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ABSTRACT

Over the next 50 years, an intergenerational transfer of wealth is expeotaulito
between elderly adults and aging baby boomers and their families, with an estimtuididr$6
projected to go directly to charitable causébese resouss in search of a cauBequently
require proof of concrete social retufnem their investmentsespecially given that many new
donors aredopting a highmpact, entrepreneurial approach to their givstrgtegy. If nonprofit
organizations can succésdy demonstrate high performance, then new sources of funding will
flow and the sector will expand by creating a perceived &aegan, Leonard and McDonald

2008).

Along those lines, most conversant nonprofit organizations understand that the pfirpose
any social entity is to create value for its stakeholders who are inextricably lifdeck it
stands to reason thsistainable value cannot be created for one group unlsesseéiated for all
stakeholders. Thereforié would seem prudent to suggt that the first focus should be on
creating asocial value added benef8YAB) for recipiens in need of assistandellowed
closely bydonors who no longer view theicontributions as giftut are focused more on a

social return on their investmeptOd Mal | ey , 1998; Drucker, 1990) .

Galaskiewicz, Bielefeld and DowdR006)s t at e t hat it i s peopl eods
identified with something worthwhilalongwith others who support it that drives their gifts of

time and moneyThis study reinforcether e s e a bdtiditleata@dlaborative military



centerechonprofit network (CMCN) is ahighly effectivevehiclein providingaccess to
information that can helmilitary nonprofitorganizationsmprove their double bottom line, both
social and fiancial. In turnthis helps buildorganizational capacity in order firtherlong-term
sustainability enhance themission impactandhelps lead tancreased contributionshile

operating undea currentaustereeconomicenvironment
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. Overview and Research Objectives

Introduction

Following the tragic events of September 11, 2@t ,country has been actively
engaged in pursuing the Global War on Terror. In the modern era of warfare, soldiers whom
once succumbed to the injuries experienced on the battlefield now receive medical treatment
sooneyand through the miracles of modenedical science survive the horrors of walty to
face a life plagued with severe physical and mental disabilitiesa ttisgressing fact that the
ravages of war have prematurely interrupted and adversely impacted the lives of our military
members andountless families foreveiRegrettably, &mily members suffer much differently,
their lives are impacted in other ways generating uncertainty, guilt, and despair within the family

unit.

Many people think that the U. S. Government completely coverss#dsrof our service
members and their families after they leave the service. Unfortunately, that is not the case. After
physical rehabilitation and/@sychologicatounseling disabled veterans very often have a
difficult time reintegrating back into saty. Add to that, our current economic environment
which has caused a rapid change in hmast nonprofit organizations ode. Those failing to
adapt and respond to the complexity of a changing economic environment tend to experience,
sooner or later,wsvival problems. In this climate of change, the developmentoflaborative
military centered nonprofit network (CMCNNgan play an important role ammember
or g ani eapacity buiding effortanissioneffectiveness and sustainability over tbhed

term.



As the traditional nonprofit sector adapts to this climate of changegbseef factors
will help steer this transformation in the future. First, socially minded organizations as well as
individuals who have secured vast sums of wealth redilveto intergenerational wealth transfer
or from being financial and higtech entrepreneurs will seek a social return on investment
(SROI). Second, traditional models of grant funding will give way to reeceorcompetition in
which nonprofits will conpete for limited funds based on program redmtsocumenting
outcomegRangaret.al, 208). And lastly, it is anticipated that there will be a transformation of
ideas on hovbestto better allocate resources toward assisting in this reintegratiosad el
veterans back into the mainstream of society. Along with amathderstandingf what results
stakehol ders expect as philanthropy is increa

built on mutual trust and documented outcomes

The Rurpose BehindThis Study

Thisresearctstudy explorethe various theoreticalositionscontained in the literature
review and held by kestakeholderi theestablishment of proposedCMCNN. The
researcher believes that a CMCNN would help build orgdioizal capacitybolster longterm
sustainability, enhance mission impact and increase donor contributtioaddition, it isthe
r e s e a bdlidi that a&ECNN will collectively facilitate a greater collaboration among
veterans 6 c h aicawhilé retaining the uaigus qualityand mission of each
individual organization.Denise (1999) states thatllaborationis not about agreement, it is
about creation. It is abousinginformation to create something newurthermorethe
researcherdlieves thaa CMCCN will helporganizationsnaximizewhathecallsa perceived

6social value added benefité (SVAB) for all s



Williams (2002) statethatmanycomplex social problems are not always amenable to
linear thinkingwhich oftenassumea simple relationship between inputs and outcomes. He
suggests thatollaboration, partnership and networking appear to be more suitable for the task in
order to tackle whathecablso c i et y 6 s dittwdughtkedr dbility ® apple collaborative

skills and mindsets to the resolution or improvement of complex problems.

It is not surprising to learn that funders are increasingly selective in their awarding of
gifts and grants to nonprofiespecially thos¢hat provideduplicativeserviceqFrumkinand
Kim, 2001) A popular responstaroughout h e r e sreview af telatedifeatureis for
nonprofit organizations to manage themselves better and more efficiently in the new competitive
and performancdriven world they now face. Improving managent is seen both as a way of
raising operational effectivenessdaas a method of reducing cobhus, his papehypothesize
that increased donor contributiocesn be realized when a perceived SVidBegainedfosters
participation in a collaborativeifitary centered nonprofit network, which in turn builds

capacity, demonstratésng-term sustainability and greater mission impact

Additionally, the researchdselieves that the tenets of a military culture will help to form
the basis for a collaboragwmilitary focused charitable networkhe premisebeingthat a
consortium of military focusedonprofitscan successfully wé together within an informal
CMCNN demonstrating greater network efficiency and increased mission effectivamebs
couldfavorably influence donors to contribute more funds to membaprofits This would
expandthe esour ce pi e Smuueadt igragnea Weo siuisdiwgleali ng i
nonproftwh i ch t ypi cal |-syu nmmoe sgua ni &sadunePremgleBperatzin and

Bacot2 000; O6Malley, 1998).



Statement of Problem

Since September 11, 2001, more than two million troops have been deployed to Iraq and
Afghanistan. Multiple deployments, combat injuries, and the challenges of reintegration can have
farr eaching effects on not only the troops and
communities as we(lStrengthening Our Military Families, January 201%)nce 9/11 more than
50,000 active duty service members have h@gysicallywounded in combaiperations
prosecting the Global War on TerroAnother 104,000 have been diagnosed with either post
traumatic stress disord@PTSD)or are suffering from traumatic brain injuri@eBl) according

to Defense Department ddi&/ood, 2012).

In an effortto addresshe needs of the military community, numerous military centered
nonprofitorganizations have tried to deal wiihth thephysical and mental disabilities that
wounded warriorand their familiexonstantlyface. However, many of these organiioats
operate within a siloed mindset argpeatedlyface outside scrutiny in terms lodiilding
capacity transparency, accountability and legitima@ys contributors and other stakeholders
become savvidgheyseek to minimize duplication of effort antkxmize a more pronounced

social return on investmeaspecially while operating within an austere economic environment.

Hypothesis

During a time of serious economic uncertainmyirsfformal collaborative military
centerechonprofitnetworkwith membersembracing similar core values and modalities may

provide a perceived social value added benefit (SVAB) to stakehddaeliag to increased



organizational capacityvhile achieving long term sustainability, great@ssion impact ash

increased donor contiitions(Reference Figure 1)

Collaborative Military Centered nonprofit
B Nehmk?CM(NN]I

/ (" sacial Value Added Benefit (SVAB) )

hs A
Military /
Culture | Long Term 9u5ta|na|:|||lhr| | Builds Capacity | | Enhanced Mission I“1P3Ct|
and Core
values

ECOnomic
Uncertainty

| Expand Resource Pie |

More Positive Sum "Illr
Game \[

Increased Donor
Contributions

Figure 1: Collaborative Military Centerad NMonprofit Metwork

ResearchQuestionsto be Addressd:

1. Can he core values of cohesive military institutions serve as the cultural thrust for
establishment ofrainformalcollaborative military centered nonprofit m&trk (CMCNN)?

2. Canmembers ofin informal collaborative militarcenterechonprofitnetwork seekingo
improvelong term sustainabilityouild capacity and enhano@ssion impact provide a
perceived SVAB to stakeholders?

3. Would dharitable contributions frordonors increase if a militargenterechonprofitnetwork

could collaboratively demonstrate to stakeholders a perceived SVAB



4. By increasing value creation for stakeholdsyalda collaborative militarynonprofit
networkattract andhenleverage resources effectively "expand the resource pig@iore
contributions)making it a more positive sum garfvein-win) for all stakeholders?

5. Could amore positive sum gan@med abuilding capacity lead téong-term sustainability

greater mission impact dnncreasd donor contributions?

Theoretical Focus of this Study

The theoretical focus of this stuéybased omumerouditerary readingscentemg onthe
unique elements of military cultusembinedwith the power of interorganizational network
formation Thiscombinationhelps breednewknowledge creation and enhasoetwork value
This uniquecreaton and transfer dnowledgehelps align stakeholder expectations toward
building capacityresulting in longterm sustainability, greater mission impact andeased

donor contributions.

Military cultureis bouncedby its sharedcore valuesind the importance of military
cohesion both during and after time in servidee military paradigm is based on trust and is

shared bya majority of members regardless oéittbranchof service.

The importance of creatingcallaborative military centered nonprofit network
(CMCNN) is that itwould providewhatthe researcheralls a social value added bendf8VAB)
within theorganizationaframework of a core/peripheryadel creating social capital to facilitate
acton within theproposedCMCNN model. The power of CMON helps to build trust through
collaborative relationships among its members. This leads to social integrationtamhelps

promotea SVAB especiallyluring times of economic uncertainfggference Figure)l



In addition, ollaboration among members breeds new knowledge creation and enhances
network value by creating value driven organizations supported bymete®asures that track
mission performare In turn, a CMCM helps create a perceived SVAB for all stakeholtgrs
establishing legitimacy, accountability and transparefdyereforejf a collaborative network
can leado the creation and transfef new knowledge, thesskwledge communitieas they
are often called seek a social return on investment (SROI) by attempting to measure the value of

knowledge based resourdést are created and shared by stakehalders

Outcomes measurement adds valuegbvgiaginghis newknowledgeandcreatirg what

Dhanaraj and Parkhe (2006) call@re x p a n dapprdaeh tometveotk thinkingn so doing

the resource piexpand r eat i ng-sambpgsimei, veer sus going it
nonproftwh i ch t ypi cal l-syu moe sgutaihesB @ivra daurit zdr aal ., 200
1998). Also,as Wil Il i ams (2002) caabelcaceptualizedifrdm aanewil wi ¢ K ¢

angle in such a way that each party believes its resolution would provide a high level of
satisfaction oa SVAB, then he parties will be more likely to work together collaboratively

(Fisher,Ury, and Pattori,991).

By aligning stakeholder expectatioimsan effortto build capacitya more positive sum
gamesurfacs. The result being thatrganizational effectiveness igtter defined by leveraging
all networkresources.SubsequentlyasharedSVAB emergesy promoting transparency and
accountability within theaetworkmembership.Thus, epanding organizational capacity helps
articulae the value of network benefa$forded members/hile empowering othersn the
peripheryto participate, whilat the same timbringing awareness to the many issues facing the

military community.



Methodology

This research study focusesagtermining whetheruting a time of serious econam
uncertaintymembership iran informal collaborative militangcenterechonprofitnetwork
embracing similar core values and modalities can provide a perceived social value added benefit
(SVAB) to stakeholderkading to increased organizational capacityievachieving long term

sustainability, greatemission impact ashincreased donor contributions.

By understanding what helps generate a perceived value creation (or SVAB) for
stakeholders a collaborative militacgntered nonprofit network could effeatly "expand the
resource pie" (more contributions) over time, thus making it a more positive sum game (win

win) for all stakeholders versus a zewam game (composed of winners and losers).

In an effort to explore the phenomenon behind advocating thiotred aninformal
collaborative militarycentered nonprofit networkhe researcher elected to utilize a qualitative
model typically employed in exploratory research when little is known about a phenomenon and
theresearcher wants to study differentpeapd6 s e x per i e n c(®aheanpRich,per spec
Willnat and Brians, 2006)It is also used to go deeper into issues of interest wéeables to

study have not been previously explored in significant depth.

Thus, since the subject matter containethis research study is somewhat complex and
can be viewed from multiple perspectives a qualitative research design seemed the best
methodology in interpreting the collaborative military nonprofit network phenomenon where this
study relies opast researcandthev i ews of practitioners. Whatos

attention to areas that may require additional research. The researcher focused on the opinions,



attitudes, and perceptions of individual practitiongrerefore, a oral interview surwe
approach seemed to be the best method of data colleEhierquestions used in the oral survey

instrument were obtained from the literature revaawl are contained in Appendix

Subijects for this researsiudy were obtained at random from a lisbwér 100 national
nonprofit organizations. Inquires were sent out to 40 organizations with a response rate of over
62.5%. Scheduling problems hampered a convenient time to conduct some of the interviews, but
the researcher was able to conduct oral inéevs with leaders representing @@litary centered
nonprofits varying in composition, client base, net asstetngth and core purpose from around
the country. The researcher evaluated the data cautiously taking into account his status both as a
researber and practitioner, as well as collective inputs ftolm e r e scenamitteeh er 0 s

members and their knowledge relating to collaborative endeavors.

Utilizing a qualitative approach the researcher conducted interview sessions lasting
anywhere between 35 &b minutes with militarycentered nonprofit leaders (e.g. CEOs,
executive directors, presidents, etc.) from organizations classified as public charities under
Internal Revenue Code Section 501 (c) (3). Leaders of existing military centered nonprofits
classified as public charities have worked extensively with members of the military community,
othernon-governmental organizationthe business community and the concept of mission
driven donations in their own organizatio@nsequently, theseemed the ost likely to
consider joining foreswhile building a collaborative networdf military nonprofits with an

overall mission focus that is similar isach andgcope.

Supporting this assertion, the researcher

the tendency for people in this case to interact more with their own kind because of their
9



common military experience. Thus, the militagnprofitnetwork paradigm focuses on how to
develop mutual trust in a long term relationship which is bound by cantifeeexperiences (i.e.
stresses experienced during combat, loss of comrades in arms, life changing disabilities, ongoing
struggles of the military family, etc.). Veterans and informed stakeholders alike understand that
when nonprofit organizations semg the military community collaborate to deliver physical and
mental health services, thaglp build organizational capacity astilonger communitiesapable

of better serving the military community.

The survey method used in thesearclstudy involveda series of 13 questions broken
down intovarious sukparts(ReferencéAppendixC) and designed to explore the following

researclguestions

1 Can the core values of cohesive military institutions serve as the cultural thrust for
establishment of an informaobllaborative military centered nonprofit network
(CMCNN)?

2 Can an informal collaborative militaigentered nonprofit network seeking to improve
long term sustainability, build capacity and enhance mission impact provide a perceived
SVARB to stakeholders?

3 Would charitable contributions from donors increase if a militaagtered nonprofit
network could collaboratively demonstrate to stakeholders a perceived SVAB?

4 By increasing value creation for stakeholders could a collaborative military nonprofit
network dtract and then leverage resources to effectively "expand the resource pie"

(more contributions) making it a more positive sum game-(wir) for all stakeholders?

1C



5 Could a more positive sum game aimed at building capacity lead tadong

sustainabilitygreater mission impact and increased donor contributions?

In addition, respondents were provided with rehéad copies of the oral survey so that
they could review the questions beforehand and formulate a more valued response. The
guestions used in adnigtering the oral survey were obtained fragadings throughout the
literature review. Then using the operationalization framewoAppendix B,the researcher
focused orthe followingdependetwvariable fi p e r ¢ e reatienwor what thelireseaccher
has termedisocial value added benefiivh i ¢ h me a s ur e dreding acolldbbrativee f i t s

military-centered nonprofit netwodlor CMCNN.

Independent variabldisted inAppendix B weighed the benefits gained frasharing
similar military core valus and a commowulture;long term sustainability; potential for
increased efficiency and mission effectiveness; the strength in informational synergies; long term
mission impact; the source of referrals between members; the opportunity to leverageahdividu
and collective learnindyenefits of increased knowledge mobilibglps build organizational
capacity and trust; provides fimcreased accountability and transpareiugteases
stakeholdes perceptiorof legitimacy/reputationpffers the potentialdr increased donor
contributions and the opportunity to improve

financial and social) by highlighting a positive Edeceturn on investment (SROI).

Limitation of this Exploratory Research Study

The number of unét of analysis was an initial concern; however, the researcher believes

that the small number of respondents did not adversely impact the results of this study, and that
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internal and external validity were maximized within existing constraints and applicabl

organizations sharing similar values and modalities. The qualitative methods used in this study
sought to minimize survey error and maximize survey reliability. The researcher who is also a
practitioner received consistent responses during themeaview sessions which were
dependent to a certain extent on each organi z
A standardized consent form was utiliz&kferencéAppendixD) and addressed any

confidentiality concerns a participant migrave about the information the researcher was

gathering during the interview session.

Becauséhe researchas also arexperienced practitioner the danger of personal bias in
asking particular questions awerdacknowtedgedutu pt i n g
of minor concern during the interview process. Thus, the researcher drafted the questions to be
explicit incorporating appropriate terminologyrtonimize concerns over survesalidity and
reliability. However, it is reasonable to assuitmat some of the respondents may not have fully
comprehended the coll aborative process or the
introduction. Also, it ihighly possible that the respondents based their responses on different
factors taking ind account their diverse backgrounds, experience level in nonprofits, or their
perception of what works best for them. Thus, the accumulation of these factors makes it

difficult to predict potential survey error as it relates to this research study.

In retrospect, this exploratory research study offers an initial understanding of the
challenges faced and opportunities available to a collaborative military centered nonprofit
network based on the organizational feedback provided by participants and theafevie

contemporary literature which helped shape the formation of questions used in theeosiaw
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survey. The literature review provided insight into relevant issues relating to the need for a
collaborative network model; however, the plethofranformation reviewedequired field
research in the form of an oral surveysehiorpractitioners in order to complete thesearch
study. Surprisingly the researcher found commonality with a previous initiative titlddh e
Give an Hour Guide to Creating@o mmu n i t y aBthoree hyy theé nonpifit

col l abor at i v €018)@hHick serves as aMautnieach mechanism assisting service

members, veterans, and their families throlagial community collaboration.

In most cases it was necessary t§ ol selfreported data from respondents which made
it difficult to verify in most cases. In response to some interview guestions organizational biases
were evident and weighed appropriately accord
501(c)B), prior board member experience, and the
to determine their position within the ceperiphery paradigm which will be discussed later in

this exploratory research study.

The resear cher 6 grodndword forrfofjosvonesdarph For axampte,h e
futureresearchelating to astatecollaborative crossector community networking effort
designed to improvservices for military members, veterans, and their famai@sld be an

interesting followon stdy.
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[l. Literature Review

Research Issue 1 Core Values Characterize the Military Culture

ResearchQuestionl: Can the core values of cohesive military institutions serve as the
cultural thrust for establishment of an informal collaborative military cesdaronprofit

network (CMCNN)?

