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CREATING CONDITIONS FOR SUCCESSFUL COLLABORATION

&%

) Barbara A. Intriligator ‘ ) _
i . University of Maryland - College Park . .

The Educat1ona1 Po1icy Gantaxt

=

The respohsi@inty for the improvement of conditions éf=prafessionaf

practice in the pub1ic:sch961s has now shifted almost completely to the

university and to the local .schools themselves. At the same time, schools,

COT1eges and department%fcf education are'bééomiﬂg %néﬁeasingT§ more in-

",

vo]ved with prnv1d1ﬁg a var1ety of SEPVTEES d1re;t1y to the pub]1c schoo1s

The deveiopment of fgrma11zed 1nter-grgan1zat1ona1 re1at1an5h1ps w1th the
- &
local schools may be a part1cu1ar1y v1ab1e strategy for un1vers1t1es to. use’

-in trying to administer. these serv1ie activities.
Indeed, University administrators are now expressing a great deal of
inté}ést in the use of intérEOrganizétiQnai arrangements with the public

schools as a means of improving the conditions of professional practice in .

their own institutions. Faculty interaction with practicing public s¢hoal
teachers, counselors and administrators.creates a forum within which faculty
_ oru :

can do’ some reality testing of the thegries that they advaéaté_ Moregver;
- i . ¥
because of declining enra11ments of increased budgetary control by 1D¢a1

goverﬁménts and of demands from community interest groups, the c cnd1;10ﬁs
nf professional practice have Ehaﬁg;d often dramat1i311y, in local SéhﬁDT:
systems. ;Faculty --even those who have had a great deal of school sys#ém
experience prior to joining the ﬁniversity system-- need opportunities to
renew their undars@éﬁdings of péttErns.af local scghool praﬁtice; fﬁes

4

r



-and activities. Because member organizations define ‘themselves as inter-
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“with Tocal school systems in a college of education-provides an ongoing ¢

mechanism fhrcugh which the college administrator can provide faculty with )
suéh!dppartunities. This conferefice has as one of its themes the improvéﬁgnt
cfgcoﬁditions_of professional practice in s:h;:aofsS colleges and departments
of education. Consistent and ongoing institutional interaction with gghogi

systems could also serve as a vehicle for organizational an ?zrsgﬁ31£§e-'

newal that would improve the quality of services that the University delivers.

TédayQI will present a procedural model for planning an inter-organiza-

x;jgg§17ré1§tignship that may be used by schools. colleges ahd departmen%#

) a%xeéﬁ:at%aﬁ to esablish formal arrangeménts with local school systems. In
-xvthisskind of inter-organizational arrangements (which I wii] now refer to as
,:iéﬁ),ragmbéf'OPgaﬁizations have a perceived commonality of purpéses or in-

 *teﬁes€s that a]lows them to collaborate, and thus to sponsor joint programs

’=dependent; théy agree to participate in a shared decision-making process, in

‘order to acc§m§1ish the functions and goals of thé IOR., Indeed, it is this.

collaborative focus which différentiates this IOR model from other, ‘more
traditional university interactions with local school systems. Copies of

an outline of the procedural model were avéilaq1é at the door as you entered

the room today. .
1 developed this model from the research I have conducted over

the past four years, designed to identif&_the:ccnditians that ére necessary

 for successful inter-organizational collaboration. My most recent study was

of a field-based doctoral (EdD) program in educational administration thaf.

