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Barbara A. Intr111gat0r.fv _ LT S 1
F EVALUATING INTER-~ORGANI ZATIONAL RELATIONSHIPS

The Cuntext - , I

The federal role in éduCétTOﬂ has changed dramatﬁ:aT1y aver the past

‘three years, and will continue to dO'sa,*as the administration of-educational

funét%ﬁns:andipragram%;is delegated to the statesfaéd locals. It hasibeeﬁ
predicted that this change will signifi;ant1y-efféct,schao1,f&pravemenﬁ
activitiési becausé it was the féderaI education system that had the opportu-
n1ty, 1nterest, ab111tyfand r esources té engage in iﬁprév§meﬁt effaﬁtsfll

There[has been same cgntern, however.,about the read1ness and w1111ngness

=

~of state gavernments to assume these add1t1ana1 respgn51bil1t1es for school
. 1mpr§vement, Bricke11 pus1t5 a cogent exp]ana;ion when he suggests that ".
" “the pr1mary role of guvernment agencies 15 to assure the minimum behaviar af

. individuals and Qrganizat ons ﬁEEdEd "to keep the sac1ety running. (therefnre,

they)v1rtua11y never apprnpriate monEy for admin1strat1ve agenc1es ta canduct
generaT purpose, braad band, unfazused eFfDrts to improve generaT behavaars of
o 1nd1v1dua1s ah.organizations EEyond 'sbme- accep*abTe m1nimum |
Altheugh local" schnoT d1stricts differ widely in their 1nterest and ab11ity

tﬂ deve]ap a substantTVE 5chau1 1mpravemenf agenda, they too are gnverned by

/
bcards that tend to enab1e or reguTatE miﬁ1ﬁum bghavinr. In additiaﬁ, they

are fa§1ng ser1§us prab]ems that interfere!wiﬁﬁ'theirmmainta1ning a level of A\gzb

6r§ani:ationa1 health conducive to growth and change, Dec1igigg enrollmedts,

financial er1ses, serious staff mﬂra1e prab1ﬂms and pub11c d1ssatisfacﬁian with

educataana] Dutcames have farced the 1aca1 schools ta dea1 with 1ssues af arga—
. ¥ i & .
T nizatia al surV1va1, rather than growth or ‘renewal .

Wi th1n ‘the educat1cn31 system there are a_ number af Qrgan1zatinns that

l
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,f

eTther have engeged ing or that have the pntent1aT to eentr1bute to school

1mprevement efferts They 1nc1ude reg1onaT education agen:1ee (REAS) and
3

eehno1s, ee11eges end departmente of education (SCDEs). In addition, the

ibus1neee end 1nduetry eectors heve demonstrated an 1ntereet in school 1mprove—r

4
ment. In eseenee the respone1b111ty fer the 1mprevement of cand1t1ens of

*heee aéeneies and to the Tocal schools themselves. - Iméertantiy, neither

‘the Tocal schon1s nor these: sa11ent agencies in their env1ronment appear ta

11

’_ha¥e the reseurces and/er the capacity to engage in eehan] 1mprovement efforts

e ‘=

1ndependent1y ;, , C ' : :f~ -
Therefeﬁe a major challenge now Eenfrente the eurrent urgenizat1en31
aeters in eehce1 1mprovement effcrts REAS, SCDES and industwy/bus1neee argea
nizations neeq to find wnye to ;enneet w1th the 13ea1 5chea1s dur1ng each pheee
of an improvement effort. S1m11er1y, local echoe1 eysteme need to dEVe1Dp
viable preeedu @5 that w111 enabTe them to interact with and th1ma11y use. the
resources ef these ather agene1es 1n order tc Eenduet 1mprevement act1V1t1ee

Theee eds have festered a grow1ng 1ntere5t in the researeh eemmunﬁty in de-* «

'profeee1gnai pract1ee in the pubiic'sehao15;hes nep shifted almost completely ™

31gning mutua?1y sat1sfy1ng inter nrganizat1nnai ekrangemenfs that would fac11ie”~

