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ABSTRACT

What Happens When Cross-Sector Partnerships Are Mandated? Analyzing Trust through a
Transaction Cost Approach

Vanessa Hubbard Rastberger
A dissertation submitted in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of Doctor of
Philosophy at Virginia Commonwealth University.
Virginia Commonwealth University, 2020
Chair: Niraj Verma, Ph.D.

Professor of Public Policy and Urban Planning
L. Douglas Wilder School of Government and Public Affairs

Cross-sector partnerships that combine the perspectives and needs of public, private, and
nonprofit sectors have been used to address public policy challenges. Research has shown that
trust and reputation among partners play an important role in the performance of partnerships.
Trust has been positively associated with the reduction of transaction costs of partnerships, and
therefore, this study used a Transaction Cost Economics (TCE) approach as the theoretical
framework.

Some partnerships are volitional while others are the results of legal or other mandates.
Does this volitional or non-volitional (mandated) status affect how collaboration is perceived?
For instance, will collaboration and trust be more likely to be positively perceived when partners
are mandated or when they are volitional? And how does this perceived collaboration affect
transaction costs and ultimately, the success of these partnerships? To answer these questions,
this study used a non-experimental, quantitative research design. Its findings are consistent with
the literature on the importance of trust and collaboration. The results confirmed that the

perception of collaboration differs when partnerships have mandated partners and when the

viii



partnership has volitional or non-mandated partners. Contrary to the literature, mandated
partners had a slightly stronger perception of collaboration than non-mandated ones, something
that was traced to the sectoral origins of the partners. This underscored the importance of
analyzing partnerships by sectors rather than just as an aggregate.

Further disaggregation was obtained by dissecting collaboration into components. All
four components derived from the study: (1) “Partnership Capacity;” (2) “Partnership
Responsiveness;” (3) “Partnership Legitimacy;” and (4) “Partnership Momentum” were
perceived differently in cross-sector partnerships with mandated and non-mandated partners and,
except for “Partnership Legitimacy,” non-mandated partners perceived collaboration more
strongly.

Overall, the results of the study confirmed some aspects of the literature, particularly the
salience of trust in reducing transaction costs and furthering collaboration. At the same time, the
results extend the literature by introducing two broad considerations: (a) sectoral origin or
allegiance of participants and (b) whether they were mandated to participate. As well, by
dissecting collaboration into constituent parts, the study advances the literature by showing how
the perception of capacity, responsiveness, legitimacy and momentum can affect collaboration in

partnerships.
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Chapter 1 - Introduction to the Study

1.1 - Introduction

In today’s economy, a well-educated and highly skilled workforce is the cornerstone of
economic vitality and global competitiveness. Education and training are key components for a
thriving economy and social wellbeing. A mismatch of education and training leads to a shortage
of talent prepared to meet current and future workforce needs. Cross-sector partnerships that
combine the perspectives and needs of public, private, and nonprofit sectors have been used to
address the workforce skills gaps and the mismatch of talent supply and demand (Bryson,
Crosby, & Stone, 2006). While some partnerships are volitional, others are mandated and
dictate what partners must participate. (Selsky & Parker, 2005). The literature on these
partnerships puts trust between participants representing the sectors as crucial to ensuring the
success of the partnership (Nooteboom, 2007). Yet, much less is known about the relationships
between partners and particularly, the level of trust between them, when the partnerships are
mandated as opposed to when they are volitional.

The importance of trust increases as the problems become more complex, straddle
sectors, and the knowledge to resolve them rapidly changes. Workforce development, for
instance, is replete with these challenges because rapidly changing technological knowledge
implies equally rapid training, reformulation, and retraining along with the changing roles of
those in different sectors. Cybersecurity may have once come under the broad purview of
“security” and hence the preserve of government. There is little doubt that today, it is the shared
responsibility of the public, private, and nonprofit sectors. Similarly, in the manufacturing
industry, the responsibility to replace an aging workforce by changing negative perceptions of

manufacturing among younger generations and their parents is shared by all sectors. This



responsibility ranges from corporate social responsibility to mission-oriented nonprofits and
public sector obligations to educate our workforce in order to maintain a vibrant and competitive
economy.

