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1. Introduction

Today, a majority of practitioners and academiceobsrs seem to agree that
specific forms of long-term oriented co-operatiogtvieen - in formal terms -

independent firms and imply important advantageschvhwould neither occur

simply on the basis of purely opportunistic behaviand short-term orientations
nor would they arise from structures of central tomnand organizational

integration (Bachmann, 2007).
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Undoubtedly, the trend towards the establishmeiwtasfe - and long-term oriented
external relationships is strong and has also beafirmed by many contributions
which in recent years discussed the characterigticthe system of interfirm
relations (Bachmann, 2007).

The term partnership describes a very wide rangeanitracts and informal
arrangements between firms and communities. Thenuorities involved in
partnerships range from local to global in scabatierships are relationships and
agreements that are actively entered into, on tpeatation of benefit, by two or
more parties. Partnerships are formed to addressssof collective implications of
individuals at local and regional spatial levelscts as governance, quality of life,
economic development, social cohesion, employmetd, Partnerships are a
means to share risk between the two parties, aind parties often playing an
important supportive roles (Mayers & Vermeulen, 200

2. Characteristics of Effective Community Partnerships

Findings from the study conducted by the CentreSiobstance Abuse Prevention
(CSAP) have demonstrated that effective communytngrships include the
following characteristics:

« A comprehensive vision that encompasses all segmiana community
and aspects of community life.

« A widely shared vision that has been agreed onroyps and citizens
across the community.

e A strong core of committed partners who have bewmlved in the
partnership from the very beginning.

* An inclusive and broad-based membership that rsfldee participation
from all segments of the community, including therkvplace.

e Avoidance or quick resolution of conflict that mighcreate a
misunderstanding about a partnership’s basic perpos

» Decentralized units such as local planning couneilsneighbourhood
teams, which not only encourage action directeth@mneeds of the small
areas within a community, but also enlist residéotsake the necessary
actions or decisions.

« Reasonable staff turnover that is not disruptive.
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* Extensive prevention activities and support foraloprevention. (CSAP,
2000).

Partnerships also strengthen democratic practitée greatest challenge of
community’s partnerships is to use their own asaetsto internalize the need to
improve their life styles that can be achieved tigio individual and community

empowerment. The factors that exist in a commuaity called assets defined by
three interrelated characteristics: include theacdjes of the members, internally
focused and driven by relationships. To empowerctdremunity means that it may
be able to create wealth and the basis of sustairggvelopment using all the
resources and all the vehicles at its disposal.

In community partnerships, power relations are riediamong the main actors,
NGOs, grassroots organizations, the private segtdriocal governments, as equal
partners in consensus building and decision-mak#iggan essential element of
development, community foundations bring togethey lstockholders as equal
partners with their own unique assets and theikhow of the environment.
Communities must become equal partners in the dprrednt process through the
involvement of all their members in the analysiseafsting assets as a starting
point for launching an investment initiative, rathiean become recipients in need
of expertise.

Innovative solutions to challenges facing societiegn be found through
partnerships between government, firms, communéies civil society. Through
partnerships, these economic agents may work tegeth design and adapt
strategies and policies and take initiatives caoestswith shared priorities to
improve governance of local conditions.

3. Advantages of Partnerships

According to Cinnéide (2003) enhanced governanoaugh partnerships enables
society to solve problems more effectively through:

* Integrated holistic approach;

» Co-ordination of policies/actions;

« Participation of civic society in decision making;
» Empathy with local needs/conditions;

» Adaptation of policies/actions to local priorities;
» Custom-tailored area based strategies;
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» Leveraging additional resources;
* Synergy from team effort.

Two ways to promote “investing in communities” aoeinvolve the private sector
and to focus on wealth creation rather than povaligviation. With partnerships
the community brings other entities to be cataly&silitators and vehicles to
mobilize resources. Partnerships are importanhéoprivate sector because they
help to manage the expectations of the communihe pPrivate sector has the
mechanism through which it can mobilize resouressjst governments and be a
good partner for communities.