1 5 -

' tate successfu1 school 1mprovement efforte . In practiee, deve]eping fermaj

13

| 1nternorgen1zatiana1 re1etionsh1ps amang ee11aberat1ng organizat1ans hae be—

come aafeaeib1e end vieb1e etrategy fcr aecom§1iehlngeedueationa1 1mprevement
. 5,
effnrte.;v In edditien, having the ab111ty te de51gﬂ and evaluate such 1ntera

argan1eat1ene? struethes and praeeseee wi11 enabTe us te move beyend aitend1ng¢fy

to pracedures end te eaneentrate an determin1ng the Effectiveness of the actual

1 v‘. =

1mpruvements that we w15h to 1nst1tutiona]12e

=
2.
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/ ' The Pr b1em o . | |

This paper presents a parad1gm—far eva1uat1n§ an 1ncr5351n91y 1mpgrtant o

organ1zat1nna1 arrangément where1n twd or-more 1ndepéndent nrgan1zat1ons agree

to pﬂﬂ1 their authnrity, resaurces and Energ1es in arder to ach1eve a goal or a
goals they dés1re These arrangem."T ., caT]ed 1ntér urgan1zat1ana1 re1at1an— -
sh1ps (IDRs) in th1s paper a1sa appéaF under the names of ca11abarativesg .

cauperat1ve5, an11tians and consortia. ' Studjes of IORs have been Edn@ucteé in
the fields of health, sac1a1 weTfare§ rura] cammuﬁity development, municip&fg
guvernments, business and rehab111tat1an, as well as 1in education. »' d ff .

*‘l!

Current IDR research- has, for the most part, treat~d re1at1unsh1ps amnng .l

_ organizations as propert1es Qf organizat1ons ATthough that apprnach adds a -

3

d1men51nn to organ1zat1una1 ana1ys1s, it fails "to he1p us Understand the inter-

gnrgan1zat1nn31 Field. My research fDCUSES on inter- grganizat1ona1 behavior as

a re1atiﬁna1 gttr1bute as well as an argan1zat1ana1 property Data has been

ana1yzed as representat1ve of the relationship among organizatigns, rather than
as 51mp;j representat1ve of 1nd1v1dua1 member nrgan1zat19ns This wﬂrk derives :

from ohservat1cn and in- depth interviews conducted w1th part1t1pants in two. types

'a 5

of va1untary inter- organ1zat1ona1 reIat1onsh1ps Massachusetts I0Rs farmed by
schaaT districts to deliver spec1a1ized ‘programs and services, and a UnﬁverSTty-

5chan1 system I0R Farmed to de11ver adm1n1stﬁative tra1n1ng to pubT1C schac1

=

pract1t1oner5 1n Maryland.
1}

The Eanceptua1 prub1em is to th1ﬁk about the great variety of possib]e rela-

t1cns and traﬂsact1ons that may occur amung different urgani;at1gns It is my"

- - L]

thes1s that suﬂcess¥u1 infer- argan;zatiana1 reTatinnships have a coTlabgrat1ve :

focus - --that is, because member organ1zat1ans ‘define Ehemse1ves as 1nterdep§ndent,

=

i
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- they ag = .bgaaw* - 3t ina; shared dec151an-mak1ng pracess “in grder to
saccomp’ is- ‘e fi.. “io7; and goals of the IOR,- Member organ1zat1ons Structure-
the re.. . v creétiné a new organizaéionai entity, with its own director,
staff an n _.. This new Drgaﬂ1zat1on becomes the vehicle thraugk wh1ch
member .. L1 ans aﬁcamp?1sh I0R goals, with a11 part1es assum1ng mutua]
h and equitad:s espans1b131ty for IDR p13nn1ng and éperat1gn5 The magnr w0

quest1an beccmes- how can we structure and managé the 1nteract1gn amang IDR

* £ - i

membér arganizations, and between the IOR and 1ts member organ1zation5, in grder ;7

to insure collaboration.

