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Abstract
Organizational change is a dynamic field with rapidly evolving knowledge. Recent
scholarship highlights gaps in understanding real-time change implementation and
urges granular research in diverse contexts, particularly in interorganizational collab-
orations where complex problems are addressed by networks of partners. This paper
explores how participants employed the relational model of change (RMOC) in two
distinct interorganizational contexts to gain insight into the change process. Multiple
case study and temporal analysis were used to compare how change played out in the
two contexts. Findings reveal that both sites adopted RMOC interventions of boun-
dary spanner roles, shared accountability, and current state assessments. These inter-
ventions were implemented differently, however, leading to varied progress toward
goals. This study advances our knowledge of change processes and demonstrates,
for scholars and practitioners, the RMOC’s relevance for strengthening interorganiza-
tional collaboratives and organizational change, using granular data regarding the
dynamic process of change.
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Recent scholarly attention has called for a deeper exploration of the intersections
between change content, processes, and outcomes in organizational change research
(Poole & Van de Ven, 2021; Schwarz & Vakola, 2021). Scholars highlight persistent
gaps in understanding the implementation of change and the use of change process
models in real time (Schwarz & Vakola, 2021; Van de Ven & Poole, 2021).
Researchers also call for granular investigations of how change processes unfold in
diverse organizational contexts (Shani & Coghlan, 2021; Worley & Good, 2021).
Calls for change process research come at a time when interorganizational collabora-
tion is increasingly being used as a tool to achieve organizational goals (Bryson et al.,
2015), thus calling for a consideration of how change processes operate in interorga-
nizational contexts. Researchers suggest that change challenges are especially
complex in interorganizational contexts relative to single organizations, due to their
dynamic and multi-faceted nature (Bryson et al., 2015; Provan & Milward, 1995).
These calls for understanding extend beyond academic interests. Practitioners need
guiding processes, structures, and roadmaps to effectively lead, manage, and imple-
ment change. This includes leading individuals to collaborate across multi-level orga-
nizational boundaries, facilitating successful implementation of collaboration in
complex environments (Bolton et al., 2021; Bryson et al., 2015; Kramer et al.,
2019). Given these complexities, insights are needed regarding how collaborative
change work unfolds and how various relational, process, and structural dynamics
interact over time to affect collaboration (Agranoff, 2007; Agranoff & McGuire,
2003; Bryson et al., 2015; O’Leary & Vij, 2012; Yström et al., 2019).

A growing body of work suggests that successful change toward effective collabo-
ration may require interventions that support how people and systems relate to one
another (Gittell, 2016). One such theory is relational coordination, which suggests
that strong communication and relationships among participants in complex systems
can facilitate the achievement of multiple desired outcomes (Gittell, 2011, 2016).
More recent propositions from relational coordination theory suggest that the relational
model of change (RMOC), a praxis outgrowth of relational coordination theory, has the
potential to facilitate organizational change in collaborative contexts; yet little research
exists in this area (e.g., Bolton et al., 2021; Gittell, 2016). To better understand change
processes in interorganizational collaborative contexts, this study explored how partic-
ipants utilized the RMOC to guide change interventions as their work unfolded over
time in two sites. Multiple case study and temporal analysis approaches were used
to compare across these two sites. This study expands relational coordination and
change process research in important ways. First, using RMOC as a change process
facilitator in interorganizational collaboration contexts, rather than a single organiza-
tion, is a relatively new application of RMOC. Additionally, to answer the call for
change process investigations, the RMOC is examined in planned or teleological
change contexts, comparatively over time to uncover nuances and influences that
may be informative for scholars and practitioners interested in how organizational
change progresses in complex and dynamic settings.

A review of relevant change process literature and the connection to interorganizational
collaboration are presented first. The theory of relational coordination and the RMOC are
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introduced followed by a description of the study sites. The multiple case study method-
ology, data analytical approach, and results are presented next. The discussion considers
theoretical and practical implications, including the potential for the RMOC to guide
change and strengthen interorganizational collaborations in other settings.

Change Processes and Interorganizational Collaboration

Kurt Lewin’s action research on change and change process helped to launch a robust
research movement focused on the understanding of change (Lewin, 1946, 1947;
Schein, 1999). Over time, change research has evolved with an intensified interest in
better understanding the implementation of change (Poole & Van de Ven 2021;
Weick & Quinn, 1999). Current views suggest that no one theory can adequately
explain change processes, but rather there are “hybrids of two or more theories oper-
ating together, at different levels, or during different time periods” (Poole & Van de
Ven, 2021, p. 817). In line with this thinking, a growing body of research centers
on a typology of change process theories that endeavors to capture, explain, and
guide change processes under different circumstances, and in different contexts
(Van de Ven & Poole, 1995). This typology, which organizes change process theories
across different motivations and mechanisms for change, includes life cycle (i.e.,
sequence from beginning to end); dialectical (i.e., conflict and contradiction dynamics
drive change); evolutionary (i.e., sequence of variation and selection to compete for
resources); and teleological (i.e., sequenced goal setting to implementation and assess-
ment). Studies utilizing these change process theories are enhancing our understanding
of change within and across diverse settings (Poole & Van de Ven, 2021). Despite
these advances in the knowledge base on change mechanisms, not enough is known
about how change can be carried out effectively by leaders, managers, and other
change agents in the field (Van de Ven & Poole, 2021). Answering the question of
how is a practical imperative if research is to have an impact on the work that is
carried out by practitioners.

A teleological process of change wherein individual actors work together to support
goal attainment has relevance for the operation of collaboratives (Bryson et al., 2015).
Teleological change process captures a process of “goal formation, implementation,
evaluation, and modification of actions or goals based on what was learned or intended
by the entity. This sequence emerges through the purposeful enactment or social con-
struction of an envisioned end state among individuals within an entity” (Poole & Van
de Ven, 2004, p. 378). Intentional change is a way to solve social challenges, often
through new working arrangements, roles, contributions, and relational mechanisms
within collaboratives (Poole & Van de Ven, 2004). Cross-agency collaboration is an
intentional approach aimed at tackling social challenges. However, leaders, managers,
and change agents often need assistance and direction in effectively planning, imple-
menting, and maintaining such complex collaborative efforts across organizational
boundaries (Bryson et al., 2015; Kramer et al., 2019). Thus, interorganizational collab-
oratives provide suitable contexts for exploring Poole and Van de Ven’s (2021) call for
understanding change in different contexts.
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Collaboratives are recognized as new institutional arrangements consisting of indi-
viduals or groups that work cooperatively on behalf of their home organizations in
pursuit of common goals (Bryson et al., 2015). Research reveals that certain collabo-
rative features can influence goal achievement. For instance, the nature of formal and
informal collaborative processes (Bryson et al., 2006; Provan & Milward, 1995), gov-
ernance and management approaches (Thomson & Perry, 2006), and trust and interde-
pendence within and between collaborators (Ansell & Gash, 2008) have been found to
influence collaborative work. Collaboration research has also shown that the inten-
tional development of communication and relationships, goal setting, accountability,
and resources can impact collaboration success (Bryson et al., 2015; Gittell, 2016;
Ingold & Fischer, 2014; Vangen &Winchester, 2014). Yet, pathways to improved col-
laboration often require difficult changes in policy and practice within and across col-
laborating organizations (Gittell & Weiss, 2004; Vangen & Huxham, 2012;
Williamson & Bond, 2014) even when collaborators willingly come together to plan
how to pursue shared interests (Harris et al., 2012). This tension may be even more
challenging to resolve as leaders, managers, and change agents may not have the train-
ing, capacity, or frameworks for launching and implementing change in single or cross-
organizational contexts (Kramer et al., 2019).