‘=

g

i



Barbara A. Intriligator - ’ a ‘. C3. :
was initiated in the Fall of 1¢ . . sy :nt-of Education Politcy,
~Plannitg Eﬁﬁ'Aﬂmlnféfféfiéﬁ (E "ii"aaéé dv o sity of Maryland. From dts " "

. AR . . . e - L
2arliest planning ztgges; the . .o~y crr° ived of as a collaborative:

4 . ) : -

effort between the department - i Yte school systems in the Baltimore
'metrcpg1itaﬁ area. Univers’ — « 7 *~ agrams are typiEaTTy déve?aped

autonomously, with,§§hdcljp?¢;.1x 2re ;1aiinaﬁ%j§‘anythiﬁg,*adviso}yﬁrg1esi

We wanted té depart?%roﬁ Ehﬁé Tt aal mdde1-€%ﬁﬁlﬁaﬁy1énd program was |
to haVé a cejiaboraijue focugi {tiy exper1énze has 1nd1cated that true .
ca11aborat1on, or shared de 1510n§é;k1ng, is the most d1ff1cu1t and the most
powerfu11y pred1ct1ve elément in the dés1gn of effect1ve inter- Qrgan1zat1aﬁa1
relationships. " ) . S

Deciding tn Plan. an Inter Drgaﬂ1zat1ona1 Re] nsh;g

Eenera] Ava113§11ty of. Resaurces

=

" To design aﬁ I0OR, a Un1ver§1ty administrator need% ta be aware of

‘three contextual variables: Fi rgt potent1a1 externaT resouyrces that caqu
<" bﬂ'asedgfar operationalizing the IDR‘ If the fac#f af the‘Mary]and prcgram

had been 11m1ted to training, then there would have been- Tittle hape for -

©

outside SUﬁpDrt On. the other haﬁd the 1n1t]a1 goa]s of the IDR rnc1udéd
the. delivery of service to unserved and uﬁderserved areas Df thé state thgr9= .

Fg re, there was some 1n1t1a1 ho pe Df tha1ng externaT support from var10us

&

state agencies. o o }'
In addition, an assessment should be made of potential resaﬁrtes for

/tﬁé proposed IOR that might be garnered from thé ’Iar‘gerg Un’lver's'ity System A ‘ ‘

L

}

The propased inter-organizational ar?angEmEﬁt for éxamp1e nght be, des1gned

g

g
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university policy-makers were interested from the start: they wanted the

department ta bring admﬁn1strat1ve tra1n1ng for schootl persanneT inta the ’

prapcsed geagraphic area because-other institutions of higher educ§t1an were

*

planning to deve1op competing programs. At the present time, we areithé

only institution in the state certified to award a doctorate,  in educational

aémiﬁistratjgni Consequently, it was not unlikely. that aqaitianaT3Uﬁivér;

- sity resources (in the form of faculty Tiﬁes and/or instructigﬁéi resources)

mighf became available shoqu tudent enrn]iments matér1a112e because the

There 15’315ﬁ a need to review the resources w1th1n the Eo11ege of

Educat1nn that might be used in support DF the prapased 10R, These incTude

:

staFf WTth spec1a11zed skills, expansion and/ér 1nterfac1ng w1th c%her pro-.

grams 1n the co’1ege, aﬁd budgetary rea11ggat1nns to the prapnsed IDR In
sum, 1t shauid be noted that this initial review of external and 1nterna1

. resgurces§§11k a1so be usefuT in determ1n1ﬁg the nature and amount of member

Lgntr1but1ans to the inter- organ1zat1nna1 arrangemEﬁf

The Caﬁperative Env1ronment o : T Sy

-

A secnnd cantextua] variable is the cooperative environment within

’1cﬁ_thg_prcgqsed IDR will be planned. One must determine if there
aie;ﬁmtentives #ahd supports other than resouf;és available to the proposed’
"10R ghaf ate external to the institution, for instance requirements for

’aaapératiGé planning by a state boa%d for higher education. Also, state

- departments of educatinﬂ often provide 1ncent1ves for local school systems

k]

;Iaivaluntar11y consolidate. or coordiﬂate the delivery of specialized ser-
B T S0 ) A t

vices in a particular geographic area, University - school s}stem I0Rs
N : i

19 IDR woqu then i1l a bnundary protection funct10ﬁ far the un1ver31ty system.
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m%ght be inteﬁticna]Ty designéd to faké ad&antagé of incentives Tike