. . | _ﬂThé Evaluation Paradigm

. This paradigm for evaluation® directs attent1nn‘ta the pr1gr argan1zatian31;
| situations of members of the IOR, and then delineates structura1, re1atiana1
and process ‘characteristits of successfulrIORs. Finally, the attention of the”
audience is directed to 1ocaT level characteristics.: An ana]yiigrframewark is
.presented for ‘designing eva]uat1ﬂns of effectfﬁgfIDRs |
Jo re1terate the gaa] of inter- organ1zat10na1 arrangements 15 tg create a
def1ned 1nterdependency amang member organ1zat1ons and a pErCETVEd cnnmana1atyn
of purpase, gaa]s, 1nterests or- c11ent5 that a11aws them to cnl]abarate in a
Ja1nt prngrams True cn11abarat1nn, or shared déa151nn-muking, is the mﬁst
d1ffﬁcu1t and most powerfu]Ty predict1ve e1ement in the dESTgn and aperat%uns
Df effect1ve inter- argan1zat1ona1 reiatiansh1ps. -
Pr1ar S1tuat1ons of IOR members

& . A ! A AN

There are a number of Drganizat1gna1 character1st1cs and praperties that

are conduc1ve to. an individual Drgaﬂizatian 5 abi1ity to design and canduct

an inter- BrganizationET re1ationsh1p that has a cﬂ11abnrat1ve facus. The. first
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-of. these is the ex1stence of potential resources that may be gathered in the

4

interests ef IDR pregrawe and functions. In some caeee, the'expended gnaTe of

an IDR may perm1t capturing of external resources thet are unava11ab1e to’ any

‘“ind1v1dua1 member of the ce]]aberative In add1t1on, even theugh organiza-

L}

‘tions may nat be able tn make major F1nancie1 cnntr1but1one to the IQR effort,

peapTe programs, e]Tocet1en of time as we11 as h1gh level adm1n1etrat1ve en-

dorsement all may cunstitute s1gn1f1cant interne? resource cgntrxbut1ons by
member urgen1zat1gns ta a 5uecessfu1 IDR '
A eeecnd eharncter1et1e that 15 eign1f1eant in determ1n1ng the success nf

1

IOR efforte is the génera1 eenperet1ve env1raﬁmente of 1nd1v1duaT member organi-

r

zations. Incentives aqd/ar eupperte, etherlehan resources, for engag1ng in
;Qeiunteryaco1lebarative reTEtieﬁeeips may he evafiebie %rem gnveﬁnmentel agencies,
regional pTanﬁiné groups or from pub1ic-pe1icyrpregramegz Qrgahieation iﬁterna1 |
rewaéd'e;sfeme may provide personal or group incentives that would eneeerage ‘:
perééﬁne] to participate in IOR. aetivities Futhermere,feeﬁe petentia1 members
have a h1stcry of eccemp11eh1ng some. goaTs threugh outreach aet1v1t1e5 and inter-

crgen1zan1nn31 arraﬁgementsir This pPed1spu51tien ta 1nteract with ether organizas

tions will centr1bute to the petent1al success ef 4 new Jeint efFDrt

superordinate goal is the th1rd factor in the pr1ar situat1on thet %ec11itatee

Y

succéssful - ea1laberative'interaetiensi Indeed, a necessary cand1t1mn far IOR
effeetiveneee is agreement by 311 member nrganizatinns on a eupererdinate gea1 ==
:thau is, a common purpeee that eaeh of the part1es can agree to accompTish jointly

threugh the’ 1ﬁtereergenlzatiene1 errengement, ‘As a genere1 guideline, the pri-
mEfy;purﬁeee Tor eeehlmember %ﬁ’jbiﬁihg the 10R should be-directly ee1eted to .

E
i
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its own internal operé’eians an‘d m?ﬁséiéniin ardér: to secure commitment. By
extension, the IOR's supercrdinat%ﬁé Qaa1s ard functions are défined.as being
of immediate and recognizable utjl 14ty to member organizations' individual.
missions. o |

Aﬂ of thEEE propartms of 1n7r1d’iv1dua'l organijzations prmr to parti c1paa .
ting in an inter- ﬁrgamzat’lona‘l re=2lationship have the pctentw'l tu pr:ss‘: twe]_y !

1nf‘1uem:e the caNabor‘atwe facus m‘-‘ the IDR and thereby cause 1t tc: be successfu]

VStructura’l Char‘actemstms of I0Rs =

Structural charactemst’ics of = IQRS 1nc1ude types of* coardmatmg mechamsms,

L St

demographic candﬁions, 1nc1ud1ﬁg i hamagene1ty, geggraphm 1aca jon .and- size; and

- ‘resource cantr“i bu tmns

] L : '

Selection ‘of appropriate Eg;aéggiﬁat'ing mechanisn is ‘inﬁuenéed by a number

of cul t.urai and arganizatiana'l"Facfétars., Membérs may chose to formalize the Jmnt

