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III. ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS AND INTERORGANIZATIONAL RELATIONS 

Two important factors in understanding relations among development 

organizations are the character of their internal arrangements and adminis

trators' attitudes toward interagency cooperation. In this chapter , we 

will examine the relationship between selected structural and functional 

characteristics of development organizations and their levels of interac

tion. Among the organizational characteristics examined are the reputation, 

complexity, formalization, autonomy, output, and goals of development organi

zations . 

Reputational Characteristics 

A major factor in the development of interagency relations is adminis

trators' perceptions of other groups with which they interact. Definitions 

of the roles and responsibilities of various groups and perceptions of 

their relative prestige and effectiveness appear to be important precondi

tions for relations among organizations. The definitions and perceptions 

influence the way in which organizations are approached, which organiza

tions will take initiative, and the type and intensity of resource ex

change among organizations. 

Length of Service 

One factor that may affect an organization's reputation and conse

quently its relations with other gro11ps Js its length of service in an 

area. Established groups may be reluctant to recognize or develop rela

tions with new agencies whose roles and responsibilities are not well 

I 
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be approached to participate in interagency efforts because of the confi

dence and assurance that other admini strators may associate with t he or

ganization's past performance. Organizations involved in inter ac t ion also 

may be more effective in their operations when additional resources are 

obtained through interaction . A major component of agency interaction is 

the exchange of resources (i . e ., personnel, finances , informa t ion) that 

may contribute to goal attainment. It follows, therefor e, that organiza

tions with greater cooperative interagency contacts will have greater 

access to resources and greater effectiveness. Each administrator in our 

study was asked to rate the effectiveness of other local organizations in 

achieving their goals. The four response categories provided administra

tors ranged from "very effective" to "not effective." Each organization ' s 

effecLiveness scores provided by other administrators were summed and 

divided by the number of raters . These average scores then were arbitrarily 

divided into three categories of approxi mately equal size. 

Intensity of interorganizational relations was related in a posilive 

direction Lo perceived organizational effectiveness. Organizations t hat 

reported the lowest interaction received the lowest effectiveness ratings, 

while those judged most effective repor ted the highest inter ac tion with 

other organizations. 

Summary 

The data reveal relationships between each of the three factors 

used to reflect organizational image or reputation and intensity of 

organizational inter action . Organizations that have oper ated in t he 
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The numbers of different occupational titles of persons employed in 

the local office were reported by each administrator and summeo Lo ronn an 

index. We grouped the organizations into Lhree nearly equal categories 

consisting of those with one or two occupational specialties, those with 

three to five specialties, and those with more than six specialties. 

Organizations with one or two positions and those with six or more 

positions had the lowest levels of interaction . There were significant 

differences in IOR levels among the three categories of organizations with 

the middle category having the highest lOR. 

Number of Paid Personnel 

Or ganizational size is an important factor related to relations among 

organizations [7]. Larger agencies are likely to have more personnel 

available for interagency efforts than are smaller agencies. When inLer

agency efforts are defined as "extra" activities, administrators may be 

slow to enter into relations with other units unless they have sufficient 

personnel to cover these activities. 

Administrators were asked to list the number of paid staff who were 

employed either full or part time. Four categories were created, the 

first consisting of those with one employee, another with two to five 

employees, six to ten employees, and finally, organizations with eleven 

to forty-five employees . 

Twenty percent of the organizations had a single emplovee and 66 

percent had more than 10 employees. Intermediate size organizations 

reported the highest level of interaction with other units. The smallest 
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The data in Table 2 show that the budget/employee ratio was not 

associated with the intensity of interaction between organizations n the 

sample . 

Summary ' 

These findings as a whole do not support generalizations about a 

linear relationship between organizational complexity and intensity of 

interaction . A higher degree of vertical differentiation (one measure of 

complexity) may permit specialized attention lo inlerorganizational affairs 

and lead to greater interorganizalional activity but only to a certain 

point , after which the impact is reduced slightly. Horizontal differentia

tion and size of staff tended to relate to the intensity of IOR in a 

curvilinear rather than linear fashion. 

Organizational Formalization 

This section examines the degree to which the use of rules and stan

dardized procedures influence relationships between organizations. Highly 

formalized organizations make extensive use of written records and stan

dardized policies. Less formalized organizations tend to rely more on 

verbal commitments that are casual, situational, or informal. 

