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I. Executive Summary

Hennepin County (HC) and the University of Minnesota (University) share a long history of collaboration
.  The two organizations are large public institutions with a combined workforce of over 27,000 people.  Between 2000 and 2004, more than eighty collaborations
 where identified (Doty & Neuse, 2005).  In late 2004, the Hennepin–University Partnership (H-UP) was formally created to take the collaboration to a new level and achieve better results with serving the community.  

Many of the existing collaborations were formed through prior personal relationships, such as University alumni working at the County, and former County staff being employed at the University.  Can there be successful collaboration where pre-existing relationships do not exist?  Can an effective partnership between local government and a university be sustained on an organizational level?  The challenge is to identify the steps to institutionalize collaboration between two large institutions in an environment of competing partnerships, varying priorities, different cultures, and scarce resources.

To identify elements of successful collaboration and specify steps to institutionalize collaboration the consultants reviewed relevant literature; met with H-UP staff, and interviewed fifteen University faculty and administrators.  Overall, the consultants concluded that H-UP must transition to the next phase of development.  The collaboration is at the end of the initiation phase and needs to move into a growth phase, rooted in faculty involvement.  
One of the major challenges facing H-UP is the lack of time faculty perceives as available.  Without stronger faculty involvement, the collaboration will not be sustainable.  One of the reasons why H-UP did not seem to be a high priority for faculty was the abstract nature of the collaboration.  H-UP is structured around “connecting where it counts” (Doty & Neuse, 2005) over a broad range of potential areas.  Most other successful collaborations are organized around a narrower focus, enabling those involved to show their passion about a particular cause or interest.  It is much harder to be passionate about working with a county.  Structuring H-UP around strategic interest areas may generate greater faculty involvement.  An awareness campaign would also generate additional faculty interest and involvement.  

Formal programs that build personal relationships between faculty and County employees are recommended.  Interest groups, formal intern programs, and University degree programs tailored towards Hennepin County employees are suggestions.  A durable structure must be developed that can last beyond particular individuals leaving employment at either organization.  

Funding is vital for H-UP to become sustainable.  Providing funding in the range of $200,000 to $500,000 for an Innovation Fund would send a strong message to University faculty and Hennepin County employees that collaboration is valued and encouraged.  Contributions should be equal from both organizations.  Such funding could support a joint list of priorities with oversight from a new H-UP Leadership Team.  The Innovation Fund would also generate attention, draw University faculty in, and potentially increase the priority that faculty attach to the collaboration.

To be sustainable, collaboration must be rooted in mission and governance, with sufficient mutual interest.  University faculty must be fully involved and build personal relationships with Hennepin County employees.  Joint priorities need to be established, with funding to support those priorities.  Sustainable collaboration requires a variety of approaches.  A diversified strategy must be employed.   
II. Description of the Hennepin-University Partnership

A. Brief History
A long history of collaboration exists between Hennepin County and the University of Minnesota.  Prior to the creation of the Hennepin–University Partnership in late 2004, Hennepin County and the University of Minnesota had success with initiating and carrying out many projects together.  They have had more than 80 collaborations between 2000-2004 (Doty & Neuse, 2005). 

Collaborations between the University and Hennepin County have varied in process, goals, organizational structure, and leadership.  Collaborations have been both formal and informal.  They have consisted of research, consulting work, serving on advisory boards, providing professional expertise, brainstorming, and many other forms of interaction.  For example, the College of Architecture and Landscape Design partnered with Hennepin County’s Environmental Services to develop a sustainable guide for institutional buildings (SmartLink, 2005).  A different example of an on-going collaboration is the African American Men Project.  Hennepin County NorthPoint Health and Wellness Center joined with the University of Minnesota General College to research the forces behind poverty, crime, poor health, and isolation encircling African American men ages 18-30 (SmartLink, 2005).  This group then worked to develop partnerships within the community that would lead to improved outcomes for African American men. 

In late 2004, Hennepin County and the University of Minnesota decided to make the connection between them more strategic and comprehensive (SmartLink, 2005) by formalizing a partnership agreement.  Leaders of the two organizations expressed a desire to see their employees take collaboration to a new level and achieve better results with serving the community.  Kathie Doty, previously a Hennepin County employee for 15 years, was hired as the H-UP Liaison to further develop the collaboration.

H-UP has a vision statement and goals to direct focus.  The Partnership’s vision is “A strategic alignment between the State’s primary research university and the State’s largest county that results in benefits of the community-connecting where it counts” (Doty & Neuse, 2005).  H-UP has five general goals (Doty & Neuse, 2005).  First, create knowledge by conducting research on issues of mutual interest.  Second, share expertise between the academic and practitioner.  Third, find more enriched learning experiences for students to build community awareness into the future workforce.  Finally, share operational efficiencies on best practices, including combining functions to achieve greater efficiency. 

In promoting the perspective of strategic collaboration to University faculty and County managers, H-UP hopes to achieve greater efficiency and effectiveness for both institutions.  Hennepin County would like to see their managers and other employees work “smarter” by incorporating University resources into their work (SmartLink, 2005).  This can include content expertise, student labor and other research capabilities (SmartLink, 2005).  For the University this would encourage their faculty and other staff to assess Hennepin County for geographically close research, public service expertise and community engagement. 
B.  Problem Definition:

Some of the collaborations between Hennepin County and the University of Minnesota were developed through pre-existing connections (Doty & Neuse, 2005).  These connections were usually formed through personal relationships between specific departments such as University alumni and former University staff being employed by the County.  In these cases, the participants found collaboration easier due to the ease of communication, which was a result of their pre-established relationships.  For more information on the importance of pre-established relationships, see appendix d.  These existing connections also created opportunities for collaborations to develop in other areas of the University. 

Hennepin County and the University of Minnesota are two major public institutions that between them employ over 27,000 people who serve Minnesota residents in a variety of ways.  There are many opportunities for the two organizations to collaborate that would not only be beneficial to each of them but also the surrounding community.  However, can there be successful collaborations between departments that do not have pre-existing relationships?  Can an effective partnership between local government and a university be sustained on an organizational level?  The challenge is to identify the steps to institutionalize collaboration between two large institutions, in a challenging environment of competing priorities and collaborations, different cultures, and sparse resources.  
III. Methodology
To learn about and identify elements of successful collaboration, and specifically steps to institutionalize collaboration, the consultants drew information from four areas:  client meetings, collaboration literature, professor meetings, and subject interviews.  