TG L et

) gfhéée ‘In a 51m113r Fashion ong shnu]dwﬁdentify persona] and organiza-
‘tional 1ncent1ves that coqu be QreatEd within the coTTegeggf educat1an
or the department, that would encﬁurage un1ver51ty persanne1 to part1c1al

pate in the act1v1t1es of the TDR 51m11ar1y, gnE‘wau1d want to’ know. the
l

.1mportance that partac1patﬁng schaQT Systems p1ace on su:h co1iaboraf1ve

:arrangement% W’Ehs Umvermt‘ies T _ " R i"l

Agggement on a uperordinate EaaT f ﬁ: T S ) - K

F1na11y, p1anners of I0Rs must ddentify a.- common purpase that’ eachi?

b . ¥

of the part1es can agrée to Jo1nt1y accomp11sh thrgugh the 1nter organ1za-

F

tional arrangement, In the MaryTand pragram the superordinate. goal cf

the pTaﬁﬁ1ng graup was to deve]ap dactnra1 -level tr§1n1ﬁg programs in sahoc1

an1n1strat1an tbat wgu]dghave é"fieid-based orientation" --that is, programs.

that would Be more responsive to the realities of current administrative

practice 1in the participating -school systems, at the same time that'th%y
were better informed by the TESEETthkﬁ§WTEdQE base of the University. In-
terestingly, both schdol system representatives and membég; of thefd%{vérsity L

planning group reported an fnitial c@mmitmentftaebsth sides Gf that theory/

N
practice ‘equation. |
 In_order to agréevyééﬁ a thmaﬂ goal, pTaﬁﬁers mﬁst be familiar with the
separate goals and missions of each of the\partiFipating Qrgaﬂﬁzaticnéi As ,
e general guideline, the primary purpose for each member to jofn the IOR . -

will need to be directly related to its internal érgahizatibﬁé1 operations,

in order to secure commitment to.the -proposed inter-organizational relationship.
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Otherwise, the 'IOR activities will be viewed by representatives of each
nganization as perﬁpﬁgrai, rathg% than central ‘to hér/ﬁ%gvﬁntéfﬁa1.6;géﬁ%§':ﬂ!
zational responsibilities. ‘ .

In sum, the gathering of information about potential resource availa-

o -

7

bility, about the general cooperative env1ranment and about the potential
for member agreement on a superordinate goal for,the IOR constitutes a pre-’

lTiminary needs assessment, intended to help the Universify administrator

E

‘decide whether or not to design an IOR with local school systems. It should

" be noted that the same assessment process needs ‘to be conducted iﬁdepéndent1y

LA

by each of the school systems con 51der1ng membership. in the proposed IGR

Designing The Inter-Organizational Relationship

‘Designing énaIDR calls for attention to be paid to two major aspects
of Drgaﬁizaticn,ﬁésién: (1) the development of an appropriate inter-
ia?ganizatioﬁai structure, through*whicﬁ linkages can be deveicbed among
_member organizations, and (2) the de]gneatioﬂ of prosesses of inter-organi-
:atianai interatt%oﬁ that will facilitate shared decision-making, or ¢o11a—}
boration. I will se1gct1v21y review some ?f the most salient features of
" IOR design in this presentat'lcng and will be glad to expand on any other

area duriﬁg our discussion period. ,_A\
i . ) L . |
TypES of Coor dinat1ng Mechanisms in the IOR . <)

Se]ect1on of an appropraate coordinating -mechanism is centra1 to thei
Su?CESE of a formal inter-organizational ?E1atianshjpg There are a number
of possible cocrd1nat1ng mechanisms for an IOR: Member Qrganizagicns may
chose to formalize the jdint effort by the development of a contract that