Beyond these features, structure, formalization, and operations of interorganiza-
tional collaboratives add to their complexity as they are as diverse as the problems
they seek to address (Bryson et al., 2006). Challenges include misaligned organiza-
tional goals, human resource shifts and turnover, and differing organizational norms
and cultures especially regarding information sharing and follow-through, which
may not easily match those of their peers in the collaborative (Bryson et al., 2015;
Chen, 2010; Ingold & Fischer, 2014; Shumate & Gibson, 2021; Vangen &
Winchester, 2014). Indeed, structure, governance, and relationship management are
persistent challenges for collaborators that require more research insights (Yström
et al., 2019) to help guide practitioners to lead effective collaboratives (Huxham &
Vangen, 2013; Popp et al., 2014).

Difficulties of collaboration are intensified when collaboratives attempt organiza-
tional change in support of their goals. For example, collaboratives striving to estab-
lish formal interorganizational agreements, such as memoranda of understanding,
may encounter obstacles when individual members who are asked to share data
and information with partner organizations are faced with conflicting interests con-
cerning their home organization’s information sharing practices (Hoelscher, 2019).
Interorganizational change can also be slowed or even blocked when active participa-
tion by collaborating partners is not fully realized (Hoelscher, 2019). Inclusivity prac-
tices bring collaborators closer to a shared vision (Berardo et al., 2014), but inclusivity
may only address diverse views and representation, rather than full and active partic-
ipation in change discussions and decisions by collaborating agencies. Active partici-
pation is a strategy to bring genuine inclusivity (Mintzberg et al., 2009), which helps to
elevate mission and goals. Without a roadmap or more structured guidance, these types
of complex interorganizational tensions can hinder the progress of collaborative
change initiatives.
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It is well documented that collaboration has become a common organizational strat-
egy for achieving goals in complex environments (e.g., Bryson et al., 2015; Hoelscher,
2019; Provan & Kenis, 2008; Scott, 2013). In turn, calls for deeper understanding of
change within and across diverse interorganizational networks persist (Bryson et al.,
2015; Shumate & Gibson, 2021). Indeed, the persistent uncertainties about the
nuances of introducing and implementing change have led to continued calls for
robust research on how and why change processes unfold as they do, how the temporal
dimensions of change processes can be understood, and how the change processes take
place in different contexts, including within and across organizational levels (Bartunek
& Woodman, 2015; Burke, 2021; Pettigrew, 1985; Poole & Van de Ven, 2021;
Reinhardt & Gioia, 2021; Van de Ven & Poole, 1995). Moreover, current knowledge
falls short of addressing and informing the real-time challenges that practitioners and
change agents face in leading, managing and implementing change within interorgani-
zational contexts. The current study responds to these charges through a temporal
examination of how interorganizational collaboratives achieve change in support of
their goals.

Theoretical Framework

Relational coordination theory can inform how we understand change processes in
interorganizational contexts (Bolton et al., 2021). Relational coordination theory
(Gittell, 2002) understands the coordination of work as an emergent relational
process through which communication and relationships improve the outcomes of col-
laborating groups (Crowston & Kammerer, 1998; Faraj & Sproull, 2000). Relational
coordination theory proposes the frequent, timely, accurate, and problem-solving com-
munication supports relationships of shared goals, shared knowledge, and mutual
respect (Gittell, 2016). These communication and relationship dynamics are mutually
reinforcing, strengthening the collaboration process by helping to build trust and col-
lective problem solving (Wolff, 2010; Woolcock & Narayan, 2000). A recent system-
atic review suggests that relational coordination is a promising practice for supporting
change and can serve as a practical tool for facilitating effective processes and prac-
tices; yet there has been little exploration in interorganizational contexts (Bolton
et al., 2021).

The relational model of change (RMOC) is a research-to-practice tool that grew out
of relational coordination theory (Bolton et al., 2021). The RMOC identifies struc-
tural, relational, and work process interventions as three types of interventions that
participants can adopt to strengthen relational coordination and achieve their desired
outcomes (Gittell, 2016). The RMOC is like other bundles of interventions that can
be brought to bear to solve complex, multi-dimensional problems (Hamilton, 2010).
Figure 1 illustrates the proposition that each type of intervention is expected to
strengthen relational coordination and desired outcomes. Each type of intervention
(i.e., structural, relational, and work process) and their component interventions
(e.g., select and train for teamwork; relational assessment; current state assessment)
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offer distinct yet valuable support for enhancing relational coordination (Gittell &
Ali, 2021). Each of these elements is operationalized in Appendix A.

Research on the use of the RMOC is limited, and as noted in a systematic review of
relational coordination, there is still “much more to learn about how the change meth-
odology [RMOC] works” (Bolton et al., 2021, p. 308). Examining the use of RMOC in
an interorganizational change context is of great value given that coordination is a core
feature of interorganizational collaboration (Agranoff & McGuire, 2003; Bryson et al.,
2006), and that interorganizational collaborations often require coordination among
multiple participating organizations (Hurwicz, 1993; Scott, 2013). Moreover, a
deeper examination of RMOC implementation over time responds to calls for identi-
fying implementation patterns, similarities, and differences within and across various
dimensions (e.g., temporal aspects, frequency) (Miles & Huberman, 1994). This
deeper examination of RMOC interventions as a group—an example of a bundled
intervention (Hamilton, 2010), can advance our knowledge and application of
RMOC in complex, interorganizational contexts.

To address gaps in the change process literature, this study explored two related
questions: (1) Which RMOC interventions were implemented most intensively by
change actors involved in the interorganizational collaboration? (2) How did the imple-
mentation of RMOC interventions shift, if it all, over time? Answers to these questions

Figure 1. Relational model of change.
Source: Gittell (2016); Gittell and Ali (2021)
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provide needed insights to answer calls from scholars on change processes (Bolton
et al., 2021; Poole & Van de Ven, 2021) and can provide practical knowledge for prac-
titioners about the usefulness of RMOC as a guide and set of tools as they seek to make
change by strengthening interorganizational collaboratives.

