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The Support Program in Organizational Change for the CGIAR-Supported Centers is a three year
program funded by the Ford Foundation. It is based at the Smmons Institute for Leadership and Change
at Simmons College in Boston, Massachusetts. The Program focuses primarily on the five centers that
receive unrestricted funds from the Ford Foundation: CIAT, CIMMYT, ICRAF, IFPRI, and IIMI.
Through grants, workshops, and information, it seeks to support these centers as they experiment with
organizationa changes aimed at increasing their effectiveness in conducting natural resources
management research, working with a broader spectrum of partner and client organizations, and
harnessing the full potentia of their diverse staff. The expectation is that lessons learned from the
experiments and workshops carried out with these five centers will be diffused and benefit the CG System
asawhole. A draft of this paper was discussed by senior managers from the five centersand a
representative of the CGIAR Secretariat in a smal workshop held in October 1996.

Deborah Merrill-Sands is the Program Leader for the Support Program for Organizational Change for the
CGIAR Centers. SheisaFelow at the Simmons Institute for Leadership and Change at Simmons
Collegein Boston, MA. Bridgette Sheridan is a Research Associate at the Institute.
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INTRODUCTION

In the past decade, organizations in both the public and private sectors have moved aggressively
towards developing Strategic aliances and other forms of inter-organizationd collaboration (Bergquis,
1995; Evan and Olk, 1990; Gray 1989; Huxham, 1996; Kanter, 1994; La and Slocum, 1991,
Mattessich and Monsey, 1992). Increasing complexity and turbulence in the environment of
organizations, rapid changes in technology, and the denser web of connections in the globa economy
are dl forces driving this move.

In the private sector, collaborative arrangements have been motivated largely by the desire for improved
competitiveness, access to new markets and technologies, risk sharing, and increased economies of
scde. Alliances have taken numerous formsinduding joint ventures, licensing arrangements, and R&D
consortia. In the public sector, the shrinking resource base for not-for-profit organizations has dso
dimulated the move towards Strategic dliances (Bergquist et d., 1995; Huxham, 1996; Mattessich and
Monsey, 1992; Winer and Ray, 1996). Funders are promoting collaboration as a means to cut costs
and reduce duplication of efforts. Organizations are joining forces to address common concerns and
ddiver amilar services. Some are teaming up Smply to avall of opportunities for joint funding (Huxham,
1996).

A review of the literature suggests that, despite the rapid growth of strategic dliances, the experiences
have been mixed (Bergquist et d., 1996; Gulati, et d., 1994; Heaton, 1998; Huxham, 1996). While
some have been highly successful, in many others the advantages have not been fully redlized. The cogts
and management chalenges are often much higher than anticipated. Bergquist et d. (1995), sudying 75
diverse dliancesin the United States, found that about 1 out of 3 had ether failed outright, had to be
radicaly restructured, or survived only because the partners could not extricate themsdaves. Bleeke and
Erngt’s (1991) study of 49 international partnerships discovered that two-thirds ran into serious financia
or managerid trouble during the first two years. Over alonger time frame, one out of three failed, but
half were considered to be successful by both partners. Assessments of R& D experiences with
consortiain Japan and the United States suggest that collaborative research has been fraught with
difficulties and has not aways yielded the anticipated advantages (Evan and Olk, 1990; Hane, 1994;
Heaton, 1988; Werner and Bremer, 1991).

The intention of this briefing paper isto summarize the diverse literature on srategic dliances and inter-
organizationa collaboration, giving particular emphasisto collaborative R&D. The literature is
dispersed across diverse fidds and, despite the growing importance of dliances, it is ill quite limited.
Theam istwo-fold: 1) to pull together findings from diverse sources on the relaive advantages and
disadvantages of this new organizational modd as well as on the gppropriate conditions for the use of
dliances, and 2) to extract from the experiences documented in the literature, relevant lessons for
designing, managing, and sustaining effective dliances, particularly in research.
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. WHY COLLABORATE?

The rationde for engaging in Strategic dliances is driven by consderations for improved organizationd
effectiveness and efficiency.

Effectiveness Consider ations

The most compdling rationae for engaging in collaborative rdaionships indicated by the literature isthe
advantage an organization accrues by gaining access to complementary areas of expertise, knowledge,
skills, technology, or resources that it cannot produce on its own (Bergquist et d., 1996; Evan and Olk,
1990; Gomes-Casseres, 1993; Gray, 1989, 1996; Grindley et d., 1994; Huxham, 1996; Kanter,
1994; Ouchi, 1989; Powell et d., 1996; Ring and Van de Ven, 1992). Most researchers on strategic
aliances concur that the vaue added from collaboration comes primarily when partners have
complementary needs and assets. Heaton (1988), in reviewing Japanese R& D consortia, argues that
joint R&D is most gppropriate when members of an industria group face common technica problems
that are beyond the ability of any one organization to solve on its own. Huxham (1996) concludes that
organizations should only form collaborations when a) it clearly helps each organization achieve a
priority am; and b) it is clear that a Sngle organization, acting done, cannot address the problem.

Kanter's (1994) research on private sector dliances supports this concluson. She found that successful
dliancesinvolve collaboration, what she thinks of as creating new vaue together, rather than smple
exchange. More specificdly, she found that partnerships that link up digtinct (and complementary)
stages in production or the delivery of services, what she calls “vaue-chain dliances’, tend to be the
most successful and closaly bound. 1n contrast, partnerships which pool smilar resources to produce a
single product or service, asis common in the not-for-profit sector, tend to be the weakest and least
sustainable types of partnerships.

