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NEW WAYS OF PLANNING FOR NEW REALITIES: THE COLLABORATIVE OPTION
- __

'Introduction : \

\
~ The federal ro]e in education has changed dramat1ca11y over the past

year, and it w111 continue to do so as the prov1s1on of educat1ona1 serv1ces !
»~m~,wg»and-programsv1swde1egated-to the states.- nUpon rece1p}/of conso11dated~b1oek1§~mi;;::
| grant monies, the states will need to decide how they will ullocate those
resources and which educatxon agenc1es will assume reSpons1b111ty for which
~* educational funct1on wh11e these new arrangements are becoming defined,

there has been some concern expressed about,the future of the school improve-

ment activities that were forma11y the majdr focus of the federal government.

What-education-service-unit— ’-the~state"educat1ﬁn'agency (SEA)' the regional

educat1on agency (REA) or the local/éducat1on agency (LEA)-- will have the
ab111ty and f1ex1b111ty to fill th1s progected school improvement service gap?
Because the SEA and LEA will have immediate respon51b111ty for eont1nu1ng
ex1st1ng educat1ona1 programs, it 15, in my Judgement the regional educat1on
agency that is best pos1t1oned to engage 1n schoo1 1mprovement efforts most
) ; 1mmed1ate1y _Indeed, Y1n and_Gwaltney (1981) view REAs-as a - “national-resource:"-——
The REAs also present a significant opportun1ty for policy
act1on because they exist.in all regions of the country. Fur. -
thermore, they have had a stab111ty of operations over time
and have not been transient arrangements. The arrangements
' have not been bared on the assumpt1on of 10ng term federa1

support but have mere1y been supported by state and localfunds.

In short, REAs enjoy both political and bureaucratic legitimacy.

,i N (p. 16) .
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Tne de1ivery'of,educationa1 services within each state'is typicaiiy the
shared responsibiiity of a configuration of SEAs. REAs and LEAs. Since about
1960, .regional education aoencies have been formed in a nunber of states;
Jthey have as-their primary function, it is reported, cooperation with state
education .agencies and Tocal education agencies in the deiivery ang improve-
ment of educational serv1ces'(Friedman and ATonso 1976) - Stephens (1979)
-has identified three different types of REAs: (1) the Special District ESA --
a legally constituted unit of school government sitting between the SEA and
2 collection of LEAs; (2) the Reoionaiized SEA/fSA --a regional branch of the
state-education agency; and (3) the Cooperative ESA --a ]oose consortium of

LEAS that offer cooperative services (pp. 1-2). What all these REA types

have in common is that their work is.accomplished by the formation of formal
and 1nforma1 inter- organizationai ‘arrangements among education units that S —
wish to offer coTTective schoo1,improvement services.

Thus, regional education ajgencies are organized around ‘the concept of

co]Tective action and present1y use inter-organizationa1 cooperation to

deiiver services. It is the tHesis of this paper that REAs have the opportu-

~ nityto capture the full potential of their unique position in the educational
system by designing inter-organizationai arrangements that have'a'coilabor-

ative focustv‘In this kind of inter-organizationai relationship (which I wii]

now refer to as I0R), member oroanizations have a perceived commonaiity of
porposes or interests thatka11ows them to collaborate, and thus to sponsor

Vjoint programs and activities. Because menber organizations define themseives

as inter -dependent, they agree to part1c1pate in a shared decision-making

' process, in order to accompiish the functions and goals of the IOR. }In
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essence, the planning of coi]aborative IORs by regional -education aoencies
w111 create the inter- organ1zat1ona1 env1ronment necessary to accomp11sh
,+ schoo] 1mprovement activities.