Methods

The Current Study

This study provides an in-depth exploration of how the RMOC was utilized to facilitate
organizational change as it unfolded in interorganizational collaboratives in two differ-
ent cities (intervention cities A and B). The current study was part of a larger 3-year,
multi-method study examining the implementation of an interorganizational approach
to gang and youth violence reduction (Gebo & Bond-Fortier, 2022). In the larger study,
researchers sought to understand if RMOC could help to achieve justice-related out-
comes and be used as a guide for practitioners facilitating change in similar environ-
ments. Study sites were purposefully chosen by the research team based on several
considerations: (a) both sites were supported by the same government funding to
implement the comprehensive gang model (CGM), a specific gang and youth violence
reduction strategy that provided a framework and guidelines for program implementa-
tion and oversight; (b) both sites were willing to consider and test the RMOC as a facil-
itator of the type of change that CGM encouraged, and provide access to data and
information; and (c) no historical ties or previous working researcher relationships
with the sites.

Study Sites. Change process comparability is based on the fact that resource provision,
collaboration structure, and gang and general youth violence reduction strategies were
the same across sites. The two cities were ethnically, linguistically, and economically
diverse. See Table 1 for site descriptives.

Each city had a government structure that included a local board/council and a
strong manager or mayor. Collaboratives included some variation of city employees,

Table 1. Study Site Descriptives.

Site Population
Ethnicity
(single ethnicity)

Median HH
income

Families in
poverty (%)

Violent crime
volumeb

Intervention city A 180,000 53% White $45,000 17% 1,700
12% Black
21% Hispanic

Intervention city B 90,000 83% White $30,000 19% 1,100
4% Black
7% Hispanic

aUS Census Bureau 2013 rounded estimates.
bFBI UCR 2010 rounded actual.
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state and non-profit agency representatives, and other local stakeholders, such as com-
munity activists or business community members. Each site collaborative had coordi-
nators whose job entailed ensuring implementation of the CGM. State funding allotted
to each of these cities for gang and youth violence prevention over a 4-year period
encompassing a year prior to the intervention and a year post intervention was propor-
tionally consistent (E. Fontaine, personal communication, 4/9/2021). The initiative was
run out of the mayor’s office in city A, and out of the human services department in city
B, with each utilizing CGM guidelines in implementing violence response strategies.

CGM Framework. Under the CGM framework, local community collaborators engaged
in five core strategies to facilitate violence reduction: community mobilization to
support and sustain work, prevention, and intervention programs for youth at-risk
for violence and justice-involved individuals, arrest and prosecution of individuals
committing violent acts, and organizational change and development for organizations
to work better together toward the shared goal of violence reduction. While the CGM
provided a framework and structure for implementation, it was up to local sites and
their site coordinators and steering committees to collaboratively identify context-
specific strategies and programs to reduce gangs and violence based on community
dynamics and needs. The focus of this study is a deep dive into the use of RMOC
as a facilitator for organizational change as it unfolded over time across two different
interorganizational youth violence reduction collaboratives.

Interorganizational collaboration plays a vital role in achieving the CGM’s goals
of reducing violence and enhancing a community’s capacity to address violence.
Employing Van de Ven and Poole’s (1995) typology of change processes, sites’
change efforts were characterized as a teleological (or planned) change process
wherein there was goal setting, implementation, assessment, and adaptation. The
RMOC was employed across sites to facilitate collaborative efforts of decision-making
and action in pursuit of their CGM goals of violence reduction.

Larger Study Background

The background of the larger study sets the stage for deeper reflection and analysis of
the RMOC in the current study. The larger study spanned a 3-year timeframe with an
18-month intervention period. In the larger study, researchers introduced the RMOC to
site collaboratives as a way to facilitate and bolster the organizational change and
development component of the CGM through an action research approach. The
focus of the current study is RMOC implementation processes during the 18-month
intervention.

The action research approach began with a launch meeting in each site, with coor-
dinators and collaborating practitioners where the research team and RC experts pro-
vided an overview of the study and process and answered questions. These
representatives were empowered by their organizations as change agents in support
of CGM goals. Researchers then held a joint-site workshop where each site’s collab-
orative learned more about relational coordination and the RMOC. In the workshop,

8 The Journal of Applied Behavioral Science 0(0)



each site’s collaborative created an “ideal model of gang and youth violence reduction”
which laid out a holistic approach for gang and violence prevention. This effort repre-
sented the RMOC’s “desired state” (Gittell, 2016) consistent with what March and
Simon (1958) proposed in moving organizational actors to focus on group goals,
rather than individual organizational goals.

Following the workshop, researchers participated in ongoing site meetings, which
were held almost monthly to move forward on CGM implementation. Our integration
into these existing meetings allowed researchers to introduce concrete RMOC inter-
vention strategies, coach participants, and use humble inquiry to foster positive and
actionable communication regarding CGM and change implementation. Humble
inquiry was used as a conversational approach centered on asking questions to
support thinking and action, rather than telling, to motivate dialogue and action
(Schein, 2013). Over the course of the 18-month intervention, researchers presented
the menu of RMOC interventions as options for facilitating change. Decisions about
what and how to use the varied RMOC intervention options in support of CGM and
change goals were made by the collaboratives. This iterative learning and decision
process reflected an action research approach.

Through conversations of RMOC, meetings evolved to support information sharing
about change, research, and best practices in collaboration and youth violence. In
accordance with RMOC, assessments of each site’s interorganizational communication
and coordination patterns served as critical intervention components.1 Lastly, research-
ers conducted regular coaching calls with site coordinators in each city to support col-
laborative problem solving and to support ideas for next steps. An outcome evaluation
of the intervention demonstrated that effective implementation of RMOC was a prom-
ising strategy for achieving the CGM goals (Gebo & Bond-Fortier, 2022). The current
study focuses on the intervention change process which was not thoroughly explored in
the outcome evaluation. The study is highly relevant for practitioners engaging in orga-
nizational change and speaks to the calls for research in the change process and rela-
tional coordination literatures.

Current Study Approach

A multiple case study approach was employed to examine change processes in the
current study. Case study methodologies are useful in understanding complex contex-
tual dynamics at a more nuanced level, providing insights into how and why results
come about in a specific study setting (Barker Scott & Manning, 2024; Yin, 2014).
The multiple case study design draws on this nuanced approach to explore and
compare variables and outcomes of interest across multiple study sites (Fitzgerald
et al., 2009; Patton, 2015; Yin, 2014). A comparative approach allowed us to document
the context-specific RMOC implementation processes within and across sites to under-
stand how RMOC was utilized and why certain RMOC interventions were emphasized
by CGM partners in support of change.

The site collaborative served as the unit of analysis. Researchers served as
participant-observers (Angrosino, 2007; Patton, 2015), actively and regularly engaging
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with site participants. This active involvement supported formal interaction and
data collection as well as opportunities for ongoing, systematic observation (Van
Maanen, 2011). Perceptions of collaborating practitioners were systematically docu-
mented by researchers via meeting notes, coaching conversations, and interviews.
The 18-month intervention period offered opportunities for longitudinal observations
that supplied rich data from which to examine the “detail, context and nuance” of
the implementation processes (Patton, 2015, p. 257).