Studies of R&D dliancesin particular have identified specific conditions under which collaborative
arrangements are most beneficial. Powell et d. (1996) conclude that consortia are advantageous when
the knowledge base of an industry is both complex and expanding, the sources of expertise are widdy
dispersed, and the pathways for devel oping technology are largely uncharted. They argue that under
these conditions, the locus of innovation will be found in networks of learning, rather than in individua
firms, asin the case of the biotechnology sector.

“ A key finding from a diverse set of studiesis that R&D intensity or the level of
technological sophistication in industriesis positively correlated with the intensity
and number of alliances in those sectors” (Powell et al., 1996).

They dso corrdated dliances with organizationd performance. They found that in the biotechnology
sector in the USA, firms with dense networks of dliances were growing faster than those without
(Powdll et al., 1996).
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In hisreview of the experiences of dliances and collaborative arrangements in the semiconductor
industry, Ouchi (1989) dso stresses the criteria of complementarity in expertise and knowledge. He
argues that consortia are useful when the collaborating parties have a high level of interdependence and
require frequent and dense communications, but their respective areas of specidization are sufficiently
different such that it would not be advantageous to incorporate them within same organization.

One of the mogt important ingghts emerging from the literature on R& D consortiais that while
organizations can use collaborative aliances to complement their technica and managerid strengths,
they cannot substitute aliances for the complete absence of specific competencies (Evan and OIk,

1990; Grindley et d., 1994; Powell et d., 1996). If members are to benefit from R&D consortia, they
need to have sufficient absorptive capacity to take in knowledge generated and transform it into
technology or knowledge relevant to their particular misson. The study by Grindley et d. (1994) of the
Semiconductor Manufacturing Technology Consortium (SEMATECH) reveded that those
organizations that had strong in-house expertise benefited most from the consortia.

Improved flexibility and responsivenessis a second potertial advantage of aliances contributing to
improved effectiveness (Bergquist et d., 1995; Lorenzoni and Baden-Fuller, 1995; Ring and Van de
Ven, 1992). Gray (1989) arguesthat collaborative aliances are alogical and necessary response to
turbulent conditions in the environment. Heaton (1988) argues that R& D consortia can provide grester
flexibility and responsiveness to rgpid changes in technol ogies and research developments.

Efficiency Consderations

Efficiency consderations represent a second set of factors driving organizations towards strategic
dliances and collaborative arrangements. Incentives most frequently cited for collaborative R& D
include economies of scale, sharing of risks, reduction in duplication of effort, and gaining access to new
markets and technologies (Bleeke and Erngt, 1991; Evan and Olk, 1990; Grindley et d., 1994; Le and
Slocum, 1991; Lorenzoni and Baden-Fuller, 1995; Ring and Van de Ven).

In the not-for-profit and governmental sectors, or in resource-scare Situations, the argument has focused
on reducing duplication of efforts and ensuring the coordination of the efforts of diverse agencies
towards an integrated whole (Huxham, 1996; Lel and Slocum, 1991). Severa researchers conclude,
however, that despite the hypothesized economic advantages, collaborative arrangements rarely lead to
codt reductions. Moreover, cost saving incentives lone will rarely provide the basis for a productive
and sustained collaboration (Gray, 1989; Grindley et d., 1994; Huxham, 1996; Kanter, 1994).

In the United States and Japan, much of the movement towards government support for R& D consortia
was to improve internationa competitivenessin critical indudtries (Evan and Olk, 1990; Ouchi, 1989).
Again, experience has shown that the spectrum of conditions for which R&D collaboration is beneficid
is narrower than had been anticipated. Experiences from the US and Jgpan suggest that private sector
R&D consortiatend to focus on lower priority problems; pre-competitive or generic technologies; and
on short-term, incremental research rather than radical breskthroughs (Grindley et d., 1994; Ouchi,
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1989; Werner and Bremer, 1991). Heaton's review of Japanese R& D consortia reveaed that they are
relatively modest in scale, focused on information exchange, and aimed more at technology transfer than
technology generation. He arguesthat, “The god is to enhance the knowledge base underlying the next
generation of technology, but to leave the development and production of that technology to the private
efforts of individual companies’ (Heaton, 1988).

Concerns about the gppropriability of resultsisamajor factor circumscribing the development of
dliancesin R&D (Grindley et d., 1994; Ouchi, 1989). Ouchi (1989) arguestha R&D consortiain the
private sector are most appropriate for “leaky” technologies where property rights are appropriable by
the inventor for only ashort period of time. While concerns about appropriability of research results
may be less explicit in public sector research, concerns about appropriability of credit for research
developments can have the same congtraining effect on the formation and functioning of an R&D
consortia

A good example of how concerns about gppropriability affect R&D consortiais SEMATECH, alarge
consortiain the semiconductor industry which receivesjoint funding from government and private
member firms. The origind intention was to provide research facilities for member firms to collaborate
on projects to improve the semiconductor manufacturing process technology and restore the
international competitiveness of USfirms. The focus soon changed, however, to strengthening the
semiconductor manufacturing equipment industry. Member firms were reluctant to enter into
“horizonta” collaboration and share knowledge on process technology which was central to their
competitive advantage (Grindley et d., 1994). Instead, they used SEMATECH to strengthen their
“vertica” aliances between suppliers and users of semiconductor process equipment. Now
SEMATECH issimilar to many Japanese R& D consortia. It pools members' resources to support
knowledge diffusion and technology transfer, to set industry standards, and to “qudify” equipment, and
coordinate generic research.

Grindley et d. (1994) draw conclusions from the SEMATECH experience that are relevant to aliances
between internationd and nationd agricultura research systems.

