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ABSTRACT 

 

This dissertation study was a qualitative case study about inter-organizational learning in 

public sector and non-profit multi-agency partnerships. The purpose of the study was to examine 

the dynamic, relational inter-organizational learning processes of the public sector organizations 

involved in a multi-agency partnership to address a specific social issue. Qualitative research 

data was collected from 11 participants actively engaged in a multi-agency, multi-state 

partnership formulated for the purpose of addressing human trafficking. The data was collected 

through semi-structured phone interviews. 

Although inter-organizational learning is a complex process, it allows organizations to 

collaborate with each other while observing and learning from each other. According to the 

literature, inter-organizational learning networks are essential to managing complex social issues, 

such as human trafficking, however, the research on inter-organizational learning is limited in 

scope. Therefore, more understanding of the inter-organizational learning processes is needed. 

This study contributes to the body of knowledge on inter-organizational learning processes in the 

public sector by providing more understanding of the learning processes of one specific multi-

agency partnership. The findings of this study identify necessary components of inter-

organizational learning processes and supports some of the themes found in the existing 

literature. More specifically, the data revealed that continuous communication, having relational 

opportunities for the team to engage and collaborate, and implementing ways to create and share 

knowledge are the three essential components of IOL in a multi-agency public-sector 

partnership. 
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Based on the findings, a framework for understanding the dynamic, relational inter-

organizational learning processes in a public sector multi-agency partnership is also included in 

this study. The learning components, challenges and barriers to inter-organizational learning and 

collaboration, and the Dynamic, Relational IOL framework can potentially be applied to other 

problems of society, specifically multi-faceted, complex societal problems.  

Lastly, the study gives HRD practitioners and leaders pertinent information about the 

barriers and challenges that multi-agency partnerships endure. The findings provide a list of best 

practices and failures surrounding multi-agency partnership learning and collaboration as 

described by the HT work group participants. 
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CHAPTER I  

INTRODUCTION  

 

The creation of collective knowledge (Holmqvist, 1999; Dyer & Nobeoka, 2000), the 

development of network rules of interaction (Dyer & Nobeoka, 2000), and the process of 

acquiring and transferring knowledge (Larsson et al., 1998), three distinctive perspectives that 

summarize how inter-organizational learning has been defined in the literature (Mariotti, 2012). 

While a vast amount of research has been conducted on intra-organizational learning, learning 

that occurs within the organization, comparatively there is little research on inter-organizational 

learning, learning that takes place outside the boundaries of the different organizations involved 

(Mariotti, 2012).  

Inter-organizational learning is a complex process that allows organizations to collaborate 

with each other while observing and importing various practices used by participating firms 

(Mariotti, 2012). It is defined as “the learning that occurs during collaboration between two or 

more organizations” (Shah, Yasir, & Khan, 2016, p. 37). When organizations collaborate for the 

purpose of learning, they establish multi- or inter-organizational learning networks (Engeström 

& Kerosuo, 2007). These network and partnership arrangements serve as “a means of 

transferring and exchanging knowledge between organizations” (Beeby & Booth, 2000, p. 76). 

When dealing with social issues that are complex and multifaceted, meaning these issues affect 

various aspects of society, a diverse approach is necessary. Multifaceted social problems are not 

limited to one specific area. Because of the complexity of some social issues, a multifarious 

approach that involves the expertise, knowledge and coordinated attention of multiple people 

from various agencies is needed to address the assortment of mental health, public health, 
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socioeconomic and development issues. Such inter-organizational learning networks are not only 

beneficial, but essential to the management of social problems (Provan & Milward, 2001; White, 

2014). However, current research on inter-firm learning processes is “limited in scope” (Mozzato 

& Bitencourt, 2014, p. 287).  

According to Mozzato and Bitencourt (2014), “the process of inter-organizational 

learning warrants investigation, as its scope of analysis needs widening and deepening” (p. 285). 

Before inter-organizational learning can be analyzed as a method for managing social problems 

through capacity building, it needs to be better understood as a multi-level learning process and 

framework (Mariotti, 2012; Mozzato & Bitencourt, 2014) that can be used to improve the 

effectiveness and capabilities of organizations, especially when dealing with social issues. 

Despite being limited in depth, there has been an increase in the amount of studies 

conducted inter-organizational learning as opposed to learning within single organizations 

(Engeström & Kerosuo, 2007). Inter-organizational learning has become more relevant in 

research as researchers strive to understand the “scenarios” and “processes” involved in the 

learning style that expands beyond the boundaries of one single organization (Mozzato & 

Bitencourt, 2014, p. 286).  

Studies conducted on inter-organizational learning date back to the 1990’s when Larsson, 

Bengtsson, Henriksson and Sparks (1998) examined collective knowledge within strategic 

alliances and proposed a “process-oriented conceptual framework of inter-organizational 

learning” (p. 286). A year later, Holmqvist (1999) published a study on how inter-organizational 

knowledge can be created among “imaginary organizations” which is defined as “systems of 

actors that mutually create strategic value through sharing resources and interacting” (Hedberg et 
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al, 1997, p. 420). There have been several more attempts to understand and contribute to the 

literature on inter-organizational learning through models and frameworks. For example, Greve 

(2005) presented a framework for inter-organizational learning based on a “model of 

heterogeneous diffusion of innovations” to understand how the social structure and location of an 

organization affects and impacts the learning that takes place (p. 1026). 

 Later, Hardy, Phillips and Lawrence (2003) conducted a study examining the strategic, 

knowledge creation, and political effects of inter-organizational collaboration on participating 

organizations. In 2008, Easterby-Smith, Lyles and Tsang also published an article on inter-

organizational where the authors focused on knowledge transfer and introduced a framework for 

understanding the knowledge transfer process. Several conceptual models of inter-organizational 

learning have been introduced, but they tend to be “worryingly generalized and common-

sensical” (Engeström & Kerosuo, 2007, p. 338).  

Mariotti (2012) introduced a conceptual framework for the purpose of advancing theory 

on inter-organizational learning. While her framework does present inter-organizational learning 

as a process that is multi-level, relational, and relies heavily on collaboration; knowledge 

sharing; and learning together, it also requires further development and empirical evidence. 

 The limited depth and breadth of the present models, conceptual frameworks and 

research on inter-organizational learning reveals that there is minimal understanding of inter-firm 

learning relations. As a result of this limitation, opportunities for organizations to benefit from 

the “exchange of information, resources, trust, and collaborative problem solving across 

organizational boundaries” (Engeström & Kerosuo, 2007, p. 337) are also restricted. Further 

research, more development, and a deeper understanding of inter-organizational learning is 
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necessary because it will allow Human Resource Development (HRD) practitioners to use inter-

organizational learning to build capacity and increase the effectiveness of organizations, 

specifically those who are working to minimize social issues in the United States. 

Problem Statement 

Despite becoming a more relevant topic of research, inter-organizational learning has 

been “poorly investigated” and is still considered a “field in progress” (Mozzato & Bitencourt, 

2014, p. 286). Current literature and research available on inter-organizational learning is still 

viewed as “limited in scope” (Mozzato & Bitencourt, 2014, p. 286). It provides little 

understanding of the actual learning processes that constitute how knowledge becomes inter-

organizational (Mariotti, 2012).  

More specifically, current researchers have revealed inter-organizational learning as a 

process that focuses more on how, at the individual level, organizations can increase their 

knowledge (Inkpen, 1997) and selectively engage in inter-firm collaboration specifically for the 

benefit of accessing the specialized knowledge of the participating organization (Lane & 

Lubatkin, 1998). The common theme among the present research publications on inter-

organizational learning tends to focus on the benefits of single actors and overlook the actual 

process involved in inter-organizational learning. Therefore, more research is needed to examine 

inter-organizational learning as a “dynamic” (Mozzato & Bitencourt, 2014, p. 285) and 

“relational” (Mariotti, 2012, p. 220) process, that can be identified in both “structured and 

unstructured spaces,” and has the possibility to “generate learning episodes” (Mozzato & 

Bitencourt, 2014, p. 285) within those spaces.  
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In addition, of the limited research published on inter-organizational learning, majority of 

it focuses on the strategic alliances of profit generating corporations for the purpose of gaining 

competitive advantage and success (Mariotti, 2012). Few empirical studies have been conducted 

on inter-organizational learning processes (Larsson, Bengtsson, Henriksson, & Sparks, 1998), 

and there is little understanding of inter-organizational learning processes in general, but more 

specifically within the public sector, such as social services and nonprofit organizations. 

Purpose of the Study 

The overarching purpose of this case study was to conduct research on inter-

organizational learning by examining the dynamic and relational processes that do not take place 

naturally (White, 2014). More specifically, the purpose of this case study was to understand the 

learning processes in both structured and unstructured learning spaces in public sector and non-

profit organizations engaged in multi-organizational partnerships. Semi-structured interviews 

were conducted to describe the inter-organizational learning (IOL) experiences of those in 

engaged in the multi-agency partnership. The qualitative data collected were used to explore the 

aspects of inter-organizational learning was based on the three distinctive learning processes 

(learning to collaborate; learning to share knowledge; and learning to create knowledge) of 

Mariotti’s (2012) deutero-learning model, Marsick and Watkin’s (1993; 1997; 2003) seven 

dimensions of a learning organization, which defines the aspects of a learning organization, as 

well as other components of IOL found during the literature review. 

Conceptual Framework 

The conceptual framework used for this study included Watkins and Marsick’s (1993; 

1997; 2003) framework of a learning organization and Mariottti’s (2012) deutero-learning model 
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of inter-organizational learning. According to Ameli and Kayes (2011) “different models and 

levels, from different perspectives, were used to explain inter-organizational learning,” including 

an individual perspective (Manring, 2007), group (Knight & Pye, 2004), organizational, and 

some view the inter-organizational level as a separate category (Inkpen, 2005).  

While it has been acknowledged that inter-organizational learning (IOL) does take place 

at another level, outside the organization, for the purpose of this study and due to the complex 

nature and limited understanding of IOL processes, a learning theory from the organizational 

perspective was used. In addition, a proposed framework on IOL was integrated as part of the 

conceptual framework used to examine the learning experiences. In the following sections, each 

aspect of the conceptual framework is described in detail along with its relevance to this study on 

understanding IOL processes.  

Watkins and Marsick’s Learning Organization Framework 

Watkins and Marsick’s (1993) learning organization framework is based on the idea that 

learning is a highly social process that happens at the individual, team or group, and 

organizational level. They believed that in addition to formal or structured learning, a notable 

amount of valuable learning takes place informally through socialization (Marsick & Watkins, 

2003). To support this type of informal learning, organizations need to foster a “learning climate 

and culture” (Marsick & Watkins, 2003, p. 134) where learning is “must be captured and 

embedded in ongoing systems, practices, and structures” (Marsick & Watkins, 2003, p. 133). A 

learning culture is a “collection of conventions, values, practices, and processes that encourage 

employees and organizations to develop knowledge and competence” (Nabong, 2015, p. 1). 
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Organizations that have adapted a learning culture encourage continuous learning and firmly 

believe that all parts of the system influence each other (Nabong, 2015). 

The climate of an organization has the power to influence the behavior of employees 

(Messarra & El-Kassar, 2013). More specifically, organizational climate is defined as “a set of 

measurable properties of the work environment, perceived directly or indirectly by people who 

live and work in this environment and assumed to influence their motivation and behavior” 

(Litwin & Stringer, 1968, p. 1). Therefore, a learning climate refers to the conditions within the 

organization that promote knowledge acquisition among its members.  

According to Marsick and Watkins (2003), “climate and culture are built by learning and 

those who learn from their experience, influence the learning of others, and create an 

environment of expectations that shapes and supports desired results that in turn get measured 

and rewarded” (p. 137). Climate and culture are interdependent because one directly influences 

or affects the other. For example, by creating a climate that is conducive and promotes learning, 

individuals are encouraged to engage in learning which has a direct impact on the culture of the 

organization. 

To support informal learning experiences, Marsick and Watkins developed a framework 

based on seven dimensions, dispersed among levels of learning that characterize a learning 

organization (see Figure 1). Each dimension identifies an action imperative that organizations 

must implement to foster a learning climate and culture. 
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Figure 1. Watkins and Marsick's (1993) model of the dimensions of a learning organization. 
(Used with permission) 
 

 

The model begins at the bottom which is the individual level of learning. This level 

includes two dimensions (a) promote inquiry and dialog and (b) create continuous learning 

opportunities which is similar to social constructivism. Social constructivism is based on the idea 

learning is a social process and knowledge, meaning, and understanding is created and obtained 

from our interactions with others and life experiences. Meaningful learning occurs when 

individuals are engaged in social activities and all understanding and knowledge is socially 

constructed (Leavy, 2014). Therefore, to facilitate learning among the organization, HRD 

practitioners must promote social negotiation and interaction by encouraging individuals to ask 

questions and share their opinions and experiences with others. Inquiry requires questioning that 

is beneficial to the learning process because it challenges assumptions without attacking others. 
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Dialogue entails both open minds and open lines of communication (Watkins & Marsick, 1993). 

In organizations where individuals feel as though they are not allowed to communicate freely or 

question others, learning is hindered due to limited opportunities for probing, inquisition, and 

open communication.  

There are several ways to foster continuous learning among individual members which 

include: effectively planning for informal learning, learning how to learn, and providing just-in-

time learning opportunities. Because continuous learning is opportunistic, it is important that the 

person providing the knowledge understands what the knowledge seeker requires to help them 

“move along the developmental continuum” (Watkins & Marsick, 1993, p. 12). The concept of 

continuous learning does not only refer to the worker being adaptable to change, but it also 

requires that the work itself changes. The goal is for the worker to “change, adapt, grow, and 

eventually take control of work-related decisions” (Watkins & Marsick, 1993, p. 13).  

The next level of learning is located at the middle of the model and includes learning at 

the team and group level. There is only one dimension at this level, and it consists of 

collaboration and team learning. Through teams, groups and networks, new knowledge is 

dispersed, and individuals learn how to work collaboratively. Based on the work of Donald 

Schön (1983), Watkins and Marsick (1993) considered team learning process a cross between 

thinking and action. They explained that it is important for teams to understand the team learning 

process and how to progress through the four stages of framing, reframing, integrating 

perspectives, experimenting, and crossing boundaries (Watkins & Marsick, 1993, p. 99). 

The third and final level consists of the organizational level, internal, followed by societal 

or global relationships outside the organization, including the community. At this level, there are 
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four dimensions that include: creating systems to capture and share learning, empowering people 

toward a collective vision, connecting the organization to its environment, and providing 

strategic leadership for learning. This level represents a shift from individual and team learning 

to learning at the organizational and societal/global levels.  

Within a learning organization, systems that are embedded within the organization and 

designed to capture and share learning are imperative. Therefore, the first objective is to build 

organizational capacity within the organization, then establish systems to capture and share 

learning with others (Watkins & Marsick, 1993). By creating systems to capture the learning the 

organization is able to preserve the knowledge and endure inconsistencies of the workforce. In 

addition, learning organizations share their learning with the “widely dispersed workforce” 

(Watkins & Marsick, 1993, p. 15). It is also important that intrinsic knowledge is captured and 

preserved for future distribution. Technology is useful to both capturing and sharing learning that 

takes place informally (Watkins & Marsick, 1993).  

Learning organizations establish a collective vision where everyone has an idea of the big 

picture and members know how to get things accomplished within the organization. Empowering 

individuals toward a collective vision is a vital aspect of creating a learning organization. It 

requires “concerted action at many levels of an organization to change deep structures and 

cultures that prompt people to act as they do” (Watkins & Marsick, 1993, p. 200).  In addition, 

learning organizations have the resources to take action and the organization, as a whole, knows 

how to influence people (Watkins & Marsick, 1993). Organizations that are less rigid provide 

more autonomy which allows people to feel empowered to act and remain committed to the 

vision. Having a “more participatory workplace” provides “both the individual and the 
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organization more space for learning” (Watkins & Marsick, 1993, p. 17). Autonomy promotes 

empowerment, and the learning organization is the result of empowerment because “empowered 

people become motivated to learn” (Watkins & Marsick, 1993, p. 208). If employees feel as 

though they possess the authority to take action, they are supported and encouraged to learn, and 

rewarded for their learning, they will be more committed toward the collective vision of the 

organization (Watkins & Marsick, 1993).  

After altering the culture of the organization, learning organizations extend these changes 

to the community, society and globally to promote interdependent learning. Connecting the 

organization to its environment creates a link between the organization and the community. It 

allows workers to recognize the interdependencies between the internal and external 

environments surrounding the organization, such as the local community, external customers, 

and the broader industry in which the organization is a part of (Watkins & Marsick, 1993). This 

imperative also includes balancing work and family life, being responsive to organizational and 

societal needs, and linking products and services to the quality of work life. It is important for 

organizations to be aware and informed when it comes to external issues including politics and 

economics. Learning organizations are family friendly, integrate public services into the 

workplace, and advocate for organizations to implement supportive policies (Watkins & 

Marsick, 1993).  

Lastly, providing strategic leadership for learning involves “leaders modeling, 

championing and supporting learning” while “using learning strategically for business results” 

(Marsick & Watkins, 2003, p. 139). Learning organizations must provide strategic leadership for 

learning. This dimension requires that there are leaders within the organization that model, 
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encourage, and facilitate learning initiatives. These leaders also ensure that the learning that 

takes places is beneficial to the overall objectives of the organization.  

Learning organizations do not develop overnight instead they are “grown organically” 

(Weinberger, 1998, p. 354). This means that organizations must develop naturally, over time. 

While there is no unified template for fostering a learning organization, Watkins and Marsick’s 

(1993) model and list of action imperatives makes the task of understanding the requirements of 

a learning organization less cumbersome. As depicted in Figure 1 and explained above, the 

model provides a guideline for understanding the multi-level structure of a learning organization. 

In addition, the seven dimensions provide measurable standards for the examining an 

organization and how its action are aligned with Watkins and Marsick’s (1993) framework of a 

learning organization. 

Mariotti’s Deutero-learning Model 

The second part of the conceptual framework used for this study is a model of inter-

organizational learning proposed by Mariotti (2012). The model was formulated from a review 

of the literature and the identification of common themes found on the topic of inter-

organizational learning. The purpose of the model is to identify what Mariotti considers the key 

parts of inter-organizational learning based on the research and findings of other researchers. 

Though Mariotti does not formally name the proposed framework, in the article she refers to it as 

a “deutero learning process” (Mariotti, 2012, p. 219).  

The phrase “deutero” refers to a process that includes both single and double-loop 

learning where organizations engage in collaborative inquiry and reflection (Argyris & Schön, 

1978). Single-loop and double-loop learning were originally developed by Chris Argyris and 
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Donald Schön (1978) and based on Argyris’ theory of action perspective. Single-loop learning is 

a form of organizational learning where errors are detected as the result of an unacceptable 

outcome or result. Eventually, those actions that resulted in the undesired outcomes are 

corrected, but the framework and context of the organization is not altered. Double-loop learning 

also involves the detection and correction of errors, but goes one step further to adjust the 

system, procedure, or assumption(s) within the framework of the organization which caused 

error. Deutero-learning encompasses both single-and double-loop learning while challenging the 

organization’s framework and context, its history, patterns, attitude and strategies.  

According to Mariotti (2012) within the deutero-learning process “network actors learn 

how to learn together” (p. 219). Deutero-learning, (Argyris & Schön, 1978) or learning II 

(Bateson, 1973) is the level at which “learning becomes intentional” as the learner focuses on 

their attention on “reflecting on the process of learning itself by developing strategies for 

maximizing single loop learning” (Yuthas, Dillard, & Rogers, 2004, p. 238). At this stage, the 

learner understands the importance of the “context within which the learning takes place, 

contrasts the current context to other alternatives,” and engages in “continual reflection of what 

is being learned” and the processes involved (Yuthas et al., 2004, p. 238).  

There is a substantial amount of ambiguity surrounding deutero-learning (Visser, 2007) 

which lends to the lack of clarity concerning concepts and meanings. Although a broader 

selection of literature was reviewed, only key parts were selected for the purpose of this study. 

The following definitions explain triple-loop, also referred to at deutero-learning, as it relates to 

this research.  According to Snell and Chak (1998), triple-loop learning is defined as “co-

inventing collective mindfulness” where “members discover how they and their predecessors 
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have facilitated or inhibited learning and produce new structures and strategies for learning” (p. 

340). Yuthas, Dillard, and Rogers (2004) referred to triple-loop learning as a way to “capture the 

notion of continual reflection on the learning process, the context within which learning occurs, 

and the assumptions and values motivating the learning and influencing its outcomes” (p. 239). 

This resembles the definition of deutero-learning which entails learning about learning by 

discovering new ways to learn. It helps us understand more about ourselves, how we learn, and 

our previous actions effect our current situations.  

Despite the lack of consensus, there are notable similarities among the various concepts, 

and it is evident that Bateson’s (1973) levels of learning framework serves as the theoretical 

foundation for triple-loop learning. Deutero-learning is a form of organizational learning that is 

beneficial to establishing a learning organization. For example, the knowledge development 

cycle includes knowledge creation, knowledge adoption, knowledge distribution, and knowledge 

review and revision (Biswas, n.d), which can be beneficial to continual reflection of the learning 

process as described in the definition of triple-loop learning. Some of these concepts are also 

present in Mariotti’s (2012) deutero-learning framework. Visser (2007) suggests that there are 

three characteristics of deutero-learning in organizations: (a) the learning is continuous, 

behavioral-communicative, and largely unconscious; (b) it tends to escape explicit steering and 

organizing, may occur consciously or unconsciously; (c) the processes don’t necessarily lead to 

organizational or individual improvement (p. 660-661). The first two characteristics refer to the 

social, collaborative and behavioral components of organizational learning. The third 

characteristic will be addressed later in this chapter when triple-loop learning will be presented in 

relation to inter-organizational learning as a process that “occurs only if an organization learns 
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from its partner’s organizational process in specific ways” (Ameli & Kayes, 2011, p. 179), 

specifically “through learning about their practices, structure, and culture” (Knight & Pye, 2004, 

p. 380). 

After conducting a review of the literature available on inter-organizational learning, 

Mariotti was able to summarize her findings into three categories based on common themes. She 

then used them as the base for developing her framework. These “three distinctive perspectives” 

include: the creation of collective knowledge, the creation of network rules of interaction, and 

knowledge acquisition (Mariotti, 2012, p. 216) (see figure 2).  

 

Figure 2. Mariotti's (2012) framework for understanding IOL. (Used with permission) 
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Based on those distinctive perspectives, Mariotti formulated a framework comprised of 

the main processes that she believed “constitute inter-organizational learning” (Mariotti, 2012, p. 

219). The model includes three “aspects of inter-organizational learning” as defined by Mariotti 

(2016, p. 220). It displays “learning to collaborate” at the bottom with the other two levels 

stacked directly above it. In her model, there are arrows that demonstrate how the process should 

move upward from level one to level two and eventually level three. Within the first level, 

individuals are learning to collaborate with others. This stage is referred to as the act of “learning 

by interacting” (Lorenzoni & Lipparini, 1999, p. 331). During this stage, organizations create 

linkages or partnerships with other organizations (Mariotti, 2012). The second level consists of 

learning to share knowledge. The ability to share knowledge within the learning network is 

promoted through collaboration while individuals are interacting. This idea supports the learning 

organization ideas presented by Watkins and Marsick (1993).  

Following the process of learning to share knowledge, the final stage is learning to create 

knowledge, which is promoted through the previous two levels. Knowledge is co-created by 

pairing up individuals from different organizations with diverse skills to encourage the 

integration of their ideas and support innovation (Leonard-Barton, 1995; Mariotti, 2012). By 

sharing knowledge and collaborating, these networks are also able to build shared knowledge or 

inter-organizational knowledge. There are also arrows on the side on each of the levels to 

demonstrate a continuous process of collaborating, sharing and creating knowledge. 

According to Mariotti, “learning is better conceived as dynamic and relational, embedded 

in the network of relationships formed by individuals, groups, and organizational actors” and she 

attempts to reflect this idea in her framework (Mariotti, 2012, p. 220).  
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While Watkins and Marsick (1993) focused solely on learning organization in their 

framework, Mariotti’s deutero-learning framework narrowed the focus specifically to learning 

that takes place between organizations, inter-organizational learning. “Theory-building is critical 

to the continued success” of any discipline, and although Mariotti’s framework requires further 

development and application, it serves to help advance theory on inter-organizational learning 

(Handfield, 1998, p. 321). Using both Mariotti’s (2012) inter-organizational framework and 

Watkins and Marsick’s (1993) framework for the learning organization provided the theoretical 

support that was required to examine multi-partnership or inter-organizational learning 

processes.  

The two frameworks focused on the process of creating and facilitating a learning 

organization as well as promoting learning between different organizations. If learning was 

taking place at the individual, group and organizational levels, it made implementing learning 

between organizations much more achievable. Also, the six action imperatives of Watkins and 

Marsick’s (1993) learning organization theory provided the guideline for identifying whether an 

organization was facilitating and providing learning opportunities at all three levels (individual, 

group, and organization). The conceptual framework for this study was created by this researcher 

and was an integration of models presented by Watkins and Marsick (1993) and Mariotti (2012) 

(see Figure 3). 
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Figure 3. Conceptual framework of inter-organizational learning processes. 
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Research Question 

The following research question guided this study:  

What are the perceptions and experiences of individuals engaged in multi-agency 

partnerships as it relates to the dynamic, relational components of inter-organizational 

learning in the public and non-profit sector?  

This study focused solely on public sector and non-profit organizations due to the limited 

understanding of shared vision among the public sector (White, 2014) and the need to understand 

the learning among philanthropic and government agencies who join together to evoke large 

scale social change (White, 2014). 

Significance of the Study 

Engaging in inter-organizational learning allows organizations to share knowledge with 

one another and potentially alter the capabilities of participating organizations through shared 

experiences or by evoking innovation (Nembhard, 2008). However, for learning and innovation 

to be possible, there are certain network requirements for this type of shared learning to occur. 

Mariotti (2012) describes these network requirements as the “building blocks through which 

inter-organizational learning occurs” (p. 215). The three building blocks include, learning to 

collaborate, learning to share knowledge, and learning to create inter-organizational knowledge. 

To understand each component, it is essential to first understand the concept of inter-

organizational learning. By exploring inter-organizational learning processes, this study 

contributes practical application of a proposed model of the inter-organizational learning process 

introduced by Mariotti (2012). Also, it could possibly expand on the theoretical research 

available on inter-organizational learning specifically in the non-profit and public sector.  
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Examining and understanding inter-organizational learning processes may also provide 

valuable information to help HRD practitioners improve their organizations’ current processes 

based on these building blocks proposed by Mariotti (2012). “Learning is the main prompting 

factor for the formation of strategic alliances in today’s dynamic market situations,” so it is 

concluded that the learning processes are key to effective inter-organizational learning (Shah, 

Yasir, & Khan, 2016, p. 39). 

Also, understanding more about inter-organizational learning processes could increase 

the effectiveness of the organizations participating in this study by allowing them to improve 

their learning relationships and practices. In return, this could help them increase their 

knowledge capacity, build their capability, and provide better services to clients.  

Since the purpose of this study was to examine organizations that provide assistance and 

services to women engaged in street-level prostitution, learning new information that could 

improve the effectiveness of these specific programs can subsequently reduce the rate of 

recidivism for street-level prostitution and implement social change on a larger scale. There are a 

multitude of issues surrounding street-level prostitution that include, misconduct, exiting 

barriers, substance abuse and the cost of incarceration. These problems affect the individual, 

their family, the community and society, thereby making street-level prostitution a significant 

social-issue that needs to be addressed. According to Matthews, Easton, Young, and Bindel 

(2014) prostitution recovery, rehabilitation, support and treatment programs can play a 

monumental role in the exiting process for women in the sex work industry. While research 

supports the idea that outreach, diversion and rehabilitation programs are influential, the 
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organizational structure and learning practices of these programs is a vital component of its 

ability to be effective.  

Lastly, this body of research contributes to the empirical content available on inter-

organizational learning processes, specifically within the public sector. Majority of the current 

research studies on inter-organizational learning focuses strictly on firms and businesses that join 

together in strategic alliances for competitive advantage and success (Mariotti, 2012). 

Definitions 

The following terms were used in and are applicable to this study. The definitions are as 

follows: 

Commercial sex act. Commercial sex act is any sex act on account of which anything of 

value (money, drugs, shelter, food, clothes, etc.) is given to or receive by any person (TVPA, 

2000). 

Communities of Practice (COPs). Communities of practice consists of a “collection of 

people who engage on an ongoing basis in some common endeavor. The emerge in response to 

some common interest or position and play an important role in forming their members’ 

participation in, and orientation to, the world around them” (Eckert, 2006, p. 1).  

Debt bondage. Similar to peonage, debt bondage involves a debt that seemingly can 

never be paid off, forcing the victim into exploitative labor indefinitely (TVPA, 2000). 

Deutero-learning process. Deutero-learning is also commonly referred to as triple-loop 

learning. It is a process that includes both single and double-loop learning where organizations 

engage in collaborative inquiry and reflection (Argyris & Schön, 1978). Within the deutero-

learning process “network actors learn how to learn together” (Mariotti, 2012, p. 219). 



 

 

22 

 

Diversion programs. The term diversion means “diversion from jail or diversion from 

the legal system” entirely (Wahab, 2006, p. 68). Diversion programs are a way of rehabilitating 

offenders sometimes using the authority of the courts and providing them with alternative 

lifestyle options that do not entail breaking the law.  

Human Resources Development (HRD). Human Resource Development is a discipline 

that is based on three components which include psychological, economic and systems theories 

(Swanson R. , 1999). It is “a process of developing and/or unleashing human expertise through 

organization development and personnel training and development for the purpose of improving 

performance at the organizational, process and individual/group levels” (Swanson R. , 1999) 

.HRD includes the following underlying theories: learning (adult learning, organizational 

learning, and learning organizations); performance improvement; systems theory; economic 

theory; and psychological theory (Weinberger, 1998, p. 80). 

Human trafficking (HT). According to the Trafficking Victims Protection Act (TVPA), 

the various types of trafficking include commercial sex act, slavery, involuntary servitude, 

peonage, and debt bondage. (TVPA, 2000). 

Inter-organizational learning (IOL). Inter-organizational learning is the learning that 

occurs during the collaboration of two or more organizations” (Shah et al., 2016, p. 37). IOL has 

also been interpreted “as a process in which network members act jointly to create collective 

knowledge” (Mariotti, 2012, p. 217).  

Involuntary servitude. Involuntary servitude is a scheme, plan or pattern that causes a 

person to believe that if they do not enter into or continue labor obligation or situation, they will 

suffer serious harm, abuse, or other negative consequences (TVPA, 2000). 
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Learning. Learning is “a process through which science is created by the change in 

experience. Learning leads to new intuitions and concepts in human.” It aims to enhance the 

employee’s knowledge and skills but also development and growth of the organization by 

building a flexible dynamic learning organization (Saadat & Saadat, 2016, p. 219).  

Learning Organization (LO). Learning organizations are defined as “organizations 

where people continually expand their capacity to create the results they truly desire, where new 

and expansive patterns of thinking are nurtured, where collective aspiration is set free, and where 

people are continually learning how to learn together” (Senge, 1990, p. 3). A system “that learns 

continuously and transforms itself” (Marsick & Watkins, 1993, p. 8).  

Multi-agency partnerships. Multi-agency partnerships are essential for the management 

of major social problems, but difficult to create. They include various organizations collaborating 

for the same initiative. They typically “operate as a hub where referrals can be made to a group 

of practitioners from across a range of statutory and non-statutory services” (Matthews, Easton, 

Young, & Bindel, 2014, p. 108). 

Peonage. Peonage is defined as involuntary servitude that is based on a real or alleged 

indebtedness (TVPA, 2000). 

Problem-solving Justice/Court. Problem-solving justice is a process that is used by the 

justice system to address crimes in which rehabilitation would be more beneficial than 

incarceration. It is commonly used in drug and substance abuse crimes, or in this instance street-

level prostitution.  

Prostitute. A prostitute is “a person who makes it a profession to gratify the lust of 

various persons of the opposite or same sex” (Ellis, 1936, pp. 225-226). It is a person who 
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exchanges sex or sexual favors for money, drugs, or other desirable commodities (Dalla, 2000, p. 

344).  

Prostitution Recovery Programs (PRPs). Prostitution recovery programs are non-profit 

organizations that are sometimes affiliated with religious organizations. 

Prostitution Serving Organizations (PSOs). Prostitution serving organizations are 

organizations that are not associated with the government, but they take a hands-on approach to 

working with and assisting prostitutes.  

Rehabilitation. Rehabilitation is a process used to help women abandon the “deviant 

identity” associated with street-level prostitution and to adapt new, non-deviant identity and role 

in society (Oselin, 2009, p. 379). 

Sex Work. Sex work is a term used by liberal feminists (Desyllas, 2007) for trading sex 

for money, materials goods (Dank, et al., 2014). Liberal feminist argue that sex work is a viable 

employment option if someone should choose sex as a work (Desyllas, 2007). 

Considerations 

As with any process, there are certain aspects surrounding the study that are not 

controllable and therefore should be considered as potential limitations. The following section 

includes the limitations surrounding this study.  

Findings from a case study were based solely on the experiences and perspectives of the 

participants of this study. The sample population for this study included individuals employed at 

government agency or a non-profit organization and actively involved in a multi-agency 

partnership focused on addressing the issues surrounding human trafficking. They were all 

selected from one of eight states that made up a specific government agency service region in 
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United States. Since only 11 participants were included in this study, which is a small percentage 

of individuals, these findings may not be generalizable to all multi-agency partnerships.  

In addition, there were limitations to the theories and models used for the conceptual 

framework of this study. The scope of research on inter-organizational learning processes is 

limited in scope (Mozzato & Bitencourt, 2014). Mariotti’s (2012) deutero-learning model was 

also limited because it does not include some of the essential processes of inter-organizational 

learning such as knowledge management and ways to create and enhance inter-organizational 

trust among partners. In addition, at the time of this study, the model had not been tested in 

empirical research. 

Boundaries and Assumptions 

Unlike limitations, delimitations are self-imposed boundaries that the research sets for the 

purpose and scope of the study (Lunenberg & Irby, 2008). This study focused strictly on the 

experiences and perceptions of individuals engaged in a Human Trafficking (HT) multi-agency 

partnership (also referred to as a work group). Their perceptions and experiences were used to 

better understand inter-organizational learning processes in public sector organizations. One 

boundary includes the use of only employees involved in the work group. The reason for limiting 

the sample population to the employees involved in the partnership was to narrow the scope of 

the population. Also, employees engaged in the HT work group had detailed knowledge of the 

structure, beliefs, and processes taking place throughout the partnership. So, it was assumed that 

their experiences and perceptions would accurately reflect the activities and processes in the 

partnership. It was also assumed that the participants would provide honest answers and accurate 

information. The assumption was made that all participants understood the vocabulary and 



 

 

26 

 

concepts used during the interview. In addition, this study was based on the premise that the data 

collection measures would adequately measure the perceptions of the participants and that the 

participants would have knowledge and experience with inter-organizational learning processes. 
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CHAPTER II  

LITERATURE REVIEW 

The purpose of this narrative literature review was to provide an overview of the 

literature relevant to this study. Various searches were conducted through Google Scholar and 

the Texas A&M electronic library database to collect scholarly literature on the topics 

surrounding this study. Literature was not limited to a specific time frame; however, emphasis 

was placed on literature published within the last twenty years to ensure a clear reflection of 

current dynamics and perspectives on the topics of this study.  

The literature review is divided into four major sections. In the first section the discipline 

from which this study was developed, Human Resource Development (HRD), defines the 

underlying theoretical domains of HRD, and introduces learning from the psychological realm of 

HRD. An overview of the various definitions, literature, theories and research findings on 

organizational learning and the learning organization is included in the second section. In 

addition, critiques surrounding learning organization theory, as well as its importance to the field 

of HRD is presented. In section three, the idea of addressing social issues, specifically those that 

are the result of street-level prostitution, through problem solving court, diversion, and 

rehabilitation initiatives is introduced. It is crucial to understand the structure and purpose of the 

prostitute serving organizations before examining the inter-organizational learning processes in 

these organizations.  First, a description of each of the four categories of prostitute serving 

organizations is discussed followed by a section on the multi-agency partnership model which 

resembles inter-organizational learning. Finally, in the last section, inter-organizational learning 
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is defined as a dynamic process that constitutes learning. In addition, various components that 

constitute inter-organizational learning are briefly explained. 

HRD and Underlying Theoretical Domains 

As mentioned above, this study was guided by theories from the Human Resource 

Development (HRD) domain. HRD is a concept that has borrowed from other disciplines; 

therefore, it is an interdisciplinary field with a vast area of knowledge and practice (Weinberger, 

1998). The purpose of this study was to explore the dynamic, relational inter-organizational 

learning processes in public sector organizations engaged in multi-agency partnerships through 

an HRD lens. Therefore, it was crucial to this researcher that a clear understanding of the 

discipline and its underlying theories was established. Typically, the first step to understanding a 

concept would be to define it, but HRD does not have a universal definition that has been 

embraced by practitioners and theorists (Roth, 2004). Since its inception, there has been disparity 

in how HRD is defined and therefore understood (Roth, 2004). As a result, several definitions of 

HRD will be introduced along with a set of common themes will be identified. 

The concept of HRD was first introduced in 1964 by Harbison and Myers who defined it 

as “the process of increasing the knowledge, the skills, and the capacities of all the people in a 

society; (Chalofsky, 1992, p. 355). In 1970 Nadler viewed HRD as the product of behavioral 

change while defining it as “a series of organized activities conducted within a specified time 

and designed to produce behavioral change” (p. 3). A few years later in 1976, HRD was 

redefined to focus more on developing human potential for “lifelong learners” as opposed to 

altering the behavior of the organizational members (Weinberger, 1998, p. 76). Jones (1981) 

focused on ability expansion and introduced the “systematic aspect by classifying HRD as a 
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“systematic expansion of people’s work-related abilities, focused on the attainment of both 

organization and personal goals” (Hans, Chae, Han, & Yoon, 2017, p. 299). In 1983, Lincoln and 

Chalofsky incorporated the adult learning component to the definition by stating it was a 

discipline that involves the study of how individuals and groups in organizations change through 

learning (p. 20). Nadler and Wiggs (1986) emphasized the human development component by 

describing HRD as a “comprehensive learning system for the release of the organization’s 

human potential—a system that includes both vicarious learning experiences and experiential, 

on-the-job experiences that are keyed to the organization’s reasons for survival” (p. 5). Swanson 

introduced his first definition of HRD in 1987 where he stated, “HRD is a process of improving 

an organization’s performance through the capabilities of its personnel, and includes activities 

dealing with work design, aptitude, expertise, and motivation” (p. 1).  

Watkins (1989) theorized HRD as a field of practice that fosters learning capacity (Hans 

et al., 2017) and has a theoretical foundation influenced by economics, industrial psychology, 

adult learning, organizational behavior and management models, and other disciplines. Based on 

these ideas, Watkins defined it as a “field of study and practice responsible for the fostering of a 

long-term, work-related learning capacity at the individual, group and organizational level of 

organizations. As such, it includes, but is not limited to, training, career development and 

organizational development” (Watkins, 1989, p. 427). For the next two years, Gilley and Effland 

(1989), Nadler and Nadler (1970), and Smith (1990) introduced definitions for HRD that focused 

more on personal performance (Hans et al., 2017).  