“Today I will present guidelines that REA admﬁnistrators may follow
in order to establish a co]]aborat1ve IOR They were deve1oped from the
research that I have conducted over the past four, years, designed to identify
the conditions~that are necessary for successfu]yinter-organiaationa1 colla-

boration. " One study, of interest to this audience' was of vo1untary educa-~

tional collaboratives in the Conmonwea]th of Massachusetts (1ntr111gator,

1978). 1In these co11aborat1ves, local schoo1 systems Jo.ned together to o

collectively organize and deliver programs 9no services to the1r respective

constituencies that they could not deliver independentjy} As part of the

;;Agm—-inter:organizatﬁonaT‘arrEngenent;”the”1oca1 schoo?’syEtené'fornedfnew co11eot-
ive organizations,‘with their'own staff, budgets and policy boards. These

‘new organizations are calTed educational collaboratives, and are very similar

| : : -

éto one type of regional education agency é;the Cooperative ESA-- in both

s
;

their structure and their operatidns. , ' / /

Y /‘

" The major f1nd1ng of that study was that successfu1 co1]aborat1on is
dependent on the nature .of the re1at1ona1 behay1ors among'IbR/member organi- -
zat1ons, furthermore, IOR p1anners inust. make a- deTiberate effort to define
the nature of the interaction processes 1n/such a way that the goa1s of the
educat1ona1 collaborative can be accomp11shed in a co11aborat1ve/éanner that
is using shared decis1on-mak1ng processes, Indeed true co11aborat1on was -

found to be the most d1ff1cu1t and the most pred1ct1ve e1ement in the des1gn

of an effective 1nter-organ1zataona1 re1atlonsh1p7
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Planning A Cd]]aborative I0R
| ~ E%anning a co11aborative.IOR/éaT15 for attention to be paid to two
g fmajor;aspects of.organization,design: (l)ushevdeve1opment of an anpropriate
/inten-organizationa1 strue;ure through wnich linkages can be developed
o among_member,organizatipns; and (2)Vthe delineation of processes of inter-
| organizationa] interaéfion'that will facilitate shared decision-making I
will 'selectively rev1ew some of the features of IOR design that are most
relevant to the needs of adm1n1strators of REAs in this presentation, and
will be g1ad to expand on any other area during our d1scuss1on period.

Structura] Character1st1cs of The Co11aborat1ves

The IORs in_the Massachusetts study were of three kinds+(1)-well-

o

estab11shed co11aborat1ves that had evolved over the years a number of d1fferawuwu;

ent IOR purposes, or superord1nate goa1s --the mu1t1-purpose co11aborat1ve
// (2). collaboratives that had been established by Tocal school districts in
order to help them respond td the requirements of the state special education

" legislation; they had been in existence at least ten years and had deve10ped

a number of spec1a] educat1on programs4ftthe multi-program co11aborat1ve, and .

(3) relatively new 1nter-organ1zat1ona1 arrangements in which IOR members had
joined -in order to accomplish a single service de11very purpose --the single-
program collaborative. Indeed, there is a long h1story of vo]untery colla-
bdration among school districts in the state; typically these‘experiences are
viewed as worthy of(fchoo1 system involvement, that is that school districts
cou}d_reeeiye“what they needed in exchange for participation in the IOR.

The governance structures of the collaboratives varied according to the

different legal bases upon which the inter-organizational relationship was
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formaiized " In this state there are-two state laws that encourage the de-

veiopment of IORs (1) Chapter 797 offered financial incentives from the state

Vo
oudget for school system partic1pation in 10Rs, and therefore estab11shed

gu1de1ines for board comp051tion, finan;ing and inter-district responsibility;

and (2) Chapter 180 allowed vo]untary'edyeationai collaboratives to function

~~under a non-orofit educational status. 'In addition, these collaborative I0Rs

,offices Also, they were favored by local schoo] superintendents as a strategy

had no formal connections with the state education agency, or its regional

/ for accompiiShing some service goals; therefore, many school systems‘held

multiple memberships in a number of different IORs.

