of each network may also depend on whether their front-line
workers perform behaviors that reflect the same levels of commitment and identity. Conflict or
dissatisfaction may arise if some of the front-line workers intend to adopt a collective
perspective, while others intend to adopt a narrower perspective. To what extent, then, do the
VIEW caseworkers in each network perform behaviors that reflect same levels of commitment
and identity? As an indication of the performance of similar behaviors, which networks show
the greatest convergence on their commitment and identity scores? To answer these questions,
this study transformed the standard deviations reported in the σ column in Table 6.18 into an
ordinal measure of convergence that includes four levels:

51

strong, moderate, weak, and very

weak (Meier and Brudney, 2002; Pearson, 2010).52
As reported in Table 6.20, the standard deviation for network 6 indicates a strong
convergence on their commitment and identity scores, while the standard deviations for networks
2 and 7 indicate a moderate convergence. Further, the standard deviations for the remaining
networks indicate a weak to very weak convergence on their commitment and identity scores.
Here, the systemically interdependent networks do not show a moderate to strong convergence

51

The ordinal levels of convergence are as follows: Strong the σ is ≤ 5% of the mean, Moderate the σ ranges
between 6-10% of the mean, Weak the σ ranges between 11-15% of the mean, and Very Weak the σ is ≥ 16% of the
mean.
52
This study omits networks 3 and 12 from this analysis because they only have one VIEW caseworker and, as a
result, show a standard deviation (σ) of zero on their measures of behavioral intention.
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on their commitment and identity scores, which seems to suggest that their increased
connectivity does not ensure similar levels of commitment and identity.
Table 6.20: Comparing Measures of Convergence for the Systemic Measures and
the Commitment and Identity Scores
Commitment and
Identity Measures of
Convergence
Strong
Moderate
Weak

Systemic Measures of Convergence
Strong
0
1 (7)
1 (4)

Moderate
1 (6)
1 (2)
3 (1, 8, 11)

Weak
0
0
1 (13)

Very Weak

Total

0
0
1 (10)

Very Weak

0
1 (5)
1(9)
0
Total
2
6
2
1
* Each of the networks is identified by their randomly assigned number in the parentheses.

1
2
6
2
11

If networks do function more effectively when their workers perform the same types of
behaviors, what, if any, other factors might contribute to the different levels of convergence for
the commitment and identity scores? Perhaps, a more consistent understanding of network
functioning is related to a greater convergence on the commitment and identity scores—a line of
reasoning this section explores further. When front-line workers share a similar understanding of
their networks systemic connectivity, are they more likely to perform behaviors that reflect the
same level of commitment and identity? To what extent, then, does the level of convergence for
each networks’ systemic measures of network functioning relate to the level of convergence for
their commitment and identity scores? Consistent with hypothesis ten, this study expects to find
that the levels of convergence for these two measures are positively associated.
Hypothesis 10: The level of convergence on the systemic measures of
network functioning is positively associated with the level of convergence
on the commitment and identity scores.
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Based on the measure of association reported in Table 6.21 below, this study cannot
reject the null hypothesis as there appears to be no statistical relationship between the levels of
convergence for the systemic measures of network functioning and the levels of convergence for
the commitment and identity scores.

Unlike the previous two categories of behavior, no

recognizable patterns in this data seem to emerge. Yet, much like the previous two categories, it
appears that many of these networks have not recognized or understood how the level of
commitment and identity from their front-line workers relates to their systemic connectivity.
Recognizing that this study has been unable to confirm or establish the direction of the
relationship between behaviors that reflect different levels of commitment and identity and the
systemic connectivity of the network approach (independent or interdependent), the next section
explores this relationship further.
Table 6.21: Measure of Association for the Measures of Convergence for the Systemic
Measures and the Commitment and Identity Scores

Ordinal by Ordinal Kendall's tau-b
N of Valid Cases

Value
.316
11

Asymp. Std.
Error
Approx. T Approx. Sig.
.154
1.860
.063

By individual.
Based on the conceptualization of network behavior, if these networks do work to align
their desired commitment and identity behaviors with the corresponding variation or degree of
the network approach, how each front-line worker understands the systemic connectivity
(independent or interdependent) of his or her network may play a major role in how this process
would unfold. Yet, given the above findings, the direction of this relationship remains unknown.
Thus, to establish or confirm the direction of this relationship, this sub-section compares the
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VIEW caseworkers’ systemic scores with their commitment and identity scores without grouping
them according to their network degree/variation or specific network. In other words, this
section investigates the aggregate VIEW caseworker population. Consistent with hypothesis
thirteen, this study expects to find a statistically significant relationship between the VIEW
caseworkers’ systemic scores and their commitment and identity scores.
Hypothesis 13: Higher and lower commitment and identity scores are
positively associated with higher and lower systemic scores.

As reported in Table 6.22 below, this study can reject the null hypothesis, as higher and
lower systemic scores are positively associated with higher and lower commitment and identity
scores. In other words, the more systemically connected a VIEW caseworker understands his or
her network to be, the more likely they are to perform behaviors that fall on the higher end of the
commitment and identity index. This finding is consistent with the conceptualization of network
behavior outlined above and establishes or confirms the direction of this relationship.
Seemingly, if front-line workers fail to recognize or understand this relationship, they may be
less likely to perform commitment and identity behaviors that are both similar and that may
facilitate or enhance their networks’ functioning. Thus, to help ensure that networks represent a
collective endeavor to the extent that they see fit, network management may need to work to
ensure that front-line workers develop a better—more consistent understanding of how and why
their networks function a certain way and contribute to that end.
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Table 6.22: Testing the Relationship between the Systemic Scores and the Commitment
and Identity Scores at the Individual Level

Systemic Scores

Commitment and Identity
Scores

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)

Commitment and
Systemic Scores Identity Scores
1
.508**
.000
72
72
**
.508
1
.000

N
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

72

72

Discussion of section 1 findings.
Together, the findings produced by section 1 contribute to the development of the
concept of network behavior and seems to establish the need for some form of behavioral
intervention that encourages the performance of network behaviors.

As such, the following

discussion reviews these findings to lay the foundation for developing the concept of network
behavior mechanism (structures, processes, trainings or routines), introduced in chapter 3. By
sharing the purposes and meanings embedded in different variations of the network approach,
network behavior mechanisms may serve as a form of behavioral intervention and help these
networks comply with the guiding assumptions outlined at the beginning of this chapter.
By variation or degree.
First, these findings support the underlying rationale for developing the concept of
network behavior, as the front-line participatory behaviors do differ along with the variations or
degrees of the network approach. Consistent with the existing scholarly literature, this study
confirmed the conceptualization of network behavior for the knowledge management and
communicative behaviors categories. Additionally, some of the data seemed to support the
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conceptualization of network behavior for the commitment and identity category, but this
relationship requires further attention.

Nonetheless, participating in networks that are

relationally static and systemically independent does appear to be quite different from
participating in networks that are relationally dynamic and systemically interdependent. As
such, the findings produced by this level of the analysis support the logical conclusion that the
differences in network functioning shape or influence front-line participatory behavior
differently, and vice versa.
According to the concept of network behavior, then, networks may need to work to align
their desired behaviors with the corresponding variation or degree of the network approach.
Seemingly, this argument also works in the opposite direction.

If those responsible for a

network’s formation and management prefer a certain variation or degree of the network
approach, based on the types of behaviors that tend to accompany that variation or degree they
may need to adjust or align their expectations accordingly.

The failure to reach such an

alignment may limit the efficiency and effectiveness of the network approach.
By network.
Next, this study compared the behavioral scores for each network with the
conceptualization of network behavior from the literature and found that many of these networks
did not compare favorably with this conceptualization. In doing so, this study uncovered two
challenges that could limit their ability to align behavior and approach and established the need
for some form of behavioral intervention. First, many of these networks showed a weak to very
weak convergence on their behavioral scores, indicating the performance of dissimilar behaviors
by their front-line workers. A lack of convergence on the behavioral scores may also signal
some level of disagreement among front-line workers, or a lack of understanding, regarding the
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purposes and meanings embedded in the overall functioning of different networks. And, second,
many of these networks and their participants have not recognized or simply do not understand
how the performance of certain behaviors relates to network functioning, or vice versa. As such,
this study concludes that many of these networks do not function as efficiently and effectively as
they could. However, the design, the development, and the use of network behavior mechanisms
can help front-line workers develop a better—more consistent understanding of how and why
their network’s function a certain way and increase the likelihood that they will perform
behaviors that are both similar and consistent with the conceptualizations of network behavior.
By individual.
To continue to lay the foundation for developing the concept of network behavior
mechanisms, the final level of this analysis explored how the performance of certain behaviors
related to the functioning of the different variations or degrees of the network approach. To do
so, this study investigated the behavioral scores for each front-line worker and compared them
with either their relational or systemic score.

For the knowledge management and

communicative behaviors categories, this study found that the more relationally complex a frontline worker understands his or her network to be the more likely they are to perform behaviors
that fall on the higher end of each index. For the commitment and identity category, this study
found that the more systemically connected a front-line worker understands his or her network to
be the more likely they are to perform behaviors that fall on the higher end of this index. These
findings provide further confirmation of the conceptualizations of network behavior developed
from the existing scholarly literature. Furthermore, if networks do seek to align behavior and
approach, how front-line workers understand the relational complexity or systemic connectivity
of their network may play a major role in how this process would unfold. Together, the above
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findings should improve the design, the development, and the use of network behavior
mechanisms, which the next section, section 2, explores further.
Section 2: Network Behavior Mechanisms
If the network approach is to become the principal means to effective governance, this
study reasons that there must be some form of behavioral intervention, such as the network
behavior mechanism, offered by this study, that could help sustain and improve network
functioning.

Building on the Theory of Planned Behavior, network managers can employ

different types of network behavior mechanisms that influence the determinants of behavioral
intention (attitude, subjective norm, and perceived behavioral control) and increase the
likelihood that their front-line workers will develop behavior patterns that are more consistent
with the conceptualization of network behavior (Ajzen, 1991; Minbaeva and Pedersen, 2010).
What, then, should these network behavior mechanisms look like? As argued in chapter 3,
network behavior mechanisms should address at least one of the front-line workers underlying
beliefs, whether behavioral, normative, or control,53 which influence their intentions to perform
certain behaviors and are likely based on a corresponding understanding of their network’s
functioning. In doing so, these mechanisms should seek to influence, inform, or address the
front-line workers’ understanding of the functioning of their networks. In order to develop the
concept of network behavior mechanisms further, the remainder of this chapter looks for
examples in practice. In doing so, this study expects the following.

53

Ajzen (1991) distinguishes between three types of beliefs: Behavioral beliefs, which link behaviors to certain
outcomes and influences an individual’s attitude toward those behaviors; Normative beliefs, which are concerned
with the approval or disapproval of behaviors by important individuals and groups and constitutes the subjective
norm; and Control beliefs, which recognize the presence of opportunities and/or obstacles to the performance of
certain behaviors and form the basis of how individuals perceive their behavioral control.
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Hypothesis 14: The use of network behavior mechanisms is positively
associated with the performance of network behaviors by front-line
workers. However, what mechanisms relate to what types of behaviors
requires further investigation.

To explore the existence of network behavior mechanisms and attempt to uncover some
examples, this study had each grant coordinator respond to open-ended questions as part of the
Grant Coordinator Survey and take part in an in-depth interview. In this section, this study
refers to the survey respondents and interviewees with the initials GC for Grant Coordinator and
the randomly assigned number for their network (i.e. GC-1). Of the thirteen social welfare
networks, this study found that only networks 6 and 11 incorporated behavioral interventions that
fit the conceptualization of network behavior mechanisms, outlined above. To fit the
conceptualization of network behavior mechanisms, a structure, training, process or routine had
to share the purposes and meanings embedded in the network approach, address one of the three
determinants of behavioral intention and their underlying beliefs (behavioral, normative, and
control beliefs) and understandings of the network functioning, and help establish a connection
between behavior and network approach.

Consistent with hypothesis fourteen, networks 6 and

11 compare favorably with the conceptualization of network behavior drawn from the existing
literature. In addition, network 6 is the only network to show a moderate to strong convergence
on both measures of network functioning and their scores for each category of behavior.
Similarly, with the exception of their commitment and identity score, network 11 shows a
moderate to strong convergence on their knowledge management and communicative behaviors
scores. In networks 6 and 11, the use of network behavior mechanisms seems to encourage the
performance of behaviors that are both similar and consistent with the understanding of network
behavior, which supports hypothesis 14.

However, due to the limited number cases, this
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relationship warrants future research. Next, this study uses the three types of beliefs (behavioral,
normative, and control beliefs) to analyze and describe the network behavior mechanisms
employed by networks 6 and 11.
Network 6.
Network 6 holds staff meetings twice a month that specifically address the use of the
network approach (GC-6, 2011, survey and interview). The first meeting of the month addresses
policy concerns, provides VIEW caseworkers with an opportunity to discuss their cases, and sets
aside some time for celebrations. Specifically, the celebrations recognize and reward successful,
creative, and innovative approaches to service delivery, which closely resembles some of the
behaviors that would fall under the knowledge management category. As a network behavior
mechanism, the celebrations address all three types of beliefs. First, they address the front-line
workers behavioral beliefs by incentivizing the performance of certain types of behaviors over
others. Second, they address their normative beliefs because they signal the approval of certain
behaviors by their co-workers and management. And, third, they address their control beliefs by
communicating that these types of behaviors are in some ways an expected outcome of the
chosen approach. In other words, the celebrations establish a link between certain knowledge
management behaviors and the chosen approach, while attempting to address or inform the frontline workers’ understanding of the relational complexity of their networks.

