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i ROLE OF INTERORGANIZATIONAL RELATIONS IN RURAL DEVELOPMENI

Introduction

Improving the quality of life in rural America is an increas ing con-
cern among ;ural residents. Pressures to deliver a wide range of public
and private services at reasonable cost continue to mount as the population
shifts to urban areas and smaller numbers of people scattered over larger
areas are left to assume the financial burden of providing necessary
services. Adequate support for services is difficult to provide where the
level of economic activity is declining or where the number of professional
and technically trained persons in local governments is small. As a re-
sult of these and other pressures, the need to develop cooperative inter-
organization relations among agencies that provide public and private
services in rural areas is becoming increasingly important for planners
and administrators.

The need to examine the merits of interorganizational deliverv systems
is further intensified as a result of increased program specialization

RS both [NJhli.:- and Dl'ix_rgllw groups, the \',1lq-;;+‘31'l|;.1! Inndin; Proj

grams of
the federal government, and the increase in the number of public and
private organizations providing social and technical services. In partial
recognition of the limits of single-agency programs to provide for the
Lﬂl'!miIri’“il'tJT1t%1"..“: ﬂuvd“ﬁ- -;|1A 41 area, the number of l-Jiia'T\lz'_r.A‘[]yg‘ coordinat i[!;"
groups has increased. Among the more familiar of these b il

are state central planning offices, regional planning TR TG,y ottty

e & VPERTEL s COommunlity interagency councils, and informal ad ho«




H
coalitions of agency personnel. As a result of federal initiatives

coordinating units have been developed in areas of health (HEW-compre-
hensive health planning), law enforcement (Justice-LEAA), aging (HEW-

Commission on Aging), low income (OEOQO and HUD-model cities). housing

and urban development (HUD-/01), resource development and conservation
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review )T rederal grants through statcs LK L10E NOouse programs (A-95
reviews). Each of these interagency systems involves two or more organi-
zatlons worKing together toward some ‘L”i purpose or broader 1.’5!.’]{‘& tives.
In soms ( 0 C 1vencle: ma exchangi resource . 1ni rmati . starr., or
|
lencs 1 n 1nt I ayent I{ I am en betftwei idenciles 11 ':Iv'kt in
\ Y .2 - y £ i NTOO T ame i . n .y | | e e ar X T Y- Oy o vy 3 ey e " ' 3 ™ -
Qordinactea pil grams, there may De eLLOLLE 1l DTEdAN1zaCcion Lo inter-—
ere wich r LCi DIOCK LChe ctlvitles ythel . but thesi noutltd pe L€ ed
througl olnt agreement between organization ,
* L 4 ..r.‘p 18| ["’H # 1 1‘[ 1 ] 1 - -’, v T
LA ! Iralnacve } 1D 1t erLv1iCi l‘ )T 11 1 Al 4 5 1 L o
substate, r loca levels have Pl d 1errect 1vi 11 L1 Instances
’ 0. 21 ['l LN : - h | ' - |
l ' . . ¢ ¢ Lnel LlClenct LY Eh duall iNd qudanc 1t ) Services
ppear at times to result more from a lack of cooperation among specialized
ppeal i1 eS| esSult Hepa LOMm 4 dCK Ol ooperation among speclallzed
encies than from the lack of funds or programs available to the organiza-
(]

1

tions. Given the wide array of services available to the public and the
fragmented nature of their deliwvq ry, attempts to i1mprove delivery must

focus on comprehensive planning with special emphasis on interorganizational

cooperation and techniques for improving the cooperative programs.

]




Problem
Plgnning for comprehensive rural development requires an understand-
ing of the formal organizations involved in delivering services and their

willingness, or reluctance to enter into interagency commitments with one

|

another. The problems in building cooperative, interagency relations among
development organizations need to be identified and remedies need to be
p o
sought for overcoming resistance to interagency programs if planners and
administrators are to develop successful rural development programs.
Two important factors that influence an agency's willingness to
& 5 1 o

o |

participate in interorganizational activities are: (1) characteristic
of the organization's structure and processes, and (2) administrators'

attitudes, values, and beliefs about interagency cooperation [17]. We

will examine the relationships between these two sets of factors and the

intensity of interorganizational relations between agencies. We will
examine whether the intensity of interaction between organizations is
related to their: (1) reputational factors, (2) organizational complexity,
(3) formalization, (4) autonomy, (5) output, (6) goals, or (7) administra-
tors' attitudes and I)L,‘I't;t_"[."l.inl‘lh of iHLu.*I";-:j:!.u."‘llt'fy‘ efforts. Some of the above
factors such as organization image or administrators' attitudes may be
subject to manipulation, but others such as organizational complexity or
autonomy may not. It is important to understand all the factors that
influence interaction whether they can be manipulated or not. Factors

that can not be mfi.t'!]’]’:'\!,!!fit[td need to be ri L_'._aé_:’_['_uizt-'lj as structural barrier

that may continue to limit an agency's involvement in interagency

activities.