Developing public policy in such situations is particularly tricky. It is widely known that
the knowledge needed to solve these, and similar problems, extend across sectors. But it is one
thing to declare the importance of partnerships across sectors and quite another to make these
partnerships sustainable. In many cases, such partnerships have become part of the regulatory
environment. They are mandated and must happen. However, mandated cooperation comes
with its own difficulties and is susceptible to the charge of tokenism rather than genuine
collaboration. Trust between sectors and between those representing them has been noted as a
particularly vulnerable area that could render these collaborations ineffective (Nooteboom,
Berger, & Noorderhaven, 1997). As a result, despite the significant amount of federal, state and
local funding pouring into workforce cross-sector partnerships, lack of effective collaboration
leads these partnerships to fail to achieve their desired outcomes (Rubin & Stankiewicz, 2001;

Takahashi & Smutny, 2002).

1.2 - Background

Since the 1980s, public policymakers in the United States have advocated for
collaboration through partnerships. Partnerships are promoted as a solution to efficiency and
effectiveness among multiple organizations and sectors. For instance, Waddock (1988) describes
partnerships as multiple organizations involving a commitment of resources, both time and

effort, where organizations are solving problems that affect them all. These partnerships address



issues that extend beyond organizational and sector boundaries and transcend to more broad
concerns of public policy (Waddock, 1998).

Partnerships can be very complex in their implementation, often failing to return intended
outcomes. Indeed, partnerships are sometimes called “fringe activities” because they are risky,
can be difficult to negotiate, political, and challenged by the institutional status quo (Bruffee,
1999). Partnerships are iterative and cyclical (Ansell & Gash, 2008; Huxham, 2003), and are
hard to explain (Brinkerhoff, 2002; Gazeley, 2008; Linder, 1999). Other challenges to the
establishment and sustainability of cross-sector partnerships are the differing institutional
formalities like policies and values (Verma, 2007). These policies and values can conflict with
one another, thus, challenging the partnership at its core. Austin (2000) further adds that
collaboration from within-sectors is different from collaboration between sectors as there is
diversity of institutional cultures, performance measures, ways of communicating, motivations,
decision-making styles, and personal skills.

Specifically, the United States’ public workforce system is strategically driven by state
and regional workforce partnerships in the form of a state board and regional boards that are
cross-sectoral in nature and that consist primarily of private, public and community based
nonprofit organizations. They are mandatory partnerships with some requirements for mandated
partners to participate and are regulated under the federal legislation of the Workforce
Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA) that was enacted in 2014. WIOA was designed to align
the public workforce system with education and economic development and is led by regional
leaders on a Workforce Development Board (WDB). (Workforce Innovation and Opportunity

Act, U.S. Department of Labor, Employment and Training Administration, 2014). WIOA seeks



to improve talent supply and demand by putting job seekers back to work and meeting the talent
demands of businesses.

WIOA reformed the public workforce system from the previous workforce legislation,
the Workforce Investment Act of 1998 (WIA), and put more expectations on the WDBs to be
more strategic conveners of workforce system partners and stakeholders. Federal, state and local
funding dollars are funneled to these regional workforce partnerships with the purpose of giving

strategic direction for local workforce services.

1.3 - Purpose of the Study

Successful partnerships are those that are based on collaboration where partners exchange
resources, talent and skills to develop innovative solutions (Mendel & Brundney, 2012). Yet, there
has been little research about linkages between how the private, public and nonprofit sectors
partner together. Studies on collaborative relationships between multiple sectors is limited and
often occurs between same sectors, such as, nonprofit-public, public-private or nonprofit-private
sectors only. What has been missing by scholars is the inclusive perspective of cross-sector
partnerships and their often tri-party nature in the United States (Mendel & Brundney, 2012).

The theoretical framework of this study is built around a Transaction Cost Economics
(TCE) approach. The application of TCE theory to mandated and non-mandated partners in
cross-sector partnerships has not been adequately explored. This study sought to evaluate how
collaboration in cross-sector partnerships with mandated and non-mandated partners affect
transaction costs. This is particularly important as cross-sector partnerships tend to create and
enforce silos because of the inherent differences of partners. Partners’ perception of trust and

collaboration is important because partnership success has been linked to partners’ perceived



belief that the benefits of collaboration will outweigh the costs (Lubell, Schneider, & Mete,
2002).