Therefore, as

expected, network 6’s knowledge management score is quite high and shows a strong level of
convergence.
The second meeting serves as a training session in which the VIEW caseworkers
―participate in team building exercises and engage in an open dialogue/forum where they discuss
the ins and outs of how their programs should function‖ (GC-6, 2011, interview). The regularity
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of the team building exercises addresses the normative beliefs of front-line workers and helps
establish a link between higher levels of commitment and identity and the chosen approach.
However, network 6 shows a weak convergence on their commitment and identity scores, which
suggests that some of the front-line workers have yet to recognize or understand the systemic
connectivity of their networks. Although not directly linked to certain behavior, the open
dialogue serves as a feed-forward process, through which management shares important
information on how their programs intend to function, and a feedback process, through which
front-line workers are able to make suggestions and share their concerns. In doing so, this
mechanism addresses the front-line workers control beliefs by providing them with a means to
address obstacles to the performance of certain types of behaviors. Both mechanisms employed
by the second meeting also attempt to attack or inform the front-line workers’ understanding of
how and why their networks function as they do.
Network 11.
Network 11 developed an extensive program orientation for new hires that focuses
explicitly on working in a multi-organizational setting. This orientation program has new hires
read the grant proposal and meet with their supervisor for a one-on-one discussion of how the
program intends to function. Then, to help them build interpersonal relationships with other
participants, the new hires meet with each of the network’s partners so that they can develop a
personal contact with each at the outset (GC-11, 2001, survey and interview). In other words,
this network behavior mechanism establishes a link between certain types of communicative
behaviors and the chosen approach, while attempting to inform the new hires understanding of
the relational complexity of their networks from day one. In doing so, it helps address the new
hires normative beliefs by showing that certain types of communicative behaviors are highly
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valued by others within the network. It also addresses their control beliefs by helping eliminate
obstacles or barriers to interacting and working in a multi-organizational setting. Therefore, as
expected, network 11’s communicative behaviors score falls on the higher end of the
communicative behaviors index. However, the scores shows a moderate convergence, which
may be an indication that new and old hires, alike, require some form of behavioral intervention.
Discussion of section 2 findings.
Network behavior mechanisms can influence the conditions in which front-line workers
act and the antecedents of behavioral intention (attitude, subjective norm, and perceived
behavioral control), thereby affecting front-line participatory behavior. What, then, should these
network behavior mechanisms look like? Based on the above analysis, this study can offer three
types of network behavior mechanisms that can influence one of the three determinants of
behavioral intention and their underlying beliefs, whether they are behavioral, normative, or
control beliefs (Ajzen, 1991; Minbaeva and Pedersen, 2010).


Incentives/Rewards These network behavior mechanisms serve as an
inducement for front-line workers to perform certain types of network
behaviors, which should influence their attitude toward those behaviors.
The incentivized behaviors are a reflection of the purposes and meanings
embedded in the chosen variation or degree of the network approach (i.e.
celebrations employed by network 6).



Interpersonal Linkages/Encounters These network behavior mechanisms
bring front-line workers and other network participants together for the
specific purposes of building relationships and developing a shared
understanding of certain types of behaviors, which influences their
subjective norms. These mechanisms should confirm and support the
development of an understanding that is consistent with the
conceptualization of network behaviors (i.e. team building exercises
employed by network 6 and the new hire meetings employed by network
11).
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Feed-forward/Feed-back Loops These network behavior mechanisms
create a communication link between management and front-line workers.
This provides an avenue for management to clarify the purposes and
meanings embedded in the chosen variation of the network approach and
for front-line workers to share and address obstacles to the performance of
certain types of behaviors, which should influence the front-line workers
perceived behavioral control (i.e. open dialogue/forum employed by
network 6).

As mentioned previously, what network behavior mechanisms relate to what behaviors
requires further attention. Nonetheless, a review of the individual determinants of behavioral
intention may help explain an individual’s behavioral weaknesses.

As this study argues,

managers could employ the different types of network behavior mechanisms, mentioned above,
to influence their behavioral determinants, attack their weaknesses, and encourage the
performance of network behaviors.
Implications of Chapter Findings
Ultimately, by exploring the relationship between front-line participatory behavior and
the use of the network approach, this chapter contributes greatly to the conceptualization of
network behavior. After doing so, this chapter investigated how each network compared with
this understanding of network behavior and found that many of these networks and their
participants have failed to establish a connection between the performance of certain front-line
participatory behaviors and their overall functioning or approach. By doing so, many of these
networks are subject to the behavioral discretion of front-line workers who, absent some form of
behavioral intervention, tend to perform behaviors that are dissimilar and that do not compare
favorably with the conceptualization of network behavior drawn from the existing literature.
When coupled with the finding from chapter 5 that many of these networks do not provide their
front-line workers with any instruction or guidance on their functioning, this study concludes that
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many of these networks may not function as efficiently and effectively as they could, which may
limit their ability to address complex issues such as poverty and unemployment. These findings
show that absent some form of behavioral intervention, which addresses the types of weaknesses
mentioned in this section, the network approach may struggle to become the principal means to
effective governance. For this reason, this study develops and offers the concept of network
behavior mechanisms as a form of behavioral intervention that can help sustain and improve the
functioning of different variations of the network approach.
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Chapter 7:
Summary and Implications
Following significant changes in the welfare legislation of the United States, many states
and their localities formed, or encouraged the formation of, networks to administer or deliver
their social welfare programs.54 Many scholars and practitioners have found that problems such
as poverty and unemployment are too hard to define and too complex for a single organization to
address (Keast et al., 2004; Kettl, 1996).

In Creating the Collaborative Advantage, Chris

Huxham (1996, p. 4) also argued that these types of issues ―cannot be tackled by any single
organization acting alone [because] these issues have ramifications for so many aspects of
society that they are inherently multi-organizational.‖ As such, many government initiatives
now require the use of these multi-organizational arrangements, or networks, as a condition of
public funding (Bressers, O’Toole, and Richardson, 1995; Goldsmith and Eggers, 2004; Kickert,
Klijn, and Koppenjan, 1997; Mattessich et al., 2001: O’Toole, 1997).

Recognizing the

increasing importance and pervasiveness of networks, this study uncovered and sought to
address an important question. What is the relationship between front-line participatory behavior
and the use of the network approach?
Despite a few notable exceptions (Considine and Lewis, 1999; Handler, 1996; Smith and
Lipsky, 1993), this study found few studies that sought to integrate the network literature with
the literature on front-line or street-level work. To begin to close this gap in the literature, then,
as depicted in Figure 7.1, the preceding chapters explored the behaviors of front-line workers in
thirteen social welfare networks throughout the state of Virginia. The following chapter reviews

54

As defined in chapter 1, networks are a collection of participants and/or organizations (nodes and linkages) that
pursue repeated exchange relations with one another (i.e. information, knowledge, financial resources, and services)
and serve some purpose (Agranoff and McGuire, 2001; Goldsmith and Eggers, 2004; Keast et al., 2004; Lipnack
and Stamps, 1994; O’Toole, 1997; Podolny and Page, 1998). Also, refer back to Table 1.1 for an outline of the
differences between three governance approaches: social work professional, legal-bureaucratic, and network.
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the key findings of this study and their implications to establish or confirm this study’s
contribution to the scholarly literature. Three main sections divide this review according to the
findings regarding network functioning, the relationship between front-line participatory
behavior and the use of the network approach, and network behavior mechanisms. Each section
includes a brief overview of this study’s conceptual framework and methods. Finally, this
chapter offers some conclusions and offers some suggestions for future research.
Figure 7.1: Depicting the Integration of Two Streams of Literature

Summary of Key Findings and their Implications
Assuming that there can be some variation in the overall functioning55 of different
networks, this study reasoned that some front-line participatory behaviors would be a better fit
for certain variations of the network approach than other behaviors. However, due to the

55

As defined in Chapter 2, network functioning refers to the process whereby the relations among a collection of
participants and/or organizations, constituting a network, are produced and reproduced to form a relatively stable
system and serve some purpose (Provan and Kenis, 2007; Hernes, 2008).
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limitations of past research, this study recognized that the vocabulary and imagery needed to
describe and theorize about the specific front-line participatory behaviors that accompany the use
of the network approach did not exist. For this reason, this study introduced and developed two
important concepts: network behaviors and network behavior mechanisms. Network behaviors
are participatory behaviors that facilitate or enhance the functioning of the network approach.
Network behavior mechanisms are behavioral interventions (structures, processes, trainings, or
routines) that encourage the performance of network behaviors. Yet, it is only by demonstrating
that networks do differ in their overall functioning that this study could establish the rationale for
developing these concepts. As such, this study began by exploring the overall functioning of the
thirteen social welfare networks.
Network functioning.
As this study argued, a broader focus on network functioning would illuminate the
processual aspects of collective action through networks and draw attention to the interaction
setting where front-line behavior patterns are most likely formed.

Highlighting several

limitations in the existing scholarly literature, then, chapter 2 offered the Four Degrees of the
Network Approach (cooperation, coordination, consolidation, collaboration) as a framework for
investigating and sorting out several variations in the functioning of the network approach. Two
key arguments served as the foundation for this framework: 1) a relational, rather than structural,
view of networks best captures the complexity of the interactions among network participants
and 2) a systems, rather than micro-level, perspective improves the understanding of the overall
connectivity of network participants. Several questions concerning the overall functioning of the
thirteen social welfare networks emerged and formed the basis of several hypotheses,
investigated in chapter 5 (See Summary of Network Functioning Hypotheses in Table 7.1
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below). Are there differences in the relational complexity (static or dynamic) and systemic
connectivity (independent or interdependent) or overall functioning of these networks so that
they fall within one of the Four Degrees of the Network Approach? Are certain variations or
degrees of the network approach more likely than other variations or degrees? Do front-line
participants and management have a similar understanding of the functioning of their networks?
The preceding analysis yielded a number of important findings, reviewed below, and improved
this study’s ability to analyze, describe, and understand the relationship between front-line
participatory behavior and the use of the network approach.
Table 7.1: Network Functioning Hypotheses
Network Functioning Hypotheses

Supported

Hypothesis 1: This study expects to find that the thirteen social welfare networks
do not represent an undifferentiated form or approach to governance, nor do they all
function alike.

Yes

Hypothesis 2: This study expects higher or lower scores for the relational
dimension to be positively associated with higher or lower scores for the systemic
dimension.

Yes

Hypothesis 3: As an indication of a dissimilar understanding of network
functioning, this study expects the majority of the participants in these networks to
show a lack of convergence on their measures of network functioning.

Yes

Hypothesis 4: As an indication that networks do not function as intended, this
study expects the measures of network functioning drawn from the perspective of
front-line workers to differ from measures of network functioning drawn from the
perspective of management.

Yes

Network functioning is an important variable.
Using the Four Degrees of the Network Approach, chapter 5 confirmed hypothesis 1 by
demonstrating that there are differences in the relational complexity and systemic connectivity,
or overall functioning, of the thirteen social welfare networks (refer back to Figure 5.1). The
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measures of network functioning produced by the Front-Line Behavior Survey placed the
majority of the networks into the coordination degree, which represents instrumental or
functional relationships.

Additionally, these measures placed a second—smaller cluster of

networks into the collaboration degree, which represents constitutive, interpersonal, and
somewhat self-organizing relationships. The networks investigated by this study, then, tended
toward one of two variations or degrees of the network approach, which represent the extremes
of network functioning. As such, this study concluded that network functioning represents a
variable with some important differences, some of which may address certain situations better
than other situations.
Supporting the above finding, this study also confirmed hypothesis 2 and found that
higher and lower scores from the front-line workers for one of the dimensions of network
functioning was positively associated with higher and lower scores for the other dimension.
These findings seem to suggest that relationally dynamic environments may help create the
conditions for and may even require systemic interdependence, and vice versa. These findings
also suggest that systemic independence may be less conducive to relational dynamism, and vice
versa. As such, two of the four variations or degrees of the network approach, cooperation and
consolidation, defy the direction of the relationship between the relational and systemic
dimensions of network functioning.

For this reason, this study concludes that although

cooperation and consolidation exist theoretically, in practice these variations or degrees of the
network approach might be somewhat rare and difficult to maintain.
Together, the above findings contribute significantly to the scholarly literature and could
provide some guidance to those responsible for the formation and management of networks.
First, this study offers a framework for exploring the functioning of networks that emphasizes
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how participant relations are produced and reproduced and demonstrates its application or use.
Second, this study found that to this point most scholars have highlighted the differences in
network structure, while treating networks as if they all function alike. Yet, recognizing the
relational and systemic variability in network functioning revealed by this study, both scholars
and practitioners could improve their work by understanding and accounting for this variability
as they study networks or choose to adopt the network as a governance approach.

By

demonstrating this variability, this study confirms the rationale for this study as it explores how
this variability may influence or shape front-line participatory behavior, and vice versa. Finally,
the above findings also suggest that some variations or degrees of the network approach may be
more or less difficult to maintain, which may mean that some networks will require more or less
attention or planning from those responsible for their formation and management.
Rational planning is a necessary exercise.
Dissecting the measures of network functioning produced by the Front-Line Behavior
Survey, this study confirmed hypothesis 3 and found that only two of the networks and their
participants showed a moderate to strong convergence on both measures of network functioning
(relational and systemic). As such, the majority of the front-line workers in each network
investigated by this study have a dissimilar understanding of the functioning of their networks.
In addition, this study confirmed hypothesis 4 and found that only four of the thirteen networks
function as intended by those responsible for their formation and management (as represented by
the Grant Coordinators responses to the Grant Coordinator Survey).