-

- -
-
- 4
" "
-




N

this report, refers to a wide range of contacts among organizations. Con-
tacts may range from those of a cooperative nature tO those involving con-
fliL'L, but each type of contact reflects an inter 1iction between two Or more
organizations. In this report we have chosen to focus on cooperative
interorganizational relations rather than on those involving conflict be-
cause of our interest in improving the coordination among development

agencies.

The following terms are used interchangeably throughout the report

1 . 1 "

to reflect this ftocus: interorganizational relations, organizational

interaction, and interagency relations. Throughout this report the

K] 1 - 3 1 . # 1 - 1
and interorganizaltliondl are used synonymously, even

l terms "interagency

though agencies may be viewed as a subset of a larger class of organiza-
tions. Agencies are conceptualized as formal organizations providing a
service for a set of clients. They may be either publicly or privately
supported.

Interaction between organizations may develop for a variety ol
reasons. Units may work together to avoid duplication of effort, to

minimize conflict, or to coordinate areas oI common interest. Interaction

is sometimes described in terms ol OTrg nizational exchange, which 1s

\

t voluntary activity between LWO organizations that has consequences IOT
the realization of thelr respective goals and objectives (10]. Exchanges

%‘ may include the flow of information, products, services, personnt 1, I

: other elements between units. Exchanges may serve both units involved

by providing information about uncertain or changing environments, by

= r.*‘_‘ e




b
| providing scarce resources, Or as a mechanism for coordinating activities.
Although we recognize that all interaction does not necessarily involve
exchange, our discussion of factors that influence interaction will be
developed around the idea of exchange. We have found this perspective
useful for interpreting our data.
.




Data were obtained tl;l-.!'l,,f}l interviews with thi top administrators in

each of 167 public and private development-related organizations. Thi
organizations in the study were drawn from 16 counties 1in lowa. T'he countis

were selected to represent 0ome 0 the dllirerent types ol O dl dnd

economic problems encountered in the state. ANl attempt was made CO b

- i | § ! | i |
clude counties in which the distribution of rural and urban residence, of
population size, of population growth and decline, of levels of famil
income were similar to those occurring in the stat 1S a whole. A more com-
E?'IL"L(_‘ discussion of the ‘!'t'}'?'r,,“ltl‘li itive (] Ud lities of these san P UL L
is found in an earlier report [17].
!;:n‘lf'a]?li of Organlizatlions

In each of the inties, |1 rgani tiorn ere selected for £ LI¢
Organization were included if the me riteria ) the WeT:
currentl parcicipatin 11, r offered pot itial f particil] cC1ln 111,
development activities, and Z) they had « ty-wide responsibilit 1N
their programming. These organi , were determi | thi h intervie:
with community resource developmen Y=l 1lists, 11 rui level opment
committees, and other individuals knowledgeable about the development
process and activity. Organizations offering county-wide programs werg

determined by a review of the territory over whi

it

Organizations with programs limif




The organizations studied were categorized into three groups. These
eroups and the number of organizations in each are as follows: USDA agencies
including the Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service (16), Soil
Conservation Service (16), Cooperative Extension Service (16), and Farmers
Home Administration (14). State and county agencies including welfare (16),
forest service (5), conservation board (13), planning and zoning (6), employ-
ment (8), and community action agencies (6). Private associations including:

rural electric cooperatives (9), Farm Bureau (16), bankers' associations (9),

rd

ministerial associations (6), and industrial development corporations C13):- '
Industrial development corporations in the county-seat towns were included
|

in the study even though it is questionable whether they always met the

criteria of being county-wide organizations. Since industrial development

groups often play an important role in county development, we were interested

in the extent to which they participated in the larger development system.
Once the organizations had been selected, state-level administrators

of county-based organizations were contacted. In all cases, they agreed to

cooperate by sending a letter to their county O ffices informing the top

administrators of the study and requesting their support. The researchers

then mailed letters to the top administrator of each county-based organiza-

1 1

tion describing the study and its objectives ind asking for cooperation.