Research has shown that trust and reputation among partners play an important role in the
performance of partnerships (Thomson, Perry, & Miller, 2007; Glaeser, Laibson, Scheinkman, &
Soutter, 2000; Nooteboom, Berger, & Norrderhaven, 1997; Getha-Taylor, 2012; Dietz & Hartog,
2006; Judge & Dooley, 2006; Nooteboom, 2007). Additionally, trust has been positively
associated with reducing transaction costs (Gulati, 1998). Higher levels of trust are associated
with lower levels of governance costs (Gulati, 1998). Therefore, higher levels of trust reduce the
transaction costs that occur between partners in partnerships, such as the costs of monitoring the
partnership’s intended agreements. (Nooteboom, 1999). Nooteboom (1999) argues that a
reduction of transaction costs will lead to increased partnership success.

The purpose of this study is to determine the perception of collaboration and trust in
cross-sector partnerships with mandated and non-mandated partners in order to better understand

how collaboration affects transaction costs and ultimately, the success of these partnerships.

1.4 - Theoretical Framework Overview

Part of the "New Institutional Economics” paradigm, TCE builds on traditional
neoclassical economics by showing the importance and saliency of transaction costs (Judge &
Dooley, 2006). For neoclassical economists, the costs of running an economic system are only
for production and in a zero-transaction cost world (Coase, 1937). TCE theory was first
developed by Ronald Coase (1937) and further matured and operationalized by Oliver

Williamson in 1975 (Coase, 1992, Williamson, 1991).



TCE was a major revision of neoclassical economics and distinguishes itself by
introducing the possibility of the influence of characteristics associated with the efficiency of a
chosen form of organization, outside of the free market and by recognizing potential hidden costs
(transaction costs) of future actions. Transaction costs are in contrast to production costs and are
the costs of running the economic system, or the economic equivalent of friction in physics
(Coase, 1937). Transactions must be exchanged, governed and organized, therefore, TCE
encourages the formation of the most efficient governance structure to minimize transaction
costs. (Rindfleisch & Heide, 1997). In TCE, the cost of transactions in one governance structure
is compared with another.

Coase’s explanation led to a paradigm shift in economics. Coase argued that the mode of
governance and level of organizational hierarchy chosen by an organization could be explained
through an evaluation of the transaction costs the organization would face under different kinds
of governance (Coase, 1937). Oliver Williamson (1975) extended Coase’s theory about the role
of transaction costs in determining whether organizations prefer market-based or hierarchical
forms of governance and formalized TCE as a foundational theory in organizational behavior
and, especially, governance.

TCE has become a powerful theory because it incorporates what was failed to be
considered in neoclassical economics, the concepts of bounded rationality, uncertainty, asset
specificity and opportunism behavior (Williamson, 1975). A principal message of TCE is that
the existence of change within institutions can be explained through transaction-cost-
economizing behaviors (Williamson, 1985). Since transaction costs are not directly measured

but, rather, estimated using dimensions of given transactions as proxies, TCE was used as a lens



in this study to determine how collaboration may affect transaction costs in cross-sector

partnerships that include mandated and non-mandated partners.

1.5 - Research Questions

Because of the influence collaboration can have on transition costs and the success of
cross-sector partnerships, there were two research questions guiding this study. They relate to the
perception of collaboration between mandated and non-mandated partners at aggregate and

disaggregate levels.

1.5.1 - Research Question 1
At an aggregate level, are there differences in the perception of collaboration between mandated

and non-mandated partners?

1.5.2 - Research Question 2
Are there differences in the perception of collaboration for disaggregated components of

collaboration between mandated and non-mandated partners?

1.6 - Organization of the Study

Chapter 1 described the challenges of cross-sector partnerships and introduces trust as a
critical factor to the success of cross-sector partnerships. The theoretical framework of the study,
Transaction Cost Economics (TCE), was established as a powerful theory and as an approach to
study what may be happening in cross-sector partnerships that have partners that are mandated

and partners that are not mandated. In Chapter 2, the TCE literature validates the importance of



trust as a transaction cost and a factor of collaboration in successful partnerships. Chapter 3
outlines the non-experimental quantitative research design that was used to collect data and
establishes the methodological rationale of the study based on previous literature. Chapter 4
presents the data collected from the study and an analysis of statistical results. Finally, Chapter 5

provides a discussion of the study results and recommendations for future research.