Data Sources. The use of RMOC interventions and the actions, concerns, and perspec-
tives of CGM collaborators in their change process efforts were captured qualitatively.
Detailed observation notes and meeting minutes were taken at each of the monthly
meetings. Twelve meetings took place in site A, while 11 took place in site
B. Notes and minutes were recorded by hand by the research team and contemporane-
ously reviewed by both authors for accuracy.

During this same period, 11 coaching calls were held with site coordinators at site
A, while 6 coaching calls were held in site B. The purpose of these calls was to discuss
CGM and organizational change intervention efforts. On these calls, we asked coordi-
nators about the intervention and about contextual dynamics that might be of impor-
tance. At the conclusion of the 18-month intervention period, we conducted 13
appreciative inquiry interviews with key change actors from each site (site A= 7;
site B= 7) to gain understanding of their perspectives on RMOC and the process of
change. Nine of the interviews were audio taped and transcribed verbatim, with the
remaining interview data recorded by hand. These data were used to answer research
questions, while secondary data sources, such as planning documents, change road-
maps, and logic models were used to triangulate concepts from meeting observational
notes and minutes and to provide rich illustrations and descriptions of concepts as is
recommended for multiple case study methodology (Patton, 2015).

Measures. Consistent with the evolving research on the RMOC (Gittell & Ali, 2021),
RMOC interventions from early propositions (Gittell, 2016) and more recent RMOC
scholarship (Gittell & Ali, 2021) were gathered and measured (see Figure 1 for
these RMOC interventions). RMOC is the outgrowth of the validated relational coor-
dination instrument (Gittell et al., 2000; Valentine et al., 2015). As a result of recent
development of RMOC as a set of intervention tools, some RMOC interventions
have been consistently measured, while others are emerging and not yet standardized.
This has led scholars to operationalize some RMOC elements differently depending on
study context (e.g., Bolton et al., 2021; Gittell, 2016; Gittell & Ali, 2021). Lack of clear
and standard operationalization is common in new fields of study where new concepts
and ideas are still being articulated (Patton, 2015). To address these measurement chal-
lenges, scholars suggest that researchers consider a concept, in this case an RMOC
intervention, as a “sensitizing concept,” assigning meaning to the concept based on
how the concept is illustrated within the context being studied (Patton, 2015). A thor-
ough literature review revealed several concepts that were not fully defined or opera-
tionalized; for those we used the current study context to help situate the RMOC
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concept consistent with Patton (2015). We identified illustrations of RMOC interven-
tions, and then came together to agree upon definitions as sensitizing concepts when no
standard definitions were available, allowing us to identify and code patterns in the
current data (Cunliffe & Locke, 2020; Eisenhardt, 1989). Appendix A contains
RMOC intervention concepts previously and currently measured.

Analytical Approach. Source document data were coded after the conclusion of the
18-month study period. A deductive analytical strategy was used to identify RMOC
interventions as they were demonstrated in each site’s data and then we compared
interventions and their application across sites (Miles & Huberman, 1994; Patton,
2015). Researchers compared, scrutinized, and discussed notes from the monthly
site meetings. Coding RMOC interventions involved an iterative, multi-step process.
First, the two authors individually and independently reviewed the data line-by-line
and assigned a code that related to RMOC dimensions as operationalized for this
study. In accordance with Miles and Huberman’s (1994) partitioning approach to
data analysis, each author also independently coded the dimension data according to
the three stages of implementation articulated for this study.

The next step involved coming together to share and discuss the assigned codes for
RMOC and the stages of implementation. The co-authors met on four separate occa-
sions to chronologically review approximately 5-months-worth of notes at each
meeting. In those meetings, meeting notes and researcher codes were shared and dis-
cussed. For areas of discord (N= 10), we jointly went back through the data to discuss our
respective coding. This step often involved further discussion of the specificmeeting activ-
ities, the chronological context of activities, and conversations as described in the notes.
These discussions allowed us to talk through the meaning of the data in the context of spe-
cific meetings to identify disagreements or divergent interpretations. In these cases, we
referred to the RMOC and stages of implementation definitions to resolve differences.
This task of “check coding” allowed us to move to conceptual alignment of codes
between researchers, as one way to come to agreement (Miles & Huberman, 1994) and
support reliability of the codes and results (Armstrong et al., 1997). As afinal check for reli-
ability, at the last researchermeeting,wewent back through codes to ensure accuracy, inter-
rater agreement, and reliability in coding over time.

Capturing RMOC interventions allowed us to analyze RMOC-related decisions and
actions toward change as part of the change process. Once data were coded, we worked
collaboratively to further categorize RMOC data into three distinct stages of implemen-
tation—introduced, tackled, and accomplished—in order to understand and compare
how implementation of different interventions progressed over time and across sites.
This analytical approach, guided by the work of Miles and Huberman (1994), included
sorting implementation data into distinct groups, or stages, allowing us to identify and
understand implementation patterns at a more granular level across RMOC interven-
tions and, across study sites. Researchers examined the context of each intervention
each time it arose in the study data to make determinations about the stage of imple-
mentation (introduced, tackled, accomplished). An RMOC intervention was coded
as introduced if it arose as a new topic of exploration during the change process. An
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intervention was coded as tackled if the collaborative decided or acted upon an
RMOC-related intervention. Data were coded as accomplished if an outcome was pro-
duced from a decision or action made regarding that intervention. To chronicle each
site’s implementation of RMOC over time, we used a time-ordered meta-matrix, or
a data display, to allow for cross-case comparison of RMOC implementation over
the course of the intervention (Miles & Huberman, 1994). This approach permitted
us to identify differences in the extent to which interventions were utilized and to
uncover the dynamism of the teleological change process as it unfolded in each of
the two sites (Miles & Huberman, 1994; Poole & Van de Ven, 2004).

Findings

The results of the current study revealed that the RMOC was a useful change process
facilitator across both interorganizational collaboratives, but the adoption and imple-
mentation differed across sites, and over time. Observations showed that structural
interventions were utilized most, followed by work process interventions, with less
focus on relational interventions. Comparison of RMOC implementation in varied
stages of use, and over time, provides a more nuanced understanding of RMOC’s
dynamic and iterative implementation in the study sites.

Use of RMOC Interventions

During the course of the study, site A utilized RMOC interventions on 79 occasions. Forty-
eight percent of site A’s RMOC’s interventions were structural, 31% were work process,
and 21% were relational interventions. Site B utilized RMOC interventions on 51 occa-
sions, with structural interventions representing 58% of the total. Work process interven-
tions represented 35%, and relational interventions representing just 7% of the total.