Highly formalized organizations may be helter able to conduct inter

organizational relations because of the degree o[ internal control asso

ciated with their more routinized internal arrangements. The use of 

rules and standardized procedures within an organization may affect its 

capacity to enter into interaction with outside groups [11). In Lhe 
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Although th1.: causal order of events c13nnot be specificAd. it appcats that 

extensive written rules and procedures may be.> devl.!loped in org nizc1tions 

that are involved in inti'ragency relations 1.:0 provide stability nnd regu

la1 ity in th •ir activities. The use of fotmal izc><l procedures makes it 

possiblP for organizations to becom~ involved in sev~ral ~imult<lnaous 

interactions. Thes.:> procL'<lures may increase th•• predictability ancJ con

trol of thu internal workings of organizations chat might otherwise b~ 

disrupl!.!:d when they inte1·act with other units (e.g., receive external 

inputs such as in1ormation, resources, pcr.sonnel, or ne\..' clients). 

Frequency of Reports 

Another indicator of organizational formalizdtion is the frequency 

with which lower administrative levels ure requir,•d to report t:.o their 

superiors. Accountahility for action has been shown to influence an 

orr,nnization ' s involvt?ment in the interorgc1nizational system [21. Or

ganizations in which local ndministrators are closely monitored often have 

specific objectives and activities that are reported and ass~ss~d on a 

d,1ily or ""~ckly basi.s. Frequent supl•rv1sory revi\.'w may ret.lucc unrertnin

LY and ambiguity at operating levl~ls. but it m:ty :ilso limit: the autonomy 

of local administrators. Orgunizations that hav:. more general goals .1nd 

ubj~ctiv~s. engaGe in divers~ a~tfvii.:ies and J>rograns. <lnd nre evalualed 

at less I requent intervnls nwy have mor" lAI i tude :in in1tlat ing interc1c-

tion with outsid~ groups. ~ny of ches~ orgnnizat1ons may prefer to rt-

main Independent of otlH•r units. Where this is the c::ise. c-loslr supervi

sion nmv be associc1tcci with m re int1.;11s inter t1on. Th..: c1t.lminist rators 
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were asked, "How often are you required to submit reports to your nexL 

higher administrative level?" Five response categories ranging trom 

''less than twice a year" to "daily'' were used. 

Twenty percent of the organizalions reported to higher levels less • 

than twice a year and 6 percent reported daily. Monthly reports were 

reported as being given by just over 50 percent of the organizations . 

Organizations that reported on a weekly or daily basis had the highest 

intensity of IOR. The amounl of interaction was s ignificantly lower for 

organizations that reported monthly and especially those that reported 

less than twice a year. 

Specificity of Reports 

Reports may vary in the detail required. Reports may be submitted 

on standardized forms (e.g., recording counts, quotas, number of cases) 

when activities reoccur with some degree of regularity. General rP.ports 

may be submitted in instances where organizational activities are direc t

ed toward a larger goal or purpose and when the methods and procedures 

are not prescribed in detail. Administrators who are required to submit 

specific reports and records for purposes of evaluation, and whose con

tacts with outside groups are not closely monitored, may be reluctant 

to participate in efforts oul of fear of diverting their energies and 

resources away from those spec ifi<" ac tivities that serve as indicators 

of their performance. To determine the specific nature of reporting, 

administrators were asked, "How s pec ific are the r ecords or reports which 

you submit?" Four response categories ranging from "general oral review" 

to "detailed statistics" were used. 

SJAJf LtBRARY CO·~~'. !SSION OF ,ov~ 
Histo iccJI But! 1ng 

DES MOH'JES, IOWA 50319 
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outside thL' l,>cal administrativ,• unit may lenvc it wllh IC'SS uULH\umy 

in deciding its u1o1n ac livitctL When this occurs . the int~n1:dty of 

in the horizont.ll system hH rease. 

ntrart5 

part of tl\c loc:11 unit may be usPd t o orf ~ l r r<.:"ssu1t>s from outsid units 

or it may be used to id thl' organiz•tion Jn me<' tlng t:hl" expectations of 

the various groups giving dirc~t1on. 

Number of Source~ of Pressure 

While outside units may eithe r make suggl'.!stions 0 1 give direction 

about a l ocal o rganization ' s programming efforts . they may va r y in the 

amount of pressure they bring co bl!lll on their sug~l•St ions or di rcctions. 

When unit s receive directions and pressure from several d:ifferC'nt sources, 

they may have Lo engagl! in interaction with othL•r unite; Lo ~nsurc the 

succL'SS of new pr,ogr.1ms or t: o integrate the:l r ('(forts with the oc-t i v:i t l 'S 

of these o ther groups. 

To measure th~ ex t ent of prcssu, e from outside so,1rces , the nu~bcr 

of program sources that administrators reportc·d as --xerting "some" o r 

"gr~•at" pressure o n thPir o r gan:fzac:ion \.'ilS count,:d. 