4. The Asset-Based Community Development (ABCD) Apprazh in
Community Development

The Asset-Based Community Development (ABCD) apgitdacates the control
of the development process in the hands of commesgniAsset based community
development is an approach to work at the commueitgl influenced by theory
and practice in areas of: community mobilizing (Méght & Kretzmann, 1993)
(Elliott, 1999) (Chambers & Cowan, 2003). Sustaladlvelihoods (Bebbington,
2000) (Sen, 1981, 1984, 1999) (de Haan, 2000) &é&tein, 2003), the UNDP
sustainable livelihood model (UNCDF, 2001); the DHmnodel of sustainable
livelihoods (Ashley & Carney, 1999) (Carney, 2082H asset building.

Asset-based community development is a means bgtmddmmunities recognize
the value of the multiple assets that they havematy social, natural, physical,
financial, technological, etc. The Asset-Based apphh aims “to locate all of the
available local assets, to begin connecting therth whe another in ways that
multiply their power and effectiveness, and to hegjarnessing those local
institutions that are not yet available for locavdlopment purposes.” (McKnight
& Kretzmann,1993). Also ABC may support a commuidtyorganize to mobilize
these assets, build on and protect their asset fmssustained community
development, position them as a sound investmelevier additional assets from
multiple investors.

The assets based approach is an approach to cigarticipation in low-income
communities. Communities possess significant agbetscan be mobilized and
utilized, besides the need for external resourtlesse assets and capacities can be
broken down into three categories:
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* Primary building blocks assets that are locatethéncommunity and
controlled by its members;

» Secondary building blocks are assets not under agrityncontrol but
which can be brought under its control;

* The third category is potential building blocks. Kiight and
Kretzmann (1993).

Communities are not subjects; they are not recipiehaid. They are the architects
of their own destinies. ABC locates control in thends of communities, orients
the policy and regulatory environment towards comitydevel asset building for
sustainable livelihoods. An ABCD tool uses is aetygf analysis where you are
looking at what's coming in, what is leaking outdawhat money is being
circulated in the community.

As a methodology, asset based community developgrent out of the findings of

a study of communities that had spontaneously aachatically improved their

economies and social conditions over a period wérs¢ years (McKnight and

Kretzmann, 1993), has been influenced by partioiyatnethodological traditions

and embraces the concept of asset-building, as agelasset-mobilization, for

sustainable community-driven development. ABCD & anethodology to help

organizations that work at the community levelHeitin a geographic sense or
with target groups) stimulates an asset-based amuneinity-driven development

process.

5. Characteristics of the Asset Based Methodology

Some characteristics of the Asset Based Methodolfmyy working at the
community level are:

* Purposeful reconnaissance;

» Building a relationship with community members;
* Motivating community members;

* ldentifying assets;

* Not mapping but organizing;

* Linking and mobilizing assets for initial communégtivity;
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e Sustaining social and economic development ovelotinger term.

Application of ABCD is context specific and deperaiaong other factors on the
historic relationship between the intermediary aigation and the community,
power dynamics within communities, the capacity fofmal and informal
leadership in the community. Also, cultural factarsd the relationship between
communities and local and state governments (eslhediegarding access to
assets) are important in the relationship contéxtdefinition of community
attempts to establish a common understanding ofdh&plex concept of capacity
building (McKnight and Kretzmann's, 1993).

In ABCD, a community explores its assets and ozgitself in order to mobilize

those assets. The approach recognizes not onlgcfadaand natural assets, but
human, physical and most importantly social asseise latter being formal and

informal associations, which become the vehiclexfonmunity development.

6. Important Community Assets

McKnight and Kretzmann (1993) have demonstratetidbamunity assets are key
building blocks in sustainable urban and rural camity revitalization efforts.
These community assets include:

« the skills of local residents;

- the power of local associations;

- the resources of public, private and non-profitiingons;
- the physical and economic resources of local places

McKnight and Kretzmann (1993) found that local emmic development is
successful when communities are able to identify arobilize their own assets
before drawing on resources from outside and heN&zéns” rather than NGOs or
government agencies at the centre of the developactinity

Partnerships are needed to achieve targets ofteyng-sustainable development.
Partnerships provide a viable option for sustaimaonomic development and
benefits for the stakeholders involved, promotagparency and accountability.
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Partnerships are of interest in the search focg{fe governance mechanisms in an
age of opportunities and threats created by glpa@din. Local partnerships in
Mexico contribute to good governance. As a forng@fernance, partnerships may
be weak if the capacity of partners is uneven anhares different degree of
legitimacy.