After meeting with Kathie Doty, the consultants used Crosby and Bryson’s (2005) stakeholder power versus interest grid to organize perceptions of stakeholders’ respective interest and power.  In Figure 1, on the following page, the grid is divided into four sections: crowd, context setters, subjects, and players, with power increasing from left to right at the base of the grid while, on the left, interest increases from crowd to subjects.
Table 1

       STAKEHOLDER POWER-VERSUS-INTEREST GRID
	Special Interest Groups

                

Students

SUBJECTS
	         Hennepin County Commissioners

              Hennepin County Administration

              University of Minnesota President             
H-UP Liaison

PLAYERS

	                    Hennepin County Line Staff

Hennepin County Residents

CROWD
	            Hennepin County Middle Management

U of M Deans                            U of M Faculty

U of M Department Heads

Legislators                                                                        

                                                              Media                        
CONTEXT SETTERS


   





  POWER






The primary supporters of H-UP reside in the desired section of players:  Hennepin County Commissioners and Administration, the H-UP liaison, and the University president.  The context setters are a critical link in institutionalizing collaboration and include University faculty and Hennepin County middle management.  The challenge is how to motivate those with high power, but low interest, to develop greater interest.  Moving context setters into the players’ arena has the potential to further develop H-UP.  The focus was narrowed to University faculty and administrators, as opposed to Hennepin County middle management.  Kathie Doty had previously worked at Hennepin County and felt that knowledge of the University side of the partnership needed to be improved. 

To learn more on what University faculty know of H-UP, and to better understand faculty interest, a list of possible University faculty and administrators to interview was compiled.  The list consisted of thirty-three people with the majority of the proposed interviewees being from the following schools: Social Work, Hubert H. Humphrey, Carlson, Education, and Public Health.  Completing the list are five University administrators and one Hennepin County administrator.  

The consultants developed a questionnaire of ten questions (see appendix A).  The scope of questions addressed the faculty members’ areas of responsibilities, focus of research, any prior collaborations with Hennepin County, potential interests for Hennepin County collaboration, and strengths and challenges of H-UP.   
In the process of interviewing subjects, the consultants have maintained the Institutional Review Board’s protection of human subjects.  Potential interview subjects are informed that the questionnaire functions under IRB guidelines and reference is made to the guidelines at the beginning of the survey (see appendix a).  

The literature review is comprised of three sections: collaboration theories, university collaborations and two specific examples of university/government partnerships.  

The consultants also sustained on-going communications with the professor.  Through, weekly reflections, the consultants wrote to the professor insights, discoveries, and observations about the project.  The professor provided individual feedback.  The consultants met several times with the professor to review work, assess direction, and receive general guidance.

The findings from the survey, literature review, and client and professor meetings will direct and support the consultants’ recommendations.  
IV. Literature Review

A.  Introduction
This review is composed of three parts: collaboration theories, collaborations with universities and finally, two examples of the cross-sector education and local government collaboration.  In the first segment, the concept of collaboration is defined and examined for goals, motivations, assessment, development, and suggestions of how to institutionalize collaboration.  The second segment delves into specific literature of collaborations between universities and local government.  The final segment highlights two examples of cross-sector partnerships:  the Warwick Partnership in the United Kingdom and the Boston Higher Education Partnership.
B. Collaboration Theories

1. Definition, Goals, and Collaboration as Shared Leadership

H-UP’s logo and general goal mirror the basic concepts of collaboration.  H-UP is an example of an inter-organizational collaboration, falling under a broad category of “enduring transactions, flows, and linkages that occur among or between an organization and one or more organizations in its environment,” (Oliver, 1990, p. 241).  The goal of collaborations among organizations is to achieve something together.  H-UP’s tag line is “connecting where it counts.”  In developing the formal agreement of the Hennepin- University Partnership, the leaders of both institutions acknowledge the goal of collaboration: achieve something that would be difficult for one organization to do alone (Huxham, 1996).  The “collaborative advantage” comes when each organization better achieves its own objectives as a result of working with others (Huxham, 1993).  Finally, Hennepin County and the University are both engaged in solving public problems.  Researchers view collaboration, or shared leadership, as the only way to address complex social problems in a shared power world (Huxham 1996, Crosby and Bryson, 2005, Logsdon, 1991 and Himmelman, 1996). 

Tackling social problems through a cross-sector partnership, like H-UP, often means participants defining a problem.  Gray identifies collaboration as “a process of joint decision-making among key stakeholders of a problem domain about the future of that domain (Lodgsdon, 1991, citing Gray, 1989, p. 11, and Sharfman, Gray and Yan, 1991).  Defining a problem can also galvanize people and organizations to participate and lead on issues that matter most to them and their stakeholders (Crosby and Bryson, 2005).  

2.  Motivations 
What compels people and organizations to make collaborative commitments with an uncertain future?  Ring and Van de Ven (1994) assert that people and organizations collaborate for efficiency and equity.  A collaboration’s efficiency is determined by speed and thrift (Ring and Van de Ven, 1994).  Ring and Van de Ven cite Plott (1986), noting, “Efficiency has been a major criterion underlying standard models of economic exchange,” (Ring and Van de Ven, 1994, p. 99).  Equity, to Ring and Van de Ven (1994), means fair dealing, all participants receive benefits proportional to their contributions.  

Logsdon (1991) asserts a different claim on why people and organizations collaborate: interest in a potential outcome and perceived interdependence with other organizations on solving the problem.  When specifically addressing social problems, organizations must know how collaborating to solve a problem will support broader objectives (Logsdon, 1991).  Logsdon’s second and related factor is about an organization’s perceived interdependence.  Is relying on other organizations critical and necessary in working on a problem that is central to an organization’s interests?  

Sharfman, Yan, and Gray (1991) argue that mutually influential relationship exists between the collaboration’s environment and the collaboration itself.  Within any environment, or context, Sharfman et al (1991) delineate two categories:  competitive and institutional.  In the competitive setting, organizations vie for similar resources.  The competitive environment may constrain collaboration due to scarcity of resources.  Alternatively, it may promote collaboration among some organizations if their competitive advantage can be enhanced.  Oliver sees this approach as an asymmetrical motivation (see appendix b).  The institutional environment is comprised of the institutions practices, procedures and regulations that substantiate the legitimacy of the organization.  A collaboration is beneficial to an organization the achievements are strategic to an organization’s institutional practices.  Collaboration may be constraining if it does not support an organization’s norms or procedures. 

3.  Institutionalizing Collaboration  
Ring and Van de Ven (1994) believe collaborations become institutionalized when three factors are maintained.  The first factor is that personal relationships increasingly support formal relationships.  Formal role relationships and expectations become “socially embedded in an incremental and escalating progression of socialization” (Ring and Van de Ven cite McGrath, 1984 and Schein, 1970, p. 103).  Second, as personal relationships build; psychological contracts replace formal contracts and reduce conflicts.  Finally, legal contracts begin to mirror informal contracts, where informal commitments can be transformed into organizational routines (Ring and Van de Ven cite Zucker, 1977, p. 106).  What ties these three factors together is trust, which enables efficiency to grow in a collaborative (Ring and Van de Ven, 1994).  