‘clarifies each member's FOTE; responsibilities and orgaﬂizaéiOna1 domain

.
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(Je]ﬁson 1981; Louis, 1977; Peart, 1977, Upz:hur;ch and Fischer 1.980) . :
Segond memBEr organ1zat1ons may ChDEé ta create a new organ1zat1ana] éntﬁty,
that wcu1d be FESPOHSIETE‘fDr the administration of ;he I0R activities

and programé (Chin, {974; Martorana a%d Kuhns, 1981; Néghandig 1971) .-
Anafher alternative is for memﬁer Drganizatia;E to plan IOR activities =
cooperatively, but with the ag;egment that” the proposed activity peionQS'

to one member organization (Meyer, 1978; Mintzberg, iS?Q;_Rébéyi 1982: Whetten,
QSSI); As a final .example, member Qrganizationé may decide to conduct all
I0OR functions and activities coolaboratively, with all parties assuming mutual
and equitable fesponsibiiity for I0R planning and IOR operations (Baker, 198i;
Clark, 1981; Crandall, 1977;‘Daiin, 1977). This latter coordinating mechanism
is, of course, the most difficult and the most promising.

The selection of a particﬁ1ar coordinating mechanism is influenced most
importantly by the strength of the University's belief in the prgfessiOﬁéi
value of school system input into the educational decision-making processes.
Similarly, 5Chﬂﬂ1 systems must indicate rESpEEt For University invoivement

in their local eduéationa1 decision-making processes.

Educational jnstitutions today --be tﬁey Universities or local school
systems-- are faced with declining enrollments and with a corsequent QECFease
in organizational resources. Thus, it is uniikeiy that any of the member
6fgaﬁi;atians in the University-school system IOR will be able to make a
substantial financial contribution to the cooperative arrangement. ;ThéFéﬁ
fDFE,-UﬁiVEFSity administrators need to plan an IOR differently~than they
:woﬁid plan internal, autonomous Qpérations. | y

§
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First, use of féciiit%es-aﬁd»cantributioﬂs of staff tiﬁe néed to be :
recagniééd as 1Egitimaté‘rééaurcé cdntéibutioag to tﬁe-IDR. -Sééqnd;i |
funétians of the IOR mightéb& iﬁentified in terms of eliminating duplication

. of spe;%a1ized services!in,éacﬁ of éhe member school syStemé: ;Fcr‘éxamp1e?
the IDRimightifacilitaté the collaborative training of principals in how
to aciomodate’handicépped éhi1Qreh in sghogf;bui1dings, If school organi-

'zatioﬁs pool thei? resources and deliver serviceé cdoperaiive1y, they may
save mo%ey in the long run. ~ '- . !
It has been stitedrthat organizations do not become ”true?y“xcammifted

to an inter-organizational reiafﬁcnship;un1ess and %ipii Each:mékes a finan-
cial contribution tO‘théiIDR, Howeyer, participants in thé Maryland study
indicated that despite thei% initial inability to direct1y!a11ggate funds to this
kind of external arrangement, they would have greater flexibility to provide. |
financial resdufces during the course of the IOR program development activities.
These,allocations é0u1d be handled as.pirt of diffegent_subeunit'administra=

" tive budgetsg Also, all members cfvthe'Mary1ahEJIBR agreed that significant

~ contributions of staff time was an important indicator of both University and

school system commitment to the IOR. Thus, the changing resource environments

of educational institutions seem to have caused a re-evaluation of what con-
%

stitutes a significant resource contribution to an IOR, and broadened the
definition to include more than financial contributioens as powerful indica-
tors of éammitmenti' :

wh{ie all of the preceding sﬁ#ugtu;éi=chara¢t2fﬁstics of an IOR must
be attended to in the design of a su€géssfu1 IOR, Uniyer;itxgand s;hOQT

-

system planners are not yet finished with this complex task. Indeed. from
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the anset “of the~;QR p1ann1ng pra;ess administratorg must aTsc attempt
to de11neate the 1nterazt1gﬂ processeg in the IDR in Such a way that each

_member organizati on has an equ1tab1e opprtun1ty to part1z1pate in the
5, T
zo11abarat1ve decision-making process - T J- Lo

Invg1vement of Ind1v1duaT Representat1vei%} . .; ‘!ﬁ

1n designing an IOR, University Edm1n1stratar5 need tc be aware Qf the’?

complexity of’ the interactions that ogcur‘among the 1n§1v1du31 rEﬁﬁeséntatives

of each of the member organizations. 'IORs are design ed by people who carry

“with them to the interaction a sé;'of personal agenda. Moreover, the same .

individuals will function at some times in a personal role and at other
. L]
times in an organization representational role.