Based on the above

findings, it is highly unlikely that the majority of these networks function as efficiently and
effectively as they could. Recognizing the implications of these findings, which seem to suggest

165

a disconnect between management and workers on the front lines, this study looked for an
explanation.
A review of the grant proposals for each network and the responses to the open-ended
questions from the Grant Coordinator Survey suggests that the majority of these networks
provided their front-line workers with little-to-no guidance or instruction on how to interact or
connect with other network participants. The majority of the proposals provided a limited
description of the networks' participants and outlined how each network would share their
financial resources. And, in the responses to open-ended questions, the Grant Coordinators
seemed to struggle with the concept of network functioning and did not demonstrate a thorough
consideration of many of the important aspects of network functioning.56 In practice, much like
the existing scholarly literature, network functioning seems to have received little-to-no attention
in practice. These findings have important implications for those considering the adoption of the
network approach.
As this study concludes, the decision to adopt the network approach may be more
effective if it is the product of a rational planning exercise. Perhaps, this rational planning
exercise should consist of a thorough consideration of the relational and systemic dimensions of
network functioning and how certain variations or degrees of the network approach will support
or conflict with the expectations and desires of those responsible for the network’s formation and
management. After doing so, mechanisms that help front-line participants develop a similar
understanding of network functioning and that help ensure networks function as intended, and
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The important aspects of network functioning are outlined in chapter 2 as follows: Relational Dimension –
assignment of roles, frequency and method of interaction, nature and scope of interactions, sustainability of
interactions; Systemic Dimension – system boundaries, nature of authority, flow of resources, and emergent
properties.
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continue to do so, may be necessary. This study suggests the network behavior mechanism,
which are reviewed in detail in section 3.
Front-line participatory behavior does matter.
Finally, the findings from the network functioning hypotheses supports the assumption
that the discretion or behavior of front-line workers can play a major role in how networks
actually function, as evidenced by the lack of convergence on measures of network functioning.
Applying Giddens (1984) structuration theory to these findings, this study concludes that the
front-line workers through their repetitive social interactions help create the network that, in turn,
creates and shapes their future interactions.

Seemingly, during this process, as network

participants, they interact and neither the network nor the front-line workers escape unchanged
(Giddens, 1984; Klijn, 2001; Morçöl and Wachhaus, 2009). Recognizing that networks tend to
disperse and decentralize control, these findings suggest that networks are continuously being
formed and reformed through the interactions that take place on the front lines, where the actual
work of the network is done. The failure to account for this reality in the planning phase may be
partly responsible for the finding that the majority of the networks investigated by this study do
not function as intended by those responsible for their formation and management. How the
front-line workers undertake their responsibilities and behave in a network setting, then, is a
central issue that warrants further consideration.
Front-Line participatory behavior in networks.
To improve the conceptualization of network behaviors and begin to distinguish between
behaviors that do and do not enhance or facilitate the functioning of certain variations or degrees
of the network approach, chapter 6 investigated the behaviors of the VIEW caseworkers
(traditional front-line workers) in each social welfare network.
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Using Ajzen’s (1985 and 1991)

Theory of Planned Behavior as a guiding framework, as depicted in Figure 7.3, this study
assigned behavioral scores to each VIEW caseworker for three categories of behavior that have
traditionally been

associated

with

the

network

approach:

knowledge

management,

communicative behavior, and commitment and identity. Three assumptions, developed from a
review of the existing scholarly literature, formed the basis of this investigation and the three
levels of analysis at which this study analyzed how these behavioral scores differed or
converged:
1) Variation or Degree Level: The literature would argue that networks
may be more effective if selected front-line participatory behaviors were
aligned with the corresponding variation or degree of the network
approach, or vice versa.
2) Network Level: When front-line workers perform behaviors that are
both similar and consistent with the conceptualization of network
behavior drawn from the existing scholarly literature, networks may
function more efficiently and effectively.
3) Individual Level: How front-line workers understand the functioning of
their networks will play a major role in the performance of certain
front-line participatory behaviors, and vice versa.

The remainder of this section reviews the findings at each level of the analysis to highlight their
contribution to the literature, improve the conceptualization of network behaviors, and establish
the need for network behavior mechanisms. In doing so, each sub-section reviews the findings
and the hypotheses that coincide with the different levels of the analysis.
Variation or degree level.
Based on assumption one above, at the variation or degree level this study investigated
whether the VIEW caseworkers’ behaviors differed when grouped by the variations or degrees of
the network approach (cooperation, coordination, consolidation, collaboration). In doing so, this
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study sought a confirmation of the underlying rationale for developing the concept of network
behavior and a confirmation of the conceptualization of network behaviors for each behavior
category, as developed from the existing scholarly literature and reported in chapter 3. As
reported in Table 7.2, this study confirmed hypotheses 5 and 6 and the conceptualization of
network behavior for the knowledge management and communicative behaviors categories.
Additionally, some of the data seemed to support the conceptualization of network behavior for
the commitment and identity category. However, as reported in Table 7.2, this study could not
confirm hypothesis 7 and, for this reason, the relationship between levels of commitment and
identity and the variations or degrees of the network approach will require further attention.
Nonetheless, based on these findings, this study concludes that the differences in network
functioning can shape or influence front-line participatory behavior differently, and vice versa.
As such, these findings do support the underlying rationale for developing the concept of
network behavior.
Table 7.2: Front-Line Participatory Behavior Hypotheses: Variation or Degree Level
Hypotheses

Supported

Hypothesis 5: In the networks classified as cooperation and collaboration, the VIEW
caseworkers’ knowledge management scores will be significantly higher than the
knowledge management scores in networks classified as coordination and consolidation.

Yes

Hypothesis 6: In the networks classified as cooperation and collaboration, the VIEW
caseworkers’ communicative behaviors scores will be significantly higher than the
communicative behaviors scores in the networks classified as coordination and
consolidation.

Yes

Hypothesis 7: In the networks classified as consolidation and collaboration, the VIEW
caseworkers’ commitment and identity scores will be significantly higher than the
commitment and identity scores in the networks classified as cooperation and coordination.

No

According to the concept of network behaviors, then, networks and their participants
may need to work to align their desired behaviors with the corresponding variation or degree of
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the network approach. Seemingly, this argument also works in the opposite direction. If those
responsible for a network’s formation and management prefer a certain variation or degree of the
network approach, based on the types of behaviors that tend to accompany that variation or
degree, they may need to adjust or align their expectations accordingly. Consider for example
the following scenarios, as depicted in Figure 7.3. If those responsible for the formation and
management of networks want to create an environment conducive to behaviors that support
knowledge creation or dialogue, the findings above suggest that they will need to work to create
a relationally dynamic environment (self-organizing and interpersonal relations—cooperation or
collaboration). Or, if those responsible for the formation and management of networks prefer a
network that is relationally static (instrumental and impersonal relations—coordination or
consolidation), they should not expect to find their front-line workers engaging in behaviors that
support knowledge creation or dialogue.
Figure 7.2: Conceptualizations of Network Behavior Supported

Based on the above findings, scholars and practitioners, alike, should no longer neglect
the relationship between front-line participatory behavior and the use of the network approach.
An improved understanding of this relationship represents an important piece of the overall
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governance puzzle and may unlock the potential of the network approach; an approach that many
argue represents the principal means to effective governance for the twenty-first century.
Network level.
Based on assumption two above, this study explored the concept of network behaviors at
the network level, as a potential indication of whether or not the thirteen social welfare networks
are functioning as efficiently and effectively as they could. In doing so, this study found that
many of these networks did not compare favorably with the conceptualization of network
behaviors, suggesting that they may not function as efficiently and effectively as they could. In
this analysis, this study uncovered two challenges that could limit the ability of these networks
and their participants to align their behaviors with the corresponding variation or degree of the
network approach, or vice versa. First, this study found that the majority of these networks and
their participants showed a weak to very weak convergence on their behavioral scores, which
indicates the performance of dissimilar behaviors by their front-line workers. The lack of
convergence on the behavioral scores seems to suggest that there is some disagreement among
these front-line workers, or a lack of understanding, regarding the purposes and meanings
embedded in the overall functioning of their networks. This finding highlights the need for some
form of behavioral intervention that can share the purposes and meanings embedded in certain
variation or degrees of the network approach, while encouraging these front-line workers to
perform the behaviors that appear to be the best fit.
Second, this study found that many of these networks and their participants have not
recognized or do not understand how the performance of certain behaviors relates to network
functioning. In support of this finding, as reflected by the findings for several hypotheses
reviewed in Table 7.2 below, a more or less consistent understanding of network functioning, as
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indicated by each network’s level of convergence for either their relational and systemic
measures, does not necessarily result in a greater or lesser convergence on certain behavioral
scores. In other words, when a network’s participants share a similar or dissimilar understanding
of the functioning of their network it does not relate significantly to the performance of similar or
dissimilar behaviors. This finding provides further evidence that these networks and their
participants may need to adopt some form of behavioral intervention that establishes and
supports the connection between behavior and approach, as reflected by the conceptualization of
network behaviors.
Table 7.3: Front-Line Participatory Behavior Hypotheses: Network Level
Hypotheses

Supported

Hypothesis 8: The level of convergence for each network on their relational measures
of network functioning is positively associated with the level of convergence on their
knowledge management scores.

No

Hypothesis 9: The level of convergence on the relational measures of network
functioning is positively associated with the level of convergence on their communicative
behaviors scores.

No

Hypothesis 10: The level of convergence on the systemic measures of network
functioning is positively associated with the level of convergence on their commitment
and identity scores.

No

Based on the above findings, this study concludes that the design, development, and use
of some form of behavioral intervention are paramount to the alignment of behavior and
approach. Due to front-line discretion, the absence of some form of behavioral intervention may
lead to the performance of dissimilar behaviors and behaviors that do not compare favorably
with the conceptualization of network behaviors. As such, the failure to adopt some form of
behavioral intervention may limit the efficiency and effectiveness of the network approach.

172

Individual level.
Based on assumption 3 above, this level of the analysis seeks to establish or confirm the
direction of the relationship between each category of behavior and the variations or degrees
approach of the network approach.

Although not assuming causality, as reflected by the

hypotheses reviewed in Table 7.3 below, this study explored how the performance of certain
behaviors relates to each VIEW caseworkers understanding of either the relational complexity or
systemic connectivity of their networks. For the knowledge management and communicative
behaviors categories, this study found that the more relationally complex a front-line worker
understands his or her network to be, the more likely they are to perform behaviors that fall on
the higher end of each index. For the commitment and identity category, this study found that
the more systemically connected a front-line worker understands his or her network to be, the
more likely they are to perform behaviors that fall on the higher end of this index. These
findings provide further confirmation of the conceptualization of network behavior, as developed
from the existing scholarly literature.
Table 7.4: Front-Line Participatory Behavior Hypotheses: Individual Level
Hypotheses

Supported

Hypothesis 11: Higher and lower knowledge management scores are positively

Yes

associated with higher and lower relational scores.

Hypothesis 12: Higher and lower communicative behaviors scores are positively
associated with higher and lower relational scores.

Hypothesis 13: Higher and lower commitment and identity scores are positively
associated with higher and lower systemic scores.

Yes
Yes

Based on the above findings, if networks do seek to align behavior and approach, how
front-line workers understand the functioning of their network may play a major role in how this
process would unfold. When coupled with the findings from the previous two levels of this
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analysis, these findings established a solid foundation for exploring the use of behavioral
interventions that encourage front-line workers to perform network behaviors, otherwise referred
to by this study as network behavior mechanisms.
Network behavior mechanisms.
If the network approach is to become the principal means to effective governance, this
study reasons that there must be some form of behavioral intervention, such as the network
behavior mechanism, offered by this study, that would help sustain and improve network
functioning.

Building on the Theory of Planned Behavior, network managers can employ

different types of network behavior mechanisms that influence the determinants of behavioral
intention (attitude, subjective norm, and perceived behavioral control) and increase the
likelihood that their front-line workers will develop behavior patterns that are more consistent
with the conceptualization of network behavior (Ajzen, 1991; Minbaeva and Pedersen, 2010).
Network behavior mechanisms may influence, inform, or address the front-line workers’
understanding of network functioning and how network functioning relates to the performance of
certain behaviors. As reported in Table 7.4, this study found that the use of network behavior
mechanisms is positively associated with the performance of network behaviors by front-line
workers. However, this relationship requires further attention because this study found that only
two of the thirteen social welfare networks (6 and 11) used network behavior mechanism.
Table 7.5: Network Behavior Mechanisms Hypothesis
Hypotheses
Hypothesis 14: The use of network behavior mechanisms is positively associated with
the performance of network behaviors by front-line workers. However, what mechanisms
relate to what types of behaviors requires further investigation.
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Supported
Yes

Chapter 6 uncovers and presents several examples of network behavior mechanisms
adopted by networks 6 and 11. These network behavior mechanisms fall into three broad
categories, outlined in detail in chapter 6, that influence or address one of the three determinants
of behavioral intention: Incentives/Rewards (attitude toward the behavior), Interpersonal
Linkages/Encounters (subjective norm), and Feed-forward/Feed-back Loops (perceived
behavior control).

To share or support the purposes and meanings embedded in certain

variations or degrees of the network approach, which may increase the likelihood that front-line
workers perform network behaviors, those responsible for the formation and management of
networks could employ these different types of network behavior mechanisms.
Implications and Conclusions
The findings produced by this study may serve as the foundation for future efforts to
establish a theory or rationale for developing and choosing among variations in the network
approach. Both scholars and practitioners alike need to analyze and articulate the situations in
which certain variations of the network approach are most appropriate.

To do so most

effectively, these efforts must include some consideration of the behaviors of front-line workers.
However, much like the existing scholarly literature, many of the thirteen social welfare
networks investigated by this study had not thoroughly considered the differences in network
functioning and how these differences might relate to the performance of certain front-line
participatory behaviors. Formal mandates and government initiatives that encourage or require
the use of interorganizational arrangements and community partnerships may have helped spark
the formation of many networks, but an important question remains. Can rational planning
exercises help increase or establish the necessary connections between front-line participatory
behavior and the variations or degrees of the network approach? As this study argues, the failure
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to connect these two important aspects of governance omits an important piece of the overall
puzzle and may limit the efficiency and effectiveness of the network approach.
As such, the vocabulary and imagery introduced and developed by this study may serve as
the beginning stages of a three-step diagnostic tool or instrument through which scholars and
practitioners can investigate and work to align the front-line participatory behaviors of networks
with their corresponding variations or degrees of the network approach, or vice versa.


Step 1 - Explore the relational complexity and systemic connectivity
(network functioning) of the network to place it in one of the Four Degrees
of the Network Approach (cooperation, coordination, consolidation,
collaboration).



Step 2 – Identify the accompanying front-line participatory behaviors and
compare them with the conceptualizations of network behavior. If they do
not compare favorably and some alignment is needed, explore the
individual determinants of behavioral intention (attitude toward the
behavior, subjective norm, perceived behavioral control) to identify the
areas that need to be addressed.