Chapter 2 — Review of the Literature

2.1 - Introduction

This chapter presents the literature related to this study. TCE theory, transaction costs and
collaboration are further explored, along with the importance of trust in cross-sector partnerships.
The chapter concludes by introducing factors determined to influence success in cross-sector

partnership collaboration.

2.2 - Transaction Cost Economics (TCE) Overview

Neoclassical economics is based on the assumption that a price mechanism exists, and as
a result, in a competitive market, there is supply and demand. The supplier and the buyer will
reach an agreement without any negotiations because price is set by the free market. The
exchange cost is only the cost of the item and therefore, a good will be produced by a firm only
if it can be produced at a price lower than the market price. In neoclassical theory a firm is like a
black-box that interacts with the market to seek knowledge for its functioning (Verma &
Churchman, 1997; Verma, 1998); the organization of economic activities is taken as a given and
firms are characterized as profit-maximizing producers (Williamson, 1985). The firm chooses a
production function to maximize the firm’s performance (Henderson and Quant, 1980). The
black-box of neoclassical economics assumes costless market transactions where there are zero
transaction costs (Coase, 1937). Hence, it does not include costs that could be motivated by self-
interest, opportunism and lower levels of trust.

In contrast to neoclassical economics, Coase (1937) offers an economic explanation of
transaction costs that helps to understand why partnerships and companies are formed going

beyond just trading through contracts on a market. In contrast to production costs, transaction



costs are hidden costs that are not taken into account. Coase argues that there are a number of
transaction costs to procuring something from the market that are in addition to just the price of
the good (Coase, 1937).

Neoclassical economics suggests a firm’s vertical boundary decisions are determined by
technological factors (i.e.: economies of scale or scope) while TCE distinguishes itself from
neoclassical economics by being influenced by characteristics associated with the efficiency of
the chosen form of organization (Williamson, 1985). In other words, TCE explains what
neoclassical economics failed to consider: bounded rationality, uncertainty, asset specificity and
opportunism behavior (Williamson, 1985). Therefore, one can come to the conclusion that some
forms of governance are more suitable than others for a given transaction. Within TCE, all
economic activity revolves around a transaction that is exchanging a good or service between
two or more economic actors (Macher & Richman, 2008). Williamson (1985) argued that in
order to optimize that exchange, an appropriate governance mechanism must be matched to the
nature of the transaction.

Coase (1960) argues that as transaction costs continue to rise, firms may be less likely to
internalize externalities on their own. He suggests that direct government regulation may be a
solution in lieu of a legal system that could determine allowable market transactions (Coase,
1960). Coase (1960, p. 17) notes that “the government may impose regulations which state what
people must do or must not do and which have to be obeyed.” Coase (1960) suggests that the
government act as a ‘super firm’ which could provide a solution at a lower cost than could a
private firm, by avoiding the market altogether. Higher and higher levels of centralization may
need to deal with social costs (Coase, 1960). His work suggests that solutions may first be found

in the market, then the firm, then the state and even further to a level of aggregation on a country
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or global wide scale. This work is important when viewing social problems, such as workforce
supply and demand, and potential solutions in the form of mandated cross-sector partnerships. In
addition, Williamson (1991) subsequently addressed the potential for hybrid forms of
governance that share some characteristics of both markets and hierarchies, and although he
acknowledged that conventional TCE (and his work on the subject) focuses only on dyadic
interorganizational relationships, he noted that the core principles in TCE can be applied to the
analysis of network relationships. As such, TCE can be a lens to view direct government
regulation (mandated partnerships with mandated partners). This study used this economic lens
to determine how collaboration may influence transaction costs and therefore, the success of

partnerships.

2.2.1 - Transaction Cost Definitions

Many different definitions of transaction costs appear in the literature. Coase (1937)
defines the term transaction costs as costs using price mechanisms associated with specifying,
negotiating, and enforcing contracts. He argued that if transactions taking place in the market
were too costly, transactions would be taken within the boundaries of the firm (Coase, 1937).
Arrow (1969) defines transaction costs as the costs of running the economic system. In the mid-
1970s, Williamson emphasized transactions in the analysis of governance structures, referring to
this approach as “transaction cost approach.” (Williamson, 1975). In 1985, Williamson defined
transaction costs to include the costs of drafting, negotiating, and enforcing an agreement, along
with the costs of governance and bonding to secure commitments (Williamson, 1985). Unlike

previous approaches where transaction costs have a fixed value, Williamson’s approach provides
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the notion that transaction costs have relative values and can be different from one organization
to another (Williamson, 1985).