Some of the organizations in the study operated on a multi-county

rather than on a county basis; employment and ¢ ommunity action agenciles

ol v 1 € f this arrangement. When an organization was established on
ulti-countvy basis., we interviewed the administrator 1n the sample
countv if there was an office located in the county, and we asked the administreé

tror to respond only for that county, even though he had jurisdiction 1n

ther counties as well. If the office was located in an adjoining county
ind had jurisdiction for the sample county, we interviewed the administrator




9

Afterwards, the top administrator of each organization was informed that

questionnaire would be mailed in advance of a personal interview. Inte

1 A | i
V1¢ were nel 1 C al LO] idminist 1EO1 I eal 01 inl ition. | -] v
administrator vere selected I intel wing be 1se of their know ol
,‘4_' it e I=E s . ¥ [ vy | f | l‘! ¥ Y - 1 #+ | v
L | LILE UL palll oal | & 3. LD 8 S L | il 1€ 1 .1[1,'|.,- » 111C1 L ill ! = |

tained descriptions oif the taffin irrangements and other dimensiont
internal administrative tructures. Interviews were conducted at t
TIZ]LH]‘,:%T;T':TDI"ﬂ piLace yf work bv a trained interviewer. [hese Interviews

covered three broad content areas.: 1) idminlstrators 1ttitudes toward

their work and thelr organization role in county development efforts;

) questions about the relationships between an agency and other unty
i I

development groups; and 3) a series of questions probed the activities

5

and process of county Rural Development Committee

Measurement

Organizational and Att itudinal Propertie

\v oy , " ] =g ¥ 1 v » i ] ¥

rganizdaiil 1 ind attitudina ertcil , enced n thi -
We T level 'p i1 Iron 1at { | [ | ! { ! L1 ladd 11 ¢ ) iNncterl
e Cos s :I}l,‘ ! » I LD [11Ll [ I \ 1 1 L r L 01 i i -
SUres was 1" e, " i!r { 4 | i { I ) 11 1] 1 1atel

. iy (N  } ) i 1

i '»i'-..l\ll Calegorlt 0 1 1 . [Th4 . 1 Te ! [ [ 'l { inal
Procedures used in thi = O] { [IOR 11 11 a ribed |







in the county. The six questions asked are listed below and ordered in
terms of the intensity of organizational interaction 1invo ved in the rela-
tionship.

1. Are you acquainted with the director or person in charge of
in vour county? (lowest intensity)

2. Have you met with the director of at any time during
the past year to discuss the activities of your respective
agencies?

5 Is on your ._:r;;}k-‘;ni,{u[,'11,':[1'5. mailineg list or 1s your

organization on their mailing list?

4. Has your organization shared, loaned, or provided resources to
at anv time during the last two years or has their

organization shared, loaned, or provided resources (O your
organization/?

5. Does anyone from your organization serve on boards, councils,
or committees of ? Does anyone from serve on
your boards, etc.

6. Does your organization have any written agreements with ?

(highest intensity)
These six questions represent a sequential or stepwlse measure of organiza-
tional investment in interorganizational relations [18]. The first inten-
sity measure is director acquaintance. It represents little resource
investment and may arise [rom ;.‘1|e.mnw,l encounters or from informal or chance
meetings. A second measure is director interaction. Administrators may
confer with one another about the business o! thelr respective organiza-

tions with some degree of regularity. This interact ion is more specific

and the contacts are apt to be less ad hoc.

The third measure of IOR is information exchange between organiza-

tions. Information exchanges may involve newsletters, activity summaries,
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used in this report are the aver

- e . v 1 - .
zation. he organization's intensity
were summed and then divided by the numbert

ticular county in which the organization was located. The

score ranged from 0.00 to 4.93 and was considered to be a more appropriate

indicator of IOR because it adjusts for variation in the number of

groups with which interaction might take

~

Eigtistiuﬂl Tests

In presenting the findings, the mean level interorganizational
relations associated with different levels of selected organizational and
attitudinal properties is reported. The objective is to examine whether
variations in the level of interorganizational relations are associated
with differences in the organizational and attitudinal properties examined.

The statistical ratio "F" tests for the differences in the variation
between groups and variation within groups. A statistically significant
F-ratio (denoted by*) indicates that differences in levels of interorgani-
zational relations among the respondents choosing different response

categories are unlikely to have occurred by chance. Significant overall
variation does not necessarily imply significant differences between any
two categories of a variable.

There were isolated cases where administrators failed to answer
questions or to provide the needed information. When this occurred, the
data was coded as missing. The amount of missing data varies slightly
from one question to the next, therefore, the number of cases upon which

the calculations were performed also varied. The number of respondents

answering each item is presented in the
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dr"'.‘ i[’lt‘tl. New Eroups may pDe 1C( l._‘}_l‘f_l_"i Mmore ~]¥li' ;1 H'l-;i bec me part of
interagency systems when thelr programs are not perceived as threatening
to established patterns. Information about other units is a necessary
precondition for interaction [22].