Administrators who mentionl'd the l argest number of ditfe t en t program 

sources of pressure also r ~port:ed t:h most intense 1 t"Vcls of IOR. Organi

zations with "none" 01 "singlt>" sourc, of pressurt: r flported the I Ol.'1•st ]OR . 

The least autonomous units (mensured ln terms of number 01 prt:'ssurl• pn1n r s) 

engaged in the highest ll .. v,•ls 01 inll•rar.t.ion with ntlter groups in thtlr 

a r ea. 
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these units. A number of these characteristics were found to be nssoi;i,ited 

with intensity of JOR .1mong the orgnnizaLions ln our study. 

The reputaLional charactt!ristics of organizations including the 01·gani

zntton ' s length of service in the county , its prestige, nn<l ~ts p~1ce1vcd 

effectiveness were related in a positivL direction witl1 intensity of TOR. 

Those organizations which were ~ell-~stabllshed, presLigious, Jnd per e1ved 

as being effective tended ta report tl1e mast intensive !nt~ractio11 with 

other units. 

Three of the four indicators of complexity w~re relaLed to cooperative 

inturaction in a curvilinear directio11. Organizations witlt )drger and 

smaller numbers of hiernrchical l~vPls. of p~r5onncl, and ratios ol budget/ 

employees r eported the greatest int~n~ity of 1nt~rorga,1izationdl C'111tacts. 

Formalization related to IOR 1ntcn JLV. Units thut hdd a IJrgc num

ber of written rules and pro edurc> , and Lhdt \sere.: required to submit fre

quent reports of specific activities rtporced the hightst iritcnqicy of 

incerorganizntional relations. A cone lusion is that the nr scnct of 

standardized operc1ting procedures within 1n orgdnizatlon mav inL1eas~ un 

orgonization's predictability and cont1ol ovc.>r prog1Jrns and muy enuble rt 

unit to cnter into a larger number of exttrn.11 commitments whi ·h woulcl 

ocl1erwise he difficult to undertdke. 

Several indicJtors of organizc1tional iutonomy rPlatL•d lo lOR. The: 

scope of administrative decision making at the lorul npe1c1ting level was 

not.: related to IOR, hut organiz.-1t-ions which had n11ltip1, authority, mul

tiple funding, and multiple progr.1mming (low autonomy) rC'po1 Lt>d m1~Tl' intt>I\Sl 
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T ble 12 Men leve of interorgan·zational rela !ons by admin~strat·ve 
as essment of past interagency exper·en s. 

ADMINISTRATIVE ASSESSMENT OF 
PAST NTERAGENCY EXPERIENCES 

Participation reveals some of 
our weakness,es 

Results do not justify time 
spe·nt 

Takes too much tune away from 
main purpo,se 

There were no incentives to 
participate 

There were attempts to 1.nflu--
ence OUT operations and goals 

p r ·tic • pation r ,educed indepen-
dence 

Threat to our effective 
opera ion 

Overall Mean 

MEAN LOR SCORE F-VALUE 

Endorsed N Not Endorsed N 

2 17 (17) .83 (72) 1.91 

2,. 05 (16) 1 .. 86 (73) 0 55 

1 84 (15) 1 .. 90 (73) D.10 

2 01 (11) 1.87 (77) 0.21 

2.66, (9) 1.80 (79) 3. 76 

2 08 (3) 1 .. 88 (85) 0.13 

1.40 (3) 1 91 (85) 0 .. 85 

2.29 (167) 
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V IMPLICATIONS 

In his chapter some pract c impli, ations of h se results o 

administrators involved in rural development pl .ning w - 1 be consider1 -d 

The following re -onm1endations ar 1e bas d largely on the r sults of our 

analysis of 67 public and p ivat,e org nizations located in 16 cliff ent 

eun es - This study cons· itut s one of the larg st comp rat v · an. lyses 

of in ero ganizations conduced to d e. Th r comm ndt"ons 

from this and prev"ous examinations o this data [17 18 9]. 

v grown 

One add tiona p-oint needs ob mad bout the measurement of IOR 

us d n developin.g these recommenda ti,ons ., The data used in this analys ~ s 

re le 1 t the intensit of organizational int raction repor ed by ind1v·du 1 

agencies. Some of this intera tion invo ved I x hangs b tw en tw units 

and som involv. d participation in ~nt,e . agen y proJec. s ,. Only a lim.it1 d 

amou t of ·norm ~on abut , n ragency systems (r ports of past ost and 

benef s 1.s th single inst nc of this type of nformat"on) was pr- s nted~ 

And it w s assumed, th r fore,, that information d s ib "ng h full nge 

o int r tion in o wh" h units en . er m,.gbt b mar- h lp ul in an - lyzing 

·nter ct1.on patterns and cou d be used to identify ·hy c rt in or ,aniza

tions a 01d d ··n raction w"th other units and hy I th rs w re mor h av

il i volved ·n j - ~n act~vities. 