) -ef‘fart by the development of a cont tract that cTam'F'les each member’s role re-.
9
: spans1b111t1es and orgamzatmnﬂ c;damain . Members my plan activiﬁes coopera-
10
tively, w1th an agreement that the ;mnt a:tw1ty bemngs pr1mar11y to -.:\me membeg-‘ '

LRI

- Another aptioa is for members tn c:r'freate a new arganizatiana’l ent‘ity, w1th1n wh'i::h
' 11 .

they plan and cnﬁduct all act‘EV‘lt*IES and functions col]abaratwe]y. The 1atter
caordmatmq mechamsm is mast caﬂi:fiucive to estab‘lishing an effectwe cc:ﬂ’l bcr—

ative I0R. As’the relat1nnsh1p mat3tures, hnwever, IOR functions fnGFEESE ad IDR
interactions. became more camp’l ex.  Under those. conditions, a number of ﬂ‘l‘F‘FEFéﬁt
caardinatmg mec hanisns may be add&Ed S0 that the IOR can remain effectiwe |

Structura'l pr-operties of effgc twe IDRs are a]so 1nf1uenceé by demogra hfh: =17
=202 d 12

ccnditmns They are composed. of . mﬁembers wi“‘th similar organ‘izatiuna] 5t:f-uétur-es.

If the EﬂmﬁDSlﬁGn of.memb,ership in o these strqctu?aﬁy similar arganizatiqns is-
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homogeneous, there wﬂ'l be more DPI‘JDFtUﬂ‘itTEﬁ for- shamng 1nfarmet1en in the

I0R about eesh merﬁber 5 ggahm\serv*iees and —resources --a nesessar_y condition

~ for ce11eboret1ve mtereetmn In adthTDﬁ, severe1 studies have confirmed the -
Tmper‘tenge ch I0R members bemg Im:ated in c:::mt1guous geugrapmc: reg1ehs =

~~—~Eese of access of organisetmne] members to g:e-eeh other facilitates the expansion
of IOR funetmns and 1ner'*eeses the eppartum—ﬁ:y tor multiple Tinkages being fermec’l
among- the pertieipants These are also heeegsser_y cenditmns for effestwe :911a=
;befetieni F1ne11y, the size af an, ]’OR 1n,f'lugnc:es its success . In genera’l, size

< should. beeer;npatitﬂe_wath member argamzet‘im:ﬁﬁs ab11’it1es to meke eeoperetwe .
'deei‘sions v}hens reeu‘iredr' It .vou]d also eppear that the apprepr‘iete size ef an
IOR is most dependent upon both-the amount o=F resources eveﬂeb'ie to suppert IDR

functions, and by extension, whether or not r—?’-ese_urce .eantﬁ butiens*ereiexre—

quirement for IOR membership. T ’ ' S

-

. The conditions under which resource cont=ributions.are made to the IOR, as
--well as the degree of flexibility that is USEd to assess such contributions s

the 'Fme’l prgpert_y of IDR str-hetures that fimE‘luenees effeetiveness D’irest f1nen—

L7

: t1e1 contribut’iens to an inter- ergani:st‘iene? arr‘angaﬂent -=even 'in veriy sme’l'l
sumsss demonstrates commitment to the IQR inf = t'iet‘ive In add1tjen,{member orga=
nizat'iens rnust be w1111ng to rE'iﬁtE'r"p'Fét the imenrtenee of eveﬂeb'le reseu'rses
bnth in terms of fiscal -F’lex1b1'l1ty and reeggmt’ien of leg’it'imete, evolving .
cnntr‘ibutions 'in kind. _ . \ 7
_ In order to get a cemp’l ete assessment of— IDR;fFest1veness, dete that de-
;’scmbes the. re'latmnsm ps: emcmg "I0R members a :nd the re]atmnsh‘cp between the IDR
;and its member crgemzatmns must e‘lse be f.‘.c,l‘lk ’Iected Inegenb_er;-;a'l » the 1nter‘e¢;t1an

"{prosesses in sruer_'essfui_IDRs are ‘delineated i n sush a 't{iey that each member ei‘gania _




.

"wiffn;IDR *F'Fe, iveness. o s

" zation has an equ‘itab’lé opportunity to‘particiéate in.the collaborative decision-"-

:mak?irig process. ..