Co-operation and co-ordination fostered by partnpss are the result of the
accountability framework reconciled with collectiwtrategic planning. If local
communities have weak capacity, participatory deamc and public
accountability are challenged. Public sector, fire@mmunities and civil society
as partners differ significantly.

The accountability of partnerships may be underthinéhen NGOs and the

unstructured civil society are represented on anteker basis and their interests
may not be the ones of the community, giving wagdnoflicts of interests. Elected

officials are accountable to their constituencied public officials are accountable
to government. If large firms and governments heedtronger partners, may help
to build the capacity of weak partners. Small aretliimm enterprises (SMES) as
partners may not be properly represented if theeenat mechanisms to enable
broad representation.

7. Coalitions, Partnerships, Alliances, Joint Ventureor Consortiums

In order to define the types of organizations tteat legitimately be labeled TSs,
we might place multiparty organizations along aticaum that ranges from the
loosest form of collaboration to the tightest. Ae iooser end of the spectrum are
coalitions. They usually have the least structafeen relying only on terms of
reference and a decision-making process, and are¢oape used for advocacy
purposes. In that case, they forgo a vision devetoy process in favor of a
process for reaching agreement on objectives aadaacacy strategy. Coalition is
a term favored by health promoters for a TS aimedchieving common goals
(Roberts, 2004, p.26).
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Table 1. Continuum from the loosest to tightest ctdborative structure

| Alliances I

Joint

Venture or
Consortiums

~]

[ Partnerships I

I Continuum from the loosest to the tightest collaborative structure

Source: (Roberts, 2004, p. 26)

In the following matrix that is based on Himmelngamhatrix of strategies,
illustrates the range of activities, resources, aehdracteristics for organizations
and community relationships.

Table 2. Matrix of Strategies for Working Together

Type of relationship

Definition

Relationship

Characteristics

Resources

* Networking

+ Coordinating

* Cooperating

+ Collaborating

» Exchanging
information for
mutual benefit

* Exchanging
information for mutual
benefit; Altering
activities to achieve

a commen purpose

» Exchanging information
for mutual benefit;
Altering activities and
sharing resources to
achieve a common
purpose

» Exchanging information
for mutual benefit;
Altering activities, sharing
resources; and enhancing
the capacity of another
to achieve a common
purpose

* Informal

* Formal

* Formal

* Formal

* Minimal time commitments;
Limited! levels of trust; No necessity
to share turf; Information exchange
is the primary focus

* Moderate time commitments;
Moderate levels of trust; No necessity
to share turf; Making access to
services or resources more user
friendly is the primary focus

* Substantial time commitments;
High levels of trust;

Significant access to each other's
turf; Sharing of resources to
achieve a common purpose

is the primary focus

* Extensive time commitments;
Very high levels of trust;
Extensive areas of common turf;
Enhancing each other's capacity
to achieve a common purpose
is the primary focus

» No mutual sharing
of resources
necessary

* No or minimal
mutual sharing
of resources
necessary

* Moderate to
extensive mutual
sharing of
resources and some
sharing of risks,
responsibilities,
and rewards

» Full sharing

of resources

and full

sharing of risks,
responsibilities,
and rewards
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8. Sole organization vs. Trans-organizational systemd Ss)

If a sole organization joins with other organizagdo create a trans-organizational
system, more of the environment comes under tHaeinfe of the new TS. The

turbulence caused by complex problems in the enmemnt can be addressed by
the consolidated resources and knowledge baseofalw TS. The span of the TS
covers considerably more than the single orgamizgtRobert, 2004, p. 18)

Trans-organizational systems (TSs) are organizatioo. They must meet the
criteria specified above for organizations, inchglhaving a system principle and
transforming knowledge by adding value. As orgatire of organizations, they

are functional social systems existing in the sgsateeen single organizations and
societal systems such as government. They ard@bbake decisions and perform
tasks on behalf of their member organizations, evkiile member organizations
maintain their separate identities and goals (RpB04, p.25).

Trans-organizational knowledge sharing with cust@mand business partners
results in the mutual benefits of better custonewise, more efficient delivery
times, and more collaboration (Alrawi, 2007). Thigamic makes knowledge a
commodity that can be exchanged for revenue or ikioogvledge (Alrawi, 2007).
These concepts are characteristic of the trustegs@drelationship, in which the
client organization relies upon the consulting aigation for guidance,
recommendations, and insight in addition to fafigsires, and designs. The trusted
advisor relationship is an important elementrahs-organizational collaboration,
being both a requisite element for the processtwig as well as a by-product of
successful trans-organizational collaboration (kfieider, 2008).