“ SEMATECH' s experience supports the argument that consortia are likely to be most
effective in supporting the improvement and adoption of technology rather than
focusing on long-term research... the experience [ also] suggests that consortia are
well-suited to supporting collaboration between users and suppliers that focus on
relatively near-term technology devel opment, support for technology adoption, and
improved communication and cooperation between users and suppliers.”

Collaborative Advantage

Experiences to date suggest that dliances are more advantageous and sustainable when they are
motivated by effectiveness considerations and when there is a clear value added as areault of the
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partnership.
“ Collaborative advantage will be achieved when something unusually creative is
produced that no organization could have achieved on its own and when each

organization, through the collaboration, is able to achieve its own objectives better
than it could alone.” (Huxham, 1996).

Given their high costs, many researchers would argue today that collaborative dliances are not judtified
unless this type of advantage is achieved. Efficiency condderations done are rardly sufficient to form the
basis for successful dliances. This cdlsinto question the assumption that collaboration is an effective
response to resource scarcity.

1. CHALLENGESTO COLLABORATION

With the accumul ating experience of aliances, the literature is now replete with the chalenges affecting
the viability of collaborative dliances. Huxham (1996) discusses collaborative inertia, or the dow
pace of work output, as an undermining force. He argues that collaboration is inherently more time-
consuming, and hence resource-consuming, than non-collaborative activities. The time demands — both
in the total quantity of time invested and in elgpsed time — are often not anticipated nor adequately
budgeted for. Gomes-Casseres (1993) argues that the trade-off for getting access to complementary
skills or knowledge is sharing of control. Sharing control often requiresincreased costs and timein
management as decisons and division of responghilities usudly have to be negotiated. Gray (1989)
aso cites condraints to time and financia resources as key factors undermining collaborations.

Other critica factors found to undermine collaborative aliances include: sgnificant differences in power
and influence among the parties (Bleeke and Erngt, 1991; Gray, 1989); differences among organizations
regarding the ams for collaboration; differencesin organizationa cultures and vaues, particularly in
internationa aliances (Bartlett and Ghoshd, 1987; Huxham, 1996; Kanter, 1994); lack of trust
(Mattessich and Monsey, 1992; Ring and Van de Ven, 1994); and conflicts in staff’ s accountability to
the dliance or the parent organization (Evan and Olk, 1990). Finally, most researchers stress that
managing aliances requires skills and systems that are not the same as those that lead to successin
verticaly organized, hierarchica, organizations (Bergquist et d., 1995; Gray, 1989; Kanter, 1994).
This requires developing new management skills and competenciesin organizations.

IV. TYPESOF ALLIANCES

The literature uses varied terminology to define types of dliances. Le and Socum (1991) provide a
useful framework which outlines three broad categories of srategic dliances. Their emphasisis
primarily on the private sector, but is relevant to awider array of organizations.
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Licensing arrangements

These arrangements are when one organization purchases the technology of another in exchange for
market entry into anew region or country. This increases the chance that the organization will be able
to set industry standards and alows for quicker access to new territory. Aswell, it cuts down on R&D
costs and promotes specidization of different research-based competencies.

Joint ventures

Joint ventures involve cregting anew entity in which origind partners take active rolesin desgning
drategy, defining agendas for work and in decisiontmaking. There are two kinds of joint ventures:
Specidization ventures and shared vaued-adding ventures. Specialization ventures are those to which
each partner brings and contributes a distinctive competency in a particular vaue-adding activity (eg.,
one produces, the other markets). These ventures are generally organized around functions (marketing,
manufacturing, etc.). These are smilar to Kanter's (1994) value-chain partnerships. Inthese
partnerships, organizations in different industries or sectors with different but complementary skills link
their capabilitiesto creete vaue for ultimate users (e.g., sSupplier-customer relationships). Kanter
explans that commitment tends to be high in these rdaionships. In the shared value-adding ventures,
partners participate and share in the value-adding activities together (e.g., both design and produce
jointly). These ventures tend to be organized around products or lines of business.

Consortia, Keirestsus, Chaebols

Le and Socum (1991) view these as the most sophisticated type of srategic dliance. They argue that
“keiretsu/chaebol structures are designed to maximize al of the potentia benefits of joint ventures— risk
sharing, cost reduction, economies of scale — while dlowing for organizationa specidization”.
Keirestsus, the Japanese mode of consortia, brings together many industrial companies (centered
around alarge trading company or bank) by directorates, bank holdings of member company stock
shares, and ties between senior managers. Chaebols, the Korean mode of consortia, are Smilar except
that they rely on the government for capital and are managed by family members of the bank or

company.

Evan and Olk (1990) define R& D consortia astypicaly involving two or more competing organizations
who pool their resources to create a new legal entity to conduct R&D. Each organization needs to
provide capita and technology but the two organizations do not merge. R&D consortia, then, are an
dternative to licenang arrangements, acquisitions, and joint ventures. For Evan and Olk (1990), the
distinguishing feature of R& D consortiais that they represent a collaboration among competitors.

V. PHASESOF COLLABORATION

Gray (1989, 1996) provides a useful framework identifying three phasesin collaboration. Each phase
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presents specific concerns and issues that need to be resolved if the collaboration is to develop
effectively. The phases may beiterative. Issues unresolved in one phase are likely to surface, often in
detrimenta ways, in subsequent phases. These issues are discussed in more depth in the following
section.

Problem-setting

The most important concerns here are convening the appropriate stakeholders and getting their
commitment to collaborate. The focus needs to be on defining the problem clearly, involving the
appropriate stakeholders, developing commitment among the stakeholders, ensuring that the
collaboration meets members specific interests, building trust in the convenor, and securing the
resources to move forward.

