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This dissertation addresses post-disaster long-term recovery as a communication
and organizing process reliant upon networked stakeholder relationships and
collaborative communication. Findings from a multiyear field study are used to propose a
relational model of stakeholder theory and a theory of collaborative communication as a
web of social and organizational relationships within a community or region solving
complex problems of mutual concern. Stakeholder theory is reconceptualized as a
framework for understanding community survivability rather than firm or organizational
survivability. Advancing Nordic models of stakeholder theory, the dissertation argues
that networked stakeholder relationships and collaborative communication are mutually
dependent as twin concepts of collective problem-solving and relationship management.
Communication practices such as meetings and face-to-face encounters are used by
networked stakeholders to connect with one another and build trust, share information,
allocate resources, and manage conflict. Networked stakeholder relationships take shape
over time and include a mix of existing, emergent, and pre-planned organizations active
within a physical community or an organizational field such as disaster recovery. The



complex problem of long-term recovery after disaster is used to generate empirical
evidence from a geographically bounded region in coastal New Jersey severely impacted
by Hurricane Sandy on October 29, 2012. This 5-year field study covers the period from
October 30, 2012, to December 31, 2017, and includes active participant observation as a
resident and organizational leader in the impacted region, ethnographic observations, and
interviews as well as archival data that combine organizational documents with academic,
nonprofit, and government reports. A combination of social constructivist grounded
theory, abductive analysis, and social network analysis are used to analyze data.
Processes, timelines, and networks of recovery in this coastal region are uncovered from
the data and used to construct the models of networked stakeholder relationships and
collaborative communication proposed by this study. Finally, policy implications are
presented that address specific concepts for improving the processes of long-term

recovery after natural disaster.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

"I wanted to tell them what was coming, but I just couldn't,” he said. "I wanted to

tell them the hurricane is the easy part. That their lives were going to miserable,

pure hell for the next 5 years. That 'recovery' is like slow and grinding . . . it's like
watching a car crash in slow motion, over and over again.” (Doug Quinn, Star

Ledger, September 21, 2017)

Long-term recovery is an under-studied social and organizational phenomenon
that is becoming increasingly important as the size, frequency, and intensity of storms
increase. Long-term recovery is under-studied in both the academic and professional
literatures and is often lumped together with emergency response and the whole
community framework of disaster recovery overseen by the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA). Five years of field research in coastal New Jersey have
uncovered a timeline of long-term recovery and an evolving set of relationships that
sequences the organizational activities of long-term recovery over time. These evolving
relationships, organizational activities, and multiyear timeline are core parts of a process
of long-term recovery and shape the organizational landscape of disaster-impacted
communities.

This study uses a framework of networked stakeholder relationships to develop a
theory of collaborative communication during long-term recovery in disaster-impacted
communities. Collaborative communication is a communication and organizing process
in which information is shared, resources exchanged, goals set, and decisions made
concerning organizational assistance in Sandy-impacted communities. It is a networked

communication practice in which organizational relationships become the prime driver of

long-term recovery and in which problems are identified and solved jointly. These



organizational relationships may be emergent or planned and, in some cases, serve as the
underlying set of community relationships that address critical issues such as housing,
community development, social services, and mental health. The study highlights the
organizational landscape and organizational sequencing of activities present in processes
of long-term recovery to develop a framework of networked stakeholder relationships
that informs multi-stakeholder collaboration. Using classic and contemporary theories of
stakeholder relationships, processes of long-term recovery are developed that include
timelines of recovery and organizational activities. These networked stakeholder
relationships comprise an organizational landscape within coastal New Jersey, a region
heavily impacted by Hurricane Sandy. Networked stakeholder relationships themselves
are embedded within the larger set of community and social relationships which comprise
the coastal New Jersey community.

The research site encompasses the broad set of counties and towns that range
from the Raritan Bay in the northeast to the Delaware Bay in the southeast. The New
Jersey tradition of home rule (Karcher, 1998), which has resulted in a large number of
municipalities and other taxing districts, makes it difficult to locate enough organizations
in each specific community to conduct a town-by-town comparison of organizational
relationships, long-term recovery activities, and the role of social capital in recovery. In
fact, in many other states, these independent municipalities grappling with recovery from
Hurricane Sandy would be neighborhoods or communities within larger cities or
metropolitan regions rather than self-governed entities. To address this constraint, the
region was bounded geographically and treated as a single community. As a resident of

one of these impacted communities active in both emergency response and long-term



recovery, the immersive, reflexive fieldwork that generated observations, interviews, and
documents was the primary research method employed within this study.

Similar to studies conducted by Small (2009a, 2009b), this is an epistemologically
pluralistic study that employs multiple types of data and uses different methods of
analysis for different types of data. Following good mixed method and qualitative
network analysis procedures, this study uses multiple methods to triangulate multiple
sources of data to develop the organizational landscape of long-term recovery in coastal
New Jersey (Creswell & Clark Plano, 2011; Hollstein, 2014). However, rather than a
classic mixed methods study in which research design, data collection, methods, and
analysis are integrated at the inception of the study (Creswell & Clark Plano, 2011), this
study uses a social constructionist grounded theory framework (Charmaz, 2014) and
relies on abductive theorizing (Charmaz, 2016; Swedberg, 2016; Timmermans & Tavory,
2012) to generate empirical findings and a theory of long-term recovery as a function of
networked stakeholder relationships established through collaborative communication.
Abductive theorizing using social constructionist grounded theory lends itself to a
reflexive fieldwork study in which the researcher is immersed within the research site,
not only as a researcher, but also as a resident, community leader, and a participant in the
recovery of the community.

Like Small’s (2009b) study of networked inequalities in New York City childcare
centers, this study also began with a hunch. Small’s analysis of the role of organizational
embeddedness in connecting parents of children in neighborhood childcare centers with a
broad range of resources began with fieldwork in an unrelated city. Small was tasked

with developing an overview of urban conditions by connecting with local institutions.



As Small entered a neighborhood childcare center, Small observed that the childcare
center was providing services well beyond childcare to the parents. These observations of
social and organizational interactions in combination with interviews of social workers
led Small to begin thinking through the role of organizations in social and organizational
relationships in urban neighborhoods and the ways in which organizations—rather than
people—may build social capital (Small, 2009b, pp. 201-204).

On October 30, 2012, | entered the middle school in my Sandy-impacted town to
charge my phone while my girlfriend, now wife, went to check in face-to-face (because
communication systems were overloaded) to see if disaster response crisis counselors
(DRCCs) were needed. A volunteer approached me while I was charging my phone and
asked what kind of work I did. I mumbled something about strategic communications,
consulting, and teaching. She asked what skills I had, and I mentioned communication
and some project management. After a pause, | joked and said | was a Boy Scout a long
time ago. She said, “Perfect! Come with me.” Within 24 hours, | was recruiting
additional volunteers to help staff the microshelter, handling communication with the
press and with the Red Cross’ media relations and volunteer liaisons, coordinating food
runs to a local supermarket, and unloading vans from the county park system with a local
Boy Scout troop, while in the microshelter, emergent activities became visible and
planned activities rapidly changed. New organizations were created to fill in the gaps in
recovery in the small New Jersey communities impacted by Hurricane Sandy, and larger
patterns of organizational emergence across the region became visible as our community
began to connect with other communities in the days and weeks after landfall of

Hurricane Sandy.



As my response and recovery activities expanded from days to weeks, months,
and years and | took on leadership roles in community organizations active in disaster
recovery and planning, the emergence and change of stakeholder relationships at different
points in time became visible. Organizations and volunteers became less active as months
turned into years. | began to suspect that the recovery process had distinct rhythms, that
seemingly finite deadlines were movable, and that the end state of long-term recovery
was elusive and undefined. While FEMA (2008, 2011, 2012, 2013, 2016) has a
commonly used framework of four phases of disaster response—mitigation,
preparedness, response, and recovery—which are cyclical, a recovery framework that
accounted for organizational interactions and the sequencing of organizational activities
and capabilities over a multiyear period of long-term recovery was not evident. What is
missing in analysis of long-term recovery is the change in organizational roles and tasks
over time and the collaborative mechanisms by which organizations solve problems of
long-term recovery in impacted communities together.

Digging into the literature on long-term recovery revealed a relatively sparse body
of literature. Observations, field notes, interviews, and organizational documents were
used to begin to frame the ideas of timelines, processes, and networks of long-term
recovery. This study employs participant observation, observations, conversations, semi-
structured interviews, and network analysis to develop a framework of networked
stakeholder relationships created through a sequence of communication and organizing
activities over time. What this study elicits from the data is a process of long-term

recovery, an understanding of the timelines of recovery based upon organizational



activities conducted in the coastal New Jersey region between 2012 and 2017, and a
preliminary framework of the networks of recovery identified in the region.

Using a model of stakeholder theory that moves beyond the classic Anglo-
American models of primary and secondary stakeholders (Strand & Freeman, 2015), this
study frames stakeholders as part of a relational process in which organizational
partnering decisions are driven by the specific needs of communities and residents
engaged in long-term recovery. Stakeholder theory is a useful framework for analyzing
long-term recovery because it provides multiple models from which to analyze the
communication and organizing processes of long-term recovery. In addition to the
primary and secondary stakeholder models initially articulated by R. E. Freeman (1984)
and others (R. E. Freeman, Harr, son, Wicks, Parmer, & de Colle, 2010; R. E. Freeman,
Wicks, & Parmar, 2004; Strand & Freeman, 2015), different countries and regions may
also frame stakeholders as political citizenship (Byrkjeflot, 2003) or as cooperative
relationships that build consensus (Byrkjeflot, 2003; G. Jackson, 2005). Natural resources
management uses stakeholder frameworks to identify those impacted by particular public
policy, planning, and land use decisions, especially those who may be sidelined in the
decision-making process or otherwise underrepresented (Reed et al., 2009; Scott &
Oelofse, 2005).

Ultimately though, stakeholder relationships are about communication—which, in
turn, is ultimately about norms of shared decision making and negotiation. Whereas
stakeholder theory may often be associated with value, for instance, how do stakeholders
create shared value together (M. E. Porter & Kramer, 2011), Deetz (1992, 1995, 2017)

argued for a stakeholder framework that moves beyond value chains and strategic



alliances to a focus on collaborative communication across sectors, with each stakeholder
considering the interrelated set of organizational issues, interorganizational relationships,
and social concerns on which each stakeholder is focused. Stakeholders engage each
other through a network of communication practices including meetings, digital
communication, and face-to-face encounters. These communication practices, in turn,
initiate connections or relationships among stakeholders with different sets of skills,
expertise, competencies, information, or material resources (Monge & Contractor, 2003).
Network theory is important for understanding the complex set of interrelationships
among organizations that occur during disaster response and recovery. Every community
has some version of a civic network that emerges from the social and organizational
relationships within that community (Diani, 2015; Galaskiewicz, 1979, 2016). These
existing civic networks play an important role in long-term recovery. Stakeholders active
in existing civic networks may already have knowledge of each other’s expertise,
resources, and working styles. They may also be aware of gaps in the resources or know-
how of their community that require outside organizations to fill in the gaps. These
outside organizations may be either regional or national disaster relief organizations or
even new organizations that “pop up” in neighborhoods and communities to address local
needs that are not being addressed by larger government or nonprofit disaster response
agencies.

This study develops a framework of networked stakeholders that serve as core
social and organizational resources for communities recovering from disaster. While not
a stakeholder network that can be measured and defined using the traditional tools of

network analysis, the networked stakeholders framework does three things: (a) redefines



stakeholders as multiple interrelated relationships rather than one-to-one relationships
between primary and secondary stakeholders, (b) applies stakeholder theory to the
problem of long-term recovery after disaster, and (c) highlights the role of collaborative
communication as a key communication and organizing process for networked
stakeholders active in long-term recovery after disaster. Long-term recovery is a
multifaceted, multiyear process and requires a multiple-method, multi-theoretical
framework for understanding the communication and organizing processes that underlay

processes of long-term recovery from a natural disaster such as Hurricane Sandy.



CHAPTER 2
STAKEHOLDERS AND LONG-TERM RECOVERY

Stakeholder relationships provide a way of thinking about the interconnected
nature of economic and social life and the patterns of organizational relationships that
influence organizational action. Stakeholder theory wrestles with questions of
representation and value within market environments and with processes of collaborative
governance and collaborative communication within the broader socioeconomic
environment. More specifically, within processes of disaster response and long-term
recovery, networked stakeholder relationships are increasingly used to supplement the
more institutional responses from government agencies and formally chartered
nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) such as the American Red Cross. Processes of
long-term recovery after disaster can be analyzed as networked stakeholder relationships
specific to a community or region.