Step 3 – Design, develop, and employ the appropriate types of network
behavior mechanisms, which address the underlying behavioral, normative,
or control beliefs that influence the three determinants of behavioral
intention: Incentives/Rewards (attitude toward the behavior), Interpersonal
Linkages/Encounters (subjective norm), and Feed-forward/Feed-back
Loops (perceived behavior control).

As scholars and practitioners, alike, continue to look to networks as the principal means to
effective governance for the twenty-first century, the findings produced by this study suggest that
this type of evaluation may be necessary and should be a regular occurrence.
Limitations of this study.
As with any research project, there are several limitations associated with the
methodology and findings of this study. First, by limiting the focus of this study to the VIEW
caseworkers, this study worked with a small sample size, which may limit the legitimacy and
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generalizability of the findings. Second, the use of perceptive-subjective and self-reported
measures may create some issues with content validity as to whether the survey responses are a
reflection of the network approach itself and not some other factor. Finally, this study offers a
snapshot of the functioning of the thirteen social welfare networks, which given that network
functioning is a continuous process may limit the validity of study findings. Together, this
study’s limitations form the basis of several suggestions for future research.
Future research.
Given the relatively small study population, future study’s should replicate this study’s
efforts on a larger scale by expanding it to different populations, which may include a larger
sample size of VIEW caseworkers, other social service workers, other policy areas, and nontraditional front-line workers. Likewise, future studies should expand the methods of this study
to include more qualitative data (participant interviews), objective measures of network
functioning, participant observation, and longitudinal research designs.

In doing so, future

studies should address the following questions. Is the Four Degrees of the Network Approach
and the corresponding relational and systemic dimensions an accurate representation of the major
differences in network functioning? Are there other indicators of the differences in network
functioning that this study omits? Absent some form of behavioral intervention, do networks
shift toward one of the two extremes of network functioning (coordination or collaboration)? In
relation to the network approach, what other front-line participatory behaviors warrant further
consideration? What is the relationship between the performance of certain behaviors and other
behaviors?

What network behavior mechanisms relate to what behaviors (provide more

examples and categories of mechanisms)? How does the performance of network behaviors
relate to certain outcomes, such as efficiency and effectiveness?
177

As networks grow in

importance and become more pervasive, this research will form the basis of one of the most
important research agendas for twenty-first century public administration.
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Appendix A: Idealized Form of the Network Approach (Collaboration)
In its idealized form, represented by collaboration in the Four Degrees of the Network
Approach, the network approach has the capacity for self-organization and self-renewal. Unlike
the traditional model of government, these types of networks do not need to be centrally
controlled to function (Morçöl and Wachhaus, 2009). They represent what Hernes (2008) refer
to as a continuous process of ―becoming.‖ In other words, these networks are always in the
making. They are fluid. They learn and adapt. They are continuously being formed and
reformed through the combined interactions of their elements (Holland, 1995; Meek et al., 2007;
Morçöl and Wachhaus, 2009).

These interactions shape their participants, recursively.

Participating in self-organizing systems that learn and adapt is quite different from participating
in rigid structures that depend on top-down control. This raises an important question. As selforganizing systems, what is the intended functioning of these networks?
The central aim of this section is to develop and introduce a framework that explains how
networks function in their idealized form.

To enhance our theoretical capabilities, this

framework provides a synthesis of network and complexity theories with some influence from
the organizational learning literature.

Three key premises form the underpinnings of this

framework and support one central proposition:
Premise I:

The network, itself, functions as a complex adaptive system.

Premise II:

Network functioning is multi-level: institutional, managerial, and
operational.

Premise III: A dynamic feed-forward and feedback process, which consists of
three main stages, links the three levels of functioning: adaptationlearning, variation-aggregation, and social interaction.
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Central Proposition: The network approach, in its idealized form, represents a
complex system or pattern of relationships among multiple, interdependent, and
self-organizing elements that learn and adapt as time elapses and experiences
accumulate (Holland, 1995; Morçöl and Wachhaus, 2009).
A complex adaptive system.
Self-organization draws attention to the internal dynamics of the network in its idealized
form and reveals the complexity of its functioning. Complexity, as suggested by Axelrod and
Cohen (1999, p. 15), ―does not simply denote many moving parts‖ instead complexity indicates
that the ―system consists of parts which interact in ways that heavily influence the probabilities
of later events.‖ Translated into the study of network functioning, this means that these networks
can sustain themselves (self-organize/self-renew) through the interaction of their elements.
During these interactions, participants recursively produce and assign meaning to themselves and
others. The continual production of meaning creates the opportunity for change as well as
continuity. Recognizable patterns of action will emerge as these types of networks acquire order
and structure through their internal operations as complex systems.
This systems thinking is a discipline that draws attention to the relationships and
interdependence of the different elements of these networks. As suggested by Senge (1990), it
requires a ―shift of mind from seeing parts to seeing wholes, from seeing people as helpless
reactors to seeing them as active participants in shaping their reality.‖ Participants, as suggested
by Hernes (2008, p. 13), ―cannot be analyzed as merely acting upon each other because their
interaction changes what they are.‖ Through these interactions, these networks self-organize and
self-renew forming a whole, or system, that is greater than the simple sum of their parts
(Holland, 1995).
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Network functioning is multi-level.
As complex adaptive systems, the functioning of these networks is multi-level:
institutional, managerial, and operational (Lynn, Jr. et al., 2001). Here, the term level is not used
in a hierarchical sense. Rather, it is used to denote different layers of interest or responsibility.
The institutional level represents the overall picture and purpose of the endeavor. Institutions are
the more enduring features of social life and serve to differentiate networks by giving them their
identity (Giddens, 1984). This includes the rules, resources, and routines of the network. The
managerial level is concerned with the development of technique or strategy, the shaping of
relationships, and the formation of patterns of interaction.

Finally, the operational level

encompasses the task environment—the interactions and actions that take place during the
administration or delivery of programs and services.
Three stages of network functioning.
How, then, are these three levels of network functioning connected? Here, network
functioning consists of three main stages that occur in a dynamic feed-forward and feedback
process across the different levels of the network: adaptation-learning, variation-aggregation, and
social interaction. Feed-forward relates to exploitation or using previous learning to administer
public programs. It is the transfer of past learning from the institutional, to the managerial and
operational levels. Feed-back relates to exploration and the way social interactions that take
place at the operational and managerial level trigger a process of either resistance or learningadaptation at the institutional level (Crossan et al., 1999; Holland, 1995). The adaptationlearning stage takes place at the institutional level, the variation-aggregation stage at the
managerial level, and the social interaction stage at the operational level. Granted there is some
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spillover from level to level, but, in terms of how networks function as complex adaptive
systems, there is a sequence or progression to these stages.
Adaptation refers to how networks adapt themselves to their external environments
through their internal operations. Roughly, experiences lead to changes in a network’s rules,
resources, and routines so that as time passes the network can make better use of its environment,
for its own ends. Here, I expand the terms range to include learning (Holland, 1995). Learning
emphasizes the belief that network adaptations are the result of interactions among the networks
elements and participants.
The variation stage strikes the right balance between variety and uniformity. This stage
may consist of periods of preservation, boundary spanning, and elimination. Aggregation refers
to the grouping of similar and different types.

Which participants interact?

And, which

participants should interact, and when? When participants aggregate, they can become highly
adaptive—exhibiting emergent properties (Axelrod and Cohen, 1999; Holland, 1995; Morçöl and
Wachhaus, 2009).
Finally, social interaction is an essential part of this framework because it marks both the
culmination of the feed-forward process and the genesis of the feedback process.

When

participants interact, these networks ―become not a mere pile of agents of varying types but a
population that gives rise to events and has an unfolding history‖ (Axelrod and Cohen, 1999, p.
63). Social interaction or dialogue, as stated by Issacs (1993, p. 27), is a ―discipline of collective
thinking and inquiry‖ in which participants ―develop collaborative thought and coordinated
action.‖ Through these social interactions, participants engage in a process of sensemaking,
learning, and the creation of shared meaning. This results in new understandings and behaviors
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among front-line participants.

Social interactions breathe life into these complex adaptive

systems.
Central proposition.
The preceding framework identifies these networks as a relational, rather than structural,
phenomenon. During the process of successive events, the network’s participants interact and
neither the structures nor the participants escape unchanged (Giddens, 1984; Klijn, 2001; Morçöl
and Wachhaus, 2009). Applying Giddens (1984) structuration theory, conscious and purposive
participants, through repetitive social interactions, create structures (rules, resources, and
routines) that, in turn, create and shape future interactions. This relational view encompasses
both the human and non-human elements of these networks; suggesting that they are forever in a
state of ―becoming‖ (Hernes, 2008).

As such, the network approach, in its idealized form,

represents a complex system or pattern of relationships among multiple, interdependent, and selforganizing elements that learn and adapt as time elapses and experiences accumulate (Holland,
1995; Morçöl and Wachhaus, 2009).
The strength and utility of this framework rests in its ability to highlight the key features
of the network as a large-scale fundamental change in the governance approach. The idealized
form, as offered, provides a frame of reference for sorting out how different networks function as
networks.

Building on this framework, I identify and offer four variations or degrees of the

network approach, each in relation to the relational and systemic characteristics of the idealized
form.
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Appendix B: Social Welfare Network Descriptions
Name of
Program/Network

Description and Purpose
To continue providing specialized and
expanded employment services to assist
TANF recipients with and without
disabilities, who have a desire to
succeed, but struggling to gain/maintain
employment in this ever-changing work
environment. Goals: 1) coordinate with
and purchase services from SOC
Enterprises; 2) identify disabilities
Arlington/SOC Bridges
using comprehensive
to Practice & Job
assessment/diagnosis services; 3)
Retention/Advancement
address disability needs through
Project
coordinated efforts with
partners/outside resources; 4) enhance
clients’ life /job preparedness/job
retention skills; 5) provide
education/skill enhancement
opportunities; 6) employment
placements; and 7) help clients retain
employment and/or workplace
advancement.
The purpose of the program is to
maintain and expand the Bridges to
Practice model, an interagency service
model for identifying and addressing
learning and other disabilities in
Planning District 16. This project also
uses Workplace Essential Skills
Program in its Bridges to the Future
Program. The goal is to promote
family self-sufficiency, thus providing
better opportunities for employment
Bridge to the Future
and promotion. This project depends
on a strong communication system
among service providers who work to
improve client services in the following
areas: psychological referrals for
comprehensive assessments; learning
disabilities, evaluation, diagnosis,
documentation, and advocacy for LD
adults; and professional development
regarding the American's with
Disabilities Act and its implementation
with TANF recipients.
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Partners

Arlington Employment Center
(AEC) - County’s One-Stop Center,
SOC Enterprises, DRS, County’s
DHS Divisions, AMEN, Arlington
Public Schools, Community
College, and other local agencies.

Spotsylvania Department of Social
Services (DSS), Spotsylvania
County Schools, Regional Adult
Education Planning District 16,
Department of Rehabilitative
Services, Germanna Community
College, Rappahanock Area
Community Services Board,
Virginia Employment Commission

Name of
Program/Network

Community and
Workplace
Supports

Employment
Advancement for
TANF
Participants

Family Outreach
and Employment
Services Program

Description and Purpose

The purpose of the Community and
Workplace Supports Program is to
assist hard-to-serve TANF, VIEW, and
former TANF recipients with retaining
employment and progressing towards
self-sufficiency in support of their
families. The primary goals of the
program are to have unemployed
customers obtain employment and
maintain continuous employment for
90 days. The services provided in this
program are intensive job readiness
classes/workshops, job placement and
job follow-up services.
The purpose of the project is to
improve the employment and earnings
of the Norfolk TANF/VIEW-eligible
population and provide access to an
array of pre-and post-employment
services through cooperative
partnerships at a single service delivery
site. The program will focus on clients
identified as ―hard to employ‖ parents
with physical, mental, substance abuse
barriers, lack of work experience, or
needing life skills development. The
goals of the project are to actively
engage the participants, manage their
challenges, and cultivate their
employment potential. The eventual
objective is self-sufficiency for TANF/
VIEW clients less likely to succeed
without comprehensive intervention.
The goal of this program is to
adequately address barriers identified,
develop individualized treatment plans,
secure access to resources and services,
stabilize the client before entering the
workforce and assist in securing
employment and moving toward selfsufficiency and economic independent;
thus improving job retention and
placement rates and aiding in client
wage advancement.
200

Partners

Charlotte County Department of Social
Services, Virginia Employment
Commission, Southside Virginia
Community College, Virginia
Department of Rehabilitative Services,
Private Industry Council, Crossroads
Community Services Board, STEPS,
Inc, JACLU Inc., John D. Rozema
Employment Services

City of Norfolk Department of Human
Services, Norfolk Community Services
Board (CSB),, KRA Corporation,
Department of Rehabilitative Services

Augusta, Stanton/Waynesboro, and
Highland DSS, Woodrow Wilson
Rehabilitation Center, Department of
Rehabilitative Services, and Career
Support Services, Inc.

Name of
Program/Network

Description and Purpose
The purpose of this program is to
enable participants to obtain and retain
employment with higher wages and
benefits. The purpose will be achieved
through the accomplishment of the
following goals: identify accurately the
Interventions for Work
combination of barriers that the
Advancement and
individuals face; provide services to
Retention
enable each participant to address and
overcome all of the identified barriers;
assist clients to obtain employment
suitable to their strengths; and assist
clients to retain and advance in existing
or similar employment.
The proposed project will focus on the
relationship between poor employment
histories with literacy issues, low
educational levels, learning disabilities,
medical issues, and other multiple
barriers. It will address both the soft
skills and technical training required in
today’s labor market. Henrico County
Social Services (HCDSS) seeks to
LEAP (Henrico County)
assess and ameliorate employment
barriers of current and former TANF
recipients by engaging them in
activities, which will enable them to
enter, succeed and advance in work.
Helping low-literate adults improve
their skills has a direct impact on both
the education and quality of life of their
children.