Wallis and North (1986) define transaction costs as the costs of processing and conveying
information, coordinating, purchasing, marketing, advertising, selling, handling legal matters,
shipping, and managing and supervising. Davis (1986) defines transaction costs as the costs of
obtaining information, monitoring behavior, compensating intermediaries, and enforcing
contracts. Additionally, North (1990) explains transaction costs as the costs of measuring the
valuable attributes of what is being exchanged and the costs of protecting rights and policing and

enforcing agreements.

2.2.2 - Composition of Transaction Costs

According to Williamson (1985), there are two kinds of transaction costs: (1) the ex ante
costs of drafting, negotiating, and safeguarding an agreement, such as search and contract costs
and (2) the ex post costs of haggling, governance, and bonding to secure commitments. In the
case of partnerships, ex ante costs arise at the beginning and ex post costs occur during the
partnership’s lifespan (Williamson, 1985). Table 1 outlines the most common sources and types

of transaction costs.
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Table 1

Sources and Types of Transaction Costs

Asset Specificity Environmental Uncertainty ~ Behavioral Uncertainty

A: Source of Transaction Costs

Nature of Governance Problem Safeguarding Adaptation Performance Evaluation

B. Type of Transaction Costs

Direct Costs Costs of crafting Communication, negotiation, Screening and selection
safeguards and coordination costs costs (ex ante);
Measurement costs (ex
post)
Opportunity Costs Failure to invest in Maladaptation; Failure to Failure to identify
productive assets adapt appropriate partners (ex

ante); Productivity losses
through effort adjustments
(ex post)

Note: Rindfeisch & Heide (1997) summarize the source and nature of the most common forms of
transaction costs.

The two assumptions that affect the critical dimensions of a given transaction are: (1)
individuals may behave opportunistically; and (2) individuals are characterized by bounded
rationality (Williamson, 1985). Individuals often act out of their self-interest and towards their
best opportunity, seeking to sometimes exploit a situation to their own advantage (Williamson,
1979). This does not always happen but, the risk of opportunism is always present.

Opportunism in TCE goes beyond conventional economic theories of organizational
behavior (Cyert & March, 1992; March & Simon, 1993; Simon, 1979) and collective action
(Olson, 1965; Ostrom, 1990; Taylor, 1990) that presume organizations will act in their own self-
interest by assuming some organizations will seek to take advantage of others with whom they

transact. This potential behavior makes opportunism a key source of distrust among
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organizations (Bromiley & Cummings, 1995; Das & Rahman, 2002; Hosmer, 1995; Vlaar, Van
de Bosch, & Volberda, 2007;). Researchers studying trust in relation to TCE suggest that in the
absence of opportunism there is little or no need for trust (Bradach & Eccles, 1989, Das & Teng,
2001, Hill, 1990). TCE does not depend on trust but acknowledges the potential for trust to lower
transaction costs and the importance of the appropriate selection of governance (Dyer & Chu,
2003; Hill, 1990; Noorderhaven, 1996).

Additionally, due to a lack of knowledge and information-processing capabilities,
individuals are not always able to act rationally, even if they initially intend to do so. Because of
bounded rationality, it is impossible to predict partner’s potential future actions. Since partners
may have to closely monitor each other’s performance and create a way to enforce their
agreement, transaction costs are likely to increase (Gantz, 2012).

The critical dimensions of transactions are: (1) asset specificity; and (2) uncertainty
(Williamson, 1985). With regard to asset specificity, a valuable asset may be attached to a
particular transaction. Asset specificity can be explained by the extent an investment is made to
support a particular transaction that has a higher value to that transaction than compared to if it
was redeployed for another purpose (Williamson, 1975). Williamson (1975, 1985) argues that
transaction-specific assets are not redeployable and are too specialized, such as human
investments in knowledge.