Direction-setting

During this phase, stakeholders explore the problem(s) in depth and reach agreement about
approaches. Theam of this phaseisto define the key issues to be addressed in the collaboration
(agenda- stting), pool information and perspectives about the problem or generate new information,
explore options for working together and establish agreements, and define the ground rules for working
together.

I mplementation

This phase includes follow-through on the agreements reached for the collaborative arrangement. The
am here is the systlematic management of the collaboration. The principa concerns are deciding how to
Sructure the collaboration and designing the process for working together, dividing responsbilities and
resources, ensuring that al partners have the support and agreement of the member organizations, and
monitoring the collaboration to ensure that dl parties fulfill thelr agreements.

VI. FACTORSINFLUENCING SUCCESS

A recent review of the literature on collaborative dliances in the not-for-profit sector in the USA
identified a set of key factors that influence the success of collaborations (Mattessich and Monsey,
1992).

Membership

Purpose and objectives
Structure

Process
Communications
Resources

Support Program in Organizational Change for the CGI AR Centers 7
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These factors provide a useful framework for organizing the principa insgghts and lessons emerging from
the literature for designing, organizing, and managing effective collaboretive aliances.

Member ship

The sdlection of membersin the initid problem-setting phase of an dliance isacriticd factor affecting
success (Bergquist et al., 1995; Gray, 1989; Huxham, 1996). Bergquist et d. (1995) observe that
dliances often fail because organizations do not alocate sufficient time to match the reasons for forming
the partnership with the intentions, competencies, and perspectives the other partners bring to the
relationship. As noted earlier, members need to bring complementary skills, knowledge, or resources to
the aliance so that the collaboration creates something new which no one member could do on thelr
own. Coallaboration ismore likely to succeed if members explicitly recognize their interdependence
early in the development of the aliance (Gray, 1989, 1996). Gray (1989) aso found that it is crucial to
involve stakehol ders who are important for implementing the agreements or work of the dliance in the
planning and design phases. For example, it is not uncommon that top managers form dliances and then
turn them over for implementation to technica or operaiond staff who do not see the same benefits nor
share the same commitment (Werner and Bremer, 1992). Finally, Kanter (1994) emphasizesthe
relationship dimension to selecting partners. She argues that a partnership with another organization
should be more than just adedl. The chemistry and compatibility between senior executives, for
example, are as key to launching a successful partnership asis financid potentid or complementarity in

expertise.

Much of the literature on dliances also focuses on trust. Ring and Van de Ven's (1991) work highlights
trust as one of the key ingredientsin successful collaboration. Organizations build trust by completing
transactions successfully, or over time, and demondrating that they are cgpable of fulfilling commitments.
Trust is dso shaped by perceptions that the partnership is equitable. Thus, adliances between mutualy
strong organizations tend to be more successful. In their sudy of 75 partnerships, Bergquist et d.
(1995) dso found that trust was critica for the formation and maintenance of partnerships. They cite
three types of trust:

trugt in intentions — the partners believe that they are pursuing the same objective and will not
hurt the interests of the other

trust in competency — the partners believe that each can ddiver the knowledge and skills
required to make the dliance beneficid

trugt in perceptions — the partners believe that they view the world in smilar ways and work
from Smilar operating assumptions.

Exploring these types of trugt in the planning stage of a consortiais critica for the long-term success of a
partnership. Without respect and trugt, it isimpossible to move forward on any joint agenda.
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Purpose

Developing ashared god and vison for the aliance among members emerges as akey factor influencing
the success of collaborative dliances. It isimportant to take timein the early stages of setting up an
aliance to ensure that the problem(s) to be addressed are clearly defined and that the aims of the
collaboration are clear and shared by al members (Bergquist et ., 1995; Gray, 1989; Huxham, 1996).
Thismay entail protracted negotiations.

“ Given that partner ships have unclear boundaries, a shared vision becomes the glue for
holding alliances together. A partnership’s mission and values are intimately
intertwined with the partners’ mutual commitment.” (Bergquist et a., 1995).

Developing a shared purpose helpsto clarify the boundaries and commitments and also the scope and
scde of joint work. It also helps to provide a control against the collaborative drifting away from its
mandate or againgt partners becoming opportunistic and pursuing their own ends. It can adso creste a
reference point for externa dealings which distinguishes the dliance from the “parent” members
(Cropper, 1996). Consortiathat have a shared purpose and vision appear to also be better able to
ded with conflict (Bergquist et d., 1995; Gray, 1989). Thisis particularly important for R&D dliances
“where potentidly conflicting perspectives are built in from the Sart because the projects are multi-
disciplinary in scope and must transcend the inherent tensions between basic and applied research in
order to get innovative products to market” (Gray, 1989).

Three aspects of purpose are significant for success. Firg, the ams of the consortia need to correspond
to the strategic objectives of the member organizations (Evan and Olk, 1990; Huxham, 1996; Kanter,
1994). If member organizations do not see the aliances as creating substantia added value in terms of
their primary misson, commitment will wane. In other words, organizations should only invest in
collaborative arrangements that help them meet priority objectives. At the sametime, however, it is
important that the aims of the aliance do not replicate fully those of any one member. There should bea
gphere of activity for the dliance that is distinct from that of any member done (Mattessch and Monsey,
1992).

“When making a commitment to work together, it isimportant that this commitment
incor porates clear signs of continuing independence for the partners. The collaboration
should clearly define what the work is that the partners plan on doing together, but also
allow for the individual organizationsto continue with their separate agendas. (Kanter,
1994)

Second, if commitment isto be sustained, the aliance needs to provide on-going evidence of benefitsto
members. Work of an dliance can often become “invisble’ to member organizations and come to be
seen asadrain on core resources. Evan and Olk (1990) found that it isimportant for managers of

R& D consortia to disseminate reports periodicaly to members so that they can assess progress and be
kept apprised of the outputs from the aliance.
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Finaly, experiences with collaborative dliances suggest that it is important to define a series of short-
term goas which lead to the overarching goa. Groups develop trust and confidence in the collaboration
if they experience aprogression of “successes’ in meeting specific objectives or milestones (Mattessich
and Monsey, 1992; Ring and Van de Ven, 1992).