_In sum, the samp]e of coi]aborative I0Rs included in this study were

d1v1ded into three structura1 types In1tia11y, it was fe]t that each of
these models of organization and governance would use different I0R inter-
action processes. What we found was that the requirements for interactions

that would have a co]Taborative focus were the same for each struEturaI type,

"and that, in fact the single-program IOR was an simply an embryonic form of

the multi- program IOR Mu]ti -program IORs subsequent]y deve]oped into "91]'<wme

estabiished multi-purpose IORs. Therefore, it was not the structural arrange-
ment that was the important variable in determining a co11aborat1ve relation-
ship; rather, it was the nature of the interaction processes among member
organizations that was the most predictive element in building a co]]aborative

//
/

inter-organizational relationship.

pres of Coordinating Mechanisms in the IOR

Se1ection of an appropriate coordinating mechanism is centra1 to the

success of a formal 1nter-organizationa1 relationship, There are a number

AY

7
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of possible coordinating mechanisms for an IOR, Member organjaations may |
j'--chose to formalize the joint effort by the -development of axéontract that
c]arifies each member's role, responsibi1ities and organiZational domain.
Members may also chose to create a new organizational ent1ty (s1m11ar to the
Massachusetts co]]aborat1ves) that would be responsible for the adm1n1stra-
t1on and p]ann1ng of IOR programs and activities. Another a]ternat1ve is
for member organlzat1ons to plan IOR act1v1t1es cooperat1ve1y, but w1th the’
agreement that the proposed activity wou1d be1ong primarily to one member
This arrangement for example, is common in IORs composed of bus1ness organi-
zations and school systems that sponsor new vocational educat{on programs --

the businesses provide technical assistance and the educaticnal programs are

—typically-condacted by the school ‘systems. As a final example, mémber”prggﬁél“'”"'

zations may decide to conduct all IOR functions and actjvities collaboratively,
with all parties assuming mutual and equitable responsibility for IOR planning
and operations. This latter coordinating mechanism is, of course, the most

appropriate option for designing an IOR with a collaborative focus. (See,

The “selection of 2 a part1cu]ar coord1nat1ng mechan1sm is med1ated by a
number of cultural and inter-organizational factors; ‘however, it is influenced
most importantly by the strenétn/of the REAs belief in the professiona1 value
of schoo1'system input into thegeducationa1 decision-making process. S1m11-
arly, school systems must 1nd1cate reSpect for REA involvement in their local

educational dec1s1on-mak1ng processes

Re1nterpretat1on of Ava11ab1e Resources

For a number of reasons, educationa1 institutions today are faced with

- for examp1e Baker, 1981; Chin, 1974; Crandall, /}é;7 Da11n, 1977 Paul, 1978 )
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a fiscal sifuation of decreasing organizational resources. The consolidated
block granf funding strategy of the federa] government not only cnanges the
process of apportioning federa} dollars for educational programs and functions,
'buf also reduces the'amount of federai dollars avaiiab1e to state and local

agengies by at least 25%. 1In addition, local tax po]icies have sharply cut

into educational budgets. Thus, it is un11ke1y that any of the member organi-

zat1ons in the IOR --reg1ona1 education agencies or local school sys*ems--
will be able to make a substantial financial contr1but1on to the cooperative
'arrangement.

Therefore IOR p1anners-must redefine the nature of resources that they
will cons1der as appropriate member contributions to the co]]aborat1ve effort.
”F1rst use of fac111t1es and contributions of staff time need to be recogn12ed
as legitimate resource contributions to the inter-organizational arrangement.

Second, functions of the IOR might be identified in terms of eliminating

costly duplication of specialized services in each of the member school systems.

For examp]e, the IOR might facilitate the collaborative training of principals
in how to accomodate hand1capped children in school buildings. 1If the schools
““poo1 ‘their resources and delijver serv1ces cooperat1ve1y, they may in the long
run both save money and improve the quality of service,

In sum, the changing resource environments of educational institutions
seem to have caused a re-evaluation of what constitutes a significant resource
contribution to an IOR, and broadened the definition to inc]ude more_;han

financial contr1but1ons as powerfu1 indicators of commitment,

Character1st1cs of the I0OR Interaction Processes

If the inter-organizationa] arrangement is to have a collaborative focus,
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~then the ways in which the member organizations will re1gFe to eaeh other
must be carefully defined during the planning process, nge of the factors
that he]p define the relationships amonc 10R members are re]afed to the
nature of the exchange process that occurs in the 1nter-organ12at1ona1 re-
1at1onsh1p