In hi s ction - hr e diff r nt pproach ,s o sugges mt · ds for 

impr ing ·nterag ncy oop ration ·11 be used .. F·rst, he dat p ov es 

mpor an cues -ha an be used to elp ide 1fy ~h~ch ganiza ions r -

OS "k ly to part· ·pat in ·nterag· n y act ·v· _ es and hich o n · za ans . 
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although not pr esently involved, might be brought into the system . Second, 

the r esul ts suggest several potential problem areas that mig11• bP avoided 

when c rea t ing new or improving exis t ing i nteragency programs. Fi nally, 

t he r esults s uggest some areas in which educational efforts might be de-
• 

signed t o help over come t he natu ral resistance to inLeragency progr ams. 

I dentifying Organizational Potential for IOR 

In each county ther e a r e numerous public and private organizations 

tha t have r esources which could be impor tant in a comprehensive develop

ment pr ogram. Among these organizations are those that have recently ex

panded their programs into the development arena and have changed their 

or ganizati onal mission , and those new gr oups that have been fonned to 

meet changing needs in the area . These new organizational resources 

need to be identified and located if they are to be used. Because of 

t heir origin, these groups are noL likely to be involved presently in 

interagency projects, but they could provide importan t contributions lo 

a deve l opment effor t . 

I n an earlier examination of these organizations, it was found chat 

near ly all the agencies which reported they were not presently involved in 

r ural developmen t ac t ivities also indicated that they should herome in

volved [171 . Iden t ifying these organizations may take additional efforL, 

since t hey a r e apt to be less visible and are less like1y to part of a 

ver t i cal (ext r a- county) network. The mosl obvious examples nf this 1-ype 

of or ganization are private associations that exist in many counties, 

i ncluding medical associa ~ions, ministerial associations, bankers 
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associa ions, and oth r pr~vate groups with peciali2 d inter in the 

w 11-be·ng of individuals ·nth ir , ounty. Th se groups _ou d be 1 vi ,ed 

to ar _i ·pa e in general dvelopment fforts in which they migh no 

ordinarily become ·nvolved. 

n·s uss·ons wi h organizational adminis rators oft n r val hof hey 

feel bou int rorg nization 1 program This inform on may b u ful 

when att mp s ar m d to ·n re· se IOR or to in rease he number o _gen-

c. s ·nvolv din an n ·eragency rogr m. Administr .tors who -xpr -ss 

positiv f e ings ab u int rag ncy fforts even here the~r own , ency 

s ru tur 1 arrangem nts migh constrain inv s ment in ' OR, c n b x

pected to be more recep iv to then d for cooper - tion and 1 nd addi

tional suppo t to h _se efforc. 

Problem Areas in Establ.shing IO 

Th r · r sev ral t·nd1ngs in our data that sugges probl ms in 

b ilding or improving ~nter gen y progr ms. Oa a th s findings is 

th tog nizations pres ntly involv _d ·n IOR end t0 h v h"gh r p s-

nd to repor , grater po or c ntro in th ·r el tions wi h tig 

th un in h a a Th se r sul~s sugges a probl _m for · tr-

g n . y oope at~on b cau may b di - ,. 
o secure coop, r ion 

among units of unequal power r str ngt . ln the bs 1 nee of c ntr 1 

gul ting unit (counc"l or taf) con _ rns bout being ,n ·- roll ~d by 

stronger org nizations, ab0ut losing · utonom.y and about bing co-opt d 

bee me of e tr 1 impor nee 

howev r may no b problem 

Comh"ning organizations o un qual pow r . 