Structure

Organizational models

There are two primary organizationa modes used in R& D collaborations: a secretariat modd and an
independent operating entity (Evan and Olk, 1990; Ouchi, 1989). A secretariat isasmdl
adminigrative unit that coordinates research tasks among entities. It may collect and alocate funds or
coordinae joint gpplication for funds, but it does not own facilitiesfor R&D. Experience suggests that
using thismodd can make it more difficult to integrate projects into a coherent research plan/program
(Ouchi, 1989). It is, however, much easier to launch and to staff. Accountability to member
organizations tends to be stronger than inoperationd entities.

An operationa entity owns and operatesits own research facilities. It may hire its own people or get
people on secondment from member organizations. The advantages of using this modd are that
operating entities can gather a specidized research staff, pursue an integrated technology plan, and
achieve some independence from short-term concerns of their members. Grindley,

et d.(1994) argue that a free standing operationa entity provides more flexibility than the secretariat
modd for adapting the research agenda to changes in the environment. In their Sudy of 49 aliances,
Bleeke and Erngt (1991) found that successful collaborations are ones that give the aliance a strong
president, a powerful board, a sense of identity, and complete delegation of decisionmaking power on
operationd issues.

Sizeisasecond factor influencing the structure of a consortia. Smaller consortia can be more
centraized and have more opportunity to develop a common and integrated research Strategy.
Consortiainvolving alarge number of members tend to opt for a decentralized structure and research
agenda as a means to minimize conflict over divergent members interests. In these cases, Grindley, et
a. (1994) advocate bringing smaler numbers of members together around discrete projects. Most of
the large Japanese research consortia are organized in this manner (Heaton, 1988).

Links at multiple levels

A common finding in the literature is that it isimportant to ensure that the links among member
organizations occur at multiple levels of the adminigtrative hierarchy. Senior managers need to work
together to define the overdl vision, strategy, and priorities of the collaborative venture. Technica and
operationa staff need to work together in the planning and implementation. Misunderstandings eesily
develop without these diverse layers of communication and interaction (Bergquist et ., 1996; Werner
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and Bremer, 1992). Werner and Bremer (1991) recommend linkages to avoid bias or lack of
information from specific individuas. Powdll et d. (1996) aso stress the importance of supplementing
formd links with informa contects.

Linkages a multiple levels are centrd to Kanter’'s (1994) andys's of the factors contributing to
collaborative advantage. She citesfive levels of integration that are necessary to a successful
collaboration:

Strategic integration — involves continuing contact among top leaders to discuss broad goals
or changes in each organization.

Tactical integration — involves bringing middle managers or professonds together to develop
plans for specific projects or joint activities, to identify organizationa or systemn changes that will
link the organizations better, or to transfer knowledge.

Operational integration — involves providing ways for people who carry out the day-to-day
work to have timely access to the information, resources, or people they need to accomplish
their tasks.

Interpersonal integration — Involves building the necessary foundation for cregting future
vaue.

Cultural integration — Requires that people involved in the relationship have the
communication skills and culturd awareness to bridge their differences.

Process

The crucid role of process in ensuring effective collaboration is frequently underestimated (Bergquit,
1995; Gray, 1989; Kanter, 1994). Considerations of substance often capture the attention of
collaborating partners to the exclusion of process considerations. In the private sector, Kanter (1994)
argues that “executives invest more time in screening partnersin financia terms than they do in managing
the rdationship in human terms.”  Often there are strong externd pressures to move quickly into action
and the fundamentads of establishing a solid basis for the collaboration are shunted asde. However, this
can have high cogts. Accumulating experiences indicates that poor management of process can
completely derail collaborative efforts.

“ Awareness of the critical process issues, and conscious efforts to address them
throughout the collabor ative efforts, can mean the difference between success and
failure. (Gray, 1996, p. 62)

The literature suggests that the critical issues of processinclude: cultivating commitment and astekein
the outcome, developing clear roles and policy guiddines, setting up accountability mechanisms,
establishing decision-making processes, maintaining flexibility and adaptability, and managing
relationships and power dynamics (Mattessich and Monsey, 1992). To design and manage effective
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processes for collaboration, severa researchers stress the importance of cultivating the appropriate
management skills in the organizations and using skilled facilitators (Gray, 1989; Huxham, 1996; Kanter,
1994; Mattessich and Monsey, 1992; Powell et ., 1996)

Cultivating commitment. It iscommonly accepted that partnersin an aliance need to fed committed
to the product or outcome of their joint work if it isto succeed. What is often less often recognized, but
appears to be equaly important is that members aso need to fed an “ownership” for the process of
working together (Mattessich and Monsey, 1992). Gray (1989) arguesthat it isimportant to discuss
process issues openly and systematicaly and reach agreements among the partners about how the
collaborative group will organize itself to make decisions, assign responsibilities and resources, and
carry out itswork. These ground rules cannot be imposed by the convenor. Rather, time and
resources need to be allocated so that these can be developed by the group.