When partners have to invest a portion of partnership resources (financial and non-
financial, such as time) in purposes other than those associated with productive activities
(outputs), the partnership’s performance drops (Zaheer & Venkatraman, 1995). Therefore, the

specificity of assets for specific transactions could increase coordination activities between
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partners, as well as their intensity, and thus increases transaction costs (Artz & Brush, 2000;
Erickson, 2001; Zaheer & Venkatraman, 1995).

Uncertainty intensifies problems that arise because of bounded rationality and
opportunism (Erickson, 2001). Because of uncertainty, transaction costs can increase. For
example, partners may seek to reduce uncertainty by negotiating complex contracts which in turn
can increase ex ante transaction costs and later, if renegotiation is needed, possibly increase ex
post transaction costs (Jobin, 2008). This uncertainty is exacerbated when you have cross-sector
partnerships that involve partners that are not similar to each other due to the nature of sector

differences, thus, leading to a more conflicting environment.

2.3 - Importance of Collaboration

Cross-sector partnerships can decline or underperform, be terminated or inappropriately
persist (Inkpen & Ross, 2001), face collaborative inertia (Huxham,1996), or persist latently
(Cestero,1999). Partnerships can have many challenges such as, a lack of clarity in defining
common goals, complexity of accountability structures, resource capacity, performance
measurement, and leadership and trust concerns (Gray & Jenkins, 2003; NAO, 2001; OAGC,
1999; OECD, 2001; Stern, 2004). Additionally, cross-sector partnership challenges can be
lumped into themes such as mistrust, differing institutional cultures and practices, and
insufficient partnership resources. Many partnerships, particularly regional partnerships are
riddled with challenges to collaboration, such as competition fueled by scare and sometimes
declining public funding.

Collaboration is defined in a number of ways in the literature. Mattessich, Murray-Close,

& Monsey (2001) state that scholars do use different terms interchangeably to refer to
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APPENDIX D

To: [Email]

Subject: Study on Collaboration and Transaction Costs in Workforce Partnerships in Virginia

Dear [Name],

I am conducting research on collaboration and transaction costs in workforce cross-sector
partnerships and have selected to survey the Workforce Development Boards (WDB) in
Virginia. This research is for partial fulfillment of the requirements for the Doctorate in Public
Policy and Administration at Virginia Commonwealth University (VCU). The overall scope of
this study is to examine collaboration and transaction costs in cross-sector partnerships. It has
been determined that, for example, as trust increases, transaction costs decrease, leading to better
collaboration and partnership performance.

I am requesting that you send a survey to your WDB members. You will find the survey attached
for your review only; the actual survey will be administered online. Your participation is
completely voluntary, and your response to this email will confirm your consent to distribute this
survey. You should not fill out the survey. The survey will take approximately 15-25 minutes to
complete and the name of the survey respondent will not be collected. Results of the study will
be used to better understand cross-sector partnerships, collaboration and transaction costs of
partnerships.

This study has been reviewed by the VCU Institutional Review Board (IRB), which ensures that
research projects involving human subjects follow federal regulations. Please respond back to me
via email affirming your consent to participate in the study. After doing so, I will send you an
email with a link to the online survey and specific instructions to send to your WDB members
only. The survey is intended for WDB members only, not Local Elected Officials (LEOs) that
are not appointed to the board or alternate, non-voting members of the board.

Please contact me directly if you have any questions about this study.
Thank you,
Vanessa H. Rastberger

(804) 402-4909
rastbergervh@vcu.edu
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APPENDIX E

Email: [Name]
Subject: Study on Collaboration and Transaction Costs in Workforce Partnerships in Virginia
Dear [Name],

Please send the information below to your Workforce Development Board (WDB) members as
you previously agreed. You do not need to send this information to anyone outside of the board,
such as Local Elected Officials, unless they are on the board and a voting member of the board.
Thank you for your participation. I will reach back out to you in one week if I have not received
at least a 30% survey response rate. Please let me know when you have sent the survey so I can
track the timeframe that I can allow the survey to be open, which is three weeks from the initial
send. Thank you.