Structural Intervention Implementation: Site A utilized shared accountability, boun-
dary spanner roles, and the creation of psychological safety most often. In contrast, site
B utilized relational job design most often. Both sites relied on shared meetings as the
glue for their collaboration, allowing for integration and alignment of concrete actions
in support of their planned (i.e., teleological) change efforts.

Relational Intervention Implementation: There was only one notable observation of
the use of relational intervention in the study. Site A used meetings to consistently
foster psychological safety through meetings as safe spaces.

Work Process Intervention Implementation: Site A was consistent in assessing their
current state vis-à-vis youth violence reduction efforts and identifying their desired
state. Site B was more often focused on assessing the desired state and experimenting
to close the gap.

Comparing RMOC Implementation Stages Across Sites

Comparing implementation stages—introduced, tackled, accomplished—showed var-
iation within and between the two sites, as summarized in Table 2. Compared to site B,
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site A introduced (n= 34 vs. n= 27) and accomplished (n= 30 vs. n= 7) more RMOC
interventions. Meanwhile, site B tackled more interventions than site A (n= 17 vs.
n= 15), but site B accomplishments were notably fewer than site A.

Comparison of the frequency of RMOC intervention use at a more granular level
exposes differences in implementation across sites (see Table 3). In looking at the
introduction of RMOC interventions, site A introduced shared accountability, shared
information systems, assessing current state, and identifying desired state more than
other interventions. The introduction of these interventions would sometimes show
up during the same meeting. For instance, regarding desired state, one social service
worker noted, “once a family is identified, we need wrap around services. Schools
need to be included.” During that same meeting, another collaborator noted that infor-
mation sharing remained an issue, and specifically shared a need to “find ways to share
information in a timely way despite the real challenge that exist relative to sharing
information about individuals across difference groups and agencies.” Later in the
meeting, during a discussion of collaborative implementation of their plans, one par-
ticipant spoke about “everyone is working in silos, and there is no accountability.”

Site B also introduced the desired state, but in contrast to site A, they were more
likely to introduce relational job design and experimenting to close the gap. One
example illustrates how site B approached these RMOC interventions. With a goal
of crafting their ideal youth development model (i.e., desired state), the collaborative
focused on crafting an organizational chart where each partnering agency identified
an individual, or role, that would serve as a partnership point person. In turn, at
most of the site B meetings, participants spoke about role clarity and coordination as
important to creating stronger relationships.

Regarding RMOC interventions tackled, identification of the desired state was the
most frequently tackled intervention in site B. Site A tackled a variety of different inter-
ventions across structural, relational, and work process intervention dimensions. For
example, site A remained focused on their citywide youth violence prevention plan
consistently connecting their CGM efforts to this broader plan to ensure that youth
did not slip through any cracks. Moreover, to articulate and prioritize the connections
between the structural, relational, and work process interventions, site A added orga-
nizational change as a cross-cutting mechanism to their citywide plan.

The notable differences regarding intervention utilization relate to accomplish-
ments. Site A was considerably more productive in accomplishing RMOC

Table 2. Count of Relational Model of Change (RMOC) Interventions Across Sites.

RMOC elements
Site A Site B
% (n) % (n)

Introduced 43% (34) 53% (27)
Tackled 19% (15) 33% (17)
Accomplished 38% (30) 14% (7)
Total 100% (79) 100% (51)
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interventions than site B (38% vs. 14%). Site A accomplished the RMOC interventions
of boundary spanner roles, psychological safety/safe spaces, and assessing current
state. Document reviews, and observational and interview data help to show this dis-
tinction more clearly. Site A boundary spanners, who served as site coordinators,

Table 3. Cross-Site Comparison of Relational Model of Change (RMOC) Implementationa.

RMOC concepts
Site A Site B

INTRO TACK ACC Total INTRO TACK ACC Total

Structural interventions (SI)
Select and train for
teamwork

2 1 3 1 1

Shared accountability and
rewards

8 1 9 3 1 4

Relational leadership 3 3 1 2 1 4
Relational job design 2 1 3 6 2 1 9
Shared protocols 2 2 3 1 4
Shared meetings
Shared conflict resolution
Shared information systems 4 1 1 6 2 2
Boundary spanner 2 10 12 1 2 2 5
Shared space
Total SI 18

(47%)
5

(13%)
15

(39%)
38 17

(57%)
7

(23%)
5

(17%)
29

Relational interventions (RI)
Relational assessment 1 1 2 1 2 3
Humble inquiry/coaching/
role model

1 1

Create safe space/
psychological safety

2 1 8 11

Facilitated dialogue 1 1 2 1 1
Empathetic connection
Total RI 4 (25%) 4

(25%)
8 (50%) 16 1 (25%) 2

(50%)
1

(25%)
4

Work process interventions
(WPI)

Assess current state 5 3 5 13 1 1 2
Identify desired state 4 2 1 7 4 5 1 10
Transform work
Experiment to close the gap 3 1 4 4 2 6
Total WPI 12

(50%)
6

(25%)
6 (25%) 24 9 (50%) 8

(44%)
1 (6%) 18

Total RMOC 34 15 30 79 27 17 7 51

aINTRO= introduced; TACK= tackled; ACC= accomplished.
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created multi-level structures (e.g., a planning team, working groups, a governance
group) to facilitate communication and coordination at different organizational
levels within and across citywide youth violence prevention efforts. Boundary span-
ners facilitated problem identification within working groups by utilizing multi-level
structures. Observational analysis revealed that boundary spanners established safe
space meeting processes, addressing various challenges like political and practical bar-
riers that could hinder positive change. As an example, partnering staff felt comfortable
in collaborative meetings sharing their concerns regarding lack of transparency or data
and resource sharing by some institutional partners. Through the provision of these safe
spaces, boundary spanners fostered a trustful atmosphere for discussing change, sup-
porting discussions with program-level collaborators.

Working group conveners were similarly encouraged to delve deeper into chal-
lenges, exploring their practical and political underpinnings. Collaborators in the
working groups were consistently able to raise substantive concerns related to
policy, systems, training, coalition building, and networking. Boundary spanners
managed and prioritized these emerging issues in their strategic conversations and
planning documents while acknowledging the dynamic nature of their work, “this
[plan] is a living document. It is a work in progress.” Site A boundary spanners
emphasized the importance of monthly meetings of program staff to discuss these
types of evolving and substantive concerns at the field level, which would then be com-
municated to leaders serving in governance roles.

It was the boundary spanners who worked to involve city leadership to meet shared
goals. As one of the boundary spanners shared, “we had done the assessment and it was
like, we were still trying to like, convene people, but it was not really working. And I
think, you know, through a variety of conversations, we really were like, okay, this has
to move, you know, to the city. The city has to own this.” Recognizing that progress
toward goals depended on ownership and endorsement of city leadership, boundary
spanners effectively took the lead in facilitating active leadership engagement.