Partners for SelfSufficiency

The purpose of this program is to
successfully prepare participants for
entry-level positions that are in
demand with employers who offer
benefit packages, greater job
security, and some potential for
upgrading skills. These efforts
include screenings/assessments, job
readiness classes, and vocational
case management.
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Partners

Culpeper, Fauquier, Madison,
Orange and Rappahannock
Departments of Social Services, the
DRS (Department of Rehabilitative
Services), the WIA (Workforce
Investment Act), Germanna
Community College

Henrico County Department of
Social Services, Goodwill of Central
Virginia, RSVP, Inc., Adult
Education Center, the Capital Area
Workforce Center, Community
College Workforce Alliance, and
Career Directions of Richmond.

Montgomery, Giles, Radford, Floyd,
and Pulaski DSS, Virginia Tech
Outreach Division, Workforce
Development Board

Name of Program/Network

Description and Purpose
To encourage personal responsibility
and financial independence for TANF
recipients by reducing barriers and
enhancing skills crucial for stable
employment, advancement and selfsufficiency. Goals: 1) Pursue
comprehensive assessments for
TANF recipients enrolled in the
PRIDE
VIEW program. 2) Provide services
(Harrisonburg/Rockingham to remove barriers to employment and
Social Services District)
stabilize participants so that they may
obtain jobs. 3) Support individuals in
retaining and advancing in their
employment. 4) Assist those with
limited English proficiency (LEP) to
improve written and verbal skills. 5)
Persuade sanctioned persons to
participate in the VIEW program and
obtain employment.
To provide intensive evaluations, job
search/job readiness training,
counseling, assist with finding homes
for our homeless, treatment for
REACH (Fauquier
mental health, substance abuse,
County)
physical disabilities, learning
disabilities and addressing emergency
dental needs not covered by
Medicaid.

Southwest Virginia
Regional Employment
Coalition

The purpose of the program is to
continue and expand current
services to the region's projected
400 + hardest-to-serve clients
(individuals with multiple barriers
to employment such as lack of
work history, training and
education, child care, appropriate
clothing, poor work habits, poor
communication skills, money
management problems,
homelessness, domestic violence,
hygiene problems, and mental and
physical disabilities).
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Partners

Harrisonburg Rockingham Social
Services District and Page County
Department of Social Services,
Joyce Sanchez, Way to Go, Inc.,
Family Education Services (FES),
Elizabeth Estep, Eastern
Mennonite University, and
Massanutten Vocational Technical
School

Fauquier County DSS, Literacy
Volunteers of Fauquier County,
Didlake (ESO), Department of
Rehabilitative Services,
Community Services Board, The
Work Place

Roanoke City, Roanoke County,
Craig County, Botetourt County,
Franklin County DSS, Blue Ridge
Behavioral Healthcare, Goodwill
Industries of the Valleys, Support
to Eliminate Poverty, Total Action
Against Poverty

Name of
Program/Network

Description and Purpose

The program will strive to connect
participants with appropriate
community resources to provide
assessments to identify specific
barriers that are keeping these
individuals from obtaining and
retaining employment, such as mental
and physical health, substance abuse
and/or lack of job preparedness (i.e.,
develop a working resume, appropriate
interviewing techniques, interpersonal
Wings to Success
and soft skills) as well as lack of high
(Frederick
school diploma/GED, occupational
County
skills and those that have a criminal
record, This program will assist in
guiding individuals to career oriented
positions and connect them with
education and training resources that
will empower them to aggressively
compete, gain and retain employment
and ultimately lead them to selfsustaining employment. Transportation
and daycare are two major barriers that
this project addresses.
The WORKNET goal is
straightforward: "To promote
individuals who are not dependent on
welfare benefits and who can provide
for themselves and their families."
Through WORKNET this objective is
accomplished by: 1) Resolving barriers
that interfere with participants being
self-sufficient; 2) Assisting participants
with identifying their dreams and how
WORKNET
(Lynchburg)
to reach them; 3) Having clients start
or increase earned hourly wages above
minimum wage; 4) Have participants
achieve their first career advancement
(defined as a raise or a promotion); 5)
For participants to maintain
employment for at least one year.
Services include comprehensive
assessment, vocational evaluations, job
readiness classes, and computer skills.
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Partners

Clarke, Frederick, Warren, Winchester
City and Shenandoah Departments of
Social Services, National Counseling
Group, Crossroads counseling

Lynchburg DSS, Greater Region 2000
Career Center, VA Dept. of
Rehabilitation, Lynchburg Department
of Child Support Enforcement,
Community Action Center, Central VA
Family Impact, Inc., Richmond-Based
Career Support Systems, Inc., EHS
Supportive Services, LLC., Virginia
Employment Commission

Appendix C: Front-Line Behavior Survey Instrument
Employment Advancement for TANF Participants Project
Q 1.1 In which of the following programs funded by the Employment Advancement for TANF Participants
Grant are you involved (staff)?


















Partners for Self-Sufficiency (New River Valley)
Bridges to Success (Fairfax County)
Project EMPLOY (Williamsburg)
WORKNET (Lynchburg)
REACH (Fauquier County)
PRIDE (Harrisonburg/Rockingham Social Services District)
Employment Advancement for TANF Participants (Norfolk Department of Social Services)
Arlington/SOC Bridges to Practice & Job Retention/Advancement Project (Arlington County)
Bridge to the Future (Spotsylvania)
Wings to Success (Frederick County)
FOCUS (Suffolk Area)
Community and Workplace Supports (Piedmont Region)
LEAP (Henrico County)
Family Outreach and Employment Support Program (Shenandoah Valley)
Project Breakthrough (Virginia Beach Area)
Interventions for Work Advancement and Retention (Culpeper)
Southwest Virginia Regional Employment Commission (Roanoke Area)

Q 1.2 I am a VIEW caseworker.
 Yes (1)
 No (2)
If No Is Selected, Then Skip To End of Survey
Q 1.3 How long have you been in your current position as a VIEW Caseworker?
 0 to 1 year (1)
 2 - 3 years (2)
 4 - 6 years (3)
 6 years or more (4)
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Q 2.1 How often do all of the organizations that make up the [Program Name] program meet together faceto-face?






Weekly (1)
2-3 Times a Month (2)
Once a Month (3)
Quarterly (4)
Almost Never (5)

Q 2.2 How often do you interact with other VIEW Caseworkers concerning your work as part of
the [Program Name] program?






Weekly (1)
2-3 Times a Month (2)
Once a Month (3)
Quarterly (4)
Almost Never (5)

Q 2.3 How often do you interact with NON-VIEW [Program Name] staff concerning your work as part of the
program?






Weekly (1)
2-3 Times a Month (2)
Once a Month (3)
Quarterly (4)
Almost Never (5)

Q 2.4 How often are you given the opportunity to share your daily changes with other [Program Name] staff
(both VIEW and Non-View) concerning your work as part of the program?






Weekly (1)
2-3 Times a Month (2)
Once a Month (3)
Quarterly (4)
Almost Never (5)

Q 2.5 How often do you engage in brainstorming activities with other [Program Name] staff to improve your
work as part of this program?






Weekly (1)
2-3 Times a Month (2)
Once a Month (3)
Quarterly (4)
Almost Never (5)

205

Q 2.6 Please Select Your Level of Agreement or Disagreement with the following Statements About
The [Program Name] Program. Please Note: Your responses to the following statements should reflect
your work as part of the [Program Name] program.
Disagree
(1)

Somewhat
Disagree (2)

Somewhat
Agree (3)

Agree
(4)

Program staff communicate openly with one another. (1)









Changes to this program are generally dictated by external
factors (ex. policy changes). (2)









Most of my communications with other program staff
occur through email or other non-verbal means of
communication. (3)









My interactions with other program staff influence future
program activities. (4)









The program values consistency over innovation. (5)









This program will likely disband once the services are
delivered. (6)









I rarely have the opportunity to share my personal insights
with other program staff. (7)









The relationships among participating organizations in this
program are relatively formal (contractual). (8)









This program is more proactive than reactive. (9)









Overall,this program values the opportunity to engage
different perspectives. (10)









Our meetings as part of this program are usually guided by
a structured agenda. (11)









This program would survive almost any challenge even if
it required some major changes in its approach. (12)









When meeting with the other program staff formal titles or
positions are rarely part of the discussion. (13)









This program encourages the development of interpersonal
relationships among its staff. (14)









Each of the staff is assigned a certain role or function
within the program according to their specialization. (15)









Most of my communications with other program staff are
face-to-face. (16)









The assigned roles and responsibilities within this program
are flexible enough to allow program staff to do what is
necessary to ensure success. (17)









Q 3.1 The participating organizations that make up the [Program Name] program share the following
(choose all that apply).






Financial Resources (1)
Information (2)
Services (examples: transportation/educational opportunities/counseling) (3)
Referrals (4)
Other Resources (example: computers/educational materials) (5)
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Q 3.2 Please Select Your Level of Agreement or Disagreement with the following Statements About
The [Program Name] Program. Please Note: Your responses to the following statements should reflect
your work as part of the [Program Name] program.
Disagree
(1)

Somewhat
Disagree (2)

Somewhat
Agree (3)

Agree
(4)

Program staff tend to act in a distinct and recognizable way
(example: use of words that people outside the program would
not understand) (1)









Program staff share an overarching purpose. (2)









Decisions regarding program activities typically require the
support of all participating organizations. (3)









What we are trying to accomplish with this program would be
difficult for any single organization to accomplish on its own.
(4)









The success of each of the participating organizations seems to
be largely dependent on this program. (5)









Participation in this program requires the staff and their
organizations to relinquish some of their control and authority.
(6)









What my local department of social services wants to
accomplish through this program seems to be the same as the
other participating organizations. (7)









Program staff do not share an overarching mission. (8)









My local department of social services' participation in this
program is not dependent on the sharing of financial resources.
(9)









Program staff are loosely connected (example: share
information but do not necessarily work on the same projects).
(10)









My personal goals and the goals of other program staff tend to
be compatible but are not necessarily the same. (11)









By actively working together, the program staff form a new
whole that is greater than the simple sum of its parts. (12)









This program has assets that are jointly owned by each of the
participating organizations. (13)









Program decisions do not require input from all participating
organizations. (14)









This program is guided by a joint mission statement. (15)









My local department of social services tends to view program
meetings as a waste of time. (16)









In terms of financial resources, program staff and their
organizations are highly interdependent. (17)









My local department of social services values interactions with
other program staff. (18)









My local department of social services' participation in this
program hinges on the ability of other participating
organizations to provide needed services (examples:
transportation/educational opportunities/counseling). (19)









My interactions with other program staff are dependent on the
give-and-take of needed information. (20)
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Q 4.1 Knowledge Management Please Select Your Level of Agreement or Disagreement with the Following
Statements Regarding Your Work as Part of the [Program Name] program.
Please Note: Your responses
to the following statements should reflect your work as part of the [Program Name] program.
Disagree
(1)

Somewhat
Disagree (2)

Somewhat
Agree (3)

Agree
(4)

I am responsible for developing innovative solutions to
problems as they arise. (1)









A better understanding of the problems and challenges
associated with unemployment have resulted from sharing
knowledge with other program staff. (2)









It is important to keep my ideas secret until I can be given
credit for those ideas. (3)









Overall, the opportunity to share knowledge with other
program staff, and vice versa, has been beneficial for
myself. (4)









Participation in this program gives me access to some
valuable information. (5)









I can learn a great deal from interacting with other program
staff. (6)









When it comes to sharing my knowledge, I am concerned
about the possibility of other program staff free-riding. (7)









I get more accomplished when I am allowed to work on my
own. (8)









Overall, the opportunity to share knowledge with other
program staff, and vice versa, has been beneficial to my
organization. (9)









In terms of sharing knowledge, my interactions with other
program staff represents a give-and-take relationship. (10)









The sharing of knowledge between program staff is a key
part of the survival of this program. (11)









Given the task at hand, the time spent in knowledge
sharing activities is hard to justify. (12)









Knowledge grows when it is shared. (13)









When I share my knowledge, it reduces the incentives for
other program staff to do the work themselves. (14)









A diversity of views (different perspectives) enhances the
effectiveness of this program. (15)
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Q 4.2 Knowledge Management
Please Select Your Level of Agreement or Disagreement with the
Following Statements Regarding Your Work as Part of the [Program Name] program.
Please Note: Your
responses to the following statements should reflect your work as part of the [Program Name] program.
Disagree
(1)

Somewhat
Disagree (2)

Somewhat
Agree (3)

Agree
(4)

Other program staff seem to recognize the benefits of
sharing their knowledge with others. (1)









When engaging in knowledge sharing activities, most
of the other program staff seem to be uninterested. (2)









My local department of social services encourages the
development of innovative solutions to problems. (3)









My local department of social services places a high
priority on policy and procedures. (4)









Sharing my knowledge benefits me personally. (5)









Q 4.3 Knowledge Management Please Select Your Level of Agreement or Disagreement with the Following
Statements Regarding Your Work as Part of the [Program Name] program.
Please Note: Your responses
to the following statements should reflect your work as part of the [Program Name] program.
Disagree
(1)

Somewhat
Disagree (2)

Somewhat
Agree (3)

Agree
(4)

I am given ample opportunity to share my
knowledge with others. (1)









I am given the freedom to pursue alternative
solutions. (2)









I feel that there is little room for making mistakes in
my job. (3)









My day to day tasks leave little room for engaging
different perspectives. (4)









My local department of social services entrusts me
with a significant amount of discretion. (5)
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Q 5.1 Communicative Behavior Please Select Your Level of Agreement or Disagreement with the Following
Statements Regarding Your Work as Part of the [Program Name] program.
Please Note: Your responses
to the following statements should reflect your work as part of the [Program Name] program.
Disagree
(1)

Somewhat
Disagree (2)

Somewhat
Agree (3)

Agree
(4)

When interacting with other program staff, my primary
obligation is to represent the positions and interests of my
local department of social services. (1)









When interacting with other program staff, I am willing to
compromise my own personal positions and beliefs for the
good of the program. (2)









When interacting with other program staff, conflict can
lead to positive outcomes. (3)









When interacting with other program staff, I am open to
and interested in different perspectives. (4)