Defining roles and responsibilities. Ambiguitiesin roles and responshilities anong members and
lack of accountability mechanismsis a prime factor contributing to the demise of collaboretive efforts
(Bergquigt, 1995). Collaborating partners need to have clear agreements on their respective roles,
rights, and respongibilities. Assgnment of responsibilities should build on individua members: strengths
and interestsif commitment isto be sustained. Potentid conflicts between roles and responsbilities of
gaff in the collaborative arrangement and those in their parent organization often have to be negotiated
and rationaized (Huxham, 1996; Mattessich and Monsey, 1992). Perhaps the most vexing problem for
public sector collaborative dliances is establishing accountability mechanisms to ensure that members
perform their roles and fulfill their commitments. The more autonomy a collaborative venture has from
the parent organizations, the easer it isto ensure internal accountability. But the trade-off may be loss
of support for the collaborative venture from the parent organizations.

Devel oping decision-making processes. Thereis broad consensusin the literature that effective
decision-making processes are critical to the success of collaborative dliances (Bergquist et d., 1995;
Evan and Olk, 1990; Gray, 1989; Grindley et d., 1994; Kanter, 1994). Many of the problems
surfacing in partnerships result from conflicts about decision-making processes and authority. Processes
need to be designed which dlow for active participation and consensus-building, but a the sametime
promote efficient decison-making. Skills and mechanisms to resolve conflicts condructively area
critica agpect of effective decigon meking structures (Evan and Olk, 1990). Red or percelved power
imbalances among members can aggravate conflicts and need to be taken into account when designing
decison-making structures (Gray, 1989; 1996). The less powerful members need to be reassured that
their interests will be taken into account. Gray (1989) describes collaborations as “negotiated order”
and stresses the role of negotiation skills in establishing and sustaining these efforts

Maintaining flexibility and adaptability. Severa authors underscore the dynamic nature of
drategic dliances. To cope effectively with changesin their environments, members gods or srategies,
or even changes precipitated by their own evolution, it isimportant for dliances to remain flexible.
Hexibility is needed both in terms of the way aliances work together and in terms of the product they
generate or service they provide (Bergquist et ., 1995; Bleeke and Erngt, 1991; Gomes- Casseres,
1993; Gray, 1989; Grindley et al., 1994; Mattessich and Monsey, 1992). With changing conditions,
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aliances may need to be radicaly redesigned in order to remain viable or they may need to be
disbanded. Alliances appear to be particularly vulnerable to changes in leadership and memberships.
Buffering mechanisms to provide stability through such periods of change are important for success
(Bergquist et d., 1995; Werner and Bremer, 1991). Though inherent flexibility should be one of the
strengths of collaborative ventures, since they are free from the bounds of traditiond, verticaly
integrated organizations, experience has shown that these groups too can become routinized, inward
looking, and closed to change (Bergquist et d., 1995).

Bleeke and Erngt (1991) found a sirong link between flexibility and successin their study of 49
internationd, private sector, adliances. Nearly 40% of the sample gradualy broadened the scope of their
origina charter. Of those that adapted and changed, 80% were successful. In contrast, among the
dliances that remained unchanged in scope, only 33% were successful and more than half were
terminated.

Managing relationships. Two criticd factors that affect the relationships among membersin a
collaborative venture are differencesin organizationd cultures and differences in power. These require
attentive management. Kanter (1994) views surmounting differences in organizationa cultures as one of
the most challenging aspects of developing effective partnersiips. She emphasizes the need to avoid
sereotyping about cultures and setting off cycles of mistrust from the gart. Differencesin assumptions
and values about authority, reporting relationships, and decison-making processes need to be
addressed at the beginning of the collaboration. Differences can be tenacious and collaborating parties
need to be patient in developing a common foundation of vaues and practices for working together
(Bartlett and Ghoshal, 1987; Kanter, 1994).

Gray (1989) stresses the importance of power dynamicsin collaboration:

“In collaboration, the power to define a problem and propose a solution is collectively
shared among the decision-makers. Major inequitiesin power are a major deterrent to
collaboration. If there are substantial inequalities, than the weaker stakeholders need to
organize to create a countervailing power.” (Gray, 1989)

She argues that stakeholders should be aware of power dynamics throughout the collaboration process
and make conscious choices about how it isexercised. Power dynamics during the problem:setting
phase largely revolve around who has the power to convene and who will beincluded. During the
directionsetting phase, it revolves around shaping the agenda and sharing of information reevant for the
process. During the implementation phase, the issues revolve around the power to exercise influence,
authorize action, and control resources.

Cultivating management skills Managing collaborative dliances, which rely on participation,
ownership, power sharing, and consensus-building, requires skills that are often not found in traditiond,
hierarchica organizations (Bergquist et d., 1995; Gray, 1989). The literature suggests these skills grow
with experience, but dso need to be actively cultivated within the organization (Powell et d., 1996).
Because of the importance of processin designing and sustaining aliances, the time demands on
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managers are high (Gomes-Casseres, 1993).

Using a skilled facilitator. Several researchers assert that a skilled facilitator can contribute
sgnificantly to ensuring effective process management and, hence, the outcome of the collaboration
(Gray, 1989; Huxham, 1996; Mattessich and Monsey, 1992; Schuman, 1996). Fecilitators are
particularly useful when the objective is to promote understandings among diverse parties and to arrive
at mutualy agreeable solutions. By focusing on the design and management of the process of
collaboration and by maintaining their neutrdity, facilitators can create a context for partiesto identify
and dlarify the problems they want to address, congtructively resolve differences, develop a shared
vison, and develop agreements for
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implementing joint activities. Facilitators can dso help ensure full participation by members, minimize the
influence of power dynamics, and reduce the costs and time of meetings by ensuring that the process of
the meseting is designed to achieve the desired outcome.