C.  University-Community Engagement
There is a growing movement recognizing the importance of partnerships between local government and universities.  This cross-sector movement centers on university-community engagement, with the concept of community encompassing diverse stakeholders such as local government, businesses, citizens, and nonprofit organizations.  As the wellbeing of urban areas and universities are increasingly intertwined, the need for sustainable collaboration is paramount.  Brukardt et al (2006b) point out the following:

“Making engagement sustainable is no small goal: shifting institutional leadership and grant based funding, for example, often relegates community partnerships to boutique initiatives that wither away after the dollars dry up…  Creating a “new kind of university” – an engaged university – will require that colleges and universities move beyond experimentation to institutionalization” (p. 5).

For university-community engagement to become sustainable, all stakeholders must recognize their mutual interest (Freeland, 2005, and CEO for Cities, 2006).  Faculty involvement is essential (Kezar & Burkhardt, 2005; Brukardt et al, 2006a, 2006b; Zimpher, 2006; Wanat, 2006; and Dugery et al, 2003) and trust needs to be built between stakeholders (Dugery et al, 2003; Ring and Van de Ven, 1984; and Huxham , 1996).  Collaboration must be central to the mission of each organization (Brukardt et al, 2006a; Zimpher, 2006; and Kezar & Burkhardt, 2005), with adequate funding provided (Brukardt et al, 2006a, 2006b; Zimpher, 2006; Wanat, 2006; Dugery, 2003; and CEO for Cities, 2006).
D.  Examples of Cross-Sector Collaboration
1.  Boston Higher Education Partnership (BHEP)
BHEP is a collaboration of the Boston Public Schools, 32 universities and colleges in the Boston area, the Boston Mayor’s Office, and local business/industry associations.  The main aim of the partnership is to improve education through matching the strength of Boston higher education institutions with the needs of public school teachers and children (BHEP, 2006).  BEHP also provides support and an on-going forum for anyone interested in linking school needs with institutional expertise and interest.
2.  The Warwick Consortium
The Warwick Consortium, which began in 1992, is a partnership between the Local Government Centre at the prestigious Warwick Business School and about 20 UK local authorities.  The goal of the Consortium is to address issues facing local government by jointly designing, developing, financing, and carrying out research to develop strategies (Warwick Consortium, 2006).  The Consortium’s principals of co-research and partnership involve academics, policy makers, and managers working together on answering key questions and solving complex problems.  This provides an opportunity for the academic output from the research to be consistently “reality tested,” and the local government policy and practice output be rigorously challenged by academics and peers.   
V. Interview Findings 

Interview responses were received from fifteen of the thirty-three requests.  Responses were received from University administration and the following schools: Hubert H. Humphrey, Public Health, and Carlson.  Due to the reasons of faculty travel, faculty being away from the office, and an interview period of a week, no interviews were arranged with the schools of Education or Social Work.  The interview findings are summarized below:

1. Hennepin County Bureaucracy: Some of those interviewed mentioned that Hennepin County was a large entity and difficult to navigate.  It was unclear to them how to initiate projects, the appropriate person to contact, what’s on going, and what level of trust could be expected.  Interviewees also noted the level of bureaucracy halted or stalled projects. 

2. Understanding of Hennepin County: Many of those interviewed stated that Hennepin County was a large county where 20% of Minnesotans reside.  Hennepin County was also viewed as a laboratory for urban issues that reflected urban America as a whole.  The importance of County data was also recognized along with talented clinical and professional staff.

3. Funding & Partnership Disconnect: Most of those interviewed stated that one of the benefits of working with Hennepin County was the additional funding that the County could provide.  However, one of Hennepin County’s initial motivations in establishing H-UP was to save money during a time of budget constraints.  Hence, there appears to be a misunderstanding between the two organizations.

4. Priorities: Many of those interviewed would like to know what the priorities of Hennepin County are, particularly the priorities of County Commissioners.  Generating a list of priorities would help to provide focus for H-UP.  

5. Interest/Issue Groups: Many interviewed talked about how collaborations are formed around interests and passions versus a relationship with a specific partner.  Collaboration with HC seemed to be an abstract subject for many of those interviewed.  For example, many did not know H-UP existed.  Though many thought a structure, like H-UP could be beneficial.  

6. Dating Agency: Many interviewees shared a common idea: facilitate information sharing and create a clearinghouse or “dating agency.”  The idea is to develop a list of projects that university schools and even specific individuals are interested in pursuing, or are currently pursuing, helping to match-up University faculty and Hennepin County middle management.

7. Time Constraints: University faculty feel that they are already busy and there is limited time to work on new collaborative efforts with Hennepin County.  Faculty time constraints represent one of the major challenges to further development of H-UP. 

8. Political Aspects: Some of those interviewed expressed political concerns from choosing Hennepin County over another metro county.  For some, the Hennepin County was seen as being one many metro area players that included the Metropolitan Council, City of St. Paul, City of Minneapolis, and Ramsey County.  Hence, some faculty were reluctant to express a desire to collaborate with Hennepin County over another local government entity.  The choice of collaborative partner would depend on the specifics of the desired project.

9. Formal Relationship Building: Some of those interviewed expressed an interest in developing formal ongoing programs with Hennepin County, such an intern program, MPA Hennepin County cohort, and increased Hennepin County participation in the Executive MBA.  Developing such programs would have the added benefit of developing informal relationships between HC staff and U faculty.  Further benefits could follow from those informal relationships.  

10. Innovation Fund/Matching Fund: As referenced in item 3 above, University faculty have the expectation that Hennepin County can provide funds for various joint projects.  Some of those interviewed suggested H-UP provide grants to support joint projects.  Grants could be in the form of matching funds or fund the entire project budget.  Funding would be based on H-UP priorities.

VI. Analysis
A.  Mutual Interest
H-UP addresses mutual interest in a fundamental manner, through the goals and vision of adapted from suggestions by Hennepin County.  “Connecting where it counts” for mutual interest (Smarlink, 2005) was central to the creation of H-UP and is a core aspect of ongoing operations.  The vision of “connecting where it counts” and the formal establishment of H-UP begins building a relationship based on mutual interest, or “enlightened self interest” (CEO for Cities, 2006) where all stakeholders can benefit. 

Mutual interest is the critical link for collaboration.  From the literature and interviews, interest around an issue forges informal and formal relationships.  Interest-based relationships form the basis of potential collaboration (Huxham, 1994, Logsdon, 1991, CEO for Cities, 2006, Ring and Van de Ven, 1994, Oliver 1990 and others).  H-UP does not reflect partnership of a specific or obvious issues/s, but of numerous present and past issues, including a variety of units within each institution.   