In fact, these individuals typically use their particiﬁaﬁoﬁ in the IOR
as a means to accomplish personal. goals in their own home organizations. At
the same time, when these indi;iduaTS SEFVE in an organizational role, they.
fuﬂgt1on in the I0OR 1nteract1an as supporters of the IDR as advacates For‘
their own Drgan1zat1ons needs, aﬁd as prateators of their own Drgan1zat1ons
domain. Thus, they br1ng to the 1nteraorgan1zat1ona1 re1at1onsh1p "two sets
of Expectat1qﬁs; the first relate$ to the1r own 1ndEpendent Drganizat1ana1
goals; and the second relates -to their interest in sustaining the inter-
orgénizationa1 arrangement. Importantly, there are iﬁstanses when these two’
sets of competing role expectations are nottzﬁﬁgrgentf‘and do not allow them
to makedecisions that are in the best interests Sfxtﬁe joint efforf.

Characteristics of the IOR Interaction Processes .-

"s’ . iy
If the I0R is to serve as a cata]yst for the deve1ﬁpment of multiple and
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eomp1exxintereetieﬁe"between the College of Education and the local school
* : R L e P .- . T . R S
systems, then the ways.in which the member organizations will relate to each

iébthéf must be eerefﬁjiy.de¥ined_during the IOR éee%gﬁ etegel For-exemp1eg
toR {ﬁteraeiipn bfeeeeeee are greatly infiﬁeneed by the degree of formaTity

" of the inter-organizational errenQEmeﬁte Formality is defined as the extent

to which each member~drgamization has officially sanctioned its perticfpe*:

tion in'tbe IDR’ The I0R interaction -processes are 1nf1uen:ed by the degree

s

f rmality of the re{et1oneh1p among member ergen1zet1one

.In the Mery]end program, the Super1ntendent or Ch1ef SEh0D1 oFf1:eF,

participation in the IOR: they eubeequently eppe1nted high level administra-. .

tors to serve as their representatives to the IOR Policy Eeerd In the
University system, the chairman of the department was eet1ve y 1nv91ved in

- the IOR, with Timited 1ﬁvo1vemeﬁt of the Dean and PFOVDSt in the :n1t1e1

-

@

%

planning deeieieﬁe, Because the organizational repreeentet1vee eppo1nted te
the policy board were frem the top edm1n1etret1on§ of each organ1eat1on they"

"had the. potential to coordinate the transactions thet would oceur between
y - i

their own organizations end other pert1c1pente in’ the arrangement. fhee
degree of coordination of 1ﬁtereet1eﬁe w1th1n the*member ergan1zet1ene, then

is another indicator of the degree of formality present 4n-the IDRfinterection »
- :? )

processes. In sum, the Ferme1ieation!of the IOR interaetiéne servee'to pro§,

- vide 1eg1t1mecy for the act1one of member orgen1£et1eneﬁ representet1vee

-

both when they act as orgenizatione1 repreeentetiiee to the LOR, . eﬁd when

- +they serve as IDR representatives in the1efewp eeperete eyeteme. s




) ﬁ5 and TQcaT schoa1 systems wou1d appear nat an1y tg be cnmpat1b1é,,but a1

- s1m113r"