. Aspects of The Exchange Process. -IODR members. exchange goods and services

‘with other participating organizations in the inter-organizational arrangement.
There are several aspects of the exchange process that 1nf1uence the degree

of cooperat1ve interaction that can be attained in the IOR, First, member
organizations expect the units of the exchange to be clearly delineated --that
is, they expect the relationship to be standardized, Marrett (1971) suggested
that the standardization of inter-organizational relationships requires atten-
tion to both the units of exchange and the procedures for making the exchange.
In fact, the 1nst1tut1ona11zat1on of a formal coord1nat1ng mechanism in the
IOR depends on a reasonable degree of standardization of the exchange process;
members need to know what the units of exchange will be and how repetitious
(or predictable) the exchange process will be (Intriligator, 1978; Litwak and
Hylton, 1962).

School system members of the educational callaboratives in Massachusetts
agreed on the importance of standardized relationships to a successful cooper-
ative interaction. They indicated that the following relational behaviors
contributed to stabilizing the units of exchange in their collaborative IORs:

o Members have equal voting rights in the planning and the EOordination

of the collaborative's activities

¢ Member organizations jointly establish procedures for‘governing the IOR

10
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These behaviors describe the standardization aspect of the inter-organi-
zational exchange process.

The numbef of joint interactions and the amount of resources (that is,
people, programs, services and funds) ;hat are allocated directly to the IOR
by each participating organization are both indicators of the‘intensity of
the exchangé process in the'inter-organizationa1 relationship, Members of
the educat1ona1 co11aborat1ves contr1buted monies to the IOR based on a per-
pupil formu1a In addition, most of the superintendents of school district
member organiZations served on the policy boards of fhe I0Rs --except for the
single-program collaboratives where the D1rector of SpeC1a1 Education was the
school system representative to the board. Also, school system representatives,
the superintendents, attended an average of ten collaborative meetings each
year.. These were all considered to be relational behaviors that indicated the
intensity of member commitment to the IOR, 1In addition, these schoo1 superin-
tendents identified the fo11ow1ng two behaviors as important:

® The collaborative staff director meets with advisory subgroups composed

of representatives of member organizations at 1east four times a year
® Formal IOR communication processes are Jointly deve1opgd by a1l mem-
bers of the IOR .
These behaviors describe the intensity aspect of the inter-organizational ex-
Change process,

Fin531y, the intensity of the exchange process that guidés‘inter-organi-
zational relationships is ‘influenced both by the extent to which the terms of
the exchange are mutually reached, and by whether or not the exchanges are

viewed as reciprocal.

11
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The inter-organizational exchange process, then is further defined by a voluntary
and recip;oca] tfansfer of resources Setween and amony mémbers. School system
representativeé in the .educational collaboratives affirmed the needs for thgse
relational princip]es'of.interaction and a1§o identified the following rg;iproca]

behaviors as necessary to a successful IOR:

0 The'col}aborative's staff director serves as a broker in mediating
reciprocal exchanges among member organizations

[ Member organizations haQe an equal opportunity to be involved in

the activ’ties and programs of the IOR '
In order for an IOR to have a collaborative foéus, then, the decisioh-making
and communication processes must be two-way. A1l member organizations must
believe that they can make Tnput that will be valued and used.

In sum, there was a general agreemént by member organizations that the
co11abora%1ve érrangement depended upon standardized, intense and reciprocal
exchange behaviors that needed tJ be delineated during the IOR planning process.
Indeed, interactions among I10R members are. defined By bargaining processgs
that are dependent upon exchanges through which the'actors }n the I0R ne-
gotiate on.behalf of themselves and on behalf of the organizations that they
represent (see, for example, Adams, 1879; Elmore, 1978, Intriligator 1978).
This may be a particularly useful guideline for REA administrators who wish
to plan an I0OR in which the regioiiul education agency is the dominant member

in the inter-organizational relationship,
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“Patteris 6f InfTuence in 10OR Interactions. 1In addition to the aspects

- of the inter-organizational exchange process, patterns of infiuencebpresent

in the relationship must be agreed upon in the planning of the IOR interaction

processes. Each member organization s domain must be acknowiedged and con- -

sensus must be reached on organizationa1 prerogatives in defining and opera-

'tionalizing I0R goals and functions. The achievement of domain consensus, or

' agreement about the appropriate role and scope of each member organization 1n

- the inter-organizational arrangement, is a necessary prerequ1s1te for bu11d-

~ing cooperative 1nteraction processes in. the IOR.~" Furthermore effective

—i

‘colTaborative arrangements will deve1op in an IOR only when the inter-organi-

__zational "trans actions"ane.notndependent~upon“the“use“of“power‘and"statusm;::”;'

differentials among- member organizations.