/ Task /
Task Environment

Environment
Environment Trariss Environment

Organization
Sole System
Organization

Figure 1. Sole and Trans- Organization Systems andommunities
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Sole organization in its Environment Trans - orgation system in its
Environment

9. Trans-organizational Development for Community Devéopment

In the organizational and management literaturthefpast 15 years or so, many
successful inter-firm relationships are describetdeing based on a hybrid form of
co-operation where business partners are 'neitiesrdé nor strangers' (Lorenz
1988) and where the structure and quality of refetiare constituted somewhere
‘between market and hierarchy'. 'Strategic alliahaad 'organizational networks'
are increasingly seen as a very promising formasfa-organizational relationships
(Bachmann, 2007).

Trans-organizational Development (TD) is a purpesiplannecchange strategy
concerned with creating arichproving the effectiveness of inter-organizational
coalitions. Unlike bounded, over organized systeffiogind within  most
organizations, coalitions frequentlgxhibit indefinite boundaries and under
organization (Sink, 1991).

As such,they may demand more than the traditional orgaioizatevelopment
(OD) strategies to effect change. A TD checklisswdgveloped to guide change
agents in dealingvith coalitions. Developing or increasing sharednm® and
values, and establishing predictable, regsiarctures, roles, and technologies are
primary tasks of the policy entrepreneur/TD chaagent (Sink, 1991).

10. Trust, Power and Control in Trans-Organizational Rdations

Large parts of the existing literature on trustlding on wider political and
philosophical aspirations are inspired by a harmamsion and the deep desire to
see benevolence and altruism prevail in socialticglships between economic
actors.

Against the background of this observation, theiessf trust has moved centre-
stage in many contributions to the analysis of drarganizational economic
activities. Under current macro-economic developimetnust is seen as becoming
the central mechanism to allow for an efficientusioin of the problem of co-
coordinating expectations and interactions betweennomic actors. While
hierarchical relations are mainly controlled by daucratic procedures and top-
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down mechanisms of co-coordinating interactionsrketarelationships between
anonymous buyers and sellers are based on thelide@conomic actors simply
use their individual resources and market powerfollow their idiosyncratic
interests, irrespective of what damage they migigase upon others (Bachmann,
2007).

The possible problems connected to hybrid relatiswh as the increased
vulnerability of individual organizations or possibmutual blockages between
them, particularly when fast decisions are needbdiously rate low compared to
the possible advantages, and are often altogetipeored in the literature
(Bachmann, 2007).

Trans Organizational Competencies

The following are some characteristics of TransaDizational Competencies

Organizational Capacity and Dynamics:

1. Creates and employs assessment models to asgasizational environment,
needs, assets, resources and opportunities wigleeeso mission and policy
development and assurance functions;

2. ldentifies and communicates new system strastas need is identified and
opportunity arises;

3. Develops system structures utilizing knowledgeorganizational learning,
development, behaviour and culture (NPHLDN, 2005).

Trans- Organizational Capacity and Collaboration

According National Publication Health LeadershipvBlepment Network about
Trans- Organizational Capacity, (NPHLDN, 2005):

1. Identifies and includes key players, power brekend stakeholders in
collaborative ventures;

2. Develops, implements and evaluates collaboragiveé partnering strategies,
including task force, coalition, and consortium elepment;
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3. Facilitates networking and participation of stthkeholders including broad and
diverse representation of private/public and traddl/non-traditional
community organizations;

4. Facilitates identification of shared or complabaey mission and creation of
common vision;

5. Creates trans-organizational systems utilizrggmmon values based approach
with ethical standards;

6. Develops and evaluates collaborative stratagfion plans;

7. Facilitates change through a balance of critieasions within collaborative
systems.

11. Community and Community Partnership

Nowadays there are new communities for examplenentommunities, online

communities are network-based resources where @@atii common interests can
go online to communicate (using list servers, limldoards, etc.) and share
resources also Online communities exist on the Waebpeople with shared

interests, for instance: Communities exist for spohobbies, parent groups and
support groups (Lazar, 2002).