- . : B . 7 !._ - - E,l .
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R?,Tél nal Characteﬁstws oft IORs ‘ S

Re]atwnaT character‘lsti: of IORs include both the nature of the invoTvemént

" of ‘inchwdua] rep es ntatwes of mEmbEr‘ argamzatmns and ithe extgnt to wh1ch

mu1t1 p]é and c:amp]ex taes are formed between and among the Qrganﬁationa’l partn:*i-

= i =

pants Membér Drgan1zat1on5 appmnt 1r~d1v1dua’| ‘representatives to the IGR whn

iyp1ca11y canshtute an adwsar‘_y or pa'iﬂ:_y board for the co‘l‘]ab@ratwe

In pr-a«:t'ic:e1 the 1nter‘act10ns that occur amgng 111d1v1dua1 representati

fo*F member urgamzatwns are ver‘_y compl ex. IORs are des.‘lgned by pengE who tarr_y

Al e a

mth them to the interaction a set of persana'l agénda. Mareover the same 1nd1vﬂd-

uals w1'|1 *Functmn at some t’ifﬂé's'- in a- persgna‘l ro’le and"at‘gtha‘ times 'in ‘anorga-

nization representational ro’!e. In fact, thesemdj\nduﬂs typically. use their

3

partm‘ipatmn in the IDR as’a means to accomplish per‘sana’l 95315 in thE"ir‘ home Qrga-

;'mzatmns + At the same t1me, when these individuals serve - 1n an crgamzat‘iona’l r«:’le,

théy function 1n the IDR 1nter~act1on as supporters of the"IO0R,’ as advocates for

their own aﬁgamzatinns' needs, and as pr‘otectnrs of théir own orgamzations —

domains. Thus, they br*mg to” the 1nter-argan1zat1’ al re 1at1tmsh1p twa sets of ex-

s

thE se nd relates to their 1ﬁterest in suata'mmg the 1ntereargan1zat1onai arrange-

_ment.' Impartant‘l_y, there are 1nstances When these two sets of x:empetmg role. eXs

pectatigns are nat congruent and do not allow them to make decisions that are iﬁ :
’ 14 - '

" the best 1nterests of the joint effp‘rt. Such disggnance in ‘the 1nd1v1du§1 orga-

‘- nization représentaﬁves irterferes with successful collaboration, and therefore

= B . R N : L
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. Another 1nd1cator of dysfunct1nn in the IOR would be an over- re11ance an

persana] ﬁgTé@ﬁonships between and amnng po?1sy board members to sustain inter-

. |-
5rgan1zat1ana? t1es This 1nfgrmat1on can be ascertained by the frequency wi h

wh1:h 1ﬁd1v1dua1 representatives view their. part1c1pat1on in the IBQ as a part

s

Successfu] :a11abarat1ve effcrts :1rcumvent these unant1:ipated conse uences of
dépéndence on part1cu]ar 1nd1v1duaTs to insure membericomm1tment to the IDR, F1rst

Z .
by u51ng a furmai IDR organ1zat1gnaT structuFE as the cnord1nat1ng meghan1sm

Séﬁand Ihé deve1apment of cnmpTex and mu1t1p12 t1e5 at. various 1eve1g of

13

4~Athe part161pat1ng prganizatinns abv1ates_th1s nvec_re1ianzgwpn specific 1ndividuaTs

to faster a coTTabarate 1eve1 nf 1nteract1an in the I0R. Indeed, severa1 IDR

stnd1es have 1nd1:ated that 1ntér=argan1zat1ona1 arrangements conta1n bﬂth 51ng1e

1eve; 11nkages and mu1t1p1e level 11nkages among 1nd1v1dua1s 1n d1fferent §051t1ons N
. 15 “
-in each organ1zat1onai unit. The gréater the number of- mu1t1p1e 1inkages amungg/)

- o

. IDOR member arganizatjana, the more that partic?bants View the IOR- effort as sUccess~
T - i \\t

Fu] semost1y because?mare benef1ts accrue to the 1nd1v1du31 crgan za 1ons that they
! -