cansensus 1nfan 1ntEr—arganf

E&rbara A Intr111gator

'DﬁShTPiV Each mémberrgrgan1za-;g

syt

5ensus must be réached on

' Drgan1zat1anai prerngat1ves 1n deF1n1ng and.nperat1nna11z1ng thé IDR gaaTs

AgrEEment abaut the appropr1afe-rn1e and«sgape af each member argaﬁfzat1an
: ﬁF

prerequ151te for bu11d1ng ccnperat1ve 1ntewact1oﬁ praﬁesses 1n the IDR

N

x‘_ﬁﬂ_thE_SUFfECETTthéﬁgDaTS‘Eﬁd phTTDEﬁphﬁES’Df’tﬂqiegES—afLEdUEatTDn

i A
'fEa;h teaches However, each party ﬁn this 1nteractian brings ta

the training praaess ‘a prnfess1ana1 ar1entat1an that vaTues d1?ferent1y

Fesearch based knanedge and exper1enca—based knowIedge about the teach1ng/

-1earn1ng pFGEESS~ IDR 1nteract1ans, therefare, must negessar11y be shapedi

%?to aTTQw ijjthe presence af bofh or1entat1an5 Thé ach1evement nf dnma1n

_t1anai re1atiansh1p may be dependent upgn

'Q_ ETEar understand1ngs abaut the degree DF compat1b111ty of memher argan1zas .

t1nns gaals, reFerenceor'entat1nn; and philosaph1es Mareaver EFFect1ve"

ca11abarat1ve arrangemaﬁts w111 deve1up an]y when the 1ﬂter—arganizatjanaiz,

transact1nns are,not dependent upan the use af pawer and sfatus d1fferentia1

amang member Drgan1zat1gns In sum organ1zat1ans sugh as :a11eges of educa

. member urgan1zat1cns. R L }L:Mgija‘;gi

t1nn and 10ﬁa1 s:hna1 systems that appear tﬁ aperaté in 51m11ar dama1ns
may need to be particuiar1; carefu1 1n negat1at1ans araund the damains that

they w111 share as we11 as the dama1ns that w111 be reserved tg 1nd1v1du31
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"program.f Un1vers1ty FacuTiy struggTed w1th prnb1am ' urraund1ng par:e1iad

jtudenta’f

d1ff§rancaa batWEEn tha campus EdD pragram and tfzvf1a1d EdD pragram

gamp1a1nad about soma prafasaars unw1111ngnasa ta re1ata tha1r thenri/based

{;Partjcuiar1y‘as it /is i’;;

taach1ng ta tha praat1ze af schao1 adm1n1strat19'

catm pract1EEd 1n theapart121pat1ng SEhQD1 systems. In Ead ~wh11a raprasantat1€as

' Df each part1 ipating organ12at1an art1cu?§tad an 1ntareat in br1dg1ng tha

gap batwaen thaary and praatTce Df adm1n1strat1an thegactua1 practice dia : fa
nat meet'thas axpectat1an Adm1ttad1y, th]S 15 a gaa1 wh1ch creatas prab1ama
"%A1n a11 of aur praf2551ana1 BTaCtTCEE and tharafara 15 not. the 501a resaans1-r

, A b111ty af one coTTabarativa pragram, navartha]ass, these 155ue5 aF “who geta,' A,

'f ta Say" and whethar d1sputas ara nagat1ated or dec1ded uﬁ11atera11y are
baund tn surFaca qu1ck1y in the k1nda af Un1vers1tysschao1 syatem IQRS that

_we, ara ta1k1ng abdﬁt dea1gn1ngi - i o
E In retrespact I th1nk we wau1d a11 agree that same hnneat cha1langa af
 ; :urrent 1nd1v1dua1 argan1zatiana1 pract1ce ——at bath the un1vers1ty and schoal
7 systam 1ave15-a is & d251aab1a autcuma nf th1s k1nd af IDR I wauid stress.
~ that such bahav1ar w111 nBt be aczeptab1e to IDR membar anan1zat1ons, un1essnp
‘ thara is pr1ar agréemant about 1t. In add1t1nn an Drgan1zatian31 part1c1pant