Within the organizational field of disaster relief and recovery organizations, there
are a variety of organizational logics at play that represent a wide spectrum of
organizational missions, service delivery models, and organizational relationships active
in the disaster zone (Doerfel, Lai, & Chewning, 2010; Harris, Carestia, & Fedorova 2017;
Majchrzak, Jarvenpaa, & Hollingshead, 2007). While nonprofit organizations tend to
dominate the disaster relief and recovery field both nationally and internationally, public-
and private sector organizations play a major role in emergency response and long-term
recovery. Disaster relief and recovery organizations include public agencies such as
FEMA, the U.S. Department of Homeland Security (DHS), the Small Business

Administration, and the Department of Housing and Urban Development ([HUD] 2013)
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at the federal level (Anderson, 2002). At the state level, these public agencies may
include Offices of Emergency Management, the Department of Community Affairs,
Department of Health and Human Services, and the Department of Environmental
Protection (Kapucu, Arslan, & Collins, 2010; State of New Jersey Department of
Community Affairs, n.d.). Locally, Offices of Emergency Management, mayors’ offices,
business administrators, and town clerks are key players in disaster relief and recovery
(Harris & Doerfel, 2016). However, the key players in long-term recovery are often
rooted in the plural sector and comprised mainly of nonprofits and faith-based
organizations ([FBOs] Harris & Doerfel, 2016, 2017; Lai, Tao, & Cheng, 2017).
Nonprofits involved in disaster relief and recovery range from large congressionally
chartered organizations such as the American Red Cross (Kosar, 2006) to FBOs such as
the United Methodist Relief Organization (UMCORE), Catholic Charities, Episcopal
Relief and Development, and Lutheran Disaster Response (DHS, 2011, 2013). Private
sector organizations active in disaster relief and recovery may include complex
consumer-facing organizations with sophisticated supply chains, such as Home Depot,
Lowes, and Walmart, as well as firms specializing in consulting and grant management
such as ICF International, Halliburton, Hammerman and Gainer, KBR Associates, and
The Shaw Group, all of which bring a market-driven approach toward disaster relief and
recovery (Adams, 2013; Browne, 2015).

Stakeholder theory provides an opportunity to better understand the
organizational relationships that underpin long-term recovery. Traditionally, stakeholder
models have provided a way of understanding economic and social organization and the

connections between organizations seeking to solve similar problems or that share similar
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organizational missions or operating logics. Applying stakeholder theory to an
understanding of long-term recovery after disaster provides an analytical model for the
development of a framework that accounts for the organizational relationships and
sequencing of organizational activities required for multiyear processes of long-term
recovery. Stakeholder theory, however, rests upon certain assumptions of economic and
social theory that vary by country or region. Using traditional models of Anglo-American
stakeholder theory misses key elements of communication, coordination, and embedded
social relationships that are critical to understanding how long-term recovery processes
depend upon networked stakeholders to identify problems, define solutions, and connect
communities and residents with resources in a disaster-impacted area such as coastal New
Jersey.
Models of Stakeholder Relations Across Countries and Regions

Differences in stakeholder models across countries and regions reflect differences
in economic and social organization (G. Jackson & Deeg, 2008). These differences
reflect how capital was organized during the emergence of industrial processes and the
rise of big business in the 19th and 20th centuries (Perrow, 2014; Sklar, 1988; Wiebe,
1967), and led to differences in institutional arrangements of work, management,
community, government relations, employment, and professional or managerial
associations. The ways in which institutions are arranged reflect the organization of
society and the political philosophies underpinning the development of markets and
contracts, and the rules governing work and social interactions (Aoki, 2001; de
Tocqueville, 2000; Goffman, 1983; P. A. Hall & Thelen, 2008; Sklar, 1988). Institutional

arrangements, in turn, shape how organizational activities such as goal setting, division of
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tasks, roles, or functions, problem solving, decision making, communication, and
coordination are conducted within and across organizations.

Within the United States, the function of the executive was given early
prominence as managerial capitalism developed to coordinate communication and
workflows, allocate resources, and manage employee relations among increasingly large,
increasingly differentiated industrial organizations (Barnard, 1938; Perrow, 2014).
Lately, this tradition of professional management has been challenged as owners of
capital seek to control their firms directly and place greater emphasis on financial know-
how than on managerial know-how (Davis, 2009; Fama & Jensen, 1983). The Anglo-
American model of organizing differs from European models, in which technical know-
how and paternalistic management (German) and communicative and management skills
(Nordic) place an emphasis on social relations and governance processes, in addition to
economic ownership and financial performance (Byrkjeflot, 2003). These different
configurations of social, economic, and institutional arrangements shape communication
practices and the underlying social and communication processes by which organizations
operate.

Nordic models of capitalism reflect the social democratic trends of Nordic nations
and a “middle way” tradition that sought to build an industrial society that emphasized
labor-management cooperation rather than the worker/management conflict that marked
the American and British transitions to industrialism (Byrkjeflot, 2003; Rhenman, 1968).
Within Nordic social democracies, the role of management is to build trust and to
negotiate among the competing demands and interests of business owners, workers,

farmers, intellectuals, and managers themselves. Rather than focus on collective
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bargaining and grievance procedures or the outright control of capital over workers and
workplace dynamics, as is often the case in the United States, the achievement of
consensus among conflicting groups lies at the heart of constitutional management in
Nordic nations (Byrkjeflot, 2003; Strand & Freeman, 2015). Constitutional, or
communicative, management reflects the broader inclusion of social governance and
political rights within industrialism and in the development of markets in these northern
European countries. This process of communicative management underlies the traditions
of participatory management and processes of industrial democracy prevalent in these
countries.

Consensus, communication, and collaboration are important parts of the long-
term recovery process, as well as principles of participatory democracy and management.
Multiple organizations are required to work with one another to achieve the goals of a
long-term recovery process. Specific recovery goals may vary by region or community,
but all long-term recovery requires processes that (a) distribute financial assistance; (b)
enable reconstruction and rebuilding; (c) provide emotional, spiritual, and social support;
and (d) coordinate among multiple programs, organizations, and agencies active in the
recovery process.

Institutional failures and the inability of institutions to solve critical social and
economic problems are a result of an overreliance upon private organizations and market-
driven models and an imbalance between the private, public, and plural sectors
(Mintzberg, 2015; Mintzberg & Azevedo, 2012) and has been reflected in some of the
key failures of post-disaster recovery over the last decade (Adams, 2013; Browne, 2015).

Successful long-term recovery requires cross-sector relationships operating on an equal
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footing among the private, public, and plural sectors. Traditionally thought of as the
nonprofit or third sector, the plural sector is that broad range of organizations that are
neither privately owned nor are they public organizations enacted via a constitution,
legislation, statute, rulemaking, or regulation. Plural sector organizations include
traditional nonprofits, consumer and producer cooperatives, foundations and
philanthropic organizations, labor unions, and social enterprises (Mintzberg, 2015). In
disaster-impacted communities, emergent or pop-up organizations addressing
neighborhood or community disaster recovery issues are primarily plural sector
organizations and may be either formally or informally organized. Communication,
coordination, and collaboration across all these sectors and organizations is crucial for the
establishment of effective long-term recovery in disaster-impacted communities.

The development of constitutional management and the idea of consensus forged
through communication about economic life in the Nordic nations was enacted through
conflict between people and organizations in multiple social and industrial sectors, and
not just out of a democratic ideal (Byrkjeflot, 2003; Rhenman, 1968). Farmers, laborers,
skilled craftspeople, managers, and business owners all competed over resources and
governance arrangements during the Nordic industrialization period. Although
communicative management, or management through communication, is now a norm
within these countries, it is a negotiated norm that mediates conflicting social and
economic interests among different classes and occupations over power and resources.
Negotiated norms of communication and consensus are critically important for effective
stakeholder relationships in long-term recovery. However, tension and conflict may mark

stakeholder relations in disaster-impacted communities when organizations jockey for
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position as the focal organization or primary stakeholder serving the impacted
community. Such jockeying is often found among non-local organizations with national
or international scope that enter disaster-impacted communities with certain expertise or
resources. Such jockeying among externally oriented stakeholders may often ignore the
underlying expertise or resources of existing local stakeholders who are part of the
embedded civic network in a disaster-impacted region or community (Ansell, 2003;
Diani, 2015; Harris & Doerfel, 2016).

As a negotiated norm, communicative management is a communication practice
that can be designed as a way to forge consensus around joint interests while mitigating
or downplaying overt conflicts over power or resources. Communicative management
requires an understanding of organizations and interorganizational relationships as part of
a larger community and the integration of market forces within this broader community.
Communicative management is a communication practice that is necessary for effective
long-term recovery processes. Communicative management requires communication,
coordination, and collaboration among diverse sets of stakeholders in disaster-impacted
communities to enact the stakeholder relationships necessary to provide financial and
material assistance, coordinate the complex set of tasks associated with rebuilding and
reconstruction, and ensure that adequate emotional, spiritual, and social support is
provided.

Nordic Models of Stakeholder Relationships

What differentiates Nordic models of stakeholder engagement from Anglo-

American, or traditional, models of stakeholder management are the erosion or

elimination of the distinction between primary and secondary stakeholders and an
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emphasis on collaborative communication. Organizational theory in Scandinavia rests
upon a foundation of political citizenship in which the primary units of association “were
primarily voluntary associations, unions, local governments, and political parties”
(Brykjeflot 2003, p. 13). Private enterprise, or the for-profit firm, was embedded within
these relationships and leadership rested upon the ability of an individual or organization
to negotiate and mediate among conflicting social, economic, political, and
organizational governance models. Brykjeflot (2003) framed this approach as
“constitutional management” (pp. 21-23), which had as its primary goal the moderation
of market forces and their potential negative impacts on workers and communities.
Nordic models of organization theory hold that political, social, and economic
citizenship are intertwined (Byrkjeflot, 2003). Political citizenship rests upon a
foundation of political parties and social movements that mobilize non-elite citizens such
as workers and farmers, providing them with equal voice in the political process. Social
citizenship rests upon a foundation of social benefits provided through a social welfare
state in which human development needs are met through state rather than employer or
individual responsibility for health care, daycare, family leave, educational access, and
retirement. Economic citizenship represents both the rights of workers and the rights of
management, and these relationships have typically been mediated through processes of
participative management and industrial democracy (Byrkjeflot, 2003; Rhenman, 1968).
These processes are similar to the processes of long-term recovery in which social,
political, and economic or organizational relationships provide the foundation through

which networked stakeholders are able to mutually identify problems, develop potential
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solutions, divide tasks, and coordinate the resources needed for individual and
community rebuilding and recovery.

Participative management within this framework involves participation in the
processes of decision making. These processes of decision making include problem
identification, goal setting, norms of participation and boundary setting, problem solving,
and formal decision making—the act of choosing an outcome or solution out of a range
of possible outcomes or solutions (Rhenman, 1968, pp. 60—66). The emergence of global
models of communication, consumption, and investment have begun to erode some of the
more traditional models of Scandinavian participatory management and industrial
democracy as cross-border mergers and acquisitions of Scandinavian firms have created
blended multinational organizations with different norms rooted in different governance
models (Wieland, 2011). The blending of more traditional models of Scandinavian
models of management and governance with globalized organizational and economic
norms has created new sources of conflict over resources, power, and governance that
have an impact on social and organizational relationships among workers, citizens,
consumers, and leadership at both local and global levels.

Similar to Deetz (1995), Rhenman’s (1968) processes of decision making blended
notions of ownership and appropriate stakeholder representation. One of the key
challenges in contemporary society, according to Deetz, is the identification of these
representative interests within processes of decision making. The notion of ownership
and the sites of decision making have become increasingly contested as the lines between
public and private decision making have blurred and public functions and resources have

been offloaded to the private and plural sectors (Milward & Provan, 2000). The
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challenge, Deetz argued, is the role of private capital and economically oriented
management processes within complex decision-making processes. Within Anglo-
American models, financial reward and economic outcome are viewed as the main
measures of success and failure. Instead, a stewardship model of decision making, Deetz
argued, would be more likely to move organizational leaders toward consideration of the
complex web of relationships that connect private and public stakeholders. However,
such a stewardship model requires both formal and informal authority to be granted or
delegated to managers and other key decision makers. It is only through the broadly
participative delegation of formal and informal authority among key decision makers or
stakeholders that a more equal approach to communication and negotiation can take
place.

Authority itself can be based on either power or shared goals. However,
acceptance of shared goals is often predicated upon one of two parties having superior
knowledge or know-how over the other. Rhenman (1968) defined authority as a social
relationship between two parties in which one party responds to and implements
directions from the other. Two or more parties may agree that they share certain goals or
desired outcomes, but one party defers to the other because it perceives the other as
having superior information or know-how, rather than a particular place in the hierarchy
or a certain social status. Authority based on power derives from the ability of one party
to sanction or reward the other party. In the Nordic stakeholder model, status and prestige
may also play a role in perceived and actual authority in decision making and
participative management. Distinctions may be made between status based on the role a

stakeholder plays and the prestige of a particular person or type of role, but in general, the
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authority of roles and positions may depend as much upon status as it does upon power or
shared goals (Rhenman, 1968, pp. 67—70).

Positionality and role are important aspects of stakeholder relationships and shape
the communication activities and work practices of networked stakeholders.
Communication networks are a set of interdependent relationships that mediate
informational, financial, and communication flows and provide an opportunity for or
constraint on possible communication and work practices in an interorganizational
relationship (Monge & Contractor, 2003). Within Nordic models of stakeholder
relationships, power, information, resources, and influence flow between workers,
management, the community, and a larger set of social institutions that include unions,
employer associations, regulatory agencies, multilateral financial institutions (e.g., The
World Bank), and third-party certifiers (e.g., the World Fair Trade Organization). Within
these relationships, authority is derived from knowledge (about an industry, certain
sustainability practices, worker health and safety, financial performance, competitive
threats, and so on) and role (e.g., manager, worker, government official, regulator,
community member, representative of a nongovernmental organization). Status and
prestige may also play a role in perceived and actual authority within these stakeholder
networks. Highly educated managers from a multinational forest products company may
be perceived as having a certain level of prestige and status in addition to technical know-
how in a Himalayan mountain village, whereas a locally based agriculture specialist may
be seen as having only technical know-how related to a specific region. The number of
possible permutations in roles and positions within a stakeholder relationship requires

participative, decentralized, and transparent governance. These extended relationships
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and roles are similar to the extended set of relationships and roles necessary to execute
long-term recovery in disaster-impacted communities (DHS, 2011; Rubin, 2009; U.S.
Government Accountability Office [GAQ], 2016).