In addition to the reluctance of groups to interact with unfamiliar
units, some new organizations may find it difficult to participate because
of the amount of resources required for agency interaction. Newer orgcani-
zations may not have had time to develop a resource base sufficient for
participation in interag
intensive contacts with other groups if new organizations lack experience

or stability and, therefore, doubts are raised about their ability to ful-

™

ill commitments to other groups. Length of service was measured 1 thi
number of years an organization had been operating in a county. Organiza-
tions were divided into three 1itegories representing 20 year periods of
time.

Organizations varied in the length of time they had been operating
in their repsective counties. The dates of their orig
early 1900's for some to the 1970's for others. Most of these organizations
began operating between 1931 and 1950. Data in Table 1 show that length
of service in the county was associated in a consistently positive direc-
tion with IOR scores. Newer organizations tended to have less intensive
contacts with other organizations than did older, more well-established

units.
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tige of other organiza- i
)t asked to rate his own
itors were summed and
therefore, represents the
idministrators in its
iree prestige categories
etween organizational prestige
groups reported more intense
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an organization is achieving
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be approached to participate in 1interagency efforts because of the confi-
dence and assurance that other administrators may associate with the or-
ganization's past performance. Organizations involved in interaction also
may be more effective in their operations when additional resources are
obtained through interaction. A major component of agency interaction 1is
the exchange of resources (i.e., personnel, finances, information) that
mav contribute to goal attainment. It follows, therefore, that organiza-
tions with greater cooperative interagency contacts will have greater
1ccess to resources and greater effectiveness. Each administrator in our

study was asked to rate trhe effectiveness of other local organizations 1in

|
c-u-'imi._-yi“-l‘_-? theilr :_-'u_u;l;h, The four response categories i‘lt'kﬂ’idt-‘ti administra-

tors ranged from "very cffective" to "not effective.” Each organization's
effectiveness SCOTres pruvidud by other administrators were summed and

divided by the number of raters. These average scores then were arbitrarily
divided into three categories of approximately equal size.

Intensity of i11tm11\r5;ini;m1Liuﬂ1u1 relations was related in a positive

direction to perceived organizational of fectiveness. Organizations that

reported the lowest interactlion received the lowest effectiveness ratings,

while those judged most effective reported the highest interaction with

1

other organizations.

Summary

The data reveal relationships between each of the three factors

used to reflect organizational image Or reputation and intensity of

organizational interaction. Organizatilons that have npcratud in the
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Organizational Complexity

Organizational complexity refers to the degree of structural dif-
ferentiation with the unit. An organization's internal structural ar-
rangements may facilitate or impede its relations with other groups.
Some patterns of communication and decision making may be more adaptable
and workable when organizations are involved in negotiations with external
groups than are other patterns. Units with a large number of levels may
be less flexible in responding to changes from outside the organization
but they also seem to have a greater capacity for implementing change
within their own units [1]. In the following section, we will examine
several indicators of organizational complexity in relation to intensity

of interorganizational relations.

Number of Administrative Levels

The number of hierarchical levels of authority through which communi-
cations and directives must flow reflects the degree of vertical differen-
tiation in an organization. A larger number of administrative levels
(greater vertical differentiation) may require assigning interorganiza-
tional liaison duties to specific authority positions and thus ensure
some degree of continuity and legitimate structure for relations with other
units. A high degree of vertical differentiation, therefore, may facilitate
organizations that seek to initiate and sustain a high intensity of IOR.
Although vertical units may be less flexible in responding to changes
from outside the organizations, they seem to have a greater capacity for

implementing changes within. This may be especially important where

— ey

—— =, Sl e
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oreanizations are less likely to re spond to horizont al pressures to interact
than to vertis al instructions o work with other units.