H-UP’s fundamental agreement is also a weakness.  Because of the breadth of its agreement between two of the largest bureaucracies in MN, H-UP is a broad and thinly spread concept.  For many of those interviewed, H-UP was either unknown and/or an abstraction.  To contrast, for example, formal relationships between Hennepin County Medical Center and the University of Minnesota’s Medical School or 3M and the Carlson are focused around similar interests strategic to their objectives.  Logsdon’s idea on an organizations’ perceived interdependence in solving a problem could be applied in both of those examples.  The partner does matter in collaboration when they are clearly linked to a matter central to another organization’s interest.  Forming issue-based groups, as outlined in the interview findings, will help to further establish mutual interest for H-UP.

B.  Trust in Relationships
Trust is an influential component in building collaboration.  Trust enables efficiency to grow in a collaborative.  “The greater the ability to rely on trust, the lower the transaction cost (time and energy) required of parties to negotiate, read agreements, and execute a cooperative IOR” (Ring and Van de Ven, 1994, p. 110).  Trust also promotes a sense of equity or fair dealing among all participants.  
Most researchers agree that collaborations among strangers should focus on building trust and working on small projects.  Dugery et al (2003), Ring and Van de Ven (1984) and Huxham (1996) argue small initiatives build personal relationships and trust.  Larger or more meaningful opportunities only present themselves after a relationship of trust has been established.  The aforementioned authors also argue that trust is crucial to the long-term success of engagement.  Zimpher (2006) offers a minority perspective that highlights the need for engagement to address fundamental issues.  Zimpher’s research found that many engagement efforts were “boutique” in nature, and that often small scale projects did not scale up to solutions with a holistic impact.  The engagement effort needs to ask, “Is there an impact on the fundamental metrics that make a district successful?” (Zimpher, 2006, p. 232).
Doty and Nuese (2005) cited over 80 examples of projects between the University and Hennepin County.  Many of those interviewed discussed that trust had been build up through initial projects and that other initiatives had followed afterwards, which reinforces the findings of Dugery et al (2003), Ring and Van de Ven (1984), and Huxham (1996).  However, prior projects with Hennepin County were not analyzed for magnitude, so it is difficult to address Zimpher’s (2006) concern that small scale projects do not scale up to have a holistic impact.  Perhaps the fact that H-UP did not register high on the priority list with some University faculty points to an overall lack of holistic impact?  Adding issue groups to H-UP as previously discussed may help to contribute to holistic impact and also raise faculty awareness of H-UP.  Issue groups will also help to build trust through developing personal relationships between participants.

Providing ways of formally developing informal relationships will also help to develop trust.  Some of those interviewed mentioned that larger initiatives with Hennepin County did not come about until trust had been established on smaller projects.  A way of developing informal relationships is to create a formal internship program, with stated objectives for the number of students to be hired with various Hennepin County departments.  The informal relationships then develop as students, faculty, and Hennepin County employees inter-relate.  Other possibilities include a Master in Public Affairs (MPA) program tailored to a cohort of Hennepin County employees, and involving more Hennepin County employees in the Executive Master in Business Administration program.

C.  Mission and Governance
For engagement to be sustainable, collaboration must be anchored in mission and governance (Brukardt et al, 2006a, Zimpher 2006 and Kezar and Burkhardt, 2005).  “If engagement is to become institutionalized, it must be recognized as central to the purpose of higher education.  It cannot just be an add-on to an existing mission, even at “engaged universities” (Brukardt et al, 2006a, p. 245).  Brukardt et al (2006a) estimates that only 10-15 percent of faculty may be committed to engagement, while two-thirds remain skeptical of engagement becoming a long-term university priority.  If collaboration is central to the mission of the university, it is less likely to be ignored or isolated.  

The University requires its faculty to teach, research and serve, and relative to H-UP, all interviewed have collaborated with Hennepin County.  All interviewed have relationships outside the university related to their own professional and school interests.  All researchers in this small sample (13 of the 15) participate in collaborations and furthermore, have partnered with HC at least once.  This small sample affirms that collaboration is central to the faculty’s work and the University’s broader mission.   

The formation of a H-UP Leadership Team can help connect H-UP into the wider university and HC strategic goals.  Also, a leadership team can offer guidance on navigating mission difference between HC and the University.  The Leadership Team should address the misperception around funding, where both partners expect the other to provide funding.  The Leadership Team should also help formulate priorities for H-UP.
CEO for Cities (2006) also suggests collaboration can become more sustainable through the role of governance.  University leadership can serve on the boards of business associations, community organizations, and public sector bodies; and likewise external university stakeholders can be invited to serve on various boards, councils, and advisory groups.  Cross-pollination of Hennepin County and University employees on committees and boards appeared to be limited.  A full analysis was not completed in this regard, but there are opportunities for greater collaboration in the governance arena.  A suggestion during one of the interviews was to have a Hennepin County employee or Commissioner serve on the newly established University Metropolitan Studies Consortium.  

D.  Stakeholder Support
In order to become institutionalized, collaboration must have the support of key stakeholders.  Who owns the university?  Cohen and March (1986) describe universities as examples of the “garbage can” organizational model.  Such a model is characterized by unclear technologies, sporadic involvement by participants, and lack of agreement on goals.  Administration, faculty, students, parents, elected officials (for public universities), and other groups in society all claim some ownership of universities.  There is usually tension between these groups, with each group having a different perspective on collaboration, tensions can also stem into specific groups when determining role and expectations.  Wanat (2006) highlights that “contested ownership makes it difficult for campus administration to quickly or easily encourage engagement…since the demands for change come from many different directions, there is a tendency for the academy to dig in and outwait the newcomers” (p. 221).  

It was clear from the interviews with University faculty that collaboration with Hennepin County was one of many priorities competing for their time.  Collaboration with Hennepin County was far down the priority list for some staff, and much further up for others.  In some respects, this could be characterized as “sporadic involvement” and “lack of agreement on goals” and thus illustrates Cohen and March’s (1986) “garbage can” model.  However, interviews from one school reflected on-going collaborative involvement, because the efforts brought forth research that was mutually beneficial.  During the interviews faculty generally supported the concept of collaboration with Hennepin County, even if some were not strong participants.  There was not a sense of faculty waiting for collaboration emphasis to pass, as Wanat (2006) describes.
E.  Collaboration Structure
Brukardt et al (2006a) stress that community issues do not arrive in department shaped packages.  Hence, there is a need to create some linkages that cross internal universities boundaries.  The authors suggest that deans from multiple schools within a university group together around specific initiatives, trustee councils with diverse stakeholders be formed, and that of partnership offices report directly to the university President.  Interviewees consistently shared how interests are central to their need for collaboration.  H-UP developing an issues forum, based on priorities, could help to build linkages across the University, especially among schools strategic to established priorities.  
For both the Boston Higher Education Partnership (BHEP) and the Warwick Consortium collaboration is centered on specific interests.  For BHEP the interest is to improve education within the Boston area.  For the Warrick Consortium the interest is to research issues facing local government and develop public policy to address those issues.  For H-UP there is no single interest, the goal is collaboration between two entities for mutual interest.  Developing issues or interest groups for H-UP provides a structure that could be better understood and that University faculty could identify with. 