Contemporary Nordic stakeholder models reflect a decentralized model of
embedded relationships often organized around notions of collaborative and participatory
governance. Within these embedded sets of relationships, organizational and community
interests are often entwined. Over a 40-year period, Novo Nordisk evolved its model of
stakeholder relationships from one of firm-centricity, under which Novo Nordisk
operated within a hub and spoke model of primary and secondary stakeholders (Strand &
Freeman, 2015), to one of an extended web. In the model of firm-centricity, Novo
Nordisk specifically managed the individual relationships between the firm, employees,
customers, suppliers, and investors. Novo Nordisk evolved this classic model of
stakeholder relationships toward a model in which the company locates its operations and
relationships within a diverse web of interorganizational relationships embedded in
multiple social and cultural contexts across the globe.

The evolution of organization at Novo Nordisk simultaneously supports and
refutes Byrkjeflot’s (2003) contention that Nordic models of management began to
dissolve in the 1980s and 1990s as global capitalism began increasingly to reshape the
social and cultural contexts in which firms and organizations operate. The rise of global
capital and borderless organizations also gave rise to a form of communicative
management based upon compromise, negotiation, and democratic-participative modes of
social interaction that supported the increasingly important role that knowledge- and

service-based industries were playing in national and global economies. This model also
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takes into account the increased numbers of cultures and social contexts in which
organizations are operating. Operating as a set of networked stakeholders within
particular countries and cultures creates opportunities for shared expertise, local
knowledge, and joint problem solving to become norms of participation and stakeholder
engagement.

However, media management play important roles in this contemporary
stakeholder environment as the management of meaning begins to displace the social
interaction of citizens as a principal organizing process within organizational, social, and
political life (Byrkjeflot, 2003; Deetz, 1992, 1995). This increased role of media and
meaning management in contemporary stakeholder management is reflected in the
emphasis of the American Red Cross on media, marketing, and public affairs, even
during the emergency response phase of disasters. During the response to Hurricane
Sandy, residents of New Jersey shore communities, current and former Red Cross
volunteers, and local officials reported that the American Red Cross was using its
transportation fleet for public relations efforts rather than service delivery of needed
resources to residents and communities affected by the event (J. Elliot & Eisinger, 2014).
Leadership at the American Red Cross uses a market-driven approach and emphasizes the
role of marketing, media, and public relations in connecting an organization with larger
publics and in setting the parameters of public debate and participation in
interorganizational relationships (Briones, Kuch, Liu, & Jin, 2011; J. Elliott, 2015;
McGovern, Court, Quelch, & Crawford, 2004). As the only congressionally chartered

disaster relief agency in the United States (Kosar, 2006), the American Red Cross uses
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communicative management to define its position as the primary federal partner in
disaster response and its role as the primary provider of expertise and know-how.

Communicative management is used to establish and reinforce the position of the
American Red Cross as the focal organization within a hub and spoke stakeholder model
of nonprofit disaster response, rather than as a partner within an embedded community or
regional disaster response network (Ambinder et al., 2013; DHS, 2008, 2013; J. Elliott &
Eisinger, 2014). However, during disasters of the magnitude of Sandy, Katrina, Harvey,
and Maria, stakeholder networks that blur the distinction between primary and secondary
stakeholders emerge as crucial conduits of information, supplies, financial assistance, and
social support (Harris & Doerfel, 2016), and a wide variety of organizations may play
brokerage roles in which they connect multiple stakeholders and coordinate the
movement of resources and expertise to communities impacted by disasters (Lind,
Tirado, Butts, & Petrescu-Prahova, 2008). In these circumstances, the meaning and media
management practices of the American Red Cross come into conflict with the broader
needs of the community and on-the-ground, real-time partnering efforts between the
different organizations responding to the initial disaster and then enacting long-term
recovery efforts. Management of conflict between the American Red Cross and
community stakeholders, as well as across the broader nonprofit community, thus
becomes a defining feature of stakeholder networks operating in communities impacted
by disaster (Ambinder et al., 2013; J. Elliot & Eisinger, 2014; Harris & Doerfel, 2017).
Collaboration and Communication Among Networked Stakeholders

Within Nordic models of stakeholder relationships jointness of interests,

cooperative strategic postures, and a broader economic view of the firm and society
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(Strand & Freeman, 2015) are the foundational pillars of stakeholder engagement. This
model prioritizes cross-sector relationships built around collaborative communication
(Deetz, 2017) and collaborative governance (Aakhus & Bzdak, 2015). Collaborative
governance places communication and management in the hands of the stakeholder, with
each networked stakeholder responsible for healthy and effective processes of
communication and coordination (Deetz, 2017; Koschmann, 2013; Koschmann, Kuhn, &
Pfarrer, 2012).

Communication is designed through networked stakeholders who collectively
decide upon the communication activities and work practices that support the issues at
hand, such as long-term recovery after disaster. These activities and practices are
designed not only to meet the stated goals and desired outcomes of funding organizations
and public agencies with rulemaking and regulatory responsibilities, but also to meet the
needs of the communities and people served by the stakeholder network (Aakhus &
Bzdak, 2015; Barbour & Gill, 2014; Koschmann, 2013). Stakeholder theory, then, rests
upon a foundation of multiparty collaborative communication (Deetz, 1992, 1995, 2017).
Like collaborative governance (Ansell, 2003), collaborative communication proceeds
from the assumption that social, economic, and environmental problems are entwined and
that stakeholders and their associated organizational and interorganizational networks are
embedded within these broader social, economic, and environmental contexts.

Communication design. Communication design places the problems and
practices of communication front and center in social and organizational life (Aakhus,
2007; Aakhus & Bzdak, 2015; S. Jackson & Aakhus, 2014). Communication design is a

way of making visible the potential outcomes and processes of communication activities
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that shape the organizing processes of communities and organizations. In some ways,
communication design can be understood as a type of reverse engineering in which we
look at particular outcomes of communication practices and processes and work
backward to identify areas of communication breakdown and areas for potential
improvement (Aakhus, 2007, 2015). Combined with a social constructionist grounded
theory approach, communication design enables the creation of communication
interventions that may strengthen interorganizational collaborations and relationships by
creating possibilities for collaborative communication. Long-term recovery after disaster
rests upon a foundation of meetings, case management processes, phone calls, and e-
mails through which information about residents impacted by disaster or recovery, the
unmet needs of residents, available funds, municipal permitting processes, new or
extended assistance programs, state and federal documentation, and organizational
capacity is shared among organizations engaged in long-term recovery. In long-term
recovery, communication practices shape the organizing processes necessary for restoring
some sense of normalcy through a rebuilding and reconstruction process. Understanding
organizational competencies and capacity, organizational activities, and how
organizational competencies are sequenced over time is critically important for
developing the knowledge to intervene and build stronger communication practices that
strengthen stakeholder networks and the processes of long-term recovery.
Communication practices. Communication practices are the organizational
forms in which language and interaction occur within an interorganizational
collaboration. By employing communication practices, responding agencies organize and

connect thoughts, activities, goals, and outcomes within communities and organizations
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seeking to rebuild after disaster (Goffman, 1983; Orlikowski, 2002; Stigliani & Ravasi,
2012). Organizational and communication activities engage and empower networked
stakeholder relationships as part of long-recovery processes. These organizational
practices help shape the interorganizational relationships that compose the social
infrastructure of a community and contribute to social resilience.

Communication practices are the enactment of speech-oriented communication
processes into a coherent set of activities that make use of encapsulated technologies,
tools, or gatherings that communicate ideas, interpretations, or shared meanings among
people seeking shared goals and outcomes. Communication practices are typically
constructed through the comprehensive application of organizational communication that
includes the memo, presentation software, spreadsheet software, statistical tools, mapping
software, databases, e-mail and social media, public commenting, public testimony, and
rulemaking (Kaplan, 2011; Sprain & Boromisza-Habashi, 2012; Yates & Orlikowski,
1992). Understanding communication practices in this way allows us to attend to the
larger communication patterns and processes that compose the collaborative
communication of networked stakeholders. Communication practices provide insights
into the ways in which networked stakeholder relationships are formed and maintained
within communities. As such, by identifying the communication practices used during
processes of long-term recovery, we can identify the ways in which networked
stakeholders come together and begin to build an understanding of the organizational
activities that shape the organizational landscape of disaster-impacted communities. This

understanding of organizational activities defines multi-stakeholder models of
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collaboration as a communication practice that builds networked stakeholder
relationships over time.
Non-Nordic Models of Stakeholder Relationships

To fully understand the implications of communication-based Nordic models of
stakeholder relationships, there is a need to consider the non-Nordic models of
stakeholder relationships. The following sections address Anglo-American models,
German-Swiss models, and natural resources management approaches to stakeholder
relationships. Assessing different cultural and disciplinary approaches to stakeholder
theory provides a stronger framework for moving stakeholder theory toward a process of
networked stakeholder relationships organized around collaborative communication.

Anglo-American models of stakeholder relationships. Anglo-American models
of stakeholder relationships are oriented toward the shareholder rather than the
stakeholder and focus on value creation rather than collaborative communication. These
approaches are also the traditional models thought of in stakeholder theory and analysis
(R. E. Freeman et al., 2010; Laplume, Sonpar, & Litz, 2008). Within the traditional
model of Anglo-American stakeholder relationships, stakeholders are treated as
constituent parts of an organization to be managed, rather than as autonomous entities
with their own set of relationships (R. E. Freeman, 1984; R. E. Freeman et al., 2010;
Miles, 2015). These relationships tend to be transactional rather than relational and orient
the interorganizational relationships in Anglo-American stakeholder models toward
exchanges of financial, informational, material, and reputational resources rather than
participatory models of social and organizational interaction in which joint problem

identification, problem solving, and decision making take precedence.
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Distinctions between primary and secondary stakeholders and between social
issues and stakeholder issues are most pronounced in Anglo-American models.
Appropriate stakeholder issues are defined as the organization itself, employees,
shareholders, customers, employees, and suppliers. Public stakeholder issues are defined
as health, energy, environmental issues and public policies, community relations, and
social investments (Clarkson, 1995). In this formulation, public stakeholder issues are
stakeholder issues only insofar as they directly affect the organization. Broader business
and social issues are managed at the organizational level as part of a corporate social
responsibility strategy. R. E. Freeman (1984) and R. E. Freeman et al. (2010) broke down
stakeholders into internally and externally focused shareholders, with owners, customers,
employees, and suppliers comprising one set of stakeholders and the government or
public agencies, competitors, consumer and environmental advocates, the media, and
various associations and special interest groups comprising a second, externally oriented
set of stakeholders. Granted, R. E. Freeman (1984) and R. E. Freeman et al. (2010)
moved toward a more holistic conception of stakeholder relationships in revisiting
Scandinavian organization theory and stakeholder models (Strand & Freeman, 2015), but
these formative Anglo-American models as articulated originally by R. E. Freeman
(1984) still tend to be contractually based, with executed contracts taking precedence
over social and employment rights (Mesure, 2005).

The contractual nature of Anglo-American models is what orients these models
toward transaction-based strategic initiatives and away from models of collaborative
communication. Concepts of shared values supersede concepts of collaborative

communication because the logic of shared value aligns more directly with contractual
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obligations and shareholder-oriented conceptions of the firm (Aakhus & Bzdak, 2015; M.
E. Porter & Kramer, 2011). In this model, shared value represents an economic
framework that emphasizes profitability as a joint function of corporate and social
interests. The profit motive remains central in this framework, and market-driven
governance is the primary organizing mechanism of both business and society (Aakhus &
Bzdak, 2015; pp. 192-193). This dichotomy makes it difficult to move toward a principal
of jointness of interests and collaborative communication because Anglo-American
models are organized at the individual and organizational levels rather than as a set of
social relations and obligations. Further compounding these issues are the contractual
nature of Anglo-American stakeholder relationships in which contracts are executed as
two-party or multiparty transactions among individuals and organizations, rather than
being embedded within a broader set of governance models and social norms that
prioritize cooperation over economically determined value.

Cooperation as governance: German-Swiss stakeholder models. German
models of stakeholder relationships are organized around cooperative principals
governing management/labor relations that are enshrined in German law (Byrkjeflot,
2003; G. Jackson, 2005). German-Swiss social and economic arrangements have been
referred to as a Rhine or Rhinish model characterized by social consensus, egalitarian
values, community-based employment and organizational ecosystems, long-term
strategic approaches to capital investment and finance, social rather than employment
benefits, and a limited role for religion in economic and social life (Peck & Theodore,

2007). In Albert’s (1993) original formulation, the Rhinish model also included the
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Netherlands, parts of Scandinavia, and was even extended to include Japan—all countries
that emphasize organizational models built around consensus and employee inclusion.