When interacting with other program staff, I am motivated
by the opportunity to convince others to support my
position on an issue. (5)









When interacting with other program staff, I view them as
my colleagues, not as my adversaries. (6)









When interacting with other program staff, I hope to reach
a new and improved understanding of the issue at hand.
(7)









When interacting with other program staff, there is little
personal benefit to communicating openly with them. (8)









When interacting with other program staff, reaching a
consensus is important to me. (9)









When interacting with other program staff, I am asked to
compromise my positions on issues to much. (10)









When interacting with other program staff, I welcome the
opportunity to collectively explore differences of opinion.
(11)









When interacting with other program staff, I sometimes
feel threatened by those who disagree with me. (12)









When interacting with other program staff, I tend to know
more than they do about the issue at hand. (13)









When interacting with other program staff, it is important
that we do not lose sight of the big picture when
discussing our day-to-day problems. (14)









When interacting with other program staff, I try to spend
as much time listening to others as I do speaking to them.
(15)
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Q 5.2 Communicative Behavior Please Select Your Level of Agreement or Disagreement with the Following
Statements Regarding Your Work as Part of the [Program Name] program.
Please Note: Your responses
to the following statements should reflect your work as part of the ${[Program Name] program.
Disagree
(1)

Somewhat
Disagree (2)

Somewhat
Agree (3)

Agree
(4)

Other program staff seem committed to reaching a new
and improved understanding of the issues we face. (1)









Other program staff seem unwilling to compromise
their positions on many issues. (2)









The interactions of other program staff are reflective of
a joint responsibility for the future. (3)









Sometimes the other program staff makes me feel more
like their adversary than their colleague. (4)









Other program staff seem to have placed the program's
collective interests above their own personal interests.
(5)









Q 5.3 Communicative Behavior Please Select Your Level of Agreement or Disagreement with the Following
Statements Regarding Your Work as Part of the [Program Name] program.
Please Note: Your responses
to the following statements should reflect your work as part of the [Program Name] program.
Disagree
(1)

Somewhat
Disagree (2)

Somewhat
Agree (3)

Agree
(4)

My local department of social services is less interested in
developing a new understanding of the problem than
ensuring its interests and positions on key issues are well
represented. (1)









My local department of social services entrusts me with the
discretion to interact openly with the other program staff on
its behalf. (2)









The need for confidentiality limits my ability to interact
openly with other program staff. (3)









The expectations of my local department of social services
allow me enough time to interact as needed with the other
program staff. (4)









Policy restraints, such as time limits and performance
requirements, often limit the effectiveness of the
interactions among program staff. (5)
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Q 6.1 Commitment and Identity
Please Select Your Level of Agreement or Disagreement with the
Following Statements Regarding Your Work as Part of the [Program Name]program.
Please Note: Your
responses to the following statements should reflect your work as part of the [Program Name] program.
Disagree
(1)

Somewhat
Disagree (2)

Somewhat
Agree (3)

Agree
(4)

I am willing to put in a great deal of effort, beyond what
is normally expected, in order to help this program be
successful. (1)









I identify more with my local department of social
services than I do this program. (2)









Much of what we do in this program seems to be a waste
of my time. (3)









I would accept almost any type of job assignment to
ensure the success of this program. (4)









My participation in this program fills me with a sense of
pride and great accomplishment. (5)









I find that my values and this program's values are often
at odds with one another. (6)









This program inspires the very best in me. (7)









As long as the type of work was similar, I could just as
well work with a different program. (8)









I am extremely glad that my local department of social
services chose to be a part of this program. (9)









I am more likely to continue in my current position
because of my local department of social services
involvement in this program. (10)









I personally feel some responsibility for the fate of this
program. (11)









If asked, I would recommend that my local department of
social services no longer participate in this program. (12)









I feel that my local department of social services' success
is largely dependent on its involvement in this program.
(13)









There's not too much to be gained by participating in this
program indefinitely. (14)









I tend to identify myself as a member of this programs
staff more than as an employee of my local department of
social services. (15)
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Q 6.2 Commitment and Identity
Please Select Your Level of Agreement or Disagreement with the
Following Statements Regarding Your Work as Part of the [Program Name] program. Please Note: Your
responses to the following statements should reflect your work as part of the [Program Name] program.
Disagree
(1)

Somewhat
Disagree (2)

Somewhat
Agree (3)

Agree
(4)

Co-workers from my local department of social services
do not understand or value participation in this program
as highly as I do. (1)









I am motivated by the enthusiasm of those around me
regarding this program. (2)









Most of the other program staff are willing to do
whatever it takes to ensure the success of this program.
(3)









I get the feeling that the other program staff does not look
forward to meeting with each other and feel their time
could be used more wisely. (4)









Participation in this program creates a new sense of
purpose (identity) that is reflected in the actions of most
of the other program's staff. (5)









Q 6.3 Commitment and Identity
Please Select Your Level of Agreement or Disagreement with the
Following Statements Regarding Your Work as Part of the [Program Name]program.
Please Note: Your
responses to the following statements should reflect your work as part of the [Program Name] program.
Disagree
(1)

Somewhat
Disagree (2)

Somewhat
Agree (3)

Agree
(4)

My local department of social services encourages me
to take the lead in this program's activities. (1)









My local department of social services generally values
my opinion regarding our involvement in this program.
(2)









My local department of social services places demands
on me that hinder my involvement in this program. (3)









My local department of social services gives me the
flexibility to participate as I see fit in the activities of
this program. (4)









I get conflicting messages from my local department of
social services regarding our commitment to this
program. (5)
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Appendix D: Informed Consent Notice for Front-Line Behavior Survey
VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE AND STATE UNIVERSITY
Informed Consent for Participants
in Research Projects Involving Human Subjects (Front-Line Behavior Survey)
Title of Project – Front-Line Participatory Behavior in the Era of Networks
Investigator(s) – Principal Investigator – Dr. Larkin Dudley
Co-Investigator – James Travis Bland (Doctoral Candidate)
I.

Purpose of this Research/Project

The purpose of this research project is to explore the relationship between the use of
administrative structures that include public, private, and non-profit organizations to administer
or implement public programs and the behavior of front-line participants (VIEW workers). By
behavior, this study is interested in the intentions of these front-line participants to perform
behaviors that fall into three main categories: 1) knowledge management (information
processing, knowledge sharing, or knowledge creation), 2) communicative behavior (negotiation,
consensus building, or dialogue), and 3) commitment and identity (narrow perspective or
collective perspective). This study will explore this relationship by examining the behaviors of
VIEW workers operating in programs funded by the Employment Advancement for TANF
Participants grant.
II.

Procedures

All VIEW caseworkers operating in programs funded by the Employment Advancement for
TANF Participants grant will be asked to complete an online survey using the Qualtrics online
survey tool. The survey will take approximately thirty minutes to complete and can be
completed from any computer with internet access.
III.

Risks

There is no more than minimal risk in participating in this project. Likewise, there is no more
than minimal physical or emotional risks to participating in this research project. The questions
are carefully designed to minimize the potential for emotional risks to those participating in this
project.
IV.

Benefits

This study is intended to improve our understanding of the relationship between the use of
administrative structures that include public, private, and non-profit organizations to administer
or implement public programs and front-line behavior. This may lead to a better understanding
of how to train front-line workers to operate in this environment and improve our ability to
communicate the purpose and meanings embedded in the use of this approach. However, no
promise or guarantee of benefits has been made to encourage you to participate.
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V.

Extent of Anonymity and Confidentiality

Your completion of the survey will ask you to identify the name of your grant-funded program
and your position. You will not be asked to identify yourself by name. It is possible that the
Institutional Review Board (IRB) may view this study’s collected data for auditing purposes.
The IRB is responsible for the oversight of the protection of human subjects involved in
research.
VI.

Compensation

There will be no compensation for those participating in this research project.
VII.

Freedom to Withdraw

All subjects are free to withdraw from this project at any time without penalty.
VIII. Subject's Responsibilities
I voluntarily agree to participate in this study. I have the following responsibilities.
 To thoughtfully consider and answer each question on the survey while recognizing that I
can withdraw from the study at any time
IX. Subject's Permission
I have read the Consent Form and conditions of this project. I have had all my questions
answered. I hereby acknowledge the above and understand that by completing the online survey
that I am giving implied consent to participating in this research project. Should I have any
questions about this research or its conduct, and research subjects’ rights, and whom to contact in
the event of a research-related injury to the subject, I may contact:
Dr. Larkin Dudley
Principal Investigator & Faculty Advisor

540-231-5197/dudleyl@vt.edu
Telephone/e-mail

James Travis Bland
Co-Investigator

540-239-8948/jtbland@vt.edu
Telephone/e-mail

Dr. Laura Jensen
Departmental Reviewer
David M. Moore

540-2317302/jensen7@vt.edu
Telephone/e-mail
540-231-4991/moored@vt.edu
Telephone/e-mail

Chair, Virginia Tech Institutional Review
Board for the Protection of Human Subjects
Office of Research Compliance
2000 Kraft Drive, Suite 2000 (0497)
Blacksburg, VA 24060
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Appendix E: Grant Coordinator Survey Instrument
Employment Advancement for TANF Participants Project - Coordinator Survey
Q3 In which of the following programs funded by the Employment Advancement for TANF
Participants Grant are you involved (staff)?


















Partners for Self-Sufficiency (New River Valley)
Bridges to Success (Fairfax County)
Project EMPLOY (Williamsburg)
WORKNET (Lynchburg)
REACH (Fauquier County)
PRIDE (Harrisonburg/Rockingham Social Services District)
Employment Advancement for TANF Participants (Norfolk Department of Social Services)
Arlington/SOC Bridges to Practice & Job Retention/Advancement Project (Arlington County)
Bridge to the Future (Spotsylvania)
Wings to Success (Frederick County)
FOCUS (Suffolk Area)
Community and Workplace Supports (Piedmont Region)
LEAP (Henrico County)
Family Outreach and Employment Support Program (Shenandoah Valley)
Project Breakthrough (Virginia Beach Area)
Interventions for Work Advancement and Retention (Culpeper)
Southwest Virginia Regional Employment Commission (Roanoke Area)
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Q4 Please select your level of agreement or disagreement with the following statements regarding
your work as the grant coordinator/administrator for the [Program Name].
Disagree
(1)

Somewhat
Disagree (2)

Somewhat
Agree (3)

Agree
(4)

Participating organizations always trust one another. (1)









Each participant can speak for their entire organization when
participating in program activities. (2)









There is a lot of flexibility when decisions are made. (3)









Participants are open to discussing different options or ways of
working. (4)









Participants in this program have clearly defined roles and
responsibilities. (5)









There is a clear process for making decisions in this program. (6)









This program has the ability to survive almost anything even if it had
to make some major changes to reach its goals. (7)









Participants in this program communicate openly with one another. (8)









Participants interact both at formal meetings and in informal ways. (9)









Participants in this program share an overarching mission. (10)









Informal conversations between program participants happen on a
regular basis. (11)









All program participants are dedicated to making this program a
success. (12)









What we are trying to accomplish with this program would be difficult
for a single organization to accomplish on its own. (13)









Participating organizations have to relinquish some of their control and
authority. (14)









I would describe the relationships between program participants as
impersonal. (15)









Participating organizations regularly participate in brainstorming
sessions to discuss improvements to the program. (16)









All the organizations that we need to be a part of this program are
currently participating. (17)









This program easily adapts to changing conditions (Fewer funds,
changing political climate, and other policy changes). (18)









Program staff tend to act in a distinct and recognizable way (evidence program logo, use of words/acronyms that people out side program
may not understand, program t-shirts, and etc.). (19)









Change is generally dictated by external factors. (20)









The goals of the participating organizations are compatible but not
necessarily the same. (21)









This program takes advantage of various technologies to improve
communication (i.e. website, blogs, message boards, and email). (22)









In terms of financial resources, participating organizations are highly
interdependent. (23)









Most of the communications between program participants is through
non-verbal means. (24)









The participating organizations hold collective ownership of various
assets. (25)
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Q5 How often do all of the participating organizations in the [Program Name] meet face-to-face?





Never (1)
Rarely (Quarterly) (2)
Sometimes (Monthly) (3)
Often (2 + times a month) (4)

Q6 How often does the VIEW staff interact with other program staff concerning their work as part
of the [Program Name]?





Never (1)
Rarely (Quarterly) (2)
Sometimes (Monthly) (3)
Often (2 + times a month) (4)

Q7 In your own words, explain the relationship between the participating organizations in
[Program Name]. Discuss the frequency, method, degree of formality, and breadth of purpose
(narrow-fixed purpose or broad-changing purpose) for participant interactions.
Q8 In your own words, discuss how roles and responsibilities are assigned within the [Program
Name].
Q9 In your own words, discuss how participants become a part of the [Program Name]. How do
you decide who to include and who not to include?
Q10 How often do you discuss the purpose/structure/approach to delivering program services with
the VIEW Staff? What are some ways that you share the purpose and meanings embedded in
working with multiple organizations? Are there any structures, processes, trainings, or routines in
place that would instruct [Program Name] staff on how to work in this type of environment?
Q11 Do you feel that your VIEW staff has a good grasp of how the [Program Name] program is
intended to function? Explain.
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Appendix F: Informed Consent Notice for Grant Coordinator Survey
VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE AND STATE UNIVERSITY
Informed Consent for Participants
in Research Projects Involving Human Subjects (Grant Coordinator Survey)
Title of Project – Front-Line Participatory Behavior in the Era of Networks
Investigator(s) – Principal Investigator – Dr. Larkin Dudley
Co-Investigator – James Travis Bland (Doctoral Candidate)
IX.

Purpose of this Research/Project

The purpose of this research project is to explore the relationship between the use of
administrative structures that include public, private, and non-profit organizations to administer
or implement public programs and the behavior of front-line participants (VIEW workers). By
behavior, this study is interested in the intentions of these front-line participants to perform
behaviors that fall into three main categories: 1) knowledge management (information
processing, knowledge sharing, or knowledge creation), 2) communicative behavior (negotiation,
consensus building, or dialogue), and 3) commitment and identity (narrow perspective or
collective perspective). This study will explore this relationship by examining the behaviors of
VIEW workers operating in programs funded by the Employment Advancement for TANF
Participants grant.
X.