Communications

Asindicated earlier, open and frequent communications are critical to successful collaboration (Kanter,
1994; Powdll et d., 1996; Werner and Bremer, 1991). In their study of consortia management,
Werner and Bremer (1991) found lack of communications to be a chronic problem. Not only are there
physica barriers, but there are so problemsin the substance of communications. Bergquist et d.,
(1995) argue, based on areview of 75 dliances, that Since partnerships cross ingitutional boundaries,
communications are likely to be distorted and open to misinterpretations. Therefore, it isimportant to
have processes in place for surfacing assumptions and expectations, making decisons, and discussing
the process of collaboration. Frequent communications are important for effective conflict management
and frequent updates about partnership activities are critical to success. They aso concluded that
interactive networks that facilitate horizontal information flow typify successful partnerships. As Kanter
explains, successful partnerships “ cannot be controlled by forma systems, but require a dense web of
interpersona connections and internal infrastructures that enhance learning” (Kanter, 1994).
Maintenance of these connections and infrastructures require frequent and clear communiceation, a
respect for differences, and flexibility.

Ongoing communication needs occur at dl levels, not just amongst the forma leaders or just among
those involved in the daily operations (Bergquigt, et ., 1995; Kanter, 1994). Powell
et d. (1996) confirm the importance of supplementing formal contracts with informal contacts.

Experience suggests that attention needs to be given not only to strengthening communications within the
consortiaor dliance itsdlf, but aso within the member organizations. Directions given by a
representative to the aliance may not accurately reflect interests or priorities of the company as awhole.
Aswell, representatives may seek to protect their own research projects or advantages. Findly,
Werner and Bremer (1992) caution against too much communication. If the consortium tries to respond
to al the needs of dl its members, the agenda can become too diffused.

Funds

Securing funds to support the collaborative venture is obvioudy essentid. Often, however, the costs of
the start-up phase is underestimated and further development of the collaborative venture is jeopardized
(Mattessich and Monsey, 1992).

Of grester importance are the means and mechanisms through which funds are secured and alocated.
These are common areas of serious conflict among membersin a consortia. Werner and Bremer (1991)
argue for the importance of each member contributing funds in order to “buy in” to the collaborative
venture. They see this as important for sustaining commitment and trust.
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Complications can arise, however, when funds are committed at the top, but managers at the
operationa level see these commitments as competing with other objectives and activities more directly
under their control. Evan and Olk (1990) dso argue that al members need to contribute resources, but
these can vary in line with the relative size or potentia benefits accrued to members. They found in
reviewing four consortia, however, that members that contribute more aso have more influence on
decisorrmaking. Gray (1989) aware of how discrepanciesin the size, resource base, and power of
diverse members can affect decison-making dynamics in a collaborative arrangement, explainsthat it is
important to secure sufficient resources so that dl parties may collaborate on equa footing. 1n these
cases, it isimportant to have resources dedicated specificaly to the collaborative process and to

supporting full participation.
VII. CONCLUSION

The review of the literature on collaborative aliances suggests that these new organizationd
arrangements can bring added vaue and contribute positively to organizationd effectiveness. Thisis
what Huxham (1996) and Kanter (1994) have cdled “ collaborative advantage” . Accumulating
experience a0 suggests, however, that aliances are far from a panacea. Many aliancesfail dueto
conflictsin goas or work styles, weaknesses in management, inadequate resources, or problemsin
communications. The conditions under which aliances can be used to generate an added advantage
appear to be rdatively circumscribed. The criteria of complementarity comes out clearly from the
literature reviewed. For aliances to be successful, members need to be able to complement each other
in knowledge, resources and skills. Alliances gppear to be more likely to succeed when they are
formed to address problems that no single member can do on itsown. In contrast, aliances formed
soldy on efficiency condderations with members joining together to deliver the same service in order to
gain economies of scale and reduce costs, what Kanter (1994) calls mutual-service partner ships,
gppear to be more vulnerable to failure.

It is evident from the experiences reviewed that successful dliances are management intensive and
require a Sgnificant investment of resources. Attention to membership selection is critica to ensure the
collaborative advantage. Careful management of process within the collaboration is also essentid to
success. Time and effort needs to be invested early in the collaboration to negotiate a shared agenda
and ensure that al members believe that they are regping added benefits from the dliance. Commitment
and trust has to be nurtured throughout the process, it cannot be assumed. Links need to be formed at
the strategic and operational levels and dense networks for communications have to be developed.
Differencesin organizationd cultures and work styles need to be recognized and common vaues and
ways of working negotiated. Power dynamics pervade al aspects of collaborative aliances; they need
to be explicitly recognized and managed.

In summary, as Huxham (1996) argues, given the high costs and management demands of collaboration,
adliances appear to be best justified and most likely to succeed in those Situations where aclear
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collaborative advantage can be achieved. Efficiency consderations aone are unlikely to provide the
foundation of commitment required for successful partnerships.

Support Program in Organizational Change for the CGI AR Centers 17
Simmons Indtitute for Leadership and Change, Smmons College, Boston, MA, USA



Organizational Change Briefing Note— No. 3

REFERENCES

Bartlett, C. A., & Ghoshal, S. (1987). Managing across borders: New strategic requirements. Sloan
Management Review, Summer, 7-17.

Bartlett, C. A., & Ghoshal, S. (1987). Managing across borders: New organizational responses.
Sloan Management Review, Fall, 43-53.

Bergquist, W., Betwee, J., & Meuel, D. (1995). Building Strategic Relationships: How to Extend
Your Organization's Reach through Partnerships. Alliances, and Joint Ventures. San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass Publishers.

Bleeke, J., & Ernst, D. (1991). The way to win in cross-border alliances. Harvard Business
Review, November-December, 127-135.

Bozeman, B., & Melkers, J. e. (1993). Evaluating R&D Impacts: Methods and Practice. Boston-
Dordrecht-London: Kluwer Academic Publishers.