The Rhinish model of stakeholder relationships emphasizes the formal
organization of workers, managers, and state institutions into cooperative arrangements in
which decisions related to employment rights, allocation of resources, deployment of
capital, and strategy formation are worked out cooperatively and decisions often made
jointly. Unlike Nordic models of stakeholder management, according to the Rhinish
model, cooperative governance at organizational and institutional levels is institutionally
configured and a matter of law in Germanic countries. Although this approach does result
in employee participation and consensus building, the need for highly developed models
of collaborative communication is less pressing than in the Nordic nations because of the
institutional frameworks that shape interorganizational relationships and interactions in
Germanic countries. However, unlike the Anglo-American model, German-Swiss
stakeholder relationships are predicated upon an embedded web of social and
organizational relationships that erode distinctions between primary and secondary
stakeholders. Within these European models of stakeholder relations, participation and
consensus building throughout the problem-solving and decision-making phases are
critical parts of stakeholder engagement.

Models of stakeholder relationships in natural resources management. While
literature on communication, management, and strategy focus on the organizational and
interorganizational dimensions of stakeholder relationships, scholars and practitioners in
natural resources management, policy studies, and international development

conceptualize stakeholder relationships as a way of identifying those sidelined or ignored
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in decision making processes and bringing them into processes of decision making and
governance (Reed et al., 2009; D. Scott & Oelofse, 2005). The emphasis on stakeholder
relationships as people rather than organizations (see also Taylor & Doerfel, 2011) or
interorganizational relationships (see also Taylor & Doerfel, 2011) tends to align
stakeholder engagement within the natural resources community with contemporary
models of Nordic stakeholder engagement in which democratic participation,
collaborative communication, and a view of stakeholder relationships as embedded
within communities prevails (Strand & Freeman, 2015). Authors of the natural resources
literature still struggle with the same problems of scope, inclusion, and boundaries within
stakeholder analysis that management and communication literatures traditionally have.
Although the focus on participation and inclusion is paramount for stakeholder
engagement within the natural resources community, issues of power and manipulation
may still arise and have an adverse impact on the inclusion and attention paid to certain
groups of stakeholders (Reed et al., 2009, pp. 1934-1935).

Issues of hazardous waste siting in urban environments are prime examples of
conflicts among different groups of stakeholders in a community. Hazardous waste siting
often tests notions of participatory decision making and reinforces traditional power
structures within communities. Participation may be constrained by the embedded
sociohistorical framework in which participatory activities take place. These embedded
sociohistorical frameworks could constrain the ability of marginalized populations to
shape their community and built environments in a way that minimizes the location of
noxious and hazardous facilities (Pellow, 2000; Sze, 2007; Szasz, 1994). Low land

values, existing approaches to managing toxic, hazardous, and noxious waste disposal,
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and lack of organized community stakeholder opposition usually results in the replication
of existing decision-making practices and land use policies that disproportionately harm
communities of color, vulnerable populations, and low-income communities.

The introduction of recycling and waste management plants into South Side
Chicago as part of a move from garbage disposal to “green technologies” was part of a
multi-stakeholder process influenced by political and industry stakeholders in greater
Chicago. Rather than being an exercise in deliberative democracy, neighborhood
participation, or participatory planning, this stakeholder process was heavily influenced
by corporate and political demands and marked by a lack of participation by organized
labor and workers. This imbalance resulted in a South Side Chicago recycling facility
operating in ways that proved dangerous to workers at the plant, the siting of which was
in the midst of communities of color that already bore a disproportionate share of the
waste disposal and hazardous industries of the city. This multi-stakeholder process, while
ostensibly collaborative, resulted in South Side communities and workers bearing the
brunt of the environmental hazards associated with the operation of a recycling facility,
while the broader Chicagoland community benefitted from the perceived advantages of a
green technology to replace existing land use, air quality, and transportation challenges
associated with traditional solid waste disposal and garbage hauling practices (Pellow
2000).

Stakeholder engagement in natural resources management is not solely about
giving voice to the voiceless and including the dispossessed in those governance
processes related to land and natural resources. Stakeholder engagement can also be used

as a tool for decision makers and power brokers to gain buy-in to policies and plans and
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to overcome obstacles and local opposition. These instrumental approaches tend to
privilege technical problem solving, organizational leadership, and elite agenda setting
over a bottoms-up approach to information gathering, problem definition, stakeholder
identification and stakeholder inclusion. These problems mirror the issues of power and
authority within the processes of decision making in industrial democracies raised by
Rhenman (1968), and the issues of representation and control identified by Deetz (1992,
1995, 2017) as obstacles to consensus building in complex governance issues that cross
public/private boundaries. When stakeholder engagement is conducted in such an
instrumental way, community members may feel the participatory dimension of the
stakeholder engagement process missing or may feel they lack the knowledge needed to
participate and make meaningful contributions to solving complex problems facing their
communities.
Traditional Models of Stakeholder Relationships

Stakeholder theory provides a framework for understanding the purpose of an
organization and the multilayered social and organizational relationships that comprise
the internal operations and external environment of an organization (R. E. Freeman,
1984; R. E. Freeman et al., 2004). Traditionally developed as a model of corporate
relationships within the external environment of an organization, stakeholder models
have been expanded to include stakeholder networks, management of natural resources,
and the embedded nature of organizational and community relationships (Granovetter,
1985; Reed et al., 2009; Rowley, 1997; Strand & Freeman, 2015). Stakeholder
relationships require an understanding of which organizations constitute the stakeholders

of the firm—those organizations that have a stake in the issue, organization, or
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community at hand—and a definition of the particular stake at hand. Traditionally, firm
has referred to for-profit organizations engaged in economic transactions. Firms can be
organizations, but the term firm refers to a much broader set of organizations active
across the private, plural, and public sectors and comprising a variety of economic and
operating models (Coase, 1937; Mintzberg, 2015) that guide the mission, purpose, and
relationships of the organization.

Traditionally, stakeholder theory defined stakes along two different dimensions.
The first dimension focused on the different types of organizations holding different
types of stakes within an organization or that are related to an organizational outcome. By
tradition, these stakes include equity (ownership), market (customers and suppliers), and
government (influence or persuasion). The second dimension of stakeholder relationships
emphasizes power, or the application of resources to create a desired outcome. Power in
classic stakeholder theory is defined as economic power (price, switching ability, supply,
investment), voting power (ability of owners to vote for preferred directors, managers, or
stock market activity), and political power (legislative, regulatory, or legal activities; R.
E. Freeman, 1984).

Contemporary stakeholder theory emerged from strategic management
approaches to corporate strategy. Classic strategic management focused on the
management of the core assets of the company, which were usually defined as plants,
properties, people, and equipment. Strategic management was designed to understand the
operation of the whole firm and to provide a focused disciplinary background for
emerging general managers from leading business schools to engage in the management

of increasingly complex, increasingly global organizations (Kiechel, 2010).
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Strategic management approaches to stakeholder theory place more emphasis on
cooperative relationships than traditional competitive strategy models, which primarily
emphasize competitive advantage and shared value creation over a model of cooperation
rooted in shared social and organizational identities and environments (Aakhus & Bzdak,
2015; R. E. Freeman et al., 2004; M. E. Porter, 1980). Stakeholder theory stands in
marked contrast to shareholder-driven, free-market models of corporate strategy, the aim
of which is to maximize profit and financial returns to shareholders (Fama & Jensen,
1983; Williamson, 1973) regardless of impact to employees, the community, or local
ecologies. Ethics and economics are not separate in stakeholder theory; rather, they are
interrelated. This concern with values and purpose, rather than a strict accounting of
value creation and investment return, advances an idea of corporate and organizational
life in which social relations, democratic practices of management and decision making,
joint problem solving, and interorganizational collaboration become salient to the
operation of the firm and to the execution of the strategy of the firm (Deetz, 1992, 1995;
Deetz, Tracy, & Simpson, 2000).

Contemporary corporate strategy is typically focused on financial questions and
shareholder wealth within a framework where shareholder concerns and shareholder
rights predominate organizational decision making (Davis, 2009; Fama & Jensen, 1983;
Ott, 2011; Posner, 1974). In contrast, traditional theories of stakeholder relationships
view the business environment as a set of cooperative relationships in which businesses
manage their organizational relationships as a symbiotic relationship between the
business, investors, employees, customers, suppliers, media, and community and

environmental organizations representing specific social and environmental issues.
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Stakes in Interorganizational Relationships

Classic stakeholder theory defines stakeholders—those with a stake—as groups or
people who are mutually dependent upon one another and who are able to make an
impact on the achievement of individual or organizational goals (R. E. Freeman, 1984;
Rhenman, 1968). Within R. E. Freeman’s (1984) stakeholder framework, stakeholders
are organizations, groups, or individuals without whose support the firm would seek to
exist. In their review of stakeholder theory, Strand and Freeman (2015) highlighted the
expansion of stakeholder interests among Scandinavian companies to include child labor,
human rights, long-term, stable investments in communities where the business
operations of global companies are located, and broad sustainability practices related to
forestry and agriculture.

Traditionally, stakeholder theory is concerned with organizational survivability
and may serve as both a social theory of the firm and an action theory of the firm (Strand,
2015, p. 91). As a social theory of the firm, stakeholder theories embed economic
transactions and relationships within social relations. It is this view, articulated by Nasi
(as cited in Strand, 2015), that entwines stakeholder theory with notions of political
citizenship in which organizations are both an actor that “cements” community
relationships (Diani, 2015) and a focal organization, or primary stakeholder, that has
stakes in other organizations, which in turn have stakes in the focal organization
(Clarkson, 1995; R. E. Freeman, 1984; Rowley, 1997). An action theory of the firm
frames stakeholder relationships as a series of interactions among organizations with
similar goals and motives (Strand 2015). Both these articulations place collaborative

communication as the core process of stakeholder relationships and follow Deetz’s
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articulation of communication as the means of improving both organizational and civic
life (Deetz, 1992, 1995, 2017; Deetz et al., 2000). The interaction among stakeholders
and the mediation of their conflicting interests are the processes that contribute to
organizational survivability. Stakeholder interactions, then, are the key to the
maintenance of the organizational model and operations of the firm. In long-term
recovery, interactions among stakeholders make the operation of recovery efforts and the
survivability of the community possible.

Rhenman’s (1968) initial stakeholder framework included the community as a key
stakeholder because of the mutual dependence between state and society in enacting the
economic, organizational, and social processes that shape communication practices,
collaboration, and governance. The tension between stakes as economic interdependence
among employers, employees, suppliers, customers, competitors, public agencies, and
stakes as a broader set of relations between organizations and their external environments
pervades the history and literature of stakeholder theory. However, framing stakeholder
governance primarily as a mutually dependent exchange of resources necessary to
organizational survival reduces stakeholder complexity to a coldly rational calculation of
economic costs and benefits (Deetz, 1992, 1995). Such an approach ignores human
complexities and the web of interdependent relationships that compose the communities
in which stakeholder relations take place and decisions are made. Stakeholder
relationships may be goal dependent—that is, organizations have both independent and
interdependent goals, which contribute to their maintenance, and survivability over time

(Strand 2015).
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Stakes as Contributions and Rewards

At its heart, stakeholder theory is about the claims that different organizations
have upon one another. As part of an understanding of long-term recovery processes,
stakeholder theory can be extended to interrogate the claims that communities have upon
organizations and the claims that organizations have upon both (a) the communities in
which the organizations are actively engaged in recovery efforts; and (b) the
organizational partners with which they engage through long-term recovery groups, state
and local VOADs, and similar coordinating entities. In contrast to Anglo-American
models of stakeholder theory that emphasize interests, shares, or economic and political
power, traditional Scandinavian stakeholder models emphasize contribution and reward
as the key interactive mechanism among stakeholders (Strand 2015). Stakeholders
contribute to these interdependent relationship in some way that is unique to their
organizational, mission, goals, or resources and are then rewarded by other organizational
contributors who offer their own unique set of organizational competencies to the
endeavor.

Traditional stakeholder contributions and rewards include financial, material, and
informational goods, as well as power, status, and prestige (Strand 2015; Strand &
Freeman, 2015). This framework has strong parallels with the symbiotic sustainability
model (Shumate, Hsieh, & O’Connor, 2016; Shumate & O’Connor, 2010) in which
nonprofits and businesses partners exchange needed resources, information, reputation,
and identity as a way of influencing outcomes in their niches and meeting their
organizational goals. The symbiotic sustainability model emphasizes cross-sector

alliances between for-profit and nonprofit firms, but its framework may have utility for
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understanding communication and organizing practices involved in interdependent
processes such as long-term recovery after disaster.
Stakes, Joint Interests, and Problem Solving

Stakes are joint interests that connect members of a community who share a
common goal. Within a community framework of networked stakeholders, a stake can be
defined more specifically as shared interests in problem solving related to specific
economic, social, or environmental issue(s) that have an impact in the community. Stakes
represent the mutual or symbiotic relationships and claims that different organizations
and communities have upon one another, the contributions that different organizations
bring to community and interorganizational relationships, and the rewards that accrue
from participation as a networked stakeholder in a community or organizational
ecosystem. Organizations make claims upon each other and upon the communities with
and within which they interact to increase their chances of survival, especially in
turbulent or disrupted environments. The same holds true for communities. Communities
make claims upon the organizations with which they interact to provide revenues, jobs,
technical know-how, and expertise. Organizations expect a stable environment in which
to operate in. During times of disruption or turbulence, these claims and the mutual
dependence of communities and organizations upon each other become magnified.
Compromise, negotiation, and collaboration become increasingly important to allow all
stakeholders to jointly define goals, solve problems, and manage conflicts over

leadership, role(s), power, and resources.
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The Multiple Stakeholder Model

While stakeholder models, by definition, always include multiple stakeholders,
Deetz (1995) argued for a multiple stakeholder model that moved beyond the narrow set
of stakeholders typically associated with the value chain or interorganizational
relationships of for-profit firms and away from the traditional emphasis on the
organization at the center of a stakeholder universe. The multiple stakeholder model
moves from the local to the global and focuses on processes of shared decision making
and negotiated meanings among a broad range of organizational and community actors,
rather than on exchanges of resources and profit-seeking motives among firms. The
multiple stakeholder model encompasses the private, public, and plural sectors, with each
sector considering organizational issues, interorganizational relationships, and social
concerns as part of their decision-making and partnering processes (Harris & Doerfel,
2016; Mintzberg, 2015; Mintzberg & Azevedo, 2012).