Dugery et al (2003) point out that universities are difficult for outsiders to navigate, and become even harder when complex interdisciplinary issues need to be addressed.  A single point of contact for engagement is recommended so that all partners “know where the front door is” (Dugery et al, 2003, p. 28).  The single point of contact at the university can act as a broker helping to facilitate collaboration.  
Kathie Doty, the H-UP Liaison, acts as the “front door” for the collaboration.  Many of those interviewed were unaware the collaboration with Hennepin County included the Liaison support role.  Further promotion of the H-UP structure will help promote visibility for the “front door” and improve access.
BHEP and Warwick Consortium each involve over twenty organizations in their respective collaborations.  With H-UP, there are just two organizations.  Expanding the structure of H-UP to include other Twin Cities local government organizations may be beneficial.  H-UP could provide a single point of contact for University faculty interest in interacting with local government.  This could take Dugery et al’s (2003) concept of the “front door” a step further, with a front door for metro area local government, as opposed to a front door just for Hennepin County.  There would not be the same political pressure to choose partnering with one county over another.  Moreover, a larger collaboration would generate increased visibility and potentially become more central to the work of University faculty.  

The University has recently started a Metropolitan Studies Consortium (MSC).  A possibility that requires further consideration would be to include collaboration with Hennepin County within the remit of MSC.  Another possibility would be to develop an office of partnerships with responsibility for multiple collaborations covering the work of H-UP, MSC, Office of Public Engagement, Council of Public Engagement, and Office for Business & Community Economic Development, and Consortium for Post-secondary Academic Success.  Such possible restructuring requires further analysis and is beyond the scope of our paper.  Another possible structural development not requiring the same degree of change is to implement a collaborators forum.  Representatives from the various University offices mentioned above could meet on a regular basis to discuss local government engagement.

The collaboration structure of BHEP includes a research clearinghouse.  The clearinghouse allows researchers to share their findings, identify higher education faculty and Boston Public School staff and access research that will inform their work.  Although H-UP is significantly different to BHEP, a research clearinghouse could be a useful collaborative tool for H-UP.  
An alternative to a research clearinghouse is improving the Experts at Minnesota system.  The Experts system is a university-wide database containing curriculum vitae information on faculty.  The database relies on individual faculty keying in their information and updating it.  The database in its current form is out of date and not particularly useful.  A new initiative to improve the database could be beneficial for collaborating with Hennepin County.

F.  Faculty Involvement
Drawing from the small sample of interviews, faculty are be engaged in collaborative efforts.  However, many authors assert faculty need to partner beyond research and include teaching (Brukardt et al, 2006a, 2006b, Zimpher, 2006, and Wanat, 2006).  Dugery et al (2003) state that, “more faculty engagement equals more student engagement, which, over the long run, leads to university-wide engagement and, ultimately, sustainability” (p. 26).  Kezar and Burkhardt (2005) suggest that community engagement activities should be part of the curriculum.  There were differing perspectives on the interviews.  Some viewed Hennepin County as solely an outreach provider; others saw them as research partners, while others saw Hennepin County comprising many roles: outreach, teaching, and service.  

Looking at faculty involvement from a different perspective, how do faculty perceive Hennepin County as critical to their teaching, researching or serving the community over other metropolitan counties?  Logsdon (1991) argues a potential collaborator’s perceived interdependence with others is a strong motivation.  When asked why collaborate with Hennepin County over other municipal governments, a number said it depends on the issue, money and other factors.  Others said there where political challenges to pick one county over another.  While others said component, professional staff interested in the same issues promotes their relationships.  

Oliver (1990) states that legitimacy and credibility can stem from partnerships with multiple members that function as a club.  The Warwick Consortium functions as a club with a high degree of prestige attached to membership.  Involving additional member organizations in H-UP has the potential to add prestige and increase the desire for faculty to become more active participants. 

One of the challenges for faculty involvement is lack of time to collaborate with Hennepin County.  Developing a “dating agency” approach to H-UP could also improve faculty involvement.  Through creating a list of those interested in particular issues, and another list of those with active projects, such a match-making concept could reduce the amount of time to develop successful collaborative projects.
G.  Funding
Funding in collaboration is critical.  Funds are required for community engagement to become central to university operations (Brukardt et al, 2006a, 2006b, Zimpher, 2006, Wanat, 2006, Dugery, 2003, and CEO for Cities, 2006).  Funding supports a mission, and if funding is not forthcoming, the credibility of the mission will be questioned.  Funding is also required for faculty reward systems and for establishing supportive networks, such as an office of partnerships.  Many of those interviewed shared that money is an important motivator for working with HC.  For H-UP, development of a fund or matching funds will promote visibility and bring people into the partnership.
VII. Recommendations
Many of the recommendations have been previously discussed in the Interview Findings and Analysis sections.  The recommendations are summarized in the table below:

Table 2 – Recommendation Summary 

	
	Recommendation
	Description

	1. 
	Leadership Team
	Create a Leadership Team to govern H-UP. The team should consist of the H-UP liaison, his/her two supervisors (one HC and one University), and an equal number of players from each of the two organizations.  The Leadership Team would meet once a semester (or as needed) to determine ways in which the two entities can collaborate on research and projects.  The Leadership Team would assist the liaison in promoting interest in the level of collaborating between the two organizations, and develop the priorities list.  Finally, the Leadership Team would oversee and authorize the expenditures from the Innovation Fund. 



	2. 
	Innovation Fund
	Hennepin County and the University of Minnesota should each make annual contributions to an Innovation Fund.  Faculty or Hennepin County personnel could apply for matching funds (or total funds) from H-UP to assist in research that is beneficial to both organizations.  The Leadership Team would oversee the fund and determine which projects necessitate funding.  The annual contributions from each entity should start in the $100,000-250,000 range ($200,000 to $500,000 in total).  The fund would provide an immense incentive for faculty and Hennepin County personnel to collaborate with each other.  It will also promote awareness of H-UP as faculty search for funding sources for their research.  



	3. 
	Research Clearing House and Dating Agency
	Create a Research Clearinghouse that would allow faculty to share their findings with Hennepin County staff that have an interest in research in specific topics and subject areas.  A small web-based database could be created that lists subject areas and those involved in either research (University) or the practical application of the subject (Hennepin County).  The clearinghouse could also contain a list of projects that specific individuals are interested in pursuing, or are currently pursuing, helping to match-up University faculty and HC middle management.  Hence, the “dating agency” concept previously discussed in the Analysis and Interview Findings sections could potentially be combined with the Research Clearinghouse idea.