Introduction

Members of the military and thrfamilies share a unique boatid value system. The
military offers a sense @ommunity and camaraderie unlike any other profession. But it also
fosters a warrior ethos that rewlarphysical and emotional prowess and frowns upon weakness
and timidity. Many uniformed personnel believe there is a stigma attached tofiwdtdif
emotions they experienced during com#dib and Goodale, 2011). Some experience guilt or
seltloathingb ecause they perceive themselacbgesethas fAwea
when nonprofit organizations serving the military community collaborate to deliver physical and
mental health services, thbglp improve theifi s o c i a l b obuildimystrongern e 6 by
communitiesand creating socialvalueadded benefitor all stakeholders engaged in assisting

returning service members and their families.

Hsu (2010) believes that the basic tenets of military culture can be expreSBedyas
Honor, County”. In addition, he military emphasizes discipline and hierarchy, prioritizes the
group over the individual, and uses specific rituals and symbols to convey important meanings
and transitions-urthermore, it stresseshesiorand a professionattgswhich is immersed in

ceremony & &quette
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What is the Definition of Military Culture?

Wilson (2008)definesmilitary culture as the values, norms, assumptions that guide
human actiorand enableshoices to benade byinterpreing situations in a linted numbenof
waysin order to carry out their unique missioBsubsequently, mission provides an institution
with a common purpose that justifigs existence and claim on resources, as well as the self
worth, rewards, and privileges of its membeéFhus, allinstitutions require a social basis and a
means to recruit nemembers and induct them into their cultufence institutiors like the
military must have substitutegth similar skills and expertise, or it must be able to replace
memberghroughinternal pomotion or external recruitmer@learly,substitutability is a cultural
construct since it derives from what thestecting new members perceive as desirable or

essential qualities inew recruits.

Moncher (2014) observes that militaryltcue is the set of shared attitudes, values, goals
and practices that characterizes an institution, organization or gkisap military ailturecan
be describedsathe cumulative deposit ah institutionknowledge, experience, beliefs, values,
andattitudes Not surprisingly, militaryculturebecomes way of life for a group of peoplethe
behaviors, beliefs, values, and symbols that they accept, generally without thinking about them,
and that are passed along by both oral and written communidstimcher observes the
military cultureas that quiet 1%'h o don 6t get botwhoingenuieetyaageni t i on,

about people.

Goodale, Abb and Moyer (20LBotethatthemilitary is unlike any other careeasnd he
demands of military life create a uniqué sepressures on service members and their families

and deeply defines who they are eFhili tary cultureoffers a nse of community and
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camaacerie unlike arny other profession.Thus, members of the military and their families share a
unigue bond, profesonal ethic, ethos and value systelm.addition, Goodale et al (2012) add
that warfareis inherentlyiolentand traumat and hosethat experience oftenremarkthat it

truly cannotbeunderstood ¥ otherswho haveneverexperienced it themselves. Thus, brthose

who experiencedt, warhas an impaatn ther psyche For somethe consequenceseacuteand

pass quicklyForothersthe passagef time is neededo recover fronthetraumatheyhave
experiencedand br somethe changes theirmentalhealthareprofoundand last a lifetime.

This creates an acute stigma within the military culture wiustersa warriorethosthat rewards

physicaland emotnal prowessand fownsuponwealness andimidity.

What are the Militaryés Core Values?

Along with strengthening n e s fi s o c i aHreerbao &antd KMaveal(200R)ecibe,
Col | i ns an dBufttraswised théykrdorge the belief that a necessary condition
fora nonpr of i tlongterg &naricial autcess p@eailisated om strongset of core
values(which the military communityraditionallypossessedhathelps permeattne

organization (As cited by Freeman and McVea, 2002, p. 24)

Germane to mderstanding military culture todaybestdefined byreviewing the

elements of th&).S. ArmyCoreValues (2014) For example:

1 Loyalty - Bear true faith and allegiance to the U.S. Constitution, the Army, your unit
and other soldiers.

1 Duty - Fulfill your obligations.
1 Respect Treat people as they should be treated.

1 Selfless ServicePut the welfare of the nation, the Army, and your subordinates
before your own.

Honor- Live up to all the Army values.
Integrity-Do what 6s right, |l egally and morally.
16
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1 Personal CourageFace fear, danger, and adversity whether physical or moral

I n addition, the O0Soldierés Creedd reminds
of the team, and as a member of that te@rhey will never accept defeat and they will never
quit; and they will never leave a fallen comrafeSo | di er 6 s. Adiltoghatdhe 2 0 1 4)
0 Sol di ewhishsta@tesdhat@ soldier will treat others with dignity and respect and expect
others to do the sameie or shewill honor their country, the Armytheir unit, andtheir fellow
soldiers living by the Army valug©peation: Military Kids, 2007)Jerry Stewart in a speech
before the Bellingham Tea Party in 2007 echbesiords ofGeneral Douglas MacArthur
famous speech givan an address to the cadatdVest Point in 1962, on the very threshold of

the Vietnam Wa(Stewart,2007)

ADuty, H o n o 10:,Theserthdee i@&kowed tvards reverently dictate what a

soldier ought to be, what you can be, what
post to build cotage when courage seems to fanlyegain faith wherhiere seems toe
little cause forfaitht o cr eat e hope when all hope i s go

The Unigue Elements of Military Culture

Garrett and Hoppin (2008yrite about living life as a military family in their bogk
Fami |l yods Gutandf@ DummiedTeg askivhat corporation do you know requires
all their employees to be available 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, and 365 days a year? Military
service is a demanding way of life and there are very few people willing to sign on &t dott
|l ine and add themselves to the |l ess than 1 pe

n a t iabvolGnseerforce.Whenaservice member joins the militacylturetheyd r e ex pos e d

17



a tightknit community of people supporting a cause grethi@n themselves and dealing with

issues that the average soccer mom would never encounter.

The military seems to draw together a diverse group of people from all walks of life.
However, that common bond of believing in something bigger than yoursatesribat you
already have a strong tie to the friends you make in the military and to total strangers you meet
down the road after either separating or retiring from active digyunderstand without
words what others are going through because theyliterally walked in their shoes. Their
military friends become an extended family and these are relationships that they will come to

count on throughout their time in teerviceand beyondGarrett and Hoppin, 2008).

Military Family Appreciation MonthZ011)lists several reasons on why to appreciate
service members and théamilies. First, theyare passionate about everything. They give their
allTheydédre strong, even under extraordinary <cir
each other adnd. In fact, President Obama and the First lady raised the awareness of the
support that military families lend toward supporting and sustaining our troops fighting to defend
our ration. Theymentioned carindpr our wounded warriorsand that thevell-being of military
families is an important indicator of the wlking of the overall forceSince September 11,
2001, more than two million troopsdhdeployed to Iraq and Afghanistan. Multiple
deployments, combat injuries, and the challenges of reattegrhavehadfar-reaching effects
on not only the troops and their families, b u

(Strengthening Our Military Families, January 2011).

Along with that,Snider(201) citesa br oad def i ni ti glBdgaof fAcul t

Schein in his 1990 articl@rganizational Cultureand Leadership: A Dynamic View
18



A[ Military] organizations can be presumed
shared history or because they have shared important intense experiencesdashiata
unit)éCulture is what a group |l earns over
problems of survival in an external environment and its problems of internal

integration..o (pp. 117118).

According to Scheindos ¢thergheosistscmilithey €ultunsi t i o n
the figlued that makes organi zation®usaa di stinc
strong culture exists when a clear set of norms and expectations permeates the entire
organization. It is essentially divived o t hi n gs (@nider,201ld). Mugay €011)
goes a step further notitigat military culture represents the intellectual and spiritual capacity of
the army, navymarinesand air force veterans who are bonded and tied to each other by a

commonaity of their service regardless of their branch of service. They are connected like

hands held together in a circle.

Another example, as referenced in the USAF Core Values (188Mds us what it
takes to get the mission done. They inspire Air Foresegmmel to do their very best at all times.
They are the common bond among all comrades in arms, and they are the bond that unifies the
force and ties everyone to the great warriors
Values arelntegrity first, Service before selndExcellence in all we do. The USAF like other
branches of service have taken steps to creasesavalues continuumvhich hels serve as a

culturd thrust for establishing a CMQW

Snider (2011) cites theork of James Bulkks ( 1 990) , i MEncyclopgdiay Cul t
of Violence, Peace and Confli@urk suggests thatgrowing pattern in contemporary war is
team based. In such tedrased forceghe will and needs of the individual must be subordinate

to those of the gigp. Another element of military culture is cohesion and esprit de corps, which
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are the measures of a unitdés morale, i1ts wildl
critical element with respect to the connection between military culture arapérational

effectiveness of milary units. According to Burk, ititary cohesion refers to the feelings of

identity and comradeship that soldiers hold for those in their immediate military unit. In contrast,
esprit de corps refers to the commitment g soldiers take in the larger military

establishment to which the unit belongs. Both are primarily matters of belief and emotional

attachment (As cited by Snider, 2011, pp.-128).

Understanding Military Cohesion

Borgatti and Foster (2003) introdeic t he t erm Ahomophil yd which
for people to interact more with their own kind, whether by preference or induced by opportunity
constraint{McPhersorandSmith-Lovin, 1987). Hamilton (2010)kitesthenU.S. Army Chief
of Staff EdwardMy er wh o de f i nRedondimg togethér of solders in suéh way
as to sustain their will and commitment to each other, the unit, and mission accomplishment,
despite combat or mission str&s#1anning (1994) noted that combat experience ai®ne
recognized as the primary force in bonding soldiers and produces strongeteasite in a

common effor{Five Tips b Reinforce Unit Cohesion, 2012).

Achrol (1997)states that aetwork organization is distinguished from a simple network
of exchage linkages by the density, multipti, and reciprocity of ties and a shared value
system defining membership roles and responsibilifldsis, t is of no surprise to veterans that
trustin the militaryhas been shown to be&ay factor relatedo peformance and mission
effectiveness Therefore the military nonprofitnetwork paradignthe researcher [groposing

would focuson nurturingmutual trust in a long term relationship. The level of trust in a network
20



i s indicated by eaahimembar é6secoésfsdaeneeity,

willingness to refrar from opportunistic behavigAchrol, 1997).

Manning (1994) believes that shared experiences, while in the military becomes in many
cases the bond which holds the workugraogeher. The heart of undohesion begins with the
confidence that in times of difficulty one has someone who is willing and able to help. Hamilton
(2010)mentionssocial cohesiorwhichrefers to the nature and quality of the emotional bonds of
friendship,liking, caring, and closeness among group members and thus must be corsidered

linked to group morale, motivation and performanda¢Coun Kier andBelkin (2006).

Again,Snider (201} citesBur ks bel i ef that the keofy fact
the unit:

A[lt] was the capacity of the soldiersd im

their basic needs for food, shelter, affection and esteem. These factors increased in

i mportance as war genui neltyandrecogndonefned s ol

worth as human beings. So long as these needs were met, soldiers believed themselves

part of a powerful group and felt responsi

well being. However, when these needs were not met, sofeiealone and unable to
protect themslvesit he unit di sintegrated and stopped

McBreen(2002) observes that the soldeseltimage is tied to the opinion of their
peers. Therefore, men fight for their friends and their comrades.fight for the esteem of their
peers, to protect their comrades, and to achi
speak of fiweo rather than Al . 0 Cohesion is de
teamwork. Cohesion is demdrated by soldiers willing to risk death for the preservation of their

unit or the accommisios(heaa GohesionfTrugh2eJozwiaky 1999). 6
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Jozwiak(1999) suggests that tleeexists a very clogelationshipbetweerthe military
and the individual to sociegndour culture at large in what he calls societal cohewioich
serves as a bonding influence. Most noteworthy is the fact that the Veterans Administration lists
approximately 23 million veterans that helps bridge thidbafrcohesion (National Center for
Veterans Analysis and Statistics (2012Mlc Br een (2002 ) ovorktéled: Br aunds
CohesionANew Perspective n t hat an i ndividual 6s status an
primary group. Loyalty is very ging to this support system (As cited by McBreen, 2002, p. 10).
An external threat to the group provides increased cohesion. Veterans of units that undergo the

tremendous stress of actual combat speak of becoming bonded like family. for life

MacCoun and Mx (1993) cites Swann et al. (20089rk titled Identity Fusion: The
Interplay of Personal and Social Identities in Extreme Group Behaviwhich they state that
A @up members often describe feelings of pride and identification with their grauneasty,
and this can occweven though they are urtp@inted with many, if not mosf the other group
memberso (As cited by MacCoun and Ni ox, 1993,
experience alone is recognized as the primary force in bonoliigrs and produces strong
pressure to unite in a common effort. Also, affective cohesion is based on confidence that others
in the groupwill help if the need arises before, duringy after deployments (Five Tips t
Reinforce Unit Cohesion, 2012). # ihe bonding together of soldiers in such a way as to sustain
their will and commitment to each other, the unit, and the mis$hus.lorizontal bonding for
example may result in unit collections for soldiers in the hospital, with a deta&family or a

new babyManning, 1994).
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Formation of the CMCNN Based on Military Culture and Trust Defined by Common Core

Values

Why is culture so important tanarganization? Edgar ScheinlVdT Professor of
Management and author (f990 Organizational Culture ad Leadership: A Dynamic View,
suggests that an organization's culture develops to help it cope with its enviroNated]
DefenséUniversity, 2012) In addition,National Defense University (2012) citesuis (1980)
who believegultureto be aset d understandings or meanings shared by a group of people that
are largely tacit among members and are clearly relevant and distinctive to the pataupar

which are also passéd new memberfAs cited byNationd Defense University, 2012, gp2).

Thelarger question remains of how one develops a culture of support and camaraderie,
where committees of member organizations can be expected to act in the interest of the common
good of the entire network. The network paradigm focuses on how to develagl tnust in a
long term relationshipAgain,.he | evel of trust in a network i :
confidence in its partnerés sincerity, reliab
opportunistic behavidfValentinov, 2008) Trust hadveen shown to be a determinant of critical
factors related to performance and mission effectiverieise military culture typically
engenders this trust (Achrol, 199 Gulatietal. (2000)support this belieafterobserving
relationships within thenilitary, andby examinng its structure and membership composition.

Tie modality (especially in the military) enters into the equation because it establishes a set of
institutionalized rulesstrategiegnd norms that govern appropriate behagraransactns

within the networLaumann, Galaskiewicz and Marsden, 1978)
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In describing a notional CMCON| Rowley (1997)uses two network conceptsiensity of
the network and centralityf the focal firnsin the network. Density is a characteristic of the
whole netvork. As density increases communication across the network becomes more efficient.
Galaskiewicz and Wasserman (1989) make a similar argument, stating that organizatiens in t
same network imitate one another's behaviors in an attempt to be percdegitimate players.
Also, one can define an actor's degree centrality by the number of ties he or she has with other
actors in the network. Social network construcen@ity and centrality) considstructural
influences and the impact of stakeholders wbaot have direct relationships with focal
network memberdut who affect how those members behaseerthelessvhich typifieswhat

the researcher suggestshe core/periphery modéReference Figurg).
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Periphery
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Figure 2: The CMCHN Core/Periphery Model

Continued Reciprocity Builds Trust and Colledive Action

In support of a CMCN, Ostrom (1998pelieves thah reputatiorfor trustworthiness
(honesty)is one of three core factors (the other twoteust and reciprocifythat increas¢éhe
likelihood of collective action. Organizations collaboratedusse they intenatachieve a
particular purpose which is something a military community network can délikemson and
Perry, 2006)One of the principal administrative dilemmas for leaders and managers in
collaboration is managing the inherent tendetween selfinterests and collective interests.

Thus, when planning strategically over the ing r mé pr act i ce reci procity!
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Summary

Military culture is bounded by its shared core vajaesl the importance of military
cohesion both during and after tinmeservice A strong culture exists when a clear set of norms
and expectations pervades the entire organizatomthermorethe solidarity of the military
paradigm is based on trust, reciprocity, and trustworthiness and is sharkadsnaajority of
its members regardless of their branch of serWtay soldiers especially in a wartime
environment form intense relationships with members of theiy boinds which will last a
lifetime. Therefore, it seems credible to assert that the formation of @NDWWwould be deeply
based on the cultural thrust of military core valaed would help promote collective action

support of veterans and their families

The researcher believes that the tenets of a military culture helps to form the basis for a
collabaative military focused nonprofit netwarkAnd thata consortium of military focused
nonprofitspracticing reciprocitycan successfully work togethier build organizational capacity
in order to realize longerm aganizational sustainability, increasessibn impact angursue the
potential for increased donor contributionhus, ollaborating with organizations that share similar
core values adds to the perception of a social value added benefit for all stakekspecially

network members.

In conclsion, the researcher found tieguegelating toResearch Question 1 suggesting
thatthecore values of cohesive military institutions may serve as the cultural thrust for
establishment of a collaborative military centered nonprofit network (CMGMINyequire

further examination by the researclaftier conductinghe oral survey in Appendix C.
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Research Issue 2 Establishing a CollaborativeMilitary -Centered Nonprofit Network

ResearchQuestion2: Can an informal collaborative militargentered nonpafit network
seeking to improve long term sustainabjltiyild capacity and enhance mission impact provide

a perceived SVAB to stakeholders?

Introduction

La Piana (20103uggests that mosbnprofit organizationsespond to what economists
call market fdure: Nonprofits provide desperately needed services to constituentaekthe
means to pay the full cost. Government and private fundess then bridge the funding gap. In
bad economic times the#@rd-partydonoss pull back, leaving nonprofits withadequate
fundingoften at the very moment that they are experiencing incretesednd for service3he
environment within which most organizations operate is changing rapiubgefailing to adapt
and respond to the complexity of the new environnemd to experiencsooner or later,
survival problems.Subsequentlythe developmenimplementation and use efauaion
techniquedo improve longterm sustainabilitybuild capacityand enhance mission impase
someof the majo challenges confroimtg organiations and can play amportant role in their
succes®r failure(Santos Belton and Howick2001). Thus, # participating military charities
will need takeepoutcomemeasurement in mind while remainifagused on the big picturapt

forgeting our soldiers, disabled veterans, their families, and the military community at large.

Impetus Behind Creating aCollaborative Militar y-Centered Nonprofit Network (CMCN N)

A CMCNN caninduce innovation, and thulse creation of new valuthrough the

establishment oinformationalsynergieCamarinhavlatos and Afsarmanesh, 2006; Surman,
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2006). Also, aCMCNN would demonstrate théaity to be dynamic responding to both
exogenous and endogenous forces evolving over time. Exogenous forces may inzbgdesex

to a wartime environmentcenomic downturns, military force reductions, federal budget cuts,
etc. Endogenous forces may include the flow of information between partners via collaboration
and social networking, or the unplanned changes oftmm#igors motivated by both private and
common interestéGulati, Nohria and Zahee2000). Ahuja (2000) cite®urt in his1992book
Structural Holes: The&:ial Structure of @mpetitionwhich emphasizethe importance behind
building networks with large numbseof indirect tiesvhichmay be an effective way for actors

to enjoy the benefits of network size without paying the costs of network maintenance associated
with direct tieg(As cited in Ahuja, 2000, p.425)his would serve to leverage individual and
collective learning within the CMCNNcore/periphery modghnd allow for increased

knowledge mobility among members and participants positioned on the periphery.