Similar to R. E. Freeman’s (1984) stakeholder model, Deetz’s (1995) multiple
stakeholder model includes “consumers, workers, investors, suppliers, host communities,
the general society, and the world ecological community” (p. 50). Whereas R. E.
Freeman focused on the role of stakeholders in processes of strategic management in
which stakeholders have a 1:1 relationship with a focal organization, the multiple
stakeholder model represents a model of “pluralistic interdependence” (Deetz, 2017) in
which organizations may have separate identities, missions, and goals, but are
interconnected with each other and with the broader set of social relationships within
which they are embedded. This model of multiple stakeholders has strong parallels in

contemporary Nordic stakeholder management, in particular the Novo Nordisk model of
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both their stakeholder relationships and responsibilities (Strand & Freeman, 2015). Figure
1 depicts the Novo Nordisk (n.d.) stakeholder model as a set of complex relationships
with no one organization at the center. Within the Nordic models, for-profit firms
managing stakeholder engagements, corporate responsibility initiatives, or sustainability
programs do not conceptualize their organizations as the center of the stakeholder
universe. Instead, they see their organizations as embedded within a broader set of
organizational and community relationships.

Networked stakeholders are a set of multilayered social and organizational ties
that connect partnering organizations and communities. These social and organizational
relationships combine to create a web of social influences in which stakeholders interact
with one another to make joint decisions, enact shared goals, or influence one another
towards a desired outcome (Rowley, 1997). Networked stakeholders emerge from a web
of social and organizational relationships. These networked stakeholder relationships
have multiple layers that extend from formally enacted relationships between partnering
organizations to the interpersonal interactions that organizational members use to enact
organizational partnering and collaborative communication. Relationships between
organizations foster not only the development of trust between organizations, but also
may act as a hedge against unethical or criminal behavior such as fraud or deception
(Granovetter, 1985; Mizruchi & Fein, 1999; Uzzi, 1997).

The Symbiotic Sustainability Model: Modeling Corporate/NGO Stakeholder
Alliances
The symbiotic sustainability model (SSM) is an extension of the multiple

stakeholder model. It is an evolutionary link between a theory of private sector
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relationships designed to make strategic management more effective and a networked
model of cross-sector relationships. In this evolved model, private and plural sector
organizations build alliances that leverage one another’s social capital to solve particular
social, organizational, and interorganizational problems.

SSM is an interorganizational communication framework that models alliances
between nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) and corporations. These alliances are
designed to mobilize economic, social, cultural, and political capital on behalf of an
NGO/corporate alliance. Partnering organizations seek out one another to provide,
receive, or strengthen the strategic, operational, or reputational resources necessary for
the operation and survival of their own organizations. Because corporations and NGOs
are typically not in direct competition with one another, they are able to build symbiotic
relationships that leverage each other’s competencies to strengthen the economic,
operational, and reputational capacities of each organization (Shumate & O’Connor,
2010).

Corporations and NGOs typically inhabit different resource and identity niches
within an organizational landscape. Resource niches are the demands of time, money, and
materials placed on an organization by employees, customers, and volunteers, while
identity niches describe the various services that organizations provide or the different
operating logics and business models in use by different organizations (H. E. Aldrich &
Ruef, 2006; Shumate & O’Connor, 2010). Applying these two conceptual frameworks
reveals the different roles organizations play and the positions they may hold within an
organizational ecosystem comprising multiple organizational populations. The SSM is of

particular value for understanding interactions across the public, private, and plural
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sectors. Organizations in each of these sectors have mission statements, goals, and
institutional logics that tend to be separate from one another and define each organization
in unique ways, even though organizations may be working closely together to solve a
particular problem or interact regularly within an interorganizational relationship.

The SSM describes the ways in which nonprofits and businesses partner to
mobilize economic, social, or political capital through the creation and maintenance of
interorganizational relationships to leverage the core strategic, operational, and
reputational resources of each organization for capital mobilization. Within the SSM,
stakeholders of each partner organization ratify the meaning and value of these alliances.
Ratification is both formal and informal and relies on assessments of the value and
meaning of these alliances to the partnering organization by concerned or interested
stakeholders. Assessments are made by considering the reasons for having formed the
alliance and the nature of the overall partnership identity being communicated from
partner organizations to their stakeholders. The partner organizations determine what is
appropriate based upon the needs of each of the partner organizations, the ability of the
partnership to increase capital, and the potential positive and negative benefits that will
accrue form the organizational partnerships.

Organizations will usually partner with similar organizations—those with similar
missions, objectives, and charters—but organizations already in a partnering relationship
may also evaluate a third organization for suitability as a partner. In a study of social
service delivery networks in Africa, researchers found that international NGOs were
more likely to partner with another NGO than with local organizations, while local NGOs

were more likely to partner with other local NGOs than with local organizations not



43

affiliated with the government. These partnering decisions were also driven by
organizational evaluations of the suitability, capabilities, and competencies of other
organizations (Atouba & Shumate, 2010, 2015). Social ties, communication patterns, and
information flows provide the foundation for these collaborative partnerships and enable
the service delivery, problem solving, and decision making necessary for these
organizations to meet their goals and fulfill their missions. Partnering operates at multiple
levels, from simple exchanges of information or resources between two similar
organizations to complex interrelationships in which suitability to partner is determined
by an array of factors including geographic proximity, organizational type or attributes,
organizational age and any specific or unusual circumstances related to the founding,
existing interorganizational relationships, and funding sources and relationships (Atouba
& Shumate, 2010; Flanagin, Monge, & Fulk, 2001; Monge & Contractor, 2003).
Although the symbiotic sustainability model is based upon corporate/nonprofit
stakeholder relationships, it has utility for understanding plural sector-focused networked
stakeholder relationships in long-term recovery. Cross-sector relationships in disaster-
impacted communities are sometimes burdened by external events (i.e., the disruption of
physical, social, and organizational infrastructure); they use organizational partnering to
develop or strengthen relationships to replace or restore organizational roles and solve
problems of mutual interest to the community and its stakeholders. These partnering
activities involve nonprofits with different service missions, such as housing, food, and
mental health services, collaborating to help solve problems of long-term recovery.
Organizational partnering activities may also include cross-sector relationships between

local and regional or national nonprofits that enter into a disaster-impacted community to
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supplement or replace local organizations active in disaster response and recovery
(Bosworth & Kreps, 1986; Bultts et al., 2012; Harris & Doerfel, 2016)

In a study of nation-building in Croatia after the collapse of Yugoslavia and the
end of the subsequent civil war, Doerfel and Taylor identified the central role of founding
nonprofits within the nonprofit networks formed to rebuild democracy and establish fair
elections (Doerfel & Taylor, 2004; Taylor & Doerfel, 2003). While nonprofit networks
can be formed and interorganizational relationships cultivated among nonprofits, in an
environment characterized by rebuilding after disruption, state institutions (public
agencies) and media institutions play important roles in the development and
maintenance of these networks as civil society is rebuilt and governing mechanisms
reconstructed. Funding and donor relationships also play important roles in the
development and maintenance of these nonprofit networks, particularly those that
integrate national and international nongovernmental organizations, public agencies, and
media institutions (Flanagin et al., 2001; Taylor & Doerfel, 2011). These funding
relationships may also provide donors a means of guiding organizations toward
partnerships or other forms of collaboration by expressing interest in the collaborative
activities of potential recipients of grants from grant-making organizations and
foundations (Doerfel, Atouba, & Harris, 2017).

The SSM serves as a bridge between models of multi-stakeholder and embedded
stakeholder relationships. It also serves as a path toward a more expansive framework of
networked stakeholder relationships. Networked stakeholders comprise a web of direct
and indirect connections among different sets of stakeholders with different resources,

capabilities, and capacities. These organizations are connected with each other by the
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stake that each stakeholder has in the performance or reputation of the other, and with the
community within which they operate.
What is a Stake in an Interorganizational Relationship?

Classic stakeholder theory defines stakeholders as groups or people who are
mutually dependent upon one another and who are able to effect the achievement of
individual or organizational goals (R. E. Freeman, 1984; Rhenman, 1968). In R. E.
Freeman’s (1984) stakeholder framework, organizations, groups, or individuals are also
stakeholders; without their support, the firm would not exist. Rhenman’s (1986) initial
stakeholder framework included the community as a stakeholder because of the mutual
dependence between state and society. There exists a tension between stakes in the form
of economic interdependence among and between employers, employees, suppliers,
customers, competitors, public agencies, and the stakes themselves. This tension reflects
a broader set of relations between organizations and their external environments,
documented throughout the history and literature of stakeholder theory. Framing
stakeholder governance as a mutually dependent exchange of resources necessary to
organizational survival reduces stakeholder complexity to a coldly rational calculation of
economic costs and benefits (Deetz, 1992, 1995). Such an approach ignores human
complexities and the web of interdependent relationships that compose the communities
in which stakeholder relations take place and decisions are made.

In their review of stakeholder theory, Strand and Freeman (2015), highlighted the
expansion of stakeholder interests among Scandinavian companies to include (a) child
labor; (b) human rights; (c) long-term, stable investments in communities where business

operations are located; and (d) broad sustainability practices related to forestry and
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agriculture. In this context, stakes are joint interests that connect members of a
community who share a common goal. Within a community framework of networked
stakeholders, a stake can be defined more specifically as shared interests in problem
solving related to a specific economic, social, or environmental issue that has an impact
on the community.
Reconceptualizing Stakeholder Theory Through the Practices and Processes of
Long-Term Recovery

Analyzing the processes of long-term recovery provides an opportunity to
reconceptualize stakeholder theory as a model for understanding stakes as joint interests
in solving economic, social, or environmental issues of mutual concern. Within processes
of long-term recovery, solving physical, social, and economic issues in a disaster-
impacted community or region is critical for rebuilding and community recovery.
Redefining stakes outside of the organizational environment places communication at the
center of stakeholder relationships and connects organizations not only to each other, but
also to the community of which they are a part.

A key critique of stakeholder theory is that there are myriad ways of defining both
stakes and stakeholders, and there is a lack of agreement on what specific functions
stakeholder relationships perform (Miles, 2012, 2015). At a basic level, definitions of
stakeholder are dependent on whether the analysis is focused on organizations or on
broader public issues related to natural resources management, policy and planning,
development, or systems of human services delivery. Public issues within communities
tend to be multilayered and complex, involving organizations, organizational

relationships, the natural and built environment, and the communication networks by
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which information is gathered and exchanged, messages framed, and collaboration
enacted. Effective processes of long-term recovery address these multilayered issues and
use organizational relationships to solve problems of rebuilding, financial assistance,
social support, health and wellness, and overall community recovery.

The struggle within organizational theory to define stakeholder theory in the
context of a community as a set of networked relationships arises from the interdependent
nature of stakeholders. Stakeholders are not discrete entities. Instead, they are part of a
web of social and organizational relationships embedded within a community, region, or
nation. The complexity of these interdependent relationships is compounded by their
embeddedness in particular organizational fields, sectors, industries, or communities.
Within the context of natural resources management, struggles to define stakeholder sets
and the proper role of stakeholder analysis reflect the messy, complex nature of many
social and environmental problems.

To move beyond these issues of conceptual framing and analysis, a new
framework for stakeholder theory is proposed. This framework defines networked
stakeholder relationships as relationships between organizations, communities, and
citizens with joint interests in solving particular problems having an impact on the
organizations, interorganizational relationships, and the communities in which these
organizations are located. This expanded definition places stakeholder theory firmly
within “the collaborative turn” (Deetz, 2017) and orients organizations internal practices
and external relationships toward specific social problems.

Social problems may be related to environmental governance, social resilience,

citizen participation, workplace democracy, wages and inequality, and so forth, but they
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all require joint problem solving and shared decision making, as well as robust
organizational, interorganizational, and community capacities for solving complex
problems. In particular, long-term recovery after disaster requires robust
interorganizational relationships, organizational capacities, and the use of collaborative
communication for joint problem solving and shared decision making. This integrated
approach toward stakeholder theory explicitly recognizes that organizational and
interorganizational capabilities are interdependent and embedded within a broader set of
social processes and political economies. Stakeholder relationships, then, are a network
of social and organizational relationships embedded within a social and historical context.
These social and historical contexts are what define and shape the opportunities and
constraints of organizational fields, place-based or occupational communities, and the

geographic regions in which social and environmental problem solving takes place.
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CHAPTER 3
NETWORKED STAKEHOLDERS AND CIVIC NETWORKS

Networked stakeholders are fundamental to the ability of a community to solve
problems, manage social risks, make sense of an event, and rebound from social or
environmental disruption (Doerfel & Harris, 2017; Kapucu et al., 2010). Since the 1980s,
much has been written about the role of interorganizational relationships in strategic
alliances and innovation in the private sector. With few exceptions (Atouba & Shumate,
2010; Diani, 2015; Shumate & O’Connor, 2010; Taylor & Doerfel, 2011), research on
interorganizational relationships and cross-sector partnerships in the plural sector has not
developed as quickly as research on the role of interorganizational relationships in the
private sector. Despite the hollowing out of the public sector (Milward & Provan, 2000)
and the offloading of public services to the private and public sectors over the last 30
years, academic research has not kept pace with the nonprofit networks that have
increasingly replaced public sector resources and management, especially in challenging
public policy areas such as long-term recovery from disaster.