	4. 
	Awareness Campaign
	Institute an awareness campaign among faculty and Hennepin County personnel to inform them of the opportunities available to them through H-UP.  Most faculty who were interviewed as a part of this study were either not aware of the existence of H-UP or they were unsure of what H-UP and the liaison’s responsibilities were.  The awareness campaign should consist of:

· The H-UP liaison meeting regularly with the deans of colleges which, because of their area of research, are most likely to partner with Hennepin County on projects and/or research

· Communication to university faculty though e-mail or written publications

· Networking opportunities where the H-UP liaison would arrange to have key faculty and University administrators meet with key administrators and managers from Hennepin County to discuss partnership opportunities.

· Presentations by the H-UP liaison at key events that are attended by new and existing University faculty and administrators.



	5. 
	Priorities List
	Hennepin County Commissioners and University leadership should develop priorities regarding the role of their organizations in collaborating with each other.  The University should consider incorporating collaboration with Hennepin County and other local units of government in its strategic positioning process.



	6. 
	Partnership Structure
	Create a Collaboration Forum at the University to encourage the various offices and programs to work with each other to increase collaboration with outside organizations.  Examples of other programs include the Metropolitan Studies Consortium, Office of Public Engagement, Council of Public Engagement, Office for Business & Community Economic Development, and Consortium for Post-secondary Academic Success.  An alternative is to consider consolidating responsibility for these various groups. 



	7. 
	Interest/Issue Groups
	Create interest groups or forums that would focus around particular topics and priorities.  Individuals from both organizations could participate in the groups to discuss ways to increase collaboration in particular subject areas and issues.  This may help generate more enthusiasm and interest in H-UP.  


	8. 
	Formalized Informal Relationships
	Create formal programs that advance informal personal relationships.  For example, create a formal internship program in which University students could intern with Hennepin County commissioners or administrative staff.  Other possibilities include an MPA program tailored to a cohort of Hennepin County employees, and involving more Hennepin County employees in the EMBA program.




VIII. Conclusion

Senior leadership at the University and Hennepin County strongly supported the formation of the Hennepin-University Partnership.  From discussions with Kathie Doty (H-UP Liaison) and University administrative officials, we conclude that H-UP has a solid base of support at the senior leadership level.  For collaboration with Hennepin County to be sustainable and institutionalized, such support is a prerequisite.

Overall H-UP must transition to the next phase of development.  The collaboration is at the end of the initiation phase and needs to move into a growth phase that is rooted in faculty involvement.  Interviews with University faculty indicated that awareness of the H-UP structure is limited.  Further development is required at the faculty level to promote greater involvement.  All faculty interviewed had collaborated with Hennepin County.  However, collaboration with the County did not appear to be that important a priority to faculty, topic matter was the priority.  Without stronger faculty involvement, the collaboration will not be sustainable. 

One of the reasons why H-UP did not seem to be a high priority for faculty was the abstract nature of the collaboration.  H-UP is structured around “connecting where it counts” over a broad range of potential areas.  Most other successful collaborations are organized around a narrower focus, enabling those involved to show their passion about a particular cause or interest.  Structuring H-UP around interest areas that are a priority for both the County and the University may generate greater faculty involvement.  An awareness campaign would also generate additional faculty interest and involvement. 

Developing strong personal relationships between University faculty and County employees is required for successful collaboration.  New formal programs that help build personal relationships are recommended.  Interest groups mentioned above would help to develop relationships, as would formal intern programs, and University degree programs tailored towards Hennepin County employees.  The important aspect is to develop a structure that will be durable and can last beyond particular individuals leaving employment at either organization.  The added benefit of formally developing personal relationships is that additional informal collaborative projects may result. 

One of the major challenges facing H-UP is the lack of time faculty expressed as available for collaboration with Hennepin County.  Recommendations to reduce the amount of time required to start-up successful collaborative projects include: developing a list of joint priorities for both entities, and creating a “dating agency” that matches people with potential or active projects with those have the desired skill set or expertise to partner with.

Funding is vital for H-UP to become sustainable.  An organization spends money on what is important to it.  Providing funding in the range of $200,000 to $500,000 for an Innovation Fund would send a strong message to University faculty and Hennepin County employees that collaboration is valued and encouraged.  Contributions should be equal from both organizations.  A new H-UP Leadership Team and could govern such funding and support a joint list of priorities.  The Innovation Fund would also generate attention, draw University faculty in, and potentially increase the priority that faculty attach to the collaboration.

To be sustainable, collaboration must be rooted in mission and governance, with sufficient mutual interest.  University faculty must be fully involved and build personal relationships with Hennepin County employees.  Joint priorities need to be established, with funding to support those priorities.  Sustainable collaboration requires a variety of approaches.  A diversified strategy must be employed.  

IX. Appendix
A.  Interview Survey

Research and Analysis in Collaboration:  Recommendations for the Hennepin County/University of MN Partnership (H-UP)

Bill Calmbacher, Mark Kahn, Chuck Miner, Johanna Olson

HHH Institute of Public Affairs, PA 8002

Instructor: Gary DeCramer, EdD.  (E-mail: gdecramer@umn.edu, Office: 612-625-3458)
Institutional Review Board

A. The University of MN’s Institutional Review Board (IRB) guides the ethical process of this research study.  The IRB reviews research projects involving human subjects to ensure that two broad standards are upheld: first, that subjects are not placed at undue risk; second, that they give uncoerced, informed consent to their participation.
B. All information collected in the interview will be confidential, to be reviewed only by the principal investigator, Dr. Gary DeCramer and the four co-investigators, Bill Calmbacher, Mark Kahn, Chuck Miner and Johanna Olson.  
C. The IRB Study Number for PA 8002: 0606E88271
D. The purpose of the study has two goals:

· Identify elements required to collaborate successfully, primarily how to institutionalize collaboration between a local government entity and a public university

· Create a research report that helps employees of Hennepin County and the University of MN to collaborate

Hennepin County Service Areas

	Human Services (Children’s, Behavioral and Mental Health, First Stop, Veteran’s Services and Housing)
	Law and judiciary (County Attorney’s Office, Community Corrections, Hennepin County District Court, Sheriff’s Office, Emergency Preparedness)

	Health (HCMC, Mpls Medical Research Fndn, Metro Health Plan, Pilot City Health Center)
	Housing

	Library Elections
	Property Taxes

	Roads and Bridges
	Licenses and Records

	Waste and Recycling
	Mass Transit


The Hennepin-University Partnership (H-UP)

H-UP was initiated in late 2004 to strengthen the connection between the state’s largest county and the state’s premier educational and research institution.  This partnership supports both existing relationships between the two entities, and the initiation of new connections where mutual benefit can be realized.  

Questionnaire 

1. What is your primary area of responsibility at the University of Minnesota?

a. Do you participate in research?  If so, please describe.  Are your research audience and subjects local, national, or international?

b. Have you worked with Hennepin County (HC) or other units of local government before?  If so, please explain.

2. How does working with HC support the following efforts? 
a. Your research.

b. Related research you are aware of in your department/school.

c. The interests of your students in like partnerships.

d. If working with HC does support any of these efforts, what are the benefits? 
3. Do you see any future opportunities to work with HC?  