Ahuja (2000) also citeRogers and Kincaid in their 1981 book tit€dmmunication
Networks: Toward a New Rradigmfor Researchn which theyagree that a network of inter
firm linkages thus serves as an information conduit, with each firm connected to the network
being both a recipient and a transmitter of informatios ¢ed in Ahuja, 2000, p. 83.
Maximizing the structural holes spanned or minimizing redundancy between partners is an
important aspect of constructing an efficient, informaton c h net wor k accordi ng

structural holstheory(Ahuja, 2000p. 432).

Also, Jarillo (1988) bkeves that networks are more efficient because of transaction costs
economicxompared tanarkets or hierarchies when a network arrangement minimizes the

transaction costs for participating firm&ulati et al.(2000)notethat network ties are important
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sources of referrals that enabl e prospective
capabilitiesIn fact, his is made easier through electronic collaboratpproviding

organizations the ability to interact with each other (Coleman, 200y can also facilitate

due diligence so that each network member has
and capabilitiesand a greater confidence in their mutual assessmbnshort, &aCMCNN can

greatly reduce the informational asymnetrand further mitigate transaction cqstalentinov,

2008)

Head (2008)elieves that networks bring to the table a diversity of stakeholder views and
thus diverse perspectives about goals, processes, and outcomes. Skills in bridgiobibndg
senicesamong the stakeholder groups are important for-teng sustainability These link
which are formed among stakeholdare sometimes described@ oundar ydspanni ng?6
(Williams, 2002). Boundary spanners are persons who operate at the per{Refsence
Figure 2)functioning as exchange agents betweenrtbeganization and its environment
(Aldrich and Herker, 1977; Krebs and Holley, 2002)rrepondingly, they seem to be
i mportant O0enabl ersé6é that i ncrciaggkeowledghe pot ent
mobility and buildingcapacitiefLasker Weiss and Miller2001; Goldman and Kahnweiler,
2000. As a network igormed, organizations come together in order to accomplish collective
goalsand capture the benefits of network membership (RpWeput and SmitiDoerr, 1996)
Likewise an organization must give the other network members a reason for including them in
the network as well as a reason for sharing their organizational resources through relationships

(Isett, 2005; Plastrik and Tapy, 2004).
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Creating a Social Value Added BenefiThrough Collaborative Action

Agranoff (2005)states that the underlying purpose of collaborative action has everything
to do with publievalue creation or increased worth. A collaborative culture anppitegrated
strategies built on interactive platforms, based on such qualities as trust, creative opportunity,
and continuous learning have the potential to add valossistent with public value creation is
the belief among srtard to eperate imlsebusiness likeaway biortowisg i mp o
tools and methods from the private secfbhus, ron-profits need to address a double bottom
line one that takes into accolgtcial goals as well as financial goals this light, donors need
to be vieved as investorseekng asocialreturn on their investmewr SROI They want
nonprofitrecipients to meet targets for social impact, efficiency, effectiveness and revenue, etc.

(Alter, 2001).

Agranoff and McGuire (1999 cknowledge that networks have enged because of tine
interdependent orientati@anddue to their flexibility and capacity for innovation. Lipnack and
Stamps in their 1994 bookhe Age of the Netwotkonc | ude t hat: AThe net we
the signature form of organization in tilformation age, just as bureaucracy stamped the
industrial age, hierarchy controlled the agricultural era, and the small group roamed in the
n o ma d i (As cieed lay dgranoff and McGuire, 1999, p. 22)hus, networks offerthe
potential for rapid adaptian to changing conditions, flexibility of adjustment, and the capacity

for innovation(Agranoff and McGuire, 1999).

Booher and Innes (2@Pnote that we have entered an era that Castells writes in his 1996
book The Rise of the Network Sociag/thei i nf o mmmataigem or t hoéasiinet wor

cited inBooher and Innes, 2@0p. 223). Probably the most important aspect of network power
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is the ability of networked agents to improve the choices available to all of them as a result of
collectively ceveloped innovative ideasd the opportunity texploit informational synergies

(Booher and Innes, 2@0Casson and Cox, 1993; Ebers, 1997; and Plastrik and Taylor, 2004).

APrincipled negotiationo is a termbyhat ha
the HarvardNegotiation ProjectFisher et al., 19913and includes collaborative or wimin
bargaining, a process of discussion and-gindtake among individuals who want to fiad
solution to a common problem. It is also sometimes caltedestbased negotiatioand is an

outgrowth of work on integrative bargaining that originated with Mary Parker Follett

Mary Parker Follett believed that only by looking for ways to harmonize siteceuld
new solutions emergdn Constructive Confligtwritten in 1925, she provides a strazammon
senseview about her ideas surrounding collaboration within the context of the ongoing process

of social changeccurring during her timéAs cited in Williams, 2018, p. 2).

Alison & Associate (2010)offer tipstoward creating successful collaborations creating a
culturebased omutual respect and trugthich aresimilar tenets exhibited by individuals and
organizations associated within the military commuriyasking the following questionsvhat
is our vison for this collaboration? What do we want to accomplish? How will we do it? How
will we hold ourselves accountabl&nd possibly the most important, but still elusive question
to answer How will we measure our successlevel ofimpact? Through collabration,
organizationgim to share resources, share and exchange information, reduce risks, reduce cost,
increase skills antheir knowledgebase Also, Williams (201() encouragesollaborative

groups to take advantage of the creativity of interactioorey diverse perspectives withan
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collaborativenetwork andto look beyond the narrow interests of/hex own organization or

communityandto considethe potential contributions of other groups.

Much of networking is geared toward maintaining theginf communication and
tappingeitherformal or informalconnections within the network. The ability to tap the skills,
knowledge, and resources of others is a critical componéniilding networkcapacity. Trust is
also a necessary element of netwodknaggementAgranoff and McGuir€1999)cite Barbeb s
1984 book titledThe Logic and Limits of TrusfTrust is a collective behavior linked to the
obligation to attend broadly to the concerns of others in the network, beyond the boundaries of
specific meaurable transactior(#s cited by Agranoff and McGuire, 1999, p. 2®ence trust
is rarely a starting point, but is earned and enhanced through a cordimeldoeg process as
stakeholders develop productive relationships, become comfortable witjothiegndeavors,

and achieve some early wias a networked groygpiead, 2008).

Network Orchestration Within the Core/Periphery Model

Dhanaraj and Parkhe (2006gntify whatthey call hub firms or whatthe researcher
labelskey network core membeas tte orchestratarof innovation networks. Innovation
orchestration includes a set of deliberate, purposeful actions undertakerebmpemberas they
seekto create value bgxpandhg the piefor all andallowing members textract valuelfy
gainng a large slice of the pie) from the network. Network design consistsre€ruitment
processaandaccessing the periphery of the core/periphery meddth would enable members
to adjust thecoresizeand structuref the networkand later theimdividual posiions within the

network(Dhanaraj and Parkhe, 2008y a strategichoice of partners theore membersan
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influence the cluster by significantly changing network membership (size and diversity) and

structure (density and autonomy).

Krebs and Holley (202) focuson the role of collaborative leaders, whom they call
Onet wor k wieea weorrské .w ésaramsitior@lanovingvithim the ore/periphery
modelwith thecore grougbeing he most active members at the center, and around them are the
gred majority of participants (the periphery), each of whom contributes t he over al | n
innovation and sustainability with varied skills and taléBr®wn and Duguid, 1991; Williams,
2009%), whichGranovette(1973)labelsthes t r e n g t hiesib Wealétieseaee konnections
that are not as frequent, intense, as strong network ties that form the backbone of a network.
Strong ties are usually found within a network cluster (core), while weak ties are found (on the
periphery) between clusters (Kredosd Holley, 2002Wei-Skillern and Marciano, 2008 Thus
it stands to reason thdwet endgoal foravibrant, effectiveandsustainablenilitary community

networkwould bepredominantlycenteredn the core/peripherynodel(Referencd=igure?2).

Building a collaborative military network requires a new set of competencies for both
granteegproviders)and their funders (Network Weaving, 201®or example, o the
collaborative network side of the equation new skill sets are requireth woulddevelop
network awareness, influence, and accasthile onthd under 6 s si de new skil/l
include row to help build the kind of leadership and board cultnezessary for @MCNN,
while at the same time redefiniagcountability frombeingsiloed toa more collaborative
model. As funders and providedevelop these capacitiesnetworkbecoms stronger, more

innovative, pragmatic, visionargyoactiveand agile Thusasproviders learn to share
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opportunities and resources, they become far more effiareheffective together than they

could ever be alone.

IncreasedSocial Capital Facilitates Action

Mandell and Keast (200&}ate that thenain purpose or function of a network is to link
members and their resources, facilitate joint action and learnthgradoing sogainleverage
from these collective interactions in new and innovative w@y®.T o o | emadelh@ poin
that the success of networks relies, to a great extent, on maintaining relationships that facilitate
cooperative actioand recognie theinterdependence of the participartane Fountain an
authority on the topic of social capi{@s cited by Agranoff and McGuire 2001, p. 308jers to
social capital as the stock that is created when a group of organizations develops the ability to
work together for mutual productive gaifthus ynergyemerges athe commitment and
interaction of the participantshich stimulates new alternatives that otherwise would not have
been considere@Agranoff and McGuire, 2001). Adler and Kwon (20@2¥ine social capital as
the goodwill that is engendered by the fabric of social relations and that can be mobilized to

facilitate action.

Adler and Kwon(2002 referencaBurtd $992book Structural Holes: The Social
Structure of Competitiowhich pointsoutthat a sparse network with few redundant ties often
provides greater social capital benefits; thus, a key source of social capital is a network of ties
characterized by many structure hadlas cited by Adler and Kwon, 2002, p. 28urt (1997
shows howsocial capital enables brokering activities that bring about a reciprocal outflow of

information that the entire network will benefit from over the long term. The most important
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objective of collaboration is to become sustainable in a competitive enanifoy creating

benefits forall stakeholdersRrass, GalaskiewicLreve andl'sai,2004).

Agranoff and McGuire (2001gnd Adlerand Kwon (2002pelieve thasocial capital is
just one of the possible ingredients in the vteganizational informationidws that are
necessary for developimvghat they terngroupwardn order to share information over the long
term(Burt, 1997. Adler and Kwon (20023uggest that a framework incorporatigportunity
motivationandability must be present for social cegito be activatednablinginter-
organizational information floww grow A lack of any of the three factors will undermine

social capital generation and affect access to broader sources of information.

Williams (20®b) notes that théocusshould beon development of a dynamic process
that sustains itself over time to benefit its members in many Wwayswould manifests itself
into thetype of effective networkrebs and Holley (2002) depicts with the most active military
charity organizations at ¢hcore, and a large number of grass root organizations centire

periphery angeriphery contributing their varied skills and talefReference Figure 2).

OO0 T ool emafelhe pomithat the success of networks relies, to a great extent, on
maintainng relationships that facilitate cooperative actmal recognize thimterdependence of
the participantsvhether at the core or operating on the periphétgndell and Keast (2008)
state that at the operational level effectiveness is determined bytéiné ® whichmembers
have developed not only a better understanding of each other, but whether they have developed a
shared language and culture, new ways of communicating and the ability to find common ground
and resolving issues. It is teenphasis othe processe®x: building new relationships,

changing behavior, developing new attitudes, perceptions and valuespthdtbethe critical
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focus in measuring performanagthin the CMCNN and how anetwork adds value to the wo
of its member organizaths(Mandell and Keast, 2008)t is for the above reasons thét a
interests should be included in network processes (Innes and Booher TB@8)adept leaders
would need tdind a way to blend the variousembersach with conflicting goajgifferert
perceptionsandbr dissimilar values to fulfill thetsategic purpose of th e MCNN, while

preventing, minimizing, or removing blockages to coopergtigranoff and McGuire, 2001).

Krebs and Holley2002 also referencBurtd s 19 9 2 b o ¢h& pespheaytisithe g t h a |
open, porous boundary of the communitywak. It is where new members aittas come and
go. The periphery monitors the environment, while the core implements what is discovered and
deemeduseful (As cited by Krebs and Holley, 2Q@2215). Thus Dyer and Nobeoka&000)
research supports Rowley, Behremg) d K r a ¢ k h assedtiondtsat ahighty0 0 )
interconnectedistrong tidnetwork is well suited for the diffusion (exploitation) of existing
knowledge rather than for the exploratiof new knowledgewhichisthes r engt h of a oOw

tied hetwork

National Policy Consensus Center (2012) suggests that collaborative governance takes as
its starting point the idea that working together creates more lasting, effective solutions leading
to more buyin for all stakeholders. "Governancedin encompadsoth formal and informal
systems of relationships and networks for decision making and problem sdk@governance
system proposed for the CMCNN wlongterthasilengas t o b
several key princigs are adhered to: transparency, equity and inclusiveness, responsiveness,

effectiveness and efficien@nd accountability (National Policy Consensus Center, 2012).
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Realization of thePower of Inter-Organizational Networks

This notion ofcollaborativepower makes sense if we think of the world as a comple
adaptive system within which individuals work, communicate, and.ledetwork power
depends on the flow afiverseideas Probably the most important aspe€network power is
the ability of networked agents to improve the choices available to all of them as a result
collectively developed innovative ideasd the opportunity texploit informational synergies

(Booher and Innes, 2002; Casson and Cox, ;18B8rs, 1997; and Plastrik and Taylor, 2004

Reciprocity exists when agents realize they can gain and create new opportunities
sharing what each uniquely can offer and when they can expect the other players to cont
Reciprocity is the basis dfust. The existence of trust and reciprocity in turn meaasbers
will have a reaso to continue to work togeth@ooher and Innes, 2002). Ostrom (1988%
shown empirically that building conditions of reciprocity, reputation, and trust can help to
overcome strong temptations for individuals to work only towheir shoriterm selfinterestas

demonstrateth the gameoP r i s o n e r §Axelrbd, 198&4)mMma

Oliver (1990) offersa summary of the main reasons why organizations establesh int
organizationatelationships with one anoth&he proposed that organizations:cBnpractice
reciprocity, when pursuing common or mutuabgneficial goals or interestg). efficiency
when through coperation organizations can ackeehigher inpt/output ratios;3). stability,
when through coperation organizations can better forestall, forecast, or absorb uncertaint
affecting their activities; and). legitimacy when through aaperation organizations can

establish or enhance their reputationage, prestige, or congruence with prevailing norms.
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Oliver (1990)alsonotes that the kegonsideration imutcomest the network level rather than
for the individualorganizations that compose the networkhe preference is for optimization

the wholenetwork even if it comes at the cost of local maximization for any groth@in

network (Provan Fish and Sydow2007).

As mentioned previouslyetwork connections may be informal and totally trust bas:
more formalized, as throughcontract.Therefore, gamination and analysis ofpgoposednter-
organizational networkwould includeorganizationgnodes) and their relationshiftges) (Provar
et al.,2007). Thusinformally, anorganizatiorcanoccupya central or a more peripla¢positior
in the network based on the number of network ties it ta@is with other organizatns.
Organi zati ons t ha ascharpctenzedibBurtd 4922wankraradprevibusly
cited by Adler and Kwon (2002)e considered to l@okers This perspective presumes thal
informal networklike the propose@MCNN involves many organizations collaboratively

working towardbuilding social capital.

Expanding further,@re organizations and their sabtworks will tend to stabde
(Reference Figure 2he entire network, whereas actors that are more peripheral will desta
it (Kraatz, 1998).Thus, an informal militarcenterechonprofitnetwork would learfirom those
organizations around therand aghey evolvethe netwok is more likely to evolvdoward
building social capital anishcreasednissioneffectivenesgKnight and Pye, 20055alaskiewicz
and Wasserman (1989Kanter (1994 kxplainsthatsuccessful partnershipftenii c a n n o
controlled by formal systems, brgquire a dense web of interpersonal connections and inte
infrast uct ur es t hat Thesimshwlahkamrer (19®8allsic oy d abor at

a d v a n tFer gllmnces to be successfugétworkmembers need to be able to complement
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each other in kowledge resources and skillsith differences in organizational cultures

recognized and common values negotiated.

Ebers (1997) adds that irterganizational networking represents a fficient way of
gaining access to crucikhowhowthat can neithebe made available internally nor be easily
transferred by licensing (Kreiner and Schultz, 1993). Longitudinal studies by Gulati (199!
Powellet al.(1996) provide evidence that once network relations are established, experie
with networking, mutial learning, and diversity of ties stimulate the formatiofudher

networking relationships.

Newell and Swan (200@jte Dodgson (1994, p. 291) in his bodke Handbook of
Industrial Innovatiorthat deals withthe social problems of collaboratio®odgson goes on to
saythat one of the most important aspects of hotganizational networking is creating and
sustaining the personal relationships between the partiesidéestshat, for the exchange of
knowledge and resources to be effective, a-tright relationship needs to be develofisl
cited by Newell and Swan, 2000, 202).

Building Trust through Collaborative Network Relationships

Lead organization&ho make up the comeek to build their collaborative relationships
with a respected orgamation not only to enhance their own reputation and gain greater
legitimacy but also to develop a foundation for future collabord@en and Graddy, 2010)
As mentioned previously;ulati etal. (2000)believethattie modality(especially in the mitary)
enters into the equation because it establishes a set of institutionalizeédmrtdstering
relationshipsandstandard thatwould govern appropriate behavior in the netwoA{so, they

believethat the relationships within the network can bedsainderstood by observing the
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structure and the membership composit@ualatietal. (2000)cite a previous work by Gulati

(1995) titledDoes Familiarity Breed Trust? The Implications of Repeated Ties for Contractual

Choice, which states thatetwork ies are important sources of referrals that enable prospective
partners to identify and Asmentioned prdviouglyheyeaamc h ot h
also facilitate due diligence so that each pa
resairces and capabilities and greater confidence in their mutual assessflsntsietworks

can greatly reduce the informational asymmetries that incteasactionatosts. Rosenblatt

(2004) ndes thatasfunding has dried ugpressure comes from corutors and other

stakeholdersrying to avoid unnecessary opportunity costsised by redundancies and program

overlapswhich is often the cassamong various grantees.

Most forward lookingcharities realie that a single organization cannot possibly tatle
the needs surrounding veteran care and family support. Also, the U. S. Government as well as
state and local governments cannot possibly meet all of the needs affecting our veterans and their
families especially during their time of crisis. Addat, the current economic environment
where perspective donors securitize and evaluate charitable organizations by estimating the level
of impact their contributions will have across the vast landscape of military chaAtesy
with that, & participating military charities need to remain focused on the big picture, not
forgetting our soldiers, disabled veterans, their families, and the military community at large.

However, thehallengeremains how do we generate support among possible donors?

Across the country there exist established military affilisieaprofits and numerous
A g r-mae et profitromganizations willing to make a difference in the lives of those who have

unselfishly defended our way of life and the freedoms we sometimes takarhoed. While
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well establishedhonprofitswith high net assetserve as the core agencies responding to the
needs of the military cemamengaget onthe fedphéslysi-s r oot 0O
Skillern and Marciano, 2008) per at i ngi og 6a bdsigee¢ sser vi ng ot he

spirit living up to their innovative | abel as

What issoughtis a collaborative militarjponprofitnetwork withcore member
organizationgvolving in capacity to becomef a c isd i commpfaemving in a leadership
capacity organizing and administratively disseminating information armemrg members and
reciprocally withpotential network membemm theperiphery(Dhanaraj and Parkh2006).
Througha&CMCNNme mber s woul onhectbobire® a®hadtcng i nforn
functionally with other internal core members and/or external organizations operating on the
net workoés peri phearoytas oeg erSkiemdgnd Maemacs 2008).
Unlike corporate integrations,o | | abor ati ons d ocorpomate, legahandge t he
governance arrangements. They do not require a written agreement specifying the roles and

responsibilities of the parties.