The mission of Community Partnerships is to cregeortunities for all to pursue
their dreams and engage fully them in community l&CRlission, 2009). Also
according Jim & Patty Sherman:

"We firmly believe that our son's transformation lgauot have been possible
without the support we received from Community iRaghips.

They have helped bring the joy of parenthood batkaour lives and helped write
a happy ending to the first chapter of his life."

So it should be provided direct services to orgaions and adults with
developmental disabilities to develop them well (E€Rlission, 2009).

This is adopted as a move towards understandin@ahmunity Partnership
(Community Development Foundation, 1970).
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A Good Community Partnership:

Is crucially concerned with the issues of powerless and disadvantage:
as such it should involve all members of societyl affers a practice that
is part of a process of social change;

Is about the active involvement of people in theués which affect their
lives. It is a process based on the sharing of poskdls, knowledge and
experience;

Takes place both in neighbourhoods and within conities of interest, as
people identify what is relevant to them;

Is collective process, but the experience of thecgss enhances the
integrity, skills, knowledge and experience, aslasl equality of power,
for each individual who is involved;

Seeks to enable individuals and communities to gramd change
according to their own needs and priorities, anth@t own pace, provided
this does not oppress other groups and communitiesjamage the
environment;

Where takes place, there are certain principlesraeio it. The first
priority of the Community design process is the em@ring and enabling
of those who are traditionally deprived of powed aontrol over their
common affairs. It claims as important the abibfypeople to act together
to influence the social, economic, political andisznmental issues which
affect them. Community Design aims to encourageirsfpaand to create
structures which give genuine participation andlngment;

Is about developing the power, skills, knowledgd arperience of people
as individuals and in groups, thus enabling themridertake initiatives of
their own to combat social, economic, political aedvironmental

problems, and enabling them to fully participateainruly democratic

process;

Must take the a lead in confronting the attitudésndividuals and the
practices of institutions and society as a wholeictvhdiscriminates
unfairly against black people, women, people wittalilities and different
abilities, religious groups, elderly people, lesisiand gay men, and other
groups who are disadvantaged by society. It alsgtneke a lead in
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countering the destruction of the natural environinen which we all
depend. Community Development is well placed t@imwe people equally
on these issues which affect all of us;

* Should seek to develop structures which enableadige involvement of
people from disadvantaged groups, and in particop&ople from Black
and Minority Ethnic groups (Community DevelopmenuRdation, 1970).

So in designing an effective partnership, desigsamild not them to implement
them in their projects for a good community design.

12. The Design of Successful Community Partnerships

Collaboration is a process of participation throughich people, groups and
organizations work together to achieve desiredlt®sGommunity collaboration
has the goal to bring individuals and members ahroonities, agencies and
organizations together in an atmosphere of sugp@ystematically solve existing
and emerging problems that could not be solvedr®ygroup alone (Schlechty in
DeBevoise, 1986, p. 12). Collaborative communitfo$ are constructive
responses to creating caring communities and expautide safety net for children,
youth and families (National Commission on Childra®91) (Dryfoos, 1990)
(Meszaros, 1993).

The word “collaboration” refers different typesrefationship. Himmelman (1994)
has identified stages toward collaboration contimuiNetworking, coordinating,
cooperating, and collaborating, both within orgatians and among organizations,
in a community session or an interagency group.

Table 3. The Collaboration Continuum

The Developmental Process of Effectively Working Tgether

Stages Behaviour Example

Networking | Exchanging information | Community agencies serving the
Stage for mutual benefit. refugee population meet quarterly|to
provide the most recent information
on anticipated arrivals, shafe
upcoming dates of mutual interest,
and introduce new staff members.
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Coordinating
Stage

Exchanging information
and altering activities for
mutual benefit and to
achieve a common
purpose.

At one of the quarterly meetings, the
county health department public
health nurse hears about a “Welcome
to the Community” dinner being
hosted by a parish whose membgrs
are actively involved in sponsoring
new immigrants. The health

department has been concerned
about the low participation rate

among refugees who are eligible for
well baby visits. The public health
nurse asks the outreach worker
organizing the event if it could also
serve as the health department’s fjrst
contact with families. As a
consequence, a number of refugees
sign up for appointments at times
their sponsors are also available,
resulting in not only a higher rate pof
appointments  but also  kept
appointments.