In 1991, there was a shift to organizational achievement and effectiveness when Garavan 

(1991) and Chalofsky (1992) presented definitions on HRD. A few years later, Weinberger 
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(1998) used several HRD definitions already established to conceptualize her own definition. 

She identified HRD as having grounds in psychology with an emphasis on learning, systems, 

economics, and performance improvement.   

Russ-Eft (2000) noted the different views of HRD between the individual and the 

organization, recognizing that the diverse ways used to define HRD was based on “what the 

author chooses to emphasize: human, resource, or development” (Roth, 2004, p. 11). Over the 

years, the definition continued to evolve to incorporate a variety of components and theories. 

While there are other definitions of HRD, the list of definitions provided was an attempt to 

depict how the definitions have evolved over time. Furthermore, despite the lack of a unified 

definition, certain themes remained common in the definitions provided which include learning, 

effectiveness, performance, and capacity.  

Also, based on literature, a list of “key underlying theories associated with HRD” can be 

comprised and they include: learning (adult learning, organizational learning, and learning 

organizations); performance improvement; systems theory; economic theory; and psychological 

theory (Weinberger, 1998, p. 80). Given the range of definitions surrounding HRD, it was 

necessary that a set definition was provided for the purpose of this study. Therefore, both 

Harbison and Myers (1964) and Nadler and Wiggs (1986) definition of HRD adequately defined 

HRD as it relates to the purpose and interests of this study.  

HRD was chosen as the discipline from which to base this study because it encompasses 

key aspects of learning and human development through means that involve sharing, creating, 

managing and distributing of knowledge at the individual and organizational levels. More 

specifically, theories from the learning domain of HRD, provided the theoretical framework for 
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this research on inter-organizational learning processes. Learning organization theories, were 

pertinent to framing this research on inter-organizational learning systems because they provide 

the knowledge necessary to understand the complex nature of inter-organizational networks and 

learning processes. In the next section, I provide an overview of how the learning organization 

and the process of learning connects to the psychological domain of HRD. 

Learning and the Psychological Domain of HRD 

The learning organization connects individual learning with organizational learning. 

There are three core foundational theories of HRD, psychology, economics, and systems theory 

(Swanson & Holton, 2009). Learning is deeply rooted in the psychological domain of HRD, 

partly because it requires a “shift of mind or a redesigning of our mental models” (Argyris & 

Schön, 1978; Weinberger, 1998, p. 84).  

The three-core foundational psychological theories are: behaviorism, Gestalt psychology 

and cognitivism. Behaviorism focuses on how external environments affect human behavior and 

how human behavior is affected by individual performance criteria, reward systems, and goal 

setting. The Gestalt theory focuses on integrating “parts of the self into the whole person” 

(Swanson & Holton, 2009, p. 116). It resembles systems theory because it focuses on the holistic 

view of both the organization and the individual. Cognitivism places emphasis on the individual 

and how to help humans make meaning of their experiences. It helps to explain how individuals 

learn and how they make sense of the organizational system (Swanson & Holton, 2009). 

Learning includes acquiring and developing new knowledge, skills, and attitudes (Buckler, 

1998). Throughout this literature review, I explored the literature to present various perspectives 

and epistemological views of learning. This review also demonstrated how the theories and 
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perspectives on organizational learning have evolved over the years and now represents a more 

holistic approach to understanding learning.   

Organizational Learning and the Learning Organization 

The terms organizational learning and learning organization are often mistaken as being 

synonymous and have even been used interchangeably (Watkins & Kim, 2017). However, the 

two concepts are very different from one another. According to Ӧrtenblad (2013) there are four 

categories of the learning organizations that include, learning at work, organizational learning, 

climate for learning; and learning structure. Based on this conceptualization of the learning 

organization, organizational learning is a process that can be adapted by organizations as a way 

to become a learning organization (Ӧrtenblad, 2013). Organizational learning focuses on the 

processes that are going on within an organization (Ӧrtenblad A., 2010), what the organization is 

doing, and how it is behaving (Watkins & Kim, 2017). “It refers to processes of individual and 

collective learning – both within and between organizations” (Prange, 1999, p. 23). It “can be 

understood as individuals’ acquisition of knowledge, the storing of this knowledge in the 

organizational memory, and the use of the knowledge and organizational memory in the daily 

work” (Ӧrtenblad, 2013, p. 22). Learning organization refers to what is needed or required to 

change an organization to “behave more effectively” (Watkins & Kim, 2017, p. 4). They “create 

structures and strategies, which facilitate the learning of all members” (Huysman, 2000, p. 84). 

There is no denying the fact that the two concepts are closely related. In fact, a learning 

organization is a specific kind of organizational learning (Easterby-Smith, 1997). Watkins and 

Kim (2017) described the relationship between the two as the “difference between unintentional 

behavior in organizations and intentionally identifying and undertaking changes to enhance 
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organizational capacity” (p. 4). More specifically, these events happen without being 

orchestrated, while the other behavior requires concerted effort in order for it to take place. In the 

sections that follow, an overview of the organizational learning and learning organization 

literature is presented. 

Organizational Learning 

In A Behavioral Theory of the Firm, Cyert and March (1963) introduced the concept of 

organizational learning as a process in which organizations learn by adapting their objectives, 

behaviors, and routines (adaptive learning systems) to fit their experiences (Huysman, 2000). 

Following their introduction of organizational learning, other researchers presented varying 

perceptions of the organizational learning and the overall learning processes.  

Over a decade after Cyert and March (1963), March and Olsen (1975) focused on the 

cognitive limitations of organizational learning, Lewin, Weigelt, & Emery (2004) also presented 

results showing that learning is full of cognitive hindrances as a result of frequent irrational 

organizational behavior (Huysman, 2000, p. 135). Argyris and Schön (1978) soon followed with 

the idea that “actual learning processes in organizations seldom result in positively valued 

changes” within the organization (Huysman, 2000, p. 135). Argyris and Schön (1996) defined 

organizational learning as a "processes whereby members of an organization act as learning 

agents for the organization, responding to changes in the internal and external environments of 

the organization by detecting and correcting errors” (p. 3). They theorized that “there is no 

organization learning without individual learning, and that individual learning is a necessary, but 

insufficient, condition for organizational learning” (Argyris and Schön, 1978, p. 20).  
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Huber (1991) introduced the information-processing view of organizational learning 

while Nonaka and Takeuchi’s (1995) approach was more geared towards the product innovation 

perspective (Crossan, Lane, & White, 1999). Many researchers believed that organizations can 

only learn through individuals (Mumford, 1994). Cook and Yanow (1993) argued that 

organizations, as a “collective,” learn similar to the way a symphony orchestra learns to play a 

specific symphony together in a specific way (Ӧrtenblad A., 2005, p. 129). There was also a lack 

of consensus on how to define learning. Some viewed learning as attaining new knowledge or 

insight (Lewin, Weigelt, & Emery, 2004) whereas other researchers classified learning as 

creating new structures (Chandler, 1962) or changes in actions (Cyert & March, 1963).   

Given the disparity in how organizational learning is defined, for the purpose of this 

study, the following ideas demonstrate the perspective guiding this study. “Organizational 

learning is a continuous process of organizational growth and improvement that (a) is integrated 

with work activities, (b) invokes the alignment of values, attitudes, and perceptions among 

organizational members, and (c) uses information or feedback about both processes and 

outcomes” (Torres, Preskill, & Piotek, 1996, p. 2). Learning within the organization is 

“nonlinear, open, and constantly evolving to higher level of complexity” (Gilley & Maycunich, 

2000, p. 104). This relates to the dynamic, relational aspect of organizational and inter-

organizational learning. Also, Preskill and Torres (1999) postulated that organizational learning 

is “grounded in a social constructivist theory of learning” and suggested that learning “takes 

place through (a) the collective creation of meaning, (b) action, (c) the development of new 

knowledge, (d) an improvement in systemic processes, and (e) overcoming tacit assumptions” (p. 
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49). Several of these components are similar to aspects of Mariotti’s (2012) deutero-learning 

framework and Watkins and Marsick’s (Watkins & Marsick, 1993) learning organization model. 

Two distinctive perspectives of organizational learning. There were two distinct 

perspectives found in the research written on organizational learning: technical or social 

(Easterby-Smith & Araujo, 1999). In the following sections, two perspectives are introduced 

along with detailed descriptions of each perspective.  

Technical view of organizational learning. Within the technical view, organizational 

learning is seen as “effective processing, interpretation of, and response to, information both 

inside and outside of the organization” (Easterby-Smith & Araujo, 1999, p. 3). 

Huber’s (1991) definition of organizational learning precisely represents the technical 

view. “An entity learns if, through processing of information, the range of  its potential behaviors 

is changed…an organization learns if any of its units acquires knowledge that it recognizes as 

potentially useful to the organization” (Huber, 1991, p. 89). In addition to being technical, this 

definition of organizational learning presents the idea that cognitive processes, learning, affects 

the behaviors or effectiveness within an organization (Watkins & Kim, 2017). 

Argyris and Schön (1978) were major contributors to the technical view of organizational 

learning, specifically with the single-and double-loop learning (Easterby-Smith & Araujo, 1999). 

Single-loop learning refers to the “detection and correction of error within a given set of 

governing variables” (Easterby-Smith & Araujo, 1999, p. 3). It has also been refered to as 

exploitation (March, 1991). It is the most basic, simplest form of learning in which leaning takes 

place within the individual or organization’s current mindset (Ӧrtenblad, 2013). Single-loop 

learning does not focus on altering the current structure of the individual or the organizational 
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system, therefore change is limited (Ӧrtenblad, 2013). The sole purpose of single-loop learning 

resolve the problem quickly to allow for continous changes and adaptations that will help the 

organization funtion more efficiently (Easterby-Smith & Araujo, 1999).  

On the other hand, double-loop learning, or exploration (March, 1991), focuses on 

changing the actual variables (Easterby-Smith & Araujo, 1999) or a shift in strategies and 

consequences (Smith M. , 2013) to improve organization effectiveness. It involves evaluating 

and questioning the first loop (Ӧrtenblad, 2013). The changes found with double-loop learning 

are “radical” (Easterby-Smith & Araujo, 1999) and sometime involve “questioning the role of 

the framing and learning systems” (Smith, 2001). According to Ӧrtenblad (2013), organizational 

learning implies that an organization must master single-loop learning and have the capacity to 

double-loop learn in order to adequately evaluate itself. Double-loop learning provides the 

opportunity for organizations to evaluate, and possibly alter, its mindset accordingly. Because 

most organizations do not have the capacity to engage in double-loop learning at all times, but do 

possess the ability to exploit what they are already doing, it is practical for double-loop learning 

to be executed occasionally (Argyris & Schön, 1978).  

The third level presented by Argyris and Schön (1978) is deutero-learning which refers to 

the process in which the learner learns about himself and his learning processes to improve their 

learning opportunities (Ӧrtenblad, 2013). Deutero-learning has also been viewed as “higher-

order learning in and by organizations” (Visser, 2007, p. 659). Argyris and Schön (1978; 1996) 

were the first to introduce the concept of deutero-learning to organization science, but they did 

not formulate it. Gregory Bateson (1973) originally developed deutero-learning as “behavioral 

adaptations to patterns of conditioning in relationships in organizational contexts” (Visser, 2007, 
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p. 660). Bateson’s view of deutero-learning is more focused on behavioral adaptation to patterns 

of conditioning at the relationship level within the organization, while Argyris and Schön 

emphasized the importance of reflection and inquiry in organizational learning (Visser, 2007). 

The ambiguity surrounding deutero-learning has caused different conceptualizations. Therefore, 

for the purpose of this study, the definition used to explain deutero-learning was aligned with the 

ideas of Argyris and Schön’s, more specifically network actors learn how to learn together 

(Argyris & Schön, 1996).  

Social view of organizational learning. The second common theme found in the 

literature presented on organizational learning classified it as a social process. The social 

perspective on organizational learning “focuses on the way people make sense of their 

experiences at work” (Easterby-Smith & Araujo, 1999, p. 4). From this perspective, 

organizational learning is a process in which learning occurs as the result of social interactions 

with others in the workplace. It is a collaborative process that involves the joint effort of multiple 

individuals to make sense of material and data. Such tacit and “embodied forms of learning 

involve situated practices, observation and emulation of skilled practioners and socialization into 

a community of practice” (Easterby-Smith & Araujo, 1999, p. 5).  

Stemming from the social view of organizational learning, Huysman (2000) defined 

organizational learning as “the process through which an organization constructs knowledge or 

reconstructs existing knowledge” (p. 135). According to Huysman (2000), the focus of 

organizational learning is on creating collective knowledge. This approach is aligned with the 

social constructivist approach to knowledge development (Gergen, 1994) where organizational 

learning is viewed as an “institutionalizing process” through which individual knowledge is 
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translated to organizational knowledge (Huysman, 2000, p. 135-136). Table 1 details a summary 

of the organizational learning definitions and perspectives found in the literature.  

 
 
Table 1.  
 
Organizational learning definitions and perspectives 

Author(s), 
Year 

Definition Perspectives 
(d)* 

(Cyert & 
March, 
1963) 

First-order adaptation where organizations change their 
objectives, behaviors, and routines based on their experience 

Behavioral 

(March & 
Olsen, 
1975) 

Organizations and its members learn from experience. The 
emphasis is on the individual (organizational participant) as 
the problem-solver or decision maker with a direct link 
between individual and organization, group not referenced 

Cognitive, 
Product 
innovation 

(Duncan & 
Weiss, 
1979) 

Organizational learning is different than individual learning. 
It is an organizational process that takes place at the top 
where the dominant coalition acquires knowledge about 
action-outcome relationships 

Cognitive & 
Behavioral 

(Daft & 
Weick, 
1984) 

A three-stage process that includes: 1) search and collecting 
information; 2) interpreting information; and 3) learning by 
practical use of information 

Behavioral (d)-
cognitive 

(Levitt & 
March, 
1988) 

Organizations learning by encoding inferences from history 
into routines that guide behavior. These routines include 
forms, rules, procedures, conventions, strategies, and 
technologies 

Routine-based, 
Cognitive (d)- 
behavioral 

(Argryris 
& Schön, 
1978, 
1996) 
(Argyris, 
1977) 

Organizational learning occurs when organizations challenge 
and transform prior assumptions and beliefs. 
 
Organizations learn through individuals acting as agents for 
them; groups/teams and organizations are either facilitators 
or inhibitors of learning 

Cultural, 
technical/theories 
of action, 
Cognitive & 
Behavioral 

(Huber, 
1991) 

The outcome of processes ranging from information 
acquisition, distribution, and interpretation to organizational 
memory. 

Cognitive (d) 
affects 
behavioral, 
technical 
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Table 1 (continued) 
 
Organizational learning definitions and perspectives 

Author(s), 
Year 

Definition Perspectives 
(d)* 

(Cook & 
Yanow, 
1993) 

The mutual creation of compatible and shared meanings 
expressed through interactions, language, objects, artifacts 
where groups transmit values, beliefs, and feelings to other 
members. Organizational and individuals learning is not the 
same. 

Cultural 

(Nonaka & 
Takeuchi, 
1995) 

Knowledge creation through processes that involve 
transforming tacit knowledge into explicit knowledge 

Cognitive 

(Schein, 
1996) 

Refocuses the organization on culture as the primary means of 
changing the capacity of the organization to grow; culture 
fundamentally influences what organizations do 

Cultural 

(Argyris C. , 
1999) 

Processes where organizational members act as learning 
agents for the organization while responding to changes in the 
internal and external environments to detect and correct errors 

Technical 

(Popper & 
Lipshitz, 
1998) 

Introduced the concept of organizational mechanisms which 
are means by which individual learning translated into 
organizational learning 

Cognitive, 
social, multi-
layered, 
holistic 

(Huysman, 
2000) 

An institutionalizing process that focuses on creating 
collective knowledge; individual knowledge is translated to 
organizational knowledge. 

Social, 
collective 
knowledge 

(Gilley & 
Maycunich, 
2000) 

A process that consists of five phases: preparation for 
learning, information exchange, knowledge acquisition and 
practice, transfer and integration, accountability and 
recognition 

Multi-layered, 
social, 
cognitive 

(López, 
Peón, & 
Ordás, 2005) 

A dynamic process of creation, acquisition and integration of 
knowledge focused on developing resources and capabilities 
that aid organizational efficiency 

Cognitive, 
social 

* (d) represents dominant perspective 

 

The table represents the trends and shifts surrounding organizational learning that spanned from 

1963 to 2005. During this time, there was much debate over organizational learning and whether 
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it stemmed from a social, behavioral or cognitive (Argote, 2013). The debate surrounding that 

topic has declined (Easterby-Smith, Crossan, & Nicolini, 2000), and “most researchers agree 

with defining organizational learning as a change in the organization’s knowledge that occurs as 

a function of experience” (Argote, 2013, p. 31). In terms of this definition, experience is defined 

as “the number of task performances rather than the number of task completions” because an 

individual or group can learn from performing a task even if they were not successful in their 

attempt (Argote, 2013, p. 33). Though organizational learning was initially viewed dominantly 

from a behavioral perspective (Cyert & March, 1963), over time it developed to include the 

dynamic, social aspect (López, Peón, & Ordás, 2005) that is based on learning and knowledge 

gaining experiences within the organization and its’ context (Argote, 2013). This was an 

important topic of interest for this study, as it entailed understanding the dynamic and relational 

learning experiences that takes place in learning organizations. 

Relationship between individual learning and organizational learning. Given the 

close connection and level of dependency between the organization and the individuals that 

make up the organization, the relationship between individual learning and organizational 

learning is sometimes unclear. Individuals in the organization may learn, but that learning does 

not inevitably lead to organizational learning (Easterby-Smith et al., 1999). According to 

Thompson (1995) the actual organization does not learn, the people within the organization 

learn. Nonaka (1994) stated that individual learning is a prerequisite for organizational learning; 

therefore, the learning experiences, perspectives, and opinions of how individual learning 

influences the organization is vital to organizational learning (Hartley & Allison, 2002) 
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In addition to individual learning, it is also important to consider the fact that the ability 

to transfer learning from the individual to the organization depends on the roles of the 

individuals within the organization (Hartley & Allison, 2002). The process of learning from the 

experiences of other people and organizations is a major component of organizational learning 

(Levitt & March, 1988). These processes, collaboration and knowledge transfer, are discussed 

later, in more detail. 

Isomorphism as learning processes. Learning from other organizations, can take place 

through many types of arrangements that are described by DiMaggio and Powell (1983) as 

“coercive, mimetic, and normative isomorphisms” (p.149). Isomorphism is a “constraining 

process that forces one unit in a population to resemble other units that face the same set of 

environmental conditions” (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983, p. 149) that can be either institutional or 

competitive.  

Coercive isomorphism, one of the three mechanisms of institutional change, is influenced 

by politics and the problem of legitimacy. It results from “formal and informal pressures exerted 

on organizations by other organizations upon which they are dependent on, as well as cultural 

expectations in the society in which they function” (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983, p. 150). Some 

examples of coercive isomorphism include governmental mandates, “direct and explicit 

imposition of organizational modes on dependent organizations,” and forcing communities to 

adopt a hierarchical organizational structure to gain support from similarly organized donors 

(DiMaggio & Powell, 1983).  

Mimetic processes are derived from uncertainty and result in organizations modeling 

themselves after other organizations. Sometimes the organization being mimicked or modeled 
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does not know they are being copied nor do they wish to be mimicked. Other times, the 

modeling may be unintentional, indirectly due to employee transfer, or the result of consulting 

services (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983).  

The last institutional isomorphism is normative pressures caused by the profession. The 

two aspects of professionalization include, formal education and achievement of professionals 

and inter-organizational networks that transcend the boundaries of individual organizations. 

DiMaggio and Powell (1983) found that the education and background of professionals in the 

same job position are often identical. Given the commonalities in lived experiences and 

education, professionals tend to approach problems similarly. Socialization with other 

organization professionals helps to reinforce these conformities (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983) and 

exchange information through inter-organizational networks, the second aspect of 

professionalization. Isomorphisms were relevant to this study on the dynamic learning processes 

involved in inter-organizational learning because it identified different arrangements in which 

learning can take place.  

The perspectives on organizational learning are just as disparate as the definitions. The 

range includes behavioral, cognitive, cultural, technical and other social perspectives. Despite the 

variances surrounding organizational learning, it is a “vital source in order to achieve 

competitive advantage,” to adapt to the “plentiful changes and challenges” (Saadat & Saadat, 

2016, p. 220). Organizational learning is a “strategic tool” that includes any “methods, 

mechanisms and processes” that can be used to help an organization “achieve learning” (Saadat 

& Saadat, 2016, p. 220). Literature on the various definitions of a learning organization and a 

brief overview of some learning organization theories is presented in the next sections. 
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Learning Organization 

Organizations that continuously acquire, process, and disseminate knowledge about 

markets, products, technologies, and business processes are considered learning organizations 

(Ellinger, Watkins, & Bostrom, 2006). The knowledge they acquire, process, and disseminate is 

derived from experience, experimentation, and information that comes from a variety of sources 

surrounding the organization. Some of the common characteristics of learning organizations, 

based on literature published within the 20th century, include being market oriented, having an 

entrepreneurial culture, remaining flexible in nature, possessing an organic structure, and using a 

facilitative leadership style (Ellinger et al., 1999). More recently, some of the important 

components include rewards for learning; a learning transfer climate; information sharing and 

management practices; risk taking, promotion, and reinforcement; knowledge management; and 

resource availability (Sinha, 2016). Throughout the decades, definitions, characteristics, and 

approaches to the learning organization have changed. In addition, multiple theories and 

constructs have been presented. Therefore, the next sections are comprised of an overview of 

facilitative and control leadership styles followed by a brief synopsis of some learning 

organization frameworks found in current literature. 

Facilitative and control leadership. The facilitative leadership style is vastly different 

from the control leadership style commonly found in organizations (Ellinger et al., 1999). This 

form of leadership allows leaders and managers to take on a developing role where they focus 

more on facilitating learning as opposed to making commands and controlling workers. 

According to Watkins and Marsick (1996) “leaders of learning organizations nurture, develop, 
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and measure the knowledge capital of the organization (Ellinger et al., 1999, p. 106). At the 

inter-organizational level, leaders may work to enhance and promote network capital, social 

capital and knowledge flow among the inter-organizational network (Huggins, Johnston, & 

Thompson, 2012). In addition, facilitative leaders in learning organizations are skilled at 

encouraging, motivating, and communicating (Ellinger et al., 1999). Many researchers agree that 

manager and leaders play a significant role in creating learning organizations (Ellinger et al., 

1999; Senge, 1990; Watkins & Marsick, 1993), especially when they implement practices that 

facilitate learning and development.   

Learning Organization Theories and Frameworks 

Learning organization theory “draws heavily from organizational learning” (Easterby-

Smith & Araujo, 1999, p. 8). Literature on creating learning organizations is also split between 

technical and social approaches (Easterby-Smith & Araujo, 1999). The technical view 

emphasizes specific interventions that are based on measurements such as the learning curve 

(Easterby-Smith & Araujo, 1999, p. 8), experiment curve, progress curve, or learning by doing 

(Argote, 2013). According to Easterby-Smith and Araujo (1999) the process “involves taking 

historical data on production costs” and plotting that data against the cumulative output of a 

specific product in question (Easterby-Smith & Araujo, 1999, p. 8). The technical view is a 

method that has been used to measure things such as production time and costs. It is based on the 

premise that as production increases, cost should decrease (Argote, 2013) thereby creating an 

“inverse logarithmic relationship between cost and output” (Easterby-Smith & Araujo, 1999, p. 

8). From the learning curve perspective, the reduction in cost despite the increase of production 

are caused by some form of learning processes (Easterby-Smith & Araujo, 1999). More 
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specifically, “production experience creates knowledge that improves productivity” (Argote, 

2013, p. 12). From the technical view of creating a learning organization, the need for future 

learning is based on the outcome of learning as opposed to the mechanisms and processes 

(Easterby-Smith & Araujo, 1999). In addition, in a study, Argote, Beckman, and Epple (1990) 

discovered that the knowledge employees acquire during the production stage, “learning by 

doing,” depreciated rapidly (p. 149). While the researchers admit that it is difficult to identify 

precisely why the knowledge depreciated and the results did not provide details as to where the 

knowledge was embedded before depletion, they suggest that the results support the idea that the 

location where the learning is embedded could be a factor (Argote, Beckman, & Epple, 1990). 

This was relevant to this study because it presented the idea that while learning by doing 

increases productivity, temporarily, the knowledge gained from experience does not necessarily 

remain. Organizations must find ways to make sure the knowledge is embedded in the right 

places, be it technology, individuals or the organization (Argote, et al, 1990), to minimize 

knowledge depreciation.  

On the other hand, the social view of the learning organization is described as “the ability 

of individuals to learn from their experiences and to learn from or with each other in work 

settings” (Easterby-Smith, et al., 1999, p. 9). Some of the most common views of the learning 

organization are from the social perspective. The next few sections include learning organization 

theories for the purpose of providing further understanding of the learning organization. 

Senge’s model. In 1987, Peter Senge and a few of his colleagues set out to create a form 

of organizational cultural that promoted continuous change and learning (Fillion, Koffi, & 

Ekionea, 2015). Their goal was to establish an environment where organizations possess the 
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capability to generate knowledge and subsequently share that knowledge among others within 

the organization. Based on these ideas, Senge and his team introduced the concept of the learning 

organization. They defined learning organizations as a place where “people continually expand 

their capacity to create the results they truly desire, where new and expansive patterns of 

thinking are nurtured, where collective aspiration is set free, and where people are continually 

learning how to learn together” (Senge, 1990, p. 3). 

Because we live in a society where things are continuously changing and growing at a 

rapid pace, it is important that organizations are “flexible, adaptive, and productive” enough to 

change just as “rapidly” (Senge, 1990, p. 4). He posits that the process of real learning gets to the 

core of what it’s like to be human, while providing opportunities for transformation through 

learning, at both the individual and organization level (Senge, 1990, p. 14). Learning 

organizations cannot simply “survive,” through adaptive learning, or “the ability to adapt to a 

particular situation,” but to be effective they must rely on both survival learning and “generative 

learning, which includes learning that enhances our capacity to create” (Senge, 1990, p. 14).  

Senge (1990) also developed a model to serve as guidance for building a learning 

organization. It consists of five disciplines, systems thinking, personal mastery, mental models, 

shared vision, and team learning. It is imperative that the five disciplines develop as an 

“ensemble,” so the fifth discipline (systems thinking) “integrates all of the disciplines by fusing 

them into a coherent body of theory and practice” (Senge, 1990, p.12). Systems thinking 

integrates all five disciplines together, fusing them as a unified body of theory and practice 

(Fillion et al., 2015). In relation to learning, specifically triple-loop learning processes, learning 

practices and experiences are embedded in the organization’s system thinking.  
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All of the disciplines are related to a shift in the mentality of learners to “from seeing 

parts seeing wholes, from seeing people as helpless reactors to seeing them as active participants 

in shaping their reality, from reacting to the present to creating the future” (Senge, 1990, p. 69). 

A good systematic thinker can see four levels operating simultaneously (a) the events, (b) the 

behavioral schemes, (c) the systems, and (d) the mental models (Senge, Roberts, Ross, Smith, & 

Kleiner, 1994). 

Personal mastery helps us to “continuously clarify and deepen our personal vision to 

focus on our energies, develop our patience, and see reality objectively” (Senge, 1990). This 

discipline goes deeper than abilities and skills of an individual. It is an “essential cornerstone of 

the learning organization---the learning organization’s spiritual foundation” (Senge, 1990, p. 7). 

The “commitment and ability of an organization to learn cannot be greater than that of its 

member” (Fillion et al., 2015, p. 78) meaning the organization’s capacity to become a learning 

organization is limited by the members’ ability to learn. Organizations learn through the 

individuals they are made of; however, individual learning does not necessarily guarantee 

organizational learning, though it is impossible to have organizational learning without 

individual learning (Fillion et al., 2015). In short, personal mastery includes, but is not limited to 

the willingness and competency to engage in personal growth and learning. It focuses on 

teaching learners to choose the results and actions that match their destiny (Senge et al., 1994).  

Mental models determine how we give meaning to the world as well as how we engage. 

They include images, hypotheses, and histories that we maintain in our minds regarding 

ourselves, other people, institutions, and all other aspects of the world in which live in (Senge et 

al., 1994). Chris Argyris, with over thirty years of experience in organizational learning and 
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mental models, and Donald Schön (1974) postulate that people do not a have congruent behavior 

with their theories-in-use, what they do, and their espoused theory, what they preach. Espoused 

theory pertains to the mental “map” or model an individual has that includes what they believe 

they will do or think in a certain situation (Cheung, Ramirez, & Susnjar, 2012). Because mental 

models affect what and how we see things, they can control our actions (Fillion et al., 2015). 

Theory-in-use refers to the actual behavior or action. In addition, because our mental models 

differ, two individuals can see the same thing and describe it in two completely different ways 

based on the variations in their mental models.  

The significance of the mental models discipline is to help people enter deep within 

themselves to tap into their mental models and expose, test, clarify, improve, destruct or replace 

them, if necessary (Senge, 1990). This is all done to influence change. To be successful, 

organizations should focus on ways in which they can bring learners together to develop the best 

mental models to help them deal with any situation at hand (Senge, 1990). The mental models 

discipline is important to inter-organizational learning processes because a major component of 

deutero-learning is challenging or altering the mental models and assumptions within the 

organization.  

“The practice of shared vision involves the skills of unearthing shared pictures of the 

future that foster genuine commitment and enrollment rather than compliance” (Senge, 1990, p. 

9). Shared vision is an important part of the learning organization because it is “the capacity to 

hold a picture of the future we seek to create” (Senge, 1990, p. 9). It strives to “establish a set of 

principles and guiding practices that lead to actions of all members of the organization as a 
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group” (Fillion et al., 2015, p. 81). Also, shared vision creates a sense of togetherness, a 

community bounded together through shared goals and aspirations.  

To develop a shared vision, Senge suggested that the following principles are 

implemented: favor personal visions, transition from personal visions to shared visions, and 

extend on those shared visions (Senge et al., 1994). In addition, the creation of shared vision is 

one piece of the whole process which includes establishing the goals, mission, and values of the 

learning organization.  

Team learning contains “processes of aligning and developing the capacities of a team to 

create the results its members truly desire” (Senge, 1990, p. 236). It begins with “dialogue” 

which allows for members to “suspend their hypotheses” and eventually “orient them towards a 

common thought” (Fillion et al., 2015, p. 82). Following this, a “discussion” that provides the 

opportunity to develop a “set of techniques” and determine how the components “fit together” 

with the purpose of creating a “deeper understanding of the strengths working between all the 

team members themselves” should occur (Fillion et al., 2015, p. 82). The most important aspect 

about team learning is that it is “related to align and develop the ability of a team to create the 

results that its members really want” (Fillion et al., 2015, p. 82). Also, Senge (1990) stated that 

team learning is vital simply because teams, not individuals, are the fundamental learning unit of 

today’s organizations. Teams are pertinent to building and growing learning organizations. They 

are a means to promoting continuous collaboration and working relations that encourage inter-

organizational knowledge building and sharing.  

To assist the organization with developing and encourage the five goals required of 

learning organizations, Senge also suggested a few strategies which include focusing on the 
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following variables within the organization: climate, leadership, management, human resource 

practices, organization mission, job attitudes, organizational culture, and organizational structure 

(Swanson & Holton, 2009). 

In addition, while laying the foundation for his model of the learning organization, he 

focused on three levels of work required of organizations striving to be learning organizations 

(Swanson & Holton, 2009). The first level emphasized the development, production, and 

marketing of products and services. That organizational task is dependent on the second level of 

work which includes the designing and development of the systems and processes for 

production. Lastly, the third task revolves around thinking and interacting (Swanson & Holton, 

2009, p. 217). All three of the levels of work depend heavily on each other because “the quality 

of the organizational thinking and interacting affects the organizational systems and processes, 

and the production and delivery of products and services” (Swanson & Holton, 2009, p. 217). 

The idea that one process greatly influences the others positions the way the organization thinks 

in a pivotal role because of the power it has when it comes to accomplishing goals and 

performing effectively (Swanson & Holton, 2009).  

The major challenge with building a learning organization is the need for sustained effort 

because, while it is easy to attract people with new ideas, it is difficult to force people to practice 

the new ideas daily (Fillion et al., 2015). Senge’s learning organization theory has been criticized 

as having recommendations that are “far too abstract” (Garvin, 1993, p. 79) and lacking the 

guidance for practical action. Ӧrtenblad (2007) believed that the five disciplines that Senge 

presented are too difficult to understand and therefore often lead to misinterpretation. It has also 

been stated that Senge’s explanation of the learning organization is too vague and offers no real, 
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concrete evidence to truly evaluate an organization to determine whether it is a learning 

organization (Ӧrtenblad, 2013). Another criticism is focused on Senge’s flat utopic view of the 

learning organization which is an unrealistic view of organizations because realistically 

organizations have hierarchies (Ӧrtenblad, 2007). Organizations are not just big systems, yet 

there are issues surrounding power, hierarchy, class, race, gender, and other social matters 

present within an organization (Flood, 1999). In addition, Senge’s model does not provide a 

manageable scale to measure the aspects of a learning organization; therefore, this model was not 

used for the theoretical framework of this study. 

Pedler, Borgoyne, and Boydell’s model. Following Senge, in the United Kingdom, 

Pedler, Burgoyne, & Boydell (1991) presented their view of the learning organization in which 

they used the phrase “learning company” (p. 1). The authors chose to deviate from the 

commonly used phrase “learning organization” and to the “learning company” to create a name 

that sounds more “convivial,” inclusive and unified (Pedler et al., 1991, p. 1). In short, they 

defined the learning company as, “an organization which facilitates the learning of all its 

members and continuously transforms itself in order to meet its strategic goals” (Pedler et al., 

1991, p. 92). According to their definition, learning and working within the learning organization 

are “synonymous” (Kim, Egan, & Tolson, 2015, p. 94). This generalization can be challenged 

based on the idea that there are countless individuals who work in a learning organization but are 

not actively gaining new knowledge or learning from their duties.  

Pedler et al. (1991) included eleven dimensions in their learning organization model. 

Their concept of the learning company and the dimensions was the result of 15 years of 

interviews conducted with managers and various work groups from British based organizations. 
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The purpose of their research was to provide a diagnostic tool to evaluate the entire system based 

on the 11 characteristics of a learning company to identify areas of strengths, weaknesses, 

opportunities and threats (SWOT analysis). The 11 dimensions included, a learning approach to 

strategy, participative policy making, informating, formative accounting and control, internal 

exchange, reward flexibility, enabling structures, environmental scanning, inter-company 

learning, learning climate, and self-development for all members (Pedler et al., 1991). The 11 

dimensions displayed the components necessary for an organization to be considered a learning 

company. If the 11 pieces of the jigsaw puzzle, as depicted by Pedler et al. (1991), are present, 

the organization can be considered a learning company. They also presented an energy-flow 

model that demonstrated the “constant energy flows and connections” that must be present 

between the individuals and the collective groups to bring the learning company “to life” (Pedler 

et al., 1991, p. 30). The energy-flow model was meant to represent the free flowing ideas and 

actions of indivual employees who are given opportunities to develop and manage themselves 

under flexible, organic structures.  

Though the learning company concept attempted to encourage continous engagement 

between organization members to promote learning opportunities and leverage the existing 

energy, the authors admitted that the overall model was “necessarily incomplete” (Pedler et al., 

1991, p. 33). In addition, there was a lack of further research, including validity testing or usage 

of the research tool in empirical studies. Based on their subtle approach to building a learning 

organization, the absence of empirical evidence using the model, and overall underdevelopment 

of the model, the Pedler et al. (1991) model of the learning company was not used for this study.  
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Ӧrtenblad’s model. Ӧrtenblad (2013) defined the learning organization as a process that 

consists of four major components that include: learning at work, organizational learning, 

climate for learning, and learning structure. He explained that each of the four aspects 

“complement each other and together make up a complete learning organization” (Ӧrtenblad, 

2013, p. 23), but can be adopted separately. These four components are listed and described in 

Table 2 below which was created by this researcher.  

 

Table 2.  
 
Components of Ӧrtenblad’s (2013) learning organization 
Component Descriptions  
Learning at work Ways through which an organization facilitates how employees 

learn while at work 
Organizational learning The individuals’ acquisition of knowledge and finding ways to 

management that knowledge so the organization can store and 
retain it in the organizational memory 

Climate for learning Managers facilitating individual employee learning by allowing 
them to experiment through trial and error and reflect on those 
processes during work hours; work conditions that encourage 
and support learning 

Learning structure An organizational structure that is flexible, organic, promotes 
autonomy, is decentralized, empowering, has a non-hierarchical 
structure, and is continuously learning 

 
 
   

Rather than enforce an “all or nothing” perspective to becoming a learning organization, 

Ӧrtenblad recommended that organizations adopt aspects of the four components that better suits 

their abilities and interests. This recommendation supported his emphasis on developing a 

contingency model of the learning organization. Though it may be ideal to adopt all the 

components, for various reasons that is not always possible due to limited resources and 
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capabilities. Therefore, Ӧrtenblad (2013) advised that researchers and practitioners apply a 

“contingency approach” or a “reasoning that considers practice to be relative to a specific 

situation on hand” when attempting to build learning organizations (p. 9). This gives 

organizations the ability to adopt a customized version of the learning organization that is more 

conducive to their needs.  

In terms of defining a learning organization based on the four categories, Ӧrtenblad 

(2013) explained “to define what is not a learning organization is to state that the absence of all 

four of them does not correspond to a learning organization” (p. 31). “On the other hand, an 

organization that has any of those four aspects/types is a learning organization” (Ӧrtenblad, 

2013, p. 31). So, an organization is considered a learning organization if it has at least one of the 

four aspects of Ӧrtenblad’s (2013) definition of a learning organization.  

When it comes to eliminating certain elements of biasness during implantation, Ӧrtenblad 

believed that researchers should be involved in the learning organization processes. He 

postulated that the involvement of researchers would ensure that managers are not adopting 

practices solely based on their (manager’s) individual interests as opposed to the goals and needs 

of the stakeholders. The term stakeholders refers to “the relevant people or groups who need to 

be involved in the change program” (Cummings & Worley, 2005, p. 34) Today, organizations 

consider stakeholders to include “not only employees and managers, but also customers, 

suppliers and neighbors as having a legitimate stake in the business” or organization (Blantern, 

Boydell, & Burgoyne, 2013, pp. 314-317). Also, including researchers and HRD practitioners in 

the learning organization processes would ensure that those implementing the strategies possess 

the proper knowledge and abilities, which are two common issues found within prospective 
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learning organizations (Ӧrtenblad, 2013). Lastly, it would also promote a balance between 

adopting learning organization strategies and properly adapting organization members to those 

strategies.   