Collaborations are informal and usually undertaken for a specifasam or a limited
purposeHowever, ollaborations cannot succeed without a basic level of trust and transparency.
Thus it stands to reason that when distrust is presetwtork members/ould have a difficult
timeworkingtogether Ri ng and ¥(@992) bl thet@gardizations build trust by
completing transactiorsiccessfully over time, antiereby @monstras that they are capable of
fulfilling commitments. Trust is also shaped by perceptionsrtéarork memberareequitable

(Uzzi, 1997). Furthermore, rambersvould always have the option @fansitionng out of the
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network at will if they feel their goals or objectives are not bamgguatelygerved through

collaboration.

In addition, there must be some commonality of purpose to pravieative for
becoming a member of a networketworks typically are formed to address complex problems
or as Williams (2002) <calls it #fAwickedeti ssues
each organization also has its own unique missiamtinat be followed. These can at times
clash with the mission of the networKk. Conse
cultures may present conflict management challenges within the network Atself.complex
problems bring with them mufiie issues and stibsuesThese mltiple issues and stiBsues
typically yield multiple challenges for conflict managemtatt would need to be properly

addresse O6 Leary and Bingham, 2007).

Service Integration Promotes Social Value Added Benefit 6VAB)

Martin, Chackerian, Imerchein and FrumKik®83)report that service integration as a
strategy for collaborative service delivery reduces duplication, improves coordination, prevents
inefficiency, minimizes costs, and improves responsiveness and effedsieegler and
Reischl (2003¥tate that one of the essential elements related to a successfafgat@zational
collaboration begins first with diversity of stakeholders and a belief that their participation in the
coalition will result in positive otcomes.If stakeholders believe that their involvement in a
coalition is likely to enable them to leverage resources, they will be more likely to participate
and work actively to achieve mutual goalhe status of an organization in the network affects
its reputation and visibility in the systh. The greater this reputatbnrh e wi der t he or ge

access to mariety of sources of knowledgad the richer the collaborative experience, which
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makes it an attractivieustworthypartner. As mentionedefore, tust not only enables greater
exchange of information, it also promotes ease of interaction and a flexible orientation on the
part of each partner. All of these can create enabling conditions under which the success of an

alliance is much more lédy (Gulati, 1998).

Current nonprofit organization literature stresses the need for skillful collaborative
leaders performing in an organizational bounelgnning role; capable of framing
organizational issues in consideration of alketelders; helimg to construcinter-
organizationallya future that is proactive and opportunisticsvard expanding the resource pie
rather than threatening and coercive of othanstimplemening a learning methodology within

and outside their respective organizasi@@oldman and Kahnweiler, 2000).

Thus, ron-profits that measure the effectiveness of their efforts will be better able to
argue the validity of their grant requestsin seeking larger contributions from potential donors
(Poderis, 2010)In terms of findraising, Hart, Greenfield and H&i007)notethat a
fundamental reality is that people give to people with causes, not to organizdathars caused
based organizations need to share information with an ever increasing critical mass of people
while empowering them to be advocates toward creatil@yaB and by being responsive to all

stakeholders.

Therefore Kopenjan (2008pelieves that actors participating in collaborative networks
have to find ways of determining effectiveness. The difficultyet&mining the effectiveness of
network collaboration is due to the fact that traditional measuressotsdy foran organization
are inadequate. Performance measures should reflect the complexitypanidnt magnitudef

the outcoms builtthrough thecollaboration within networks.
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Summary

The importance of creating a collaborative military centexatprofit network
(CMCNN) is that itprovides a social value added benefit (SVAB) within the organizational
framework of a core/periphery moddh turn,this model would creatgocial capital todcilitate
action within theproposedCMCNN. O6 T o o | emadlelth@ pomithat the success of
networks relieso a great extent on maintaining relationships that facilitate cooperative action
and recognize thiaterdependence of the participantisether at the core or operating on the
periphery This leads toncreasedocialand servicentegration and helps promotéhat the

researcher has terme®&¥AB.

Mandell and Keast (200&}ate that at the operational & effectiveness is determined
by the extent to which participants have developed not only a better understanding of each other,
but whether they have develapa shared language and culture. This meamsways of
communicatingthe ability to find commo ground the capacity to facilitatgint action and

learning

In conclusion, the researcher found that issakding toResearch Questionstiggesting
that an informal collaborative militargentered nonprofit network seeking to improve long term
sustinability, build capacity and enhance mission impact may provide a perceived social value
added benefit (SVAB) to stakeholdevdl require further examination by the researcher after

conducting the oral survey in Appendix C.
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Research Issue 3 Collaboration Breeds New KnowledgeCreation and Enhances Network

Value

ResearchQuestion3: Would charitable contributions from donors increase if a military

centered nonprofit network could collaboratively demonstrate to stakeholders a perceived

SVAB?

Introductio n

This portion of thestudywill show that increased donor contributions can be realized

when a perceived SVAB can beaspedy stakeholders who viesustainability accountability,

and level of impact as positive ssgpo wa r d

beyond: input activitesiout put , t
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Greenway 1996). Along with that donorstypically perceive network members engaged in

organizational learning as anotl®vAB leading tolower transaction costand toincreased

efficiency.
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Figure 3: Typical Logic Model

In addition, he researcher believédsat the tenets of a military culture helps to form the

basis for a collaborative military focusadnprofitnetwork. T h e

r es pramise ibthat & s

consortium of military focusedonprofitscan successfully work together within an informal
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collaborative network demonstrating greater network efficiency and increased mission

effectiveness, thus influencing donseoscontribute more funds to membernprofits

Leveraging both individual and collective learning among network members adds to a
perceived value and helps to strengthem o r g a rinarxcial tarid socidattom lines in the
long term Thus, he ogortunity for increased knowledge mobility provides a SVAB by creating

a perceived value to key stakeholders in addition to network members

Communities of Practice Lead to Knowledge Mobility

Provan Nakama, Veazie and Teuw8tone(2003)research focusecdhattitudes toward
trust and collaboratio.heyfound that collaboration tends to be built most readily around
shared informatiorKreiner and 8hultz (1993) note that collaboi@ breedsnorecollaboration
andcollaborativerelationscanexpand in mulple directions, adding new participants and new
contents to thenilitary centered network discourseherefore, the stage is set to create and
develop new knowledge from existing information being shared. As a result, increased value is

created due to therossfertilization of ideas, expertisend differingperspectives

Wilensky and Hansen (200bglieve thahonprofits can support change by transforming
themselves into learning organizations that benefit from drosgional collaboration and by
shaing lessons learned from prior successes and failures. It gives people the space and tools to
form virtual communities of practicocusingon shared goals and values, as well as the ability
to sharanformation, expandrainingand help build consensasong many other benefits

(Mainwaring 2011)
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Dhanaraj and Parkhe (2006) citing Broand Duguid (2001) found that in

ACommuni t i e ddentity pradvidea thet bboncl that determines whether knowledge is

=]

sticky, 0 making it albwifgfagemardugflont obinfdrohatowleadiogr Al e
to enhanced knowledge mobility (As cited by Dhanaraj and Parkhe, 2006, pT6@2).

dispersed knowledge structubtat induces collaborative networks alsressitates an enhanced
capability within thenetwork to learn and teach across organizatitweaindaries.Thus,

dmobility of knowledgéwithin a networkcan promote value creatigphanaraj and Parkhe,

2006). In addition, Dhanaraj and Parkhe (2006 s&tewn & Duguid (2001)gainin

suggesting thaehrning is strongly linked to the perception of trustworthiness between the

parties, and the strength of relationships among organizational members dictates what is being

learned ad how well it is being learng@s cited by Dhanaraj and Parkhe, 2006, %1)6

The creation of new knowledgeptannedo be a function of the total amount of
knowledge that is disclosed and absorbed among the organizations. Hence, both the transparency
and receptivity of each of the interacting organizations need to be amusgimultaneouslin
order to predict the amount siared valu¢LarssonBengtsson, Henriksson and Spark398)
Larssoret al . (1998) ci t e OmMdnaataa GonflicBuggesdingthator k t it
organizations are likely to learn the mostem all choose collaborative learning strategies of

high transparencyndreceptivity(As cited by Larsson, et al., 1998, p. 289).

Furthermorecommunication is a twavay processthereforejnformation listening is
considered as important as informationg i n g . References are made to
expressed as a willingness or openness to be influenced by the views of other people. There are

clear benefits of being a member of an irdeganizational network, including being at the
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leading €lge of information, having access to new ideas, gossip and happenings in other sectors,
professions and organizatio$us amilitary centerechetwork offers members the benefit of

6being i (Wiliants,&£002)0 o p 6

As a process, collaboration is a me#o an end, not an end in itself; however, the
process itself needs to be effective to achieve successful end results. Networks constitute the
basic social form which permits the int@iganizational interactions of exchaniéynia,
Sofaer, Bazzoli, Aleander, Shortell, Conrad, Chan and Swe2&p3). Ashworth (2009)
suggests that collaboration is often viewed as athiogto have by many organizatians
However,multiple studies show that collaboration cultivatedgrangsocialreturn on investment
(SROI), adding to the belief thatllaboratioramongmutually compatible organizations brig
better value to thestakeholdersAlso,th e or gani zati onds brand recog
forming a collaborativeocialnetwork with other charitablengéties thereby leveragingrand

building, marketingand advertising capabilities witfetwork membergAshworth,2009).

Collaborations are often preferred vehicles for intergroup action because they preserve
the autonomy of member organizations wipiteviding the necessary structure for unified
effort. Enabling people to link special interestbare information and diverse expertise, and
incorporate various skills and levels of experience (Connolly and York, 2002). They allow
groups who are at ddrent stages of their own internal development to have an equal say.
Tangible benefits also accrue from collaborati&or example, manizations can continue to
focus on what they do best and preserve their own resources while relying on othergefdr rela

tasks and expertise (Advantages of Building Collaborations, 1994).

48



Thomson and Perry (2008B)jectthatco | | abor ati on i s the act or
creationo or discovery. It involves the creat
different Organizations can develop a greater understanding of client and community needs and
existing resources by seeing the whole picture. Networks, exposure to new ideas and mentoring
are among the secondary benefits of regular intergroup involvement (AgeamiBuilding

Collaborations, 1994).

Bazzoli (1997)ites Alter and Hage in their 1993 book titledganizations Working
Togetherwhere they state that collaborative action depends on the perceived need for
coll aboration and tshte colkaborpt.nln additibn, they identifiedial | i n gn
range of potential dependencies: the need for human or financial resources by a partner
organization; the need for working capital; the need to mafiregyecialrisks; and the
importance of maintaining fiebility in orderto allow adaption in a changing market. These
types of dependencies relate to the perceived need for collaboretinonprofit sectaand
why most organizations are willing collaboratgAs cited by Bazzoli, 1997, p. 536) in arfat

towardbuilding capacity andainingincreasedlonor support

As mentioned previous)yollaborative network¢hat do these things are recognized and
respected inhteir communities, which in turnelps buildtheir capacityBooher &Innes, 2002
and alility to obtain contributions Along with that,BooherandIinnes (2002 mentionthat an
effective complex adaptive learning system is tha has diversity, interactiaand mechanisms
for selectionAlso, an adaptive learning system is one which is wellworked so that

information can flowand in which there is sufficient trust and social capital for different

49



membergo believein and act orsharednformationwhich is the genesis behiredeating a

CMCNN.

According toNewell and Swan (200@ust isconsidered to be the key to effective
networking arrangements for innovation involving the creation and diffusion of knowledge.
Some networks exists to share knowledge in order to create and develop new ideas and then to
diffuse these ideas. The assumpti® that such collaboration through networking can lead to
@oositive sungains @ other wordsthat the partners can obtain mutual bengtitsnclude

contributiongthat they could not have achieved independently.

CMCCN Focused on CommunityRe-integration Creates a PerceivedSVAB

Community reintegratioremainsan ongoing dynamic process by which a service
member or veteran returns to civilian life following deployment and strives for physical, social,
economic, and psychological well beingmphasisieeds to be placed on organizational
stakeholders associated with militargnprofitsto expand and refinthese issues through

collaborativenetworkaction(Healthy Homecomings for Veterans, 2012).

Along those lines, the most informed nonprofit orgamiret understand that the purpose
of any social entity is to create value for its board members, recipients, staff, and donors, and that
the interests of these four key groups are inextricably linked. Therefore, sustainable value cannot
be created for onergup unless it is created for all of them. The first focus should be on creating
a social value added benefit (SVAB) for the recipient, but this cannot be achieved unless the
right staff are selected, developed, rewarded and retained. Also, that ttstafighnhd board

members are selected, trained and held accountable. Finally, donors are no longer viewing their
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contributions as gifts, but are focused more on a social return on their inveSt@entMa | | ey ,

1998; Drucker, 1990) from those nonprofitkich provide a SVAB tomultiple stakeholders.

According toCamarinhaMatos and Afsarmanesh (2006), the goal of a collaborative
network can be seen as the maximization of some component of its value. systeexample
consider areconomic profiithin a bugness context, or the amount of prestigel social
recognition in a ngorofit military network. Alsojn evaluating community reintegratioa)
network members must demonstrate their ongoing commitment to the social impact of the

network rather than ttheir own organizational interests (\W&killern and Marciano, 2008).

Measuring collaborationsuceee s t hroumbaouéememed has beer
obstacle aboththe individual and network levels; however, it is one that is necessary in order to
prove the benefits of a collaborative networktwrent and potentiaontributors as well as to
network members.CamarinhaViatos and Afsarmanesh (20Q€fer to this agperception of
valued The actual meaning of a benefit depends on the undefiyalge systemthatis used in
each contexby stakeholderdt is commonly accepted that the behavior ofratividual

organizationnetwork and/osocietyas a wholes determined by its value system.

Collaborative Network Advantage Creates Value Driven Qganizations

While reviewing literaturesurroundingcollaborative allianceghe researcher noted
wealth of informatiorwhich suggests that these new organizati@medngements can bring
added value and contribute positively to organizatieffactiveress (Porter, 1996However,
is important to take time in the early stages of setting up an alliance to ensure that the problem(s)

to be addressed are clearly defined and that the aims of the collaborattgaaend shared by
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all membersKanter, 1994). Merrill-Sands and Sheridan (199@raphrase Kanter (1994) by

noting
AWhen making a commitment to work together
incorporates clear signs of continuing independence for the partners. The collaboration

should cledy define what the work is that the partners plan on doing together, but also
all ow for the individual organi z(pgt9).ons to

Galaskiewicz Bielefeld and Dowel(2006)s t at e t hat it i s peopl eods
identified with something worthwhiJ@nd others who support it thaltimatelydrives their gifts
of time and money. One reason that networks are so effective is that they can provide access to
information that can help organizations overcom@nemicuncertainty. The characteristic of
donativetransactions is thaitetworkproviders compete for support basedceaahonor s é per cei
value of the goods or services to recipients, the cost to provide these goods and services, and the
likelihood thatnetworkproviders will deliver the goods in an effectireanner (Galaskiewicet

al., 2006)

When famed inconceptual clarityschermerhorn (1975) states that organizations will
seek out oarereceptive to inteprganizational cooperation when "cooperation” peakes on a
positive value.ln the same wayRosenblatt (2004) nes thatasfunding has dried ugpressure
comes from contributors and other supporters trying to avoid unnecessary opportunity costs

caused by redundancies and program overlaps amongadhieus grantees.

Rosenblatt (20049bserves that intermediary organizasgboundary spanner&cus on
building relationships with these audiences, listening to their needs and translating those needs
into servicesThese mtermediaries play a specrale in connecting audiences with a range of

networksuppliers who can meet their neé@sisson and Cox, 1993%)apacity builders need to
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help organizations focus on what they do best so they can outsource ti@oraglexitytheory

teaches us that extrainarily complex and wonderful accomplishments can emerge through the
connectedyetindependat actions of individual partsAdding to that networktheory teaches us that
weaving tighter connections between the organizations and people in a netaeskai

effectiveness of each individual node while raising the collective effectiveness and value of the entire
network(Rosenblatt, 2004 Consequentlyedefining the situation from a zesom game to a
positivesum game in which all partiésarn toberefit from collaboration (Ebers, 2012; Basadur

et al., 2000; OOMalley, 1998).

Merrill-Sands and Sheridan (1996jte that funders are promoting collaboration as a
means to cut costs and reduce duplication of efforts. The rationale for engaging in strategic
alliances is driven by considerations for improved organizational effectiveness and efficiency.
Again, he most compelling rationale for engaging in collaborative relationships indicated by the
literature is the advantage an organization accrues by gaiotess t@omplementargareas of
expertise, knowledge, skills, technology, or resources that it cannot produce on ({EBoovef
et al., 1996). Most researchers on strategic alliances concur that the value added from

collaboration comes primarily whemgners have complementary needs and assets.

The main inpetustowardcreating valuedctivitieswithin collaborative networksan be
measured in the contribution@fi nt e | | e .0 tintelbettualcapipal conaidts biiman
capital, social capitalnd organizational capitalhe above serve as value generators in a
collaborative networkkParung and Bititci, 2006), which allowscallaborative networko beone
A v i r drgardzhtiorformed from several organizations. The focus ofilitary collabomative

networkwould beto encourage a wiwin relationship by operating inrwhat Basadur et al.,
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(2000) and OO0 Mal lthe supeodtirhiZ® Bepater iretheestudy The supes
optimized areabove the bargaining lifeghlights the claimfat byeach member contributing

particular resourcemore value is created amopgrticipantgSee Figure 6)

Valuesdriven organizatiosare oneshatincorporatesheir corevalues as a key
component of both mission and vision statements and infuses ¥atues throughout tine
organization, which in turn leads toward htivey conduct themselveghen relating to various
stakeholder¢Ebener, 2004). Rangan (2004) recognizes that if a set of core gatubs
articulaed, identified, communicated, acied and evaluated by nongtdfoards and
management stafandare balanced between instrumen&dnomi¢ and expressive
(humanitariah values(Steane, 1999jhen the organizatienaremore likely to obtain successful

outcomesealizingwhat the reseaher callsa SVAB in the longerm

Kraatz (1998notes that théreadth and heterogeneity of an organization's social ties
("whom it knows") may determine its access to different sorts of information, thus affecting its
ability to recognize and resporm énvironmental threat®reviously mentioned wabé
strength of weak tiegerspectivgGranovetter, 1973Wwhich indicatedhat the primary function
of networks is to determine organizations' access to information from the larger envird@ment.
the ottker handKraatz (1998t i t e s Kr a c k h aThd $trérgth ¢f Strey TigBhew o r k
Importance of Philos in Organizatiomghich is an alternative view emphasizing steength of
strong tiesn promoting adaptive changdetworks composed predominandistrong ties
provide less diverse or novel information. However, they do provide other benefits that may

facilitate adaptation. First, strong ties are more likely to prometiepth, tweway
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communication and to facilitate the exchange of detailexdrdtion betweeknown

organizationgAs cited by Kraatz, 1998, p. 623).