) attr1bute direct1y to the1r 1nv01vement 1n the I0R. It shau1d be nated that

1995&1y coup1ed ﬁonnect1nn§\amnng I0R membér Qrgan1zations are must cﬂnduc1ve tﬂ -
N 16 EE
the. dave]opment QF these muTt1p1e and camp]ex ties. Thus, effective IDRS tendf e

i to fn1t1ate 1aosely coup1ed reTat1ansh1ps ameﬁg némber IORS, rather than re1y1ng= B ;g

Exc1u51ve1y upon 5trué&ura1 t1es “In sum, deve1gp1ng variety_of bath FnFmaI and

1nfarma1 tﬂes with ea:h member anan1zatinn in the I0R fac11itates the deve]apment

af a co1ﬁaborat1ve or shared decisicn!mak1ng process in the 1nter=crganizatian
R % ’ . T =" :. o E .
ag{anQEmenté - o L - N S o

=3
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Process Cneraeter1et1ce of I0Rs

+ The final eompnnent of the, eva1uat1en parad1gm Fncueee on the ehareeter15t.es

: r
of 1nteract10n prneeesee 1n effective IDRe aPFO“ESS eheracter1et1es ¥nc1ude de-

gree of ferme11ty, feeturee of the .exchange preeese and patterne ef influence.

Forme]itg is def1ned as the extent To which each member nrgan1zet1on has

>

- off1e1e11y eanetlened 1te part1e1pat1en in the IDR IOR 1ntereet1on proeeesee are

1nF1uenced by the degree of fermaT1fy preeent in the 1nter organ1eet1ona1 erranges

“ment in twe ways. First, representatives of ergen1zat1ons thet heve forme11y
E- eanet1oned IDQ memberehip tend tn have stronger, i{pgain1ng positions when neget1et1ng
an 1nteraorganizet1one1 egreement That is; " they epeak with the etrength of their .
own’ orgenlzatiene;,eupport,, Second, the fermelity of I0R membersh1p aids 1nd1v1due1

>§repreeentativee when they seryfeee edvoeatee of I0R eet1v1t1es in their home orga- ‘-

-,1th the strength of IOR consensus.. S1m11ar1y,

nfi zat1nne That 15 ‘theyeepeak

1;ter nrgen1eet1nna1 re]at1ensh1ps ?re cone1dered to have a h1gh degr ele ferme]ity
in Part1e1pet1ng organTzei;ene eff1E1e11y eanct13n the1r*1nvolvement in an inter- )
qrg,!1zat10ne1 errengement “My reeearrgih ' ndicated that eucceeeful IORs are
Eeomeeéeeieza gen1zet1nne that heve eaen %erme1ized their parti:ipet1en in the

A eecend proeees cheracter1st1e of IORs is the exehange precessi IGR memeere

eexcﬁange geeds and eerv1ees w1th other pert1c1pat1ng arQEnizatiens in the eo1Teber-

2

;at1ve arrangement There are eeveraT aspeete of the exchange proeese that 1nf1u- -
) ence the degree of- ee11aheret1ve 1nteraet1en that een be}attained in an IOR. 18
First, featuree of the exehange proceee need _to be standardized. That 153<bnth
i‘ithe un1t5 of exehenge and the prneedure Fer meking the exehange need to be c1ear1y

~delineated. In edd1t1en,,atte1n1ng e'reaeenebie degree of stendard1zatnenr1n I0R

B - s ‘ : .
, < <
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interactions is a pre-requisite to the establishment of a formal coordinating
mé;hanigﬁsfgﬁ the collaborative. ' - .

The number of joint interactions and the amount of resources \1nC1ud1ﬂg

VPEDPTE, programs, services and %unds)’that are allocated directly to the IOR by
each participating organization are both indiéatars of %hé intensity of the ex-
change process in an interaéfganigati@na1 arrangémeét, ‘Furthermore, the iﬁtinsity
of the exchange process that guides interaarganizétiOﬁai transactions is influ-
enced both by the extent to thch the terms of the exchange are mutually reached

. and by whether the exchanges are viewed as raciprocal.. Thus, a collaborative

.

inter-organizationai r t1g§5ﬁ1p is a!sa defined by a vniqntary and raciprocal =

tranéfer af=resaﬁ}zés between and among member organizations. 'Further; all member

organ1zat1ans must: beldieve that" they can make input that w111 be valued and used.