Ӧrtenblad’s (2013) model was based on the premise that organizations adopt a 

contingency model, which allows them to customize learning processes to meet their culture, 

vision, and individual needs. The contingency model is comprised of common themes and 

recommendations found in learning organization research. The problem with this approach is it 

doesn’t help to definitively identify or prove what is required to become a learning organization. 

The vagueness and “whichever way the wind blows” approach is not conducive to the purpose of 

this study, so Ӧrtenblad’s (2013) model was not chosen. 

Marquardt model. Marquardt’s (2011) learning organization model was based on five 

subsystems that include: learning, organization, people, knowledge, and technology. He argued 

that each of the systems are mandatory for organizations to increase learning. Each of the five 

subsystems are interrelated and balance one another. If one area, for example technology, is 

weak, the other four components suffer (Marquardt, 2011), so it is important that each aspect is 

incorporated efficiently for the organization to fully reap the benefits of the learning organization 

model. Based on this theory, such interdependency is also an important aspect to consider when 

examining inter-organizational learning. For example, Kickert, Klijn, and Koppenjan (1997) 

highlighted the interdependency of inter-organizational networks in the public sector by 

describing them as “stable patterns of social relations between independent actors which take 

shape around policy problems and/or policy programs” (p. 6). Networks are entities that “consist 

of public, quasi-public or private actors who are dependent on each other and, as a consequence 



 

 

56 

 

of this dependence, maintain relations with each other” (De Bruijin & Heuvelhof, 1995, p. 163). 

Therefore, it is beneficial to understand the amount of interdependency along with the detailed 

characteristics of the members engaged in the inter-organizational network. A way to “clarify the 

characteristics of these arrangements is to distinguish orientation of member, how the members 

are organized and what the organization hopes to accomplish” (Mandell & Steelman, 2003, p. 

206). Member orientation referred to the question of whether those involved are more committed 

to the problem or the goal. Organization referred to the strength of linkages among the members 

in the network and the breadth of their effort. Finally, intended accomplishment focused on the 

complexity of the problem and the commitment of effort to solving the problems (Mandell & 

Steelman, 2003, p. 205).   

Learning was at the core of the Marquardt (2011) learning organization model. The 

model has the learning process divided into three levels of learning (a) individual learning which 

entails changes in skills, knowledge, values, and attitudes that are acquired through self-initiated 

studying, observations, and technology-based instruction; (b) group or team learning that refers 

to increases in the knowledge, skills, and competencies of groups; and (c) organizational learning 

or the enhanced knowledge and productive capability that is established through the dedication 

to continuous improvement across the entire organization.  

There were three different approaches or methods to learning that consisted of: (a) 

adaptive learning where individuals reflect on past experiences and make modifications for the 

future; (b) anticipatory learning that involves acquiring knowledge by envisioning the 

opportunities or outcomes for the future; and (c) action learning which uses activity engagement 

to promote learning. 
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 To maximize learning overall, Marquardt also identified a set of five skills that help 

organizations exploit learning. These skills were identical to Senge’s (1990, 2006) disciplines 

and include systems thinking, mental models, personal mastery, self-directed learning, and 

dialogue. To promote learning in the organizational setting, Marquardt recommended ten 

strategies for building learning subsystems in which the entire organization adopts those skills 

for organizational learning.  

Organization, the next subsystem, included four dimensions, vision, culture, strategy, and 

structure. Vision entailed the goals, hopes and future direction of the company. If the company’s 

vision is clear, individuals with continue to evolve, learn, and grow with the organization. 

Culture included the organizations beliefs, practices, rituals and customs. It is important that 

culture is adaptable to create the necessary relationships and enhance learning opportunities. The 

strategy dimensions are related to the action and tactics used to optimize learning in the 

organization. Lastly, structure included the departments, levels and configurations of the 

organization. Marquardt (2011) advocated for a flat, less hierarchical structure that is streamlined 

and unbounded to maximize contact, flow of information and collaboration both inside and 

outside the organization.  

The people subsystem included all the people, managers, leaders, employees, customers, 

business partners, alliances, vendors and community members that the organization learns 

through (Marquardt, 2011, p. 26). All of these individuals are a valuable component of the 

learning organization; therefore, they should all be encouraged and enabled to receive, share and 

contribute to the learning processes.  
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Knowledge subsystems included “the acquisition, creation, storage, analysis and data 

mining, transfer and dissemination, and application and validation of knowledge” (Marquardt, 

2011, p. 27). This subsystem manages all of the knowledge that is acquired throughout the 

organization.  

Technology was the last subsystem of the Marquardt (2011) learning organization model. 

It included “supporting, integrating technological networks and information tools that allow 

access to and exchange of information and learning” (p. 28). The major aspect of the technology 

subsystem was the management of organizational knowledge and the enhancement of learning 

opportunities. 

The Marquardt (2011) model resembled various aspects of Ӧrtenblad’s (2013) 

contingency model, Marsick and Watkin’s (1993) learning organization model and Senge’s 

(1990) five disciplines. Marquardt’s approach to the learning organization relied heavily on 

action learning, hence the various practical applications in his book Building the Learning 

Organization. This was a favorable model for practitioners, but empirical research to support 

these claims made by Marquardt was lacking. Because of the significant gap in the research 

conducted on Marquardt’s (2011) model, it was not chosen as for this study.  

Watkins and Marsick’s model. Watkins and Marsick (1993) defined a learning 

organization as a system “that learns continuously and transforms itself” (p. 8). They suggested 

that learning is a constant process and results in changes in knowledge, beliefs and behaviors” 

(Swanson & Holton, 2009, p. 218).  

To explain their viewpoint of the learning organization, Watkins and Marsick compared 

the individuals in a learning organization to sculptors who must learn to think like sculptors and 
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“see in their mind’s eye and shape structures toward those approaches that nurture learning” 

within the organization (Marsick & Watkins, 1994, p. 353). Similar to Senge (1990) and 

Ӧrtenblad (2013), Watkins and Marsick believed that the learning structure should be flexible, 

vertical and designed to promote continuous learning. 

Though Senge laid the foundation for the learning organization concept and other researchers 

have developed theories on the learning organization, the ideas and concepts presented by 

Watkins and Marsick (1993) are more appropriate for this study.  

One major reason Watkins and Marsick’s learning organizational theories best suited this 

study was because of its relevance to the HRD discipline. Marsick and Watkins (1994) proposed 

an integrative vision for learning organization and the HRD discipline. Their vision revolved 

around the idea that the learning organization, with all of its complexities, was a “sustainable 

vision” for the field of human development within organizations (Marsick & Watkins, 1994, p. 

359). They believed that HRD offers the theoretical foundation that is required to create a 

learning organization because it is comprised of training, career development, and organization 

development principles. However, they also pointed out that HRD departments cannot stand 

alone, separate from other parts of the organization, while trying to create a culture that 

“supports people in using new knowledge to make a difference,” empowers individuals, 

encourages collaboration, and promotes open dialogue (Marsick & Watkins, 1994, p. 355). If 

HRD professionals want to eliminate barriers and help foster a learning organization, they cannot 

operate independently and secluded from the rest of the organization. Instead, Watkins and 

Marsick (1992) stated that the HRD department “must be positioned to act strategically 

throughout the organization” (Marsick & Watkins, 1994, p. 355). This further emphasized the 
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importance of HRD to process of creating and facilitating learning organization practices. Table 

3 includes the key variables of the Watkins and Marsick’s (1992) model which are referred to as 

learning organization action imperatives. 

These imperatives are also the basis of Marsick and Watkin’s (2003) Dimensions of 

Learning Questionnaire (DLOQ) learning organization diagnostic tool which has been used in 

several empirical studies across a variety of organizations and cultures all over the world. 

Furthermore, (Kim et al., 2015) described the DLOQ as one of the best-known tools primarily 

used by HRD researchers in approximately 15 countries. Despite the fact that researchers have 

reportedly experienced difficulty with validity and multi-collinearity when using the DLOQ, it 

has contributed significantly to framing and assessing HRD related practices as well as research 

and theory building on the learning organization concept (Kim et al., 2015).  

Due to its relevance to the HRD discipline as a learning organization theory, as well as 

having an explicit learning organization diagnostic tool, Watkins and Marsick’s (1993) model 

was used for this study.  
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Table 3.  
 
Imperatives of the Learning Organization 

Action Imperative Description 
Create continuous learning 
opportunities 

Learning is designed into work so that people can learning 
on the job: opportunities are provided for ongoing 
education and growth. 
 

Promote inquiry and dialog People gain productive reasoning skills to express their 
views, and the capacity to listen and inquire into the views 
of others; the culture supports questioning, feedback and 
experimentation. 
 

Encourage collaboration and 
team learning 

Work is deigned to use groups to access different modes of 
thinking; groups are expected to learn together and work 
together; collaboration is valued by the culture and 
rewarded. 
 

Establish systems to capture and 
share learning 

Both high and low technology systems to share learning 
are created and integrated with work; access is provided, 
and systems are maintained.  
 

Empower people toward a 
collective vision 

People are involved in setting, owning and implementing a 
joint vision; responsibility is distributed close to decision 
making to motivate people to learning that for which they 
are accountable. 
 

Connect the organization to its 
environment 

People are helped to see the impact of their work on the 
entire enterprise; people can scan environment and use 
information to adjust work practices; organization is linked 
to community. 
 

Leaders model and support 
learning 

Leaders model, champion and support learning; leadership 
uses learning strategically for business results. 
 

Marsick, V.J., & Watkins, K.E. (2003). Demonstrating the value of an organization’s learning 
culture: The dimensions of the learning organization questionnaire. Advances in Developing 
Human Resources, 5(2), 132-151. (Reprinted with permission) 
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Learning Organization Research 

According to Ӧrtenblad (2013) over 332 studies have been published on the learning 

organization since 1988. A search was conducted with Dr. Daniel Xiao of Texas A&M 

University through several databases to attempt to duplicate Ӧrtenblad’s search of learning 

organization studies. However, due to uncertainty surrounding the terminology used to conduct 

the initial search, we were unable to obtain a current number of studies on the learning 

organization.  

Although there are over 300 studies on the learning organization, they have all been 

defined and conceptualized differently.  For that purpose, it was difficult to make any valid 

comparisons among the various studies conducted on learning organizations (Ӧrtenblad, 2013). 

In addition to the varying definitions, some of the researchers consider the learning organization 

merely an idea. They have suggested implementation and adaptation, but failed to consider how 

certain aspects, such as the culture or industry of an organization, fits into the learning 

organization concept. These mechanisms must be considered before simply adapting practices 

that may not fit the organization.   

Of the hundreds of studies conducted on the learning organization, most of them focused 

on private sector companies as opposed to public (Ӧrtenblad et al., 2013). In addition, it was 

discovered that public sector organizations are not assumed to be able to fully adopt the learning 

organization idea (Wallace, 1997). Instead, a list of suggestions was recommended to public 

sector organization to help them become learning organizations: 
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a. Use computer-assisted learning to enhance accessibility (Brown & Brudney, 2003); 

b. Improve the employees’ ability to share, disseminate and benefit from the knowledge 

and experience of others (Brown & Brudney, 2003); 

c. Develop the capability of anticipating change (Brown & Brudney, 2003);  

d. Look at and try to solve problems from different angles (Yusoff, 2005); 

e. Empower the employees (Yusoff, 2005); and 

f. See to it that the employees continuously learn (Yusoff, 2005). 

This list of recommendations was relevant to this study because it identified a set of 

actions that have been deemed necessary to help public sector organizations, the population 

sample for this study, become learning organizations.  

The next section includes a brief review of the learning organization criticism found in 

the literature.  

Critiques of the learning organization. Although many have studied and presented 

research on the learning organization, the topic has also had its fair share of criticism. For many 

years researchers and scholars have debated over how to define the learning organization 

(Ortenblad, 2013). Many have claimed that the learning organization is just a “fashion” 

(Furnham, 2004) and too vague to actually be attained or useful (Caldwell, 2012). Some have 

overlooked the concept of the learning organization as “management duckspeak” which is 

defined as “nonsensical noises which have nothing to do with business issues and block out 

useful thoughts” (Glaser S. , 1997, p. 653) Other researchers have questioned whether the 

learning organization is still relevant to the present time (Ӧrtenblad, 2013).  
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The learning organization has also been criticized for being “an expression of informal 

power and control” (Ӧrtenblad, 2013, p. 6). According to Pant (2001) there was not only 

informal control, but also increased exploitation where workers are pushed to do more and take 

on more duties without necessarily reaping the benefits of their efforts. Furthermore, Pant 

suggested that this form of coercion may be eliminated through emancipating and enlightening 

employees which in turn promotes autonomy (Ӧrtenblad, 2013), empowerment and self- 

determination, all of which are important aspects to creating a true learning organization and 

climate for learning. This provides a transition into the next topic which discusses the relevance 

and importance of the learning organization to the HRD discipline.  

Importance of the learning organization to HRD. “Learning is a constituent process of 

HRD and organizational change” (Tseng & McLean, 2008, p. 1). It is a major component of 

transforming and developing the organization (Gilley & Maycunich, 2000) and learning is 

mandatory for human resource development to occur (Tseng & McLean, 2008). Both the 

learning organization and organizational learning concepts promote continuous growth, 

improvement, learning and development at the individual, team or group, and organizational 

levels. HRD practitioners are key to facilitating the learning that is required for continuous 

learning and improved performance within the organization, whereas the HRD discipline 

provides the theoretical foundation for understanding the learning processes.  

Griego, Geroy, and Wright (2000) categorized five HRD domains based on the learning 

organization that include: training and education, rewards and recognition, information and flow, 

vision and strategy, and individual team development. The five domains were used as predictor 

variables of a learning organization and tested among 48 professionals. The results of the study 
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revealed that those individuals who answered positively, stating that they received both rewards 

and recognition and training and education while at work were most likely to classify their 

organization as a learning organization (Griego et al., 2000). These two indicators of a learning 

organizaion are important to HRD practioners because it provides empirical evidence that 

rewarding and recognizing the efforts of workers is important to building and maintain a learning 

organization. Second, the results supported the idea that an environment that promotes learning 

and knowledge sharing is a clear indicator of a learning organization (Griego et al., 2000). 

Lastly, the five domains identified can be fundamental to assessing inter-organizational learning.  

The first section of this literature review focused on learning organizations and the last 

section focused specifically on inter-organizational learning and the processes it entails. 

However, this section of the literature review links the various organizational learning topics 

discussed to the population that will be used for this study. To understand the learning processes 

that take place in these organizations, it is important that the structure and purpose of the 

prostitution serving programs is examined. The next section of this review introduces the concept 

of problem solving through diversion programs. Second, a brief overview of the organizational 

structure of four different types of prostitute serving methods commonly used is included. Lastly, 

the multi-agency partnership model is reviewed in detail, as it closely relates to the inter-

organizational learning relationship, a pertinent concept of this study. 

Inter-organizational Problem-solving as a Necessary Solution to Social Problems 

Social problems are defined as “conditions or behaviors that have negative consequences 

for a large number of people and it is recognized as a condition or behavior that needs to be 

addressed” (Understanding social problems, 2010). Public sector networks, a group of 
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“community-based, mostly publicly funded, health, human service, and public service 

organizations working within a network to provide services effectively,” (Provan & Milward, 

2001, p. 414) are becoming more prevalent. “Collaborations, partnerships, and networks have 

evolved as inter-organizational innovations to address multifaceted social and environment 

problems” (Mandell & Steelman, 2003, p. 198), p. 198). Inter-organizational innovation refers 

to” inter-organizational arrangement that develop among public, private, and non-profit groups 

to work together on mutual problems” (Mandell & Steelman, 2003, p. 198). Such inter-

organizational innovations are necessary to address the sociological problems associated with 

street-level prostitution. Therefore, this section of the literature review includes the problems 

associated with street-level prostitution, introduces the concept of problem-solving justice, and 

communicates how inter-organizational problem-solving is a means to address the sociological 

problems caused by street-level prostitution.  

Street-level prostitution as a social problem. Street-level prostitution is an example of 

a social problem that affects multiple groups of people in various aspects of life. In 2012, 37, 965 

women in the United States of America were arrested for prostitution or commercialized vice 

(Snyder & Mulako-Wangota, 2015). Most of the women were charged with the criminal offense 

and consequently served time in jail. The vast majority of the women incarcerated for 

prostitution in America eventually return to the prostitute profession on average within one year 

of being released from jail (Mastrorilli, Norton-Hawk, & Usher, 2015). These numbers support 

the notion that the sole act of jailing a woman for engaging in prostitution with the intent that it 

will serve as a deterrence is both ineffective and counterproductive (Norton-Hawk, 2001). 
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Women fail to exit street-level prostitution due to a lack of support and/or resources (Williamson 

& Folaron, 2003).  

In response to the demand for street-level prostitution exit programs, the United States 

justice system has become increasingly more involved in prostitution role-exiting (Roe-

Sepowitz, Hickle, Loubert, & Egan, 2011) through what is known as diversion programs.  

Problem-solving Justice Approach 

The term diversion in this instance refers to “diversion from jail or diversion from the 

legal system” entirely (Wahab, 2006, p. 168). Diversion programs are a way to rehabilitate 

offenders by sometimes using the authority of the courts and to provide offenders with an 

alternative lifestyle options that does not entail breaking the law. At the time of this study, there 

were approximately 13 states in the United States that had adopted prostitution-exiting programs 

to help women with the diversion process and that number continues to grow (Wahab, 2006). 

“While diversion programs have demonstrated effectiveness in reducing recidivism among adults 

arrested for prostitution, these programs are not feasible for every city” (Roe-Sepowitz, 

Gallagher, Hickle, Pérez, & Tutelman, 2014, p. 62).  

Also, street-level prostitution is more prevalent in some cities and states due to 

geographic location, neighborhood quality, and areas with high drug usage (Scott & Dedel, 

2006). A search revealed controversy surrounding adoption of diversion programs including 

debate about the efficacy of the programs and how many communities grapple with developing 

the best response to prostitution. This most likely explains the limited implementation of 

diversion programs in America. In the next sections, details about how women obtain access to 

the diversion programs are discussed.  
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Accessing a diversion program. There are two situations in which a female prostitute 

would have access to a recovery or diversion program. One method is for women to voluntarily 

seek help from a diversion or recovery program without the justice system intervening. This is 

considered a voluntary attempt to exit and is commonly caused by the following five factors, 

hitting rock bottom, experiencing life-threatening events, regaining custody or the desire to 

become a better mother, changes in the sub-culture of street-level prostitution, or experiencing a 

spiritual awakening (Dalla, 2006).  

If a woman chooses to voluntarily attempt to exit street-level prostitution, she must 

willingly leave the street life and initiate the recovery process on her own by seeking help of a 

diversion program. Because “there are many barriers to leaving street-work” it is usually an 

extensive, multi-level process to exiting (Baker, Dalla, & Williamson, 2010, p. 587). There are 

three ways in which a street-level prostitute leaves the profession, a) jail, b) a prostitute helping 

organizations, or c) on their own (Dalla, 2006). While very few actually do leave on their own, 

those who manage, rely heavily on formal support services (Dalla, 2006, p. 281). Often, these 

women are presented with the opportunity to enroll in a diversion program upon their arrest.  

After being arrested for soliciting sex in the form of prostitution, women receive the 

option to participate in a recovery program to lower or eliminate jail time. This is considered an 

involuntary exit from street-level prostitution because had she not been arrested, she probably 

would not have made the initiative to exit the business. Dalla (2000) studied 43 street-level 

prostitutes and found that only three of the participants left the streets at their own will. On the 

other hand, of the same group, one-third of the women were forced to exit prostitution because 

they were incarcerated at the time. In such situations, women are given the chance to undergo 
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treatment for their involvement in prostitution or serve their entire sentence in jail (Dalla, 2000). 

This option is part of an approach used in the criminal justice system referred to as problem-

solving justice or problem-solving court (Shdaimah & Wiechelt, 2012).  

Problem-solving courts are used to address crimes in which rehabilitation would be more 

beneficial than incarceration. More specifically, the approach “focuses on solving underlying 

problems of communities through rehabilitation of offenders in the criminal justice system” 

(Andraka-Christou, 2017, p. 191). The methods used are considered non-traditional approaches 

to criminal behavior through “programs designed to change behaviors, often through 

individualized supervision and support” (Shdaimah & Wiechelt, 2012, p. 157). These methods 

consist of both punitive and therapeutic approaches to help address the underlying causes that 

provoke people to break the law in the first place (Castellano, 2011). The concept was designed 

to suspend or delay punishment and allow offenders to receive treatment to address the cause of 

their deviant behavior (Leo & Shdaimah, 2012) through methods of diversion.  

Making an impact. Across the United States, there has been a slow rise in the number of 

problem-solving courts. At the time of this study, approximately 3,000 problem-solving courts 

exist in the country to date, with more present internationally (Shdaimah & Bailey-Kloch, 2014). 

Aligned with diversion programs, these court initiatives focus on identifying and addressing the 

needs of offenders of specific crimes, specifically prostitution and drug offenses, through means 

of therapy and rehabilitation. In most cases, the defendants are required to admit guilt for 

committing or participating in the deviant behavior before they are eligible to receive the 

resources and help (Leon & Shdaimah, 2012). However, not all programs require participants to 
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enter a guilty plea unless they are terminated from the program or they successfully complete the 

program and in that case the charges are subject to be dismissed (Shdaimah & Wiechelt, 2012).  

The main goal is for participants agree to undergo treatment, through a diversion or 

recovery program, and graduate with the ability and desire to be successful without engaging in 

criminal behavior. These programs help offenders make lifestyle changes, and avoid jail time, if 

the program is completed successfully. However, if participants do not complete the program, 

they face the possibility of receiving a longer jail sentence.  

Another goal of the problem-solving courts’ diversion program is to lower the rate of 

recidivism. The concept is based on the idea that if people are allowed to correct their habits and 

behavior without the offense going on their record, they will have a better chance of not 

committing the offense again due to restrictions on their housing eligibility and employment 

opportunities (Cnaan, Draine, Frazier, & Sinha, 2008).  

Though problem-solving courts seem beneficial, some do not support the concept of 

diversion. One of the biggest concerns is these therapeutic approaches to justice create a shift in 

the position of the judge in the United States courtroom. With the traditional approach to justice, 

the judge remains a neutral party, but in problem-solving court the judge plays a vital role in the 

recovery and rehabilitation process of offenders. Honorable Judge Cindy Lederman said the 

following about the problem-solving courts: 

If we accept this challenge, we’re no longer the referee or the spectator. We’re a 

participant in the process. We’re not just looking at the offense any more. We’re looking 

more and more at the best interests, not just of the defendant, but of the defendant’s 

family and the community as well. (Lane E. , 2003, pp. 956-957) 
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There are other areas of concern when it comes to the rights and freedoms of women who 

enter a plea of guilty in order to gain access to diversion programs (O'Hear, 2002). Specifically, 

when prospective diversion program participants admit guilt before entering the program, public 

defenders are often concerned about the rights of those defendants. They feel that there is the 

possibility for more arrests and increased surveillance of offenders as they undergo treatment 

(Leon & Shdaimah, 2012) if they do not successfully complete the program or abide by the 

standards. While the concerns of public defenders are valid, if participants successfully complete 

the program, the charges can be dispelled, null-processed or expunged (Leon & Shdaimah, 

2012). Also, if the diversion program proves to be successful for the participants, many people 

stand to benefit from the process.  

Problem-solving courts simply serve as an avenue for women who are seeking to exit 

street-level prostitution through a diversion program.  There are other prostitution recovery 

initiatives that are available to assist these women as they undergo the role-exiting process. Some 

of these programs are referred to as prostitution recovery or rehabilitation programs. The next 

section includes other methods of prostitution recovery and prostitute serving agencies. 

Four Categories of Prostitutes Serving Agencies 

While examining the various forms of services provided by prostitution serving agencies 

it was discovered that each could be grouped into one of the following four categories: (a) harm 

minimization plus; (b) women’s centered approach; (c) multi-agency partnerships; and (d) a case 

management approach (Matthews et al., 2014). 

Harm minimization. The agencies that adapt a harm minimization approach focus on 

providing services that minimize harm and promote health for women. “Harm reduction 
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principles are value neutral, pragmatic, and concerned with prioritizing achievable goals” 

(Matthews et al., 2014, p. 96). This approach is based on the premise that prostitution and drug 

use will always exist, so rather than working to eliminate the behavior, the focus should be on 

minimizing the amount of harm surrounding the act (Matthews et al., 2014). The approach 

involves outreach or drop-in programs where women can report an act of sexual assault, receive 

free condoms and health related testing, or take a shower and have access to toiletries. The sole 

purpose of these programs is to assist the women with their needs as they live a life on the 

streets. These programs typically do not specialize in an exit strategy or theory.  

Women’s centered approach. The women’s centered approach is gender specific that 

consists of centers and programs that provide services to that specific gender. These programs 

focus on supporting women offenders or those women who are at risk of offending (Matthews et 

al., 2014). Such programs provide a plethora of services and assistance that range from needle 

exchange to reduce the risk of needle sharing or the use of dirty needles to assistance with 

housing and counseling services. They have open door programs that strive to provide long term 

assistance and support to women who are involved in prostitution and seeking to exit (Matthews 

et al., 2014).  

Multi-agency partnership model. Multi-agency partnerships include many community-

based support groups who work together to provided services and assistance to various 

programs. They operate as a hub where referrals for various services and needs are passed along 

to the programs specializing in those needs (Matthews et al., 2014). Exit programs frequently 

utilize multi-agency partnerships to help assist with exiting support. They broker out specific 

needs through a central location or organization to other agencies to deliver the services. To 
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illustrate, problem-solving courts or any other “diversion scheme” is an example of a central 

location or hub that communicates with other agencies to help offer prostitute rehabilitation and 

diversion assistance (Matthews et al., 2014, p. 109).  

Case management approach. The case management approach has been in existence 

since the 1970s. It is based on the idea that a case manager provides the patient with professional 

care service that is reliable, stable, and empathetic; they possess the professional expertise 

necessary to provide such care; and their defined boundaries include honesty and a client-

directed goal orientation (Matthews et al., 2014, p. 115). For example, the Ipswich Crime and 

Disorder Reduction Partnership decided to adopt a case management approach to helping with 

exit prostitution. The goal of the organization was to create meaningful paths out of street-level 

prostitution through use of multi-agency support services. The case management approach 

provides patients with a one-on-one relationship with support people that assist them with 

determining what support is needed and identifying any gaps present. Regardless of the name or 

approach of these programs, all of these initiatives have the common goal of providing assistance 

to those who interested in making meaningful lifestyle changes.  

Prostitution recovery, support and treatment programs can play a monumental role in the 

exiting process for these women (Matthews et al., 2014). Of those four categories, the multi-

agency partnership model closely resembles the learning organization structure of interest for 

this study because of its relation and collaboration with other organizations. The next section 

examines the multi-agency partnership model in more detail as it relates to prostitution serving 

organizations. 
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As mentioned above, the multi-agency partnership model is an organizational network 

that emerges from a variety of services brokered out from a centralized location by various 

agencies to those individuals who require those services (Matthews et al., 2015). It includes 

various organizations collaborating for the same initiative. These models typically “operate as a 

hub where referrals can be made to a group of practitioners from across a range of statutory and 

non-statutory services” (Matthews et al., 2014, p. 108). Referrals for various services and needs 

are passed along to the programs specializing in those needs. When there are well-established 

multi-agency partnerships, agencies have “information-sharing protocols and service-level 

agreements with key agencies” allowing them to streamline the process and provide rapid access 

to support (Matthews et al., 2014, p. 108). A well-established and effective partnership involves 

collaboration, “promotes innovation,” a shared strategic vision among all the partners, and there 

is a “strong commitment from each partner” ( (Brandstetter, et al., 2006, p. 7). 

Inter-Organizational Problem-solving Approach to Prostitute Diversion 

Because the sociological issues surrounding street-level prostitution are multifaceted, 

they require coordinated attention from multiple agencies. As Roe-Sepowitz, Gallagher, Hickle, 

Loubert, and Tutelman (2014) explained, to successfully exit, prostituted and sex trafficked 

adults must have access to formal support services that address their many complex needs 

including economic assistance (Dalla, 2006); substance abuse treatment (Jeal & Salisbury, 

2004); basic food and shelter needs; and services addressing physical and mental health needs 

(Hedin & Mansson, 2003). The multi-agency model seems practical to addressing the countless 

problems that arise from street-level prostitution, specifically with the women, because referrals 

can be brokered out to simultaneously to address the range of services required. To further 
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illustrate the range of needs required, “women involved in prostitution are amongst the most 

victimized group of people in society” (Matthews, 2014, p. 86). The forms of victimization 

include physical violence, child abuse, sexual abuse, and human trafficking (Matthews, 2015). 

The multi-agency approach can provide access to the variety of formal support services 

consecutively or even simultaneously to address everyone’s assortment of needs.  

In addition to the crime, violence and victimization of these women, street-level 

prostitution has significant economic costs. Annually, millions of dollars are spent on 

prostitution control in America; however, many of the methods used are inadequate and simply 

endorse what is referred to as a revolving door justice system (Wolf, 2001). As Weitzer (1999) 

explained, “prostitution control in America involves the commitment of substantial criminal 

justice resources—with little impact on the sex trade or on collateral problems such as 

victimization of prostitutes and effects on host communities” (p. 83).  

Multi-agency partnerships are considered a “pragmatic solution” that can be used to 

“develop information-sharing and expertise; assist in the pooling of resources; raise awareness of 

the needs of the women; act as a signposting and referral agency; identify barriers to women 

accessing services; and identify gaps in provisions” (Matthews et al, 2014, p. 111).  When 

combined with diversion, the multi-agency model provides street-level prostitutes with services 

and resources to deter them from the profession and offers an alternative to “punitive and 

enforcement-focused approaches” (Matthews et al, 2014, p. 111). Reducing the number of 

women involved in street-level prostitution, minimizes the social problems surrounding the 

behavior, a strategy commonly uses in networks of health and human agencies (Provan & 

Milward, 2001, p. 417). However, to increase the effectiveness of the partnerships formed 
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between these agencies, a deeper understanding of the learning processes and other methods such 

as collaboration, capacity building (Mathews et al, 2014), and information-sharing systems 

(Pardo, Creswell, Thompson, & Zhang, 2006) required in these public and non-profit 

organizations is required.  

Multi-agency work has been commonly used in the past to provide various forms of 

community-based support in areas ranging from mental health problems to identifying and 

support victims of violence. Since street-level prostitution affects multiple groups of people and 

the extent of the problems surrounding prostitution presents issues for society overall, the efforts 

used to address these problems should involve a large-scale approach containing multiple 

agencies. The Safe Exit Diversion Scheme in London where town officials used well-

coordinated partnerships and initiatives to eradicate street-level prostitution is an example of 

such multi-agency work (Matthews et al., 2014). These types of diversion initiatives provide the 

women arrested for prostitution offenses with an alternative to court, which includes assessment 

and meaningful engagement in the support services recommended based on their needs 

assessment (Matthews et al., 2014). Multi-agency partnerships are popular and frequently used in 

crime reduction initiatives, including street-level prostitution, but there is little empirical data 

revealing extreme results like that of Ipswich, where street-level prostitution was eliminated 

completely.  

Although such partnerships are cost effective and practical, there are several problems 

surrounding the multi-agency partnership approach. Some of these issues include limited 

resources and support due to local availability, limited knowledge on how to negotiate inter-

agency disclosures, and issues with inter-agency communication (Matthews et al., 2014). 
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Therefore, before effective social change can take place, understanding of the learning required 

among the organizations joining together to address such a large-scale change is essential 

(White, 2014). 

Inter-Organizational Learning as an Organizational Learning Type 

The four types of organizational learning are, individual learning, group-centered 

learning, organization-centered learning, and inter-organizational learning (Mariotti, 2012). Of 

these, the two themes that characterize organizational learning literature are (a) intra-

organizational learning -- how formal organizations learn from experience within organizations 

and (b) inter-organizational learning -- how organizations learn from each other through formal 

collaborations between organizations (Holmqvist, 2003). Though intra-organizational learning 

has been frequently analyzed in organizational learning literature, there has been a growing 

interest in inter-organizational learning or inter-organizational collaborations (Holmqvist, 2003). 

Inter-organizational learning. Crossan, Lane, and Djurfeldt (1995) and Easterby-Smith 

et al. (2008) noticed that much of the organizational learning literature, at that particular time, 

focused on learning within the organization and little, if any, addressed learning between 

organizations, or external learning. Suddenly, researchers began focusing on this gap in the 

literature by exploring external learning. Eventually, the increased amount of literature on groups 

or pairs of organizations cooperating and working together, provoked the creation of inter-

organizational learning as the fourth level of organizational learning (Mariotti, 2012).  

Inter-organizational learning takes from organizational learning theory, network theory, 

and team learning theory. Organizational learning theories emphasize the importance of learning 

from others (White, 2014); network theories focus on knowledge acquisition of various formats 
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(Lechner, Frankenberger, & Floyd, 2010); and team learning theories credit external learning for 

organizational performance (Ancona & Caldwell, 1992). “When these theories combine, they 

suggest that the process of participants of one organization actively sharing knowledge causes a 

change in the capacities of another organization either through shared experiences or by 

stimulating innovation” (White, 2014, p. 279). This process is referred to as inter-organizational 

learning.  

There is limited empirical research available on inter-organizational learning despite the 

fact that it has the potential for large-scale impact (Larsson et al., 1998). Most of the research 

available describes the experience of knowledge management firms that have partnered with 

another organization to gain knowledge and become more innovative, and it is often within the 

production industry (White, 2014). In addition, the number of empirical studies focused on non-

profit initiatives or sectors is also limited (Apostolakis, 2004). However, more research is being 

conducted on inter-firm relationships as government officials and other administrators begin to 

realize that cross collaborations, networks and partnerships can be a cost-efficient way to deal 

with challenging social problems.  

Based on two studies conducted, one on evidenced-based care provided by health care 

providers and another on analysis of the failures of communication between the U.S. intelligence 

agencies before September 11, 2001, it was revealed that inter-organizational learning does not 

take place naturally, even in situations where it is imperative (White, 2014). Therefore, inter-

organizational learning occurs because of a confrontation and a combination of single formal 

organizations’ experiences (Holmqvist, 1999). These formal organizations serve as the “building 

blocks of inter-organizational collaborations” where the two are joined together in “joint learning 
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cycles” (Holmqvist, 2003, p. 103). The learning of each single organization is the driving force 

for the learning that takes place in these inter-organizational collaborations (Holmqvist, 2003). 

Araujo (1998), a proponent of inter-organizational relationships, criticized the topographic view 

of organizational learning and argued that organizations are not simply containers of knowledge 

and that knowledge should transcend organizational boundaries. He also stated that instead of 

attempting to locate knowledge bases and learning inside organizations, the locus of knowing 

and learning should become the heterogeneous network of social and material relations that are 

not bounded by a physical organization (Araujo, 1998). Based on this viewpoint, knowledge 

should be developed (created, adopted, revised, and distributed) in a way that is accessible to all 

members and organizations engaged in the inter-organizational learning relationship. This 

perspective supported the theoretical framework for this study which is based on the idea that 

various organizations can engage in collective learning and collaborate to create and share 

knowledge amongst each other to address social issues. Inter-organizational as a dynamic 

learning process is presented in the next section. 

Inter-Organizational Learning as a Dynamic Process 

In 1999, Crossan et al., published an article proposing an organizational framework 

displaying organizational learning as a dynamic process. They believed that learning occurred 

over time and across various levels, but these processes make it difficult to “assimilate new 

learning” while “exploiting” the content that has already been learned (Crossan et al., 1999, p. 

532). As a result, they created an analytical model demonstrating the dynamic process of 

organizational learning (Figure 4).  
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Figure 4. Organizational learning as a dynamic process (Crossan, Lane & White, 1999). 
(Reprinted with permission.) 

 

 

The authors attempted to demonstrate how the processes, individuals, and levels are linked by 

both social and psychological processes (Mozzato & Bitencourt, 2014). In the organizational 

learning model, there are four sub-processes (intuiting, interpreting, integrating, and 

institutionalizing) that take place across three levels (individual, group, and organizational) 

(Crossan et al., 1999). Table 4 displays each of the four aspects occur or interact throughout the 

different levels.  
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Table 4.  
 
Three levels of the four sub-processes of organizational learning 

Level Process 

Individual Intuiting → Interpreting 

Group Interpreting → Integrating 

Organization Integrating → Institutionalizing 

Note: (Crossan, Lane & White, 1999) (Used with permission) 
 
 
 

Though feed-forward processes, new ideas and actions flow from the individual to the 

group to the organization level” (Crossan et al., 1999, p. 532). “At the same time, what has 

already been learned feeds back from the organization to the group and individual levels, 

affecting how people act and think” (Crossan et al., 1999, p. 532). During intuiting, individuals 

preconsiously recognize any essential patterns and/or possibilities in their past experience 

(Crossan et al., 1999). Interpreting was the process of explaining through words or actions those 

ideas and intuitions. The next stage included integrating or developing a shared understanding 

among a group of individuals and using dialogue and joint actions to initiate mutual adjustments 

(Crossan et al., 1999). The last process was institutionalizing which ensured that routines are 

established, tasks are defined, and that the learning that has occurred throughout the various 

levels is embedded in the organization (Crossan et al., 1999). Based on the information presented 

on the sub-processes of organizational learning, it was difficult to determine whether the authors 

think the same processes occur between organizations. On the other hand, Mozzato, Bitencourt 
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and Grzybowski (2015) stated “social and psychological processes permeate such levels,” so it 

was clear that certain aspects apply to inter-organizational learning processess (p. 99). 

As research has shifted away from intra-organizational learning to inter-organizational 

learning, Holmqvist (2003) argued that the linkage between the intra- and inter-orgnaizational 

learning cannot be ignored. He also posited on the idea that the two themes (organizational 

learning within and between organizations) should be “cross-fertilized” to serve as a way of 

understanding how organizations deal with organizational learning problems that arise while 

trying to balance exploitation and exploration (Holmqvist, 2003). Mozzato and Bitencourt (2014) 

decided to build on the model created by Crossan et al. (1999) and create a model depicting the 

multi-level, dynamic process of inter-organizational learning (Figure 5).  
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Figure 5. IOL as a dynamic process through cooperation. (Mozzato & Bitencourt, 2014).  
Note. Adapted from Crossan, M.M., Lane, H.W., & White, R.E. (1999). (Used with permission) 
 

 

In the modified version, inter-organizational learning is added as the fourth level of 

learning, following organizational. In addition, a fifth level of interaction, cooperation, is added 

below the institutionalizing-intuiting interaction. The purpose of adding the fifth process was to 

demonstrate the relational aspect of inter-organizational learning that can occur in both 

structured and non-structured social spaces and result in learning episodes (Mozzato & 

Bitencourt, 2014). Institutionalization was a means for organizations to “leverage” or maximize 

individual learning through “structures, systems, and procedures” that provide the proper context 

for interaction among employees (Crossan et al., 1999, p. 529). Therefore, as a result of adding 
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inter-organizational learning, another aspect of organizational learning, to the model, Mozzato 

and Bitencourt deemed it necessary to shift integration and interpretation on their model to 

demonstrate how the five processes interfere. According to their perspective, intuition affects 

integration that in turn affects interpretation which subsequently interfered with 

institutionalization. Institutionalization interfered with the cooperative processes and the 

cooperation affects institutionalizaton (Mozzato, Bitencourt, & Grzybovski, 2015). In short, all 

five processes move forward and backward, along the learning continuum, constantly interacting 

and interfering. The model revealed the interconnection and simultaneous movement of the 

processes. Most importantly, it served as a way to examine those dynamic processes of inter-

organizational learning. Table 5 displays the various levels of learning, each process, and the 

inputs and outputs of each interaction. 