4. What are compelling factors/reasons to collaborate with HC?  

5. Would you choose HC over another partner?  Why?

6. What are the challenges facing collaboration with HC?

7. What are characteristics of good collaborations that you’ve participated in here at the U?  Or other collaborations outside of the U?

8. Do you think that collaboration requires a structure or framework like H-UP? Why/why not? If yes, do you have any recommendations for what that structure might be?

9. Anything else to share?

10. Would you like a follow-up from Kathie Doty of H-UP? Or is there any one else you suggest that Kathie follow-up with? 

B.  Supporting Literature

1. University-Community Partnerships

Brukardt et al (2006a, 2006b), Zimpher (2006), and Wanat (2006), and Freeland (2005) all address university-community partnerships from a predominately university perspective.  Perhaps this is to be expected, given the importance of publishing within the academic context.  CEO for Cities (2006) provides perspectives for multiple stakeholders.  Dugery et al (2003) add a non-profit perspective.  Additional research from the perspectives of local government, business, and other stakeholders would be helpful.  

CEO for Cities is a nonprofit organization that facilitates cross-sector collaboration and brings together civic leaders, mayors, university officials, corporate executives, foundation presidents, and business leaders to address issues affecting the future of U.S. cities.  The argument is that universities are an untapped economic resource and that collaboration can be for the mutual benefit of all partners.  In 1996, urban universities spent $136 billion on salaries, goods and services – nine times greater than federal direct spending on urban business and job development (CEO for Cities, 2006).  

CEO for Cities (2006) primarily views collaboration from an economic perspective.  Introducing other factors that affect quality of life would also be helpful.  For example, recognition of the importance of learning for individual and societal wellbeing would speak to academic stakeholders.  

Separating out the approaches, culture changes, or action steps needed to advance engagement within specific stakeholder groups would be beneficial.  For example, what can County Commissioners do in order to improve collaboration with universities?  Another example would be research focused on how university faculty members could be encouraged to support engagement.  The need for faculty engagement is discussed widely in university-community engagement literature, but few concrete action steps are provided. 

Kezar and Burkhardt (2005) address the need for reward systems for engagement, with engagement required as part of the criteria for tenure, promotion, raises, and grants.  Analysis of the tenure, promotion, and general faculty reward systems at the University of Minnesota fell outside of the scope of our paper.  A future project that analyzed these reward systems would provide a fascinating insight into university culture and provide additional recommendations for sustaining collaboration.
2. Boston Higher Education Partnership (BHEP)


BHEP is a collaboration of the Boston Public Schools, 32 universities and colleges in the Boston area, the Boston Mayor’s Office and local business/industry associations.  The priorities of the collaborative are:

1. Award college scholarships to Boston Public School graduates.

2. Provide pre-service and graduate-level training to Boston teachers and administrators.

3. Improve the teaching and learning in Boston Public Schools. 
4. Increase visibility to the efforts of colleges and universities, performing both a celebratory and symbolic function, as well as a sustainability function. 

Throughout the City of Boston, BHEP is a convener, facilitator, and champion for improving education.  BHEP provides support and an on-going forum for anyone interested in linking school needs with institutional expertise and interest.  BHEP formalized a relationship between two long-standing but isolated- education communities.  BHEP is designed to match the strength of higher education institutions with the needs of public school teachers and children.  “This remarkable partnership between schools and higher education…is the longest sustained educational collaboration of its size and quality in the United States.  It has been a two-way street in which everyone benefits - most especially the children of Boston.”  Gregory R. Anrig, former Massachusetts Commissioner of Education (BHEP, 2006). 


The origins of BHEP tie to Boston’s 1974 federal school desegregation court order.  Twenty-one colleges and universities were matched with schools in the city to provide guidance in professional development and curriculum, as well as work in parental engagement and individual tutoring for students.

The Boston Compact formally folded the higher education partnership into the work of schools in 1983 along with the business community.  While the business community pledged to provide jobs and internship opportunities to Boston students, higher education institutions agreed to increase postsecondary access and success for Boston Public School graduates over a five-year period.  Both sectors set about making specific improvements to achieve their objectives, and for the higher education community this included aggressive recruitment, increased financial aid, and improved retention efforts.  For the first time in Boston, a set of “measurable goals” was attached formally to the agreements of collaboration.

BHEP established a research division to support researchers and practitioners committed to the educational achievement of Boston Public School students.  The BHEP Research Clearinghouse allows researchers to share their findings and higher education faculty and Boston Public School staff to access research that will inform their work.  The clearinghouse is being launched in collaboration with the Boston Public Schools Office of Research, Assessment and Evaluation. 

3. The Warwick Consortium


The Warwick Consortium began in 1992 and is a partnership between the Local Government Centre at the prestigious Warwick Business School and about 20 UK local authorities.  Local authorities are invited to join the Consortium; however, the member list is deliberately kept small.  This is to ensure that each authority can fully participate in the collaborative work and have the opportunity to develop trusting relationships.  These member authorities are selected from counties, districts, and metropolitan districts in urban and rural Scotland, England, and Wales.

The goal of the Consortium is address issues facing local government by jointly designing, developing, financing, and carrying out research to develop strategies.  The Consortium’s principals of co-research and partnership involve academics, policy makers, and managers working together on answering key questions and solving complex problems.  This provides an opportunity for the academic output from the research to be consistently “reality tested,” and the local government policy and practice output be rigorously challenged by academics and peers.   

The Consortium’s six objectives:

1. To analyze the strategic challenges facing the public service and the implications of roles, strategies, leadership, management and organization of local government,

2. To support and assess the experience of member local authorities as they grapple with the changes and complexities facing them,

3.  To evaluate innovation and foster inter-organizational learning,

4. To disseminate and apply the experience gained through the Consortium’s research and development programs within member authorities and then more widely in local government,

5. To contribute to and influence public policy, based on research and informed analysis,

6. To contribute to the theory and practice of policy-making, leadership, management and organization in local governance and public service delivery.

Governance and Management of the Consortium


The Warwick Consortium is governed by a Steering Committee.  Members are elected to this Committee during the Consortium’s Annual Conference.  Some members include council or deputy leaders, chief executives, and senior officers.  The Steering Committee meets four times a year and provides strategic direction for the Consortium, oversees the budget and priorities, and also functions as a kind of “think tank” on key local government issues.  Warwick University offers management to the consortium through a designated Consortium Director and a small team of researchers and academic support.  
4. A Research Topic for 2006


The research topic, “Accountability of Partnerships” was the main theme of the Consortium’s annual conference in January 2006.  Functioning in a partnership is essential for the day-to-day working of local authorities, local health bodies, and other local public service agencies.  However, it appears that issues relating to governance and accountability have not been figured out.  There has been a potential for contradiction and conflict of accountabilities. 