Cooperating
Stage

Exchanging information,
altering activities, and
sharing resources for
mutual benefit and to
achieve a common
purpose.

At the next quarterly meeting, the
public health nurse reports on the
higher use immigrants have made| of
the well baby clinics. This sparks|a
lively discussion about what else
might be done to improve services|to
immigrants. At the meeting is a staff
person from a private non-profit
agency that has recently received a
donation of computers for its
computer literacy program. The st
person offers to locate some of thgse
computers in the parish’s educatipn
centre, and is able to provide a staff
person. The parish outreach worker
also agrees to find qualifi
volunteers from the congregation
who would be willing to spend a fe
hours each week staffing the
“computer centre.” In this way the
computer centre can be open for
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more hours in order to help ngw
refugees gain computer skills that
they can use for

Job searches and forgetting news
from home

Collaborating | Exchanging information, | Over the succeeding months, these
Stage altering activities, sharing| initial arrangements to co-locate
resources, and enhancing services are successful. However,
the capacity of another for immigrants often pose questions |to

mutual benefit and to the computer centre staff
achieve a common (professional and volunteer) that
purpose. they don't feel equipped to answer.

The community agencies first decife
to develop a training program for the
computer centre staff, but quickly
realize that people from all the
agencies serving the refugee
population could benefit. A team of
people representing the health
department, the local schopl
district’'s ESL program, and the two
sectarian non-profit agencies with
primary responsibility for serving
refugee families develops a topical
“Helpful FAQs” training program
Topics are advertised through the
network and offered on the first
Monday of each month to anyone
working with immigrants.

Source: Based on Himmelman, Arthur T. (1994)

In linking and mobilizing assets, the Asset whea&del has been developed to
show potential linkages among different assetsidémtify initial activities and
micro planning with interested community members.
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To sustain the process requires demonstrating ssicas leverage for further
investment, mobilizing additional resources througgrtnerships with outside

agencies and strengthening association capacitiyerethrough association of
associations or Community Foundations.

Sari-sari store

Baranga
Owners/

Council

jeepney
Operators
Basketball court Barangay
Trees raw multi-purpose hall/political
materials hall leaders

Singing/
Dancing

Political skills

Land ; Constrution Houses
Crops Better life fo.r okills Cooperators
Livestock The community :
Faithin god ~*\,27 TN
Hilot/medicines
4 teachers
Church
Schools
waiting shed

Barangay

Basic Health worke

Christian
community

Parents
Teachers
association

Figure 2. Partnership governance may be shaped emywering community partners to
extend decision making and benefit sharing to all embers of local society

Source: Brown & Reed (2001)
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MSU Outreach Partnerships (Brown & Reed, 2001) icemsthe creation and
implementation of an evaluation design, based eatederived outcomes, to be an
integral component in the creation, and self-infational process, of social
change. Based on Wilber’s (1995) theory of develeptnand the works of United
Way of America (1996) and Andrews, Reed, Brown,akta chart has been
developed as a tool in using outcome evaluatiorgdasnder different aspects of

development.

Community linkage is a group of individuals or ages working together to
achieve common goals. The types of group linkagesle networks, coalitions,
alliance or cooperation, coordination or partngystand collaborations.

Table 4. Community linkages

Community Linkages - Choices and Decisions

Levels Purpose Structure Process
* Dialog and " :
common * Loose/flexible link R k/loimrﬁgéi?:?seicr;hlp
understanding * Roles loosely defined makin
INetworking * Clearinghouse for |[* Community action is N Littlegconflict
information primary link among « Informal
* Create base of members communication
support
* * ili i
« Match needs and Central_body of people as X Facilitative Iegc_jers
. . .. |lcommunication hub Complex decision
provide coordinationf, Semi-formal links making
. P S
Coop.eratlon L|m|t duplication off, Roles somewhat defined||* Some conflict
or Alliance services

* Ensure tasks are
done

* Formal

* Links are advisory

communications within
the central group

* Group leverages/raises
money

Coordination
or Partnership

* Share resources tof* Central body of people

address common
issues

* Merge resource
base to create
something new

* Autonomous leadersh
ut focus in on issue

* Group decision makin

* Links formalized in central and subgroup

* Group develops new * Communication is

resources and joint budgetffrequent and clear

consists of decision maker
* Roles defined

U7

|Coalition

* Share ideas and b
willing to pull
resources from
existing systems

* Develop

* All members involved in

decision mak_ing . * Decision making
" Roles and time defined formal with all members