Ahuja (2000c i t es Burtodés (1992) assertion that a
for knowledge spillovers and contribute positively and significantly to its innovationtoutpu
Unlike direct ties, indirect tiewould entail relatively low or nanaintenance costs fanembers
Thus, the results provide support for the basnise that network effectiveness can be

incrediblyvalue addedhrough indirect tiegAs cited by Ahuja2000, p.448).

Values Based Management Supported b®utcome Measurement

Broussard (2008tates that in order to fulfill their missions, nonprofits must adapt and
maintain sound businessagtices that allow them to grow, ¢continuously improve ahmeasure
their successVhy isoutcomeameasurement importantP t 6 s  scause it adowa rtonprofit
to explain return on investment to its funders. It is important for nonprofits to say that their
administrative costare a low percentage of revenandthat their programs and services are

reaching the peopl e thiskeadingtedentdfaderegulisendkingan r eac h

impact)(Broussard, 2008).

In addition,Broussard (2008) notes that programs that produce \ositeasurable
outcomes are generally further supported and/or expanded, as there is definitive proof of success.
Thus, nonprofits which measure outcomes, ahd disseminate this informati@re generally
well regarded andiewed ageliable in their communities. The masimpelling rationale for
engaging in collaborative relationshipsrfaced aftean extensive review of relatéiterature

which highlightsthe advantage an organization accrues by gaining access\flementary
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areas of expertise, knowledge, skillshiealogy, or resources that it cannot produce on its own
(Merrill-Sands and Sheridab996;Powell et al., 1996) The difficulty of determining the
effectiveness of networtollaboration is due to the fact that traditional measures lmged
individual orgafzationsare inadequaté.hus,Kopenjan (2008pelieves that actors participating

in collaborative networks have to ficdeativeways of determining effectiveness.

As noted previously, lbngic model approach has several potential advantages as a tool
for managing and assessingetworkmembeé s ef f ecti veness. A |l ogi c 1
assessingachnetworkme mb effeétigeness bgonceptually simplifying complex inter
relationships, developing measurable performamdieators, and identifying thintermediate
outcomes o¥ariousprocesses (Mandell and Keast, 2008). Developing a logic model entails
specifying sets of quantifiable measures that provide indications of the pracesbesd,
whicheventually | ead t o fridesiredimpatHemanz (20@89p s end out
referenceslatryd s 2 0 OP@rfotmancekMeasurement: Getting Reswlisich suggestshat
almost any manner of source data may be used, including focus groups, surveys, and
documentatiom logic model developmertfs citedin Herranz, 2009, p. 1§Reference Figure

3).

In addition,Herranz, (2009) discusses the implications of the logic model approach as a
tool for developing, managing, and assessing the performance outcoaslaborative
networksimilar to aCMCNN. Kaplan and Garrett (2005) see it as an opportunity to build
consensus among membe#dso, Kaplan 001)concludeghat nonprofitsshould also be
evalated on their overall prograeffectiveness ankvel of impact. Thushe combination of

both financihand nonrfinancialperformance indicator&louble bottom linefan providea
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holistic approach in evaluating the overall performanagoofrofis (Som Saludin, Shuib,

Keling, Ajis and Nam2010)to include a SVAB

Compounding this is the pressure amprofits from a variety of funders to demonstrate
results, who themselves are under renewed scrutiny to be accountable and to maximize the
impact of their social investmen(datry,2002. It becomes clear that the role of fundraising has
fundamentally banged from contacting fundersdonvincingfunderst hat oneds or gani
the most effective at addressimgsolving a particular problewor set of issueSaul, 2003).
Blalock (1999)observedhat the definition of accountability has shifted frompravious
emphasis on prograprocesse$o a more singular focus on prograesuls. Young (2001)notes
that @& serious competitors for societal resources, nonprofits are asked now to measure up to the
standards of businesBhus member organizations oCMCNN would need to concern
themselves with taking both a financial and social bottom line approach in performing its

mission.

Evans (2012) recognizes value based management as making decisions that recognize
value and benefits within a broader contexhtowously seeking out performance standards
commonly referred to as best practices, and threading high levels of accountability into all major
activities of the nonprofit organization to add vallgasterling (200Pnotedthatgrants are seen
less and Iss as gifts or contributionsut moreas investments. Moreover, foundations operating
under the newneasuremergaradigm are much more impressed with outcome evaluation (i.e. an
objective assessment of the actual effects of the funded program on étgtatgp).Callenet

al. (2003) state that litemaworks advocata multiple constituencypproach to understanding
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nonprofits and has suggested that there is no single organizational or board effectiveness

criterion that all stakeholders perceive simylar

Kaplan and Garrett (2005) and Herranz, (2009) see a logic model as an opportunity to
build consensus amomgtwork members atakeholdersAccording to Hatry et al. (1996),
developing a logic model involves identifying key elements and indicatdosiirareas: 1)
inputs (e.g., resources) activities (e.g., services, processds); 3) outputs (e.g., tangible
products delivered by a program; and 4) outcomes (e.g., expected changes in {teershorid
term, and longerm). It serves as the euation framework from which all evaluation questions,
data collection tools, methodologies, atadaanalysis are derived and it provides a frame of
reference for testing assumptions and having a dialogue aboutmeaylser organizationsan
improve (Conndy and York, 2002McLaughlin and Jordan, 1998¢chalock & Bonham, 2003).
The resear cher 0sFidurefdepats tmofameation sf B GEGMN which

strategizes on developing SVAB and achieving social impact (Connolly, 2001).

Devita and Fleming2001)note thain an era of public accountability organizations are
being asked to demonstrate their accomplishments in concrete ways. Public perceptions of
effectiveness can be influenced by the ability of the organizidtietwork todemonstrate clear
and measurable outcomiesm their servicesKaplan (2001 notes that théopic of
accountability and performance measurement has become urgent for nonprofit organizations as
they encounter increasing competition from a proliferating numbethef nonpofit
organizationsall competing for scarce donorslowever, ehers contend thatiscess fosome
nonprofits should be measured by how effectively and efficiently they meet the needs of their

stakeholdergor constituencyby creating value (Jensen, 2001
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Young (2001c i t es P a ul MhakingNohpéofits WolkDtteatndnprofits no longer
live in a protected environment in which little was expected in exchange for financial support.
Rather, theyare asked to demonstrate tHewel of impacton society(As cited by Young, 2001, p.

3). Nonprofits that measure the effectiveness of their efforts will be better able to argue the
validity of their grant requesta seeking contributions from potential donors (Hart et al., 2007).
Ebrahim (2005pelieves that improving accountability is not only about accounting for donor
funds but making progress toward a mission that reflects accountéiitiore, 2000}0 all

stakeholderby demonstrating whahe researcher hasrmeda perceived SVAB.

In addition,Broussard (2008) states that in order to fulfill their missions, nonprofits must
adapt and maintain sound business practices that allow them to grow, to continuously improve
and measure their successom and Nam (2009) state thadrh a so@l-mission perspective
nonprofits need to focus on performance indicators and on how their programs and services
produce benefits to their interdlelients (Drucker, 1990; Hatet al., 1996). Wang (2002)
emphasi zes that an o dtgnatelymeasurad byntdatputseandf or manc e
outcomes. Simply stated, output measuetste toefficiency orconcernover deliveryof a
product (or service), while outcome measwggsak to the benefits quality of service provided
to aparticipantover a seperiod of time Thus an assessment of measurement reliability
concerns itself with the consistency and accuradfiege performance measures, whaédity

referstoaesearchnégrs abi |l ity to measure an intended att

Furthermorethere are essdéially two purposes to measure program performance:
Gaccountabilitpor communicating the value of the program to othersqaragram

improvemend When most managers are faced with accountability requirements, they focus on
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collecting informationoredence of t heir pr o granslamdnthe valeec o mp | i s
added for their customers and thegree to which targeted problems have been solved.

However, vhen managerare orientated more towapdogramimprovement, they find they are

able toprovide accountabilitynformation to stakeholders, as well as make decisions regarding

needed improvements to improve the quality ofrthepgramand a perceived value to all

stakeholder¢McLaughlin and Jordan, 1999).

EnhancedLegitimacy Furthers Interagency Collaboration

Chen and Graddy (201p. 407)cite legitimacywhichis defined by Provaat al.(2008)
in Legitimacy Building in Organizational Networlsfiactions and behaviors of a network or an
organization that are perceived as desirable and apat®pry key external and internal
stakeholder@ Thus certainleadorganizations may seeklationshipghat enhance their
legitimacy(Human and Provar2000) When partnerships are formed to enhance organizational
legitimacyor reputationGalaskiewiczet al., 2006)pneexpecs a positive effect on
organizational learning and on improved inbeganizational relationshipshich may lead to

increaseatontributions

Hence lead organizations seek to build their collaborative relationships with a redpect
organization not only to enhance their own reputation and gain greater legjtbuaajso to
develop a foundation for future collaborati@hen and Graddy, 2010QAudiences perceive the
legitimate organizatioasmoretrustworthy(Suchman, 1995)Organizations that have prior
knowledge of each other, or that have similar missions, should be viewed asusioverthy,
and trustypically lowers thetransaction costsf partnershipgValentinov, 2008) The

expectation of shared mission may bebased&k nowl edge of a specific p
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values, or on more general expectations of the sector within which the organization operates

(Chen and Graddy, 2010).

The importance of trust towards other memlwérs networkincreases when the value of
their own contributions regarded akigh and when the value ah anticipatedeward is
perceived asignificant. Therefore, lhetrustlevel towards other membesghich servess an
enabler for cooperatiogiis increased as a result of theiganizationalegitimacy.Accordingly,
the constrainbased systems penalize misbehaving men{Besesdrod, 1984)Thus,it stands to
reason that member organizationgst let go of turfssues and examine how they can
collectively meet the needs of thalitary communiy they serve while maining true to their

missions(Menefee, 199y

Summary

Collaboration among members breeds new knowledge creation and enhances network
value by creating value driven organizations supported by outcome measurement. In turn, a
CMCNN hdps create a perceived SVAB for all stakeholders by establishing legitimacy,
accountability and transparencyhus the feeling of trustworthiness beispared among
network members, donors and other stakeholaéds immeasurably towardalizing a SVAB

which embolders trust and confidence

As previously statetly Powell et al (1996)he most compelling rationale for engaging
in collaborative relationships indicated by the literature is the advantage an organization accrues
by gaining access tmmplemetary areas of expertise, knowledge, skills, technology, or

resources tt it cannot produce on its owmMMost researchers on strategic alliances concur that

61



the value addedenefitsfrom collaboration comes primarily when partners have complementary

needsand assets

In addition,Broussard (200&nentionsthat in order to fulfill their missions, nonprofits
must adapt and maintain sound busspactices that allow them to grow, ¢continuously
improve and measure their succddse optimism over increasdéohg term sustainability helps
promote the benefits of network membership by addiperceived value to the prospects of a

healthy double bottom linedewed as both financial and social health.

Along with that, @nors are seeking a social return onrtireiestment (SROI) and want
to know that networked organizations are using donated funds wisely enhancing the perception

of value creation among all stakeholders especially during times of economic uncertainty.

In conclusion, the researcher found thatiessrelating toResearch Questidhsuggesting
thatcharitable contributions from donamgyincrease if a militancentered nonprofit network
could collaboratively demonstrate to stakeholders a perceived SWAEquire further

examination by the resezner after conducting the oral survey in Appendix C.

62



Research Issue 4 Enhanced Network Value Serves to Attract and Leverage Resources for
All Stakeholders

ResearchQuestion4: By increasing value creation for stakeholders could a
collaborative militay nonprofit network attract and then leverage resources to effectively
"expand the resource pie" (more contributions) making it a more positive sum ganveirfjvin

for all stakeholders?

Introduction

Hardy, Phillips and_awrence(2003) and Powell et al. (28) note that collaboration not
only transfers existing knowledge among organizations, but also facilitates the creation of new
knowledge and produce synergistic solutions and can help to pool resources and produce
solutions to social problemd$researchearof norprofit collaboratios argue that it is the pooling
leveragingof resources and knowledge tlcah leado the solution of otherwise insoluble

problemg(Trist, 1983).

Hardy et al. (2003) suggetbiat both involvement and embeddeds a& important for
knowledge creation. igh involvement facilitates the int@rganizational learning necessary to
create new knowledge, while embeddedness facilitates the transmission of this knowledge
beyond the boundaries of the collaborative relationdisipibutingvalue addedearning more
widely within the CMCNN. Hardy et al. (2003nentian that if the aim is to empower
comnunities and resolve both intractalalledill -defined social problems, then surely the aim

should be tdeverage available reso@s andcollaborate for knowledge creation.
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Interagency Collaboration Creates Valuefor Stakeholders

Interagency collaboration is based on the premise that value is created both for the
organizations and for the clients they semen differem organizations work together. This
value may come in many forms, from reduced duplication of services to improved service
technologieshattreat the needs of clientSelden Sowa and SandfofR006) citeBar dac h 6 s
(1998) bookGetting Agencies to Work @ether: The Practice and Theory of Managerial
Craftsmanshipvho believes the following definition best captumsarlywhatmanyview as an
interagency coll aboration: AAny joint activit
increase publicvaluehyhei r wor king toget her rSelddmetal,t han

2006, p. 22).

Inter-organizational leaing can be achieved by transferring existing knowledge from
one organization to another organization, as well as by creating completeknoeledge
through interaction among the organizations. Bb#transfer and creation of knowledge require
simultaneous transparency and receptivity at some level among the organixé&tioesaadded
interorganizational lealing is therefore a joint oadbme of the interacting organizations' choices

and abilities to be more or less transparent and recgptiveson, et al. (1998).

Developlearning Communitiesto EnhanceValue Creation

Brown and Duguid (1998gport thata knowledgebased point of viewnfluencing
organizational knowledgereationprovides a synergistic advantage regtlicatedn thecurrent
nonprofit environmentThus itis knowledge, not all transaction costs which holds an

organization together. While knowledge is often thought tthég@roperty of individuals, a great
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deal of knowledge is both produced and held collectively. Such knowledge is readily generated

when people work together in the tightly knit groups knowd @aso mmuni t i es of pr ac
(FroRler,Rukanova, Higgins, Klein ahTan 2007). Brown and Duguid (1998ijte Lave and

Wenger 1993)who refer to reciprocity as "legitimate peripheral participatiofhey note

people learn by taking up a position on the periphekilied practitionerandareallowed to

move slowly fomlurking on theperiphery intovh at t htekeg omenumi 6 y (Bf pract
cited by Brown and Duguid, 1998, p. 107). The ruleegfprocityresolves problemsfo

collective action and binds communities. It transforms individuals frorrsseKing agnts with

little sense of obligation to othensto members of a community with shared interests, a

common identity, and a commitment to the common gdallief and Kwon, 2002(See Figure

2).

The organizational knowledge that constitutes "core competenaydre than "know
what," explicit knowledge which may be shared by several. A core competency requires the
more elusivéknow-how", the particular ability to putknow-wha into practice. Thugknow-
howois critical in making knowledge actionable asperational. New knowledge is
continuously being produced and developed in the different communities of peagsiteg
within an organization. Aus tie challenge occura evaluating it and moving (Brown and

Duguid, 1998).

To other members withithe networkGranovetter (1973 mphasizethe "strength of
weak ties," suggesting that it was often people loosely linked to several communities who
facilitated the flow of knowledge among themilpatrick, Barrett and Jong2011)believethat

learningcommunities can be a powerful means of creating and sharing new knowledge. Learning
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communities not only facilitate the sharing of knowledge, but have the potential to create new
value addedtnowledge that can be used for the benefit of the communityasla and/or its

individual stakeholders

Georgopoulos and Tannenbaum (198&fine organizational effectiveness as the extent
to which an organization as a social system, given certain resources and méisgsful
objectives without inapacitating & means and resourceBolland and Wilson (1994)bserve
that when organizations providing one type of service wients, get information about
available servicesand otherwise interact with organizations providiiféerenttypes of
services, thenterests of multipleneed clients are served more effectively than if such interaction
does not occur. Thisollaborate activity within £MCNN is the essence of integrative
coordination which would occum the delivery of serviceshebuilding of orgatizational

capacity andhe perceived creation of value to stakeholders.

Develop Measures and TrackSocial Return on Investment (SROI)

Tuan (2008Xkited Jeremy Nichollsa Fellow at New Economics Foundation who
described his purpose for developing and priamga social return on investme(BROI)
methodology.First, Nicholls suggests consistent approach to measuring valukeyA
milestonewould be if we could get funders interestedequesting thatheir funding criteria
include using SROnethodology Nicholls would propose testing assumptions and projections
regarding intended social value creation along the way, in order to raakimgcourse

correctiors (As cited by Tuan, 2008, p. 8).
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Consequently he drive to develop performance measures stersi with program goals
has encourageaore logical and strategic thinking at all levefishin governmenand the
nonprofit communityFor exampleNational Performance ReviefMPR) has dened
performance management hs use of performance measuremefdrmation to help set
agreedupon performancgoals, dbcate and prioritize resourcesform managers to either
confirm or change current policy or prograinections to meet these goalsd report on the

success in meeting those godstional Perfomance Review, 1995).

Wallace (2011jvrites that the Community Foundation for Southern Arizona now awards
grants only to coalitions of groups that work together to solve important community problems,
not individual organizationg.hus, the intent is to aximize SROI ly changing the paradigm
encouragingyrant makerso seek addedalue while edudang duplication of effort in providing
serviceswhile addressingaps in service coverag@&allace (2011) goes on to quote one of her
sources Ms Sarah Jones, CB(Emerge CenteAgainst Domestic Violence thai: No o n e
agency can meet any one personb6és needs and pr

everything to everybody, often times you wate

Douglas (2009yvrites thatSouthwest Florida Community Foundation (SWFLCF) looks
for opportunities to collaborate with other funders to leverage their resources for more impact.
SWFLCF feels so strongly about the importanceadfiedcollaborationand SROLhat they ask
their grant applicants to tell them how they are collaborating with other organizations. In fact, a
recent program proposal aatly requires that organizatiopartner with multiple nonprofits in

order to be eligible for funding.
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According toHager Gdaskiewicz and Larso(2004)the survivability of an organization
rests largely in its ability to successfully compete or cooperate (or both) withpotivéder
organizations inwhat is referred to ass microniche space. Social capital theory argues th
social networks among both individuals and organizations add valufas enhancenember
survival chancebecause they help actors access resources that otherwise would be unavailable

to them

Thus, @ganizations that satisfy multiple client needswtmot only improve their
monetary outcomes but also reduce operational tastsgh collaborationThereby,
encouragingefficiencywhile attempting to solvéhosecomplex problems by integrating and
coordinating services with other organizations maie coherent manngArya and Lin, 2007;

Selden et al., 2006).