Vanessa H. Rastberger
(804) 402-4909
rastbergervh@vcu.edu

Email Subject Line: Virginia Collaboration Survey and Study on Transaction Costs in Workforce
Partnerships

Dear [Name],

Vanessa H. Rastberger is conducting research on collaboration and transaction costs in
workforce cross-sector partnerships and has selected to survey the Workforce Development
Boards (WDB) in Virginia. This study is for partial fulfillment of the requirements for the
Doctorate in Public Policy and Administration at Virginia Commonwealth University (VCU).
The overall scope of this study is to examine collaboration and transaction costs in cross-sector
partnerships. It has been determined that, for example, as trust increases, transaction costs
decrease, leading to better collaboration and partnership performance.

Please click on this https://redcap.vcu.edu/surveys/?s=C4JF9OWMFPLto complete the survey by
September 12th, if possible. Please note the survey will close after three weeks. This survey can
be taken on a mobile device or iPad as long as you have an internet connection. Your
participation is completely voluntary, and by filling out the survey, you are consenting to
participate in the study. The survey will take approximately 15-25 minutes to complete. In the
interest of anonymity, you will not be asked your name, however, a few demographic questions
will be asked. This project has been reviewed by the Virginia Commonwealth University (VCU)
Institutional Review Board (IRB), which ensures that research projects involving human subjects
follow federal regulations. Results of the study will be used to better understand cross-sector
partnerships, collaboration and transaction costs of workforce partnerships.
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Please contact Ms. Rastberger directly if you have any questions about this study. She can be
reached at (804) 402-4909 and rastbergervh@vcu.edu.

Thank you,

WDB Executive Director
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APPENDIX F

Email: [Name]
Subject: Study on Collaboration and Transaction Costs in Workforce Partnerships in Virginia
Dear [Name],

Thank you, [Name]. Per my research protocol, I am reaching out to you one week after the
survey was sent to let you know the response rate. I have received X% (X out of X) of responses
from your WDB members. If you are able, please resend the information below to the WDB
members. If there is anything that I can do to assist in getting a higher response rate, please let
me know. Thank you for your participation. I will reach back out to you one final time one week
from when you send the reminder to let you know how many responses I have gotten. I am able
to share this data with your WDB after the survey is over. Thank you.

Vanessa H. Rastberger

Subject: WDB Study on Collaboration and Transaction Costs in Virginia
Dear [Name],

This is a reminder and follow up email. Vanessa H. Rastberger is conducting research on
collaboration and transaction costs in workforce cross-sector partnerships and has selected to
survey the Workforce Development Boards (WDB) in Virginia. This study is for partial
fulfillment of the requirements for the Doctorate in Public Policy and Administration at Virginia
Commonwealth University (VCU). The overall scope of this study is to examine collaboration
and transaction costs in cross-sector partnerships. It has been determined that, for example, as
trust increases, transaction costs decrease, leading to better collaboration and partnership
performance.

Please click on https://redcap.vcu.edu/surveys/?s=C4JFO9OWMFPL to complete the survey in the
next week, if possible. This can be done on a mobile device or iPad as long as you have an
internet connection. Your participation is completely voluntary, and by filling out the survey,
you are consenting to participate in the study. The survey will take approximately 15-25 minutes
to complete. In the interest of anonymity, you will not be asked your name, however, a few
demographic questions will be asked. This project has been reviewed by the Virginia
Commonwealth University (VCU) Institutional Review Board (IRB), which ensures that
research projects involving human subjects follow federal regulations. Results of the study will
be used to better understand cross-sector partnerships, collaboration and transaction costs for our
WDB and Virginia as a whole.

Please contact Ms. Rastberger directly if you have any questions about this study. She can be
reached at (804) 402-4909 and rastbergervh@vcu.edu
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Thank you,
WDB Executive Director
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APPENDIX G

Email: [Name]
Subject: Last Attempt for Virginia Survey of Workforce Board Members
Dear [Name],

This is my last attempt to collect survey responses from your board. I am following up with you
because I have only received a X% response rate (X out of X). However, there were X additional
responses after you sent the 1st reminder taking your response rate from X% to X%. Please
resend the information below to your WDB members. If there is anything that I can do to assist
in getting a higher response rate, please let me know. Thank you for your time and participation.
I will be back in touch with a final response rate and after I have done the data analysis. Lastly,
can you confirm that you sent the survey to X members or if there is a different number of board
members other than what your website reported.