* Links formal with written

* Shared leadership

* Communication is
agreement
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commitment fora [|* Group develops new common and prioritized|
minimum of three |resources and joint budge
years

* Accomplish share:

N Lo
visions and impact |[* Consensus used in shar Leadership high, trust

evel high, productivity

benchmarks decision making high

|Collaboration * Build i Roles, time and evaluat Ideas and decisions
interdependent formalized equally shared
system to address |* Links are formal and « Highlv develobed
issues and written in work assignmen comgmlilnicationp
opportunities

Source: Community Based Collaborations- Wellneshiied 1994, Teresa
Hogue, Oregon Center for Community Leadership.

Collaborations have common elements; groundinge doundation, outcomes,
process and contextual factors.

Collaboration framework

Outcomes
Impact measuri

1

Contextual factors
Process factor

Core foundation

Grounding: Diversity

Figure 3. Collaboration framework
Source: National Network for Collaboration (2004).

The elements of collaboration are grounded in wglland respecting diversity.
The core foundation is the common ground of undadihg and common purpose.
The outcomes are the desired “conditions” for tbmmunity and the contextual
and process factors are environmental conditiors tan enhance or inhibit
collaborations.
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COLLABEORATION FRAMEWORK

OUTCOMES
Public Safety IMPACT MEASURES Family Support
Real People Impacts
Education Policy Development Health
System Development
Economic Well-being Resource Development Environment

CONTEXTUAL FACTORS

Political Climate PROCESS FACTORS Policies/Laws/
Leadership Regulations
Communication

Resources Cnmmunitr Development History of Working

Sustainability Together
Understanding Community
Catalysts Research & Evaluation Connectedness

CORE FOUNDATION: VISION 4 MISSION 4= VALUES,/ PRINCIPLES
GROUNDING: DIVERSITY

Collaboration framework

| Outcomes 1
Public Safety Impact measures Family Support
) Real people impacts
Education Policy development Health
) ) System development
Economic Well-being | Resource developmer | Environment

1

Contextual factors

it ; Process factors Policies/ Laws/
Political Climate Leadersh_ip . Regulations
RESOUICES Communication . .
Community development History of working
Catalysts Sustainability . Together
Understanding community
Research & Evaluatic Connectedness

Y Core foundation: vision «<—» Mission«—»

Grounding: Diversity
Figure 4. Collaboration framework

Source: National Network for Collaboration (2004)
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Table 5. Phases of Operationalizing the Outcome Eltation within Organizations

Wilber’'s Aspects of Development

Sequential Individual Individual Collective Collective
Phases Intention Behaviour Culture Structure
* No
individual * No mutual
beliefonthe | . Havent understanding of
) importance of | sarted: Lack | outcome y |-a|Ck of
Pre-Belief outcome of evaluation | €valuation evaluation
Phase evaluation . structures and
practice or « No mutual tools
* Lack of behoove agreement on itg
evaluation importance
skills
« Mutually
understand &
* Understand agree upon
. expectations &
key terms * Get ready: lans
; * Personal Assemble & i » Adopt
Getting commitment orient  Peer, timelirrl)es
Ready Phase outcome work | Management,
* Time team Organizational
commitment commitment
* Resource/Time
commitment
» Understanc
relationship
Choosing between » Choose « Mutually agree ,
Outcomes activities & outcomes: * Adopt logic
N on outcomes to
initial, Construct measure models
Phase intermediate, | logic models
long-term
outcomes
* Choose
Choosing . ;Jnderstand g\dlcgftors: « Mutually agree | * Evaluation
Indicators what Pectly ON€ Ol \hon indicators | Plan
constitutes an | more specified
Phase indicator indicators for | °P * Document
each outcome
Preparing * Understanc | « Prepare t « Mutually agree| * Evaluation
for Data data sources | collect data: on data sources, Plan
Collection « Understand | - Identify data | collection « Data
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Phase data collection| source for methods, tools collection tools
methods &
instruments | CNosen * Data
indicators collection
- Design data procedures
collection « Data Storage
methods &
tools
 Evaluation
Plan
* Data
* Try out * Mutual collection tools
Trial Run . Ur!derstand measurement | agreement on b
Phase the importance system: | resource * Data.
of atrial run | Conduct a trial| allocation for a | collection
run trial run procedures
» Data Storage -
Statistics
program
* Mutual
agreement on
* Understand type of data
data analysis | « Apalyzing & | @nalysis, report | | Data Storage
Analyzing strategies and| reporting: items, and Statistics
and techniques formats
. - Analyze data program
Reporting « Understand * Mutual
Phase reporting - Report agreementon | . Report
methods and | findings resource software
formats allocation to do
analysis and
publish report
* Mutually agree | « continuous
* Improve on what the trial | jmprovement
* Believe that | measurement | run tells us and | gocuments and
continuous system: Enact| subsequent structures.
Improvement | 'S IMP strategies strategies. Plan
Phase « Understand | » Continue Mutual
results of the | outcome * Mutua * Data.
trial run evaluation agreement on | collection tools
efforts resource
allocation for * Data
Continued CO”eC“On
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outcome procedure
evaluation. . Data Storage +
Statistics
program
* Mutually agree
« Understand | » Use findings:| 2" what the * Program