Hember organizations in_the Massachusetts_vo1untary collaboratives-agreed———

the_legliimacy~of each—partTCTpant*S“role in the problem-solving activities

of_the IOR. In,addition, they 1dent1f1ed the following relational. behav1ors

as necessary in order to reach domain consensus in the 1nter-organizationa1

arrangement

c

® Member organizations have clear sets of expectations about the

boundaries within which the coTiaborative's jurisdiction may be extended

. Participating organizations use membership in the coiiaborative as a
vehicle through which they can 1n1tiate change in their individual

organizations

, Fina11y, organizations such as loca1 education agencies and regiona1 education

agencies that appear to: operate in s1m11ar domains may need to be particuiar1y
careful ‘in"negotiations around the domains that are ‘shared, as well as the

domains that are reserved to each IOR member.

- s ——E
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P By'extensiQg,ﬂjheﬂa;hjexement_of;dOmain~consensu5~in»anMIOR_maymbezdew~~mm~

/Jpendent upon clear understandings about the degree of compatibility of member

xorganizations' goals, reference orientations and philosophies. Because of
their deep roots in the different organ1zat1ona1 cu]tures of the participants,
problems surfac1ng from these d1fferent or1entat1ons are very 11ke]y t°,,hu
create conf11cts wh1ch interfere with ‘the cooperative interaction process in
the IOR. Therefore IOR planners need to establish agreed upon lines of
authority before the IOR programs are operat1ona11zed
On the other hand,_there are times when regional educafion agency adminis-
trators mey wish to use an IOR with 10Ca1.schod1nsy$temsmas a means of -de-

liberately permeating traditional school system lines of authority --perhaps

in the 1nterests of conduct1ng a part1cu1ar school 1mprovement project. Benson

(1975) has suggested that the primary function of an IOR is the pursu1t of

authorrty*and'moneyj”eaéh‘of"Wh?Eh”iE“ViEWEH”EEWE“FeEBEFEe “Authority pro-

T

T St =

of its r1ghts to be involved in a11 aspects of the IOR s activities,

==Y{des the organ1zat1on with a®way to legitimize its activities and an assurance

Character1st1cs of the I0R Interact1on Processes: A Summary S1mp1y stated,

‘the ways in which I0R members relate to each other and to the I0R. as well as
the ways in which the IOR re1ates to its member organizations, are crucial to
achieving a co]]aborat1ve 1nter-organ1zat1ona1 arrangement A1l the gu1de11nes
for p1ann1ng that I have out11ned here today contribute to des1gn1ng a REA -
school system formal re1at1onsh1p that will use collaborative dec1s1on-mak1ng
processes to define and meet IOR goals. Thus, it is important that member
representatives bring to’the Joint effort the offfcialbsanction and support

of their ‘home organizatiohs'for the inter-organizational arrangement. Also;

) ,;_e___‘_e_‘p-__', - __---_-14 cee o -
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e when:lOR_members:Jnteract—+n orderzto—develop—a—go1nt—act1v1ty, ‘resources

will be exchanged. Part1c1pating organizations will both contribute re-
sources to the IOR activity or funct1on, -and. rece1ve resources from the IQR
act1v1ty or funct1on As long as each member be11eves that the exchange be-
tween what 1s received and what is g1ven to the I0R is equ1tab1e then co]]a-
Wborat1ve dec151on-mak1ng may be ach1eved In order for the exchange to be
perceived as equitable, members will also have to agree on their respective
spheres of inf1uence‘in the meeting of IOE goals. The manner- in which parti-
cipating organizations share the IOR authority will also predict and provide
the degree of col1aborat1ve 1nteract1on present--in the IOR. - . - B