Vanessa H. Rastberger
(804) 402-4909
rastbergervh@vcu.edu

Subject: Last Chance - Virginia Survey with Workforce Board Members on Collaboration and
Transaction Costs

Dear [Name],

Vanessa H. Rastberger is conducting research on collaboration and transaction costs in
workforce cross-sector partnerships and has selected to survey the Workforce Development
Boards (WDB) in Virginia. This study is for partial fulfillment of the requirements for the
Doctorate in Public Policy and Administration at Virginia Commonwealth University (VCU).
The overall scope of this study is to examine collaboration and transaction costs in cross-sector
partnerships. It has been determined that, for example, as trust increases, transaction costs
decrease, leading to better collaboration and partnership performance.

Please click here https://redcap.vcu.edu/surveys/?s=C4JFIWMFPL to complete this survey no
later than October 1st.Y our participation is completely voluntary, and by filling out the survey,
you are consenting to participate in the study. The survey will take approximately 15-25 minutes
to complete. In the interest of anonymity, you will not be asked your name, however, a few
demographic questions will be asked. This project has been reviewed by the Virginia
Commonwealth University (VCU) Institutional Review Board (IRB), which ensures that
research projects involving human subjects follow federal regulations. Results of the study will
be used to better understand cross-sector partnerships, collaboration and transaction costs of
partnerships.
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Please contact Ms. Rastberger directly if you have any questions about this study. She can be
reached at (804) 402-4909 and rastbergervh@vcu.edu

Thank you,
WDB Executive Director
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APPENDIX H

Total Variance Explained

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared
Loadings
Component Total % of Cumulative Total % Cumulative
Variance % Variance %
1 10.861 49.367 49.367 10.861 49.367 49.367
2 1.292 5.872 55.239 1.292 5.872 55.239
3 1.167 5.306 60.546 1.167 5.306 60.546
4 1.082 4.920 65.466 1.082 4.920 65.466

Extraction Method: Principal Components Analysis
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APPENDIX I
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APPENDIXJ

Unrotated Factor Loadings Matrix

Variables Factors
1 2 3 4
Shared Vision .837
Concrete, attainable objectives 832
Mutual respect, understanding, and trust 821
Open and frequent communication 819
Appropriate pace of development .819
Flexibility 784
Development of clear roles and policy
guidelines 764
Evaluation and continuous learning .760
Skilled Leadership 758 -.403
Appropriate cross-section of members 748
Members share a stake in both process
and outcomes 745
Adaptability 743
Engaged stakeholders .695
Ability to compromise .690
Unique purpose .659
Established informal relationships and
communication links .630
Favorable political and social climate 570 495
Members see collaboration as in their
self-interest 508 482
Sufficient funds, staff, materials, and
time 461 458
Collaborative group seen as a legitimate
leader in the community 533 558
History of collaboration or cooperation in
the community 460 556
Multiple layers of participation .593 .648

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis

a. 4 factors extracted
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APPENDIX K

Loadings for Principal Component Analysis with Varimax Rotation

Component 1:  Component 2:  Component 3: Component 4: Communality
“Partnership “Partnership “Partnership “Partnership
Capacity” Responsiveness”  Legitimacy” Momentum”
Skilled leadership 816 753
Adaptability to changing .780 .692
conditions
Concrete, attainable goals and 735 405 .803
objectives
Evaluation and continuous 726 416 726
learning
Shared Vision 721 745
Open and frequent .687 489 .749
communication
Mutual respect, understanding, .644 .682
and trust
Established informal .637 528
relationships and communication
links
Appropriate pace of development .605 418 .673
Engaged stakeholders 569 413 528
Unique purpose 539 463
Development of clear roles and 498 449 420 .638
policy guidelines
Members share a stake in both 476 .607
process and outcome
Multiple layers of participation .847 784
Flexibility 528 582 .682
Appropriate cross section of 440 563 .613
members
Ability to compromise 430 497 S17
Collaborative group seen as a 807 737
legitimate leader in the
community
History of collaboration or 749 .627
cooperation in the community
Favorable political and social 13 713
climate
Members see collaboration as 709 .606
being in their self-interest
Sufficient funds, staff, materials, 524 536
and time
Sum of squared loadings 6.37 2.41 1.73 1.29
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% explained variance 49.37% 5.87% 5.31% 4.92%

Note: Factor loadings >.4 are in boldface (N = 126)
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