The content included in Table 5 shows all four levels and five processes that constitute 

learning in organizations (Mozzato et al., 2015). The section on inter-organizational learning 

processes, inputs and outputs was most pertinent to this study. The inter-organizational analysis 

categories listed in Table 5 are defined in the next few paragraphs. 
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Table 5.  
 
Levels, Processes, and the Inputs/Outputs of the Relationship 

Note. Adapted from Crossan et al., 1999 
Source: Mozzato, A. R., Bitencourt, C. C., & Grzybovski, D. (2015). The Interorganizational 
Level in the Learning Continuum: Analytic Conceptual Scheme. International Business Review, 
8(4), 94-101. (Used with permission) 
 
 
 
Inter-Organizational Analysis Categories 

According to Mozzato, Bitencourt, and Grzyboyski (2015) “absorptive capacity, 

culture/context, trust and interaction may result in cooperation relationships that enable inter-

organizational learning” (p. 100). Absorptive capacity is “fundamental to inter-organizational 

processes” because it “shows cumulative characteristics facilitates the learning of both intra- and 

inter-organizational learning” (Mozatto et al., 2015, p. 100). Cohen and Levinthal (1990) 

explained that absorptive capacity is “the ability to recognize, assimilate and apply new external 

Level Process Inputs/Outputs 
Individual Intuiting  Experiences 

Images 
Group Interpreting  

 
 
 
 
Integration 

Metaphors 
Language 
Cognitive maps 
Dialogue 
 
Exchanges 
Mutual adjustments 
Interactive systems 

Organizational Institutionalizing Routines 
Diagnostic systems 
Rules and procedures 

Inter-organizational Inter-organizational 
relationships 

Absorptive capacity 
Culture 
Trust 
Interaction  
Cooperation 
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knowledge” (Mozatto et al., 2015, p. 100). It entailed more than simply attaining information 

from a partner or competitor. After gaining the information, employees must be able to 

understand what they obtain and know how to convert it to knowledge (Nooteboom, 1999).  

Trust “requires the establishment of the adequate balance between competition, 

cooperation, trust, stability, and dynamism” (Mozatto et al., 2015, p. 100). It “creates openness, 

interpersonal connection, motivation, and engagement, which enables and facilitates knowledge-

sharing” (Lee & Choi, 2013, p. 20). If there is limited trust, employees do not feel comfortable 

sharing information or ideas (Lee & Choi, 2013), which further limits their willingness to 

cooperate and engage in learning alliances for fear of being “exploited” (Mozatto et al., 2015, p. 

100).  

The culture/context category included “characteristic associated with a place or region in 

which inter-organizational relations take place, and the social rationality that takes into account 

the capacities and potentialities inherent to each place” (Mozatto et al., 2015, p. 101). Culture 

was important for inter-organizational learning comprehension and management (Levinson & 

Asahi, 1995) because organizational culture can “facilitate or hinder organizational change 

and/or organizational learning” (p. 55).  Furthermore, they explained that there are multiple 

levels of culture that “affect inter-organizational learning in an alliance” and “taken together, 

those interacting cultures—national, organizational, and occupational—will shape how it 

identifies, frames, and solves problems” (Levinson & Asahi, 1995, pp. 54-55). Organizations 

should embed learning, knowledge sharing, and other learning organization values into their 

culture to enhance their inter-organizational learning opportunities.  
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The last category was interaction which refers to the “capacity of interlinking various 

economic agents that maintain inter-organizational relationships” (Mozatto et al., 2015, p. 100). 

Interactions are an important component of inter-organizational learning, which is based on 

collaborative relations between different agents (Mozatto et al., 2015) specifically those outside 

the organization.  

The purpose of the four categories as defined by Mozatto et al. (2015) was to provide a 

construct of learning at the inter-organizational level, provide “new parameters” by which to 

analyze organizational learning practices, and “challenge organizational studies to widen their 

scope to understand the contents of relationships” at the inter-organizational level (p. 101). 

Therefore, the information presented by Mozatto et al. (2015) provided a set of propositions to 

understand inter-organizational learning processes, the purpose of this study. First, in the 

following sections, the model for inter-organizational learning in cross-sector partnerships is 

presented, then the other processes that constitute inter-organizational learning are identified.  

Inter-Organizational Learning Processes in Cross-Sector Partnerships 

“Cross-sector partnerships represent a form of interaction that aims to address social 

problems by combining the resources and capabilities of multiple organizations with different 

competencies and access to different resource” (Seitandidi, 2008, p. 52). This concept is similar 

to what Matthews et al. (2014) referred to as multi-agency partnerships. According to (Seitanidi, 

2008) such relationships can influence and promote social innovation by connecting sectors, 

such as, government, for-profit, and nonprofit organizations, that are normally separated by 

boundaries. Despite having very different visions, structures, cultures, and expectations, 

organizations engaged in a cross-sector partnerships have certain commonalities that also 
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allowed them to “share a certain learning platform” (Ameli & Kayes, 2011, p. 177). All of the 

organizations are obligated to “respond to their stakeholders,” those in charge of the organization 

and have the authority to make major decisions, and they “need to learn continuously” to remain 

competitive in their sector (Ameli & Kayes, 2011, p. 177). 

Austin (2000) pointed out that cross-sector partnerships are varied in their design and 

methods of involvement. Even though partnerships tend to evolve over time, Austin (2000) 

described the interaction between non-profit and businesses in three stages that include, 

philanthropic, transactional, and integrative with each stage representing a different type of 

relationship. Throughout these stages, organizations are involved with one another. The more 

they engage with each other within the partnerships, the more they, the nonprofit organizations 

and businesses, can learn from each other (Austin, 2000, p. 178).  

Ameli & Kayes (2011) proposed a model based on the idea that inter-organizational 

learning “moves throughout four principal phases” (p. 178). During phase one, the partners 

engage to exchange information, get to know one another, and learn more about the different 

organizational cultures. According to Argyris and Schön (1996), in many situations of 

collaboation, “cultural and cognitive barriers obsruct the learning process” (Ameli & Kayes, 

2011, p. 178). Team learning was beneficial to allowing partners to share their culture, 

experiences and perspectives as a method to help them find ways to learn together. In phase two, 

the employees and/or managers “transfer the knowledge” gained from the team, in phase one, 

back to the organization (Ameli & Kayes, 2011, p. 179). The third phase “consists of sharing 

what people have learned from the components of the other organizations and experiencing it in 

their organizations” (Ameli & Kayes, 2011, p. 179). The more the organization resembles a 
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learning organization and  has embedded learning as an important aspect of their structure and 

practices, the more it can learn (Ameli & Kayes, 2011). The final phase involved the majority of 

employees involved in the partnership, sharing knowledge and information with partners. It is at 

this stage that triple-loop learning, mentioned earlier, “emerges as the interaction between 

organizational processes increases and learning takes on a new level” (Ameli & Kayes, 2011, p. 

179).  

The inter-organizational learning model presented by Ameli and Kayes (2011) 

demonstrated how team learning and understanding differences among cultures and experiences 

of collaborating organizations is pertinent to the inter-organizational learning process. It also 

displayed how knowledge and information is shared among members and organizations. 

However, it did not address the creation of knowledge, knowledge management and other key 

components that constitute inter-organizational learning. Therefore, the next section other 

important processes that are necessary to promote inter-organizational learning are identified.  

Identifying More Processes that Constitute Inter-Organizational Learning 

Based on information found in the literature, it is apparent that certain processes promote 

inter-organizational learning. While some of these processes have already been mentioned, there 

are several more that should be included. The following sections include a brief overview of 

these components.  

Collective learning. Dixon (1994) designed an action research study to examine whether 

six museums facing the same environmental and financial constraints could benefit and learn 

from each other. She based her study on a list of six principles of collective learning that 

included, a) teams/organizations as the unit of learning; b) organizational assumptions are 
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limiting (Argyris & Schön, 1978); c) co-inquiry (Freire, 1994); d) collective intelligence 

(Weisbord, 1992); e) learning occurs over time (Revans, 1982); and f) collaboration and 

alliances. Through a Learning Forum, she was able to get participants to work with others, 

exhibit leadership qualities, and use observation and reflection to identify some of the problems 

they were having. However, once the Learning Forum ended and individuals returned to their 

daily work routines, the teams were not as successful. They stopped interacting and relying on 

one another for assistance as they had at the Learning Forum. Based on this study, Dixon (1994) 

concluded that “learning across organizations is too abstract a goal to be offered to groups” and 

that “the goal is better identified with a business outcome and learning used as a means to reach 

that outcome” (Dixon, 1999, p. 128). Despite the less than favorable results of Dixon’s research 

on the Canadian museums, the six principles of collective learning she indicated was be used to 

help develop a set of themes for examining inter-organizational learning in the public-sector 

organizations featured in this study. 

Collaboration and Communities of Practice 

Many of the characteristics of organizational learning and a learning organization are 

applicable and essential for inter-organizational learning to be effective. For example, one of the 

important aspects of developing a learning organization is dialogue and opportunities for 

individuals to collaborate to create and share knowledge through methods such as communities 

of practice. Tseng and McLean (2008) explained that communities of practice are advantageous 

to organizational learning processes” which would include inter-organizational learning (p. 5). In 

fact, communities of practice have been labeled as the “social fabric of knowledge” because of 
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the knowledge and knowing that is “accumulated” through the human communities (Wenger, 

2004, p. 1).  

Communities of practice (COPs) are “groups of people who share a passion for 

something that they know how to do, and who interact regularly in order to learn how to do it 

better” (Wenger, 2004, p. 2). They can also be defined as people, of the same profession, who 

are interested in sharing knowledge with other individuals from the same profession (Wenger, 

2004). COPs are an essential part of knowledge management and knowledge sharing. They 

create opportunities for employees to join together in a safe environment to produce, develop, 

and disseminate new knowledge (Steven, et al., 2018). These communities of shared interests 

also help participants to begin the process of developing shared meaning and aligning visions 

(Marsick & Watkins, 1994). Lastly, COPs provide a social platform that focuses on knowledge 

and allows for the management of knowledge to be managed by practitioners, so it is argued that 

COPS are the “cornerstone of knowledge management” (Wenger, 2004, p. 2).   

Learning to collaborate is an essential component to an organization’s ability to survive 

(Shah et al., 2016). Collaboration is a “cooperative, inter-organizational relationship that is 

negotiated in an ongoing communicative process, which relies on neither market nor hierarchical 

mechanisms of control” (Hardy & Phillips, 2003, p. 323). According to a study conducted by 

Hardy, Phillips and Lawrence (2003), collaborations produce a variety of strategic, knowledge 

creation, and political effects if (a) those collaborations are embedded and/or involved and (b) 

the depth and scope of that embeddedness or involvement. For example, “low knowledge 

creation is the result of both low levels of involvement and embeddedness, whereas high 

knowledge creation is associated with high levels of involvement and embeddedness. Medium 
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levels of knowledge creation are the result of high levels of involvement and low, medium, and 

high levels of embeddedness” (Hardy et al., 2003, p. 340). This demonstrates that knowledge 

creation requires high levels of involvement. 

Cross-sector collaborations are partnerships that involve government, business, nonprofit 

organizations, communities and/or the public as a whole (Bryson, Crosby, & Stone, 2006). 

Increasingly, they have been considered a necessary and desirable strategy for dealing with many 

of the most challenging societal problems (Bryson et al., 2006) such as street-level prostitution. 

While examining how organizations deal with public problems, (Crosby & Bryson, 2010) found 

that collaboration lies in the middle of the continuum, between hardly relating to each other at all 

and entirely merging into a new entity. In addition to being difficult to conduct, cross-sector 

collaborations are not always successful at tackling social issues, sometimes creating the 

problem that they were initially sought out to solve (Bryson et al., 2006). Bryson, Crosby and 

Stone (2006) identified 22 propositions with the intent to display the difficulty involved in cross-

sector collaborations and make recommendations to increase the possibility for success. They 

also explained that while there are major challenges that arise while conducting studies on cross-

sector collaborations, such as blending the multiple theoretical and research perspectives 

(Rethemeyer, 2005), it is important that more studies are conducted to provide practical, 

research-based guidelines to help policy makers create cross-sector collaborations that are 

successful at alleviating social problems (Bryson et al., 2006). In addition to cross-collaboration, 

which also goes beyond the organizational boundary, knowledge management is also necessary 

to help organizations “extend networks to include business partners and, in turn, improve 

performance” (Lancini, 2015, p. 117).  
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Knowledge Management 

To understand knowledge management, it is important to understand knowledge. 

Knowledge is “justified personal belief” (King, 2009, p. 3) that can be distinguished as either 

tacit or explicit. Explicit knowledge exists in the form of words, documents, organized data, 

computer programs and explicit means. This type of knowledge can be articulated and captured 

in language-based forms (Hartley & Allison, 2002). Tacit knowledge, unlike explicit, lives 

within the individual. It is difficult to articulate or write down (King, 2009) because it has “both 

cognitive and motor elements and forms the basis of individual skills” (Hartley & Allison, 2002, 

p. 104). Cognitive elements are based on the beliefs and perspectives of how individuals view 

the world, while motor elements include the actual know-how and skills a person possesses 

(1994). One major challenge faced by organizations in regards to tacit and explicit knowledge is 

although both are required, only one, explicit knowledge, is easy to articulate.  

Knowledge management (KM) is the “planning, organizing, motivating, and controlling 

of people, processes and systems in the organization to ensure that its knowledge-related assets 

are improved and effectively employed” (King, 2009, p. 4). Lancini (2015) took KM a step 

further by introducing an inter-organization perspective to KM which she referred to as IKM.  

She proposed a “conceptual effort to develop the concept of IKM” that includes “six 

interconnecting elements,” a) frequency of exchanges of information and knowledge; b) nature 

of the exchanged information and knowledge; c) inter-organizational activities supported; d) 

information technology infrastructure; e) scope and direction of collaborative exchanges; and f) 

KM processes supported (p. 137). The goal in presenting the inter-organizational perspective of 

KM was to provide a “guideline for those organizations interested in improving their 
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collaboration by implementing an IKM project” (Lancini, 2015, p. 126). For the purpose of this 

research, the IKM perspectives provided insight on ways to measure the inter-organizational 

knowledge management capacities of organizations collaborating or within a network (Lancini, 

2015). 

According to Carlsson (2003) existing frameworks and models of organizations as 

knowledge system revealed that managing knowledge entails “four socially enacted knowledge 

processes” that include, knowledge creation, knowledge organization and storage/retrieval, 

knowledge transfer, and knowledge application (p. 196). In the next section, we venture deeper 

into knowledge creation, sharing and transfer.   

Knowledge creation and knowledge sharing. Learning to create knowledge is one of 

the three building blocks found in Mariotti’s (2012) framework of inter-organizational learning. 

Knowledge sharing and knowledge creation go hand in hand. Knowledge creation involves 

creating new knowledge by continuously transferring, combining, and converting explicit and 

tacit knowledge through practice, interaction and learning (Nonaka, 1994). According to Cook & 

Brown (1999) knowledge creation occurs when knowing and knowledge interact. The shift in 

condition between the possession of knowledge and the act of knowing, which comes from 

practice, action, and interaction, is the driving force of knowledge creation (Frost, 2010). The 

ability to continuously create knowledge is an important aspect of being successful in a 

competitive market (Shah et al., 2016).  

As mentioned earlier, collaboration and inter-organizational relationships are a key to 

knowledge creation. In fact, inter-organizational learning and learning to create knowledge are 

interdependent (Shah et al., 2016). For example, Hartley and Allison (2002) conducted a study 
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on the processes of learning in inter-organizational networks within the public sector. In the 

study, the researchers used Nonaka’s (1994) modes of knowledge creation to investigate inter-

organizational knowledge stating that knowledge creation is “integral to learning” (Harley & 

Allison, 2002, p. 104).  

Knowledge sharing is another important aspect to knowledge creation. As knowledge is 

created through the various forms of collaboration, interaction, education and practice, it is also 

shared and converted (Frost, 2010) from individual knowledge to organizational knowledge. 

Through knowledge management, organizations can become knowledge-sharing organizations 

(Torraco, 2000). It is imperative that individuals willingly engage in knowledge-sharing and that 

they apply what they learn from other individuals (Torraco, 2000). 

Knowledge transfer. A decade ago, Easterby-Smith, Lyles and Tsang (2008) wrote that 

the last 20 years of empirical research supported the idea that organizations can significantly 

improve their knowledge and innovation capabilities by utilizing the skills of other individuals, 

within or outside the organization, through knowledge transfer. Inter-organizational knowledge 

transfer requires at least two organizations willing and able to be the donor or recipient of 

knowledge. For this relationship to work, there are certain factors to consider: the resources and 

capabilities of both organizations, the nature of the knowledge that is being transferred, and the 

inter-organizational dynamics (Easterby-Smith, Lyles, & Tsang, 2008). Collective knowledge 

has a bigger impact than individual knowledge; therefore, knowledge transfer should be 

encouraged to provide competitive advantage and increased capabilities.   

Each of these aspects, collective learning, collaboration, knowledge management 

(creation, sharing, and transfer) are important aspects of the inter-organizational learning. While 
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Mariotti’s (2012) model included learning to collaborate, learning to share knowledge, and 

learning to create inter-organizational knowledge in her model, the purpose of this was to 

provide more detail on the development and management process of knowledge. 
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CHAPTER III  

METHODS 

 The following chapter describes the methodology as it relates to understanding the 

dynamic, relational inter-organizational learning experiences of leaders involved in a multi-

agency partnership learning. The first section I explains my research perspective, reiterates the 

purpose and lists the research question that will guide this study. In the second section, I provide 

the research paradigm and overall design of the study. Lastly, I describe the methods used for 

data collection and data analysis followed by a section on trustworthiness and credibility of this 

research.  

Researcher’s Perspective 

 A paradigm is a “worldview or framework through which knowledge is filtered” (Leavy, 

2017, p. 264). Paradigms, or worldviews, are comprised of ontological and epistemological 

belief systems. Such worldviews are important for research because they serve as the “lens 

through which research is conceived and executed” (Leavy, 2017, p. 12). Ontology refers to the 

nature of reality or existence while epistemology relates to attainment of knowledge, belief 

systems (Leavy, 2017). The constructivism worldview guided this research. 

 The philosophical paradigm of constructivism has also been referred to as social 

constructivism and combined with interpretivism (Mertens, 1998). From the constructivism 

approach, the epistemological assumption alludes to the idea that “we create our own reality 

through social interactions, relationships, and experiences” (Spencer, Pryce, & Walsh, 2014, p. 

85). More specifically, as humans, our knowledge, meaning, and understanding is created and 

obtained through our interactions and life experiences. As individuals, we seek understanding 
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from our daily routines including the environment in which we live and work. Since we all 

experience different things and our individual “reality is context and socially relative,” multiple 

realities can “exist simultaneously” (Spencer et al., 2014, p. 85). From this perspective, 

researchers must “look for the complexity of views rather than narrowing meanings into a few 

categories or ideas” (Creswell, 2003, p. 8), thereby preserving the unique experiences and 

perspectives of the participants. In addition, research conducted from the social constructivist 

paradigm includes broad open-ended questions that allow participants to construct their own 

meaning of a situation (Creswell, 2003).  

 The social constructivism paradigm best fit the purpose of this research. The subjective 

nature aligned with the purpose, which involved examining the dynamic and relational learning 

processes involved in inter-organizational learning. Inter-organizational learning methods can be 

explored by examining the perspectives and experiences of those involved in the approaches. 

Social constructivist researchers operate under the epistemological belief that knowledge is not 

simply found or discovered, yet it is constructed based on the varied, subjective views and 

meanings individuals attain over the years. The ontological view of social constructivism stands 

on the idea that one version of reality does not exist, so multiple renditions of a single event will 

exist within a research setting. As opposed to a preconceived notion, prediction or biasness, 

researchers must rely on the responses, experiences, and interpretations of the participants thus 

emphasizing their experiences and perceptions in an effort to gain understanding.  

 Lastly, social constructivism was founded on the premise that “all of our understandings 

and knowledge are socially constructed” (Spencer et al., 2014, p. 85). Based on this principle, 

both learning and inter-organizational learning are social processes that allow individuals, groups 
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and organizations to collaborate with other organizations to engage in learning processes. 

Therefore, the reality, knowledge and learning principles of social constructivism supported the 

researcher’s objective and the theoretical framework for this study.  

Purpose and Research Question 

 The purpose of this case study was to examine the dynamic, relational learning 

experiences in multi-agency partnerships or cross-sector collaborations. More specifically, this 

study aimed to explore inter-organizational learning processes by understanding the learning 

experiences and perceptions of individuals engaged in the multi-agency partnership. The 

following research question guided this study:  

What are the perceptions and experiences of individuals engaged in multi-agency partnerships as 

it relates to the dynamic, relational components of inter-organizational learning in the public and 

non-profit sector?  

Research Method and Design of the Study  

 The methodology used for this qualitative study involved a descriptive case study design. 

In the following sections, qualitative research is defined in detail in addition to the rationale for 

selecting this design. 

 Qualitative research defined. Qualitative research is “based on the belief that 

knowledge is constructed by people in an ongoing fashion as they engage in and make meaning 

of an activity, experience, or phenomenon” (Merriam & Tisdell, 2015, p. 23). The qualitative 

paradigm, whose theoretical framework was developed from the following two publications, The 

Discovery of Grounded Theory: Strategies for Qualitative Research (Glaser & Strauss, 1967) 

and Toward a Methodology of Naturalistic Inquiry in Educational Evaluation (Guba, 1978), is 
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one of the many methods used by researchers for inquiry and analysis. The philosophical, 

disciplinary and historical underpinnings of the qualitative paradigm allow for a great deal of 

flexibility within this research genre (Merriam & Tisdell, 2015). Therefore, there are 

discrepancies in how researchers choose to define qualitative research, and it has been 

considered an “umbrella term covering an array of interpretive techniques which seek to 

describe, decode, translate, and otherwise come to terms with the meaning, not the frequency, of 

certain more or less naturally occurring phenomena in the social world” (Van Maanen, 1979, p. 

520). 

 There are two methods of reasoning, inductive and deductive. Leavy (2014) defined 

qualitative research as being “characterized by inductive approaches to knowledge building 

aimed at generating meaning” (p. 9). The paradigm was founded on the importance of subjective 

involvements, meaning-making experiences and processes that include gaining in-depth 

understanding from interactions, perceptions and situations (Leavy, 2014). The inductive 

approach was more aimed at generating a new theory based on the data collected while the 

deductive approach usually tests an existing theory. Although the inductive approach was 

commonly found in qualitative reseach (Gabriel, 2013), this study adapted a deductive approach 

to data collection and anlysis. Due to the limited amount of current research on inter-

organizational learning processes in public sector multi-agency partnerships working to address 

social issues, more information was needed to understand the processes that promote inter-

organizational learning in such settings. Therefore, the deductive approach was used to: a) obtain 

more information and understaning on IOL processes, b) apply existing learning theories and an 

IOL model that had not been tested, and c) propose ways to enhance the existing IOL model.   
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 Rationale for use of research design. The qualitative paradigm was appropriate for this 

research because of its inquisitive and interpretive nature. This research approach was used to 

“unpack the meanings people ascribe to activities, situations, events or artifacts” and develop a 

detailed understanding about certain “dimensions of social life” (Leavy, 2017, p. 9). 

 In addition, this method allowed the researcher to understand how individuals construct 

meaning based on their lived experiences and perceptions. In other words, it was an interpretive 

process that explored how people create and assign meaning to events, situations, and work and 

life experiences. More specifically, qualitative research examines how the world is interpreted 

through human experiences (Merriam, 2009). Qualitative methodology adequately addressed the 

research objectives because subjectivity is permitted, and such biasness is essential when trying 

to determine whether learning, a highly subjective process, is taking place. In order to gauge 

understanding of a social process, the understandings and perceptions of those involved in the 

process was paramount.  

 Lastly, the inter-organizational learning concept lacked the in-depth exploration and 

understanding, which was necessary for a conducting quantitative research. Therefore, a 

qualitative study was beneficial to expanding the knowledge and comprehension of inter-

organizational learning processes, in general, but most specifically in the non -profit and public 

sectors. In the next section, details about the qualitative design method chosen for this study are 

provided and elaborated. 

 Case study design. There are multiple forms of case studies that are executed in a variety 

of ways based on the research objective. While the kind of case study may vary, there is a 

common theme in how it is defined (Yin, 2003). A case study is an “in-depth exploration from 
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multiple perspectives of the complexity and uniqueness of a particular project, policy, institution 

or system in a ‘real-life’ context. It is research based, inclusive of different methods and is 

evidence-led” (Simons, 2009, p. 21). The case study design is more than a method to collect data 

or a “design feature” but instead an “all-encompassing method—covering the logic of design, 

data collection techniques, and specific approaches to data analysis” (Yin, 2003, p. 14). The case 

study method is a comprehensive strategy to conducting research. During the research phase of 

the case study, the researcher acts as the investigator to explore the case(s) with a real-world 

context over a time period using multiple sources of information. At the end of the study, the 

researcher “reports a case description and case-based themes” (Creswell, 2013, p. 97).  

 Case study research  is “not defined by methodology or method” (Simons, 2014, p. 457). 

Instead, a case study is defined by “its singularity” and what bounds it as a case (Simons, 2014, 

p. 457). A case can be bounded by various set boundaries such as job title, location, experience, 

and affiliation with the diversion initiative. These boundaries are used to set what constitutes a 

case and bounds it. Defining the boundaries of a case is a necessary step because it helps the 

researcher narrow the focus and the scope of the data to be collected and most importantly 

identifies the boundary around the actual system being studied.  

  In addition, a single case study can be holistic or embedded. A holistic case study 

consists of on single unit of analysis.With an embedded case study, there are multiple subunits or 

contexts within one case. Miles & Huberman (1994) defined a case as “a phenomenon of some 

sort occuring in a bounded context and in effect, your unit of analysis” (p. 25). For this study the 

single-case was bounded by a regional human trafficking work group located in the United 
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States. Because there were several participating organizations (subunits) within the work group 

(holistic case), the embedded single-case study method was most suitable  

 The purpose of this study stemmed from a descriptive value. A descriptive case study 

“uses a reference theory or model that directs data collection and case description” (Scholz & 

Tietje, 2002, p. 12). Using the descriptive method allowed for those experiences to be described 

based on the real-life context in which it occurred (Yin, 2003). Also, it permitted the researcher 

to “build rich descriptions of complex circumstances” that may not have been explored or 

presented in the current literature (Marshall & Rossman, 1998, p. 33).  

 Inter-organizational learning and developing a learning organization is a complex 

process. At the time of this study, no empirical research had been published using Mariotti’s 

(2012) framework for examining inter-organizational learning, so the descriptive aspect of the 

research methodology emphasized the need to create rich descriptions of the inter-organizational 

learning process in public sector and non-profit organizations.  

Selection of Participants 

 There were various steps necessary to select and secure a sample population for a study. 

The following sections includes details on the processes used to select participants for this study. 

First, the sampling technique is defined. Next, the case and program are explained. Third, the 

size of the entire work group collaborative is discussed. Lastly, the recruitment process used to 

select the participants is outlined.    

 Sampling. Sampling involves choosing a set of individuals or participants on which 

research is conducted. The purposive sampling technique used for this study. Purposeful or 

purposive sampling is “based on the assumption that the investigator wants to discover, 
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understand, and gain insight and therefore must select a sample from which the most can be 

learned” (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016, p. 96). With purposive sampling, the researcher purposefully 

selects specific participants because they exhibit the qualities or possess the experience or 

knowledge pertinent to the research study, the central phenomenon. Selecting “information-rich 

cases yields insight and in-depth understanding” (Patton, 2015, p. 264). The purpose of this study 

relied heavily on the sample selected, so it was crucial that the proper cases were selected to gain 

in-depth understanding.  

 Purposive sampling is the most common form of nonprobalistic sampling and is typically 

used in qualitative research (Leavy, 2017). Because purposive sampling revolves around the idea 

that the researcher seeks out the best cases as a sample for the study to in turn produce the 

highest quality of data (Leavy, 2017). The process of using purposive sampling is equivalent to a 

situation where multiple medical experts are used as consultants in the medical profession 

(Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). These consultants are purposefully chosen because of their special 

experience and abilities (Chein, 1981). Therefore, the purposive method of sampling was 

appropriate to ensure that individuals are recruited as part of the sample size based on their 

involvement and relation to the bounded case or unit of analysis.  

 Definition. Prostitution and related activities such as, pimping, patronizing or 

maintaining brothels, fuel the growth of modern-day slavery because it provides a façade for 

human traffickers to operate (ProCon.org, 2018). In addition, majority of the women in 

prostitution do not want to be there. Very few individuals seek out or chose it and most are 

desperate to leave prostitution. In 2003, a study revealed that 89 percent of women in prostitution 

want to escape (Farley, et al., 2003). Based on the information revealed by Farley et al. (2003), a 
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multi-agency partnership organized to target and address the issues surrounding human 

trafficking was used as the case for this study.  

 A Human Trafficking (hereinafter HT) work group based within one region in the United 

States was the case for this study. There were a number of different organizations and agencies 

embedded within that one case. This specific region included organizations and agencies from 

eight different states. Within each agency or organizations, there were supervisors, program 

adminstrators, directors and/or managers, staff members, and volunteers. Individuals from all of 

the agencies and organizations within that region were initially invited to be in the region work 

group at conception. Those individuals who chose to be a part of the work group subsequently 

became a part of the human trafficking work group for that region.   

 The dynamic and relational inter-organizational learning experiences of some of the 

individuals who opted to participate in the initation of the work group or partnership was the unit 

of analysis of this study. The sample population criteria included the following: (a) actively 

involved in the region work group in some capacity; (b) at least one year of full-time work 

experience with a non-profit or public sector victim servicing organization; and (c) engagement 

and learning experience with an inter-agency collaboration. The purpose of this criteria was to 

increase the possibility that participants had experience collaborating and engaging in inter-

organizational learning processes. 

 Size. Determining the sample size depends on the questions asked, data gathered, and 

resources available (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). The sample population for this study, for the 

most part, was limited to individuals actively engaged in a regional human trafficking work 

group. There were approximately 31 individuals involved in the entire HT work group. Those 
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individuals all lived in one the eight states within that specific region. The goal was to maximize 

the amount of information collected, so interviews were conducted until the point of saturation or 

redundancy is reached. Based on this information, the final sample size consisted of 11 

participants. Of the total number of participants, nine were part of the regional work group. The 

remaining two participants included one service provider and one individual who specialized in 

implementing and facilitating collaborative efforts for government agencies. 

 Recruitment. The process of identifying and locating participants was initiated with the 

assistance of two individuals. The first person was a planning, policy, and management 

consultant with over 40 years of experience with courts, justice, and human service 

organizations. The initial connection was originated through a Google search which resulted in a 

series of emails and phone conversations. After multiple phone conversations and brainstorming 

sessions, I was introduced to the leader and facilitator of the region work group and regional 

supervisor who served as the gatekeeper. Based on referrals from the gatekeeper, I was able to 

contact the work group leaders and ask for their participation. A total of four rounds of emails 

were sent to the 31 participants. Out of all the emails sent, nine individuals agreed to participate 

in a phone interview. The goal was to have at least one participant from each state in the region 

to provide a more accurate representation of the entire work group, which was fulfilled.  

 In addition to the phone conversations and interviews, some of the participants provided 

material that had been created in the region work group and additional information was obtained 

online. 

 Data collection method. Data collection involves “asking, watching, and reviewing” 

(Merriam & Tisdell, 2016, p. 106). Instrumentation is the method used to collect data. In 
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qualitative research, different methods are used to collect data including interviews, 

observations, and document analysis. Since it is important for this study that the perspectives of 

the participants are captured, interviews were the primary means for data collection.  

 The data collection portion of the study took place from May to September 2018. All of 

the interviews took place over the phone due to geographic location and scheduling conflicts. 

The semi-structured interviews consisted of open-ended questions that were used to gather data. 

Semi-structured interviews were beneficial because they provided more flexibility and allowed 

for a mixture of both structured and unstructured interview questions (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). 

Probing questions were also used to focus on the research topic and objectives (Rubin & Rubin, 

2012). Participants engaged in a semi-structured interview process where the questions were 

open ended, yet structured (see Appendix B). The interview questions were formulated around 

Mariotti’s (2012) deutero-learning framework and propositions that constitutes inter-

organizational learning, such as collaborating and sharing information and knowledge. Interview 

questions were intended to capture the essence of the participants’ experiences as they related to 

inter-organizational learning.   

 The interviews ranged from 35 minutes to 2 hours, based on information provided and 

the length of the participants’ responses. All of the interviews were recorded using a voice 

recorder and handwritten notes were taken. Following the interviews, recordings were played, 

and additional notes were taken. Although the participants shared their full names, job 

description and other personal details, to maintain confidentiality names and other personal 

identifiable information was limited. The voice recordings were transferred to a password-

protected drive. Once the recordings were transcribed, the audio files were deleted.   
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Data Analysis 

 “The processes of data collection and analysis is recursive and dynamic” (Merriam & 

Tisdell, 2016, p. 195). There are many uncertainties in the data collection and analysis process 

that require flexibilty. In addition to being flexible, as the researcher, I made successive attempts, 

reflected continuously throughout the process, and remained forward-thinking. According to 

Flick (2014) the process of analyzing data involves “the classification and interpretation of 

linguistic (or visual) material to make statements about implicit or explicit dimensions and 

structures of meaning-making in the material and what is represented in it” (p. 5). Data analysis 

“consists of examining, categorizing, tabulating, testing or otherwise recombining both 

quantitative and qualitative evidence” to address the research objectives (Yin 2003, p. 109). It is 

not a linear process but rather a step-by-step process that begins as soon as qualitative data 

collection is initiated (Merriam, 2009).  

 According to Marshall and Rossman (1998) “qualitative data and analysis typically go 

hand in hand to build a coherent interpretation of the data” (p. 151). Data was collected and 

analyzed simultaneously to allow the researcher to monitor the findings and themes during data 

collection. This provided the opportunity to adjust questions accordingly and ensure the data 

collected was responsive to the research (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). In the beginning initial 

concepts were used to help guide the research and provide understanding. Later, the data and 

research influenced the processes and methods used for collection and analysis (Marshall & 

Rossman, 1999). Over the course of time spent collecting data, the data was refined and 

organized as collected. 



 

 

109 

 

 In qualitative research, flexibility is essential because there are many different ways to 

conduct the research. Schram (2006) describes qualitative research as “contested work in 

progress” meaning it is ever-evolving, especially throughout the data collection and analysis 

process (p. 5). To address and adapt to ongoing findings an emergent strategy approach was 

utilized. Interviews were recorded and memos were taken as a data analysis strategy to help 

organize findings for meaning, identify themes, extract the essence of the interviews, and explain 

findings. After each interview, I reflected on the responses and memos and made changes to the 

interview guide to enhance future interviews. In addition, a pilot testing interview was conducted 

with a member from another partnership which allowed the ability to practice interviewing and 

test out the questions.  

 Participants were comfortable and open enough to share their experiences. The following 

techniques were used to set the tone and help participants feel at ease, (a) introductory questions, 

(b) promoting a conversational style interview, (c) remaining neutral to the responses and 

experiences shared, and (d) building and maintaining rapport through interaction and 

communication before and after the interview.  

 Throughout the interviews, the open-ended questions evolved to resemble informal 

conversations between the interviewee and interviewer. Through this, I was able to capture the 

individual experiences and perspectives of the participants, so the results of this study relied 

heavily on the statements of the participants. However, often in qualitative research, the 

researcher must focus on gaining a deep understanding of meaning from the descriptions and 

experiences given by participants. The participants possessed a deeper understanding and, 

surprisingly, did perceive many of their experiences as a learning process. They were eager to 
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share their learning experiences which allowed the researcher to accurately identify those 

experiences using proponents of the conceptual framework. Probing was also used to encourage 

participants to give detailed descriptions to unveil different unperceived learning experiences.  

 During the initial stages of the analysis process, open coding was conducted to determine 

common and unique themes. Once all interviews were conducted, transcribed and open coded, 

they were sorted into more concrete categories, which is a process known as axial coding. Axial 

coding is simply the grouping of the open codes (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016, p. 206). It was used 

to find commonalities among the open coding categories. The axial coding categories were based 

strictly on the research question and the purpose of the study. The categories were removed, 

added, and refined based on the data collected and the literature. Once the data began to reveal 

constant similarities and interconnections, the coding process came to an end as data saturation 

was reached.  

 Crabtree and Miller (1992) developed a continuum of strategies for data analysis. The 

continuum has one side that is considered the “extreme objectivist end” and another end that 

“rely heavily on the researcher’s intuition and interpretation” (Crabtree & Miller, 1992; Marshall 

& Rossman, 1999, p. 151). The extreme objectivist end includes strategies that are very 

technical, scientific and standardized. The opposite end of the continuum has immersive 

strategies with are aligned with the data analysis necessary for qualitative research (Marshall & 

Rossman, 1999) because of the interpretive, subjective nature of the research method. Using the 

continuum of analysis strategies (Crabtree & Miller, 1992), a set of analytic procedures 

suggested by Marshall and Rossman (1999), and the data analysis path defined by Creswell 

(2014), the sequence of events for the data analysis of this study is described in the list below.  
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1. The data was organized and arranged as an ongoing, continuous process during data 

collection. 

2. The interviews were transcribed with assistance of a professional transcription service, 

Rev.com. 

3. The qualitative data was analyzed using the Atlas TI data analysis software to: 

4. Determine themes, categories, and patterns 

5. Themes were initially based on aspects of the theory and somewhat evolved as based on 

patterns and themes 

6. Continuous coding was used to identify themes and gauge what has been gained by 

conducting the study. 

7. The findings were collated in a way that supported and described the case, promoted the 

issues through the theoretical lens and provided detailed understanding of the data. The 

final themes were based on the conceptual framework and common experiences that were 

also aligned with IOL components found in the literature.  

8. The theoretical lens was continuously reviewed throughout the data analysis process to 

ensure consistency. 

9. The results were written based on the themes and included rich description of 

participants’ perspectives and experiences.  

Validity and Reliability of the Study 

 “Validity is the degree to which an instrument measures what it purports to measure” 

(Lunenburg & Irby, 2008, p. 181). It is argued that “validity is never something that can be 

proved or taken for granted” (Maxwell, 2013, p. 121). It is also “relative” and must be “assessed 
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in relationship to the purpose and circumstances of the research” (Maxwell, 2013, p. 121). 