In contrast, site B showed no patterns in what RMOC interventions were accom-
plished; however, an important site B accomplishment toward shared goals was the
reconstitution of a CGM steering committee in the later months of the intervention.
The site B boundary spanner led program-level staff in forming a steering committee
consisting of high-level stakeholders (i.e., decision-makers), and then prioritized com-
munication and coordination by the steering committee with other, ongoing program
efforts. Partners began to see the role of a higher-level group as important, and they
wanted a steering committee that could help in ways articulated by one program
staff member, “transition[ing] from episodic and individual level to systemic change
[that would] and help to create sustainability.” This sentiment illustrates a new
energy in creating a steering committee to engage in a comprehensive, collaborative
effort focused on shared purpose and goals, beyond what any one youth violence
effort was engaged in on its own. While site B may not have accomplished as much
as site A, their introduction of new tasks was not always in vain, as the steering com-
mittee example illustrates. The group circled back and eventually was able to accom-
plish this larger, strategic effort.
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Comparing RMOC Implementation Over Time

To understand the implementation of RMOC interventions in the change process more
fully as it unfolded over time, a comparative temporal analysis was conducted. See
Appendix B for results by month. Figures 2 and 3 show what interventions were uti-
lized in the months that each site had meetings. Observations revealed ebbs and flows
over time in both sites, though overall there was a more sustained effort to implement
RMOC in site A. While structural interventions were implemented most intensively in
both sites, work process interventions were often ongoing in both sites, especially
desired state assessments. The ongoing dynamic of work process interventions

Figure 2. Site A: temporal account of relational model of change (RMOC) focus.

Figure 3. Site B: temporal account of relational model of change (RMOC) focus.
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reflect each site’s continual reflections on their current state and their desired state.
Interestingly, analysis showed that relational interventions were generally lacking in
both sites. We return to that finding in the discussion.

One important finding from the temporal analysis was that boundary spanners
seemed to set the stage for the accomplishment of several RMOC interventions.
Specifically, during times when site A implemented boundary spanning roles and psy-
chological safety, participants were more successful in introducing, tackling, and
accomplishing other RMOC interventions. Monthly meetings facilitated by boundary
spanners allowed participants to open up, offering a safe space to share their thoughts
and concerns. For instance, at one meeting that addressed information sharing and
communication, political issues were raised by program-level collaborators as a
concern. Some did not want to share information for fear of how the information
would be used, including not wanting to tell a story that would make the city look
bad. Collectively, meeting participants decided that working group members could
discuss political or social issues in separate meetings which would then be aggregated
and shared with the governance group in an anonymous way. The psychological safety
necessary to address key concerns, such as ethnic and racial disparities in justice
systems, an issue raised by many program partners and boundary spanners, was
successfully created due to boundary spanner leadership over the course of the
intervention.

Boundary spanners facilitated connections between working groups and gover-
nance groups as the CGM work progressed to improve communication and relation-
ships across distinct but related efforts. They simultaneously focused on integrating
non-CGM, relevant citywide efforts to build and bridge efforts. These integration
efforts were noted by one site A participant who reported that “there is beautiful align-
ment happening across our city with regard to the citywide violence prevention plan.”
This alignment was ongoing and progressive due to boundary spanner efforts.

Overall, while site B introduced and implemented a greater number of interventions
relative to the observation period total, they ultimately accomplished less. Just as with
site A, in site B more interventions were introduced and implemented when the boun-
dary spanning role was being actively implemented. For instance, it wasn’t until after
several months of meetings that the site B boundary spanner was formally “anointed”
by participants as the right person to lead and coordinate the city’s broader youth vio-
lence prevention development model work, including the CGM work. This anointment
was important on a grander scale. As noted by one of the partners, “this also helps
[them] get things done at higher levels,” meaning at higher organizational levels in
the city. Once this declaration of collaborative leadership was articulated, partners
focused more intently on strengthening communication and relationships across
each component and stage of their desired state. In turn, site B began implementing
the RMOC intervention of assessing the desired state, and this work subsequently
informed group and steering committee conversations about how different youth vio-
lence prevention efforts could work together. Intentionality about integrating their
efforts eventually came to characterize their work. As noted by the site B boundary
spanner, “this new steering committee should be giving guidance” to the youth

Bond-Fortier and Gebo 17



violence task force who carries out the work. These efforts in site B were reflective of
those happening in site A, but progress was slower because of the later formalization of
the boundary spanner role.

For site B, there was a heavy focus on structural interventions, such as job design,
particularly toward the end of the 18-month intervention when they reconstituted the
steering committee. The creation of a new steering committee was the most significant
change to occur in site B, with this work then leveraging structural, relational, and work
process interventions. In doing so, site B collaborators strengthened their focus on inte-
gration and the streamlining of services. In moving toward a meaningful integration,
the boundary spanner suggested a more deliberate approach and asked, “how do we
create a safety net to ensure a continuum of care?” reflecting a focus on the desired
state. At this time, the starts and stops that were common in the early days of the
site B intervention began to shift toward steady, forward progress, and the creation
of a new, strategically focused steering committee. The shift in thinking illustrates col-
lective advances toward more strategic, bigger picture thinking about communication,
coordination, and integration across organizations for youth violence prevention and
reduction efforts. Site B collaborators were moving out of their planning for change
discussions, supporting structures and processes that would move them toward
action and achievement of shared goals.

It took time for site B’s participants to modify their thinking and their initial, strong
views regarding their capacity at the program level to effect citywide change. Rather
than continuing to view a new steering committee as replacing them in citywide
efforts, site B collaborators began to see how each of the parts (i.e., program staff
and steering committee) could make a whole. This shift in thinking was difficult and
took time, but it was an accomplishment worth recognizing. This change in perspective
came with an intentional move into the work process intervention of experimenting to
close the gap. As collaborating practitioners moved in this direction, they reached a
consensus on the expectations and role of the steering committee; as one member
noted: “everyone seemed to be on the same page about what is expected from the steer-
ing committee.” RMOC helped facilitate the shift to a best practices-aligned view of the
steering committee to focus on strategic visioning and planning.

Throughout the intervention period, site B’s meetings and dialogue exhibited
empathetic connection with a consistent focus on the relationships between the
meeting participants. This was revealed through multiple references to their strong
communication and coordination at the program (i.e., frontline) level of services.
For example, one staff member noted that “we have shared goals when it comes
to youth.” Another noted “we aren’t a big community, so several of us wear different
hats.” These examples are illustrative of how program staff members frequently
reflected on their work and the nature of their relationships with and mutual under-
standing of each other. Over time, site B collaborators evolved their thinking about
change to embrace multi-level integration.

For both sites, the developing and shifting dynamics of each site caused the assess-
ment of current and desired states to happen again and again. As a site A boundary
spanner shared, we are:
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Not trying to ram community members into the structure, but rather have like, have alli-
ances with groups that are concerned about this in like, a critical friend kind of way. We
have these critical friends. And I don’t know what the structure is to like, have. You know,
first we need to like, build that trust, and then, or I don’t know. Maybe through the process
of doing this, you build the trust.