When I0R members'’ organ1zat1ona1 prerogatives have been factored 1nto

the inter-organizational re1ationsh1p, the IOR planner w111 have achieved a

base level of agreement upon which more 1ntens1ve 1nteract1ons and more com-'f

...... — - plex linkages can be deve]oped and p1anned to the benef1t of the 1nd1v1duals

and organ12atIons involved, Adm1tted1y, estab11sh1ng co11aborat1ve inter-
organizationa1’re1ationships is a time-consuming activity; on the other hand,
co11aborat1ve I0Rs contain the complexity of ties and the co11aborat1ve decisi
making processes that are required to build a high trust factor into an inter-
organizational arrangement. It is the presence of this high trust factor that
will allow REAs to use thein 1nter-organ1zat1ona1 arrangements to accomplish
schoo1 improvement activities --and thus to realize the full potential of their

un1que position in the educat1ona1 service de11very system,




Barbara A, Intriligator | 14

References

o

Adams, S. J, Interorganizational processes and organization boundary

activities. Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina, 1979.
“Baker, L. E Perspect1ves on 1nterorgan1zat1ona1 relationships. In D.

Clark, S. McK1bbon &M, Ma1kas (Eds ) "Alternative Perspectives For

V1ew1ng 0rgan1zat1ons : San Franc1sco;"CA: Far West Regional Laboratory
for Educational Research and Development, January 1981.
I Benson““ﬂ—“K‘“”The interorganizational” network as a po11t1ca1 economy

‘ Adm1n1strat1ve Sc1ence Quarter1y, June 1975, 20, 229-249,

. Chin, R. Governance and organizational re1at1ons._ In LE J. Gendva_(ﬁg,),“mﬂh.

wwﬂ;mn, F1na1 Eva1uat1on Report “On-The- Metropo11tan Planning Project.  Newton, MA:

TDR ‘Associates, Inc., July 15, 1974.

Crandall, D. P. An executiee directoF's struggle to actualize commitment to

collaboration. Applied Behavioral Science, November 3, 1977, 13.

Dalin, P, Netwerks for educational change. Oslo, Norway: IMTEC,.February
1877 (Unpublished report). -

Elmore, R. F. Organizational models of social ;rogram‘implementation. Public
Policy, Spring 1978, 26, 185-228 |

Friedmann, J. & Alonso, W. (Eds.). Regional policy readings in theory and

~application... Cambridge, MA: The M.I.T. Press, 1975,

intri1igator, B. A. The educational collaborative: An exp1oratory study of
the relationships between selected 1nterorgan1zat1ona1 behaV1ors and

SR cooperat1ve “interaction- among member 'school” systems. “Unpublished

16




Barbara A. Intriligator ' 15
doctoral dissertation, BoSton“University 1978 |
sz b AW Ky Bt & -Hy  tong--LF. ~~{nterorgan1zationaWwanaJys1s;wAAhypothes1s “on———-—

coord1nat1ng agenc1es Administrative Science Quarterly. 1962, 6, 395-420

Marret, C. On the spec1f1cat1on of 1nterorgan1zat1ona1 d1mens1ons

Sociology and Social Research, 1971, 61, 83-99,

Paul, D. Inter-organizational arrangements for dissemination: A conceptual

framework and two i]}ustrative case studiee. San Francisco, CA: Far West

Laboratory for Educational Research and'Develdpment June, 1978,

Stephens,WE,meeet,walwm_Majonfpo11cy -issues-surrounding-the educat1on‘serv1ce

agency movement and a proposed research and development agenda. (ESA Study

wSer1es/Reggg_,t___l_‘{__mVII) (NI;VNOMOE ...... =6-72-4449) Burtonsv11le;MMD:MStephenS"’
Assoc1ates June, 1979," | e

- Y1n, R K. & Gwa]tney, M. K Organ1zat1ons co11aborat1ng to 1mprove education

practice, Cambr1dge MA: Abt Associates, Inc.,. Anr11 1981 e