Qualitative research focuses on investigating “people’s constructions of reality” and “how they 

understand the world” around them (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016, p. 243). Since everyone has a 

different perspective and interpretation of reality, there will always be multiple versions of how a 

phenomenon such as inter-organizational learning, has been experienced (Merriam & Tisdell, 

2016).  

 Also, in qualitative research, human beings are the primary instrument of both data 

collection and analysis, so the interpretations of the phenomenon are obtained directly from the 

experiences and realities of the participants. Therefore, the human as the instrument is positioned 

closer to reality than would be the case if another instrument had been used to collect data from 

study participants (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). From this perspective, internal validity is a strong 

aspect in qualitative research; however, it is also important to understand the context of the study 

and the perspectives of those involved in the phenomenon being studied (Merriam & Tisdell, 

2016). The next section describes how the trustworthiness and credibility of this study was 

enhanced. 

Trustworthiness and Credibility 

 An important concern for all researchers is that the research they produce is valid and 

reliable. It is also imperative that the results presented are credible. Trustworthiness refers to the 

“quality of the project, the rigor of the methodology,” and whether or not the reader believes that 

the findings of the study are trustworthy (Leavy, 2017, p. 154). To ensure trustworthiness there 

must be some form of rigor involved in the process of carrying out the study (Merriam & Tisdell, 
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2016). The sections below define the actions that were taken to ensure rigor and credibility 

throughout this study. 

 An audit trail is a “detailed account of the methods, procedures, and decisions” that were 

made throughout the inquiry phase (Merriam, 2009, p. 229; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). It 

provides a log of the process to show others how the researcher obtained their results and the 

step by step path taken. For this study, an audit trail was used to document how the study was 

conducted and how the data was analyzed. Additionally, field notes were taken throughout the 

data collection and analysis process to assist the researcher with contextualizing the information. 

 During the interviewing process interviews were led in an ethical manner to ensure 

validity and reliability. All participants were provided a copy of the IRB-approved study material 

which included details of the study, the consent form (see Appendix B), and a copy of the 

interview questions (see Appendix A) for review at least one week prior to their scheduled 

interview. Signed consent forms were submitted from each participant which gave me 

permission to record their interviews using a voice recorder (see Appendix B). At the beginning 

and end of each interview, participants were briefed on the study process and the sequence of 

events following the interview. Reflexive journaling was also used to allow the researcher to 

modify, eliminate, and/or improve the data collection process as well as track themes and ideas.  

 Triangulation includes using multiple methods or sources of data to address the same 

question (Greene, 2007; Greene, Caracelli, & Graham, 1989; Leavy, 2017). There are four types 

of triangulation that include data triangulation, theoretical triangulation, method triangulation 

(Denzin, 1978), and investigator triangulation (Hesse-Biber & Leavy, 2011; Leavy, 2017). For 
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this study two different theories and two different methods have been selected as the theoretical 

framework for this study which lends itself to triangulation. 

 Lastly, rich, thick descriptions, including detailed quotes from the participant interviews 

were used to ensure trustworthiness. In qualitative research, it is important to guarantee the 

individual experiences and perspectives of the interviewees were captured through their quotes, 

so the results of this study relied heavily on statements made by the interviewees.  

Summary  

 This chapter presented the proposed research methodology and data collection procedures 

to conduct this study. A single-case study, qualitative approach was taken to answer the research 

question. Data was collected from the participants using open-ended, semi-structured interviews. 

The data analysis procedures were explained in detail.  

Lastly, various strategies were included to enhance the validity, reliability, credibility and 

trustworthiness of the study, as well as provide rigor. In the next chapter, the findings of this 

study are presented.   
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CHAPTER IV  

RESULTS 

The purpose of this study was to examine the dynamic, relational experiences in multi-

agency partnerships. This descriptive case study includes qualitative data collected through 

participant interviews. As previously stated in Chapter III, participants of the study were all 

engaged in a multi-agency partnership that collaborates with each other and various outside 

organizations to address the multitude of issues surrounding human trafficking and prostitution 

in America. The Human Trafficking (HT) work group participants engaged in semi-structured 

interviews where they shared information about their experiences with inter-organizational 

learning through a multi-agency collaborative. 

The results of this study are presented in Chapter IV are guided by the following research 

question:  

What are the perceptions and experiences of individuals engaged in multi-agency 

partnerships as it relates to the dynamic, relational components of inter-organizational 

learning in the public and non-profit sector? 

The chapter is divided into several sections and subsections. It begins with an overview 

of the participants, which includes details about their occupation and current job duties, time 

served in that position and/or field, brief information about the services their organization 

provides, and any background information that is pertinent to this research study. Next, the 

perceptions and experiences of the participants as it relates to the dynamic, relational 

components of inter-organizational learning is divided into six major sections.  
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The first five sections include:  

1. Why is collaboration important to inter-organizational learning;  

2. What improves or enhances inter-organizational learning through collaboration; 

3. Understanding the relational aspect of inter-organizational learning;  

4. Various challenges surrounding inter-organizational learning and collaboration 

challenges; and  

5. Characteristics of an ideal multi-agency partnership that facilitates inter-

organizational learning.  

In closing, the last section is a brief overview of the dynamic aspect of inter-organizational 

learning and how it relates to information gathered from participants.  

 Overview of Participants 

For the purpose of this study, qualitative data was gathered through phone interviews due 

to geographic location and scheduling conflicts. A total of 11 interviews were conducted. Of 

those 11 interviews, nine involved individuals who either volunteered or were appointed, by a 

supervisor, to participate in a multi-agency partnership spanning across one specific region in the 

United States. The remaining two participants included one service provider in the same region 

and an individual who specialized in implementing and facilitating collaborative efforts for 

government agencies nationwide. The career path and range of experience varied immensely 

throughout the individuals interviewed. The length of work experience in their prospective career 

field ranged from four years to 44 years, while the time in their current position ranged from 

eight months to 30 years. The level of responsibility varied as well. All the individuals involved 
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in the region Human Trafficking work group, hereinafter HT work group, participated in a multi-

agency partnership in addition to working a full-time job.  

Career level, position title, and education also differed among the various participants. 

Several of the individuals held multiple graduate level degrees. Detailed information about each 

participant, including the state they represent within the region is displayed in Table 6 below. 

The HT participants are listed by numerical order in the sequence of which their interview was 

conducted.  
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Table 6.  
 
HT partnership (work group) participant information 

Participant Occupation/Role Time employed with 
organization 

State 

#1 Senior level supervisor for HT 
Prevention Program 

< 10 years Florida 

#2 Consultant and Retired Director  >10 years Nationwide 

#3 Senior level supervisor for 
Government Agency 

< 10 years Florida 

#4 Consultant and Advisor for HT 
Prevention Charity 

< 10 years Kentucky 

#5 Senior level supervisor for 
Government Agency 

> 10 years Tennessee 

#6 Senior level supervisor for 
Government Agency  

> 10 years Mississippi 

#7 CEO and Co-founder of HT NPO  > 10 years Tennessee 

#8 Senior level supervisor for 
Government program  

< 10 years South 
Carolina 

#9 Case Manager at Charitable 
Organization 

< 10 years Kentucky 

#10 Senior level supervisor for 
Government Agency 

> 10 years Alabama 

#11 Senior level supervisor for 
Government Agency 

< 10 years North 
Carolina 
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As previously mentioned, majority of the participants were involved in a multi-agency 

partnership formulated across multiple states, within one region. This region is comprised of 

Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, and 

Tennessee. Of the individuals involved in the HT work group, one person was interviewed from 

each of the following states: Alabama, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, and Florida. 

There were two participants from both Kentucky and Tennessee. The remaining two interviews 

included a service provider in Florida and a nationwide consultant for collaborative efforts 

within the justice field. All participants were selected to participate in this study because they a) 

lived and/or worked for an organization or agency within this region and b) were a part of the 

work group in some capacity. Next, a brief synopsis of each participant is provided.  

Participant 1. The first participant was a senior level supervisor for a prevention 

program that operates nationwide. The mission of the organization is to end sex trafficking and 

provide freedom to those that are sexually exploited. The program has physical homes, which 

serve as location sites for victims, located in four major cities in the U.S. These locations are the 

central hubs and provide services to victims from all over the nation.  

The overall organization is divided into four programs which Participant 1 referred to as 

"arms": awareness, prevention, outreach, and residential. Each arm provides a multitude of 

opportunities for the organization to collaborate and form partnerships with other organizations 

including, law enforcement, small business, social services, residential programs, community 

groups, churches, legislators and the judicial system. Participant 1 was not formally a part of the 

HT work group, but her organization does provide direct services to victims in various states 
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nationally, including Florida. In her interview, she was able to bring to life many of the issues 

and situations direct service providers endure daily, specifically on the streets with the victims. 

Participant 2. In addition to cooperating as a participant in this study, Participant 2 

played a monumental role in obtaining access to the remainder of the participants in this study. 

He has approximately 44 years of experience in the justice arena with various organizations 

including his tenure in a senior-level supervisory role within a government agency collaborative. 

In addition, he has noteworthy experience as a planning, policy, and management consultant, and 

he is known for his innovative methods in planning, management, performance measurement, 

and institutional development for courts, justice and human service agencies of all types. Lastly, 

he has conducted grant-funded research; provided technical assistance; and taught seminars 

targeting numerous topics surrounding innovation and systems change, agency and inter-agency 

planning and management, organizational culture and change management, cross-cultural 

interaction, and human trafficking, to name a few. With such a diverse background and 

experience, Participant 2 provided a wide range of knowledge and a unique perspective.  

Participant 3. Participant 3 worked in Florida, coincidently, a state that passed 

legislation in 2014 mandating the formation of three different levels of collaborative entities, 

thereby mandating multi-agency collaboration. The three levels include the state, local, and 

individual service provision-based levels. As a senior-level supervisor for a state agency, 

Participant 3 works on a daily basis to addresses human trafficking from a state, legislative, and 

policy perspective. However, given the Florida state mandated collaborative approach, her daily 

routine includes working with outside agencies at a variety of levels. In addition to her full-time 

job, Participant 3 is also a part of the HT work group where she collaborates with other 
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individuals interested in addressing the issues surrounding human trafficking. She provided 

experience and the perspective of those individuals who undertake human trafficking from the 

state level through multi-agency partnerships.  

Participant 4. Participant 4 worked as a consultant and advisor for a global hotlines 

organization that assists human trafficking victims and strives to end sex slavery nationwide. At 

the time of the interview, she had been employed with the organization for approximately eight 

years. While she has served in various roles with the company, her role at the time included 

working to build their global hotline consulting program, which essentially scaled the success of 

the national human trafficking hotline across the globe. The initial goal was to help other 

countries develop their very own human trafficking hotline or enhance their existing hotline to 

improve their ability to respond to human trafficking. Participant 4 was a part of the HT work 

group and her perspective stemmed from answering victim calls and relying, heavily, on other 

partners to provide services to victims.  

Participant 5. As a senior-level supervisor for a state agency, Participant 5, at the time, 

had over a decade of experience working with juvenile services, families, and law enforcement 

service providers. Most importantly, he possessed insight as a supervisor who was responsible 

for balancing and maintaining relationships with multiple agencies at once. His experience was 

valuable to the HT work group, because not only did he provide experience with addressing the 

issues surrounding adolescence abuse, but he was familiar with responding to problems from a 

multi-disciplinary approach. Therefore, Participant 5’s involvement in the work group introduced 

another element of diversity among the group. 
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Participant 6. Participant 6 was a senior-level supervisor with a state agency that 

focused on victim assistance. In addition, at the time of our interview, she was also serving in an 

additional, unfunded, role in human trafficking. Though she had several job duties, she spent 

majority of her time training law enforcement officers, judges, prosecutors, court personnel, and 

medical professionals in several areas including, a) human trafficking; b) domestic violence c); 

sex crimes; d) drug crimes; and e) mental health issues. With her extensive background in law 

and experience training others, Participant 6 had a lot of understanding of knowledge sharing and 

team learning making her role in the HT work group valuable. 

Participant 7. Participant 7 was the CEO and Co-founder of an NPO (Non-Profit 

Organization) dedicated to ending human trafficking in Tennessee. The organization, which was 

developed over 10 years ago, provides prevention, policy, and survivor services to twenty-five 

counties in the lower east region of Tennessee. One thing that made Participant 7 and his 

organization unique was their emphasis on being a partner-driven organization that understands 

collaboration is essential to being effective. As the founder, Participant 7 does a great amount of 

vision casting, strategic development work, and fundraising on behalf of the organization. His 

experience and knowledge with partnerships and collaboration made him a great addition to the 

HT work group. 

Participant 8. Participant 8 also worked in a government agency in a senior-level 

position that is focused on violence against women and human trafficking. She had over 20 years 

of experience, in general, with approximately two years in her current role. Before joining the 

government agency, she served in another senior level position for an international counter-

trafficking NGO (Non-Governmental Organization). Majority of her job duties at the time 
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consisted of overseeing various efforts, building relationships with other regions, maintaining 

those partnership, and providing guidance and support to other agencies. Her international 

experience along with her background in education, social work, advocacy and public health 

added a different set of skills and knowledge to the HT work group.  

Participant 9. Participant 9 had worked as a case manager for five years at a human 

service organization in Kentucky and part of the social-service arm of the local Archdiocese. In 

her role, she worked with labor and sex trafficking survivors of various ages and genders. Her 

organization collaborated directly with the attorney general’s office (AGO) where a grant had 

been implemented to allow this particular type of charity to focus on victim services while the 

AGO addresses the law enforcement aspect of sex and labor trafficking. She was one of the few 

individuals involved in the HT work group that also had recent experience with victim services, 

so she offered special knowledge and insight in that realm.   

Participant 10. This next participant had been in a senior-level administrative position 

for less than five years at the time of the interview but had worked in the same department for 30 

years. In addition, at the time of the interview, he was serving in an interim deputy role. As the 

interim deputy he was responsible for supervising all of the state’s 67 county departments, which 

ranged from emergency welfare services to disaster and emergency mass care to the learning and 

employee training of the various careers. Participant 10’s deputy role required him to oversee 

numerous partnerships with external partners with charitable organizations, universities, law 

enforcement, the attorney general’s office and other programs engaged in the multi-disciplinary 

teams within Alabama. With over three decades of experience, Participant 10 brought a lifetime 

worth of tacit knowledge that the HT work group benefitted from. 
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Participant 11. Lastly, at the time of the interview, Participant 11 had recently begun a 

senior level position in the state of North Carolina. With only eight months in her current role, of 

all the participants, she had the least amount of time served in their present position. However, 

Participant 11 possessed over 16 years of experience in victim services, which served as the 

foundation for most of her responses and perceptions. Although currently a director, she 

provided a lot of details on the issues that direct service providers endure and how they are 

impacted by their daily job duties. With several other directors in the HT work group, Participant 

11 was a bit of an anomaly because of her very recent transition from victim services to 

leadership, so she spoke on both levels within an organization.  

Perceptions and Experiences of the Participants as it Relates to the Dynamic, Relational 

Components of Inter-Organizational Learning 

In this section, the key findings of this study are presented in categories. First, there is an 

overview and description of the categories, followed by a detailed analysis of each category.  

Overview of categories. The categories that were identified during data analysis are 

presented in this section. Table 7 is included to provide a summary of the categories and what 

those categories are comprised of.  

Based on the perceptions of participants in relation to the components identified during 

the literature review, the data was divided into six categories. The six categories were comprised 

of 19 open codes. The six categories, along with the 19 open codes are displayed in Table 7. The 

six categories are on the left side of table. These categories were formulated based on the data 

collected. The open codes are included on the right side of the table along with brief descriptions 
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of each. After open coding, the data was then sorted into one of the six categories as based on 

how it relates to inter-organizational learning and collaboration.  

It is important to note that the data obtained from this study and categories formulated 

based on the data are closely aligned with the components of IOL as defined by the Watkins and 

Marsick’s (1993) framework and Mariotti’s (2012) model of IOL processes. This also supported 

the components found in the literature on IOL.  
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Table 7.  
 
Overview and description of data analysis categories 

Categories Description and Components 

Why is collaboration important to 
inter-organizational learning? 

Evidence that supports the significance or importance of 
collaborating with other organizations 

• Benefits of collaborating and forming 
partnerships 

• How collaborating and partnering provide 
opportunities for knowledge transfer 

What improves or enhances inter-
organizational learning through 
collaboration 

Mechanisms that improve, promote or encourage 
collaboration 

• Common learning platforms 
• Continuous communication 
• Collaboration embedded into culture 
• Shared purpose/mission/values/expectations 
• Trust 
• Ways to create and transfer knowledge  

Understanding the relational aspect 
of inter-organizational learning 

Evidence of group learning 
• Interaction/cooperation 
• Collective learning 
• Communities of practice 
• Team learning 

o Knowledge sharing 

Challenges surrounding inter-
organizational learning and 
collaboration 

Various issues, challenges, and conflict that interfere 
with collaboration and partnerships 

• Barriers 
• Opportunities for improvement 

Characteristics of an effective 
multi-agency partnership that 
facilitates inter-organizational 
learning 

Ways to improve collaboration 
• What does the ideal partnership look like? 
• Recommendations for other partnerships 
• Wishes and wants for current multi-agency 

partnership 

Dynamic aspect of IOL and 
collaborations 
 

Dynamic learning defined in relation to understanding 
IOL and collaboration 
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Throughout the remainder of this chapter, the different themes present among the 

perceptions and experiences of participants as they relate to the dynamic, relational components 

of inter-organizational learning are presented and discussed.  

Why is Collaboration Important to Inter-Organizational Learning?  

Throughout the interviews with participants, many of them cited the reasons why they 

felt collaboration was important to inter-organizational learning and partnerships. Therefore, the 

first category details the importance of collaboration that takes place through multi-agency 

partnerships. This category includes participant perceptions as to why collaboration is necessary 

to learning and working in a collaborative, as well as, how collaboratives are beneficial to those 

involved in the collective processes. 

Benefits of collaborating and forming partnerships. According to research on inter-

organizational learning, there is much on how the process benefits single actors and minimal 

amount of information presented that focuses on the actual processes involved in inter-

organizational learning (Inkpen, 1997; Mariotti, 2012). The following information is presented 

with the intent to not only highlight the benefits of collaborating and forming partnerships, but 

also use the experiences of participants to focus on the actual processes involved in inter-

organizational learning through a collaborative. This information also provides a window into 

the inner-workings of a multi-agency partnership. 

To begin, participants explained how the HT work group provided the platform and 

purpose for individuals in various parts of the country, working for the same initiative, to come 

together in a collaborative manner. Participant 5 stated, “The region [work group] really brought 

other states we were interacting with to the table with the same intention so that we can better 
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collaborate to address the needs of the kids and families from our perspective, law enforcement’s 

perspective, more facilitate investigation and prosecution.” This statement solidifies the 

significance of collaborating for the same initiative. If there are several groups of people 

working, in close proximity, to solve or address the same problem, some degree of collaboration 

seems paramount.  

 Being that the purpose of the collaborative was to learn together, the ability to share and 

create knowledge is imperative. When asked about creating knowledge with other organizations, 

Participant 6 mentioned the vast amount of information available on the topic and how so much 

more learning needs to take place to be effective. In addition, she explained how knowledge is 

found within the diverse experiences available through partnership and collaboration:    

We’re pushing forward in how we’re addressing it [human trafficking], but we’re also 

looking at what other states are doing that’s working...I’m a believer that there’s no sense 

in reinventing the wheel. Let’s look to other states or other organizations and find out, 

“What are you doing? Did it work, or what did you try and why didn’t it work,” and try 

to learn from maybe mistakes others have made so we don’t do the same thing and waste 

time going in a direction that another state may have tried… 

Participant 11 described how participating in inter-organizational collaboration outside 

the state is beneficial, especially when burn-out and territorialism becomes a barrier to local 

collaborative efforts.  

It’s been really good that we don’t have to blaze the trail there and we might be able to 

start where other people are. I think that that works well, as well as, that you’re getting 
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outside of...Almost everyone that we talk to on a statewide effort or even regional efforts, 

multi-county efforts, there is that issue of burnout and some territorialism.  

The participant continued to discuss how interacting with members from outside organizations, 

provides a different group dynamic that promotes learning and provides different perspectives. 

Everybody is having the same things come up that just happen within group dynamics. 

When you’re on these calls you’re outside of that from your own network so somewhat 

you’re able to progress a little more...because you’re learning from others where all of 

those group dynamics in your own region and state are removed. You’re able to just learn 

from others what they’re doing and what they’re seeing and how it works.  

Other participants explained how collaboration and partnerships offer more than a variety of 

experience and perspectives, yet it aids with identifying and addressing the needs surrounding 

the human trafficking initiative. 

With human trafficking, it’s a topic that’s going to take everyone to end. We can’t just 

work with social workers or just work with law enforcement or just work with the courts. 

We all have to work together, and the public has to be a part of that as well. That makes it 

a massive effort when you talk about collaborating to make a collective impact. 

(Participant 11) 

Participant 1 emphasized how the demand for services requires the assistance of other 

organizations, “The need is so great. Peoples see this [human trafficking] as a very difficult issue 

to face, and a lot of our partners, they know they can’t do it alone.” Whereas, Participant 10 

explicitly stated the significance of having inter-organizational partnerships:  



 

 

130 

 

We have varied functions but, I mean we would not be able to functions at all without 

having exterior partners. We just have different collaborations as far as multi-disciplinary 

teams and investigative work. It’s just a myriad of things we have to do in collaborating 

with other agencies to make sure that we’re successful.  

Elaborating on these perspectives, Participant 6 described how, in addition to high 

demand and limited services, many individuals have other job duties that go beyond human 

trafficking which makes being able collaborating and sharing the responsibilities more 

meaningful. 

We’ve got a whole lot of other issues going on as well. We’re not in a situation where 

trafficking is all I do, and I work with somebody at CPS and trafficking is all they do, 

then the other people we work with at Fusion, that’s all they’re doing, or our 

investigations. It’s also everybody’s juggling the time they can devote to any particular 

issue.  

More participants expressed the importance of collaboration and how they believed less would 

be accomplished without the help of partners.  

The center’s focal point is collaboration. Their viewpoint would be that it can’t be done 

non-collaboratively. Prosecutors can’t do it without law enforcement, law enforcement 

can’t do it without service providers, service [sic] providers can’t do it without 

prosecutors who are prosecuting their clients’ cases. We can’t do it without education, 

having prevention efforts, and keeping some of our kids out of an exploitative situation. 

None of us can do it without healthcare providers. For our cases in particular, but [sic] for 

the child welfare cases in general, but [sic] for trafficking cases in particular, these kids 
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have so many needs that cross so many parties. They need counseling services. They 

need healthcare services. They need just emergency services to address their immediate 

safety, long-term safety. Law enforcement is typically involved in these cases. It would 

be an absolute disaster if you tried to do that in a non-collaborative way. (Participant 3) 

As she continued, she pivoted from the needs of those victims involved in the individual cases to 

the needs of the service providers and other agencies involved in the day-to-day activities of the 

multi-agency partnership.  

We need legislation. We need funding. We need state agencies to come in and develop 

policy from their agency perspective on how to address this issue. We realize that it really 

has to be so collaborative or we might as well just be twiddling our thumbs. (Participant 

3).  

Inter-organizational learning borrows from organizational learning, which emphasizes the 

importance of learning from others and team learning. Team learning stresses the importance of 

external learning to obtain organizational performance (Anacona & Caldwell, 1992). These ideas 

were supported by many of the participants who revealed collaboration was mandatory to their 

ability to function as an organization. This perspective was also summarized below by 

Participant 4: 

Our national hotline is our biggest program, so we know that we can’t do this work [HT] 

ourselves. Our role on the national hotline is to take the calls, and triage the calls (sic), 

and connect the caller to the best resource. And so [sic] we don’t respond to any calls in 

the sense that we don’t deploy any of our staff to go in and recover a victim. We don’t 

respond and investigate any of the tips. We’re collecting all that information and filtering 
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it to the best agency, or best group of people, in that locality. So, it is an essential core 

component of our work to have agencies that we collaborate with all across the country.  

Participant 1 provided a specific example of how partnerships having definitive protocols 

in place improves the effectiveness of the human trafficking initiative:  

People are more likely to get invested when they know that there’s help. That’s the same 

with law enforcement. We hear it all the time like, “I’m not going to pick this girl off the 

street and rescue her out of this situation if I know she’s just going to go back to it. I’m 

probably going to do more harm because of her pimp if I pick her up. If I know she has a 

bed to go to tonight, I will more likely be able to create an opportunity for safety and a 

place for hope than if I didn’t have a solution.” 

Later, Participant 8 explained how creating partnerships across state lines provide a 

means of communication and collaboration that are also beneficial to state and regional efforts: 

In building relationships with our neighbors in the South East, we’re able to communicate 

about either particular cases or about resources available at the other states, or whatever it 

may be. It just opens up a channel of communication amongst all these people who are 

leading the efforts in their state. 

 Collaboration is indeed a crucial component of inter-organizational learning, learning that 

occurs between two or more organizations (Mariotti, 2012). The participant responses supported 

what was found in the literature regarding the great influence of collaboration on inter-

organizational learning processes. By forming partnerships and collaborating for the purpose of 

learning, organizations create inter-organizational learning networks (Engeström & Kerosuo, 
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2007). It is through those networks that knowledge is exchanged and transferred among the 

partnership members, therefore, inter-organizational learning allows for knowledge transfer.  

How collaboration and partnerships provide opportunities for knowledge transfer. 

Knowledge transfer is a process in which organizations can improve their knowledge and 

innovation capabilities through knowledge transfer (Easterby-Smith, Lyles, & Tsang, 2008). 

Inter-organizational knowledge transfer requires at least two organizations who are willing and 

able to be the donor or recipient of knowledge. Collaborating with others fosters and promotes 

opportunities for knowledge transfer which further highlights another important aspect of 

collaboration to inter-organizational learning. As previously mentioned, collaborative efforts 

provide partners with access to a more diverse breadth of knowledge, experience and 

perspective. Some of the responses from participants regarding knowledge transfer are 

highlighted in the following sections.  

 Participant 5 explained how his organization has created methods of collaborating with 

other organizations, if for no other reason, to transfer knowledge and insight of what not to do: 

We’ve established the relationship and communication pathways so that people can reach 

out to other states to draw upon their experiences, or at least to raise an issue, because 

there are so many things that are challenging the different states that states might say, 

“This is how we’ve done it. It may not have gone the way that we’ve wanted, but here’s 

an idea of at least what not to do.” 

Participant 11 described how she strives to transfer knowledge beyond her organization 

while promoting new relationships, “When we learn of a new program, I take the time to go visit 

and take someone else with me sometimes so that we can start to build that relationship.” 
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 Once those relationships are established, knowledge transfer takes place among 

partners. Participant 1 explained the process of cross-training law enforcement officers:  

For law enforcement it’s very specific because what we learned when we first started 

working with law enforcement is there’s a lot of old school people and a lot of people 

that have been trained up by the world that speak to the issues of prostitution very 

different than how we speak to them. “These girls want to do it. They’re out there 

because they have drug addictions.” It’s just a lack of education. What we have learned is 

not only is it in-service training for law enforcement officers, but it’s also the on-

boarding piece.  

She continued to divulge how knowledge is transferred and shared with law enforcement officers 

who subsequently take that new knowledge and apply it to their daily duties while patrolling the 

streets.  

What we’ve done with Manatee County and Sarasota County, two counties close to us 

near our headquarters, is when they on-board new police officers, we do a training. We’re 

part of the on-boarding. We train them up. We use the language. These ladies have 

deeper issues. What you’re seeing on the streets are symptoms. They have much deeper-

rooted issues and we want to get them help.  

Based on Participant 1’s approach with the law enforcement on-boarding and training 

processes, there is evidence of successful knowledge transfer. 

We’ve seen so much of decrease in the street prostitution we’ve had because the police 

officers are bringing them [the women] water. When we do sting operations, we’re 

bringing them [the women] to detox and offering them an opportunity through the 
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diversion program to get help instead of going to jail. That education piece has 

allowed…I can’t tell you how many police officers have said, “I didn’t know this was 

deeper. I just thought they were out there because they had addiction issues and couldn’t 

get off the streets.” I want to make sure that our teams are trained up to see the deeper 

pieces.  

These statements support what has been said by Easterby-Smith, Lyles and Tsang (2008) 

who maintained that an organization can significantly improve their knowledge and innovation 

capabilities by utilizing the skills of other individuals through knowledge transfer. Additionally, 

collective knowledge, gathered from multiple individuals, has a greater impact that individual 

knowledge of one person, group, and organization. Lastly, knowledge transfer is also included in 

Mariotti’s (2012) model of inter-organizational learning.  

What Improves or Enhances Inter-Organizational Learning Through Collaboration? 

Because the purpose of this study was to gain a clearer understanding of inter-

organizational learning and the multi-level learning processes, it was paramount to identify the 

characteristics of inter-organizational learning within a multi-agency partnership. The following 

table displays components that are necessary to facilitate and/or promote inter-organizational 

learning processes themes as identified by the HT work group participants (see Table 8). The 

purpose of the table is to summarize the characteristics of IOL within a multi-agency partnership 

as identified by the participants. 

 Table 8 is divided into the following themes: (a) communication, (b) collaboration 

embedded into the culture, (c) having a shared mission, vision, and/or purpose, (d) trust, (e) ways 

to share and create knowledge, and (f) relational. While each of the themes are discussed in 
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detail throughout the next sections, the purpose of Table 8 is to display which themes the 

participants mentioned as major components of IOL and ways to enhance inter-organizational 

learning in a multi-agency collaborative. The “X” in the box signifies that the participant 

identified the theme as a necessary component of IOL and involvement in a multi-agency 

partnership. Majority of the themes were mentioned by each participant except for the culture 

theme, which was only mentioned by three individuals. A rationale and discussion of these 

results is included in the sections that follow. 

 



 

 

137 

 

Table 8.  
 
Components that facilitate IOL based on participant responses 

 

 

Communication. Based on the responses of the participants, communication is a key 

component to creating an effective collaborative partnership. Almost all of the participants 

(N=11) mentioned the importance of communication in multi-agency collaboration and 

partnerships. Each participant described various means of communicating that they, or their 

organization, utilizes while collaborating with partners.  

Participant Communication Culture Shared 
mission/ 
vision/ 

purpose 

Trust Create & 
share 

knowledge 

Relational 

1 X 
 

X X X X 

2 X X X X X X 

3 X 
 

X X X X 

4 X 
 

X X X X 

5 X X X 
 

X X 

6 X 
  

X X X 

7 X X X X X X 

8 X 
 

X X X X 

9 X 
 

X X X X 

10 X 
 

X 
 

X X 

11 X 
  

X X X 
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The following methods of communication were specifically mentioned by participants as 

ways to effectively communicate to or with others: email, listservs, community forums, 

meetings, phone calls, and face-to-face discussions. The sections that follow provide an outline 

of the significance of communication to collaboration, as well as examples and explanations of 

the communication methods implemented.  

To start, Participant 11 explicitly expressed how, based on their experience, they believe 

collaboration entails an excessive amount of communication: 

I think collaboration takes a lot of communication and it takes setting aside extra time. 

When you’re collaborating, you don’t want to duplicate efforts, you don’t want to 

counteract efforts, so you have to make sure that you’re all communicating what’s going 

on.  

Another participant stated that with “so many different people, a lot of it has to do with 

communicating appropriately” (Participant 8). Building on these perspectives and statements 

from other participants, it is apparent that communication is a vital aspect of collaboration, yet it 

is also necessary to limit the possibility of repeated efforts and to ensure issues are being 

addressed by someone within the partnership.  

Participant 3 added to this perspective by explaining how multi-agency partnerships and 

collaborating are made possible through candid conversations at the beginning and all throughout 

the partnership. She began by telling how her organization approaches collaboration and uses 

communication to facilitate the multi-agency partnership collaboration beginning early in the 

process.  

The first few meetings, what we did was really have conversations around what are the 

strengths and weaknesses in each state, and how can we support each other in addressing 
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those strengths and weaknesses. We sit down and have conversations around what the 

whole region needs, but also shared information with each other on a regular basis that is 

just helpful for each other. There’s state to state conversations that can be had if 

necessary, but also the global perspective of the entire southeast region.  

Furthermore, she expressed how she believes collaboration and communication are imperative to 

maximizing time and progressing in the right direction, in terms of the partnership.  

If stuff is done in silos, it’s just either a waste of time, or takes you in the wrong 

direction, or is just not beneficial as a whole, I think at any level. Collaboration and 

conversation are important and makes everybody’s job easier. (Participant 3) 

More specifically, she continued by expressing how paramount face-to-face communication is to 

multi-agency partnerships and collaborations in general. 

I think I talked about how important I think in-person meetings are, where if the multi-

agency partnership at some point, getting together to just talk to each other, face-to-face, 

if at all possible, again to have an understanding of who is doing what, and to just start to 

build those relationships. I also think it’s important to get things codified. (Participant 3) 

Lastly, Participant 3 said, “I think one of the things that is so important in improving 

communication is face-to-face meetings.” She explained how her organization came to realize 

and understand the importance of face-to-face communication: 

One of the things we realized would facilitate better relationships is if we had those face-

to-face meetings. It increases accountability. If you say something in a room full of 

people that know your face and have seen your face, and you’re saying you’re going to 
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do it, you’re more likely to do it than if you just say something on a conference call. It 

increases accountability, it increases your connection to the folks that you are working 

with. So, you will want to be accountable and accomplish those things that you said you 

were going to do for that particular case.  

To elaborate further, she provided an example of how her agency has facilitated statewide 

conversation in an effort to explain how communication is fundamental to collaboration.  

We have helped facilitate statewide conversations between the task forces, so we keep in 

touch with all the task force leadership and make sure that the task force in Pensacola 

knows what’s going on with the task force in Miami. If they need anything, then we can 

help. They can communicate with each other because they now know who each other are, 

but just making sure that we’re facilitating communications with all those parties, but 

also that we’re keeping up with everything that’s going on. I just have to make sure that 

I’m always adopting the perspective of one hand can’t do anything without the other. 

You can’t inform policy without knowing what’s going on at the ground level, and you 

can’t implement anything at the ground level without knowing what’s going on at the 

policy level, so everybody has to be [sic] talking. (Participant 3) 

Also mentioning statewide communication, Participant 8 described the methods 

implemented within her state to promote and facilitate communication:  

Communication outside of and within the larger collaboration of South Carolina [sic], it 

takes a lot of emails. A lot of phone calls. A lot of visits, like as in meetings. And [sic] a 
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lot of visits with people who are developing programs but with law enforcement, with 

chairs of regional task forces, sub-committees, and it’s a lot.  

Keeping with this theme, another participant also expressed the impact face-to-face 

communication has on collaborating within a partnership.  

You can see what that [interaction] would be like in person and be able to go back and 

forth and they can ask questions. You share something in the meeting, they can ask you a 

question about how that approach can work. Has it been successful? Has it been difficult? 

What have the obstacles been? Much like what you’re talking about with your 

questions...How to...[sic] the collaboration of what’s successful, what’s a real challenge? 

And [sic] how do you overcome those challenges? (Participant 8) 

Several other participants mentioned how communication was key to initiating and getting the 

multi-agency partnerships up and running. The following few sections include experiences that 

relate to the initial phases of the partnership and the effect of communication on those processes.  

Communication in the initial phases of the partnership and the effects of that 

communication. Participant 9 gave details of communication as it relates to the initial phases of 

collaboration that are very similar to the description provided by Participant 3 in the sense that 

they began the collaborative process by coming together and having a discussion.  

So, when we first established the group [the HT work group] we all identified things that 

state is doing well versus things that aren’t going so well for that state. Where we really 

have a lot of room to grow, and there was a lot of identification in the same vein across 

the board.  
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According to Participant 4, much of the “initial conversation happened over the phone” 

and email. However, she also pointed out the importance of in-person communication, especially 

when dealing with the human trafficking incidents: 

But [sic] I think what was really good was for me to travel to those localities and get 

everyone, corral everyone to the table and hash things out. Obviously, you couldn’t get 

100% cooperation, but for the agencies it was just as important for them to have this 

relationship with [organization] because we’re sort of the major source of some of the 

very credible tips that come to them, that they rely on. 

She continued by explaining how being present and on-site during the human trafficking 

meetings and operations also improved communication and collaboration, “a lot of it was being 

on the ground and convening round tables for everyone to be at the table and talk things 

through.” 

Participant 4 also articulated the power of communication when working in a partnership 

and ensuring everyone in the collaborative group is abreast of changes regarding all involvement.  

We relied a lot on word-of-mouth, trust, just a good working relationship and on my part, 

it was constantly keeping in touch, checking in, communicating. Communicating whether 

someone left the protocol. Communicating whether someone wanted to be added to the 

protocol. So, just making sure that there was constant feedback loop and constant 

communication loop to enable the trust relationship that we could then carry on into 

perpetuity.  
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When asked about the presence of communication in multi-agency partnerships, 

Participant 2 mentioned, “A lot of commissions are set up so that they meet periodically. There’s 

a lot of email communication and a lot of personal communication by phone.”  

He continued to state, in regard to communication, that it is, “really one of the hardest 

things, but it’s one of the most critical.”  

Despite communication being labeled one of the most challenging aspects, there were 

several mentions of communicative processes both internally and externally.  

If you’re asking internally as an organization what we do, we definitely are internally 

connected from email to...we use Voxer, it’s an app. I have leadership trainings. I have 

weekly meetings with all of my staff individually and then every other week together. We 

are constantly evolving and talking, but externally I would say that we have monthly 

meetings, update meetings, partnership meeting to just check up on how things are going 

and what we can do better and how we’re learning from it (Participant 1).  

Participant 10 explained how his organization stays informed and promotes 

communication by remaining involved and present at all important meetings. He further 

emphasized the significance of face-to-face interaction.  

We involve ourselves in peoples’ boards. We go to their board meetings and those QA 

teams are face to face. When we talk to the legislators, we might get an email from a 

legislator that’s got an issue with a constituent, we will reach out. We will call that 

legislator and then we will say, “Are you going to be in town? We’d love to meet with 

you.” Our different counterparts and stakeholders, we have regular meeting with them 
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that are face-to-face. Email is a good communication tool, but it is not anything like a 

face-to-face interaction. You’ll never get anything that’s positive that you couldn’t do 

better on [sic] with a face-to-face interaction.  

The phrase “come to the table” was used by Participant 5, and when asked to explain what that 

phrase resembled, not in theory but in practice, in terms of communication, he provided the 

following explanation:  

There’s a lot of work that happens prior to getting into the room together. There’s making 

sure that we have an understanding of what are [sic] the most important issues that need 

to be discussed on that given day. There are so many facets to it that we do want to talk 

about really. There are a lot of things around how we really prioritize.  

This statement from Participant 5 sheds light on the amount of communication necessary for 

collaboration and multi-agency partnerships to function. With the wide range of issues and the 

dynamics surrounding the actual partnership, clear, constant communication is critical.  

Culture. One of Watkins and Marsick’s imperatives of a learning organization states, “A 

learning organization is one that encourages collaboration and team learning” in addition, 

“collaboration is valued by the culture and rewarded” (p. 355). According to the Mozatto et al. 

(2015), culture is defined as “characteristics associated with a place or region in which inter-

organizational relations take place, and the social rationality that takes into account the capacities 

and potentialities inherent to each place” (p. 101).  