relationship Determine and findings tell us | management
and what

Use Findings | between enact ubsequent structure
Phase findings and | intervention | : que « Program
rogram improvement | Intervention ; grar
ﬁ\te?ventions fin(FjJin S improvement intervention
9 strategies should Structure
be

Source: Brown & Reed (2001). Phases of operatiaimgioutcome evaluation
within organizations, Michigan State University @ach Partnerships

13. Characteristics of Autonomous Model of Partnership for
Participatory Planning

An autonomous model of partnership for participat@tanning processes to
improve local governance in Mexico is required,cading to Cinnéide (2003),
with the following characteristics:

» Genuine and Sustained Involvement on Equal Basis;
* Inclusive of Public, Private and Community Inteee

* Representative Legitimacy of Partners;

* Partners need to be empowered to Exert Equaldnée;
* Clearly Defined Role.

Governments may promote partnerships by approprieggslation, fiscal
incentives and corporate laws aimed to achievingpesttive institutions and
policies.

Cinnéide (2003) suggests that a new local govemémamework should be:

» Supportive Policy framework (providing steerirtgchnical support, flexible
funding);
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» Education/Training Programs (to enable locabecto strategically plan and
manage local development);

» Development of Community Capacity (aimed at rinioig and empowering
local inhabitants);

* Endogenous Development (local territorial applga stress on local
participation and local control, partnership-ledgerative actions).

14. Conclusions

The importance of Community design and innovativganizational structures
within the knowledge-based modern economy is beegriticreasingly important
and has received greater attention in the liteeatecently (Kleinfelder, 2008).

Before trans-organizational collaboration can befeative, the potential
collaborating organizations must have some mastdryinternal knowledge
management practices and functioning communitiespiaictice (Kleinfelder,
2008).

Community development is the process of mobilizocwmmunities to address
important issues and build upon the strengthsetdmmunity.

Development agencies may give funding supportro-iommunity partnerships
focusing on local organizations that can delivendiigs to members of the local
community.

Proactive planning to pre-empt the company in desigd organization of key
aspects of partnerships is a success factor foromement of partnerships over
time. Longevity is not always a good indicator obuccessful partnership. The
Boise Cascade joint venture in Mexico ended asrm@ahip in a shambles of
losses, recrimination and violence. A "loose-tigi¢kible model of management
may be a partnership principle and a practical tsmiu To maximize partners’
benefits, the partnership may manage risks (MagrdsVermeulen, 2002).

Also in designing community partnerships commusitigst should note for
community development process. Community developmien a structured
intervention that gives communities greater contngdr the conditions that affect
their lives. This does not solve all the problemsefl by a local community, but it
does build up confidence to tackle such problemsfigstively as any local action
can. Community development works at the level c&lgroups and organizations
4C
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rather than with individuals or families. The rangéd local groups and
organizations representing communities at locatlleonstitutes the community
sector. Also Community development is a skilledcess and part of its approach
is the belief that communities cannot be helpeéssthey themselves agree to this
process. Community development has to look bothswapt only at how the
community is working at the grass roots, but aldohaw responsive key
institutions are to the needs of local communities"
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