Each administrator was asKed (O list the titles of all paid personnel
in their local office, both part -t ime ind full -time. Five hierarchical

levels were identified and summed to form an index. These levels included
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trat 1ve level 4!1*-1 {li"ilil + 't“'-._'i'n ent n L‘ !'. 1 Ve 1cdm Lln1stcratl 1 Vi evel . 'he iata
11so show that the mean TOR score was higher in organizatlions with 4 larger

number of administrative levels. Organizations with four levels tended
to have slightly lower IOR scores, however, than did those wit h fivi
levels. There were signi

Organizations with smaller as well as larger numbers of levels tended

to commit more resources to interorganizatl mal activitie:

Number of Positions
The number of different job specialties in an organization may be

ased to reflect horizontal differentiation or internal diversity. Horizontal

differentiation has been shown to influence the raty of innovation within

organizations. These higher rates of innovation or change may increase

an organization's need for resources and 1n turn organizations may Set

these resources from outside CTroups. A greater number of different iob

specialties within an organizat ion increases both the probabllity of change

occurring within a unit and the amoun

necessary to secure resource to support these new activities L | ]




22

lable 2. Mean Level of Interorganizational Relations by Organizational

Complexity

ORGAN I ZAT IONAL

COMPLEXITY MEAN I0R SCORE NUMBER F-VALUE
Number of Administrative
Levcls
One 1.82 19
Two 2.36 34
Three 2.66 47
Four AR 38
Five 2.62 6
Total 155 2.37%
Number of Positions
1-2 Positions 2.12 47
3-5 Positions 2.67 65
6 or more Positions 2.44 31
Total 143 3.75%
Number of Personnel
Single paid employee 1.50 34
2-5 employees 2.53 ]2
6-10 emp loyees 2 ld 30
11-37 employees 2.17 108
Total 165 9. 80%
Size of Budget/Employee Ratio
Low 2.52 29
Medium 2.58 57
High 2.33 53
Total 13 0.43

“The F value is significant at .05

level.




The numbersof different occupational titles of persons employed in
the local office were reported by each administrator and summed to form an
index. We grouped the organizations into three nearly equal catepories
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 TOR.

Number of Paid Personnel

——— —

Organizational size is an important factor related to relations among
organizations [7]. Larger agencies are likely to have mor« personnel
available for interagency efforts than are smaller agencies. When inter-
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 ]-'-H'k.[ 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 fiwve
employees, six to ten employees, and finally, organizations with elever
to forty-five employees.

Twenty percent of the organizations had a single emplovee and 66
percent had more than 10 emplovyees. Intermediate size organizations

reported the highest level of interaction with other units. he 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 in

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 ot
complexity) may permit specialized attention to interorganizational affair
and lead to greater interorganizational activity but only to a certain
point, after which the impact is reduced slightly. Horizonta
.

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. Highl
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 better able to conduct inter-

internal control asso

—

organizational relations because of
ciated with their more routinized internal arrangements. The use o
rules and standardized procedures within an organization may affect its

capacity to enter into interaction with outside groups |[11]. In the
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ble 3. Mean Level of Interorganizational

Formalization

Relations by Organizational

ORGANIZATIONAL

FORMAL I ZAT ION MEAN I0OR SCORE NUMBER F-VALUE
Number of Rules

No written procedures 1.56 36

One written procedures 1.80 20

Two written procedures 2.30 18

Three written procedures 2.70 /9

Four written procedures 2.60 14
TO[&]I ]g;? 9.38*
Frequency of Reports to
Higher Levels

Less than twice a year 1.68 32

Less than once a month 1.85 5

Monthly 2.25 87

Weekly 3:.23 27

Daily 3.2 10
Total 151 12.63*
Specificity of Reports

General oral review .68 21

General written review 2.14 21

One or more general

statistics 2.28 15

Detailed statistics 2.57 98
TOtEil 155 6.09‘!1'
?The F value is significant at .05 level.
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were asked, "How often are vou required to submit rq ports tO your next

|
l! 3 0

higher administrative level’ Five response categories ranging from
"less than twice a year" to '"daily" were uset
Twenty percent of the organizations 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 TIOR. The amount of interaction was significantly lower for

organizations that reported monthly and especially those that reported

less than twice a year.

ﬁinfgjf'iuifji_a;;j{rlyrrtﬁ

Reports may vary in the detail required. Reports may be submitted
on standardized forms (e.g., recording counts, quotas, number of 1ses)
when activities reoccur with some degree of regularity. General reports
may be submitted in instances where organi: lonal activities are direct-
ed toward a larger goal or purpose and when the methods and procedures
are not prescribed in detail. Administrators who are required to submit

-L:;[}L‘{_ilj_l.‘ reports -JHI[ Feci '['I,_!_-w 10 ‘I:'lT';i- Seas 0l -."\.-'.:'I':Jti-_'l':, 1|'1:i whose ¢ On-

[

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

to participate in efforts out of fear of diverting their energies and
resources away from those specific activities that serve as indicators

of their performance. [0 determine the specific nature of reporting,
administrators were asked, "How specific are the records or reports which
you submit?" Four response categories ranging from "general oral review"

: "y . : 1 :
Lo dr*t.]llml statistlcs were used.,
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Just over 60 percent of the organizations indicated that they must
submit detailed statistical reports to the next higher administrative
level. Organizations with these more detailed reporting systems had the
highest levels of interaction. The reporting of detailed statistics

tends to focus attention on specific types of organizational behavior.