Procedures

All VIEW caseworkers operating in programs funded by the Employment Advancement for
TANF Participants grant will be asked to complete an online survey using the Qualtrics Survey
tool. The survey will take approximately thirty minutes to complete and can be completed from
any computer with internet access.
XI.

Risks

There is no more than minimal risk in participating in this project. Likewise, there is no more
than minimal physical or emotional risks to participating in this research project. The questions
are carefully designed to minimize the potential for emotional risks to those participating in this
project.
XII.

Benefits

This study is intended to improve our understanding of the relationship between the use of
administrative structures that include public, private, and non-profit organizations to administer
or implement public programs and front-line behavior. This may lead to a better understanding
of how to train front-line workers to operate in this environment and improve our ability to
communicate the purpose and meanings embedded in the use of this approach. However, no
promise or guarantee of benefits has been made to encourage you to participate.
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XIII. Extent of Anonymity and Confidentiality
Your completion of the survey will ask you to identify the name of your grant-funded program
and your position. You will not be asked to identify yourself by name. It is possible that the
Institutional Review Board (IRB) may view this study’s collected data for auditing purposes.
The IRB is responsible for the oversight of the protection of human subjects involved in
research.
XIV. Compensation
There will be no compensation for those participating in this research project.
XV.

Freedom to Withdraw

All subjects are free to withdraw from this project at any time without penalty.
XVI. Subject's Responsibilities
I voluntarily agree to participate in this study. I have the following responsibilities.
 To thoughtfully consider and answer each question on the survey while recognizing that I
can withdraw from the study at any time
IX. Subject's Permission
I have read the Consent Form and conditions of this project. I have had all my questions
answered. I hereby acknowledge the above and understand that by completing the online
questionnaire that I am giving implied consent to participating in this research project. Should I
have any questions about this research or its conduct, and research subjects’ rights, and whom to
contact in the event of a research-related injury to the subject, I may contact:
Dr. Larkin Dudley
Principal Investigator & Faculty Advisor

540-231-5197/dudleyl@vt.edu
Telephone/e-mail

James Travis Bland
Co-Investigator

540-239-8948/jtbland@vt.edu
Telephone/e-mail

Dr. Laura Jensen
Departmental Reviewer
David M. Moore

540-2317302/jensen7@vt.edu
Telephone/e-mail
540-231-4991/moored@vt.edu
Telephone/e-mail

Chair, Virginia Tech Institutional Review
Board for the Protection of Human Subjects
Office of Research Compliance
2000 Kraft Drive, Suite 2000 (0497)
Blacksburg, VA 24060
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Appendix G: Item Analyses for the Relational and Systemic Indexes
Relational Index – Item Analysis
Item-Total Statistics

Scale Mean if

Scale Variance if

Corrected Item-

Squared Multiple

Cronbach's Alpha if

Item Deleted

Item Deleted

Total Correlation

Correlation

Item Deleted

Q_2_1

47.60

69.596

.477

.692

.813

Q_2_2

47.44

69.969

.434

.441

.816

Q_2_6_7

47.06

68.166

.556

.644

.808

Q_2_6_3

47.69

73.736

.274

.357

.824

Q_2_6_16

47.47

68.844

.564

.533

.809

Q_2_6_14

47.00

70.648

.523

.582

.812

Q_2_6_13

46.72

76.288

.156

.374

.829

Q_2_6_15

47.29

74.688

.189

.315

.830

Q_2_6_17

47.00

70.592

.593

.616

.809

Q_2_6_8

47.67

70.169

.451

.469

.815

Q_2_4

46.92

68.190

.497

.600

.812

Q_2_5

47.32

64.361

.598

.645

.805

Q_2_6_5

47.85

75.540

.184

.374

.828

Q_2_6_9

47.22

72.570

.407

.575

.818

Q_2_6_10

47.03

70.844

.556

.588

.811

Q_2_6_2

48.32

75.404

.211

.311

.826

Q_2_6_4

47.33

68.254

.583

.574

.807

Q_2_6_6

46.96

76.322

.153

.402

.829

221

Systemic Index – Item Analysis
Item-Total Statistics

Scale Mean if

Scale Variance if

Corrected Item-

Squared Multiple

Cronbach's Alpha if

Item Deleted

Item Deleted

Total Correlation

Correlation

Item Deleted

Q_3_2_16

41.24

24.493

.399

.515

.612

Q_3_2_18

41.08

24.585

.411

.572

.612

Q_3_2_19

41.58

26.190

.119

.417

.655

Q_3_2_3

41.65

24.089

.387

.433

.612

Q_3_2_6

41.94

25.997

.188

.218

.642

Q_3_2_14

42.03

25.098

.202

.367

.643

Q_3_2_9

41.81

24.469

.289

.392

.627

Q_3_2_13

41.65

25.159

.240

.307

.635

Q_3_2_20

41.40

25.314

.243

.212

.634

Q_3_2_7

41.14

26.938

.124

.430

.648

Q_3_2_8

41.42

27.683

.020

.334

.661

Q_3_2_15

41.56

23.546

.495

.431

.596

Q_3_2_4

41.18

25.446

.250

.261

.633

Q_3_2_5

41.74

25.605

.259

.402

.632

Q_3_2_12

41.19

25.370

.407

.323

.617
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Appendix H: Item Analyses for the Behavioral Scores
Knowledge Management Index – Item Analysis
Item-Total Statistics
Question

Scale Mean if

Scale Variance if

Corrected Item-Total

Squared Multiple

Cronbach's Alpha if

Item Deleted

Item Deleted

Correlation

Correlation

Item Deleted

Q_4_1_1

77.33

105.577

.504

.530

.892

Q_4_1_2

77.29

105.702

.544

.712

.891

Q_4_1_3

76.75

107.599

.544

.670

.891

Q_4_1_4

76.99

105.958

.669

.693

.888

Q_4_1_5

77.07

107.164

.600

.747

.890

Q_4_1_6

76.90

107.272

.652

.775

.889

Q_4_1_7

76.81

109.595

.393

.655

.894

Q_4_1_8

77.89

111.480

.191

.558

.900

Q_4_1_9

76.99

105.507

.701

.795

.888

Q_4_1_10

77.31

109.173

.378

.554

.895

Q_4_1_11

76.94

109.067

.516

.669

.892

Q_4_1_12

77.51

105.408

.553

.656

.890

Q_4_1_13

76.79

110.421

.475

.556

.893

Q_4_1_14

77.08

110.134

.331

.662

.896

Q_4_1_15

76.99

108.408

.471

.426

.892

Q_4_2_1

77.07

106.263

.644

.787

.889

Q_4_2_2

77.21

107.604

.465

.595

.893

Q_4_2_3

77.25

102.613

.682

.770

.887

Q_4_2_4

76.72

110.626

.450

.596

.893

Q_4_2_5

77.11

111.227

.248

.444

.898

Q_4_3_1

77.10

105.357

.612

.752

.889

Q_4_3_2

77.22

104.851

.583

.684

.890

Q_4_3_3

77.97

109.915

.298

.406

.897

Q_4_3_4

77.92

110.106

.306

.507

.896

Q_4_3_5

77.13

107.970

.469

.596

.892
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Communicative Behaviors Index – Item Analysis
Item-Total Statistics
Question

Scale Mean if

Scale Variance if

Corrected Item-Total

Squared Multiple

Cronbach's Alpha if

Item Deleted

Item Deleted

Correlation

Correlation

Item Deleted

Q_5_1_1

75.58

94.725

.025

.434

.862

Q_5_1_2

74.38

93.562

.087

.444

.860

Q_5_1_3

74.26

90.056

.384

.503

.849

Q_5_1_4

73.78

88.147

.659

.713

.843

Q_5_1_5

75.08

91.204

.225

.494

.855

Q_5_1_6

73.68

91.122

.355

.500

.850

Q_5_1_7

73.72

89.725

.523

.683

.846

Q_5_1_8

74.17

84.366

.592

.603

.841

Q_5_1_9

74.10

93.103

.151

.522

.856

Q_5_1_10

74.13

84.364

.693

.712

.838

Q_5_1_11

73.79

87.491

.690

.772

.842

Q_5_1_12

73.89

84.466

.672

.717

.839

Q_5_1_13

74.51

86.366

.542

.560

.844

Q_5_1_14

73.76

92.296

.301

.461

.852

Q_5_1_15

73.83

88.197

.527

.658

.845

Q_5_2_1

74.03

89.887

.433

.601

.848

Q_5_2_2

74.32

85.037

.601

.730

.841

Q_5_2_3

74.03

89.943

.366

.474

.850

Q_5_2_4

73.99

85.704

.575

.664

.842

Q_5_2_5

74.65

90.821

.212

.275

.857

Q_5_3_1

74.46

86.421

.482

.571

.846

Q_5_3_2

74.11

88.692

.355

.492

.851

Q_5_3_3

74.25

89.824

.353

.457

.850

Q_5_3_4

74.28

89.527

.303

.534

.853

Q_5_3_5

75.22

89.612

.313

.570

.852
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Commitment and Identity Index – Item Analysis
Item-Total Statistics
Question

Scale Mean if

Scale Variance if

Corrected Item-Total

Squared Multiple

Cronbach's Alpha if

Item Deleted

Item Deleted

Correlation

Correlation

Item Deleted

Q_6_1_1

69.89

123.565

.464

.756

.874

Q_6_1_2

70.97

117.520

.583

.679

.870

Q_6_1_3

69.90

120.089

.592

.729

.871

Q_6_1_4

70.47

128.056

.132

.604

.883

Q_6_1_5

70.17

119.324

.645

.641

.869

Q_6_1_6

70.25

124.923

.262

.686

.880

Q_6_1_7

70.35

119.244

.713

.731

.868

Q_6_1_8

71.24

127.676

.169

.367

.881

Q_6_1_9

69.75

122.275

.565

.620

.872

Q_6_1_10

70.33

117.972

.552

.610

.871

Q_6_1_11

70.35

120.286

.499

.581

.873

Q_6_1_12

69.78

121.499

.490

.749

.873

Q_6_1_13

70.57

122.164

.418

.604

.875

Q_6_1_14

69.92

120.810

.553

.639

.872

Q_6_1_15

71.22

126.485

.172

.743

.883

Q_6_2_1

70.33

129.070

.074

.411

.885

Q_6_2_2

70.40

116.920

.641

.692

.868

Q_6_2_3

70.17

119.944

.656

.722

.870

Q_6_2_4

70.29

120.745

.521

.506

.872

Q_6_2_5

70.29

122.266

.520

.614

.873

Q_6_3_1

70.51

120.056

.464

.544

.874

Q_6_3_2

70.03

122.985

.411

.634

.875

Q_6_3_3

70.35

120.596

.459

.522

.874

Q_6_3_4

70.18

122.770

.381

.696

.876

Q_6_3_5

69.96

121.900

.447

.597

.874
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Appendix I: Elite (Grant Coordinator) Interview Protocol
Interview Protocol
Individual Grant Coordinators
Program Name_______________________________
Title______________ Date_______
Interviewed by___________________________________________
The purpose of this research project is to explore the relationship between the use of
administrative structures that include public, private, and non-profit organizations to administer
or implement public programs and the behavior of front-line participants (VIEW workers).
The information you provide in this interview will be used to improve the understanding of how
the programs funded by Virginia’s Employment Advancement for TANF Participants grant
differ in their overall functioning. In addition, this information will be compared with how the
VIEW workers understand the functioning of your program. This information may lead to a
better understanding of how to train front-line workers to operate in these types of environments
and improve our ability to communicate the purpose and meanings embedded in working with
multiple organizations from different sectors.
The interview takes approximately thirty minutes. After answering each question, the
interviewer may probe deeper by asking follow-up questions to gain further insight and detail. A
consent form was provided at least 72 hours prior to today that you have signed and returned
(copy attached). Nonetheless, I would like to give you an opportunity to share any questions or
concerns.
*Reminder: This research is interested in exploring how the program functions (e.g., how
program participants interact and work with one another in a multi-organizational setting). In
other words, this project is less interested in the ins and outs of social welfare policy and more
interested in the functioning of the multi-organizational delivery or implementation of these
programs.
Questions
1) Please explain how the overall design of your program (e.g. who is involved, how they
became a part of your program, and their roles and responsibilities (explain in detail)).
2) During the grant writing phase of your program, how much thought or effort was given to
developing a plan for how the organizations and their participants would interact and
connect with one another?
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3) Discuss the frequency, method, degree of formality, and breadth of purpose (narrowfixed purpose or broad-changing purpose) for participant interactions.
4) How often do you discuss or share the purposes and meanings embedded in working in a
multi-organizational setting? Do you use any structures, trainings, processes, routines
that would help front-line workers improve their ability to work in these types of
environments?
5) Would you describe the organizations in your program as interdependent or independent
or (explain in detail). Why?
6) Would you describe program interactions as dynamic or static (explain in detail)? Why?
7) Do you feel that your VIEW workers value working in a multi-organizational setting?
Do you think they understand how to interact and connect with the other organizations
and their participants? Is this relationship an area that you feel deserves more attention?
Why or why not?
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Appendix J: Informed Consent Elite (Grant Coordinator) Interviews
VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE AND STATE UNIVERSITY
Informed Consent for Participants
in Research Projects Involving Human Subjects (Grant Coordinator Interviews)
Title of Project – Front-Line Participatory Behavior in the Era of Networks
Investigator(s) – Principal Investigator – Dr. Larkin Dudley
Co-Investigator – James Travis Bland (Doctoral Candidate)
XVII. Purpose of this Research/Project
The purpose of this research project is to explore the relationship between the use of administrative
structures that include public, private, and non-profit organizations to administer or implement public
programs and the behavior of front-line participants (VIEW workers). By behavior, this study is
interested in the intentions of these front-line participants to perform behaviors that fall into three main
categories: 1) knowledge management (information processing, knowledge sharing, or knowledge
creation), 2) communicative behavior (negotiation, consensus building, or dialogue), and 3) commitment
and identity (narrow perspective or collective perspective). This study will explore this relationship by
examining the behaviors of VIEW workers operating in programs funded by the Employment
Advancement for TANF Participants grant.
XVIII. Procedures
The local grant coordinators a will be asked to participate in semi-structured interviews that will be
conducted face-to-face at the subjects Local Department of Social Services or over the phone. The
interview will consist of approximately 10 open-ended questions and should take approximately half an
hour to complete.
XIX. Risks
There are no physical risks to participating in this research project. Likewise, the questions are designed
carefully to minimize the potential for emotional risks to those participating in this project.
XX.