The consortium acknowledges that complex partnership arrangements are not easily understood by the general public, by the consumers of services, or even by those who work in the system.  The Consortium is interested in examining the perimeters of participant responsibility, governance principles and representation, political implications and best practices in the UK and throughout the world.   


The Warwick Consortium is beginning to tackle this project by conducting ‘interview visits’ with key players in a number of Consortium authorities to help focus the research.  Key topics immediately identified for this research project include managing complex accountabilities, managing conflicts of interest, measuring the effectiveness of partnerships and dealing with ineffectiveness and obsolescence.
5. Assessing Motivation

Oliver (1990) cites six general motivations for organizations to develop inter-organizational relationships.  The first is necessity.  An organization, a form of government, or a foundation mandates collaboration as necessary for implementing a project or service.  Second is asymmetry, where collaboration is seen as an opportunity to exert power over an organization and its resources.  Reciprocity is another reason, where motives emphasize “collaboration, cooperation, and coordination among organizations” (Oliver, 1990, p. 244).  Oliver agrees with Ring and Van de Ven that efficiency, improving the internal output/input ratio can be persuasive.  A fifth reason is a coping strategy in an uncertain environment, stability.  Finally, legitimacy may stem from an organization “to demonstrate or improve its reputation, image, prestige, or congruence with prevailing norms” (Oliver, 1994, p. 246). 

6. Development of Collaborations

Collaborations occur in developmental stages.  Ring and Van de Ven (1994) have described the process as cyclical and with three general, re-occurring stages.  Collaboration begins with commitment, and then circles into execution and finally renegotiation.    

7. Pre-existing Relationships 

Pre-existing relationships matter in developing an effective collaboration.  Prior relationships or connections help collaborations to form more quickly.  “Cooperative IORs among parties who have had prior economic relationships or social ties tend to develop far more quickly… then among parties, who, initially, were strangers” (Ring and Van de Ven citing Galaskiewicz and Shatin, 1981; p. 101).  However, collaborative efforts among strangers build slowly and informally, relying little upon trust (Ring and Van de Ven citing Friedman, 1991 and Van de Ven, 1976).  

8. Challenges

If collaboration can ameliorate social ills, build market stability, and promote equity and efficiency, why are more organizations not doing it?  Collaborations often suffer from “difference in aims, language, procedures, culture and perceived power; from the tension between autonomy and accountability and the lack of authority structures and the time needed to manage logistics” (Huxham, 1996, p. 4).  Huxham goes on to share that these challenges lead to inertia or the demise of the effort when challenges are not anticipated and time is not appropriately invested to achieve goodwill, bridge organizational cultures and develop relationships for the sake of the relationships.  

Collaboration takes time and effort.  Huxham says collaborations should only be done to achieve something.  “Most of what organizations strive to achieve is, and should be done alone” (Huxham, 1996, p. 3).  Doing work alone is also saves money for the organization, “Collaboration is more time consuming – and hence resource consuming and costly – then non-collaborative activities” (Huxham, 1996, p. 6).  
Institutionalizing a procedure is an on-going practice and it is cyclical (Zucker, 1997).  For institutionalization to occur, application of a concept or practice must be uniform and then maintained throughout an organization (Zucker, 1997).  Maintenance also protects the concept and is resistant to immediate change (Zucker, 1997).    

9. Defining Organizational Cultural

The University of Minnesota is the largest University in the country in regard to campus size and is equal to Ohio State University for the largest student body (Neuse & Doty, 2005).  Hennepin County is home to almost one-quarter of the population of Minnesota, approximately 1.1 million people and oversees an annual operating budget of 1.8 million dollars.  During an interview, a University administrator stated, “In the academic world it is difficult to work across schools due to their centered focus within their discipline.  This has lead to insulated and isolated silos among the colleges of the University and created a fragmented system.”  Over time, these two large organizations have developed their own cultures defined as “the way they do things” which impacts leadership, decision-making, accountability, sense of time, follow-through and many other practices.  It is very important that one understands organizational cultural when introducing new ideas. 

An organization’s culture is developed through a pattern of shared basic assumptions that have been learned by the members of the group (Schein, 1999).  These assumptions consist of interwoven patterns of beliefs, values, practices, and artifacts that define for people who they are and how they are to do things (Bolman & Deal, 1997).  A culture isn’t developed or changed overnight (Schein, 2004).  Over time, these assumptions become deeply rooted in an organization.  It takes time, effort and consistency to get new approaches firmly embedded an organization’s culture.
Defining and understanding an organization’s culture is the first part of the process in planning how to address issues and make needed changes.  Otherwise, any changes introduced that are not compatible with the current culture will be resisted (Kotter, 1996).  You can begin to define culture through meetings where questions are asked and then developed into conversations that explore underlining assumptions that make up the culture (Schein, 1999).  In this process it is important to first identify the artifacts of the culture.  These consist of things on the surface that one sees, hears, and feels.  Some examples of artifacts include the disorganized conditions in an organization; the lack of technology; inadequate resources and lack of modest amenities; a heavily used yet understaffed department; the configuration of the office building; poor security etc.

The next step is to reconvene these groups to identify the espoused values, which are justifications for behavior (Schein, 1999).  These consist of judgments about what is good and bad, which make sense of how actions are evaluated as exemplary or ineffective.  Some examples of the espoused values include: the organization’s commitment to deliver services to a certain population; the staff’s loyalty and commitment to provide quality care to their client’s over leaving for a higher paying job; certain teams see themselves as an island unto themselves and don’t need to participate in agency functions or work collegially with other staff; and management behaving arrogantly toward employees.


The information gathered is then used to delve deeper and to define the underlying assumptions ingrained in the culture (Schein, 1999).  These assumptions are the sources of meaning and contradiction.  They are the taken for granted beliefs, perceptions, thoughts and feeling that at times, can also be unconscious.  Douglas McGregor articulated that if people are treated consistently in terms of certain basic assumptions, they come eventually to behave according to those assumptions in order to make their world stable and predictable (Heil et al, 2000).  Each of these cultural values provides assets and liabilities.  A group viewing themselves as the elite group among the rest of the staff can inhibit teamwork and reduce the accomplishment of an organization’s overall goals.  This elitism can also be tapped into to create a leadership strategy for maximizing teamwork and thus accomplishing goals. 

A place to begin is to focus on the employees and use their strengths to the organization’s advantage such as assembling a group of employees that consist of opinion leaders from all departments in the organization.  These individuals play an important role in this change process.  They are insiders, they accept much of the cultural core, and they have credibility (Schein, 2004).  If this group can adapt to the new external realities while holding on to their cultural core strengths they can be a powerful force for gradual and incremental change.    
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� Note the term collaboration and partnership are used interchangeably throughout this report.


� Collaborations are defined as “relatively enduring transactions, flows, and linkages that occur among or between an organization and one or more organizations in its environment,” (Oliver, 1994, p. 241.
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