Cropper, S. (1996). Collaborative working and issues of sustainability. In C. Huxham (Ed.),
Creating Collaborative Advantage (pp. 80-100). London: Sage Publications.

Evan, W. M., & OIk, P. (1990). R&D consortia: A new U.S. organizational form. Sloan
Management Review, Spring, 37-46.

Gomez-Casseres, B. (1993). Managing international alliances: Conceptual Framework. Cambridge:
Harvard Business School.

Gray, B. (1989). Collaborating: Finding Common Ground for Multiparty Problems. San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Gray, B. (1996). Cross-sectoral partners: Collaborative alliances among business, government, and
communities. In C. Huxam (Ed.), Creating Collaborative Advantage (pp. 57-79). London: Sage
Publications.

Grindley, P., Mowery, D. C., & Silverman, B. (1994). SEMATECH and collaborative research:
Lessons in the design of high-technology consortia. Journal of Policy Analysis and Management,
13(4), 723-258.

Hane, G. J. (1994). The real lessons of Japanese research consortia. Issues in Science and
Technology, Winter, 56-62.

Heaton, G. R. (1988). The truth about Japan's cooperative R&D. Issues in Science and
Technology, Fall, 32-40.

Huxham, C. (1996). Collaboration and collaborative advantage. In C. Huxham (Ed.), Creating
Collaborative Advantage (pp. 1-18). London: Sage Publications.

Kanter, R. M. (1989). Becoming PALs: Pooling, allying, and linking across companies. The
Academy of Management Executive, 11(3), 183-193.

Kanter, R. M. (1994). Collaborative advantage: Successful partnerships manage the relationship,
not just the deal. Harvard Business Review, July-August, 96-108.

Katz, M. L., & Ordover, J. A. (1990). R&D cooperation and competition. Brookings Papers on

18 Support Program in Organizational Change for the CGIAR Centers
Simmons Indtitute for Leadership and Change, Simmons College, Boston, MA, USA



Organizational Change Briefing Note— No. 3

Economic Activity: Microeconomics, 137-203.

Lei, D., & Slocum, J. (1991). Global strategic alliances: Payoffs and pitfalls. Organizational
Dynamics, Winter, 44-62.

Lorenzoni, G., & Baden-Fuller, C. (1995). Creating a strategic center to manage a web of partners.
California Management Review, 37(3), 146-163.

Mattesich and Monsey. (1992). Collaboration: What Makes it Work. A Review of Research
Literature on Factors Influencing Successful Collaboration. St. Paul, MN: Amherst W. Wilder
Foundation.

Mowery, D. C. (1983). Economic theory and government technology policy. Policy Sciences, 16,
27-43.

Mytelka, L. K. e. (1991). Strategic Partnerships and the World Economy. Rutherford-Madison-
Teaneck: Fairleigh Dickinson University Press.

Ouchi, W. G. (1989). The new joint R&D. Proceedings of the IEEE, 77, 1318-1326.

Ouchi, W.G., & Bolton, M.K. (1988). The logic of joint research and development. California
Management Review, 9-33.

Powell, W. W., Koput, K. W., & Smith-Doerr, L. (1996). Interorganizational collaboration and
the locus of innovation: Networks of learning in biotechnology. Administrative Science Quarterly,
41, 116-145.

Ring, P. S., & Van de Ven, A. H. (1992). Structuring cooperative relationships between
organizations. Strategic Management Journal, 13, 483-498.

Ring, P. S., & Van de Ven, A. H. (1994). Developmental processes of cooperative
interorganizational relationships. Academy of Management Review, 19(1), 90-118.

Roussel, P. A., Saad, K. N., & Erickson, T. J. (1991). Third Generation R&D. Boston, MA:
Harvard Business School Press.

Schuman, S. P. (1996). The role of facilitation in collaborative groups. In C. Huxam (Ed.),
Creating Collaborative Advantage (pp. 126-140). London: Sage Publications.

Shan, W., Walker, G., & Kogut, B. (1994). Interfirm cooperation and startup innovation in the
biotechnology industry. Strategic Management Journal, 15, 387-394.

Winer, M. & Ray, K. (1996). Collaboration Handbook: Creating, Sustaining and Enjoying The
Journey. St. Paul, MN: Amherst W. Wilder Foundation.

Werner, J., & Bremer, J. (1992). Hard lessons in cooperative research. Issues in Science and
Technology. Spring, 44-49.

Support Program in Organizational Change for the CGI AR Centers 19
Simmons Indtitute for Leadership and Change, Smmons College, Boston, MA, USA



Organizational Change Briefing Note— No. 3

20 Support Program in Organizational Change for the CGIAR Centers
Simmons Indtitute for Leadership and Change, Simmons College, Boston, MA, USA






Support Program in Organizational Change for the CGIAR-Supported International
Agricultural Research Centers

Organizational Change Briefing Notes

No.1 Deveoping aShared Vison, Prepared by Deborah Merill-Sands, 1996
No.2 Building aLearning Organization, Prepared by Bridgette Sheridan, 1996

No.3  Devdoping and Managing Collaborative Alliances, Prepared by Deborah Merrill-Sands and
Bridgette Sheridan, 1996

No. 4. Exploring Multi- Source Feedback and Assessment Systems, Prepared by Wilma Gormley
and Linda Spink, 1997



Organizational Change Briefing Note— No. 3

Individual copies are available upon request. Please contact Sue Ricker, Program Assistant, at
ueRicker @aol.com

Support Program in Organizational Change for the CGI AR Centers 9
Simmons Ingtitute for Leadership and Change, Smmons Coallege, Boston, MA, USA