It is possible that one of the types of behavior being evaluated is inter-

organizational or involves an interorganizational component. The sub-
mission of specific reports, however, also may work to discourage IOR
when the organization's program goals are specific and narrow and they

are being closely monitored.

Summary

Formalization of organizations is associated with higher levels of

IOR. This finding is consistent with earlier work [7]. Structured rules

and operating procedures may reduce ambiguity and provide a more clearly

defined context within which an organization may allocate resources to

interagency efforts. Relations with outside groups may be covered in the

operating guidelines and may be facilitated because of the precision in-
. : -1 .oy * : L T . = - < f A bl o . -
volved in the organization's operations. Frequent and detailed reports

of organizational activity also may include a record in interagency con-

tacts. Where this is the case, administrators will have additional rea-

son for seeking out other agencies for joint projects. Finally, the fre-

quency and detail of reports does not appear to reduce agency participa-

tion in interagency programs even though they may be difficult to document

and report.




Organizational Autonomy
o

'his section examines the relationship between four indicatoi

administrative autonomy and interorganizational relations. These [oul
ludirJturH‘ianudv: l) organizational decision making, 2) accountability,
3) fLHIdiIQ; sSsources, and A] PEOESTram sources. I'he SCOope of an administra-
tor's authority and the kind of administrative structure in which he
operates may have consequences for his organization's relations with other
groups. Some administrators possess more autonomy or freedom to make de-
cisions about activities with other organizations than «
ganizations with more autonomy avoid
assocliated costs and constraints on indi 3'?*.‘”'{1' nt action?

Autonomous organizations may 2ncounter fewer obstacles to involvs
ment in IOR activites because there will be fewer levels f decision mak-
ing to traverse and fewer chances that traditional interagency patterns
will interfere with new interaction. \utonomous organizations, however,
may resist interaction when they do not need additional resources and when
minimizing outside control is an important value. Previous research shows
that organizations would not enter into relations with other groups until
they were assured that their autonomy would not be reduced [4, 12].

In this section the relationship between the four indicators of

1-'.'1];"-‘.‘1;1] I _.5[]',.1]1%

-
-

organizational autonomy and inter

reported in our study will be examined.

{}rﬁi:51j ?:1}_if1pi1J) Decision ?Li?1i||i

A local d i L1 7's independence with respect Lo thie irger organizational

structure of which it is a part may b in 1mportant factor 1in 1ts interagen




activities. Organizations that can determine their internal operations

and are less dependent on their environment may wish to avoid many of

the constraints that develop in interorganizational relations. Maintain-
ing a level of freedom for pursuing their own specific goals and activities
and for minimizing commitments to other groups may be an important factor
in the development of relations with other organizations. Higher levels

of local decision making may mean more flexibility for responding to what

are often the ad hoc demands of interagency activities, but this may also

create a reluctance to relinquish any of the organization's capacity for
independent action that might be reduced as a result of IOR.

Administrators were asked about their ability to determine policy
and make decisions about several different areas of local operations.
These included: determining new services, dismissal of personnel, salary
determination, promotions, creation of new departments, alteration of work
responsibilities, training methods, creation of new jobs, and the authority
to spend unbudgeted money. The number of areas in which the administrator
possessed authority to make decisions was summed and used as an index of
the organization's relative autonomy. In summarizing the results, we
grouped into three nearly equal categories those who endorsed none or
one item, two to four items, and five to nine items to form low, medium,
and high categories.

The data in Table 4 reveal no relationship between the index and the

mean level of interorganizational relations.
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Table 4. Mean level of interorganizational relations by organizational
autonomy.
ORGANIZATION
AUTONOMY MEAN IOR SCORE NUMBER F-VALULI
Organizational Decision
Making Index
0-1 Items 2.03 51
2-4 Items 2.50 b6
5-9 Items 2027 50
Total 167 2.61
Accountability
Members 1.46 17
Single authority 2421 108
Multiple authority 2.89 41
Total 166 8.99%
Number of Funding Sources
One 213 105
Two 2547 31
Three 2.89 21
Total 157 4.91%
Number of Program Sources
0-2 Sources 1.88 70
3-5 Sources 2533 60
6-8 Sources 3.01 37
Total 167 14.817
Number of Sources of Pressure
Lg_lmp]eméﬁf!ﬂrugraﬁgﬂ_r‘—L—‘
Low (0-1) 1.87 6H9
Medium (2-5) 2.45 71
High (6-8) 2.92 21
Total 167 11.30%
some of Great Little or