hr · 1.s some prot -c ion or · h we k r 
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nd, conseq en ly, may have gr -at , r probl, ms try"ng to d .al i h un -ertainty 

which may ncrease as int · raction increas 1es Larger , mo compl,ex units 

on th other hand, t -n.d to b . more autonomous and may f , 1 1 ss n ed to 

e _ter into interagency programs When they do parti ipate, it may be 

with th s ipulation tha th _ y w 11 exert a m jor 1.nflu•ence and will e 

a larg r share of the benefits 

B. cause of th ir autonomous nature, locally bas d organ· zations (those 

without extra-county ties) will probably b ms.re difficult o draw into 

inter agency activiti s.. Wh re ther is a n ·, d to involv. a specif~· c. o al 

unit or privat associa _ion, a ten ion will have to be giv n to specify-

ing the pay-offs as o i · ted with a join,~ program th t might go o he 

agency.. Those units ·which hav b ,een instructed to participat in int r-

ag . ncy programs may b less interested ·o benefits than those not so in

stru ted 

In constructing new int rag ncy programs or in improving existing 

oin . s, it i ,s importan to recognize the value placed on organiz t · onal 

au onomy Joint programs will hav b r a ed so thy do not thr at -n 

the ontrol which agencies have ov r thir wn progr -ms .. On way to do 

this " to design p iegrams so that joint activity as uniqu to the proj ct 

r th r than a I xt nsion of the tiv tie of any of the organiza ions in-

valved. A special unding arrangem nt u1d b up• so that it does 

not in erfere with curren progr ms of any of the coop r t"ng g nci -s 5] 

Th data show ha S - ngl • -purpos or,g nizations tend to ,· nvest 

sma ler number of resources in in.terorgan·zationa T 1 tions · h n do 
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need imprQV "- communi ation be een org .. ·f his only 0 ng n1.za 1ons, ven 

nvo ves providing accurat 1nforma 10 -bou serv '"' ach nization C s rg 

offers, to whom do theses rv1..ces go, and at what cos. 

Seo dly, some tra1.n"ng should b he -pf 1 for small, ess w l-f1-

nanc d organiza ions to hot how 1nteragency p ograms do not necessari 

dra of limited sources, but inf ct m·ght make m e eso1.1rc s vil 

ble, through sp ial gran or o her int - ragency funds. These smal er 

units can b shown that they have important -sourcie to con r1but 1.n 

addi ion · o staff time -nd finan s They mig as provide for the use 

of facilities, qu1pm nt, and support by memb rs or by c ·ents .. 

An e plora ion f the reasons hy . rganizat "ons resist involvem, nt 

in inte a~ ncy programs may rev al a ar of losing auto omy loss f 

publ·c recognition, or other more dire t co ts [9] Program change d -

tiigned to red c th s ,e · mpacts b th in fa t and in p re -pt ion m -,y b 

ned d. 

Third as with other e forts o iden fy power ctor.sJ thos r -

poasible for int ragency pla -ning ne d to b w r f th o g n za ion 

hi ha e mot cent a t h · dev lopmen pro ess , hos whose oles and 

o per tions e mot likely to ffect other un·ts, and bos orga iz OTIS 

whi h b cause o th ir centrality hav dir ct ac .s to · h - arg num-

b of g' ou sin n ar a. n earlie ,an,alys, s we showed which of h 

. ion th study the most c entral .. terms of h - l.T on-0 g n1.za n s W1 re n 

tac. with h ups . 
the county [19] A fa _"' _ ociom tr gr i.n y imp C 

hniqu oul b used ,- o riev C n r 1 r anizati I ique lu 

te s nd isola d -nt·t·c ton, £fer , s could then be 
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f o might b d ve oped to broaden adm·nis rators' perceptions of 

ru .a . devel pm n, to help trh m betcer identify th sc pe of th d vel

opment problem i their ar a, o underst nd the interr lated nature o 

deve opment problems, and to mphasize he positive aspects of ·ot r-

a ency programs. 

On fina pain n eds to b d veleped 1n this training effort. 

Although at udes and opinions eld by administrators are impo _ant 

det rminants of int _raction, recognit"on aiso must b· g v,en to the f ct 

that idiosyncratic b ·hav·or of administrators is only p ,rt of the r a

son why organiz.at "ons intera t or fa· to bec,ome invo ved in int ragen y 

syst ms. An equally if not more, important r ason is th structural and 

processual - im1 ts associated with organizat "ons tvhich also facili · te 

or constraint IOR. 

Conclusion 

A majo pr m1.se throughout th~s report has be nth t org niza ions 

working together w·11 b " more ffective ·nm · ting local n ds than eac.h 

organ1za ion working ind pend . ntly o,f others on it own programs.. Al-

thoug th's r m·se may nd shou 1d be questioned, th r ms o b som 

videnc. to support 1.ts validi y.. U · ·ng this pr m s • w- hav attemp,t d 

her fore, o examine her , t1onship of true ural nd fun tional pro-

p r and of d inistra 1ve p rcep ion . nd a · itud s w:i . h 1 v ls 

1nterorga i~ tional r : lations whi hare vi ed as basic build"ng bocks 

of ·n erorgan1za ·1onal oop ra i 1n. 
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