Long-term recovery following natural disaster is an interdependent activity that
requires effective civic networks to coordinate resources, deliver services, and make
sense of the changing circumstances in which communities and organizations are
operating following a disaster. Within these civic networks, nonprofits and other plural
sector organizations are activated through the implementation of emergency response
plans, the creation of long-term recovery groups under the auspices of a third-party fiscal
agent, pop-up organizations, spontaneous volunteers, and social innovation. However, in

many communities impacted by natural disaster, existing civic networks in place before
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the disaster occurred play fundamental roles. During the initial phases of a disaster,
existing nonprofits and the community may become stressed or overwhelmed, opening
the door for new organizations to enter the network. Integrating these nonprofit networks
with new organizations that enter the disaster-impacted community and with new funding
streams from grant makers and foundations that offer support in the wake of a natural
disaster is a key coordinating challenge during processes of long-term recovery.

Effective civic networks use communication practices to connect stakeholders.
Civic networks are networks of exchange that underlie the patterns of communication and
social relationships that shape communities, political action, and governance (Diani,
2015; Galaskiewicz, 1979, 1985). Power dynamics, resource dependency, advocacy
efforts, trust, conflict, and organizational legitimacy (Galaskiewicz, 1985) are common
features that mark interorganizational relationships and animate connections among
networked stakeholders.

Civic networks emerge from the social and organizational relationships within a
community through communication activities that link organizations together in stable
patterns of relationships over time (Diani, 2015; Monge & Contractor, 2003). The social
and organizational relationships that compose civic networks are a series of
communication practices and organizational activities comprised of multiple levels of
social and organizational interactions. These interactions are relational (Emirbayer, 1997;
Mische, 2011) and occur across multiple levels of social and organizational structures,
which in turn constitute patterns of interorganizational relationships that give rise to
networked stakeholder relationships (Monge & Contractor, 2003; Van de Ven, 1976; Van

de Ven & Walker, 1984). These networked stakeholder relationships are embedded
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within the communities and organizational fields in which they operate (Ansell, 2003;
Strand & Freeman, 2015; Uzzi, 1997). Communication networks link organizational
partners and provide the means by which information, ideas, resources, and identities are
communicated over time among stakeholders (Koschmann et al., 2012; Mische, 2008;
Monge & Contractor, 2003).

Communication networks and social structure are not simply fixed patterns of
relationships and social interaction; they are dynamic, configurable, and can be
redesigned to address emerging community needs, social interaction, and organizational
relations. While civic networks and the social structure of a community tend to be
relatively stable over time, shock events such as a natural or man-made disaster can also
disrupt or reorder community social structures and the traditional organizing processes of
existing civic networks (Kendra & Wachtendorf, 2016; Kreps & Bosworth, 1993;
Quarantelli & Dynes, 1977). Following the terror attacks on September 11, 2001, ferry
operators in New York Harbor rapidly created new patterns of communication and
connection with each other and first responders to facilitate the evacuation of large
numbers of people from Manhattan Island.

Social—or community—structure is often misinterpreted as fixed patterns of
relationships rather than as dynamic patterns of exchange in which social and
organizational relations are created and re-created overtime in response to exogenous
events, changes in resource flows, and shifts in power dynamics (Mische, 2011; Monge
& Contractor, 2003). Organizations will often choose to (a) partner with other
organizations with similar perspectives or desired outcomes; (b) partner with

organizations with similar organizational characteristics; or (c) exert power in the
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network through superior resources, reputation, or position (Atouba & Shumate, 2015;
Castells, 2011; McPherson & Smith-Lovin, 1987). Partnering activities using superior
resources, reputation, or position to influence civic networks enable organizations to
control the external environment in which they operate to minimize uncertainty or
mitigate risk to the organization or community (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978). This emphasis
on control of the external environment of an organization is fundamental to classic
Anglo-American models of stakeholder engagement that emphasize primary stakeholders
as a hub or focal organization with a series of direct one-to-one relationships with other
organizations. However, using a framework of networked stakeholder relationships
reveals the roles, tasks, expertise, position, power, and authority of different
organizations active in a particular community or interorganizational relationship.

As stakeholder analysis progresses from classic hub-and-spoke models of
stakeholder relationships to networked models, the position and roles of specific
organizations within these relationships becomes more apparent. In classic hub-and-
spoke models, one organization occupies the center of these relationships by virtue of its
role, position, resources, or social capital. Focal organization may be in a position to
broker new relationships that will, in turn, create new patterns of communication and
organizational relations. Although central organizations may perceive themselves as the
dominant player in a stakeholder relationship, other organizations may be providing
expertise, communication, and coordination or emerging to fulfill specific tasks or rolls.

In a recent study of post-Sandy emergency response in a small coastal
community, Harris and Doerfel (2017) found that two different organizations—one

institutional and one emergent—were more central to the civic network than traditional
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disaster relief organizations, with each organization addressing different parts of the
emergency response network. In the wake of Hurricane Sandy, the New Jersey Office of
Emergency Management connected public agencies and first responders while emergent
volunteer activities connected the nonprofits and local businesses that provided direct
assistance to Sandy-impacted residents in the community. In this case, both sub-networks
were part of a larger community response network where local, rather than regional or
national, organizations took the lead in organizing response. Often, however, the
American Red Cross seeks to assume a central role in a disaster response network. The
congressional charter of the American Red Cross (Kosar, 2006) and the vast numbers of
disasters to which the organization has responded over time serves as an imprimatur of
expertise and historical authority that allows the American Red Cross to enter a disaster-
impacted community as a federal partner and assume a dominant position among
stakeholders as a central actor.

Regardless of its reputation, the conditions on the ground, timeline of response,
and the capabilities and capacity of the American Red Cross itself may all create
opportunities for new stakeholder relationships to be redesigned by participants. Local or
regional organizations with pre-storm relationships may act as brokers for responding
organizations to enter into the community for the first time. These local or regional
organizations may have positional authority because of their role in an incident command
system (ICS) or as part of the national response framework and can help coordinate the
inflow of organizations and resources, directing them to the areas of greatest need relative
to their local knowledge and connections in the community. Other times, emergent

organizations such as Occupy Sandy (Ambinder et al., 2013; Elliott & Eisinger, 2014;
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Feuer, 2012) or Sea Bright Rising (Angermiller, 2012; Burton, 2016; Timm, 2013) may
arise and perform similar disaster response and recovery functions as they integrate
within specific communities and neighborhoods

FEMA publishes a disaster response framework (DHS, 2011, 2013) that frames a
“whole community” approach to disaster response and recovery. This whole community
approach represents a framework of cross-sector stakeholder relationships that engage
private businesses, public agencies, and nonprofits in emergency response and recovery.
These cross-sector relationships can more accurately be characterized as members of the
private, public, and plural sectors (Mintzberg, 2015) that are active within stakeholder
relationships or communities. In Mintzberg’s (2015) framework, private sector
organizations are just that—private businesses that usually operate in market
environments. Public sector organizations are local, state, and federal agencies, as well as
institutions such as the executive, legislative, and judicial branches. Traditionally, the
plural sector has been defined as the voluntary or third sector and thought of primarily as
nonprofit organizations. However, the plural sector includes a much broader range of
organizations: not only nonprofits, but also social enterprises, cooperatives, and labor
unions. Understanding the FEMA whole community framework and the larger processes
of emergency response and long-term recovery requires an understanding of the cross-
sector relationships within a disaster-impacted community.

These cross-sector relationships comprise the civic networks of a community. It is
the regional or community civic networks that represent the whole community of
stakeholders that federal disaster planning seeks to mobilize in response and recovery.

Stakeholders in these response and recovery network may (a) be existing organizations
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active in pre-disaster civic networks; (b) part of planned emergency response protocols
and procedures, (c) identified in pre-disaster operations plans or frameworks such as the
whole community framework; or (d) be emergent, that is, a new organization that “pops
up” in disaster-impacted communities to solve a problem, meet unmet needs, or serve
underserved neighborhoods, populations, or communities (Drabek & McEntire, 2003;
Kreps & Bosworth, 1993; Majchrzak et al., 2007; Stallings & Quarantelli, 1985).
Emergency response networks are usually temporary in nature; they respond to events
during natural disaster and provide assistance in the immediate aftermath of the disaster
and during a short-term recovery period that may last from a few days to a few months
(DHS, 2013; Kapucu et al., 2010). In contrast to short-term recovery, long-term recovery
is a multiyear process that relies heavily upon organizations active in pre-disaster civic
networks in the impacted community, new or emergent organizations created after the
disaster, and experienced disaster relief organizations that may have prior experience
working with one another in previous disasters.
Civic Networks

The analysis of community—or civic—networks has a rich sociological history
(Diani, 2015; Galaskiewicz, 1979, 1997; Laumann, Galaskiewicz, & Marsden, 1978),
where community networks are understood as interorganizational relationships defined
by resource exchange, power dynamics, and participation in shared events within the
community. In turn, civic networks comprise the social infrastructure of a community.
Social infrastructure is the organizational landscape of a community and provides the
foundation from which information, resources, and services flow. Social infrastructure is

a set of relational ties that connect organizations within a geographically defined region,
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such as a local community or nation-state (Diani, 2015; Doerfel & Taylor, 2004; Taylor
& Doerfel, 2003, 2011). Social infrastructure provides the “cement of civil society”
(Diani, 2015, p. xvii) and comprises funding relationships, social services delivery, policy
networks, advocacy and advocacy coalitions, local governance activities, voluntary
associations, and assorted nonprofits and social enterprises engaged in community
building and direct services efforts. Social infrastructure is “cemented” through
engagement in public events as well as through resource exchange and planned
interorganizational coordination (Galaskiewicz, 1979, 1997; Schermerhorn, 1975; Van de
Ven & Walker, 1984). Social infrastructure provides a level of stability within the
community over time, sometimes allowing differences in power, status, and social capital
to be revealed (D. P. Aldrich, 2012). However, this stability is not rooted in individual
culture and identity; rather, it is rooted in organizational relationships that are role- and
position-based and emerge through repeated interactions over time (Galaskiewicz, 1979).
Like social structure, social infrastructure is created through social and
organizational interactions that manifest themselves as patterns of communication,
coordination, and resource exchange (Diani, 2015; Monge & Contractor, 2003). These
relationships are developed over time, but shocks to the system such as national
rebuilding efforts following civil war (Doerfel & Taylor, 2004; Taylor & Doerfel, 2003),
natural or man-made disasters (Chewning, Lai, & Doerfel, 2013; Kendra & Wachtendorf,
2003, 2016), and financial crisis (Davis, 2009) can create new patterns of interaction as
new social and organizational relationships are formed and new organizations enter the
community. As such, social infrastructure is a relational organizing process that can be

designed to accomplish civic goals, foster enactment of new roles and goals in response
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to external shocks, or provide a measure of stability, connection, and coordination to a
community, region, or nation over a longer period of time. In long-term recovery,
networked stakeholder relationships provide the social infrastructure of a disaster-
impacted community through a mix of existing community organizations, traditional
disaster relief agencies active in the community, and emergent organizations formed after
the disaster to meet specific needs within the community.

Unlike social capital, social infrastructure relies on a mix of organizations with
different histories, capabilities, resources, and identities to create a web of community
relationships. Not all organizations will have the same degree of social capital, and each
organization will not have equal access to other organizations and resources. Rather, the
web of relationships and the pre- and post-storm civic networks of a disaster-impacted
community provide the social and organizational equivalent to the physical infrastructure
of the physical buildings, roads, bridges, electrical, water, and wastewater grids and
pipelines of a community. In short, social infrastructure provides the underlying
framework of civil society. This web of community relationships is based upon
“pluralistic interdependence” (Deetz, 2017) in which organizations represent a variety of
interests or needs and have varying levels of dependence upon one another, despite
differences in culture, identity, organizational mission, or operating logics. Both conflict
and collaboration are present in these webs of relationships, with access to sources of
funding often the most prevalent source of conflict among plural sector organizations.
Interdependence Among Networked Stakeholders

Resource dependency theory explores organizations connections to their external

environment (H. E. Aldrich, 1976; Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978) and provides a framework
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through which to assess interorganizational partnerships as a process of exchange in
which information, knowledge, capital, and material goods flow between different
organizations. Understanding linkages between an organization and its external
environment has developed as a critical part of organizational theory over the last 40
years (H. E. Aldrich, 1976; Perrow, 2014) as organizations seek to either buffer
themselves from external events or seek new out connections to funding resources,
employees, volunteers, customers, information, and material supplies. Organizations may
be either highly dependent upon one another or have minimal interdependence with one
another (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978), and this range of interdependence has an impact on
the possibilities of trust, collaboration, governance, and exchange. Funding issues are
often a key driver of interorganizational relationships (Benson, 1975; Galaskiewicz,
1997; Van de Ven & Walker, 1984) as well as a major source of collaboration among
plural sector organizations. Funding models may also influence the development of
networked stakeholder relationships and the provision of services to clients and
communities (Garrow, 2014; Lu, 2015).
Social Capital and Networked Stakeholders

Social capital has gained increasing salience as an explanatory mechanism for
recovery from natural or technological disaster (D. P. Aldrich, 2012; D. P. Aldrich &
Meyer, 2015; Doerfel et al., 2010). Social capital is defined in multiple ways, as
individual or family attributes, access to different types of resources located in a
particular social network, and the habits, customs, and behaviors in which individual,
community, and organizational activities take place (Lin, 1999; R. D. Putnam, 2000).