Culture is also “based on shared attitudes, beliefs, customs, and written and unwritten 

rules that have been developed over time and are considered valid” (Culture, 2019). 



 

 

145 

 

 

Organizational culture includes the “organization’s expectations, experiences, philosophy, as 

well as the values that guide member behavior, and is expressed in member self-image, inner 

workings, interactions with the outside world, and future expectations” (OrganizationalCulture, 

2019).  

Organizational culture is an important component for inter-organizational learning 

comprehension and management (Levinson & Asahi, 1995), because organizational culture can 

“facilitate or hinder organizational change and/or organizational learning” (p. 55). Despite being 

considered by researchers as an important factor of collaboration and multi-agency partnerships, 

less than half (N=3) of the participants alluded to embedding methods that facilitate 

collaboration into the culture of the organization.  

Although there were only a few participants that mentioned culture when asked about 

collaborating, their perspectives provide a unique insight into the culture of the organizations 

involved in multi-agency partnerships. In addition, many of the barriers and challenges, 

mentioned later in this chapter, that interfere with the collaborative process could very well exist 

because agencies do not have a culture that fosters a collaborative environment or what’s 

necessary to effectively participate in a multi-agency partnership. For example, one of the things 

participants expressed as a barrier to collaboration and partnerships was turn-over. Participant 2 

suggested the following to reduce employee turnover, “You just have to institutionalize good 

practices as part of the routine of work. The way people do their work.” When it came to the 

issue of dealing with varied cultures, another potential barrier to collaboration, Participant 8 

recommended this, “Choose sub-committees at the state level that represent the highest priorities 
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within their region, ‘cause [sic] regions have different cultures.” In the next few sections, the 

information provided by participants is presented with the intent to illustrate the culture of 

collaborative organizations.  

Participant 7 explained the culture of his organization as it relates to their goal of being a 

collaborative entity: “We built it [collaboration] in from day one, into our DNA that we were 

going to be a collaborative organization. You’re not going to work at [organization] and not be 

collaborative, both intra- and inter-.” He continued to explain collaboration was ingrained in the 

soul of the organization from the very beginning and for that reason there’s minimal issues with 

creating buy-in from other participants: 

Throughout development, we’ve just never had to insist within the organization that 

everybody buy-in to collaboration. Maybe one of the reasons for that has been its not just 

that we’ve put such a high value on collaboration, but we’ve set the bar high as to what 

collaboration is for us.  

As he delved deeper into collaboration and the values of his organization, he introduced a 

perspective that essentially hinted at the key criteria of building a collaborative organization. 

Specifically, he described how collaboration, partnerships and innovation are major components 

of what his organization is founded upon. Innovation is especially important in the public sector 

to achieve public benefit, but it is equally important for inter-organizational learning process 

because “innovation leadership is critical in creating a shared vision and setting the tone for an 

organization, inspiring, and enabling execution” (Casebourne, 2014, p. 18). 
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Collaboration is one of our three stated values. We exist by and for the overall values of 

human dignity, collaboration and innovation. Partnerships, we view as a component of 

the value of collaboration, and we have couched the word partnership and the meaning 

we attach to it within the larger term of collaboration. Because, [sic] if you’re going to be 

our partner, you’re going to have to live up to certain markers that we’re going to put on 

paper. And [sic] you’re not going to sign off on, you being as an organization, and not 

everybody, quite frankly, is going to meet our threshold for partnerships, so we view 

collaboration as something that can and is done in various ways, including one-offs, but 

because we’re so exacting about collaboration, that could lead to some deeper 

relationships which we consider partnerships.  

As Participant 5 summed, “We have bought into it, it’s just part of our culture to collaborate.” 

While having a collaborative culture is beneficial to a multi-agency partnership, having other 

similarities or common interest also motivates participants to work and learn together. Often, 

when individuals or groups of people decide to work together, commonalities exist as 

motivators. As Participant 2 explained, “there has to be something in it for them [the 

participants], in other words, to really motivate them so that they can provide better service. 

Obtain better money [sic].” These motivators may include desire to learn continuously, meeting 

stakeholder obligations, or need to achieve a goal.  

According to Ameli and Kayes (2011) these shared interests create common learning 

platforms, and these common learning platforms serve as motivators to keep participants active 

in the partnership. Individuals from the region HT work group share quite a few common 
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learning platforms. Participant 8 clarified how having such common platforms with diverse 

experience has helped the region HT work group be more successful at collaborating: 

As a diverse group I think that that’s been...everybody at the table eager to learn from 

other people. Because they wanna [sic] be successful because they know in turn they’re 

gonna [sic] prevent someone from becoming a victim. Or it’s going to help, hopefully 

restore a survivor’s life. 

Having some kind of commonality, such as the desire to address the major social 

problems surrounding HT, motivates stakeholder to remain active and competitive in their sector 

(Ameli & Kayes, 2011). 

Shared mission/vision/purpose. Shared vision was frequently found in literature written 

on learning organizations. In fact, it was one of the five disciplines of a learning organization in 

the model presented by Senge (1990). Having a shared vision amongst a partnership creates a 

sense of community and togetherness that “fosters genuine commitment” as opposed to simply 

participating to comply. Several participants mentioned how those involved in the HT work 

group committed to the initiative on their own because they wanted to learn how to become more 

efficient at addressing HT issues. Many of the participants (N=9) also expressed their views on 

the importance of having a shared vision, mission and purpose with others involved in the HT 

work group. Some of their perceptions are mentioned in the following section.  

Initially, Participant 1 described how, because of the shared mission and purpose, the 

different organizations are able to address each other’s needs through the partnership. 
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We definitely feel like we provide a solution for the Attorney General’s Office who is 

seeing this as a huge systems issue. We see this as a solution to the law enforcement 

officer who sees that cycle of homelessness, detox, prison, and then back again. We see it 

as a federal solution because we see that sex trafficking is going to surpass drug 

trafficking revenue probably this year in the United States, and it already has globally. 

People are getting smarter. Traffickers are getting smarter because they can sell a woman 

12 to 40 times in a night where they can only sell one Xanex. 

Next, she continued to explicate how her organization’s mission and vision appear to be aligned 

with the mission, vision of the agencies they have partnered with, specifically those of the 

legislature. 

We definitely feel like we’re in alignment. We don’t provide all the answers, but we 

provide a piece of the answer [sic]. Together, I definitely feel like we are able to connect 

and create opportunities to confront this issue, not just as a home for women, but a 

legislative piece because we always talk about the return on investment. 

Participant 2 added how having a shared sense of purpose is critical to a partnership or 

collaborative.  

Just absolutely, absolutely have to have a sense of purpose. The best way to do that is 

clarify what the mission of the collaborative is versus the mission of the organizations that make 

up the collaborative, and how they align? Where they align?  

Honestly, that’s the key piece in my mind. ‘Cause [sic] what you end up with is all these 

little individual organizations...well, a collaborative and a partnership that has to be able 
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to add value out in the world, that’s beyond what they could do as an individual 

organization. But it also has to create capacity for them to do more. There has to be 

something in it for them, in other words, to really motivate them so that they can provide 

better service, obtain better money, be more influential, and so forth…If you don’t have a 

shared sense of mission and are able to show how that aligns with your bigger mission, 

you can’t get off the ground.  

Continuing the theme of having a clear, definitive purpose, Participant 3 included the following 

based on her experience: 

I think understanding your roles and defining purpose and roles within any multi-agency 

collaboration is important and ultimately helps improve collaboration. I’ve seen a lot of 

entities just be put together without a real clear goal, and then you’re just having 

meetings just to meet without actually accomplishing anything. I really think it’s 

important to, even if it’s something like an MDT (Multi-Disciplinary Team) or a small 

team is focusing on smaller things, can you come up with some mission, vision, action 

statements of what the purpose of this entity is, what everybody’s role in the entity is, 

what goals you want to have out of it? I think it really is important to have guiding 

documentation for what that partnership is going to be doing. I think clarity in having 

those discussions upfront just makes everything easier. Clarity in pursuit of a goal. 

Participant 8 introduced the significance of not only having shared experiences but being 

able to empathize with others because of that shared experience. 
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I can relate to the struggles and the challenges that many people are facing. I also 

understand what it’s like to work with a population directly. How complicated it is? I can 

speak to these different languages in terms of direct service provision, and I can connect. 

My background is very varied and it meets the multi-disciplinary approach that we’re 

trying to, that we’re doing.  

Taking a more pragmatic approach, Participant 10 described how organizations must be 

aware of the differences that exist among organizations, even if they are working together in a 

partnership. 

Well, you know different agencies have different responsibilities, so their responsibilities 

and their mission statements are going to be different. To have those face to face and 

those [sic] open collaborative relationships, you have to learn how best to meld the 

different missions to the different agencies. 

He continued by giving advice in situations where missions and outcomes do differ: 

So, if you’ve got different outcomes that you’re looking for, you have to reach out to 

people to see how we can meld it to where we’re all getting what we need, but it is not 

being traumatic on the process as a whole. The one thing you can’t do is retreat to the 

corners like in a boxing match. You have to stay engaged, you can’t just, when the bell 

rings, you can’t just retreat to your corner if that bell goes off. You’ve got to stay in the 

ring. We do, we run into those circumstances where sometimes the differing agency 

missions kind of collide, but you’ve got to keep yourself above the fray and stay on the 

high road and look at the best interest of all involved.  
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Other participants also stressed the importance of identifying the purpose and mission of 

each person involved in the partnership at the beginning. As Senge (1994) suggested, there are 

steps to developing a shared vision, but the creation of this vision is only one aspect of entire 

process of the learning organization.  

Trust. Trust is one of the components that enables inter-organizational learning 

(Mozzato, Bitencourt, & Grzyboyski, 2008). It “requires the establishment of the adequate 

balance between competition, cooperation, trust, stability, and dynamism” (Mozatto et al., 2015, 

p. 100) and “creates openness, interpersonal connection, motivation, and engagement, which 

enables and facilitates knowledge-sharing” (Lee & Choi, 2003, p. 20). If there is limited trust, 

employees do not feel comfortable sharing information or ideas (Lee & Choi, 2013), which 

limits their willingness to cooperate and engage in learning alliances for fear of being 

“exploited” (Mozatto et al., 2015, p. 100). A large percentage of the participants (N=9) noted the 

importance of building trust within a collaborative partnership. Their shared experiences are 

presented in the next few paragraphs.  

According to Participant 2, who has helped coordinate several collaborative efforts, trust 

is one of the three most important, yet most challenging aspects of building and maintaining a 

collaborative partnership.  

The second big point for us [in reference to collaborating] is building trust. You really 

have to take the time to get to know people. I knew a lot of the people, but some of them 

were brand new. So, we divided up the work in a way that we would travel together and 

work together and get to know each other.  
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When it comes to providing feedback and advice, it is crucial to adhere to the following, 

“Communication, honesty, candor. And [sic] you have to trust that the relationship that you’ve 

built will withstand the negative feedback as well,” Participant 4. 

I reference to dealing with the different personalities among the multiple agencies 

involved in her day-to-day job duties of the anti-trafficking movement, Participant 11 brought up 

relationship building and ways to prevent mistrust: 

I think its relationship building, which in the anti-trafficking movement, it really is 

possible. We all see each other all the time, so we all do have the opportunity to build 

those relationships and learn about each other and how each other is doing. Then, it 

doesn’t come across quite the same when you say, “How are you doing?” or, “I’ve 

noticed a few things that I just want to bring up.” I can say that I’ve seen that play out in 

a couple of situations where I’ve seen other people say, “It seems like the step you want 

to take next might leave out some others. Are we shortcutting here if we do that?” We 

don’t want to shortcut because we know that shortcutting is a sign of burnout and results 

in a lot of mistrust, really.  

On the other hand, victims and service recipients also demand a certain aspect of trust. 

Participant 1 gave background information on how trust is an important part of being a service 

provider and developing a partnership within the community. She referred to the community and 

the police officers as the “street level” and gave the following insight:  

You don’t just enter an area without consulting with whoever it is that’s leading the 

community. We really feel like that is where we like to start and what we’ve seen to be 
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successful. Police officers want to feel connected to you. If they’re going to trust you, 

they want to know that they can connect with you. You have to have that within an 

organization. You have to build trust and rapport. They have to know that what you say 

you’re going to do, you do. They want to see the proof of it. 

Regarding the remaining levels involved in the collaborative partnership, Participant 1 

provided the following: 

We want to make sure that on a state level, on a federal level, that we’re connecting as 

well so that initiatives are being passed down and funding continues to be distributed and 

we can continue to create and review and revise all the programs that we’re doing and 

make change. 

Based on the responses from participants, trust is a crucial piece of any multi-agency 

collaborative partnerships, but most especially a HT collaborative. Also, it is important to build 

trust at every layer of the partnership to encourage participation and information sharing. This 

introduces the last component of this section on improving inter-organizational learning through 

collaboration which focuses on methods to create, transfer and share knowledge.  

Ways to create and share knowledge. Based on research presented by Levinson and 

Asahi (1995) and previously discussed in Chapter 2, it was concluded that organizations should 

embed learning, knowledge sharing, and other learning organization values into their culture to 

enhance their inter-organizational learning opportunities. There were several (N=11) mentions of 

evidence of knowledge sharing or knowledge transferring. Although the two are frequently used 

interchangeably, for the purpose of this study, knowledge sharing refers to knowledge that is 
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“constructed in a social context and cannot be separated from the context or individual” (Paulin 

& Suneson, 2012, p. 87). It is more focused on individual knowledge whereas knowledge 

transfer is commonly used among groups, departments, organizations, or businesses (Argote & 

Ingram, 2000). Since the participants of this study were continuously collaborating with several 

agencies and exchanging information, the majority of their responses were examples of 

individual knowledge being shared with other organizations for the purpose of improving or 

enhancing current knowledge. The next few sections are based on participant responses related to 

creating, transferring, and sharing knowledge among individuals and organizations engaged in 

the collaborative.  

When asked about getting together to collaborate for the purpose of creating new 

knowledge or sharing existing information, Participant 1 told the following story that she 

frequently shares with others:  

About, I don’t know, three years ago, I was at a training and a gentleman who had been a 

detective and he had been involved in sex trafficking cases for 20 years looked at all of us 

and said, “I wish I could call myself an expert, but this field is changing all the time that 

there’s no way that I could ever be an expert in this field and neither will you.” I took that 

in, and I’m like. “He doesn’t know what he’s talking about,” but the more I sat there and 

listened to him, the more I realized he’s true [sic]. These cases, not one case is the same. 

Not one girl’s story is the same. It’s constantly changing because its criminal behavior 

and they’re finding new ways to do things. We feel like there can’t just be one training a 

year. We are constantly re-looking at how we do things. We are constantly growing. I tell 
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my team all the time from a programming standpoint, if we’re not evolving the things 

that we’re learning, we’re not growing a best practices program.  

She also spoke about situations where survivors share knowledge that completely alters the 

mindset of partners: 

We have graduate survivors that share their story not because they want to, often times in 

these awareness dynamics, people that might have been on the fence that this is 

happening in our community or they might believe that these are things that girls want to 

do, when they hear their stories, there’s a really deep connection, a personal connection 

because they have a face to put with the topic. I feel like that affects change.  

Regarding her methods during the initial phases of collaborating and engagement with 

individuals, Participant 1 explained her approach to sharing knowledge at the very beginning of 

the partnership:  

Ideally, we would train them [individuals from various organizations]. We would provide 

a CSEC class, which is the Commercial Sexual Exploitation of Children. That really 

gives a face to the picture of sex trafficking. It really helps to show the young women as a 

girl and as a victim of her circumstances and not a criminal. That is ideally what we want 

to do. We have a law enforcement training. We have law enforcement liaison that works 

specifically with the FBI, the United States Attorney’s Office, all sorts of law 

enforcement departments. Ultimately that’s our goal.  
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Not only did Participant 1 outline the introductory training and knowledge sharing that took 

place as a crucial part of inter-organizational learning, but she highlighted the multiple 

relationships and roles within a multi-agency partnership.  

An environment that not only promotes learning, but also encourages knowledge sharing 

is classified as a learning organization, which was endorsed by Watkins and Marsick (1993). 

Learning to share knowledge is also the second level of Mariotti’s IOL framework. The 

following are examples of the ways in which knowledge has been shared throughout the HT 

work group: (a) “We also developed within the last year, we developed a website for the state 

taskforce. And [sic] that’s been helpful in terms of just sharing information [sic]” (Participant 8); 

(b) “One of the things that we do as an organization, and this is part of our regular weekly staff 

meeting, we have a shared learning component” (Participant 7); and (c)  

We put together a small sub-committee under the [Region] work group that focuses on 

guiding principles for serving trafficking victims, whether adults or minors, or man or 

female, everything that’s a trafficking victim. At a meeting, we’re able to identify parties 

that were interested in doing that and that would be able to provide really good 

information to that document. (Participant 3). 

Knowledge sharing is one important aspect of knowledge creation -- the process of 

creating new knowledge by continuously transferring, combining, and converting explicit and 

tacit knowledge through practice, interaction and learning (Nonanka, 1994). It is also one of the 

building blocks of Mariotti’s (2012) inter-organizational learning framework. As knowledge is 
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created, it should be shared and converted from individual knowledge to organizational 

knowledge, a process known as knowledge sharing.  

To remain successful in a competitive market, such as the HT arena, organizations must 

learn to continuously create knowledge. Several individuals, including a few from the HT work 

group, came together to create a resource that outlines guidelines and principles regarding human 

trafficking. The group of individuals from various organizations throughout region collected and 

combined all their individual tacit knowledge into a tangible document to share it with other 

individuals and organizations. The document can also be used be expanded on and further 

develop by others through the creation of new methods and material.  

We actually compiled and did a document that’s actually in the process of being edited, 

the final edit, and it’s called Guiding Principles. And so [sic] we identified different areas 

that we just went through the group of us from Kentucky, from Florida, and then the rest 

of the group providing feedback. And then it went to {department name] and got edits 

[sic] from different working groups there (Participant 9) 

While Participant 9 provided a good example of progression toward knowledge creation, 

when asked about knowledge creation, Participant 7 said the following: 

Yeah, we’ll get back to you on that because right now we’re trying to figure that out. We 

want to, and I feel like we are probably beginning to do that, but as far as being able to 

point an example, and especially something that’s really empirical, we’re still really early 

in the process. We can tell you a lot about stuff that doesn’t work! 
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Participant 2 explained how individuals from different agencies, worked together to 

create a resource to share information and best practices with anyone interested. 

Most of the knowledge development that we did was done collaboratively. We’d have 

somebody take the lead on it, and then we’d all contribute. That makes a huge difference. 

We would literally say...Miss A and Miss B are going to write this chapter. We all need 

to comment on it. And [sic] we all need to go through with them, in advance, what we 

think should be included in it. And [sic] then, even more so when we put together all this 

curriculum. We went through pretty detailed curriculum development processes. Where 

you’d have lots of group meetings going through what the content might be. What the 

formats should look like. And [sic] then we’d test them all collectively. And [sic] we’d 

use our various organizations to test them. In other words, because we could test the 

National Association of Women Judges, we would then modify our general approach 

based on what went there. Then, that could be used at the National Judicial College. Just 

a constant, iterative process of working, borrowing from each other, and building a 

collective knowledge base.  

As previously mentioned, some of the HT work group participants collaborated for the 

purpose of creating a free resource, which was essentially a document with the guideline 

principles of human trafficking and made it available to anyone interested in the topic. The 

collaborative guiding principles document is an example of how collaboration facilitated inter-

organizational learning, knowledge sharing and the creation of new resources.  
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 In a partnership, knowledge does not necessarily have to be shared or created by 

service providers, sometimes knowledge is received from victims who are receiving the services. 

Participant 1 explained how information is obtained from survivors and shared within the 

partnership. 

If we learn something from a survivor, she leaves and there’s something that we can gain 

as a result of her leaving, we’re definitely going to implement that right away. We go to 

conferences. There’re probably six conferences a year that are valuable to us that we go 

to hear from some of the people in the communities that are growing and learning in the 

industry and really able to provide us with feedback and updated information.   

The information obtained through collaboration and interaction among the participants in 

the HT work group is then converted from individual and group knowledge to organizational 

knowledge that is later shared with organizations nationwide. This example of knowledge 

sharing resembles Frost’s (2010) idea that knowledge sharing is an important aspect to 

knowledge creation. As knowledge is created through the various forms of collaboration, 

interaction, education and practice, it is also shared and converted (Frost, 2010). 

Understanding the Relational Aspect of Inter-organizational Learning 

Inter-organizational learning is a multi-level, relational process that relies heavily on 

collaboration, knowledge sharing and learning together (Mariotti, 2012). Collaboration, 

interaction, cooperation, collective learning, team learning, and communities of practice are all 

methods that refer to the relational aspect of inter-organizational learning, because they entail 

interacting with others. Those interactions provide opportunities for networking and relationship 
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building to exchange information and share knowledge across organizational boundaries. Each 

participant (N=11) referred to the relational component of inter-organizational learning in some 

form, collaboration, interaction/cooperation, collective learning, team learning, or communities 

of practice. An overview of the HT work group participants’ responses are included in the pages 

that follow.   

Collaboration. An organization’s ability to survive depends immensely on their ability to 

learn to collaborate (Shah et al., 2016). Collaboration and team learning occupy the median level 

of Watkins and Marsick’s model of the dimensions of a learning organization and is a major 

component of Mariotti’s (2012) IOL framework. Furthermore, a well-established and effective 

partnership is one that involved collaboration, among other things. In the next sections, some of 

the types of collaboration within the multi-agency partnership are revealed.   

Earlier in this chapter, Participant 7 explained how being a collaborative organization 

was “built into” their organization’s DNA from the beginning. Here is an explanation of how 

Participant 7 believes being relational and forming partnerships with other organizations allowed 

his organization to first obtain credibility and eventually work together to make a meaningful 

impact. 

So, we knew, from the beginning, the only way we could make any inroads, get our 

message out, was to do it through partnerships. We very quickly connected to some 

organizations that had already been in place for some time, for other purposes, some 

domestic groups, some folks that worked on sexual assault, so on and so forth, and they 

realized they were seeing people who were being commercially exploited. So, when we 
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came along specializing, if you would, solely in trafficking, they recognized we could 

add value to the work they were doing, and we recognized where they were concerned, 

that they were already up and operating, and so they would bring credibility to our 

efforts. We’ve been collaborative really from our pre-beginning because that was the 

only way we knew we could make any difference.  

Participant 1 explained that it is beneficial for organizations form partnerships with 

several agencies in the event that one organization undergoes change that interferes with their 

ability to remain active in the collaborative. 

We just are super collaborative. I would say that it’s not pushing ourselves through the 

door, but if new leadership comes into play or we get a new law enforcement, we just 

kind of watch it play out. We continue to do what we know to do. We’re not just 

connected to that one body anymore, so that if they shift a little bit, we can wait through 

their transition until they’re ready to partner again or whatever that is, because we can 

move our efforts to another organization. 

Participant 10 talked about the significance of having partners and maintaining the 

relationships with those partners: 

It’s very difficult to be able to pin down every piece of collaboration that this agency 

does because we have such a wide array of services that we provide. But [sic] I can tell 

you one of the biggest things we do to facilitate that [collaboration] is the maintaining of 

the relationships with different providers and the different stakeholders we have. We try 

to put forward as many opportunities for our staff and our leadership here to engaged 
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with the leadership of the other agencies and entities we deal with. You cannot have a 

good collaborative network unless you have good relations with our peers in other 

agencies and entities.  

Participants also discussed how they find solace in knowing they are not alone in this 

fight and they have their collaborative partners available, which further emphasizes the 

significance of the having those relationships. 

We respond on a multi-disciplinary approach. That means that it’s not just one agency 

that is tasked with solving all issues for all the people that we interact with. We know 

we’re not in it alone, thankfully, and that we do have partners that are working alongside 

with us. (Participant 5) 

To close out this section on collaboration, Participant 4 had the following to say about 

how other organizations should use the region four collaborative HT work group, “This 

movement is all about collaboration, learning from one another, and not reinventing the wheel. 

And, so, [sic] I encourage everyone to use [the regional work group] as an example, or at least a 

launching pad to do something similar.”  

Interaction/cooperation. Another theme present in the participant interviews was the 

interaction and/or cooperation piece that was imperative to maintaining the inter-organizational 

relationships. According to Mozatto, et al. (2015), interaction or cooperation is defined as the 

“capacity of interlinking various economic agents that maintain inter-organizational 

relationships” (p.100). The four economic agents consist of families, firms, government, and 

central banks. Due to the population surrounding the topic, government, families and firms serve 
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as the central agents relevant to this topic. As revealed in the participant responses below, 

interaction functioned as the key to creating and maintaining inter-organizational relationships 

within the partnerships.  

Participant 1 described how her organization formed a relationship with both families and 

the local government which eventually led to participation from local firms.  

When we entered into Chicago, we entered our residential program very quietly. We 

didn’t want the community to know we were there. We needed to make sure that the 

house was really safe, and we didn’t get a lot of push back. But, [sic] what we did do is 

created awareness opportunities where we said that we were coming. We didn’t share 

where our house was, and we started pulling on the community for support. We’ve gotten 

doctors. We’ve gotten restaurants. We’ve gotten...Gosh, there’s a number...I just feel like 

everybody and anybody that has a heart has offered us free services for the women we 

serve. But [sic] the other point of this is that we needed a bigger community partner in 

terms of how do the women know [sic] [organization name] is there. How do survivors 

know that we can be there to help them? What we’ve done, we’ve partnered with Cook 

County Corrections Office. They have a human trafficking division. Their prison is, gosh, 

I think it’s the largest single-site prison in the United States. Through just continuing to 

partner with their human trafficking division, we have created a partnership where we’re 

allowed to go into their jail now and meet with the survivors and let them know who we 

are. We do a self-esteem curriculum. The Cook County Corrections Office knows that 

we’re there as well. When they have a woman that needs services, they will connect us. 
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We actually have an MOU with them, a Memorandum of Understanding, where we 

provide case management services to them. That is our feeder program to our residential 

house.  

Participant 5 explained how the HT work group provided a means of interaction with 

different government agencies that enhanced the knowledge and skills his organization and state 

already possessed.  

Once we [organization] got into human trafficking and really started to understand the 

issues, all of a sudden, we really realized that we needed a dynamic that we were seeing. 

We were already addressing it we just didn’t name it trafficking. It was one of those that 

we were already doing a lot of this work we just needed to be more intentional about the 

work. The region four [HT work group] really brought other states we were interacting 

with to the table with the same intention, so that we can better collaborate to address the 

needs. 

He also included an example of a simple way to link government agency employees from 

different states for the benefit of the collaborative and to provide opportunities for information or 

knowledge sharing.  

They [different states] create a joint training where people can meet their counterparts 

from the other state, but also it helps to understand even when you pick up the phone, 

who do you need to reach out to? It may not be a full protocol, but it establishes a more 

clear [sic] communication structure, so that when a case comes up we know who we’re 
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collaborating with. They know who they’re collaborating with. Then we can help 

facilitate that.  

Participant 8 described how, through her ties with the local government, specifically the 

Attorney General’s Office and various human trafficking agencies, she was able to interlink the 

government with certain firms to provide services to victims and their families.  

We have 10 sub-committees and we’re branching out to an 11th. At that time when I 

arrived here, there were three regional task forces. We now have five, with the sixth 

launching tomorrow. There’s a lot of collaboration in terms of just those efforts. We’re 

providing guidance and oversight at the state level with supporting the community level 

initiatives and the boots on the ground. Where things are really getting done in terms of 

education, prevention, and the creation of direct services for victims and survivors. 

We’ve been able to engage people in a multi-disciplinary approach. People who are 

invested in contributing their time because it’s all volunteer efforts. Whether it be legal 

innovations and pro-bono attorneys, a network of pro-bono attorneys around the state, or 

if it’s sexual assault nurse examiners and forensic nurse coordinators. It’s the ability to 

help coordinate all the efforts and engage those and feel pretty passionate about 

contributing to the end of the human trafficking movement.  

 Interaction, specifically with others outside the organization, is essential because 

learning takes place in social settings where individuals exchange dialogue and interact with 

others (Leavy, 2014). In short, interaction facilitates learning among individuals and 

organizations, and the shared experiences of the participants support this idea.  
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Collective and team learning. As previously stated, organizational learning refers to 

processes of individual and collective learning, both inside and between organizations (Prange, 

1999). Because of their similarities team learning and collective learning were combined as one 

theme. Recalling the study conducted by Dixon (1999) among six Canadian museums, the results 

revealed that learning across organizations is “too abstract a goal to be offered to groups” and 

that “the goal is better identified with a business outcome” with learning used simply as a way to 

reach the set outcome (p. 128). While the participants were together at the Learning Forum, they 

were able to learn as a group, but the collaboration ended once everyone returned home.  

Despite the unfavorable outlook of collective learning from Dixon (1999), Watkins and 

Marsick (1993) encouraged team learning as one of their action imperatives of a learning 

organization. Marquardt (2011) mentioned team learning under the learning process in his 

portrayal of the learning organization. Finally, Senge (1990) also advocated for team learning as 

a way for teams to build and grow a learning organization. In support of the research, some of 

the participants’ experiences with team learning and how they attempt to boost those 

collaborative learning opportunities are presented below:  

I think about a coalition I was involved in with both international NGOs and local non-

profits. Everybody would come together once or twice a year, I think it was twice, and be 

able to network, but at the same time be able to engage in and learn about new initiatives 

from different organizations who were involved. And [sic] I think that’s a lot of what we 

try to do at the state taskforce meetings here is have the regional taskforce members stand 

up and share what’s going on in their region. They share what’s successful, what events 
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are coming up, share resources that are up there that might benefit other regions, and talk 

about some of the challenges they may have faced. (Participant 8) 

We do a lot of work as far as reaching out and doing a lot of inter-agency training, things 

like that to make sure we keep those relationships going and strong. (Participant 10) 

Let’s say the council members were all trained together, but as far as the agencies they 

represent, we’re always doing cross-training. If DCF is hosting a training, we will first 

push it out to our staff, but then we’ll also push it out to the folks in the healthcare field, 

in the clinical field, and the education field so that we’re all being trained together. Then, 

we will also, and all the agencies will also, host targeted training efforts that are really 

most applicable to those job roles. So, targeted trainings for nurses where some other 

folks that are affiliated like other healthcare staff, or things like that may attend, but the 

primary information is going to those folks. It’s a mix. There’s [sic] targeted training 

efforts that are important to getting those targeted areas trained, but then there’s also 

cross-training. A lot of the stuff done through our task forces are open to anybody who’s 

coming in. (Participant 3) 

The team learning within the HT work group was not similar to the results of the study 

conducted by Dixon (1999) where the Canadian museum participants stopped interacting and 

relying on one another for assistance following the Learning Forum and everyone returned to 

their daily work routines. The HT work group members revealed that even after they’ve returned 

to their day-to-day jobs, they frequently contacted each other outside their formal meetings, for 

advice, perspective, and to simply exchange information. They rely on each other for support in 
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their day-to-day work routines and credit the leader of the HT work group with keeping everyone 

collaborating and learning together.  

We have a great working group! We have folks that have worked together for a really 

long time, just though multi-agency collaboration and learning from one another across 

the country. And [sic] you’ve got someone like “Joe” who really is a great leader in the 

sense that he’s committed to corralling all these different people and personalities and 

making sure that we all stay on target. (Participant 4) 

According to Senge (1990), team learning is a vital because teams, not individuals, are 

the fundamental learning unit of today’s organizations. The interaction and collective learning 

examples provided by the HT work group participants is proof that continuous collaboration and 

team learning is another crucial component of not only organization learning but also promoting 

IOL in a multi-agency partnership.  

Additionally, as an effective leader, it is most likely that “Joe” served as an insulator for 

the HT work group, filtering information from executive agency members and stakeholders and 

shielding them from anything that could interfere with their learning and collaboration as a 

group.  

Communities of practice. The community of practice (COPs) refers to a “collection of 

people who engage on an ongoing basis in some common endeavor” or common practice 

(Eckert, 2006, p. 683). The community “emerges in response to some common interest or 

position and which plays an important role in forming their members’ participation in, and 

orientation to, the world around them” (Eckert, 2006, p. 683). In addition to being a way for 
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members of various organizations to interact with each other, communities of practice (COPs) 

are an essential aspect of knowledge sharing. The communities provide opportunities for 

collaboration and a social platform that facilitates knowledge sharing.  

The HT work group, which consists of people from different backgrounds that share a 

passion human trafficking and sexual exploitation in America, is an example of a COP. They are 

a group of individuals who have joined together to share knowledge with others with the same 

interests in HT. Through their formal and informal meetings, the HT work group creates a safe 

space to produce and exchange knowledge (Lee & Choi, 2013). The HT work group participants 

illustrated how they collaborate as a “community” (the actual term used by the participants) to 

facilitate learning and share knowledge throughout the multi-agency partnership.  

Essentially, anybody in that community who has a stake in the anti-trafficking initiatives, 

which really could be anybody, they come together to do more local community-based 

events. Whether it’s training, staffing or cases amongst law enforcement, gap analysis for 

their community, identifying what their community is, and implementing trainings to 

address those gaps in their communities. (Participant 3) 

They’re community forums essentially. Human trafficking task forces. That’s where you 

have everyone and anyone in the community that is either contributing to the solution and 

ending sex trafficking or is interested in getting involved. We typically have a monthly 

meeting where there’s a topic and we discuss it, and then help to talk about solutions. 

That’s another way that we stay connected. (Participant 1)  
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Since these individuals are all invested in the same initiative, it is beneficial for them to 

develop shared meanings and aligned visions (Marsick & Watkins, 1994), accumulate 

knowledge and knowing throughout their communities (Wenger, 2004), and assists in knowledge 

management processes (Wenger, 2004). COPs can also create barriers to implementing any 

efforts if there isn’t enough support from community members as Participant 3 explains: 

The task forces, I would say, are the most buy-in, most effective by community buy-in or 

the lack thereof. If the community thinks that there’s not an issue, or if they think that 

maybe there is an issue, but it’s not a big enough issue in their community, or there’s no 

service providers or anybody to take up the torch and move it forward...the task force and 

its efforts are only as strong as the people who are participating in them. 

Therefore, to limit potential barriers, it is important that these groups not only have common 

learning platforms, but they also share the same vision, mission, and overall understanding of the 

COP and the initiative in which they are collaborating. Even though the collaborative strives to 

minimize barriers, there are several challenges that arise surrounding inter-organizational 

learning in multi-agency partnerships. In the next section, many of these barriers and challenges 

are reported.  

Challenges Surrounding Inter-Organizational Learning and Collaboration  

As with anything, there are challenges and barriers that prevent or interfere with the 

process of inter-organizational learning and collaboration. Throughout the interviews, each 

participant verbalized the things they saw as barriers or challenges to the collaborative process. 



 

 

172 

 

 

The subsequent paragraphs summarize the major challenges mentioned by the HT work group 

participants.  

Many of the challenges cited by the HT work group overlap with the components that 

were also considered necessary to facilitate inter-organizational learning as depicted in the 

research and outlined in Chapter IV. These challenges resemble the components of IOL as 

outlined by Mariotti’s (2012) model, the learning organization imperatives defined by Watkins 

and Marsick’s (1993) framework, the list of challenges surrounding the multi-agency model 

mentioned by Matthews et al. (2014), as well as other themes found in the literature review.  

The major challenges or barriers to IOL and collaboration expressed by the HT work 

group participants include:  

a. confidentially of the victims; 

b. funding – minimal which causes organizations to compete; 

c. lack of or difficulty with aligning mission, goals, and vision of various organizations; 

d. vicarious trauma and burnout; 

e. territorialism of service providers; 

f. duplication of services within partnership; 

g. creating a learning and collaborative culture; 

h. communication; 

i. limited cooperation and collaboration; 

j. balancing learner and participant needs; and 

k. capacity building and minimal best practices. 
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Of the multiple challenges and barriers to inter-organizational learning and collaboration 

revealed by the HT work group participants, limited funding, which creates competition, and the 

need for shared mission/goals, vision, and culture were mentioned most frequently. The HT 

participants also referred to the lack of empirical data and limited best practices available on 

inter-organizational learning specifically for partnerships like the HT work group partnership, 

which was a key purpose for conducting this study.  

Lastly, it is important to note that all the challenges and barriers mentioned by the HT 

work group participants were consistent among the entire network despite the differences in 

states, agencies, experience, and specific job duties. Regardless of the agency or location, 

members within the learning network, or multi-agency partnership, experienced the same 

challenges.  

Opportunities for improvement. In addition to outlining the challenges and barriers 

surrounding IOL and collaboration, the participants also vocalized the opportunities for 

improvement, regarding the components that facilitate IOL and collaboration. In their opinion, 

the HT work group participants believed implementing the following practices can improve or 

enhance IOL and multi-agency partnerships collaborations processes. These areas focused on 

compiling data and information to not only share with others but make the collaborations more 

intentional. 

The data is definitely something that needs to be improved. We need to get stronger in 

that realm. That’s like our commitment this year is we’ve created this partnership, and we 

want to get the data so that those collaborations can be more intentional. (Participant 1)  



 

 

174 

 

 

Participant 8 mentioned the need for some formal space where knowledge and information could 

be shared through technology. She felt as though the resource could serve as a valuable tool to 

display what other agencies are doing as a way of sharing knowledge. 

If there’s a database or a website or an intranet that members of the group could share 

resources...a tool like that where people are able to share, even put up their annual reports 

that they draft each year. Or help put some of the direct service providers that they 

support in their states on there so that if you had any questions...some of those things, just 

resource sharing. It would be great to develop something where people could outline 

what their approach is within their state. I just describe what I’m doing here in terms of 

collaboration and top down or ground up...whichever way you wanna [sic] look at it. 

We’d love to see how other people have structured it [their model] within their state. 

Many participants mentioned not wanting to “recreate the wheel,” and having an intranet or 

database that is accessible to all partners to share best practices and failures would provide a way 

to potentially limit failures and redundancy. The database would also aid with knowledge 

management which is another important component to IOL and collaboration.  

Characteristics of an Effective Multi-Agency Partnership That Facilitates IOL 

 The characteristic of an effective multi-agency partnership that encourages and 

facilitates IOL based on the current literature and research was presented in Chapter 3. Each 

participant was asked to describe the characteristics of an ideal multi-agency collaborative based 

on their knowledge and experience. Their opinions are outlined in the following paragraphs.  
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First, Participant 8 emphasized the significance of equality and having all the partners “at 

the table” working together with clear goals. She also stressed the importance of communication.  

My opinion of an ideal multi-agency partnership or collaboration would be all of the 

community stakeholders at the table, contributing equally, setting goals, and achieving 

those goals. And, being able to determine short and long-term goals as a harmonious 

group. And, maintaining communication and sharing resources and, yeah. I mean, sharing 

resources. Communication is key. I think knowing what everybody believes are the goals, 

what they’re willing to agree on in terms of a primary goal. I think that is, to me, 

investing the same amount of energy in achieving those goals. I think that is an ideal 

collaboration.  