Transforming Knowledge Based Resources into Value Creation

Sirmon Hitt and Ireland2007)offer the following thoughts on transforming resources
into value creation. Resource managemeatcismprehensive processing af i r res0wsce
portfolio, then bundling thoseesources to buildapabilitiesandfinally leveraginghose
capabilities with the purpos# creating and maintaining value for all stakeholders. Value
creation is optimized wimea firm synchronizes the processes in and between each resource
management component such that the net benefidxsmized for all stakeholderdn addition,
organizational learning is especially important for the effectiveness and efficiency of eesourc
managemeninderdynamic environmental conditiorssich as slow economic growfBirmon et

al., 2007).
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The integration and balancing of components to ensure harmony in the process is
necessary to create value ftakeholders. Consequently, the needeteelop leveraging
strategies that match capabilities within the existiognomicenvironment in order to create
value for stakeholders, while continuously learning and buildpan thaknowledge (Sirmon et
al., 2007; Powell et al., 1996Hardy et al (2003) and Powell et al. (1996pte that
collaboration not only transfers existing knowledge among organizations, but also facilitates the

creation of new knowledge and produce synergistic solutibmsh adds value.

Walker and Grossman (19999te thabuilding the process is the first priordtynot a
rush to outcomes measuremeirtie bottom line is getting to outcomésenmeasuring them,
identifying the benchmarks along the way, and knowing how to influence an entire field are
complex issues. Aetwa k me mdmenitndest to specifying and measuring outcomes is
only the beginning step in a rigorous, thoughtful process. It is the commitment to that process

that i s necessary i f addvelue@drgrote casefole@CMGNNY e ment 0

Menetke (1997)believes thatlonor organizationwill take a leadership role investing
only in programs that work. They will demand more accountability from nonprofits regarding the
use of resources and the quality of service outcomes. Members of the maitanpfitnetwork
would undoubtedlyhave to achieve outcome goals as a precondition for future funding. The
trend toward increased accountability, the infusion of technology, and the emergence of
nonprofit networking will eventually force an overall impement in the effectiveness and

efficiency of service deliverwithin the military community over the long term.
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Outcomes Measurement Adds Value by Leveraging Resources

Devita and Fleming (200Xotethatthe effective allocation antéverageof available
resources are keys to the letegm succesand value creation withinr@onprofit organization.
The more people who know about the organization and its work, the more opportunity there is to
attract people to the organization as board members, staffiteels, clients, or supporters. In
short, they help build the organt@mal relationships (or sociabpital) that are important to

organizational stability

In addition,Devita and Fleming (200hjote that traditionally nonprofit organizations
have usd output measures to demonstrate their effectivemgssh tendedo be quantitative in
nature However, he trend has been to demonstrate performance outconies are more
gualitative(Morley, Vinson and Hatry2001).Conceptually, organizational outiguand
outcomes are the product of the multiple and cumulative interactighsiofision and mission,
leadership, resources, and outreashfortunately, nanymilitary nonprofit groupshave been
process driven, not outcome driven, and tend to stressl#imnal and social capital building
aspects of their products, programs, and serviceslwaystheimpactof their operations

(Devita and Fleming, 2001Referencd-igure4).
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Vision and Mission

!

Leadership
(board, staff, volunteers)

/ "\

Qutreach
Resources .
(Bnandial, technological, human) 4§——» (dissemination, public education,

collaboration, advocacy)

Figure 4: Building Capacity in a Non-profit (Comrtesy of the Urban Institute)

Products and Services
(outputs, outcomes, performance)

Kaplan (2001 notes that théopic of accountability andgrformance measurement has
become urgent for nonprofit organizations as they encounter increasing competition from a
proliferating number of agencieal) competing for scarce dondoundation, and government
funding. Yet the public performance reportslanany internal performance measurement
systems of these organizations focus only on financial measures, such as donations,
expenditures, and operating expense rafitchie and Kolodinsky (2003) focused on three
performance factordiscal performanceundraising efficiency and public suppat derived

from the nonpr Refelrerc&Gable RS Form 990
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Fiscal Performance:

Total Revermes
Total Expenses

Total Contribuiions
Total Expenses

Fundraising Efficiency:

Total Contributions, Gifts,
Grants and Other Similar Amounts
Total Fundraising Expense

Total Bevenue
Total Fundraising Expense

Public Support:

Total Contributions, Gifts,
Grants and Other Sinlar Amouats =

Total Bevenue

Lines from IES Form 99

Line 12
Line 18

Line 8 (Form 990, Line 1h on page 9)
Line 18

Line 8 (Form 990. Line 1h page 9)
Line 25D (Form 990, page 10)

Line 12
Line 25D (Form 990, page 10)

Line 8 (Form 990, Line 1h. page 9)
Line 12

Table 1: Financial Performance Factors (Ritchie and Kolodinsky, 2003)

In contrastKaplan notes thatuccess for nonprofits should be measured by how
effectively and efficiently they meet the needs of their carsstitiegtheir stakeholderd)y
creating a value added benefitor example,he balanced scorecard was developed in the 1990s
for the private sector by Kaplan and Nortandwaslater amended to address the unique
mission of nonprofit§Kaplan, 2001).Indicators used are usually grouped into four
perspectivesinancial, customer, internal, and learning and growtiese are connected by
causeande f f ect r el ati onshi ps (Kaptaa 200X)Tdd réeseaccher t he f i r
modi fi ed Knalprenise bysncooporatigg a strategy component which includes:

objectives, measuresmdaction initiatives(See Figure).
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Mission Driven
o Core Purpose

o Vision
o Values

i

Financial

o Diverse Donor Base
o Managed Investments
o Accountability

i B
Stakeholders Internal Processes
Strategy
o Clients o Best Practices
o Donors h o Objectives o Pelicies and Guidelines
o Staff o Measures o Board Review Process
o Valunteers o Action Initiatives o Program Assessments

-

Building Capacity

o Learning Organization
0 Knowledge Mobility
o Sustainability
o Program Impact

Figure 5: Balanced Score Card Approach - CMCNN

Along with that,Callen Klein and Tinkelmar§2003) statehat literature advocates a
multiple constituency approach to undarsting nonprofits and has suggested that there is no
single organizational or board effectiveness criterion that all stakeholders perceive siFuolarly.
instance each group measures effectiveness on what is most relevanCtmitolly (2011)
notes thamany nonprofits measure how much tleyand the cost of that effort; howevitrey
shouldfocus on the impact of their programs which nonprafitstdefine throgh the eyes of
those they serve and other stakeholdaraddition, organizations can cawt with funderand
others within the networkver time by sharing results at a level that resonates with them in order

to inspirelong-term sustainability and accountabilitprganizations that collect and usgh-
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guality data from program evaluationdagather key stakeholder input for planning atrdtegy
implementation efforts amgnificantlymore sustainabl@uild capacitythan those that do not.
Thus, membership in a CMCNN would aid in creating value for all stakehadershe long

term.

Foreshadowing the development of the Balanced Scorecard, researchers such as Cameron
(1980) and ConnollyConlon and Deutscti980)similarly advocated that multidimensional
approaches be used for measuring nonprofit effectiveness. In this way users cestsdath
the organizationds ability t otheseapauicasdo r esour c
achieve desirable outcomies stakeholdersKaplan (2001alsoconcurs with the need to
articulate anultidimensional framework for measuring and mgimg nonprofit effectiveness.

Thus, he balanced scorecard approach provides just such a framework. It also medsares
propositionor how the organization creates value for its targeted customers. Strategy and
performance measuremerged tadocus onwhat output and outcomes the organization intends
to achieve, not what programs and initiatives are being impleménii@ery nonprofits that
would make up the CMCNNhould consider an over arching mission objectmeexample
Improve the quality dffe of the military communitgt the top of their scorecardlong with

that, hefour main perspectives of thallancedscorecaravill provide thenecessarghort to-

intermediateangetargets and feedba¢Kaplan, 2001YReference Figurs).

The balaced sorecard has enabladanynonprofit organizations to bridge the gap
between vague mission and strategy statements an-diay operational actions. It has
facilitated a process by which an organization can achieve strategic focus, avoidittatisef

attempting © be everything to everyon8ubsequentlythe balancedcorecarchas shiftecan
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organi zationds focus fr om p oraesiredimgactdwighesitoni t i a

deliver(Kaplan, 2001).SubsequentlyBehn (2003) givesbvious reasons for engaging in
performance measureentwhich are to evaluate, control, budget, mate, promote, celebrate,

learnand improve

Nonprofits Need to Embracea Double Bottom Line

Moore (2000X)ites Bryc® €.992)work from Financial and Stréegic Management for
Nonprofit Organizationgswho states the mission defines the value of the organization to society
andcrat es t he or g anlbeeomesithe meiris thah is usgdangudging past
performance and assessing future courses wing@s cited by Moore, 2000, p. 190Hence
Moore (2000) concludes that there are really two bottom Imession effectivenesgmpact)
andfinancial sustainabilityand that nonprofits organizations gain revenues by attracting
charitable contributiomfrom those who share their calbgecreating value for donors as well as

clients

In addition,Frumkin and Kim (2001pbserve thatdéyond the need to build legitimacy
and donor confidence, which undeslitee newdualbottomline movement in the nonprofi
sector, there has been much tatkich has been previously mentioned surroundlieggrowing
sophistication of philanthropy as evidenced in the expectation of donors that their contributions
be wellspent. Thus, ronprofit organizations are actively emygal in courting supporters by
signaling the importance of their mission and the efficiency of their operathma.result
strategic positioning is a critical part of the giving process since it determines what information

reaches donors as they makeitliecisions on where to direct their funds.
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Young (2001)notes that siserious competitors fublic resources, nonprofits are asked
now to measure up to the standards of busibg$sveraging resources:unders now talk about
accountability and measng performance and resulss mentioned previously byoung (2001)
who cites Paul ,romnpgfitstné lenger IRi®a0pjotected enkironment in which
little was expected in exchange for financial support. Rather, they are asked to tokzbe timesir
impacts on society and their cadtectivenes$®y providing aperceived value d8VAB (As cited by

Young, 2001, p. 3).

Expectations Center Around Both Financial and Nonfinancial Measurements

Dr uc k er @regram Iopperfbimance expresshe hope that businessesuld
becomanoreknowledge organizatiommaking entrepreneurial decisiobasedn results.
According toSom et al. (2010 learning organizatiotan be viewed as a social system whose
organizational members have acquiredptecesses for continually generating, retaining and
leveraging individual and collective learnidgarssore t  al . (19 9(89Y9)workt e T h 0 m:
titled Organizational Conflicsuggesting that organizations are likely to learn the most when all
choose cdaborative learning strategies of higgansparency and receptivifis cited by
Larsson et al.,1998. 289).As stated previouslyhere are clear benefits being a member of an
inter-organizational network, including being at the leading edge of infesmataving access

to new ideas, happenings in other sectors, professions and organi@afiliass, 2002).

Thus, thanultiple constituencynodel(Connolly et al., 1980) angonprofit balanced
scorecarapproach (Kaplan, 2001) both satigifiynor constilency attempts to evaluate
organizations omoth social andiscal groundsNonprofit donors (and managemeqtiite often

focus on financial ratiofRitchie & Kolodinsky 2003),because of the widely held beliefs by
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influential external observers that suelios are in fact meaningful metrics in a nonprofit

environmen{Callen et al., 2003)Referencelable J.

Kaplan(2001)andSomet al.(2010)believethatthe combination of both financial and
nornfinancialperformance indicators providasholistic aproach in evaluating the overall
performance ohonprofits. This helps support the thesis thinprofit organizational
effectiveness is multidimensional and will never be reducible to a single ra¢idsuman and
Renz, 1999).Jensen (200Xjites Kaplamta n d N olP96lmlantex scorecaapproactonce
againas a tool to help managéesep arobjective yardstick of evaluation to determine what
creates value in their organizatiby measuring organizational performance frtouar

incorporatingperspectivesfinancial, customer, internal business process, and learning.

Examining AExpand the Pieo Approach to Networ

Historically, "win/lose" or "zeresum" thinking was based on the underlying assumption
that there is a fixed pie of value to be dividgamong stakeholders principally recipients,
board members, staff/volunteers, and donors; so that the interests of major stakeholders must be
traded off against one anotheloweverby adopt i ng a (winfvie)agp@achdto t he pi
network managememdividual nonprofitscan alter their thinking along several dimensions in
an effort to realizeraincrease®VAB and ultimately a positiveumoutcome over thiong term

(Dhanaraj and Parkhe, 2006).

Basadur et al. (200@jte Walton & McKersié £1965)work A Behavioral Theory of
Labor Negotiations which suggestthat problem solving orientations aggically confined to

posi ti ons dadbseBargaining lang th&\dssumptiobeingthat afixed amount of
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satisfaction (the pie) iavailable to beplit. Every gain made bgne partywill resultin the
identical loss by thether party(zerasum thinking) Making the e bigger iscited by Basadur
(2000) and references the work offautsCraig & Solomon(1996)titled, The Systerof
Industrial Relaions in Canadaaddressinguper-optimization,which isthe area to the right of

thewin-lose Ine asshownin Figure6.

ngh Win-Lose Bargaining Line
(Every Bit of the Pie is Split)
Optimized Zero-Sum Thinking

Line Showing What is Possible

] ) Win-Win Super-Optimized Area
Win-Win  (Requires Creative Thought) Pie is Bigger
View Positive Sum-Thinking

Zero-Sum
View

Lose-Lose Sub-Optimized Area
Requires Sub-Optimal Zero-Sum Thinking
(Some of the Pie Géts iThrown Away)

Perception of Value-Stakeholder Interests

High

Perception of Value-Donor Contributions

Figure 6: Zero-Sum Versus Win-Win Thinking (O'Malley, 1998; Basadur et al., 2000)
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Basadur et al. (200@uggest little ‘out of the box' thinking iterms ofproblem
definition as the key to making a perceivdiked pie' larger, moving beyondh at hte cal | s
shackles of zersum, wirtlose, compromise thinking.If a problem can be conceptualiziedm
a new angle in such a way that each party believes its resolution would providdevigl
satisfactioror SVAB, then the parties will be more likely to work together collaboratively

(Fisher et al., 1991).

The conceptualization stage is #ey to making the pie biggéor aCMCNN. The
creative process builds trust gmabvides a pathway tacollaborativemorecreativeprocesghat
is honest, abovboard andnakes sense foarticipants because of ggnplicity and logical
common senswwardexpanding thesize of the pi§ Basadur et al ., TBReOOO; O
theory being that awell-designedralue-creation system, almost any transaction can become a
win/win or positivesum game, if it is managed within the context of an appropriately long time

frame.

Securing a Value Added Advantage

A key element of win/win scenarios is that they are aimed rioreeating opportunity
than at minimizing costs. By making the entire system more effiaredgffective there is an
increase in realized/perceived va(@ottlieb,2012). In other words, d CMCNN seelsto
achieve a "glueadding advantage" now, themlitary network members atikely to be more
successful than thefronprofitcompetitoran other categories ovéne long run by establishing a
sustainabl e process of Manksuoesocalmedsajaoposed ( O6 Ma | |
CMCNN would be mefi v i r drgarazhtiorformed from several organizations. The focus of a

CMCNN is to encourage a wiwin relationshipby providing more of a social value added
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benefit over the longerm,which mean®perating in the supaptimized area above the
barganing line (Reference Figuré), thereby creating more value amamgfwork members with
eachcontributing particular resourcebhus,participantsvould achieve a higher level of

satisfactiorthan they believed possibas cited in Basadur et al., 200Qy.p6-58).

Gottlieb (2012)notes that mosirganizations are not culturally preparedvian/win
thinking throughgenuine collaborationThis was speciallynoteworthywhen organizations
perceive that they are in competition for limited funds with thg veganizations they are asked
to collaboratevith which leadgo the question'whom do you trustAxelrod (1984)explored
this topicby introducing hisi TI T F OR T A Tio hispbbok titledshe Bvalytion of
Cooperation. Under what has been termé@P r i s o memm@tse plByer has a shemin
incentive to defect, but can do better in the long run by developing a pattern of mutual

cooperation with the other. Thus, if planning for the kbng r pnaktice eciprocity!

Axelrod (1984) and Ostrom (199Bothidentify reciprocityas a key factor in successful
collective action. Ostrom (1998) concludes that evidence from laboratory experiments shows that
a large proportion of the population in these experiments believes that others will reciprocate,
making collective action possible. Trust, which is the hallmark of the military community (Jones,
2010) is a central component of collaboration because it reduces complexity and transaction
costs(in the form of opportunisnthore quickly than other forms of amgization (Ostrom, 1998

and Valentinov, 2008
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| dentify and MeasureStakeholder Satisfaction

Jensen (2001) states that stakeholders include all individuals or groups who can
substantially affect the welfare of the firm, or whom are affected by the achént of the
organi z at i Stakéhsldeptheorypattesnets to address the question of which groups of
stakehol ders deser ve or FreemanandPlallipsn200dhdy e ment 6 s
measurement informatiorOn the other handlarkson (199pargues that the interests of all
legitimatestakeholders have intrinsic value and that no partitotierests should dominate those
of the others.Consequentlymanagers must identify threcore values and use them as the basis

for dealing with all stekeholderan terms ofmeasuring result&Sundaram and Inkpen, 2004).

Jensen (200M)elieves that tracking value creatioithin the organizatiofmetworkover
the long term is the scorecard by whathkeholdersvill measure succesSlarkson (1995)
suggets that "stakeholder satisfactiatiouldbe measured by surveyitige representatives of
primary stakeholder groups to determine their levels of satisfaction with the value coéation
particular organizatidnetwork Accordingly, Freeman and Phillip@002)notethat
stakeholdersee the possibility of creating value where others do Inateir viewthe ability to
generate value works becawsseialentrepreneurs and managers have the ability to put together

and sustaimgreementsr relationships mong all stakeholders whether external and internal.

The principle of continuous creati¢Bvan, 2012}ays that aonprofit(run like a
businesysas an institutioman bea source for creatingalue. Cooperating with stakeholders and
motivated bytheirvalues, people continusly create new sources of val{ff’Eeeman and

Phillips, 2002). Tannenbaum (2003) states that miling the decisioimaking process tan
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or g ani eoetvaluesmlpsstofocus the organizationncreae performandproductivity,

and aid in cevelopnent ofa committed workforcép. 4).

Preble (2005b e | i eves t hat Fr ee ma nidparticdlalyimpoitanti on o f
since theycan impact whether or not a firm and its managers will achieve their objectives
therefore stakelolders should be managed instrumentally (more businessis), setting
performance goalandtargetswith respect to the concerns and expectations of key stakeholders
is emergingas an important means fl@veragingstakeholder relationsithin apotential

CMCNN in order to bolster a SVAB

Fromast ak e hol d e rthejassess thairpetatonships aith nonprofits based on
how well their expectations are met and how they are treated $ottganizatios (Herman
and Renz, 2004)Therefore nonprofits enhance the likelihood of being perceived as responsive
to stakeholder needs and the public inteneete n t hey al i gnvalteb,ei r or gani
missions, and capabilities withe expectation®f stakeholdergBalsar andVicClusky, 2005) In
sunmary,Herman and Renz (2004) adopt the view that overall nonprofit orgiamah

effectivenesss whatever multiple constituents or stakeholders judge it to be.