Different communities, organizations, and organizational fields access social capital
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differently, and social capital may have multiple meanings, depending upon the
theoretical frame being used to explain social capital (Lin, 1999).

Social capital can be analyzed at both the individual and group level, and can be
framed from a cultural or economic perspective. In Lin’s (1999) framework, cultural
capital involves the reproduction of dominant values typically expressed through
language, educational, and cultural institutions, while social capital reproduces group
norms and values. Not every member of a community may have access to cultural and
social capital, though. A networked perspective on social capital holds that resources
(e.g., economic, educational, cultural, reputational) are embedded within social and
organizational networks and that it is the overall set of relationships that individuals,
communities, and organizations have with one another that creates social capital. In
emergency response and long-term recovery, not everyone in an impacted community
may have access to the social and organizational relationships needed for speedy and
effective recovery. Civic networks and the networked stakeholder relationships created as
part of long-term recovery processes may help to address some of these imbalances of
social and cultural capital in impacted regions. One of the key challenges facing theories
of social capital is the tension between the notion of social capital as an individual or
collective resource. The ongoing controversy in the social capital literature is whether the
benefits and resources of social capital accrue at the individual level or the group level
(Lin, 2001, pp. 7-9) and the processes through which benefits and resources may become
aggregated within families, groups, or institutions.

Social capital may best be understood as organizational capital in which

individual social capital accrues through individual relationships with those organizations
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that best provide connections to other organizations. These organizational connections
are what may enable an individual or family to access the resources necessary to increase
its social and cultural capital (Small, 2009b). Social capital, then, is “organizationally
embedded” within the social infrastructure of a community as part of the networked
stakeholder relationships active in a community or long-term recovery process. The
networks of inequality to which Small (2009b) referred relative to the role of New York
childcare centers in building social capital occur when parents interact with childcare
centers or executives of centers that lack connections to other organizations with social
and cultural capital.

It is the lack of capital by the organization, not the individual’s own lack of social
relationships that impedes access to information, resources, and power. Within long-term
recovery, organizational capital may be the salient factor in successful community and
individual recovery. If organizations are part of strong networked stakeholder
relationships, they may have wider access to important sources of information resources,
and the power needed for timely and successful recovery. To date, though, the general
consensus across the family of social capital theories is that social capital revolves around
social interaction (Lin, 2001) and that it is networked processes of social interaction
across time through which individuals, families, institutions, and communities accrue
social capital. Social capital can be viewed, then, as a mainly relational asset (Lin, 2001,
p. 8) in which resources and benefits are properties of the network as a whole, rather than
as properties of particular individuals, families, institutions, and communities.

Lin (2001) further defined social capital as embedded resources that can be

accessed to create a particular outcome (p. 12). In classic social capital theory, these
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resources may be related to job hunting (Granovetter, 1973), career advancement
(Gargiulo & Benassi, 2000), status, or authority. Social capital may also be defined by the
place in the network occupied by the individual, the family, the institution, or the
community (Lin, 2001). These two dimensions—embedded network resources and
network location—serve as the primary framework for Lin’s definition of social capital
as “resources embedded in a social structure which are accessed and/or mobilized in
purposive actions” (Lin, 2001, p. 12). Resources within a network are a set of social or
organizational ties that facilitate access to information or material goods such as food,
water, or shelter. These embedded social and organizational resources may, in turn,
influence key decision makers or other leaders to take or not take certain actions, serve as
validation of one’s membership, skills, education, or identity, or serve as an interpersonal
or interorganizational verification of “social credentials” (Lin, 2001 p. 7), and reinforce
one’s identity and membership in the family, group, organization, or community.

As a relational asset, social capital is a function of network relationships and
represents the embedded resources of a community. Social capital can be both inclusive
and exclusive. In other words, it can be transparent, open, and democratic, allowing ease
of access to a wide range of individuals and organizations, or it can be exclusive,
excluding others based on language, education, cultural competencies, knowledge, and
expertise.

Types of Social Capital in Disaster Response and Recovery
Three primary types of social capital have salience in networks of recovery:

bridging capital, bonding capital, and linking capital.
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Bridging capital connects together disparate parts of a social organizational or
network. Bridging capital, often accessed or provided by the gatekeepers or brokers
within the system, allows individuals, families, groups, organizations, or communities to
reach out beyond their immediate set of personal and organizational connections.
Through these new and extended connections, individuals, families, groups,
organizations, and communities can tie together different parts of the same community
network or connect new networks of people, organizations, and resources into their
existing network (D. P. Aldrich & Meyer, 2015; Doerfel et al., 2010; Harris & Doerfel,
2016).

Bonding capital “cements” together communities and may be a source of social
cohesion and resilience (D. P. Aldrich, 2012; D. P. Aldrich & Meyer, 2015; Diani, 2015)
that enables communities to take public action such as rebuilding after disaster, providing
emotional and spiritual support, and policy advocacy. Communities with high degrees of
bonding social capital may have access to churches and voluntary associations, as well as
locally owned and operated businesses within their neighborhoods and communities that
serve as focal points for community and neighbors to bond. Bonding capital may also be
prevalent through social ties with strong or “sticky” ties cementing together families,
neighborhoods, and communities with similar racial, ethnic, economic, employment, and
educational profiles over generations.

Linking capital connects sources of power—institutional, political, and
economic—to individuals, groups, families, organizations, neighborhoods, and
communities (D. P. Aldrich, 2012; D. P. Aldrich & Meyer, 2015; Knoke, 1990).

Brokerage ties may play an important role in social and organizational networks that are
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able to transcend their boundaries and connect to leaders, decision makers, and resource
owners operating in different parts of their own network or in separate networks
altogether.

Activation of Social Capital in Emergency Response and Long-Term Recovery

Bonding, bridging, and linking social capital may each be activated at different

times throughout the disaster life cycle. The deep cultural and historical ties of bonding
capital may be most salient during the lead-up to disaster, during the time of impact, and
immediately afterwards during emergency response and short-term recovery. Bridging
capital—the ability of individuals, families, neighborhoods, or communities to reach out
to and connect with resources beyond their immediate boundaries—may play be most
salient during processes of long-term recovery. Bonding capital, or the capital that
cements together the social relationships and civic networks within communities,
reinforces existing social and organizational ties as well as identity (Chamlee-Wright &
Storr, 2009; Fussell, 2015; Kroll-Smith, Baxter, & Jenkins, 2015). As such, bonding
capital may play a role in enabling communities to survive initial impacts and the
immediate aftermaths of a natural or technological disaster. However, these close ties and
dense connections between members of a community may also be obstacles during
processes of short- and long-term recovery when the ability to marshal together far-flung
sources of information, power, and resources is limited because of displacement from
homes, disrupted social and physical environments, and a lack of connections to other
neighborhoods, communities, or organizations outside of the immediate social and

physical environment.
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Research in post-Katrina New Orleans points to the possibility that specific
cohesive neighborhoods such as the Lower Ninth Ward may have been impeded in their
recovery by overreliance on friends, family, and neighbors for collective problem solving
and rebuilding (D. P. Aldrich, 2012; D. P. Aldrich & Meyer, 2015). Linking capital—the
bonds or connections between individuals and sources of power such as formal
institutions or elected officials—may also play a role long-term recovery, more
specifically as a resource or process that activates links between formal and informal
patterns of communication in neighborhoods, communities, and organizations. These
links, in turn, may connect neighborhoods, communities, and organizations to the
resources and information necessary for long-term recovery to occur.

Networked Stakeholders and Trust

Trust networks are interpersonal or interorganizational networks that buffer
participants from the external environment and potential exogenous shocks. Developed
through kinship, shared religion, and trading relationships, trust networks depend on
strong ties, shared values, and common social norms that buffer members of these
networks against the actions of existing, usually dominant, political and social actors
(Tilly, 2005). The interplay between trust networks and larger systems of governance,
what Tilly (2005, p. 4) termed “trust and rule,” is a crucial part of understanding politics
and governance. Trust networks are embedded within the plural or private sectors, and
their social and organizational relationships with the public sector may become
“contentious” after a long period of steady-state interactions (McAdam, Tarrow, & Tilly,
2001, p. xvii). Tilly (2005) and McAdam et al. (2001) examined trust networks and

contentious politics with a focus on larger processes of institutional and social change;
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social movements, revolution, strikes, labor activism, and broad movements of
democratization. The twin frameworks of trust networks and contentious politics may
prove useful for understanding issues of resource dependence, power, collaboration, and
conflict within networks of recovery after disaster.

Long-term conflict over recovery in post-Katrina New Orleans illuminates the
erosion of trust between the community and the institutions responsible for recovery.
Katrina is one of the most significant natural disasters to have occurred in U.S. history.
The population of New Orleans declined from 484,674 residents in April 2000 to 386,617
in July 2015. In July 2006, nearly 1 year after the storm, the population in New Orleans
was only 230,172. During and in the aftermath of Katrina, approximately 80% of the city
was flooded and more than 1 million people were displaced throughout the Gulf States
impacted by Katrina. Depths of flood waters in New Orleans ranged from 1 to 10 feet
throughout town. Nearly 70% of all occupied residences (134,000) in New Orleans
suffered damage, and there was an estimated $135 billion dollars in damage from
Katrina. Approximately $120.5 billion was spent on relief and recovery efforts, with
approximately $75 billion dollars flowing to emergency response, leaving only $45
billion dollars, or 38% of recovery funding, for rebuilding efforts (Plyer, 2016).

New Orleans is a city of neighborhoods, families, and tradition. It is one of the
oldest cities in the United States, both historically and culturally. Generations of families
are rooted deep within neighborhoods. These neighborhoods provided places of refuge
for many marginalized populations (Chamlee-Wright & Storr, 2009; Piazza, 2005). New
Orleans is a state of mind, firmly established in a specific place in which the past is

present and the present is past. This unique profile results in strong, tight networks of
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family and business ties built on trust as ubiquitous as the mists, bayous, enslavement,
diasporas, migrations, and violence that shaped the city. Despite deep divisions of race
and class (Hartman & Squires, 2006; Wailoo, O’Neill, Dowd, & Anglin, 2010), New
Orleans is a tightly knit city and one in which trust networks of kin, religion, and
commerce predominate (Airriess, Li, Leong, Chen, & Keith, 2008).

The large-scale disruption of neighborhoods, social clubs, krewes (private social
organizations), corner bars, and local grocery stores caused by Hurricane Katrina eroded
already fragile connections between existing trust networks and the city, state, and federal
government. The disruption of trust networks and the erosion of connections between
trust networks and the political networks of municipal and state government in the
aftermath of Katrina complicated efforts at recovery and may have been used as a
political strategy to remake the city in the image of elites. Rather than being rebuilt as a
“Chocolate city” (Nagin, 2006) New Orleans stands in danger of being re-created as a
Disneyland South, where the old customs and habits of trust networks are on display
without the social relations and communication networks that made possible the myriad
trust networks of old New Orleans. Trust among networked stakeholders becomes a
critical part of long-term recovery processes after disaster.

Networked Stakeholder Relationships and Long-Term Recovery

The idea of stakeholders as networked relationships is decidedly underdeveloped
in stakeholder theory, and there has been little empirical research conducted on the role
of stakeholder networks within and across communities (Doerfel & Taylor, 2004;
Rowley, 1997; Taylor & Doerfel, 2003, 2011). Although R. E. Freeman (1984) took a

more embedded view of stakeholder relationships (Strand & Freeman, 2015), most
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perspectives on stakeholder relationships still identify specific organizations and roles as
primary and secondary stakeholders (R. E. Freeman et al., 2010) and as a process to be
managed rather than engaged (Clarkson, 1995; Mesure, 2005). While the natural
resources literature does address some of these issues as part of stakeholder engagement
strategies (Fliaster & Kolloch, 2017; Grimble & Wellard, 1997; Prell, Hubacek, & Reed,
2009; Reed et al., 2009; Scott & Oelofse, 2005), the role of networked stakeholder
relationships as a space for problem solving and as a mode of coordination remains
underdeveloped in the communication and organizational studies literature. Analyzing
processes of long-term recovery as communication and organizing problems provides an
opportunity to develop empirical evidence on networked stakeholder relationships and

the role of collaborative communication in building strong communities.
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CHAPTER 4
LONG-TERM RECOVERY AFTER DISASTER

While a natural disaster would seem, at first glance, to pit people against the
elements, natural disasters are not merely metrological events that disrupt and devastate
communities. Natural disasters are a result of social processes enacted long before a
triggering event such as a hurricane, earthquake, or tornado occurs (Tierney, 2014).
Although the focus of this study is on one single natural disaster—Hurricane Sandy—the
fundamental roots of catastrophic events in social processes hold true for technological
and economic events as well (Perrow, 2011; Tierney, 2014).