------ Mean Score Number Mean Score Number F-Value

National level 2.70 /4 2.60 43 0.2!¢
State level 225 81 AT AL 3 3 2.04
District or area level 2.85 43 2.60 29 0.84
Advisory council 2.72 67 2.06 28 6.14
Local county level 2.62 /] 2249 2 3.00
Operating committees 2.84 33 ). 65 9 0.29
Membership 2.44 38 AR 5 / 1.17
Clients 3.21 5 ) .62 () 3.04
Overall Mean 2.29 167

*The F value is significant at the 03> evel.

4Comparison between organizations th indicats "some or great' pressure ant

those that reported '"'mo or litt ST ure Lrf each source

Pressure




Accountability

Another factor that may affect organizational interaction is the dis-
tance between the local unit and its ultimate source of authority. In
some organizations, the local unit is governed by a local board; in others
there are district or area administrators; while some answer to state and
federal administrators. Participation in interagency efforts and the level
.

of resources committed to such efforts may, in many instances, depend upon

approval from higher administrative levels. One or more of these higher

offices may be located outside the geographical area and may not approve |
requests gerWﬂnlt&d at lower levels to increase hlerdgqui; contacts. :
Authority structures may, however, include higher administrative units
which have broad administrative responsibilities and which may encourage
or require interaction at the local level to broaden the scope of organi-
zational impact and effectiveness. One example of higher level encourage-
ment is a memorandum sent from the USDA in Washington to state USDA agen-
cies encouraging them to coordinate their rural development activities
and set up state rural development committees. Some of the state USDA
ouncils sent memos to county-level USDA units encouraging them to do the
same. Where this occurs, local organizations may increase their IOR be-

cause of the demands of higher administrative levels.
To determine organizational accountability, each administrator

i 1) - - . 1 =
asked, [o what person or groups of persons are you directly respon-

'he three

'l

e - - - ) -3 BN EL
sible (i.e., to whom do you report as a higher authority): 1
itegories included "members,' and highel administrative levels which

.
|

Il »

. . ' g ; "
. 1 - £ = - . B - . . T 1 1 1 e . y #
nt 1nvolve a4 stats Ol federal level o1 some combination of bot




' ¥
!.‘ur
LelLaly
¥ ' Y
LW i
. [
 § R &
1D A L
r !
i L1
13 ¥ ™y
111 i
|
p— | ¥

el =
L L L
- v
i A LK
! =4
v
¥ A T ¥
by r
i 4 —
t : [ S

=

]
v
Li
¥
v
1
¥
P 8
'
T
H
1 7







=
.
—

LI

(R

- i -
a
J v i
== =
»

=



38

Individual Sources 7\11' If}’;';ﬁfiil}it'

Some outside units may be more influential than others in their
efforts to impact the programs of a local unit. But is there any rela-
tionship between the pressure (and its corresponding lack of utonomy)
from different initiating sources and the level of IO reported by a
local unit H er administrative levels may focus new programming ef-
ort m routine rganizational activities and on existing areas of re-

ponsibility. Initiating sources closer to the unit may feel that a
broader organizational approach, one that includes operation with
[
‘ther organizations, is needed. Thi might be the 1se whet lients
participate in program development.
The impact of pressure from different program sources was determined
. TS 2 E o . i 7_ T -
omparing the mean IOR scores of organizations reporting ome’ o1l
' w10 3 - - . - . ' ' 1 - - . 1 : o .
great pressure rrom each individual program source with organizations
o L 1.] P 1 = " i o , -
reporcing o B e i B 01 N pressure.
Results
cati idministrator were reported most frequent 1;' by respondents as
1T I pressure to implement programs. This level was followed by
|
national and unty unit Clients were mentioned least frequently as a
O € O progr 11mn pressure. 'he 11'!',',1;"‘.*-1\' differences between levels
L 1T ] interaction occurred among agencies that i‘t'lh‘l"t.k‘d pressure
! 1dVv1sol uncils. Citizen inputs into organizational programming
Lgnifti intl BLL( ed level: ) f IOR when it exerted pressure on the .,‘-I":g.";'il"[i—
ition | L lement program The relationships between level of pressure
ind 10OR wel not lgnificant for other external units.