Later, Participant 8 gave her perspective on how change is impacted within a multi-

agency partnership through collaboration: 

It’s an ongoing process. I think it’s getting people to understand that it’s an ongoing 

process, and it’s interesting because in a collaboration people are very industrious in the 

cause. Typically, they’ll start to understand, with human trafficking, the more you dive 

into it, the more you understand the complexities of the crime, of the victim, of the 

survivor, of the needs, and I think people understand that some things take time. Some 

things can be achieved sooner than later, but there is change and a lot of people don’t like 

change. So, if things are gonna [sic] change, I mean if things aren’t changing, then we’re 

not growing. Then, we’re not becoming more effective, and we’re not providing 

additional services. We’re not educating people, training healthcare providers and 
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hospitals and urgent care settings, and we’re not addressing all the needs. We’re not 

changing. We’re not evolving.  

In reference to creating an effective partnership, Participant 7 said the following, “All of 

us can improve our collaborative orientation. We can all become less selfish, but some of us are 

just more naturally gifted, oriented, towards creating a collaborative ethos. Those are the people 

that ought [sic] to lead,” such collaborative efforts or multi-agency partnerships such as the 

region HT work group. 

Participant 1 insistently provided the following, “I definitely feel like you need to make 

sure that you’re working not at your small level, that you see the bigger picture, because change 

always happens at a higher level.” This is important, especially with human trafficking where 

victims are often taken beyond state lines. Also, it is important to working in a collaborative 

because it forces individuals out of their comfort zone and makes them look at the thing through 

a broader lens. 

In terms of creating the ideal multi-agency partnership, Participant 3 introduced an 

interesting perspective where he explained how, not only is it important that organizations have a 

collaborative culture, but he highlighted the importance of each individual living their life by 

collaborative principles. 

Collaboration is what I live my life by...I don’t know how anybody does anything 

without being collaborative. You’re running hamster wheel if you’re not collaborating 

with other partners at any level, within any topic. I don’t think that there’s anything that 
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wouldn’t be enhances by collaboration. Everything from neighborhood-based projects to 

state level policy creation. 

Participant 4 emphasized the significance of partnerships and how her agency has it embedded 

into core principles and legislation.  

So, partnership for us, so I’ve said it, is essential. There is a role for everyone to play in 

this movement, and partnership and collaboration is at the core of what we do. I mean, 

it’s in our law. It’s in the federal law, the four P’s. Partnership is sort of a core tenet of 

what needs to happen, and not every single agency can do every single thing as it relates 

to response, or eradication, or disruption [sic]. So, you need to make partnerships to help 

you get either the victim/survivor to a place where they are achieving or receiving ideal 

care to help them through the recovery process. Or, [sic] whether you’re working toward 

disbanding a trafficking network or making sure that one type of trafficking is no longer 

happening or possible or going to bear fruits in your community. So, multi-agency 

collaboration is essential. It’s what drives success because everyone brings in their 

unique expertise and finds a way to work together towards fulfilling that response to 

trafficking.  

Participant 5 focused on having joint vision and understanding across the collaborative as 

the key to having an effective multi-agency partnership.   

We have people across the board when it comes to their experience of this [human 

trafficking], but everybody came to the understanding and willingness to engage and say 

one state alone cannot address this issue in isolation. What can we do to work together to 
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collaborate? That in and of itself brought energy to the region group that we’ve been able 

to build upon. Fortunately, we’ve got major players in every state that have given us the 

leeway to engage in these conversations, and to commit not just to the thought of it, but 

the effort and energy to seeing this work continued forward.  

Lastly, Participant 10 spoke of how all the various organizations active in the multi-

agency partnership must ensure they are speaking the same language and looking at the same 

information because there is a lot of variation among each organization. “Different agencies have 

different definitions of particular issues and we’ve got to make sure that we’re all looking at the 

same information or the same data or pulling it the same way to be able to move forward,” 

Participant 10.  

Most of what the participants expressed as the characteristics of an ideal multi-agency 

partnership had already been presented in the literature, models and frameworks of IOL and 

collaboration. Through the individual interviews, the participants revealed real-life experience to 

add to the theoretical content presented in Chapter 2. 

Dynamic Aspect of IOL and Collaboration  

Earlier in this chapter, the relational aspect of IOL and collaboration was discussed and 

encompassed the interactive components of the HT work group. In this section, the dynamic 

aspect of IOL and collaboration will be addressed. The term dynamic can be interpreted in many 

ways depending on the context. For the purpose of understanding what facilitates learning across 

the boundaries that physically separate different organization, it is important to analyze the term 

“dynamic” in relation to learning, since inter-organizational learning is the ultimate objective. 
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Therefore, dynamic learning is defined as “learning characterized by constant change, activity, 

and progress where learning lives, grows, connects and is extended beyond the boundaries of the 

day, beyond the physical locations, beyond using tools as digital substitutes, and even beyond 

due dates,” (Bell, 2019). This definition epitomizes everything the participants mentioned as 

being crucial components of learning with others outside their individual organization. More 

specifically, having a collaborative culture, maintaining communication, interacting with each 

other, sharing a similar vision and/or mission, engaging in team learning, and ensuring 

knowledge is created and shared throughout the partnership promotes dynamic learning 

opportunities within a partnership. Inter-firm learning and collaboration is a process that requires 

frequent activity and communication. Because this type of learning extends beyond the 

boundaries of the organization, city, state and sometimes country, learning and learning 

processes are not simply passed along. Inter-organizational learning must be grown organically 

through connections and then harvested and shared with other partners. Most importantly, it is 

something that must be embedded within each individual that participates in the inter-

organizational learning process. 

Conclusion 

This chapter presented a summary of the major findings in terms of the perceptions of 

individuals involved in a multi-agency partnership and the components that facilitate IOL and 

collaboration. The data was gathered from 11 participants who all held full-time jobs with 

agencies, non-profits and other organizations that dealt with human trafficking and sexual 
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exploitation in some capacity. Many of the participants also participated in a multi-state 

collaborative also working to eliminate human trafficking known as the HT work group.  

Of the various components mentioned by participants as necessary to facilitating IOL and 

collaboration, the most prevalent were communication, opportunities to engage and work as a 

team (relational); and ways to create and share knowledge. All 11 participants mentioned these 

components as important to IOL and collaboration. In addition, having a shared mission, vision 

and purpose and building trust among the different organizations and stakeholders were also 

commonly mentioned by participants.  

Although many things were mentioned as being beneficial to the collaborative process, 

there were also several challenges brought up by participants that make it difficult for 

collaboration or act as barriers to the IOL process. Of that which was mentioned, the major 

challenges included differences in culture, variances in the mission and/or vision, and lack of or 

limited funding.  

 

 
 



181 

 

CHAPTER V  

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, AND CONCLUSIONS 

Introduction 

In the preceding chapter, the results of the study and data analysis were presented. This 

chapter entails a summary of the study; discussion of the findings, which also includes a 

proposed framework; implications for practice; recommendations for further research, and the 

conclusion. 

Summary of the Study 

This chapter begins with the summary of the study which includes the purpose and 

structure of this research. That section is then followed by a discussion of the key findings. 

The purpose of this study was to understand the learning processes that take place in 

structured and unstructured learning spaces in public sector and non-profit organizations engaged 

in a multi-agency partnership. A learning organization framework developed by Watkins and 

Marsick (1993) and a model created by Mariotti (2012) were used to analyze and understand the 

dynamic, relational components of inter-organizational learning. The sample population of this 

study encompassed individuals actively engaged in an inter-organizational partnership with other 

non-profit and/or public sector organizations. A total of 11 individuals, with diverse 

backgrounds, job titles and years of experience, participated in semi-structured interviews over 

the phone.  

The purpose of the interviews was to address the following research question:  

What are the perceptions and experiences of individuals engaged in multi-agency 

partnerships as it relates to the dynamic, relational component of inter-organizational 

learning in the public and non-profit sector? 
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To answer this research question, participants were asked to share their perceptions and 

experiences with inter-organizational learning within their affiliated multi-agency partnerships.  

After data were collected and transcribed, it was then was coded and categorized into 

groups. Throughout this process, several themes were identified as key imperatives to 

collaboration and IOL. The themes include communication; interaction/relational opportunities; 

ways to create and share knowledge; having a shared mission, vision, and purpose; building 

trust; and have a collaborative culture. In addition, the following categories were formulated 

based on the information participants shared.  

a. Why collaboration is important to inter-organizational learning; 

b. What improves or enhances inter-organizational learning through collaboration; 

c. Understanding the relational aspect of inter-organizational learning; 

d. Challenges surrounding inter-organizational learning and collaboration; and 

e. Characteristics of an effective multi-agency partnership that facilitates inter-

organizational learning. 

The next section contains a detailed description and discussion of the categories and other 

findings related to IOL determined in this study.  

Discussion of the Findings 

The purpose of this research was to understand the dynamic, relational components of 

IOL. This study explored IOL by analyzing the perceptions and experiences of individuals 

engaged in a multi-agency partnership developed to address a social problem, more specifically 

human trafficking and prostitution. The participants provided detailed accounts of their 

experience in multi-agency partnerships. Those details and explanations were organized into a 
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series of categories. The subsequent sections include explanations of the categories and their 

relevance to IOL based on the results of this study.  

Why collaboration is important to inter-organizational learning. Inter-organizational 

learning is defined as the learning that occurs when two or more organizations collaborate (Shah 

et al., 2016). Therefore, collaboration can be viewed as the means through which IOL takes 

place. Mariotti’s (2012) framework on IOL describes the process as multi-level, relational and 

heavily dependent on collaboration. Marsick and Watkins (2003) also emphasizes collaboration 

in their “Imperatives of a Learning Organization,” where their third action imperative suggests 

that organizations encourage collaboration and team learning. Lastly, well-established and 

effective partnerships require collaboration to facilitate learning.  

Not only is collaboration mandatory for inter-organizational learning processes, but there 

are benefits that come with collaborating and forming partnerships. These benefits are not 

limited to single actors, though there is not much research available on that topic (Inkpen, 1997; 

Mariotti, 2012). Collaboration is important to the IOL process because it provides structured and 

unstructured learning spaces for several different people to engage, interact, and potentially 

generate learning episodes (Mozzato & Bitencourt, 2014). As stated by one of the participants, 

collaboration “brings everyone to the table with the same intention to better collaborate.” This 

form of interaction also provides opportunities for knowledge to be created and shared 

throughout the partnership for the purpose of becoming effective overall.  

Oftentimes members within an organization endure burn-out and territorialism. The 

collaborative breaks up the monotony because the diversity among the group provides access to 

different perspectives, experiences, and backgrounds. Introducing new perspectives changes the 
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group dynamic and allows the partnership to “progress a little more” by offering fresh ideas from 

new partners. Because social issues, such as HT (human trafficking), are complex and multi-

faceted, a multifarious approach is necessary. Collaboration provides the knowledge, expertise 

and efforts of multiple people across a variety of disciplines and organizations. More 

specifically, HT issues are very demanding, yet a limited amount of services are available. 

Through collaboration, the multi-agency partnership shares responsibilities and can accomplish 

more as a network. 

Lastly, collaboration provides opportunities for team learning and communication with 

other agencies in other states, which is beneficial to HT where victims are often trafficked across 

state lines and to different jurisdictions. Team learning is made possible through the 

collaborative networks. Through those same networks, knowledge is transferred between those 

engaged in the partnership, thereby making collaboration beneficial to knowledge transfer in a 

multi-agency partnership.  

What improves or enhances inter-organizational learning through collaboration. 

Also, through this study, several components were identified that facilitate IOL and enhance 

collaboration. Many of these mechanisms are consistent with the components of a learning 

organizations as defined by the Watkins and Marsick (1993) and Mariotti (2012) frameworks for 

understanding inter-organizational learning. The three major components were: communication, 

opportunities to engage and work as a team (relational), and ways to create and share knowledge. 

In addition, participants cited having a shared mission, vision and purpose, and building trust 

among the different organizations and stakeholders as crucial components of effective 

collaboration and IOL in multi-agency partnerships. The next section includes a proposed 
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framework that displays the themes in reference to the inter-organizational learning processes in 

a multi-agency partnership (Figure 6). Since team work and relational opportunities is included 

in the themes and therefore a part of the conceptual framework, this section entails a discussion 

on understanding the relational aspect of inter-organizational learning. 

Proposed IOL model based on findings. In this section, a proposed model of IOL based 

on the findings and describes each aspect of the model. The conceptual framework used for this 

study included Watkins and Marsick’s (1993; 1997; 2003) framework of a learning organization 

and Mariotti’s (2012) deutero-learning model of inter-organizational learning (Figure 3 in 

Chapter 1). While many of the components mentioned by participants were supported by the 

research on IOL, a more accurate account of IOL based on the findings of this study are 

presented in Figure 6.  

The Dynamic, Relational IOL Framework, which is depicted in Figure 6, is a proposed 

model of the IOL processes within a multi-agency partnership created by this researcher based 

on the findings of this study. The purpose of proposed model is to show how the various 

components of IOL and collaboration interact throughout three different levels, individual, team, 

and organizational. The basis of the proposed model follows the framework and components of 

IOL and learning organizations described by Watkins and Marsick (1993) and Mariotti (2012) 

but has been altered to depict the information presented by the region HT work group. 

The three levels are clearly displayed in Figure 6. A dotted line borders the perimeter of 

the multi-agency partnership to represent the significance of having a shared purpose, mission 

and vision among the entire partnership. Between each of the three levels there is a double arrow 

sign that signifies the need for communication in both directions and between all levels. Within 
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each level (individual, team/group, and organization/community), which is depicted in columns, 

there is a set of components that are crucial components at that specific level. Those components 

facilitate learning to collaborate, learning to share knowledge, and learning to create knowledge 

together, which is displays at the bottom of each level in Figure 6. Lastly, another dual arrow 

sign spans across the entire three levels of the partnership. This arrow represents the importance 

of creating and promoting opportunities for dynamic learning throughout the whole multi-agency 

partnership. 
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Figure 6. The Dynamic, Relational IOL framework. 
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In accordance with Watkins and Marsick’s (1993) model of a learning organization, the 

IOL processes in multi-agency partnerships is separated into various levels: individual, 

group/team, and organization/community. These levels were defined by participant responses 

who referred to the individual, group, and organization or community levels. 

At the individual level, two imperatives were identified. It was determined that 

individuals who participate in a multi-agency partnership, support a collaborative culture and are 

willing to engage in a partnership. By supporting and engaging in a partnership with other 

individuals, participants agree to collaborate and share knowledge and information. Social 

interaction and informal engagement create opportunities for open communication to take place, 

another crucial component to IOL. 

Communication. One issue with the multi-agency partnership approach presented by 

Matthews et al. (2014) revolved around inter-agency communication. In accordance with the 

findings of Matthews et al., it was revealed from the data of this study that communication is one 

of the most vital components of collaboration and IOL. Dialogue, which necessitates open minds 

and open lines of communication (Watkins & Marsick, 1993), is one of the dimensions at the 

“individual” level of Watkins and Marsick’s (1993) learning organization model. Free and open 

communication is also mandatory for learning to take place, but in a multi-agency partnership, it 

is not enough to promote dialogue and communication only at the individual level.  

According to Leavy (2014) understanding and knowledge is socially constructed, 

therefore meaningful learning occurs through socialization and interaction. Without the ability to 

communicate with others, learning is not possible. In a multi-agency partnership where 

stakeholders reside in different locations, communication is even more significant. So, a varied 
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and consistent means of communication is necessary at all levels of the partnership as depicted 

by the dual arrows labeled “communication” and positioned between the three different levels 

displayed in Figure 6.  

The significance of communication discovered in this study supports the ideas of Watkins 

and Marsick (1993) and the findings of other research already presented in Chapter 3. Because 

IOL does not occur naturally (White, 2014), lack of or insufficient communication hinders 

opportunities for inter-organizational learning. The preferred method of communication among 

the partnership was face-to-face; however, in-person communication is difficult for various 

reasons such as physical locations and limited time. So, the HT work group partnership 

implemented multiple forms of communicating across organizational and state boundaries to 

facilitate learning and engagement.   

Culture. Another theme that arouse in this study was the need for a collaborative culture 

where learning is promoted and encouraged. Of the components revealed in this study, culture 

was mentioned the least by participants. This could be because the HT work group participants 

were not consciously aware of the culture in which they were a part of. It is possible that the 

work group participants unconsciously experienced culture and therefore did not realized the 

significant role it has on IOL and collaboration. Nevertheless, of the few individuals who 

mentioned culture as an important component, it was evident, through their responses, that the 

culture of the organization and the partnership highly influenced the learning that takes place and 

the effectiveness of the collaborative.  

The individuals involved in the HT work group willingly participated in the partnership 

without additional compensation. Therefore, at some point, intrinsic motivation as well as 
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empathy for the HT victims encouraged the individuals to join the multi-agency partnership 

where they engaged in team learning opportunities to create and share knowledge for the purpose 

of addressing the issues surrounding HT.  

The learning organization framework presented by Watkins and Marsick (1993) was 

based on the idea that learning is a highly social process that occurs at the individual, team and 

organizational level. A lot of informal learning takes place throughout the HT work group and is 

the result of a learning climate and culture. According to Nabong (2015), organizations that have 

a learning culture encourage continuous learning and support the concept that all parts of the 

system impact each other. When individuals support and believe in collaborative culture, they 

approach the partnership with the readiness and desire to collaborate and learn with other people. 

The findings of this study support the idea that individuals must support a culture where 

collaboration and learning is promoted, and the organization should also develop and maintain a 

collaborative culture. In addition, the findings also revealed how the culture of an organization 

influences its members beyond the boundaries of that organization.  

Shared mission, vision and purpose. Public sector organizations were targeted in this 

study because of the limited understanding of shared vision among them (White, 2014). Senge 

(1990) included shared vision as one of the five disciplines for building a learning organization. 

Shared vision is an important part of the learning organization because it is the ability to foresee 

the future that the group seeks to create (Senge, 1990). When a shared vision is present, a sense 

of togetherness is created among the group where individuals feel as though they are bounded 

together through shared goals and aspirations (Fillion et al., 2015).  



 

 

191 

 

The findings of this study support the literature on the importance of having a shared 

vision to promote a learning organization and therefore inter-organizational learning. Participants 

expressed that the purpose and mission of each person should be identified from the start of the 

partnership. Then, the various missions of the different organizations must be “melded” together 

to create a shared mission of the partnership with the assistance of their skilled leader facilitating 

the partnership along the way. In addition, the partnership benefits from having a shared mission, 

vision and purpose because it increases their effectiveness and their ability to address each 

other’s needs. Most importantly, the shared interests and goals create common learning platforms 

which motivate participants to remain active and engaged in the partnership (Ameli & Kayes, 

2011). In accordance with the research, the results of this study concluded that having a shared 

sense of purpose as well as a shared mission and vision is critical to a partnership because it 

fosters genuine commitment rather than compliance (Senge, 1990) among other things. As a 

result, the proposed IOL framework (Figure 6) outlines the entire multi-agency partnership with 

“shared purpose, mission, and vision” due to its vital role at all three levels of the partnership.  

Trust. Trust “requires the establishment of the adequate balance between competition, 

cooperation, trust, stability, and dynamism” (Mozatto et al., 2015, p. 100). Trust is listed as one 

of the processes conducive to building inter-organizational relationships on Mozatto, Bitencourt 

and Grzybovski’s (2015) inter-organizational learning continuum. This learning continuum 

outlines the processes, inputs, and outputs of IOL.  

In a partnership, trust allows participants to have an interpersonal connection, feel 

motivated and engaged, and it creates a sense of openness among the group (Lee & Choi, 2013). 

If trust does not exist, participants are less likely to cooperate and freely engage in learning out 
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of fear. Establishing trust throughout a partnership also enables IOL (Mozatto, Bitencourt & 

Grzyboyski, 2008). Thus, building trust is found under the team/group level of the proposed 

model (Figure 6). The research presented by Mozatto, Bitencourt, and Grzyboyski (2015) 

coincides with the findings of this study where participants categorized building trust as a 

challenging, yet core component of establishing inter-organizational relationships.  

Ways to share and create knowledge. Mariotti’s (2012) framework of IOL divided the 

entire process into three components: learning to create knowledge, learning to share knowledge, 

and learning to collaborate. Each of the three components included the act of “learning” which 

highlights the significance of learning in IOL processes. This study supported Mariotti’s 

research, which cited the importance of establishing ways for individuals engaged in the 

partnership to share knowledge and information. In a multi-agency partnership that is comprised 

of so many individuals in different geographic locations, knowledge management systems are 

necessary to distribute information as swiftly as it is obtained. This study also revealed that there 

are many challenges that unfold throughout the process of attempting to create new knowledge 

within a partnership. This remains an area that requires more understanding of the processes that 

facilitate the creation of knowledge within a multi-agency partnership.  

For individuals to share knowledge, they must collaborate and interact with others 

through a learning network that is created through partnerships. Through these networks, which 

are comprised of different partners with diverse skills, knowledge is co-created (Leonard-Barton, 

1995). Similar to Mariotti’s (2012) deutero-learning framework that outlined IOL, participants 

should learn to collaborate and share knowledge at the individual level. The processes at each 

level of the partnership increases the capability for inter-organizational learning to occur. 
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Establishing the ability to collaborate and share knowledge at the individual level complements 

the remaining levels (group and organizational). Furthermore, each of these processes facilitate 

learning and promote opportunities for participants to create knowledge at the group and 

organizational level for the purpose of building inter-organizational knowledge (Figure 6).  

Relational opportunities. “Learning is better conceived as dynamic and relational, 

embedded in the network of relationships formed by individuals, groups, and organizational 

actors, “(Mariotti, 2012, p. 220). Relational and interactive opportunities are central to the 

collaborative learning process. Through collaboration, interaction/cooperation, team learning and 

other relational opportunities, participants can do things such as, obtain credibility through the 

partnership, boost collaborative learning opportunities, and maintain inter-organizational 

relationships. To support these findings, the model of IOL as a dynamic process through co-

operation created by Crossan et al. (1999) included a level of interaction/cooperation.  

The purpose of the relational component at the team/group level in the proposed model 

(Figure 6) is to demonstrate the relational aspect of IOL that takes place in both structured and 

unstructured social spaces and results in learning episodes (Mozzato & Bitencourt, 2014). 

Participants frequently mentioned the need to engage and interact with each other to share 

information and enhance collaboration. Interaction refers to the ability to “interlink various 

economic agents” in a way “that maintains inter-organizational relationships” (Mozzato et al., 

2015, p. 100). Therefore, the capacity to create opportunities for partners to cooperate and 

interact with one another aids in maintaining IOL relationships. In addition, the more 

organizations engage with each other, within the partnership, the greater the chances they will 

learn from one another (Austin, 2000).   
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At the group level, it is also important that opportunities to engage in team learning are 

promoted. Team learning is beneficial to multi-agency partnerships because it allows partners to 

share information about their culture, experiences and perspectives with each other in a manner 

that facilitates learning among the group (Ameli & Kayes, 2011). At this level, individuals have 

formed linkages with people from other organizations and they must build trust among their 

group. The next two sections include a discussion of the various levels of relational opportunities 

found in Watkins and Marsick’s (1993) model and Mariotti’s (2012) framework.  

Watkins and Marsick’s (1993) model of a learning organization began at the individual 

level of learning. At this level, there are two dimensions that include: 1) promote inquiry and 

dialog and 2) create continuous learning opportunities. At the team level of learning, groups and 

networks work together to disperse knowledge while individuals learn to work collaboratively 

(Watkins & Marsick, 1993). As previously mentioned, learning occurs during interaction and 

socialization (Leavy, 2014), so engaging in team learning and other relational opportunities 

promotes continuous learning. Also, as individuals interact with others, they are able to share 

their views and inquire into the views of others, which promotes inquiry and dialogue (Marsick 

& Watkins, 2003).   

The first level of Mariotti’s (2012) deutero-learning framework is where individuals learn 

to collaborate with others. According to Lorenzoni and Lipparini (1999) this stage is the act of 

“learning by interacting” (p. 331). At this phase, partnerships are formed with other 

organizations with the intent to learn and collaborate. This level of interaction refers to the 

relational component of IOL and is depicted in Figure 6 as the “team/group level” of the 

partnership.   
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Opportunities for dynamic learning. Relational and dynamic learning opportunities are 

situations where partners can collaborate, share ideas, and engage in discussion. The ability to 

interact with other knowledge seekers through dynamic learning opportunities outside 

everyone’s work environment promotes continuous and meaningful learning through social 

interaction (Leavy, 2014). While Watkins and Marsick (1993) promoted continuous learning, 

inquiry, and dialogue at the individual level, dynamic learning is not strictly considered a single 

level process. More specifically, because dynamic learning is learning characterized by constant 

change, activity and growth that extends beyond multiple barriers (ShakeUpLearning.com, 

2018), it should be promoted among various levels of a partnership. So, the proposed framework 

(Figure 6) displays dynamic learning as a process that should be facilitated at the individual, 

team/group and organization/community levels to facilitate IOL. 

Challenges surrounding inter-organizational learning and collaboration. While 

examining the IOL processes, challenges and barriers that interfere with collaboration and 

learning were also revealed. This section briefly discusses the key challenges and barriers to IOL 

and collaboration as described by participants.  

At the individual level, vicarious trauma, burnout, lack of commitment and limited 

cooperation, and isolation act as barriers that make IOL and collaboration more difficult. When 

individuals possess or develop these dispositions, it hinders their readiness to actively support a 

collaborative, communicate with other stakeholders, and actively engage with others in the 

partnership. Therefore, to minimize these challenges, it is essential that individuals support a 

collaborative culture and are eager to engage in a partnership for the purpose of that initiative. 
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In terms of creating a collaborative partnership and learning together, there are more 

potential barriers at the team/group level than the individual level.  

These include:  

1. lack of trust among the group members,  

2. having limited knowledge within the team, 

3. having to balance the needs of the service recipients and the collaborative 

participants simultaneously, and  

4. deciphering the varied word meanings, regulations and other parameters that 

accompany a multi-agency partnership.  

The probability of more challenges is enhanced at team/group level because where the majority 

of the collaboration and learning takes place. To address the potential barriers at this phase, 

groups should strive to create a safe learning environment that is comprised of diverse 

individuals. The participants become more likely to collaborate, communicate, and share ideas 

through multiple relational opportunities.  

The final level of the partnership is the organizational/community level. At this stage of 

the partnership, the barriers are geared more towards organizational issues and include the 

following:  

1. frequent turnover of employees,  

2. the need to maintain the confidentiality of clients, and 

3. duplication of services among the partnership.  

As with any industry, when there are multiple vendors or organizations providing the 

same service, companies begin to feel as though they must compete against one another. Once 
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the idea of competitiveness is rooted, organizations and individuals are more hesitant to 

participate and work together as one in a collaboration.  

Another barrier at this level is limited or scarce funding. Without adequate funding, 

organizations cannot sustain and all IOL comes to an end. One advantage to inter-organizational 

collaboration and learning is it provides methods to maximize efforts when funding is limited 

through partnership and collective efforts.  

To conclude, there are potential challenges that pose a threat to IOL over the entire multi-

agency partnership. One of which is breakdown in communication that can be a challenge at both 

the team/group level and organization/community level. For this reason, in the proposed 

framework, communication is placed between all three levels of the partnership. Differences in 

the mission and vision of the partnership also make it difficult for partners to establish an 

effective learning collaborative. To facilitate learning processes, it is imperative that the entire 

partnership has a shared purpose, mission and vision. The collective vision and mission should 

be established at the beginning of the partnership to ensure everyone understands the big picture 

and how to accomplish the goals of the partnership (Watkins & Marsick, 1993). 

Characteristics of an effective multi-agency partnership that facilitates inter-

organizational learning. In this study, collaboration, communication, and shared vision were 

named, by participants, as the core characteristics of an effective multi-agency partnership. This 

overlaps with the key components that facilitates IOL also identified in this study (Table 8).  

A partnership sustains when the individuals within it share commonalities, such as the 

same goals or vision. Senge (1990) emphasized the significance of a learning organization 

having a shared vision. Having a similar vision and mission benefits the formation of the 



 

 

198 

 

partnership and aids in getting everyone in the same room for the first time. The HT work group 

participants expressed how everyone in the partnerships wanted to be successful because they 

know in turn, they will prevent someone from becoming a victim. That commonality is what 

motivated everybody in the HT work group to ensure they had a seat “at the table” and were 

“eager to learn” (Participant 8).  

Once the partnership is established based on the shared mission and vision, the partners 

begin to build trust and establish their own culture within the partnership. Finally, the ongoing 

relational opportunities facilitate the creation and sharing of knowledge. Learning takes place 

through collaboration and communication or learning by interacting (Lorenzoni & Lipparini, 

1999) and the knowledge is shared with other partners, organizations, and the community. These 

findings further support majority of the components revealed in Mariotti’s (2012) model and 

Watkins and Marsick’s (1993) dimensions of a learning organization. 

Further Discussion 

While a substantial amount of the findings supported the research presented in Chapter 2 

on IOL and collaboration, the results of this study exposed a different description of the multi-

agency partnership model. The multi-agency HT partnership examined in this study differs from 

the multi-agency partnership model defined by Matthews et al. (2014) to address the needs of 

prostitutes. As far as similarities are concerned, both partnership models focus on providing 

services and seek to reduce or eliminate the issues surrounding a social problem. The two also 

shared common challenges and barriers, specifically within the multi-agency processes. 

However, unlike the model presented by Matthews et al. (2014), the HT work group multi-

agency partnership does not operate as a hub where referrals, assistance, and access to various 
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programs are passed along to specific organizations. Instead, the HT work group uses the 

partnership as a method to collaborate, share information, increase capabilities, and become 

more effective at addressing and eliminating human trafficking and prostitution.  

Implications for Practice 

As depicted in this study, inter-organizational learning multi-agency partnerships create 

networks that are beneficial to managing and resolving social issues surrounding human 

trafficking and prostitution in the U.S. Inter-organizational learning is a complex, multi-level 

process that requires more understanding of the actual scenarios and processes involved 

(Mozzato & Bittencourt, 2014). According to Mozzato and Bitencourt (2014), “the process of 

inter-organizational learning warrants investigation, as its scope of analysis needs widening and 

deepening” (p. 285). This study adds to the current research on inter-organizational learning as a 

method for managing social problems, such as human trafficking and prostitution that transcend 

state boundaries and require a diverse approach.  

The data revealed in this study provides more understanding of the learning processes 

that may take place within inter-organizational multi-agency partnerships that resemble the HT 

work group or are a part of the public and non-profit sector. While the study on the HT work 

group slightly widens the scope of analysis of inter-firm learning and provides HRD practitioners 

with another scenario to analyze inter-organizational learning processes, the findings could have 

far-reaching implications for several other groups of people based on their mission, purpose, and 

program design. Persons interested in inter-organizational learning processes for various reasons 

will find the results of this study useful, so this study will be available through ProQuest 
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Dissertation and Theses Global. Additionally, this study offers insight to HRD practitioners, 

managers, supervisors, organization leaders, and other potential stakeholders.  

For persons interested in inter-organizational learning processes, this study provides 

knowledge of the necessary components of creating a multi-agency partnership by examining the 

multi-agency partnership of one specific work group, case. It gives the perceptions and 

experiences of a group of individuals engaged in an IOL collaborative where partners established 

a collective vision and mission, built trust, collaborated for the purpose of fulfilling their 

mission, and shared knowledge throughout the partnership. The data collected in this study 

identified components that facilitate inter-organizational learning and collaboration in a multi-

agency partnership focused on addressing the social issues surrounding human trafficking in one 

region of the U.S. 

Human Resource Development practitioners, supervisors, and other organization leaders 

will find the findings of this study beneficial not only for addressing social issues but also for 

facilitating IOL in any multi-agency partnership or joint venture. While the data was collected 

from individuals engaged in reducing sex trafficking and prostitution, the findings are not strictly 

limited to social issues. The details of this study seem to provide evidence of methods and 

processes that are effective in an ongoing, multi-agency collaborative and adaptable to any 

objective, initiative, or purpose.  

This research project also gives HRD practitioners and leaders pertinent information 

about the barriers and challenges that multi-agency partnerships endure. The findings provide a 

list of best practices and failures surrounding multi-agency partnership learning and 

collaboration as described by the HT work group participants. If leaders and practitioners have 
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prior knowledge of the components that promote inter-firm learning, they will be more 

successful at implementing and facilitating those processes within their organization. 

Furthermore, understanding of the challenges and barriers that hinder inter-organizational 

learning processes reduces the likelihood of potential failures in multi-agency partnerships. The 

findings of this study and the proposed IOL framework provide the blueprint for HRD 

practitioners and organization leaders seeking to implement a multi-agency partnership that 

implements effective inter-organizational learning processes. Additionally, these findings can 

also be beneficial to helping HRD practitioners build capacity and increase the effectiveness 

among public sector organizations working in partnerships to minimize social issues in America. 

Recommendations for Further Research 

As previously mentioned, the goal of this study was to examine the dynamic, relational 

learning experiences in a multi-agency partnership that was developed to address social problems 

in the U.S. Participants were interviewed, and the data were collected to address one research 

question related to the goal of the study. After analyzing the data, significant findings and themes 

were revealed. Many of the findings of this study support the research and conceptual framework 

selected for this research. Though the findings are relevant and significant, there are limitations 

and considerations.  

One limitation is the findings of this study represents a small percentage of individuals 

engaged in a multi-agency partnership. Data were collected from one partnership comprised of 

individuals from eight different states within one region in America. The results of this study are 

not generalizable to all states, regions, partnerships, or organizations. The perceptions and 

experiences of individuals could vary among different partnerships. Additionally, there are other 
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members within this partnership, so it is possible that their perceptions and experiences vary 

from that of the participants revealed in this study.  

Another limitation is based on the conceptual framework used for the study. Mariotti’s 

(2012) deutero-learning model, along with the research on inter-organizational learning, is 

limited in scope, and requires more research and understanding (Mozzato & Bitencourt, 2014). 

Further research should be conducted on the inter-organizational learning processes in multi-

agency partnerships. There is a need for more empirical, practical, and applied research on IOL 

processes in the public sector, specifically with non-profit organizations, state, and government 

agencies. The proposed conceptual framework (Figure 6) created from the findings of this study 

is needs to be tested empirically in a larger, more diverse context. This limitation provides an 

opportunity for future research. It would also be suitable for a follow-up study examining the 

same partnership and their progression with learning to create shared knowledge. It would be 

interesting to explore the perceptions and experiences of more stakeholders, including the leader 

of the HT work group, and attend the in-person meetings and seminars.  

An action research study, which is participatory/experiential and reflective research that 

is focused on solving practical problems that exist in organizations and/or communities (Argyris 

& Schön, 1991) would also aid the HT work group with their initiative on human trafficking, 

sexual exploitation and prostitution. This potential study could incorporate various key 

stakeholders all working together in a partnership to develop possible solutions to the problems 

and test those solutions.  

Another potential follow-up study could be conducted on understanding how the region 

HT work group, or any multi-agency partnership, develops and maintains a collaborative culture. 
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It would also be interesting to follow up with Participant 7 of the HT work group to determine 

whether he has additional knowledge or insight on knowledge creation.  

Lastly, through this process, I learned that another region plans to create an HT work 

group like the one examined in this study. It would be enlightening to witness and document the 

formation of this partnership from the beginning stages. It would also be interesting to see if the 

region HT work group can be emulated by applying the findings of this study to other region HT 

work group partnership.  

Conclusion 

The inter-organizational learning processes present in a multi-agency partnership 

developed to address social issues, specifically human trafficking and prostitution, were 

examined in this study. The purpose of this study was to understand the learning processes that 

take place in structured and unstructured learning spaces in public and non-profit sector 

organizations engaged an inter-firm partnership. While inter-organizational leaning networks 

have been found beneficial and essential to the management of social problems (Provan & 

Milward, 2001; White, 2014), minimal research is present on cross-sector learning processes.  

Recently, there has been an increase in the amount of studies conducted on inter-

organizational leaning, but more in-depth information is needed to completely understand the 

“scenarios” and “processes” (Mozzato & Bitencourt, 2014, p. 286) of inter-firm learning. 

I conducted a qualitative descriptive case study using a conceptual framework comprised 

of Watkins and Marsick’s (1993; 1997; 2003) framework of a learning organization and 

Mariotti’s (2012) deutero-learning model of inter-organizational learning. A total of 11 

individuals engaged in a multi-agency partnership spanning across one U.S. government agency 
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regional territory were interviewed. The participants work experience in the human trafficking, 

prostitution, and sex exploitation arena ranged from four to 44 years. Various themes were 

identified during the analysis phase which revealed key components crucial to facilitating IOL 

and collaboration among the partnership. Continuous communication, having relational 

opportunities for the team to engage and collaborate, and implementing ways to create and share 

knowledge were the top three IOL imperatives discovered. Also, I determined that partnerships 

should establish a shared mission, vision and purpose; build trust; and have a collaborative 

culture to cultivate learning throughout the group. The literature suggested that multi-agency 

partnerships and inter-organizational learning can be a strategic, cost efficient way to deal with 

complicated social issues (Provan & Milward, 2001; White, 2014). The findings of this study 

provide a framework for gaining more in-depth understanding of the inter-organizational 

learning processes as a way to address society’s problems. Therefore, this study adds to the 

literature, knowledge and research on inter-organizational learning processes in the non-profit 

and public sectors, specifically with organizations focused on addressing social problems such as 

human trafficking and sex work in the U.S., based on the perceptions and experience of one 

multi-agency partnership. 



 

 

205 

 

REFERENCES 

 

Affairs, B. O. (2004, November 24). The Link Between Prostitution and Sex Trafficking. 

Retrieved from U.S. Department of State Archive: https://2001-

2009.state.gov/r/pa/ei/rls/38790.htm 

Ameli, P., & Kayes, D. C. (2011). Triple-loop learning in a cross-sector partnership: The DC 

central kitchen partnership. The Learning Organization, 18(3), 175-188. Retrieved 3 10, 

2019, from https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ej923753 

Anand, B., & Khanna, T. (2000). Do Firms Learn to Create Value? The Case of Alliances. 

Strategic Management Journal, 295-315. 

Ancona, D., & Caldwell, D. (1992). Bridging the boundary: External activity and performance in 

organizational teams. Administrative Science Quarterly, 37, 634-665. 

Andraka-Christou, B. (2017). What is "treatment" for opiod addiction in problem-solving courts? 

A study of 20 Indian drug and veteran courts. Standford Journal of Civil Rights and Civil 

Liberties, 13(2), 189-254. 

Apostolakis, C. (2004). Citywide and local strategic partnerships in urban regeneration: Can 

collaboration take things forward? Politics, 24(2), 103-112. 

doi:doi.org/10.1111%2Fj.1467-9256.2004.00211.x 

Araujo, L. (1998). Knowing and learning as networking. Management Learning, 29(3), 317-336. 

doi:doi.org/10.1177%2F1350507698293004 

Argote, L. (2013). Organizational Learning: Creating, retaining and transferring knowledge. 

New York: Springer Science - Business Media. 