In this example, site A shared that they were trying to identify areas that need
improvement around communication pathways while also identifying solutions to
these issues in a complex, changing environment. Comparably, site B emphasized
their current efforts at the outset, but eventually moved forward in connecting their
current state to actions needed to achieve their desired state (e.g., positive youth devel-
opment model). In turn, RMOC as a bundled intervention played a crucial role in
helping both sites A and B reframe their approaches to change. Site A moved closer
to a strategic and comprehensive perspective, while site B transitioned from a more
transactional approach to a strategic one.

Discussion

This study is unique in its exploration of the RMOC for fostering change within an
interorganizational collaborative. By examining RMOC implementation over time in
two different sites, the study offers insights into how RMOC interventions can be
adapted and tailored to enhance planned change in collaboratives seeking to effect
youth violence. In doing so, we reveal a nuanced understanding of RMOC implemen-
tation in these settings, addressing research limitations regarding RMOC implementa-
tion (Gittell & Ali, 2021).

Implementation of RMOC in an Interorganizational,
Planned Change Context

The RMOC is a viable change process framework, as shown in the iterative and
dynamic implementation across study sites. Each site tailored RMOC interventions
to fit their local needs and priorities, and both made progress toward their goals
despite their distinctive starting points. Moreover, certain RMOC interventions
seemed especially critical in these collaboratives that involved multi-level, complex
communication and relationships. By documenting how and why each site imple-
mented different RMOC interventions over time, the study suggests the RMOC can
serve as a dynamic and customizable change process facilitator. Results extend our
understanding of RMOC in support of the translation of relational coordination
theory into practice and provides guidance to practitioners and change agents grappling
with coordination and change in complex, multi-organizational contexts.

The findings reveal an emphasis on a small number of RMOC interventions.
Boundary spanners have served a coordinating role in diverse contexts (Galbraith,
1974; Gittell et al., 2000), yet the role of boundary spanners in supporting relational
coordination has been mixed (Bolton et al., 2021). This study revealed the critical
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role of boundary spanners across both sites in coordinating across roles and functions
(Gebo & Bond-Fortier, 2022; Gittell, 2000; Parsons, 2012), especially in the context of
interorganizational collaboration. Indeed, boundary spanner roles may serve as a pre-
condition for successful interventions in ways that go beyond current understandings
of the RMOC. Leaders of collaboration should prioritize boundary spanner roles in
their interorganizational work.

Further, accountability, introduced most often via boundary spanners, was
observed as an important RMOC intervention in site A. Interestingly, site A’s
focus on shared accountability in terms of obligations for collaborative contributions
came without discussion of shared rewards, which has been noted in RMOC litera-
ture as a complementary intervention. In site A, boundary spanners introduced
accountability both horizontally and vertically to support shared goals. Their
success was largely due to the two individuals who, while serving as boundary span-
ners for CGM efforts, also held key leadership roles in advancing broader citywide
plans to address youth violence. These dual roles were crucial to site A’s efforts as
they worked effectively across collaborative efforts and organizational lines. The
boundary spanner intervention may be critical for successful interorganizational
implementation of other interventions and for achieving desired outcomes as illus-
trated here.

Bolton et al. (2021) suggest that psychological safety strengthens relational coordi-
nation. Edmondson (1999) and others (Carmeli & Gittell, 2009; Edmondson, 2004)
confirm that environments encouraging open communication, risk-taking, and learning
from mistakes support change and the achievement of desired outcomes. The current
study builds on these findings by exploring psychological safety as a micro-process
that enhances relational coordination and reveals that boundary spanners fostering a
psychologically safe environment can drive multi-level change.

Results also revealed both sites’ attention to assessing current and desired states in
their respective collaborative spaces. These RMOC interventions (Gittell, 2016) played
pivotal roles in producing relational coordination and desired outcomes in the study
sites. These findings align with propositions of Gittell and Ali (2021) that these “par-
ticipatory methods” (p. 53) for assessing current and future states helps to guide the
change process. The emphasis on the current and desired state is noteworthy given
that collaboration often arises out of a desire to intentionally come together to plan a
future state (Bryson et al., 2015). Thus, practitioners engaged in planning for change
can look to these findings as instructive.

Gittell (2016) suggests that relational job design can enhance relational coordina-
tion, improving communication and coordination among collaborators. In this study,
only one site employed relational job design as an RMOC intervention. Site B
notably invested early in their process to strengthen communication and relationships
across roles and functions at a programmatic level. Clear roles and expectations were
crucial for advancing site B’s positive youth development model, relative to what was
observed at site A. These findings suggest that site B’s focus on relational job design at
the beginning of the change process was instrumental in building and strengthening
relational coordination over time.
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The study reveals the potential for RMOC as a change process facilitator that can be
utilized and adapted by practitioners and change agents working in interorganizational
contexts.

As such, this study also responds to calls for deeper exploration of organizational
change processes in real time, and the exploration of change process models as tools
for change (Poole & Van de Ven, 2021). The study contributes new answers to how
to facilitate change processes in support of goals of interest. It provides insights into
facilitating change processes that support specific goals. It advances our understanding
of change within interorganizational collaborations engaged in planned, or teleologi-
cal, change (Schwarz & Vakola, 2021; Van de Ven & Poole, 1995, 2021). The itera-
tive approach observed in this study highlights the dynamic, non-linear nature of
teleological change, characterized by continuous cycles of reassessing the current
and desired states, which are grounded in the RMOC interventions. This reinforces
current views on the limitations of linear view of teleological change and emphasizes
its iterative, evolving nature (Poole & Van de Ven, 2004). By illustrating non-linearity
and the need for boundary spanners to facilitate change, these insights provide valuable
guidance for practitioners tasked with leading and implementation change and collab-
oration in constantly evolving environments. Understanding and viewing the RMOC
as an adaptive change process methodology and framework for navigating complex,
cross-organizational settings, addresses a long-standing challenge in the practice of
change (Bolton et al., 2021; Van de Ven & Poole, 2021).

RMOC Implementation Over Time

Capturing RMOC implementation as it unfolded temporally allowed for a more
nuanced understanding of change processes as it happened on the ground. The articu-
lation of RMOC implementation stages (i.e., introduced, tackled, accomplished) adds
to our understanding of the nature and patterns of implementation in complex interor-
ganizational environments. The literature on the temporal dimensions of change in and
across group work recognizes the complexity of collaborative arrangements, reinforcing
the “nonlinear dynamics” that work in multi-level environments (Arrow et al., 2004,
p. 75). These non-linear temporal dynamics were most evident in site B where cycling
back and forth on introducing issues may have been necessary to finally achieve the steer-
ing committee outcome. In this complex, interagency effort, the collaborators, who were
seemingly doing well at the program, or frontline level, would often take one step forward
and two steps back when raising and grappling with policy and organizational changes
needed to achieve their broader youth violence reduction goals.