Summary

This section examined several indicators of organizational autonomy
and their relationship to intensity of IOR among development organization
Although administrative decision making was not related to interaction,
organizations that possessed multiple ties with outside groups in terms Ol
funding, accountability, and programming (lower autonomy) consistently
demonstrated more intense IOR. Greater autonomy may mean less reliance
on other groups in the area and greater control over organizational goal
setting and programming. Organizations with greater autonomy reported
the lowest levels of IOR. These units did not seek additional resources
and apparently were less inclined than others to interact and create new

dependencies.

Output Characteristics

Activities or services that organizations perform may influence the
nature and degree of their contact with outside organizations. Some ser-
vices may require more intensive contacts with outside organizations than
do others. Organizations that provide services for clients may interact
with other organizations through the referral process. Some organizational
activities may inherently involve other units as receivers or indirect
transmitters of the service. Other organizational activities may require
little or no contact with outside Eroups (e.g., direct loan or techni«
aid). This section examines the type and scope of organizational activity

as they relate to levels of interaction.
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Number of Services

Organizations that offer several services may

networks of organizations, each of which are

ervice offered. (

need

J)rganizations with a narrower

to interact v\.l[h

associated with a

of se

rciil.n.:{'

may have less reason to interact with other units because of their more
specialized interests.
Administrators were asked to indicate whether or not each of the
following services was provided by his organization: financial assistance,
referrals to other agencies, formal educational services, mass media educa-
tion services, planning assistance, technical assistance, and assistance :
for attracting new industry. [he positive responses were counted to form
an index of the number of services.
The data in Table 5 show a positive relationship between the number
0of service in organization offers and its IOR intensity. Offering a wide
variecLy f services appears LO lncrease n organi 11 it’l:"w need for inter-
tion and exchange; it also may increase the number of interdependencies
n organization share with other groups 1in its environment.
" Des 1 l\ L'V l‘ -'L' 5
o .
[he type of service that organizations offer may have a direct effect
n the nature and quantity of relations with other organizations in their
irea. ome services may be widely shared, requiring coordination to avoid

CL1VE { "“y't’l-t'.ﬂl".

and may not require

order to refer clients to

“[ht‘l' gservices

t he

other

may be di-

participation

les, some

ap

-
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Table 5. Mean level of interorganizational relations by output characteristics.

OUTPUT CHARACTERISTICS MEAN IOR SCORI NUMBER F-VALUE

Number of Services

2 Services ]
-4 Services 2.42 84
6 Services 3.0

Number of New Programs

None 1.79 51
One 2.43 49
Two 2.56 13
Three or more 2 _3-17
Total 164 5.26%

S . a oy : e .
Tyvpe of Services Offered N Not Offered N
| g i

Planning assistance ey (28] 1.58 (41) 26.72%
Referrals 235 (1
Mass media education 2.57 (114) 1.69 (53) 26.52%
Financial assistance LA (
Technical assistance 2.18 (/8) 1.89 (86) 31.53%
Attract new industry 2.49 (70) 740 b (97) 3.96%
Formal education 2.89 (44) 2.08 (123) 19.11%
Overall Mean 2.29 (167)

*The F value is significant at .05 level.

a y : : : . . : : _
Comparison of organizations that offered service with those that did not
of fer service.
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information about their programs must be exchanged. Technical assistance,
for example, may be provided to clients on the condition that they work

with other organizations at the same time or welfare aid may be provided

on the condition that the recipient undertake certain types of training.
Instead of summing the services offered as in the above measure, we examined
the relationship between each service and IOR.

Some services were associated with more intense interaction than

were others. Table 5 lists each type of service and the mean IOR score

1

01 »"I".;:;"iﬂi.'{‘.ltfi'ﬁI]“: that offered that service and of those that did not offer

.-
N
el

the particular service. The F-value indicates whether there was

8
-
—
-
—
|

ticant difference in IOR scores between organizations in each service
category. Organizations that offered formal education and technical
assistance had the lli.‘g,;il"""t interaction. ]11.‘13‘1[1“1;[ issistance, referrals,
mass media education, and industrial development were associated with

lower IOR scores. Those supplying financial assistance had the lowest

level of interaction.

Number of New Programs

The number of new programs adopted by an organization over a period
f time often is used as an indicator of organizational change or adapta-
tion. New programs may grow out of internal pressures to reorganize or to
':fr"”'"f' New Programs may involve interaction with other groups to avoid
duplicating efforts and to provide for a more efficient allocation and

1se of existing facilities and personnel. New programming may require

consultation and cooperation with outside organizations that possess
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experience and expertise needed for the development of these new activities.
Interagency planning also may generate internal organizational change <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>