 

 

206 

 

Argote, L., Beckman, S., & Epple, D. (1990). The persistence and transfer of learning in 

industrial settings. Management Science, 36(2), 123-246. 

doi:doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.36.2.140 

Argyris. (1977). Organizational learning and management informationsystems. Acounting, 

Organizations, and Society, 2(2), 113-123. 

Argyris, C. (1999). On Organizational Learning. Oxford: Wiley. 

Argyris, C., & Schön, D. (1974). Theory in practice: Increasing professional effectiveness. San 

Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Argyris, C., & Schön, D. (1978). Organizational Learning: A Theory of Action Perspective. 

Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley. 

Argyris, C., & Schön, D. (1996). Organizational learning II: Theory, method and practice. Asia 

Pacific Journal of Human Resources, 107-109. 

Austin, J. E. (2000). Strategic collaboration between nonprofits and businesses. Nonprofit and 

Voluntary Secter Quarterly, 29(1), 69-97. 

Baker, L., Dalla, R., & Williamson, C. (2010). Exiting Prostitution: An integrated model. 

Violence Against Women, 16(5), 579-600. doi:doi.org/10.1177/1077801210367643 

Bateson, G. (1973). Steps to an Ecology of Mind: Collected Essays in Anthropology, Psychiatry, 

Evolution and Epitemology. St Albans: Granada. 

Beeby, M., & Booth, C. (2000). Networks and inter-organizational learning. The Learning 

Organization, 7(2), 75-88. 



 

 

207 

 

Bell, K. (2019). Dynamic Learning Model. Retrieved from Shake Up Learning: 

https://shakeuplearning.com/blog/push-boundaries-school-dynamic-learning/static-v-

dynamic-v6/ 

Biswas, P. (n.d). ISO 9001:2015 Organizational Knowledge. Retrieved from APB Consultants: 

http://isoconsultantpune.com/iso-90012015-organizational-knowledge-by-pretesh-

biswas-apb-consultant/ 

Blantern, C., Boydell, T., & Burgoyne, J. (2013). The Learning Organization - Drop the dead 

metaphor! Performing organizing and learning in networks (so to speak). In C. Blantern, 

T. Boydell, & J. Burgoyne, Handbook of Research on the Learning Organization: 

Adaption and Context (pp. 206-357). Cheltenham: Edward Elgar. 

doi:10.4337/9781781004906.00030. 

Brandstetter, R., de Bruijn, H., Byrne, M., Deslauriers, H., Forschner, M., Machacova, J., . . . 

Scoppetta, A. (2006, January). Successful partnerships: A guide. Retrieved from OCED 

LEED Forum on Partnerships and Local Governance: 

http://www.oecd.org/cfe/leed/forum/partnerships 

Brown, M., & Brudney, J. (2003). Learning organizations in the public sector? A study of police 

agencies employing information and technology to advance knowledge. Public 

Administration Review, 30-43. 

Bryson, J. M., Crosby, B. C., & Stone, M. M. (2006). The design and implementation of cross-

sector collaborations: Propositions from the literature. Public Administration Review, 66, 

44-55. Retrieved 3 10, 2019, from 

https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/j.1540-6210.2006.00665.x 



 

 

208 

 

Buckler, B. (1998). Practical steps towards a learning organization: Applying academic 

knowledge to improvement and innovation in business processes. The Learning 

Organization, 5(1), 15-23. doi:doi.org/10.1108/09696479810200810 

Caldwell, R. (2012). Leadership and learning: A critical reexamination of Senge's learning 

organization. Systemic Practice and Action Research, 2(1), 39-55. 

Carlsson, S. A. (2003). Knowledge managing and knowledge management systems in inter-

organizational networks. Knowledge and Process Management, 10(3), 194-206. 

Casebourne, J. (2014). Why motivation matters in public sector innovation. 1-32. Retrieved from 

://www. nesta. org. 

uk/sites/default/files/why_motivation_matters_in_public_sector_innovation.  

Castellano, U. (2011). Problem-solving courts: Theory and practice. Sociology Compass, 5(11), 

957-967. doi:doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9020.2011.00422.x 

Chalofsky, N. (1992). A unifying definition for the human resource development profession. 

Human Resource Development Quarterly, 3, 175-182. 

doi:doi.org/10.1002/hrdq.3920030208 

Chalofsky, N., & Lincoln, C. (1983). Up the HRD Ladder. Massachusetts: Addison-Wesley. 

Chandler, A. (1962). Strategy and structure: Chapters in the history of American enterprise. 

Boston: MIT Press. 

Chein, I. (Ed.). (1981). An Introduction to Sampling. Austin: Holt, Rinehart and Winston. 

Cheung, R., Ramirez, A., & Susnjar, M. (2012). Checking assumptions: Using Argyris and 

Schon's theory of action science. Peer-led team learning: Leader trainin. Retrieved from 



 

 

209 

 

http://pltlis.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/10/Assumption-and-Misconception-Cheung-

Ramirez-Susnjar-Action-Science.pdf 

Cnaan, R., Draine, J., Frazier, B., & Sinha, J. (2008). Ex-prisoners' re-entry: An emerging 

frontier and a social work challenge. Journal of Policy Practice, 7(2), 178-198. 

Cohen, W., & Levinthal, D. (1990). Absorptive capacity: A new perspective on learning and 

motivation. Adminstrative Science Quarterly, 35(1), 128-152. 

Cook, S. D., & Brown, J. S. (1999). Bridging epistemologies: The generative dance between 

organizational knowledge and organizational knowing. Organization Science, 10(4), 381-

400. Retrieved 3 10, 2019, from 

https://pubsonline.informs.org/doi/abs/10.1287/orsc.10.4.381 

Cook, S., & Yanow, D. (1993). Culture and organizational learning. Journal of Management 

Inquiry, 2(4), 373-390. doi:doi.org/10.1177/105649269324010 

Creswell, J. (2013). Qualitative Inquiry and Research Design: Choosing Among Five 

Approaches. Los Angeles: Sage. 

Creswell, J. W. (2003). Research Design: Qualitative, Quantitative, and Mixed Methods 

Approaches. Thousand Oaks: Sage. 

Crosby, B. C., & Bryson, J. M. (2010). Integrative leadership and the creation and maintenance 

of cross-sector collaborations. Leadership Quarterly, 21(2), 211-230. Retrieved 3 10, 

2019, from https://sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/s1048984310000226 

Crossan, M. M., Lane, H. W., & Djurfeldt, L. (1995). Organizational learning: Dimensions for a 

theory. The International Journal of Organizational Analysis, 3(4), 337-360. 



 

 

210 

 

Crossan, M. M., Lane, H. W., & White, R. E. (1999). An organizational learning framework: 

From intuition to institution. Academy of Management Review, 522-537. 

Culture. (2019, March 14). BusinessDictionary.com. Retrieved from 

http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/culture.html 

Cummings, T. G., & Worley, C. G. (2005). Organization Development and Change. Mason: 

South-Western. 

Cyert, R. M., & March, J. G. (1963). A Behavioral Theory of the Firm. New Jersey: Prentice 

Hall. 

Daft, R., & Weick, K. (1984). Toward a model of organizations as interpretation systems. 

Academy of Management Review, 9(2), 284-295. doi:doi-org.srv-

proxy2.library.tamu.edu/10.5465/AMR.1984.4277657 

Dalla, R. (2000). Exposing the "pretty woman" myth: A qualitative investigation of street-level 

prostituted women. Lanham: Lexington Books. 

Dalla, R. (2006). "You can't hustle all your life": An exploratory investigation of the exit process 

among street-level prostituted women. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 30(3), 276-290. 

Dank, M., Kahn, B., Downey, P. M., Kotonias, C., Mayer, D., Owens, C., . . . Yu, L. (2014). 

Estimating the size and structure of the underground commercial sex economy in eigh 

major US cities. Retrieved from http://www.urban.org/uploadedpdf/413047-

underground-commercial-sex-economy.pdf 

De Bruijin, H., & Heuvelhof, E. (1995). Network Management: Strategies, Insturments, and 

Strategies. Utrecht: Lemma. 



 

 

211 

 

Desyllas, M. C. (2007). A critique of the global trafficking discourse and U.S. policy. Journal of 

Sociology & Social Welfare, 34(4), 57-79. Retrieved from http://web.ebscohost.com/ 

DiMaggio, P. J., & Powell, W. W. (1983). The iron cage revisited: Institutional isomorphism and 

collective rationality in organizational fields. American Sociological Review, 147-160. 

Dixon, N. (1994). The Organizational Learning Cycle. How We Can Learn Collectively. 

London: McGraw-Hill. 

Duncan, R., & Weiss, A. (1979). Organizational learning: Implications for organizational design. 

In B. Staw (Ed.), Research in Organizational Behavior. Greenwich: JAI Press. 

Easterby-Smith, M. (1997). Disciplines of organizational learning: Contributions and critiques. 

Human Relations, 1085-1113. doi:doi.org/10.1177/001872679705000903 

Easterby-Smith, M., & Araujo, L. (1999). Organizational learning: current debates and 

opportunities. In M. Easterby-Smith, J. Burgoyne, & L. Araujo (Eds.), Organizational 

Learning and the Learning Organization (pp. 1-22). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage 

Publications. 

Easterby-Smith, M., Crossan, M., & Nicolini, D. (2000). Organizational learning: Debates past, 

present and future. Journal of Management Studies, 37(6), 783-796. 

Easterby-Smith, M., Lyles, M., & Tsang, E. (2008). Inter-organizational knowledge transfer: 

Current themes and future prospects. Journal of Management Studies, 45, 677-690. 

Eckert, P. (2006). Communities of Practice. In K. Brown (Ed.), Encyclopedia of Language and 

Linguistics (2nd ed., pp. 683-685). Amsterdam: Elsevier. 



 

 

212 

 

Ellinger, A., Watkins, K., & Bostrom, R. (2006). Managers as facilitators of learning in learning 

organizations. Human Resource Development Quarterly, 10(2), 105-125. 

doi:doi.org/10.1002/hrdq.3920100203 

Ellis, H. (1936). Sex in relation to society: Studies in the psychology of sex. London: 

McCorquodale & Company. 

Engeström, Y., & Kerosuo, H. (2007). From workplace learning to inter-organizational learning 

and back: The contribution of activity theory. Journal of Workplace Learning, 19(6), 

336-342. 

Farley, M., Cotton, A., Lynne, J., Zumbeck, S., Spiwak, F., Reyes, M. E., & Sezgin, U. (2003). 

Prostitution and trafficking in nine countries: An update on violence and posttraumatic 

stress disorder. Journal of Trauma Practice, 2, 33-74. 

Fillion, G., Koffi, V., & Ekionea, J.-P. B. (2015). Peter Senge's learning organization: A critical 

view and the addition of some new concepts to actualize theory and practice. Journal of 

Organizational Culture, Communication & Conflict, 19, 72-102. 

Flick, U. (2014). An Introduction to Qualitative Research. London: Sage. 

Flood, R. (1999). Rethinking the Fifth Discipline: Learning within the Unknowable. London & 

New York: Routledge. 

Frost, A. (2010). Knowledge Creation. Retrieved from Knowledge Management Tools: 

http://www.knowledge-management-tools.net/knowledge-creation.html 

Furnham, A. (2004). The Dark Side of Behaviour at Work. Basingstoke: Palgrave. 



 

 

213 

 

Gabriel, D. (2013, March 17). Inductive and Deductive Approaches to Research. Retrieved from 

Dr. Deborah Gabriel: Academic, Media, and Equality Specialist: 

http://deborahgabriel.com/2013/03/17/inductive-and-deductive-approaches-to-research/ 

Garavan, T. N. (1991). Strategic human resource development. Journal of European Industrial 

Training, 15, 17-30. 

Garvin, D. (1993). Building a learning organization. 71, 78-91. 

Gergen, K. (1994). Realities and relationships: Surroundings in social construction. Cambridge: 

Harvard University Press. 

Gilley, J. W., & Maycunich, A. (2000). Organizational learning, performance, and change: An 

introduction to strategic human resource development. Cambridge, MA: Perseus. 

Gilley, J., & Eggland, S. (1989). Principles of human resource development. MA: Addison-

Wesley. 

Gilley, J., & Maycunich, A. (2000). Beyond the learning organization: Creating a culture of 

continuous growth and development through state-of-the-art human resources practices. 

Cambridge: Perseus Publishing. 

Glaser, B., & Strauss, A. (1967). The Discovery of Grounded Theory: Strategies for Qualitative 

Research. New Brunswick: Aldine Transaction. 

Glaser, S. (1997). Management duckspeak. Management Decision, 35(9), 653-655. 

Greve, H. (2005). Interorganizational learning and heterogeneous social structure. Organization 

Studies, 26(7), 1025-1047. 

Griego, O., Geroy, G., & Wright, P. (2000). Predictors of learning organizations: A human 

resource development practitioner's perspective. The Learning Organization, 5-12. 



 

 

214 

 

Guba, E. (1978). Toward a Methodology of Naturalistic Inquiry in Educational Evaluation. Los 

Angeles: Center for the Study of Evaluation. 

Handfield, R. &. (1998). The scientific theory-building process: A primer using the case of 

TQM. Journal of Operations Management, 321-339. 

Hans, S.-h., Chae, C., Han, S. J., & Yoon, S. W. (2017). Conceptual organization and identity of 

HRD: Analyses of evolving definitions, influence, and connections. Human Resource 

Development, 16(3), 294-319. doi:doi.org/10.1177/1534484317719822 

Harbison, F. H., & Myers, C. A. (1964). Education, manpower, and economic growth: Strategies 

of human resource development. Tata: McGraw-Hill Education. 

Harbison, F., & Myers, C. (1964). Education, manpower, and economic growth: Strategies of 

Human Resource Development. New York: McGraw-Hill. 

Hardy, C., Phillips, N., & Lawrence, T. (2003). Resources, knowledge and influence: The 

organizational effects of interoganizational collaboration. Journal of Management 

Studies, 40(2), 321-347. 

Hartley, J., & Allison, M. (2002). Good, better, best? Inter-organizational learning in networks of 

local authorities. Public Management Review, 4(1), 101-118. 

Hedberg, B., Dahlgren, G., & Olve, N.-G. (1997). Virtual Organizations and Beyond: Discover 

Imaginary Systems. London: Wiley & Sons. 

Hedin, U.-C., & Mansson, S.-A. (2003). The importance of supportive relationships among 

women leaving prostitution. Journal of Trauma Practice, 2(3-4), 223-237. 

doi:dx.doi.org/10.1300/J189v02n03_13 



 

 

215 

 

Holmqvist, M. (2003). A dynamic model of intra- and-interorganizational learning. Organization 

Studies, 24(1), 95-123. 

Huber, G. (1991). Organizational learning: The contributing processes and the literatures. 

Organization Sciences, 2. doi:10.1287/orsc.2.1.88 

Huggins, R., Johnston, A., & Thompson, P. (2012). Network capital, social capital and 

knowledge flow: How the nature of inter-organizational networks impacts on innovation. 

Industry and Innovation, 19(3), 203-232. 

Huysman, M. (2000). Rethinking organizational learning: Analyzing learning processes of 

information system designers. Accounting Management and Information Technologies, 

10(2). doi:10. 10.1016/S0959-8022(99)00018-1 

Inkpen, A. (1997). An examination of knowledge management in international joint ventures. In 

P. Beamish, & J. P. Killing (Eds.), Cooperative Strategies: North American Perspectives 

(pp. 337-365). San Francisco: New Lexington Press. 

Jeal, N., & Salisbury, C. (2004). A health needs assessment of streetbased prostitutes: Cross 

sectional survey. Journal of Public Health, 26, 147-151. doi:doi:10.1093/pubmed/fdh124 

Jones, J. (1981). The 1981 Annual Handbook for Group Facilitators. San Diego: University 

Associates. 

Kickert, W., Klijin, E., & Koppenjan, J. (1997). Managing Complex Networks: Strategies of the 

Public Sector. London: Sage. 

Kim, J., Egan, T., & Tolson, H. (2015). Examining the dimensions of the learning organization 

questionnaire: A review and critique of research utilizing the DLOQ. Human Resource 

Development Review, 14(1), 91-112. 



 

 

216 

 

King, W. R. (2009). Knowledge Management and Organizational Learning. In W. R. King (Ed.), 

Knowledge Management and Organizaitonal Learning (Vol. 4, pp. 3-13). Boston, MA: 

Springer. 

Knight, L., & Pye, A. (2004). Exploring the relationships between network change and network 

learning. Management Learning, 35(4), 473-490. 

Lancini, A. (2015). Evaluating interorganizational knowledge management: The concept of IKM 

orientation. The Electronic Journal of Knowledge Management, 13(2), 117-129. 

Lane, E. (2003). Due process and problem solving courts. 30, 955-1026. Retrieved from 

https://ir.lawnet.fordham.edu/ulj/vol30/iss3/2 

Lane, P., & Lubatkin, M. (1998). Relative absorptive capacity and interorganizational learning. 

Strategic Management Journal, 19(5), 461-477. 

Larsson, R., Bengtsson, L., Henricksson, K., & Sparks, J. (1998). The Inter-organizational 

learning dilemma: Collective Knowledge development in strategic alliances. 

Organization Science, 9, 285-305. 

Leavy, P. (2014). Introduction. In P. Leavy (Ed.), The Oxford Handbook of Qualitative Research 

(pp. 1-12). Oxford. 

Leavy, P. (2017). Research Design: Quantitative, Qualitative, Mixed Methods, Arts-Based, and 

Community Based Participatory Research Approaches. New York: Guilford Press. 

Lechner, C., Frankenberger, K., & Floyd, S. W. (2010). Task contingencies in the curvlinear 

relationships between intergroup networks and initiative performance. Academy of 

Management Journal, 53(4), 865-889. 



 

 

217 

 

Lee, H., & Choi, B. (2003). Knowledge management enablers, processes, and organizational 

performance: An integrative view and empirical examination. Journal of Management 

Information Systems, 20(1), 179-228. 

Leon, C., & Shdaimah, C. (2012). JUSTifying scrutiny: State power in prostitution diversion 

programs. Journal of Poverty, 16(3), 250-273. 

doi:doi.org/10.1080/10875549.2012.695539 

Levinson, N., & Asahi, M. (1995). Cross-national alliances and interorganizational learning. 

Organizational Dynamics, 24(2), 50-63. doi:dx.doi.org/10.1016/0090-2616(95)90071-3 

Levitt, B., & March, J. (1988). Organizational learning. Annual Review of Sociology, 14(3), 319-

340. 

Lewin, A. Y., Weigelt, C. B., & Emery, J. D. (2004). Adaptation and Selection in Strategy and 

Change. In M. S. Poole, & A. Van de Ven (Eds.), Handbook of Organizational Change 

and Innovation (pp. 108-160). New York: Oxford University Press. 

Litwin, G. H., & Stringer, R. A. (1968). Motivation and Organizational Climate. Boston: 

Harvard University Press. 

López, S., Peón, M., & Ordás, C. (2005). Organizational learning as a determining factor in 

business performance. The Learning Organization, 12(3), 227-245. 

Lorenzoni, G., & Lipparini, A. (1999). The leveraging of interfirm relationships as a distinctive 

organizational capability: A longitudinal study. Strategic Management Journal, 20(4), 

317-338. 

Lunenberg, F. C., & Irby, B. J. (2008). Writing a Successful Thesis or Dissertation. Thousand 

Oaks, CA: Corwin Press. 



 

 

218 

 

Mandell, M., & Steelman, T. (2003). Understanding what can be accomplished through 

interorganizational innovations: The importance of typologies, context and management 

strategies. Public Management Review, 5(2), 197-224. doi: 

10.1080/1461667032000066417 

Mandell, M., & Steelman, T. (2003). Understanding what can be accomplished through 

interorganizational innovations: The importance of typologies, context and management 

strategies. Public Management Review, 2, 197-221. 

Manring, S. (2007). Creating and managing interorganizational learning networks to achieve 

sustainable ecosystem management. Organization and Environment, 20(3), 325-346. 

March, J. (1991). Exploration and exploitation in organizational learning. Organization Science, 

2(1), 71-87. 

March, J., & Olsen, J. (1975). The uncertainty of the past: Organizational learning under 

ambiguity. European Journal of Political Research, 147-171. 

Mariotti, F. (2012). Exploring inter-organizational learning: A review of the literature and future 

directions. Knowledge and Process Management, 19(4), 215-221. 

Marquardt, M. (2011). Building the Learning Organization. Boston: Nicholas Brealey. 

Marshall, C., & Rossman, G. (1998). Designing Qualitative Research. Thousand Oaks: Sage. 

Marsick, V. J., & Watkins, K. E. (1994). The learning organization: An integrative vision for 

HRD. Human Resource Development Quarterly, 353-360. 

Marsick, V., & Watkins, K. (2003). Demonstrating the value of an organization's learning 

culture: The dimensions of the learning organization questionaire. Advances in 

Developing Human Resources, 5(2), 132-151. 



 

 

219 

 

Mastrorilli, M., Norton-Hawk, M., & Usher, N. (2015). Once a criminal always a criminal? A 15 

year analysis of recidivism among female prisoners in Massachusetts. Gereros: 

Multidisciplinary Journal of Gender Studies, 784-805. 

doi:dx.doi.org/10.17583/generos.2015.1545 

Matthews, R., Easton, H., Young, L., & Bindel, J. (2014). Exiting Prostitution: A Study in 

Female Desistance. London: Palgrave. 

Merriam, S. (2009). Qualtitative Research: A Guide to Design and Implementation. San 

Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Merriam, S., & Tisdell, E. (2015). Qualitative Research: A Guide to Design and Implementation. 

San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Mertens, D. M. (1998). Research Methods in Education and Psychology: Integrating diversity 

with quantitative and qualitative approaches. London: Sage. 

Messarra, L. C., & El-Kassar, A.-N. (2013). Identifying organizational climate affecting learning 

organization. Business Studies Journal, 19-28. 

Miles, M., & Huberman, A. M. (1994). Qualitative Data Analysis. Thousand Oaks: Sage. 

Mozzato, A. R., & Bitencourt, C. C. (2014). Understanding interorganizational learning based on 

social spaces and learning episodes. Brazilian Adminstration Review, 11(3), 291-301. 

doi:10.1590/1807-7692bar2014370 

Mozzato, A. R., Bitencourt, C. C., & Grzybovski, D. (2015). The interorganizational level in the 

learning continuum: Analytic conceptual scheme. International Business Review, 8(4), 

94-101. 



 

 

220 

 

Mumford, A. (1994). Four approaches to learning from experience. The Learning Organization, 

1(1), 4-10. doi:doi.org/10.1108/09696479410053386 

Nabong, T. (2015, April 7). Creating a Learning Culture for the Improvement of your 

Organization. Retrieved from Training Industry: 

https://trainingindustry.com/articles/workforce-development/creating-a-learning-culture-

for-the-improvement-of-your-organization/ 

Nadler, L. (1970). Developing human resources. Houston: Gulf. 

Nadler, L., & Nadler, Z. (1970). Developing human resources (3rd ed.). San Francisco: Jossey-

Bass. 

Nadler, L., & Wiggs, C. (1986). Managing human resource development. San Francisco: Jossey-

Bass. 

Nadler, L., & Wiggs, G. (1986). Managing human resource development: A practical guide. San 

Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Nembhard, I. (2008). When Do Organizations Learn From Each Other? Interoganizational 

Learning in Health Care. Alfred P. Sloan Foundation Annual Conference, (pp. 1-41). 

Boston. Retrieved May 2008 

Nonaka, I. (1994). Dynamic theory of organizational knowledge creation. Organization Science, 

5(1), 14-37. 

Nonaka, I., & Takeuchi, H. (1995). The knowledge creating company: How Japanese companies 

create the dynamics of innovation. doi:0.1016/S0040-1625(96)00091-1. 

Nooteboom, B. (1999). Innovation, learning, and industrial organization. Cambridge Journal of 

Economics, 127-150. 



 

 

221 

 

Norton-Hawk, M. (2001). The counterproductivity of incarcerating female street prostitutes. 

Deviant Behavior, 22(5), 403-417. doi:doi.org/10.1080/01639620152472804 

O'Hear, M. (2002). When votes choose the sentence: The drug policy initiatives in Arizona, 

California, Ohio, and Michigan. Federal Sentence Reporter, 14, 337-343. 

OrganizationalCulture. (2019, March 13). BusinessDictionary.com. The Business 

Dictionary.com. Retrieved from 

http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/organizational-culture.html 

Oselin, S. (2009). Leaving the streets: "Transformation of prostitute identity within the 

prostitution rehabilitation program. Deviant Behavior, 30(4), 379-406. 

Pant, L. (2001). The growing role of informal controls: Does organization learning empower or 

subjugate workers? Critical Perspectives on Accounting, 12(6), 697-712. 

Pardo, T. A., Creswell, A. M., Thompson, F., & Zhang, J. (2006). Knowledge sharing in cross-

boundary information systems development in the public sector. Information Technology 

Management, 7, 293-313. 

Patton, M. (2015). Qualitative Research and Evaluation Methods. Thousand Oaks: Sage. 

Paulin, D., & Suneson, K. (2012). Knowledge Transfer, Knowledge Sharing and Knowledge 

Barriers. EJKM 10 (1), 321. 

Pedler, M., Burgoyne, T., & Boydell, T. (1991). The Learning Company: A Strategy for 

Sustainable Development. Berkshire: McGraw. 

Popper, M., & Lipshitz, R. (1998). Organizational learning mechanisms: A structural and 

cultural approach to organizational learning. The Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 

34(2), 161-179. doi:doi.org/10.1177/0021886398342003 



 

 

222 

 

Prange, C. (1999). Organizational learning-desperately seeking theory? In M. B. Easterby-Smith, 

& L. Araujo (Eds.), Organizational Learning and the Learning Organization (pp. 23-43). 

London: Sage. 

Preskill, H., & Torres, R. (1999). Building capacity for organizational learning through 

evaluative inquiry. Evaluation, 5(1), 42-60. doi:doi.org/10.1177/135638909900500104 

ProCon.org. (2018, February 27). Does Legal Prostitution Lead to Human Trafficking and 

Slavery? Retrieved from 

http://prostitution.procon.org/view.answers.php?questionID=000243 

Provan, K., & Milward, H. B. (2001). Do networks really work? A framework for evaluating 

public-sector organizational networks. Public Adminstration Review, 61(4), 414-423. 

Provan, K., & Milward, H. B. (2001). Do networks really work? A framework for evaluating 

public-sector organizational networks. Public Adminstration Review, 414-423. 

Rethemeyer, R. K. (2005). Conceptualizing and measuring collaborative networks. Public 

Administration Review, 65(1), 117-121. 

Roe-Sepowitz, D., Gallagher, J., Hickle, K., Pérez, M., & Tutelman, J. (2014). Project ROSE: 

An arrest alternative for victims of sex trafficking and prostitution. Journal of Offender 

Rehabilitation, 53(1), 57-74. doi:doi.org/10.1080/10509674.2013.861323 

Roe-Sepowitz, D., Hickle, K., Loubert, M., & Egan, T. (2011). Adult prostitution recidivism: 

Risk factors and impact of a diversion program. Journal of Offender Rehabilitation, 

20(5), 272-285. doi:doi.org/10.1080/10509674.2011.574205 

Roth, G. (2004). CPE and HRD: Research and practice within systems and across boundaries. 

Advances in Developing Human Resources, 6(1), 6-19. 



 

 

223 

 

Rubin, H., & Rubin, I. (2012). Qualitative Interviewing: The Art of Hearing Data. Thousand 

Oaks: Sage. 

Russ-Eft, D. (2000). The old fungible feeling: Defining human resource development. Advances 

in Developing Human Resources, 49-53. 

Saadat, V., & Saadat, Z. (2016). Organizational Learning as a Key Role of Organizational 

Success. Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, 230, 219-225. 

Schein, E. (1996). Culture: The mission concept in organizations studies. Administrative Science 

Quarterly, 41(2), 229-240. 

Scholz, R. W., & Tietje, O. (Eds.). (2002). Embedded case study methods. Thousand Oaks, CA: 

Sage Publications. 

Scott, M., & Dedel, K. (2006, November). Stree Prostitution. Retrieved from 

https://www.ncjrs.gov/App/Publications/abstract.aspx?ID=238241 

Seitanidi, M. M. (2008). Adaptive Responsibilites: Nonlinear Interactions in Cross Sector Social 

Partnerships. Emergence: Complexity & Organization, 10(3), 51-64. 

Senge, P. (1990). The Fifth Discipline: The Art & Practice of the Learing Organization. New 

York: Currency Doubleday. 

Senge, P. (2006). The fifth discipline: the art and practice of the learning organization. New 

York: Currency. 

Senge, P., Roberts, C., Ross, R., Smith, B., & Kleiner, A. (1994). The Fifth Discipline Fieldbook, 

Strategies and Tools for Building a Learning Organization. New York: Double 

Day/Currency. 



 

 

224 

 

Shah, H., Yasir, M., & Khan, S. (2016). Impact of Inter-Organizational Learning on 

Organizational Innovation: An Evidence from Pharmaceutical Companies of Pakistan. 

Journal of Social and Organizational Analysis, 37-43. 

Shdaimah, C., & Bailey-Kloch, M. (2014). "Can you help me with that instead of putting me in 

jail?": Participant insights on Baltimore city's specialized prostitution diversion program. 

Justice System Journal, 35(3), 1-14. doi:10.1080/0098261X.2013.869154 

Shdaimah, C., & Wiechelt, S. (2012). Converging on empathy: Perspectives on Baltimore city's 

specialized prostitution diversion program. Woment and Criminal Justice, 22(2), 156-

173. doi:doi.org/10.1080/08974454.2012.662131 

Simons, H. (2009). Case Study Research in Practice. London: Sage. 

Simons, H. (2014). Case Study Research" In-depth understanding in context. In P. Leavy (Ed.), 

The Oxford Handbook of Qualitative Research (pp. 455-470). Oxford: Oxford University 

Press. 

Sinha, S. (2016). Managing an ambidextrous organization: balancing innovation and efficiency. 

Strategic Direction, 32(10), 35-37. 

Smith, M. (2013). Chris Argyris: Theories of action, double-loop learning and organizational 

learning. Retrieved from The Encyclopedia of Informal Education: 

http://infed.org/mobi/chris-argyris-theories-of-action-double-loop-learning-and-

organizational-learning/ 

Smith, M. K. (2001, February 3). Chris Argyris: theories of action, double-loop learning and 

organizational learning. Retrieved from The Encyclopedia of Informal Education: 



 

 

225 

 

infed.org/mobi/chris-argyris-theories-of-action-double-loop-learning-and-organizational-

learning/ 

Smith, R. (1990). The dictionary for human resource development. Alexandria, VA: ASTD 

Press. 

Snell, R., & Chak, A. M.-K. (1998). The learning organization: Learning and empowerment for 

whom? Management Learning, 29(3), 337-364. 

Snyder, H., & Mulako-Wangota, J. (2015). Arrest data analysis tool. Retrieved from 

www.bjs.gov 

Spencer, R., Pryce, J., & Walsh, J. (2014). Philosophical Approaches to Qualitative Research. In 

P. Leavy (Ed.), The Oxford Handbook of Qualitative Research (pp. 81-96). New York: 

Oxford University Press. 

Steven, S., Kuzak, M., Martinez, C., Moser, A., Bleeker, P., & Galland, M. (2018). Building a 

local community of practice in scientific programming for life scientist. PLoS Biol, 

16(11). doi:doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.2005561 

Swanson, R. (1999). HRD Theory, real or imagined? Routledge. 

Swanson, R. A. (1987). Human resource development definition. Saint Paul: Training and 

Development Research Center: University of Minnesota. 

Swanson, R. A., & Holton, E. F. (2009). Foundations of Human Resource Development. San 

Francisco: Berrett-Koehler. 

Thompson, J. W. (1995). The renaissance of learning in business. In S. Chawla, & J. Renesch 

(Eds.), Learning Organizations: Developing Cultures for Tomorrow's Workplace (pp. 85-

99). Portland: Productivity Press. 



 

 

226 

 

Torraco, R. J. (2000). A Theory of Knowledge Management. Advances in Developing Human 

Resources, 2(1), 38-62. Retrieved 3 10, 2019, from 

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/152342230000200105 

Torres, R., Preskill, H., & Piotek, M. (1996). Evaluation strategies for communicating and 

reporting: Enhancing learning in organizations. Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications. 

Tseng, C.-C., & McLean, G. N. (2008). The relationship between organizational learning 

practices and the learning organization. Academy of Human Resource Development 

International Research Conference in the Americas, (pp. 1-8). Panama City. 

Understanding social problems. (2010). In Social Problems: Continuity and Change. Retrieved 

from https://saylordotorg.github.io/text_social-problems-continuity-and-change/s04-

understanding-social-problems.html 

Van Maanen, J. (1979). The fact of fiction in organizational ethnography. Administrative Science 

Quarterly, 539-550. 

Victims of Trafficking and Violence Protection Act of 2000. (2000, October). Retrieved from 

U.S. Department of State: Diplomacy in Action: 

https://www.state.gov/documents/organization/10492.pdf 

Visser, M. (2007). Deutero-learning in organizations: A review and a reformulation. The 

Academy of Management Review, 32(2), 659-667. 

Wahab, S. (2006). Evaluating the Usefulness of a Prostitution Diversion Project. Qualitative 

Social Work: Research and Practice, 5(1), 67-92. 



 

 

227 

 

Wallace, L. (1997). Learning at the whole orgnanization level. In J. A. Cook, D. Staniforth, & J. 

Stewart (Eds.), The Learning Organization in the Public Services (pp. 137-147). 

Aldershot: Gower. 

Watkins, K. (1989). Business and industry. In S. Merriam, & P. Cunningham (Eds.), Handbook 

of adult and continuing education (pp. 422-430). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

Watkins, K. E., & Kim, K. (2017). Current Status and Promising Directions for research on the 

learning organization. Human Resource Development Quarterly, 1-15. 

Watkins, K., & Marsick, V. (1992). Towards a theory of informal and incidental learning in 

organizations. International Journal of Lifelong Education, 11(4), 287-300. 

doi:doi.org/10.1080/0260137920110403 

Watkins, K., & Marsick, V. (1993). Sculpting the Learning Organizations: Lessons for the 

Learning Organization. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Watkins, K., & Marsick, V. (1996). In Action: Creating the LO. Alexandria: ASTD Press. 

Weinberger, L. A. (1998). Commonly held theories of human resource development. Human 

Resource Development International, 78-93. 

Weitzer, R. (1999). Prostitution control in America: Rethinking public policy. Crime, Law, and 

Social Change, 32(83). doi:doi.org/10.1023/A:100830520 

Wenger, E. (2004). Knowledge management as a doughnut: Shaping your knowledge strategy 

through communities of practice. Ivey Business Journal Online, 68(1). 

White, C. (2014). An integrative literature review to introduce socio-networked learning: A new 

theoretical framework for HRD. Human Resource Development Review, 276-292. 



 

 

228 

 

Williamson, C., & Folaron, G. (2003). Understanding the experiences of street level prostitutes. 

Qualitative Social Work, 2(3), 271-287. doi:doi.org/10.1177%2F14733250030023004 

Wolf, R. V. (2001). Management note: New strategies for an old profession: A court and 

community combat the streetwalking epidemic. Justice System Journal, 22(3), 348-359. 

Yin, R. (2003). Case Study Research: Design and Methods. Thousand Oaks: Sage. 

Yusoff, M. (2005). CAPAM symposium on networked government: The public service as a 

learning organization: the Malaysian experience. International Review of Administrative 

Sciences, 71(3), 463-474. 

Yuthus, K., Dillard, J., & Rogers, R. (2004). Beyond agency and structure: Triple-Loop learning. 

Jounal of Business Ethics, 229-243. 

Ӧrtenblad, A. (2004). The learning organization: Towards an integrated model. The Learning 

Organization, 11(2), 129-144. 

Ӧrtenblad, A. (2005). Of course organizations can learn! The Learning Organization, 12(2), 213-

218. doi:doi.org/10.1108/09696470510583566 

Ӧrtenblad, A. (2010). Odd couples or perfect matches? On the development of management 

knowledge packaged in the forms of labels. Management Learning, 41(4), 443-452. 

doi:doi.org/10.1177%2F1350507609356664 

Ӧrtenblad, A. (2013). What do we mean by 'learning organization'? In A. Ӧrtenblad, Handbook 

of Research on the Learning Organization (pp. 22-34). Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar. 

 



 

 

229 

 

APPENDIX A 

IRB APPROVAL FORMS 

 



 

 

230 

 

 

 



 

 

231 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

232 

 

 

 



 

 

233 

 

 

 



 

 

234 

 

 

 



 

 

235 

 

 



 

 

236 

 

APPENDIX B 

CONSENT FORM 

 

 



 

 

237 

 

 

 



 

 

238 

 

 

 



 

 

239 

 

APPENDIX C 

COPYRIGHT PERMISSIONS 

 

 

 



 

 

240 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 

241 

 

 

 



 

 

242 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 

243 

 

 


	Abstract
	Dedication
	Acknowledgements
	Contributors and funding sources
	Table of Contents
	List of Figures
	List of Tables
	Chapter I  Introduction
	Problem Statement
	Purpose of the Study
	Conceptual Framework
	Watkins and Marsick’s Learning Organization Framework
	Mariotti’s Deutero-learning Model
	Research Question
	Significance of the Study
	Definitions
	Considerations
	Boundaries and Assumptions


	Chapter II  Literature Review
	HRD and Underlying Theoretical Domains
	Learning and the Psychological Domain of HRD

	Organizational Learning and the Learning Organization
	Organizational Learning
	Learning Organization
	Learning Organization Theories and Frameworks
	Learning Organization Research
	Inter-organizational Problem-solving as a Necessary Solution to Social Problems
	Problem-solving Justice Approach
	Four Categories of Prostitutes Serving Agencies
	Inter-Organizational Problem-solving Approach to Prostitute Diversion
	Inter-Organizational Learning as an Organizational Learning Type
	Inter-Organizational Learning as a Dynamic Process
	Inter-Organizational Analysis Categories
	Inter-Organizational Learning Processes in Cross-Sector Partnerships
	Collaboration and Communities of Practice
	Knowledge Management


	Chapter III  Methods
	Researcher’s Perspective
	Purpose and Research Question
	Research Method and Design of the Study
	Selection of Participants
	Data Analysis
	Validity and Reliability of the Study
	Trustworthiness and Credibility
	Summary

	Chapter IV  Results
	Overview of Participants
	Perceptions and Experiences of the Participants as it Relates to the Dynamic, Relational Components of Inter-Organizational Learning
	Why is Collaboration Important to Inter-Organizational Learning?
	What Improves or Enhances Inter-Organizational Learning Through Collaboration?
	Understanding the Relational Aspect of Inter-organizational Learning
	Challenges Surrounding Inter-Organizational Learning and Collaboration
	Characteristics of an Effective Multi-Agency Partnership That Facilitates IOL
	Dynamic Aspect of IOL and Collaboration
	Conclusion

	Chapter V  Summary, Discussion, and Conclusions
	Introduction
	Summary of the Study
	Discussion of the Findings
	Further Discussion
	Implications for Practice
	Recommendations for Further Research
	Conclusion

	References
	Appendix A IRB Approval Forms
	Appendix B Consent Form
	Appendix C Copyright Permissions