In sum, c911aborat1ve arrangements dﬂgend upaw standar ized, intense and reciprocal’

exchange behav1ors In effective I0Rs, member organiz f?EﬁE%use the Exchange pro-
- klg

The th1rd process characteristic qf ¢a11abnrat1ve 1nteract1on5 15 the E ,,erns

" of influence present in the relationship. Effeqtive co]]aborat1ve arrangements

Twill develop only when inter-organizational transactions are not dependent upon

the use of power and status differentials among member organizations. Thereiore,

each member organization's domain must- be acknow]edged and consensus must be reached

on Drganizat1ona1 prer093t1ves in deF1n1ng and ‘accomplishing IOR goals and functions.

Dﬂmain cansensus or agreement abngt the appropriate ‘role and scope of éach member

k]

organ1zat1on in the inter- argan1zat1ana1 arrangement, is a ‘necessary prerequisite -
20

for bu11d1ng collaborative interaction processes. Importantly, agreemEnt must

=

‘be obtainedabout both the domains that are ‘to be shared and the domains that are
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to be resérveé to each member organization, Therefore, the achievement of domain
7cén5en5ds in the inter-organizational reiatianship may be dependent upon clear

unders .andings about the degree of compatibility of member organizations' gaa15,_

reference orientations and philosophies,

Lines Gf=au£h@rity_must be carefully delineated as another ihportaﬁt'patterﬁ
of inFiﬁencé in an intéri;rgaﬁizatigna] ré1§f%0ﬁ§ﬁip, Benson has éuggésteé that
the primary reason to create an'IOR s the pﬁvsgit of inéreéséd authérity aﬁdr .

additional money, éaEhst:wbiQE is viewed as a resource by member Qrgaﬂizatians.gl
Simi1;r1y, Huberman gt!faiz suggest that "It f% important to identify various é@urces
of power in the intércﬁganizatigna1 arrangement.,.Power can dérive from an organi-
zation's structural position in the intercrganizationa1iarrangement;ras-we11 a;

from resource dependencies, expertness and/or Tegitimacy:"gzv Finally, Q?ganfzas“

“- tional particigéﬁts-in an IOR seek tq form exchangé relationships that cost the
least in teﬁms of autonomy and ;:1cn.v.rer-f'23 In sum, successful IORs ‘have ée?ibe?atETy
{dEﬁtffied superordinate goals and interactiom-proqesses for the ;bR that can ;
obviate individual argan%zatiana1 congernsiabcﬁt the Toss Dfrautgﬁnmy and ﬁaweri

- é Conclusion
This paper has presenteﬁ an analytic framework that may be used to evaluate
eF%ecti;e in%ersorganizaticnai relations. Indicators of_effectivenegs are clustered
into four ﬁaiér categories, each af which represents a major component of the

evaluation paradigm. Table 1 contains a brief outline of these components. (p. 13)

) ' Insert Table 1 .
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Table 1 . : l

Evaluation Paradigm for Inter-organizational Relationships

Fa

ORGANIZATIONAL SITUATIONS PRIOR TO IOR MEMBERSHIP
e existence of potential resources
e general cooperative environment
8 congruence between member and IOR goals
STRUCTURAL CHARACTERISTICS éF I0RS
i @ coordinating mechanisms
& ;%magrapﬁfc conditions {homogeneity, location,size)
® resource contributions .
RELATIGNAL7CHARACTERISTICS OF IORS
a inva1veméht Qf!individua1YFEpFESEhtatiVES
e complex and multiple organizational tiés
PROCESS CHARACTERISTICS OF IORS '
| o.. degree of %armality 7
° tge exciénge process (étaﬁdéfdizat%an, intensity, reciprocity)

@ patterns of inf1uense'(damain_cansensus,autharity,-pawer)

~
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Evaluations of I0ORs need to attend to the four components in the paradigm.
Each of the components will provide the evaluator with discrete sets of data
about (1) organizational properties prior to IOR meméership; (2) structural
Q%ara;teristizs of IORs; (Bf relational ztiributes of IORs; and (4) character-
istics of the IbR-iﬁtETaCtiOﬁ prozéssesg In addition, analysis of the inter-
actions within and bétweén these data sets will provide a comprehensive view
of the complexity of intereorganizatiané1 collaboration. ’ATSDQ evaluation

: o o ) . i . ) s f: .
- designs that utilize this analytical fra ework will provide a total look at.

the potential for IOR effectiveness,
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