Benefits

This study is intended to improve our understanding of the relationship between the use of administrative
structures that include public, private, and non-profit organizations to administer or implement public
programs and front-line behavior. This may lead to a better understanding of how to train front-line
workers to operate in this environment and improve our ability to communicate the purpose and meanings
embedded in the use of this approach. However, no promise or guarantee of benefits has been made to
encourage you to participate.
XXI.

Extent of Anonymity and Confidentiality

Your participation in the interview will ask you to identify the name of your grant-funded program and
your position. Your name will not be used in reporting the findings of this research project. The
interviews will be taped digitally and will be stored, transcribed, and under the supervision of the coinvestigator James Travis Bland. It is possible that the Institutional Review Board (IRB) may view this
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study’s collected data for auditing purposes. The IRB is responsible for the oversight of the protection of
human subjects involved in research.
XXII. Compensation
There will be no compensation for those participating in this research project.
XXIII. Freedom to Withdraw
All subjects are free to withdraw from this project at any time without penalty.
XXIV. Subject's Responsibilities
I voluntarily agree to participate in this study. I have the following responsibilities.
 To thoughtfully consider and answer each question while recognizing that I can withdraw from
the study at any time
IX. Subject's Permission
I have read the Consent Form and conditions of this project. I have had all my questions answered. I
hereby acknowledge the above and give my voluntary consent:
X_______________________________________
________________________________________ (Print Name)
Should I have any questions about this research or its conduct, and research subjects’ rights, and whom to
contact in the event of a research-related injury to the subject, I may contact:
Dr. Larkin Dudley
Principal Investigator & Faculty Advisor

540-231-5197/dudleyl@vt.edu
Telephone/e-mail

James Travis Bland
Co-Investigator

540-239-8948/jtbland@vt.edu
Telephone/e-mail

Dr. Laura Jensen
Departmental Reviewer

540-2317302/jensen7@vt.edu
Telephone/e-mail

David M. Moore

540-231-4991/moored@vt.edu
Telephone/e-mail

Chair, Virginia Tech Institutional Review
Board for the Protection of Human Subjects
Office of Research Compliance
2000 Kraft Drive, Suite 2000 (0497)
Blacksburg, VA 24060
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Appendix K: Email Approval for Partial use of Mowday, Steers, and Porter’s Commitment
Survey
Dear Mr. Bland:
The contents of the Organizational Commitment Questionnaire can be found
in either of two sources:
-- book by Mowday, Porter and Steers: "Employee-Organization
Linkages...", Academic Press, 1982.
-- journal article: Mowday, Steers & Porter. (1979). The measurement
of organizational commitment. J Vocational Behavior, 14, 224-247.
No permission is needed to use this instrument.
Lyman Porter
-----Original Message----From: Bland, Travis [mailto:jtbland@exchange.vt.edu]
Sent: Monday, May 03, 2010 8:40 AM
To: Porter, Lyman
Subject: Organizational Commitment
Dr. Porter,
Hi, my name is Travis Bland. I am a doctoral candidate at the Center
for Public Administration and Policy at the Virginia Tech. I am
currently working on my dissertation proposal and am looking at the
relationship between the use of the network approach and front-line
behavior. One of the key factors that I will be looking at is
front-line participant commitment and identity. I came across an
article titled Organizational Commitment, Job Satisfaction, and Turnover
that you co-authored in the Journal of Applied Psychology (1974, Vol.
59, No. 5, 603-609) and am interested in the organizational commitment
questionnaire used in this study. This would be very helpful as I put
together my own questionnaire. Is this something that you could share
with me? Also, do you have any suggestions for me?
Thanks for your help and time,
Travis Bland
Travis Bland
Doctoral Candidate
Center for Public Administration and Policy Virginia Tech
(540) 239-8948
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Appendix L: Email Approval for use of Edwin Locke’s Motivation Sequence Graphic
Feel free to use it--I don't have a copy on my computer.
Our model, BTW, does not include subconscious motivation which seems to work independently of conscious
motivation (e.g., priming).
Best, E.L.

Edwin A. Locke
Dean's Professor of Leadership and Motivation (Emeritus)
Robert H. Smith School of Business
32122 Canyon Ridge Drive
Westlake Village, CA 91361
818 706 9361 (in CA) TEL
same FAX
elocke@rhsmith.umd.edu
http://www.rhsmith.umd.edu
http://edwinlocke.com
"Bland, Travis" <jtbland@exchange.vt.edu>

"Bland, Travis"
<jtbland@exchange.vt.edu>

To

"elocke@rhsmith.umd.edu"
<elocke@rhsmith.umd.edu>

01/20/2011 10:22 AM
cc
Subject

Motivation Sequence

Dear Dr. Locke,
Hi, my name is Travis Bland . . . I am a doctoral candidate at the Center for Public Administration and Policy at
Virginia Tech. I am currently working on my dissertation and would like to use your motivation sequence and
argument for exploring behavioral intention as a justification for using Ajzen's Theory of Planned Behavior. In my
dissertation, I am looking at the relationship between the use of networks, as a governance approach, and front-line
worker behavior. Rather than try to observe their behavior, I want to look at their intentions to perform certain
behaviors and your argument is extremely helpful.

First, I would like your permission to use Figure 1 (1991, pg. 289), using the proper citations, found in your article
entitled The Motivation Sequence, the Motivational Hub, and the Motivation Core. Second, do you have this figure
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in jpg format? If so, would you mind sending it to me?
I appreciate your time and look forward to hearing from you.

Sincerely,

Travis Bland

Travis Bland
Doctoral Candidate
Center for Public Administration and Policy
Virginia Tech
(540) 239-8948
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Appendix M: Email Approval for use of Icek Ajzen’s Theory of Planned Behavior Graphic
Dear Mr. Bland,
The theory of planned behavior is in the public domain. No permission is
needed to use the theory in research, to construct a TPB questionnaire, or
to include an ORIGINAL drawing of the model in a thesis, dissertation,
presentation, poster, article, or book. However, if you would like to
reproduce a published drawing of the model, you need to get permission from
the publisher who holds the copyright. I do not hold the copyright to the
figure you mentioned.
You may use the drawing on my website
(http://www.people.umass.edu/aizen/tpb.diag.html) for non-commercial
purposes so long as you retain the copyright notice.
Best regards,
Icek Ajzen, Professor and Head
Division of Social Psychology
University of Massachusetts
Amherst, MA 01003
http://www.people.umass.edu/aizen
-----Original Message----From: Bland, James [mailto:jtbland@exchange.vt.edu]
Sent: Friday, October 21, 2011 11:07 AM
To: aizen@psych.umass.edu
Subject: Theory of Planned Behavior
Dear Dr. Ajzen,
Hi, my name is Travis Bland and I am a doctoral candidate at the Center for
Public Administration and Policy at Virginia Tech. In my dissertation I
explore the behavioral intentions of front-line social workers working in a
collaborative or networked environment. I used your Theory of Planned
Behavior as a framework for examining their behavioral intentions.
I am writing you seeking your permission to re-print Figure 1 from your 1991
Theory of Planned Behavior Article in ORGANIZATIONAL BEHAVIOR AND HUMAN
DECISION PROCESSES 50, 179-211 (1991).
Sincerely,
Travis Bland
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Appendix N: IRB Permission Letters
MEMORANDUM
DATE: October 14, 2010
TO: Larkin S. Dudley, James Bland
FROM: Virginia Tech Institutional Review Board (FWA00000572, expires June 13, 2011)
PROTOCOL TITLE: Front-Line Behavior in the Era of Networks
IRB NUMBER: 10-595
Effective October 14, 2010, the Virginia Tech IRB Administrator, Carmen T. Green, approved
the new protocol for the above-mentioned research protocol.
This approval provides permission to begin the human subject activities outlined in the IRBapproved protocol and supporting documents.
Plans to deviate from the approved protocol and/or supporting documents must be submitted to
the IRB as an amendment request and approved by the IRB prior to the implementation of any
changes, regardless of how minor, except where necessary to eliminate apparent immediate
hazards to the subjects. Report promptly to the IRB any injuries or other unanticipated or adverse
events involving risks or harms to human research subjects or others.
All investigators (listed above) are required to comply with the researcher requirements outlined
at http://www.irb.vt.edu/pages/responsibilities.htm (please review before the commencement of
your research).
PROTOCOL INFORMATION:
Approved as: Expedited, under 45 CFR 46.110 category(ies) 6, 7
Protocol Approval Date: 10/14/2010
Protocol Expiration Date: 10/13/2011
Continuing Review Due Date*: 9/29/2011
*Date a Continuing Review application is due to the IRB office if human subject activities
covered under this protocol, including data analysis, are to continue beyond the Protocol
Expiration Date.
FEDERALLY FUNDED RESEARCH REQUIREMENTS:
Per federally regulations, 45 CFR 46.103(f), the IRB is required to compare all federally funded
grant proposals / work statements to the IRB protocol(s) which cover the human research
activities included in the proposal / work statement before funds are released. Note that this
requirement does not apply to Exempt and Interim IRB protocols, or grants for which VT is not
the primary awardee.
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The table on the following page indicates whether grant proposals are related to this IRB
protocol, and which of the listed proposals, if any, have been compared to this IRB protocol, if
required.
If this IRB protocol is to cover any other grant proposals, please contact the IRB office
(irbadmin@vt.edu) immediately.
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MEMORANDUM
DATE: August 31, 2011
TO: Larkin S. Dudley, James Bland
FROM: Virginia Tech Institutional Review Board (FWA00000572, expires May 31, 2014)
PROTOCOL TITLE: Front-Line Behavior in the Era of Networks
IRB NUMBER: 10-595
Effective August 30, 2011, the Virginia Tech IRB Chair, Dr. David M. Moore, approved the
amendment request for the above-mentioned research protocol.
This approval provides permission to begin the human subject activities outlined in the IRBapproved protocol and supporting documents.

Plans to deviate from the approved protocol and/or supporting documents must be submitted to
the IRB as an amendment request and approved by the IRB prior to the implementation of any
changes, regardless of how minor, except where necessary to eliminate apparent immediate
hazards to the subjects. Report promptly to the IRB any injuries or other unanticipated or adverse
events involving risks or harms to human research subjects or others.

All investigators (listed above) are required to comply with the researcher requirements outlined
at http://www.irb.vt.edu/pages/responsibilities.htm (please review before the commencement of
your research).

PROTOCOL INFORMATION:
Approved as: Expedited, under 45 CFR 46.110 category(ies) 6, 7
Protocol Approval Date: 10/14/2010
Protocol Expiration Date: 10/13/2011
Continuing Review Due Date*: 9/29/2011
*Date a Continuing Review application is due to the IRB office if human subject activities
covered
under this protocol, including data analysis, are to continue beyond the Protocol Expiration Date.

FEDERALLY FUNDED RESEARCH REQUIREMENTS:
Per federally regulations, 45 CFR 46.103(f), the IRB is required to compare all federally funded
grant proposals / work statements to the IRB protocol(s) which cover the human research
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activities included in the proposal / work statement before funds are released. Note that this
requirement does not apply to Exempt and Interim IRB protocols, or grants for which VT is not
the primary awardee.

The table on the following page indicates whether grant proposals are related to this IRB
protocol, and which of the listed proposals, if any, have been compared to this IRB protocol, if
required.

If this IRB protocol is to cover any other grant proposals, please contact the IRB office
(irbadmin@vt.edu) immediately.
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MEMORANDUM
DATE: September 16, 2011
TO: Larkin S. Dudley, James Bland
FROM: Virginia Tech Institutional Review Board (FWA00000572, expires May 31, 2014)
PROTOCOL TITLE: Front-Line Behavior in the Era of Networksa
IRB NUMBER: 10-595
Effective October 14, 2011, the Virginia Tech IRB Chair, Dr. David M. Moore, approved the
continuation request for the above-mentioned research protocol.
This approval provides permission to begin the human subject activities outlined in the IRBapproved protocol and supporting documents.
Plans to deviate from the approved protocol and/or supporting documents must be submitted to
the IRB as an amendment request and approved by the IRB prior to the implementation of any
changes, regardless of how minor, except where necessary to eliminate apparent immediate
hazards to the subjects. Report promptly to the IRB any injuries or other unanticipated or adverse
events involving risks or harms to human research subjects or others.
All investigators (listed above) are required to comply with the researcher requirements outlined
at http://www.irb.vt.edu/pages/responsibilities.htm (please review before the commencement of
your research).

PROTOCOL INFORMATION:
Approved as: Expedited, under 45 CFR 46.110 category(ies) 6, 7
Protocol Approval Date: 10/14/2011 (protocol's initial approval date: 10/14/2010)
Protocol Expiration Date: 10/13/2012
Continuing Review Due Date*: 9/29/2012
*Date a Continuing Review application is due to the IRB office if human subject activities
covered under this protocol, including data analysis, are to continue beyond the Protocol
Expiration Date.
FEDERALLY FUNDED RESEARCH REQUIREMENTS:
Per federally regulations, 45 CFR 46.103(f), the IRB is required to compare all federally funded
grant proposals / work statements to the IRB protocol(s) which cover the human research
activities included in the proposal / work statement before funds are released. Note that this
requirement does not apply to Exempt and Interim IRB protocols, or grants for which VT is not
the primary awardee.
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The table on the following page indicates whether grant proposals are related to this IRB
protocol, and which of the listed proposals, if any, have been compared to this IRB protocol, if
required.
If this IRB protocol is to cover any other grant proposals, please contact the IRB office
(irbadmin@vt.edu) immediately.
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