Study Contributions

Our study makes several contributions to research and practice. Beyond knowing that
RMOC can facilitate communication and coordination in support of youth violence
outcomes (citation omitted), scholars and practitioners need to know how those out-
comes were achieved. This may be the first study of its kind about the use of
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RMOC as a change facilitator in an interorganizational context. The findings demon-
strate that the RMOC has potential for facilitating interorganizational change pro-
cesses, aligning with recent propositions that the RMOC holds potential for
facilitating change in collaborative contexts (Bolton et al., 2021). Findings revealed
that as sites progressed, they relied on different RMOC interventions to support
their efforts toward achieving goals, reinforcing the adaptive nature of the RMOC,
which can be tailored in response to contextual dynamics. In turn, these findings
show RMOC accessibility to practitioners in different stages and phases of collabora-
tion. Sites relied on RMOC in different ways and emphasized different RMOC inter-
ventions at different points in time during their change process efforts. As noted by
Gittell (2016), structural and work process interventions are needed to envision,
carry out and sustain change, but they are not enough. Relational interventions are
also important. In this study, the limited reliance on relational interventions may be
explained by already established relationships and high levels of respect for each
other and for each other’s work. Even as each site utilized the same CGM structure
and had access to the same source of funding for the work, notable contextual influ-
ences, such as formal plans, or shifting city leadership and priorities, may have influ-
enced implementation and what was ultimately accomplished in RMOC use. Lastly,
we have extended the operationalization of RMOC interventions, demonstrating
their manifestation in diverse contexts, thus highlighting RMOC’s capacity to adapt
to and support organizations in different phases of change.

Implications for Practice

The practical implications of our study are significant and multi-dimensional. To start,
results can help practitioners engage in and lead interorganizational collaboration by
providing a framework for working together in support of shared goals. In today’s
environment, where collaboration is fundamental to addressing multi-faceted chal-
lenges, managing such collaborations poses complexities similar to the issues they
seek to tackle. Simultaneously, there is a pressing need for insights into how to lead
change, particularly in complex organizational contexts. Our findings offer instructive
guidance for practitioners involved in planned change within interorganizational col-
laborations, especially those lacking the necessary training or tools for navigating
complex collaborative environments.

Drawing on change and collaboration research, our study underscores the impor-
tance of establishing supportive structures and processes to intentionally and system-
atically facilitate collective goal attainment through adaptive change process
methodologies. By utilizing the RMOC as a tool for collaborative change, our
results shed light on how leaders, managers, and change agents can effectively navigate
dynamic change within complicated, interorganizational contexts to achieve desired
outcomes. To this end, boundary spanners must possess the necessary skills and
authority to facilitate complex collaborative efforts. Additionally, their effectiveness
is likely contingent upon the endorsement and support of institutional leaders, partic-
ularly in interorganizational arrangements.
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The study’s findings offer convincing evidence for the proposition that RMOC can
serve as a powerful tool for steering collaborative change (Bolton et al., 2021). We
show the utility and adaptability of the RMOC as an instructive change process frame-
work, highlighting RMOC’s dynamic nature. Rooted in developing research, yet easily
applicable for practitioners seeking to bridge the gap between theory and practice, the
RMOC interventions present themselves as a practical and adaptive framework in the
current study settings, and perhaps others. Practitioners will appreciate the flexibility of
RMOC interventions to support the unique needs and dynamics of collaboratives at
various stages of readiness for change.

The practical implications of this study extend beyond practitioners directly
involved in leading change within collaborative settings, including other stakeholders
who play roles in supporting or promoting change through collaborative efforts. For
instance, in our study, site practitioners were implementing a promising practice
with the backing of government funders and policymakers. Yet, the guidelines for
implementation of the promising practice were ambiguous and did not dictate to
sites how to best achieve change via collaboration. This study suggests that policy
calls and directives advocating for collaboration can be strengthened by incorporating
RMOC as a viable framework for facilitating change within such collaborations.
Moreover, by showing the importance of RMOC interventions such as boundary span-
ners and accountability structures in a collaboration, policymakers and funders are
better informed on what contributes to collaborative policy implementation.

Limitations and Future Research

Our study did not investigate causal mechanisms between RMOC interventions and
changes in relational coordination or in the achievement of desired performance out-
comes. The study’s focus on interorganizational efforts made it challenging to pinpoint
specific change actions in partnering organizations. Given the exploratory nature of this
RMOC study, questions regarding internal and external validity are worth acknowledg-
ing. A detailed description of the design and methodology, including the use of mul-
tiple researchers for coding and analysis is intended to strengthen internal validity
(Gibbs, 2007). With no standardized instrument to measure RMOC interventions,
the current study relied on existing interpretations of each RMOC intervention
(Bolton et al., 2021; Gittell, 2016), along with the use of “depth and detail” for eluci-
dation of underdeveloped RMOC interventions (Patton, 2015, p. 230). The uses of
quotes as evidence, along with triangulation, were efforts employed to boost the cate-
gorization of data against the RMOC (Gibbs, 2007; Kirk &Miller, 1986; Patton, 2015).

Future research could explore the utilization of the RMOC in other interorganiza-
tional contexts, delve deeper into the operationalization of RMOC concepts, and
examine RMOC interventions in different change process models, especially teleolog-
ical processes. There is more to learn about how and why different interventions are
implemented more or less intensively by participants. For instance, although both
sites used relational interventions to a lesser extent than structural and work process
interventions, this may be attributed to existing strong relationships in both cases. It
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may also highlight the influence of external research interveners as change facilitators;
thus, future research could more closely examine how change facilitators encourage the
implementation of different RMOC interventions depending on their training and
mindset. Lastly, while both sites are characterized as urban communities, they differed
in total population. Future studies in diverse contexts are needed to build the RMOC
knowledge base across settings.

Conclusion

This study offers valuable insights into the implementation of RMOC interventions
within interorganizational change contexts. It underscores the dynamic and adaptive
nature of these collaborations, the critical role of boundary spanners, and the impor-
tance of intentionality in multi-level change interventions. These findings contribute
to the understanding of the RMOC as a facilitator of change processes for interorgani-
zational collaboratives, bridging the gap between theory and practice.
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Note
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changes in communication and coordination over time. These results are reported elsewhere
(citation withheld for review process).
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Appendix B. RQ2: Data to accompany Figures 2 and 3—presents the differences in
months

RQ2: Site A data

Month 1 3 6 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 16 17

Structural 3 5 1 4 3 3 6 6 6 5 3 5
Relational 1 0 1 1 2 2 1 0 0 3 2 3
Work process 4 2 2 1 1 1 3 3 1 2 3 1

RQ2: Site B data

Month 1 3 4 7 8 9 13 14 15 16 17

Structural 2 2 2 1 4 4 5 6 7 5 2
Relational 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
Work process 1 1 1 2 2 2 1 1 3 2 2
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