McLaughlin and Jordan (1999)atethata logic modelcan serve athe basis for a
convincingst or y 0 n s expe@ead pegfarnmancé and stakeholder perceptions of how the
program will work. This explanation helps cl
which performance expectations are set. Developing a shared vision obhestvely the
network will supposely work will be a product of persistent discovery and negotiation between
and amonghe different member organizatiorstgkeholdernswithin theCMCNN (Reference

Figure?).
82



Examine Barriers to Outcome Measurement

The lack ofinclusion of input from all stakeholders can limit the use of performance
management and create barriers to generating support from those stakéBelaier2003).
Therefore, he development and use of logic models, inextricably linked to program &wajua
is a concrete method for addressing some of the barriers to using performance measuren
organizational decision makingn nonprofits (McLaughlin &
Bonham, 2003) Furthermorelogic models can be viewed as a wapperationalizex
nonprofitds tnadditianjogiconfodelshch adggare? evolve through
monitoring, and thereforelalv for stakeholder buy in through feedback that is analyzed an

managed by organizational leaderstver time(Shalock and Bonham, 2003)

Stone Bigelow and Crittende(iL999)agree that little existsnchow to define and
measurgerformance in nonproBtbecause of their vague goals, multiple constituencies, ar
uncertain relationship between service activities and outc@ifadten, 1982Santo<et al.,
2001). Also, it is important to note that theracticeof performance measurement and
managemerghould be iterative and not a linear sequence of steps. There is no consensus
concerning the best way to develop performance mea&aetost al., 2001).Speckbacher
(2003)citesMosset al. (1987)n their workDoing Well While Doing Good: Dilemmas of
Performance Measurement in Nonprofit Organizations and the Need for aG4ulgtituency
Approachwhich concludes that the ideal performance assessment system in a nonprofit
organization would acknowledge the existence of multiple constituencies adarmasures

around all of them
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Taylor (2012) states thas competition among nonprofits increases, nonprofit
organizations must rise to the challerggroviding a SVAB by improvingccountability and
performance measurement in order to survive and gbwe.i ng flbiulse & eiss s
embracedsimply becauséhere is a high degree of idealism within the nonprofit sector and
reluctance among nonprofit employees to acknowledge that they are involved in competit
marketbased activitied.ikewise.Lindgren (2001) and Lindenberg (2001) express similar
concerns of fAgoal displacemento when bus

applied in the nonprofit model.

Plantz Greenway and HendrickR006)addthat aitcome measurement shifts tlhetds
from activities to results; from how a program operates tgdoe it accomplishes (Hatry &k,
1996). Therefore, establishing systems for sharing informdtiansocial media, newsletters,
emails webinars, etc\yithin the CMCNN about successf efforts and the context in which th:
were appliedvould save thenetworka lot oftime and expensehile offering particular benefits
for military nonprofit organizationfPlantz et al., 1997)Ashworth (2009notesthatmultiple
studies have shownahcollaboration cultivatesstrongSROI, adding to the belief that
collaborationamongmutually compatible organizations briigetter value to thestakeholders
by leveragingorandbuilding, marketingandfundraisingcapabilities withother network

menbers

Logic Model Highlights SVAB

Herranz (2009%uggeststhatho gi ¢ model 6 s e mpehsarables on deve

indicators that are associated with end outcomes helgsrofitmanagers tondersand and
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trackt hei r o r gracasses.aConseguedidgogic model may be used ameatwork
planning tool tdeveragdnitial outcomes agast longterm outcomeand progress toward a
desired impact.Therefore the logic model approach hidee potential tocreate a SVAB by
servingas a conceptual tool faleveloping, managing, and assessingogrformanceutcomes

of a CMCNN and itsnitiatives (Reference Figur@).

The logic modeterves as the evaluatitlmmework from which all evaluation questions,
data collectioriools, methodologies, and data anelyae derived It provides a frame of
reference for testing assumptions and haeimgalogue about ways to maikeprovements
(Connolly and York, 2002). A logic model provides a way to depict the organizing concept of
how a series of measurable processexpected to result in desired performance outcomes

which can leado a perceived SVABHerranz, 2009; and Kaplan and Garrett, 2005).

Evans (2012jecognizevalue based managemexs making decisions that recognize
value and benefits within a broademtext, continuously seeking out performance standards
commonly referred to as best practices, and threading high levels of accountability into all major
activities d member nonprofit organizations. Evans (2012) endorses the use afithwddel
which can neatly captureauseeffect relationships withithe valuechain of amilitary-centered
nonprofit Therefore, he notdbat knowledge should be viewed as an intangible asset, adding
value to the social capital of the organizatiBmally, headdsthat ronprofits should not exhaust
every effort on buildingip cashreservédsut i nst ead devote some effor

type assets that often add more value than hard assets.

Mandell and Keast (200&}ate that thenain purpose or function af network is to hk

members and their resources facilitaioigit action and learningn doing sotheyleverage
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these collective interactioms response to the environmentnew and innovative ways.
However there needs to bha some casea methodadgy for selecting variables that measure
impact on outcomedJ.oward this engdthere needs to be a collaborating type of netwadh as

the CMCNN which isbased on higher levels of trust and reciprocity

As anexample, rembers participating ithe CMCNN could focuson methodologies for
measuring one or more of the followimqgogram-centered outcomegreach, participation,
satisfaction)participant -centered outcomegknowledge/learning/attitude, behavior,
condition/statusgommunity-centered outcomegpolicy, public health/ safety, civic
participation, economic, environmental, social); anghanization centered outcomesgfinancial,
management, governand®lantz et al., 1997 ardenter for What Works, 2006)Broussard
(2008) notes that programs that ¢woe positre measurable outcomes are generally further
supported and/or expanded, as there is definitive proof of suéagss, thosenonprofits which
measure outcomesd who disseminate this information, are generadlyf regarded and

reliable in th& communitiesas providinga SVAB.

Behn (2003) cites Joseph Wholey of the University of Sent@alifornia and Kathryn
Newcomer of George Washington University who obsiéthat "é the current focus on
performance measurement at all levels of governiaedin nonprofit organizations reftts
citizen demands for evidence of program effectiveness that have been made around the world"
(As cited in Behn, 2003, p. 587RAlong with that Taylor (2012)suggests that nonprofits need to

make suretheyconsidéerei r st aff é6s values and motivations

Plantz et al. (2006)oncludethat he measuremef a program's outcomgthe benefits

or results it has for its customers, clients, or participants can and will have a tremendous impact
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on nonprofit lealth and human service organizationgerms of program improvement and
donor contributionsAs Hatry et al. (1996) stateyttome measurement shifts the focus from
activities to results; from how a program operates to the good it accomghidtesetal.,
1996). Stated anotherwdy,é out put s arogeam whleoouttcomeslare about the

participants @Plantz Greenway and eéhdricks 1997, p. 17)

Thus outcomes are benefits or changes in participants' knowledge, attitudes, values,
skills, behavio, condition or status. The most important reason for implementing outcome
measurement is that it helps programs improve serammg$elps provide proof of a SVABn
turn, funders can help agencies by providing an outside perspective on the reasssaifien
agencies' outcome measurement plangidging outcome findings, the best comparison for a
program is itselfis the program improving? Is it learning from earlier outcome findings, making

adjustments, and having better resul(sfatryetal., 1999

Saul (2003otes thatit is also critical to more efficiently manage funder expectations.
Putting performance measurement capabilities into the hands of nonprofits offers them the ability
to articulate and track their own goals and then work collalbehatwith fundersand network
membergo produce information that is mutually valuable. Performance measurement should be
introduced for what it is: a tool to helpdividual organizations manage better and improve
results(Saul, 2003). Powedt al. (D96)citeLesterT hur owd s (TheZ&&ym b o o k
Societyin which he mentions that competition is no longer seen as a game with a zero sum
outcome, but as a posithgeim relationship in which new mechanisms for providing resources
developbehindadvancesn knowledgg/As cited in Powelkt al, 1996, p. 143jo expand the

resource pie, which tends to support the formation@¥&NN.
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Currently, most nonprofit agencies are workingsome form obutcome measurement
in relative isolation, but it makes lgtsense for every program to be starting from scratch.
Therefore gstablishing systems for sharing informatwithin the CMCNN about successful
efforts and the context in which they were applied will saeenbers a lot adime and expense,
offering partcular benefit for othemilitary nonprofit organizationsperating on the periphery as

well (Plantz et al., 1997)

Summary

If a collaborative network can lead to the creation and transfer of new knowledge, these
knowledge communitiewill endeavor to seek social return on investment (SROI) by
attempting to measure the value of knowledge based resources. In addition, outcomes
measurement adds value by leveraging this new knowledge and creating what Dhanaraj and
Parkhe (2006) call ad e x p a n dappohch to paetweré thinking. In so doing, the resource
pie expands cseadi ggma, iposmpaared to going it

which typical I-syumoe sgua niesB aivree daalfilzzer aal ., 2000; C

Hence, as Bher et al. (1991) suggedtaiproblem can be conceptualized from a new
angle in such a way that each party believes its resolution would provide a high level of

satisfaction or SVAB, then the parties will be more likely to work together collaboratively.

McLaughlin and Jordan (1998)atethat alogic model can serve as the basis for a
convincing story on a programds expected pertf

program will work. Along with that,Herranz (2009) suggests that a logicmédel e mphasi s o
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developing measurable indicators that are associated with end outcomes helps nonprofit

managers to understand and track their organi

Taylor (2012)concludeghatas competition among nonprofits increases, nonprofit
organizations must rise to the challenge of providing a SVAB by improving accountability and
performance measurement in order to survive and giidws, he demand for increased
accountability and transparency helps to strengthen a SVAB for all stakehaldedsng

donors by enhancing the perception of value creation among potential network members.

In developing a network strategy for identifying, tracking and evaluating long term
mission impagtit helps promote the benefits of network membership byngdaliperceived
value to the prospects of a healthy double bottomtéikimg into account a nonprofits financial

and social health.

Members of the military charity network woulthdoubtedlyhave to achieve outcome
goals as a precondition for future tling. The trend toward increased accountability, the
infusion of technology, and the emergence of nonprofit networking will eventually force an
overall improvement in the effectiveness and efficiency of service dekviéitin the military

community overlie long term.

In conclusion, the researcher found that issaksing toResearch Questiohsuggesting
thatby increasingvalue creation for stakeholders a collaborative militasgprofit network
could attract and then leverage resourcesffaxtively"expand the resource pighore
contributions)making it a more positive sum garfvein-win) for all stakeholderwill require

further examination by the researcher after conducting the oral survey in Appendix C.
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Research Issue 5 Aligning Stakeholder Expectationsto Build Capacity

ResearchQuestion5: Could a more positive sum game aimed at building capacity lead

to longterm sustainability, greater mission impact and increased donor contributions?

Introduction

Connolly (2001) notes théicapacity build ngo ref ers to activities
organization and help it better fulfill its mission. Capacity building can occur in virtually every
aspect of alrganization, including programs, management, operatiecisnology, human

resources, governand@ancial managemenfind development, and communications.

In addition,Collins (1998)believes that by measuring outcomes, nonprofits gain a
barometer to guide management, motivate staff and focus the organization's mission. Having
accessible outcomekata also improves the organization's capacity to fundraise and advocate on
behalf of its mission and clients. Donors increasingly expect nonprofit organizations to
demonstrate their effectivenes&s a result, rany accreditation bodies require a periagciew

of program outcomes.

In his online articleCollins (1998)cites David Garvin whaescribes dearning
organizatiodas one skilled at "creating, acquiring, and transferring knowledge, and at modifying
its behavior to reflet new knowledge and iights." Based on our dependence on the
information age, @aomputerized outcomes measurement sysasriticalin aidingCMCNN to
collect, sort and aggregate the resulta aiembeprganization's programs#jusallowing for the

better dissemination @fiformationto network members
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Building organizational capacity within tipeoposed CMCNNMdds value and helps to
reassure all stakeholders that network members are focused on their mission, leadership
resourcesputreachand the services they providepecially during times oéconomic
uncertainty In addition, there is the belief thatperceived social added benefduld allow a
CMCNN to attract and leverage resources and #ffely expand the resource pie allowing for
increased contributionaakingit a more positive sum gamerfwin-win] for all stakeholders

thusimprovinga n o r g a moulzlesbbtiorn Im& s

Establishinga Set of Common Core Values

The first step irbuilding network capacity begins withigning stakeholder expectations
with a setof common core valuesArgandong1998) cites Feeman 6 s 1 9 8trategico r k
ManagementA Stakeholder Approaddtating that stakeholders arayagroup or individua
who may affed or be affectad by theobtainmen of thec 0 m p a mopls{As cited by
Argardona, 1998, p. 1098However, Argandona (1998) anilitchell et al. (1997Yaise the
guestionWhy shoul stakeholdesoviewsbe taken into accourt in the c o0 mp a degiios
making? Answer:Becaugthey fi a f d (& may affecithec o mp a peyf@dngmana, now or
at any point in the future Thisis what Argandona concludes is teay behind &the commm
goodbof the organization and itstakeholdes, as well as fosociey as a whole.

Kraatz (1998notes that théreadth and heterogeneity of an organizesicocial ties
("whom it knows") may determine its access to different sorts of information, thus affecting its
ability to recognize and respond to environmental threats.&ttength of weak tiés
perspectivéGranovetter, 1973pdicates that the priary function of networks is tenhance an

organizations' access to information from the larger environmemter to build capacity
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Stakeholders assess their relationships with nonprofits based on how well their
expectations arbeingmet(Herman and Bnz, 2004)Thus by aligning the expectations of
st akehol der svalues, missionsnamdcapakilithesionprofit enhancethe
likelihood of being perceived as responsivetekeholder needs and thelgic interest, and

therefore an effectiverganization(Balsar andvicClusky, 2005)

In a different light Seashore and Yuchtman (19@&fine the effectiveness of an
organization asits ability to exploit its environments in the acquisition of scarce and valued
resources to sustain its functioniaglowever, theimability to exploit the organization's
environment to the maximum cannot be encouraged in the shont fiawor ofreducing its long

run potential for favorable transactions.

Gill et al. (2005)elievethata s s e s s i n ¢gooaod mrekdaduatiagatsrganizational
performance is importaim demonstrating accountability and generating public tindtakey
enabler of succeq#\rtley, Ellison and Kennedy2001) The ability of a nonprofit to deliver on
this trust requires transparendyansparency allows the constituent to easily ascertain that the
nonprofit is doing what it is suppose to (@vans, 2012) Also, Gill et al. (2005) citeCutt and
Mur r ay 6 s ,ARfO0nmbiliy@ara Effectiveness Evaluation in NRwofit Organizations
in stating that outcomes evaluation is essential to accountability (As cited by Gill et al., 2005, p.

4).

Recognizingthatan organizatioms composed omultiple stakeholdersa multiple
constituency modeds suggested iyerman and Renz (1999)owld enphasize thaan
individual and group®f individualsmay form evaluations & n o n pactiaties, and reay be

able to influence the activities of that organizatiath each usinglifferent criteria to evaluate
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that nonproft @féectiveness.For exanple, retired military and veterans serving@esminent
stakeholders have significant influence over the criteria used to evaliliéaey nonprofits and
can focus on the criteria and impressions they deem most retexantajority ottheir
stakeholdergMistry, 2007). On grounds both of conceptual clarity and empirssadlence the
multiple-constituency approach appears to provide a systematic approacimed at defining

effectivenessnd building capacity over the long r(@onnollyet al., 1980)

Herman and Renz (2004) adopt the view that overall nonprofit orgemak
effectivenesss whatever multiple constituents stakeholders judge it to b&his becomes a
challenge when you consider that many military nonprofit organizations haveleultip
constituencieso deal withsuch as recipients, staffs, funddisensing and accrediting bodies,
boards of directors, and vendorSonsequentlyf is nosurprise that a growing number of
stakeholderselieve that investing in capacity building helpgerage the impact of their
philanthropic resources (Connolly and York, 20023ui (1984) states every organization must
discover and continually seek to improve its practares beconsistent withts values, mission
and st akehol dwthostaddiegioptheic dosf§&ose 011y Also, experts advise
that an organization needs to be clear about their strengtiather words, what will your
nonprofitbring to theCMCNN, and what are the otherembed s s t r By ooliabdnasng
nonprdits offer a more complete set of servigdsng with gperceivedSVAB that might make

their pitches to donors more likely to succéBddgespan Grouf2012).

Promoting Transparency and Accountability Leads to a SVAB

Hatry et al. (996) believe that orgnizations need to provide more transparency and

accountability into how they operate while building and strengthening relationgkithsugh
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improved accountability has been a major force behind the move to outcome measurement, there
is an even more ingstant reasonlo help programs improve servic&utcome measurement
provides a learning loop that feeds information back into programs on how well they are doing.

It offers findings tlat members of @MCNN can use to adapt, improve, and become more

effedive as they build capacitfHatry et al, 1996).

Ebrahim (2005pelieves that a central challenge fanprofisis to find abalanceor a
mix between mechanisms that respond to the upward accountability concerns of donors and
those that meet the needsstdff andconstituentswhile also leading to positive changes in
organizational behavior. Stakeholders need to reconsider the balance between reporting systems
designed for shotterm accountability and those that can enable leteyen change through
organizational learning. This means that improving accountability is not only about accounting
for donor funds but also about making progress toward a mission that reflects accountability to

all stakeholdersyhich wouldinclude otherCMCNN members.

Outcomemeasures impart a sense of focus and businesslike competence on the part of a
nonprofit, which can be enormously comforting to donors who want to make sure that their
charitable dollars are being used in the most efficient and effective manner pdilpleofits
that have adopted and implemented effective systems of performance measures will be well
positioned to take advantage of ttrisndtoward accountability over the long ter®peckbacher,
2003) Wh at 6 s f ameffecéive measurement systemas implemented, public trust in
nonprofit organizations is bound to be lost (Herzlinger, 199é) organization is said to have a
competitive advantag&hen it is implementing a value creating strategy not simultaneously

being implemented by ctent or pdential competitors seeking donatidi&ll et al., 2005).
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Moore (2000)ites Oster (1995) the author $trategic Management for Nonprofit
Organizations: Theory and Caseo agreeghatthe principal value delivered by the nonprofit
sectors t he achievement of its soci al pur poses a
contribute to the cause that the organization embd¢Aeesited by Moore, 2000, p. 18@&s
previouslymentionedVioore (2000 cites Bryc® €1992)work emphasizing thamission defines
the value of the organization to society anctactee s t he or g a nbeeomeésithends pur
metric that is used in judging past performance and assessing future courses @Aaditz
by Moore, 2000, p. 190). Moore (200f)es o to citeOster (1995pgainstating that what
contributors get in exchange is not necessarily a financial return, it is instead the satisfaction that
comes from aligning themselves with, and contributing toward, an effort to achieve a large
public purposédor which there is no readily sustainable mailfet cited by Moore2000, p.
194). Thus, nonprofibrganization£angainmorerevenues by attracting charitable
contributions fom those who share their cause, thus expanding the resource pie towaed a mor

positive sum game.

However, Moore (2000)otes that one can reasonably argue that nonprofit organizations
create value for society in ways other than achieving their midsidividual satisfaction (or
utility) may be generated in the livebdopnors through their gift giving. If this is true, then
value iIis created at the upstream end of the o

Thus the encounter with donors is value creating, as is the encounter with clients.

Zajac and Olen (1993) look at theransaction value approachy examining the
processes\bwhich joint value is created and claimethey view exchange partners in inter

organizational strategies as primarily concerned with how to estarf¥&AB over the long term
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and how that value is distributed beten exchange partners over time as the resource pie is

given a chance to expand.