" 4n an IDR aaaks ta farm exchange re1atiansh1pa that :aat the least 1n tarms

s af aﬂtannmy and pawar Thua, the das1gners aF IDRs a1sa need ta idantify

superg;d1nate gaa1s and 1ntaract1nn prcaassas Far tha IDR wh1ch wnu1d obv1ate~:'

RC A

L




T . . Ba rbera A, Intr111gator %ﬂr - éﬁ:=!f-i i-;EALLfo

. ;::-—-—to “the - IDR

= =

ae we11 ee the waye 1nxwh :h’the IOR PeTetee tD 1t5 membeh orgen1--—

o zet1one, ere erue1e1 to aCh1eV1ﬁ§ a eeﬁTaborat1ve 1nter§organ12et1ena1 arrange= .

ment A11 e1emeﬁte in thé‘pFOEEdUFE1 made1 thet I have out11ned here teday

enntr1bute ta dee1gn1ng a Un1vere1ty-echnc1 eye
Yooy _

im fermeT Fe1§t1onsh1p that

w111 -use’ coT]abnret1ve dee1elonsmekih§ preceseee tn d f ' e'd~meet=IOR goe1 —

Thus,;1t is 1mportant thet member representat1vee br1ng te the Je1nt eFfort

k

the QFF1C1e1 eanet1gh and suppert of thE1ﬂthmE ahgen1zat1one fer the IDR

A’lso1 when TDR ‘members 1ntereet in order to deveTDp a Jo1nt act1v1ty, reeeurees‘f

w111 be’ exchanged Pert1e1pat1ng orgenizet1one w111 both centr1bute reseurces

) to the IDR eet1V1ty and rece1ve resources frem the IOR act1v1ty -As 1ong as %:ﬁf

eaeh‘member be11eves that the exchange between what 15 reee1ved end whet 15 -

g1ven to the IDR 15 equ1tab1e, then e011abehat1ve ﬂec1516n-mek1ng mey be

-re; aeh1eved In order for the exchange tn be peree1ve3 as - equ1tab1e membere

w111 3159 heve th egree on the1r respeet1ve epheres Df THFTuenee in the meet1ng:

=

Df IDR 99315 The manner in wh1ch pert1e1pat1ng nrganizat1ane share the IQR

present in the 1nter argan1zat1en31 Fe1at13neh1p o ¥ ";!*’Ai_'_?J'

Nhen IDR membere orgen1zat10na1 prerogat1vee have been factcred 1nto the

1nter orgen1zat1ona] reiat10heh1p, the IDR plenner w111 have aeh1eved  base, -

‘Ieve1 ‘of eyeementiupan wh'n:h ‘more 1nten51ve 1nteraet1ene, and mare c:ornp'lex |
11nkages can be deve1eped and p1enned ta the bEﬁEFTt ef the 1nd1v1duaie and

e the organizatiene 1nv01ved

v euthor1ty w111 also. pred1ct and provide the degree of enl]aboret1ve 1nteraet1an;:;
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Idgnt1fy1ng Lacai Cond1t1@n5 for SuccessfﬂT C911abgrat1on

S %he,centvaT‘thE$1§ Df th1§ papEr is that the fcrmaj1on of‘V1ab1& - ;

1nter-nrgan1zat1gn31 arrangements w1th 1uca1:schan1 systems caﬁ prov1de

' Un1vers1ty adm1n1stratar5 w1th a- mechan1sm thrnugh thCh they m1ght fnster '

' ‘persona1 and nPganizat1anaT renewa1 w1th1n the1r 1nst1tut1nn5 A prnceduraT

= - ey

";fmadQT far d5519n1ng fcrma] 1nter-argan1zat1anaiire1at1ansh1ps that have a'_{ A

j,eg11abarat1ve fozus has been suggested 1 must StFEES that the use af an

;‘CDTTEQES'aﬁd departments af educat1ﬂn Iﬁ crdEF.