Like disaster, long-term recovery has an impact on individuals, families, groups,
neighborhoods, and communities in different ways. The multiple levels at which disaster,
response, and recovery unfold make it difficult to generalize about effects and outcomes.
This multilevel context also hampers efforts to design policy that builds from our
collective experiences of disaster, response, and recovery and addresses the long-term
needs of communities and individuals impacted by these events. Processes of long-term
recovery are little understood, and the connections between long-term recovery, risk, and
resilience even less understood (Rubin, 2009; Tierney, 2014; Union of Concerned
Scientists, 2013). One area that may enable a better understanding of these connections
and the overall processes of long-term recovery is the organizational landscape of
disaster-impacted communities and the networks of recovery enacted to help individuals,

neighborhoods, and communities to move forward toward a new normalcy.
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Long-Term Recovery Processes After Disaster

Long-term recovery after natural disasters is an under-studied social and
organizational phenomenon. While there is abundant literature on emergency response
after disaster (Brooks, Bodeau, & Fedorowicz, 2013; Carlson, Poole, Lambert, &
Lammers, 2016; Comfort, Oh, Ertan, & Haase, 2013; Kapucu et al., 2010; Kapucu &
Garayev, 2014; Kapucu & Hu, 2014; Lai et al., 2017; Nowell & Steelman, 2015), the
processes of long-term recovery are an understudied area of disaster response and
recovery (GAO, 2016; Rubin, 1985, 2009; Yezer & Rubin, 1987). Disaster response and
recovery is widely understood as a phased process (DHS, 2008, 2013; Doerfel et al.,
2010; Harris & Doerfel, 2016) that proceeds from an initial point of impact in a particular
place at a particular time to the restoration of some sort of normalcy and the completion
of community, resident, and business recovery at some indeterminate point in the future
(Chamlee-Wright & Storr, 2009; Friesema, Caporaso, Goldstein, Lineberry, & McCleary,
1979; L. A. Johnson & Olshansky, 2017; Wright, Rossi, Wright, & Weber-Burdin, 1979).
Long-term recovery is a discrete social and organizing process (Bosworth & Kreps, 1986;
Kreps & Bosworth, 1993; Rubin, 1985) that needs to be understood as a distinct phase of
disaster response and recovery (Rubin, 1985, 2009; Smith & Wenger, 2007) that is more
intimately connected to the underlying civic, political, and trust networks of a community
(Diani, 2015; Knoke, 1990; Laumann et al., 1978; Tilly, 2005) than it is to the rapid
collective mobilization required to immediately assist and secure a disaster-impacted
community (Dynes & Tierney, 1994). Long-term recovery is best understood as an

organizational sequencing of specific activities over time to meet the needs of impacted
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communities and residents. Figure 2 shows Rubin’s (2009) phases of emergency response
and recovery from Day 0 through Week 500 (Year 10).

Although increased attention has recently been paid to the processes and effects of
long-term recovery on individuals and communities (Adams, 2013; Browne, 2015;
Chamlee-Wright, 2010; DHS, 2011; Rubin, 2009), a comprehensive understanding of
long-term recovery from an interdisciplinary perspective that makes visible the
organizational landscape of recovery continues to elude policy practitioners and
academics alike. Long-term recovery is a “neglected component of emergency
management” (Rubin, 2009, p.1) and has traditionally focused on the disbursement and
management of federal assistance programs for rebuilding rather than assessment of
community social structures and governance processes (Rubin 2009; Smith & Wenger,
2007) and the inclusion of community needs, wants, and ideas into the rebuilding and
recovery process. When community-level action is included in recovery processes, the
focus is often on intergovernmental relations and processes among formal public
agencies, rather than the expansive networks of relationships that underpin communities
and civil society (Diani, 2015; Laumann et al., 1978; Mische, 2009). Rubin’s (2009)
assessment of long-term recovery also falls into this trap with a focus on connections and
conflicts among local, state, and federal agencies and officials rather than a discussion of
cross-sector private, plural, and public sector relations.

While community needs and wants are depicted in Rubin’s (2009) three-step
model (see Figure 3), the focus of Rubin’s discussion is on problems with
intergovernmental relations rather than on cross-sector stakeholder relationships across

all three sectors. Local knowledge and culture continues to be a black box and is often
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overlooked by emergency management planners and disaster response and recovery
specialists (Browne, 2015; Perrow, 2011). That is not to say that the community
component of response and recovery is missing, as evidenced by the FEMA community
approach to national response planning (DHS, 2013) and the deployment of FEMA
volunteer agency liaisons to disaster-impacted communities. Rather, it is to look at the
long history of disaster research and emergency management planning and the limited
policy and academic literature on the processes of long-term recovery.

Some recent scholarship on long-term recovery has emerged from the Katrina
experience over the last few years, as the 10th anniversary of Katrina was marked in
2015. However, the majority of research on long-term recovery to date after Katrina
emphasizes individual and neighborhood impacts rather than the organizational and
community relationships underpinning long-term recovery. Recent long-term recovery
scholarship in Katrina-impacted areas has focused on an 8-year process of recovery for a
large, historically rooted African American family in St. Bernard Parish, Louisiana
(Browne, 2015), conflict between two recovering New Orleans neighborhoods and local
New Orleans municipal government (Kroll-Smith et al., 2015), a 7-year study of children
and teens during recovery from Katrina (Fothergill & Peek, 2015), and a critique of the
use of market-driven governance to solve problems of long-term recovery after Katrina
(Adams, 2013). Although these studies are important and engaging and they occasionally
provide a peek into the organizational connections and disconnections underlying long-
term recovery, these studies typically fail to account for the stakeholder networks and

social infrastructure necessary for community recovery from disaster.
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To fully understand how long-term recovery unfolds, it is important to consider
the social and organizational dynamics of the impacted communities and the relational
ties between different organizations managing different aspects of the recovery process.
Stakeholder theory and networked theories of communication and organizing (Doerfel,
2016; R. E. Freeman, 1984; Monge & Contractor, 2003; Powell, 1990; Strand &
Freeman, 2015; Thompson, 2003) provide the intellectual foundations for developing an
understanding of long-term recovery. With few exceptions, authors of network analyses
of disaster response and recovery have focused primarily on emergency response phases
and eschewed larger processual and longitudinal questions of organizational and
community relationships during the recovery phases following a natural disaster (Carlson
et al., 2016; Kapucu et al., 2010; Kapucu & Hu, 2014). Emergency response is not only
sexier than long-term recovery, but also provides a more specifically bounded geographic
or organizational space from which to capture organizational relationships. In the days
and weeks after disaster, it is easy to identify which organizations are doing what tasks
simply by connecting with an emergency operations center or physically going to
impacted areas and witnessing the people and organizations active in public safety,
sheltering, feeding, muck-outs, and debris removal. Long-term recovery is a much more
diffuse set of processes that take place over multiple years. Without access to
coordinating bodies such as long-term recovery groups, community organizations, case
management service organizations, or nonprofit builders’ tables, it is difficult to identify
which organizations are active at any given time and the services in which they are

engaged.
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Long-term recovery is not simply a third or fourth phase of a disaster response
cycle (though it is that); rather, it is part of the broader life-course of a community. Long-
term recovery needs to be understood as an interconnection of community stakeholders,
disaster assistance and recovery organizations, and public agencies. Some of these
organizational relationships may have existed prior to the disaster, while others may have
been formed during the aftermath of the emergency response and short-term recovery
phases. Still others may develop as organizations gain experience working with one
another during the multiyear process of recovery.

Browne (2015) detailed some of the language and cultural barriers that the St.
Bernard Parish family in her study encountered in its collective recovery processes,
Browne she described as a “bureaucratic tin ear” (pp. 91-96), impervious to the sounds,
speech, and rhythms of St. Bernard Parish. Institutional failures, communication
breakdown, existing formal and informal work practices, and communication patterns are
all present in Browne’s account of the long-term recovery processes impacting this St.
Bernard Parish family. One of the most noticeable accounts is of how family members,
all of whom were skilled workers and laborers before the storm with deep knowledge of
the physical infrastructure, geography, and culture of the parish were continually passed
over for FEMA and road/home construction, transport, and debris removal business
contracts despite their knowledge of the community and its needs. Family members had
even invested in new trucks and equipment to haul FEMA trailers into St. Bernard Parish
and debris out of the parish in anticipation of new work associated with the recovery.

Most were not able to recoup the cost of their investments. This vivid example of gaps
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between family, community, and larger institutional processes of recovery highlights
flaws in existing federal models of whole community recovery after disaster.

The organizing processes and communication practices of long-term recovery are
siloed between the public, plural, and private sectors. For the public sector, the problem is
one of rebuilding public infrastructure and public assistance for impacted residents and
communities. For the plural sector, the problem is one of rebuilding homes, case
management for individuals and families, financial assistance, communication flows, and
information management. The private sector sees disaster response and recovery simply
as a supply chain problem or as part of a broader corporate social responsibility strategy.
The Hurricane Sandy Rebuilding Task Force (HUD, 2013) included only elected leaders
on the task force, even though plural sector organizations had boots on the ground,
extensive experience in short- and long-term recovery, and were tasked with providing
case management services to the most vulnerable populations in the region. A long-term
recovery assessment report prepared by the New Jersey Voluntary Organizations Active
in Disaster ([NJVOAD] 2016) detailed the role New Jersey nonprofit organizations
played in long-term recovery, but focused only on relational ties with funders from the
philanthropic community rather than relational ties with public agencies and private
sector providers of building materials and home goods. From the ground, it can often
appear as though organizations are operating independently of one another, especially if
they are operating in different organizational sectors or different regions.

Phases of Recovery
Problems related to the organizational sequencing activities, post-disaster

coordination, and collaboration among stakeholders may be compounded by the phased
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nature of recovery in which there is overlap and blurred boundaries between the phases of
emergency response, short-term recovery, and long-term recovery. Disasters are phased
processes in which different communication practices and organizing processes are
enacted at different points in time (DHS, 2008, 2013; Doerfel et al., 2010; Kreps, 1984;
Kreps & Bosworth, 1993; Lai et al., 2017). These different phases, roles, and
responsibilities are not always clearly differentiated on the ground and can often bleed
from one phase into the next. Compounding these issues, there are no clearly defined
phases that demark the different organizational rhythms and activities that are commonly
accepted among disaster professionals, emergency management, policy makers, and
academics. The most widely accepted model is the FEMA model containing four phases
of emergency management: preparedness, response, recovery, and mitigation (see Figure
4).

Recovery is assumed to be a function of emergency management, which puts
recovery into the purview of emergency managers and first responders rather than
planners, case managers, social workers, and engineers. Recovery, as traditionally
defined, is as an outcome of emergency response, especially when analyzed under the
FEMA four phases model, rather than a distinct phase of its own. What is most
interesting about FEMA disaster response and recovery models is that they do emphasize
a “whole community” response to disaster (DHS, 2008, Rubin, 2009), which originated
in the early 2000s before Hurricane Katrina (Browne, 2015) forced a wholesale
reevaluation of response and recovery in the United States. However, in practice, short-
term recovery—and in many instances, long-term recovery as well—continues to operate

under an incident command system, with significant attempts to organize and order
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recovery activities through vertical channels of communication and hierarchal rather than
horizontal systems (Ambinder et al., 2013; Kapucu et al., 2010; Stallings & Quarantelli,
1985).

One net effect of this perspective is to sideline emergent local organizations in
favor of larger, more established nonprofit organizations and NGOs. After disaster,
emergent organizations will often pop-up in specific neighborhoods and communities as
a response to unmet needs and gaps in the response and recovery systems. Within this
vertical framework, municipal leadership is privileged over nonprofit or grassroots
community leadership in national and interagency task forces designed to incorporate
local information and perspectives into the recovery process. This approach creates a
series of filters as one sector’s perspective is privileged over other sectors' perspectives,
and crucial information at the neighborhood and community level may be lost in
translation.

Historical Perspective

Long-term recovery after disaster is an understudied social phenomenon with
which planners, emergency managers, and elected officials have historically struggled
(Friesema et al., 1979; Nigg, 1995; Rubin, 2009). Long-term recovery is distinct from
emergency response and even short-term recovery, but it is often treated as simply
another phase of emergency response and recovery. Long-term recovery is a governance
problem and draws from existing civic networks and the resources embedded within a
disaster-impacted community. While outside and emergent organizations play important
roles in the civic networks engaged in long-term recovery, it is the existing social and

organizational relations of impacted communities that shape the degree and extent to
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which outside organizations interact with and influence decisions within a disaster-
impacted community. Emergency response and crisis management make the headlines
and garner researcher attention after every disaster. The tortuous slog of long-term
recovery is usually overlooked by media, public officials, and private citizens alike.

Literature on long-term recovery is scarce and there is no established community
of scholars and practitioners, making an assessment of recovery practices difficult at best
(C. B. Rubin, personal communication, August 23, 2017). Over the last decade, recovery
has been conflated with community resilience, community revival, and social
entrepreneurship in disaster-impacted communities (Ride & Bretherton, 2011; Storr,
Haeffele-Balch, & Grube, 2015), and real estate and municipal interests may take actions
that increase the value o