'_strategTC cho1;e Fnr ynu.ri'l”

';The Presence af "Service" as’ Dne of Thé S1gn1¥1:ant M1ss1on ﬁ Img :-ﬁlf;ﬁ"
Inst1tut1on af H1gher Educat1@n - _ — _ S

‘L', e ] ; . B .-

' Pub11:1y supparted or state 1nst1tut1an5 of h1gher educat1un arE
-more 11ke1y,te have, as a part a% the1r Grgan1zat1nna1 ﬁUFpBEE, service tn
mii fpaft1¢u1ar educat1ana1 sanst1tuen;1es 1n a geagraph1c reg1aﬁ than are
r:pr1vate 1nst1tufﬁnns Because IDRs Q;e mast eas11y des1gned araund serv1ce "
- ;u de11very needs, they may be a more apprapr1ate 1nterventian strategy far x
,'aii»publ1c educat1an31 1nst1tut1ans. Ip add1t1gng these urganiégitéﬁs haie the

’ Ieg1t1maCy to appeaT ta state 1eg1slatures fcr suppert of the IQRS pfograms -”

[

<+ and actig1tjes. *f
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The Ab111ty to Eﬁg_ge in: Co11abcrat1ve Dec1s1on Making About
IGR P911c1es and Programs *1 R R o

Dec151un5y

far co11aborat1ve dec1s1on-mak1ng are cr1t1:ai Same 1n5t;tut1gns af

N ;é

h1gher edﬁeat1an have fo1c1a] 90115125 that ;ons152r deg1513ns abaut aaadem1

matters to. be SDTETy 7nd exc1u51ve1y an- 1nternaT argaﬁizat1anai preraga

,—rj' el Iy

S In fazt the presen:e Bf th1s cnnd1t1an wnqu prevent theLuﬂ1vers1ty a

strator Fram enter1ng 1ntn an agreement that may, fcr examp1e, 1mpact [

content of academ1c taurses, as was Dur exper1ence 1nrthe Mary1and prag am.,'
: ",1 In th1s Event the Format1nn sf an 1nter—organ?zat1ana1 Peiat1ansh1p w1th the[?j;m

T e

- 10ca1 schoo1s wnu?d nst be aﬁ apprapr1ate 1ntérvent1on strategy

DEE1S:Oﬁ Mak1ng an Tha IGR

’x’1111n'ness ta Ne’otiateia Farma1 Agreement About Ca11abarat1ve

Inter organ1zat10n31 re1at13nsh1ps aré_mast su:cessfui whEﬁ ca11abcrat1on f::

15 the Fﬂcus of the 1nteract1on ameng part1c1pat1ng organ1zat10ns Indeed

L

the eo1iabﬂrat1ve pra:ess 15 1nf1uenced most 1mportant1y by thE strength aF

the Un1vers1ty s be11ef in the prof2551an31 vaTue af sehan1 system 1nput 1ﬂto

b R
o

the educat1ana1 de:151nn-mak1ng pFDCESSES.: The absence of- suah va1ues and gg-i
. norms 1n4the cuﬁture Df the hﬁgher edu:at1on 1ﬁ5t1tut1gn (ar the patent131
for: them) wuu1d DbVTEtE the ab111t§§of ‘the Un1ver51ty adm1n1strator to d251gn

W .

_IDR*—-DHE thEh waqu cnntr1bute tn Drgan1zat1ﬂna1 renewaT =

an effect1v

> at:tT V.'I t-’l ES

Y . o Tt - o s B

ator in Thé Planning

The D1re¢t Iﬂvolvement of- The Tgp Adm1n15f

and D251gn of The. “10R

The Un1vers1ty adm1n1stratar wha pTans an IGR must have a h1gh pas1t10n -
in the azadem1c argan1zat1ﬁn, In a caT]ege oF educatian for exampTe, the_

: Dean or Assaziate Dean 1sjthe most apprapr1ate ersan to 1n1t1ate the IQR effort.
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