Samples and Austin (2000)i t e F o r Bleasuing thelUheagurable: Empirice
Studies of Nonprofit Organizatidgffectveness from 1977 to 19%hich states thator
nonprofits to successfully acquire external funding, maintain goverrsuppbri retain
competent staff and/or address the outcomes relevant to community stakeholders, they n
continuously improve thembility to measure resultnd build capacityn order to make
decisions that lead to lortgrm sustainabilitfAs cited by Samples and Austin, 2009, p. A).
Benchmarkingstudy Repor{1997)notes that performance measures should be limited to thi
thatrelate to strategic organizational goals and objectivegh provide timely, relevant, and
concise information for use by decision makers at all levels to assess progress toward ac

predeterminegjoals aimed at making an impact and building capaci

Saul (2003pbserveshatnonprofit professionalare seeking more relevant and eost
effective ways to track and measure results. Compounding this is the pressure on nonpro
a variety of funders to demonstrate results, who themselves arereneeed scrutiny to be
accountable and to maximize the impact of their social investr(téatsy et al. 1996). A
practical step might be to improve nonprofit capacity (to articulate outcomes and measure
create better tools (to track data) and devetmpmon standards (to interpret aminpare
performancevith similar programgs The increasedompetition for limited funds is also drivin
practitioners to more convincingly demonstratt e i r 0o r g a n i Agantitibeacom@gss

clear that the rolef fundraising has fundamentally changed from contacting funders to
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convincingfunderst hat oneds organi zati on ofiseslvingde r

particular problen§{Saul, 2003).

Stay Responsive to Stakeholder Concerns

Mistry (2007)notesthatnonprofitorganizations evaluate effectiveness to demonsdrate
SVAB to stakeholders, thereby renewing legitimacy, establishing credjleitiguring survival
andto give feedback to staff and volunteers about the impact of their contrib(fionshdman,
2001) By cultivating relationships with stakeholders it helps facilitateGMECNNGO s a bi | i t y t
be responsive to stakeholder concéBalsar andVicClusky, 2005)whichwould berecognized

as best practices in the nonprofit sector (Drucker, 1990).

Thus, hequestion ofvhosepreferences should be satisfied at a given time is transformed
into how divergent preferences can be satisfied over the longyiuilding capacityThus he
emphasis of th€MCNN model is on the continual procesfsbecomiry effectiverather tharon
being effectivebecause the substantive definition of effective organizational performance

continually change§&Zammuto, 1984).

Tsui (1981) andHerman and Renz (199Baveproposed that stakeholder responsiveness
should be thdasic criterion of effectiveness, both for individual managers and for organizations.
As mentioned previous)yhere are essentially twoainpurposesn measuringputcome
performance: accountability and program improven(@fdlker and Grossmat999) Menefee
(1997)believes thatdundations will demand more accountability fronmpofits regarding the
use of reources anduality of service outcomeSubgquently members o& military nonprofit

will undoubtedlyhave to achieve outcome goals as a préitiom for future funding.
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Easterling (2000jnentionsthatgrants are seen less and less as gifts or contribubanhs
seemmoreand moreasinvestments Moreover,donorfoundations operating underigmew
paradigm are much more impressed with outcemauation (i.e. an objective assessment of the
actual effects of the funded program on the target populatimgerstandablymeasuring
outcomes and impacis often tedious if not impossible over the long tei®ubsequently hie
issue of latency can laldressed to some extent by measuring shorter term outcomes (e.g.,
increases in knowledge, new skills) thapefully will serveas proxies for the ultimateng-
termoutcome of a social progranin addition logic modelshelp connect thelsorter term ad

longer term owtomes together in a chain of causalEgasterling, 2000).

Hatry (2002)cautionsthat making a precise calculatiaf future outcomes is usually
quite difficult and signals the need to recognize performance partner3iips, wthin a
CMCNN, outcomesputcome measurement procedusiad outcome targetould bejointly
established bypetwork memberkelping to promote a perceived SVAB for all stakeholders
Bolland and Wilson (1994)bservd that when organizations providing one typeseivice refer
clients, get information aboat/ailable servicesand otherwise interact with organizations
providingdifferenttypes of services, the interests of multipked clients arbetterservedand

moreeffectivethan if such interaction does rmtcur.

Leveraging Resourced eads to Increased Mission Effectiveness

In terms of defining an effective organization, Connolly (2001) believes thatmabste
and well rumonprofits exhibit the following characteristics:

a vital mission

high-quality, well-regarded, relevant programs

capable and motivated leadersmmnagement, and staff
clear communications and accountability
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1 awellorganized board with able and involved members
9 efficient operations and strong management support systems
1 solid financeswith reliable and diverse revenue streams

In an effort to define nonprofit effectiveneBalsar andVicClusky (2005c i t e For bes 6
(1998)article titledMeasuring the Unmeasurable: Empirical Studies of Nonprofit Organization
Effectiveness from 1977 to 199he articleconcluded that organizational effectiveness is a
negotiated outcome derived from repeated interactions between organizational actors and their
environmentgAs cited by Balsar andicClusky, 2005, p.298)Thus, t helpsto leveragean
organizda i on6s ability to be rlesufivatng relatienshippwitb t ak e h o
all stakeholder¢Balsar andMicClusky, 2005) Adhering to mission and cultivating stakeholder

relationships are recognizedainas best practices in the nonproétsor (Drucker, 1990).

Stone and Ostrower (2007) cheerman and Renz (1997) article titlstdiltiple
Constituencies and the Social Construction of Nonprofit Organization Effectivehessfound
that executives, board members, and funders all believetdhed effectiveness was the most
important determinant of what they perceived as organizational effectiveness (As Gtethéy
and Ostrower, 2007, 422). According to Drucker (1990any of the responsibilities of an
effective boardyhich weréefir st articulated for the business sector more than two decades ago,
are equally relevant for the nonprofit sector today. Leaders of nonprofit organizations are
responsible for the mission, it comes first. Focus on the mission leads to performance through
planning, involvement in the organization, and clear accountability for the organi¢atiean

and Griesinger, 1996).

The idea of outcomes assessment is that program outcomes are stated in specific,

measurable terms and that these indicators of outcomesraistently trackedln that respect,
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leaders must regard effectiveness in terms of response to the needs and expectations of their
stakeholders Accordingto Speckbacher (2003) the modern stakeholder view of service
eval uati on por tcroanybsi nnaotniporno foi ft smuatsu aillal y s peci al
are expected tbuild capacityang r ovi de some form of rA&furn on |
the complexity of using stakeholder input as a measure for performance is further complicated by
theweight each stakeholder holds within nonprofitatry (2003 summarizeshe task facing
nonprofit performance management by proposing that nonprofits should:

A | d e n tspetific outctmesought, theassociated indicatoesyainst whichprogress

will be measured, and the latest available data on the cwakms foreach of these
indicator®. (pg. 353)

With regard taACMCNN, Gill et al. (2005)tate that organizational effectiveness
measurescanul fi | | stakehol der s Ohigestapdardstolat i ons by de
professionalism and accountability; communicating well witksidestakeholdersvithin the
military communityand byadaptingtd he net wor k 0 sOndhe atlreghani;gl etn e e d s .
al. (2005)believe thesimpler and more subjective appchego gauging organizational
effectiveness have more typically been used by funders. Tiegeclude assessing the
demand for and use ofnailitaryor gani zati onds services (member
participation); demand for services; publisikility; references to the importance of their
projects or their organization; reputation in the public and key constituencies; clarity of

objectives; past track record; and positive relationships between funders and the organization.

Sawhill and Willianson (2001 plso notdahat the success of a system of nonprofit

measures is directly proportional to sisnplicityandclarity in expressing organizational
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progress which is a worthy objective for amilitary nonprofit. Theybelieve that measures of
sucess can serve as powerful marketing tool®tolding capacity imonprofit organizations

and especially ima CMCNN.

Only with outcome measures can managers ansifearan effectivenes®r efficiency
guestionDid the nonprofit achieve the results @t out to produce? Did this nonprofit produce
these results in a cosffective way?in addition, managers also need to askirtiygact question
(Behn, 2003)What did the nonprofit itself accomplish? What is the difference between the

actual outcomes anithe outcomes that would have occurred if an organization had not?acted

Expanding Organizational Capacity Helps Articulate SVAB

Devita and Fleming (200Befinescapacity building as the ability of nonprofit
organizations to fulfill their missions in anfeftive manner. A strong mission orientation is a
distinguishing characteristic of the nonprofit sector and a motivating force for matayy
nonprofit organizationt effectively collaboraten forming aCMCNN. However, to be
effective playersmilitary nonprofit organizations must build and sustain financial and political
capacity. As mentioned previously,amprofit capacity buildingsonsists of fvecommon

component$ound in all organizations and intermediary structuvgson and mission

leadeship, resourcesoutreachproducts and servicéReferencd-igure4).

As suggested by the direction of the arrows, these five factors are interrelated and
mutually dependent on one anothathile some militarynonprofit organizations engage in some

type of networking osharing of information, how actively they pursue this ggdbrming a
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networksuch as &MCNN, and with whom thegeek externatontacts may vary depending on

their overall vision and missiaomward assistingnembers othe military canmunity.

Kreiner and 8hultz (1993support the premise that arcreasedSVAB can becreated
due to the crostertilization of ideas, expertis@nd differingperspectivesEnabling people to
link special interestshare informatiomnd diverse expertisandincorporate various skilland
levels of experienc@Connolly and York, 2002)Also, Thomson and Perry (200&§idthat
col l aboration is the act or Amibtaryenstgorkiod fAshar ed
exposure to new ideas and mentoring @mong the secondary benefits of regular intergroup
involvement(Advantages of Building Collaborations, 1998y adopting arexpand the @6
strategy amilitary charty networkcan expand therollective interests more broadly to include
the interest of all stakeholders so a SVAB can materialamemember organizations over time
Thus nember organizations of@GMCNN can easily adapt and maintaireir own distinct
identities and organizational authority separate from the collabordéméty (Thanson and

Perry, 2006).

As mentioned previouslytust is the hallmark of the military community (Jones, 2010)
andis a central component of collaboration because it reduces complexity and transaction costs
more quickly(Ostrom,1998and Valentinov, 2008 According toNewell and Swan (200@just
is considered to be the key to effective networking arrangements for innovation involving the
creation and diffusion of knowledgeward building capacityln addition, hetrustlevel
towards other membenshich isused as aenabler for cooperatiQis increase@ven moras a
result of their correct behaviaghile constraintbased systenesventuallypenalize misbehawrs

(Axelrod, 1984).
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Van Alstyne (1997)liscusses value adding collaborative partnershigconsisting of
sharing knowledge and organizati onatbcreetk now ho
value Laskeret al. (2001 )statethatby leveraginghe individual perspectives, resources, and
skills of the partnersy collaborativegroup create something new and valuable together, a whole
that is greater than the sum of its individual paviartin et al. (1983)eport that service
integration as a strategy for collaborative service delivery reduces duplication, improves
coordination, minimizesosts, and improves responsiveness and effectivdreggier and
Reischl (2003pddthat one of the essential elements related to a successftbigégrizational
collaboration begins first with diversity of stakeholders and a belief that their partoipathe
coalitionsuch as &MCNN will leverage resources argbult in positive outcomealong with

enhanced survivability (Hager et &0Q04)and a perceived SVAB

Innes and Booher (2008pte that the most effective collaborations build their own
capacity by tracking outcomes they are producing and by providing this information back to
participants to enhance thé&arning process. Collaborative netwotkat do these things are
recognized and respected in their communities, which in turns seg¢aeir capacitfBooher
andinnes, 2002 Huxham and Vaugen (2008fate that organizational networks aim to gain
collaborative advantadey achievingoutcomes that could not be reached by any of the
organizations acting aloné\ccording toHuxham andvlacdonald (1992)collaborative
advantagenvolves develping synergy among organizational membergard the achievement
of common goalsThus a network like the CMCNN that satisfresiltiple client needs shoulae
in a position taeapincreasd contribuions, loweroperationalcosis and i mpr ove st ak
perception of a SVAB Therbyencouragingfficiency at solving complex client problems by

integrating and coordinating services with othmmberorganizations in aorecoherent
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manner(Arya andLin, 2007;Selden et al., 2006)Also, having an appropriate cresgction of
members isnost frequently mentioned asaccess factor bfjluxham and MacDonald (1992)

all of which helps promote value stakeholders

Newell and Swan (200M®elieve that kowledge confers an ability to recognize the value
of new information, assimilate it, and applyagta c c omp |l i shi ng oned6s mi ssi O
collectively constitute whatohen and Levinthal (1990) tal firm'sabsorptive capacitywhich
once agaimefers not onlyto the acquisition or assimilation of information by an organization but
also to the organization's ability to exploit @ohen and Levinthal (199@jte HerbertSi mo n 6 s
1985 workWhat We Knovaboutthe Creative Process which Simonpoints out that diverse
knowledge structures coexisting in the same seielicit the sort of learning and problem

solving that yields innovatio(As cited by Cohen and Levinthal, 1990, p.133).

Provan et al. (20033tatethat only through collaboration canrhan capital, social
capital, and organizational resources be brought together in ways that are likely to have a
meaningful impact othe militarycommunityp bealth and welbeing. Furthermoretheyargue
that the ultimate success of a network must bggddn terms of the impact it has had on such
outcomes as mission effectiveness and building service capacity. For exaropkmet al.
(2003) suggedhat client referrals represent an important form of network involvearghare a
good indicator of tabuilding of community capacity. In additipi is an important way for
organizations to cooperate with one another because referrals involve the actual provision of
services to clientAnother indicator of successthe strength aihultiple ongoingrelationships

between organizationg/hen multiple ties are presentettoss of one type of tie (e ghared
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information) has less impact on the network because one or more other types of ties (e.qg.,
referrals) remain in effect, allowing the relationslagontinueThus, bst ties can more readily

be rebuilt because theorganizations continue to work togetl{Brovanet al., 2003).

With respect tdearning theoryFreemad s 1 9 9Efhicdd Theoky and Business
cited byBarringer and Harrison (2000, 376),which shows that the number of alliances that a
firm participates in (i.e., degree of connectiyitignsity and the extent to which a firm can place
itself in the center of a network of relationships (i.e., degree of centrality) have a beatieg on
degree of learning that resuttsvard building capacityAdd to that,Cohen and Levinthal
(1990,p. 128)definition ofabsorptive capacitgs a firm's ability "to recognize the value of new,

external knowledge, assimilate it, and appky it

Thus,it becomes more apparent thag need to create a culture of accountabdiiyg
transparencyo ensure thanindividual organizatiorand fellow network members dio fact
create valudéa SVAB)for their stakeholderdn addition,Gill et al. (2005)believethat the
assessment of board performance is essential for demonstrating accountability and generating
public trust. After all, when people give of their time and/or money, theysaging this il trust
and believe in what thailitary nonprofit is doingd The ability of a nonprofit to deliver on this
trust requires transparency. Transparency allows the constituent to easily ascertain that the

network membeis doing what it is suppose to @@vans, 2012).

The Value of the Inter-organizational Network

Benson (1975)dentifies the intelorganizational network as a unit which consists of a

number of distinguishable organizations having a significant amount of interaction with each
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other. They may be linked directly or indirectly. The irteganizational atworkproposed in
this research study can be viewatba emergent phenomenddohen (2011ktates that
collaboration requires leaders who listen and adapt, and who encourage others inside and outside

their organizations to lead, learn and giowrderto continuebuilding capacity

Tsui (1984) statethatorganizatios must discover and continually seek to impraweir
practices consistent witheirvalues, mission and stakehol@spectationss they build
capacity Gose (2011pbserves thanany d the charities that are collaborating today are doing
SO as a way to increase their reach without adding to their costs. Experts advise that an
organization needs to be clear about their strendthsther words, what wilh military
nonprofitbring tothe proposed CMCNNand whatwill be provided by other membé& 8y
collaborating military nonprofits caroffer a more complete set whluedservices that might
make their pitches to donors more likely to succeed according to the BridgespanZeifjp (

which is a nonprofit consulting firm out of Boston.

Connolly and York (2002}ite the Grantmakers for Effective Organizations and
Grantmakers EvaluatioNetwork. (2000) aReport from 2000 GEN GEO Conferencevhich
specificallyaddresse the questionWhat makes a nonprofit organization effectivAecording
t o them, i ofanosgganizdtien toffuffilbits missiorythrough a blend of sound
managemedétand a persistent r ed¢AdcitedbyCGoonnllydand achi ev
York, 2002, p. 3). Thus, t is nosurprise that a growing numbefr grantmakersand other
stakeholderselieve that investing in organizational capacity building helps leverage the impact

of their philanthropic resources (Connolly and York, 2002).
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Collaborations areften preferred vehicles for intergroup action because they preserve
the autonomy of member organizations while providing the necessary structure for unified
effort. A collaborative military network would enabpeople to link special interesthare
informationand diverse expertisandincorporate various skillandlevels of experience
(Connolly and York, 2002)This wouldallow groups who are at different stages of tbein
internal cevelopment to have an equal séyisenabling &angible benefitso accrue from
collaboration.For example, m@anizations cabuild capacity by continuingp focus on what they
do best and preserve their own resources while relying on others for related tasks and expertise

(Advantages of Building Collaborations, 1994).

Thomson and Perry (2006gmind usagain thatollaboration is the act or process of
Ashared cr eat i onnvolvesrthe dréason a new vajue by doimg sorething
new or different. Organizations can develop a greater understanding oadkiecdmmunity
needs and existing resources by seeing the whole picdunetworkd exposure to new ideas
and mentoring are among the secondary benefits of regular intergroup involyAcharitages

of Building Collaborations, 1994).

Laskeret al. (2001 ngreethatby combining the individual perspectives, resources, and
skills of the partnersa collaborativegroup creates something new and valuable together, a whole
that is greater than the sum of its individual pamtsusinformationalsynergyis manfested in
the thinking and actions that result from collaboration, and also in the relationship of

partnerships to the broadailitary community.

To maximize synergy and keep partners engaggahizatiors need to be efficient by

makingthe best use of mat each partner has to offdfactors influencing successful
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collaborative behaviotrust respect among partneend éective communication strategies and
mechanisms to coordinateemberactivities help facilitate synergistic thinking and actidrhe
assumption being that collaboration is more effective than efforts carried agtrigteentity

(Laskeret al., 2001).

Bryson,Crosby and Ston€2006)citeBar b ar a G rCallgborating; Ringigg9 )
CommonGround for Multiparty Problemby stating hat alegitimatenetworkcan facilitate
collaboration formation Adding to thatBryson et al. (2006andGive an Hou(2013)who
introducecrosssector collaboration athe linking or sharing of imfrmation, resources, activities
and capabilities by orgdzations in two or more sectors to achieve jointly an outcome that could
not be achieved by organizations in one sector separdtkb/role of prior relationships or
existing networks is important because it is often through these networks that padgeithe
trustworthiness of other partners and the legitimacy of key stakeh@deesst al., 1997; Ring

and Van de Ven 1994).

Summary

By aligning stakeholder expectations in an effort to build capacity a more positive sum
game surfaces. The resudihg that organizational effectiveness is better defined by leveraging
network resources. Consequently, a shared SVAB emerges by promoting transparency and
accountability within the membershiCapacity building is a process and over time it
strengthenamilitarynonprof i t 6s ability to fulfildl it
network as it strives to positively impact the military community (Connolly, 200khjs,

expanding organizational capacity helps articulate the value of network benefits.
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Gulati and Gargiulo (1999)ote that organizations create ties to manage uncertain
environments and to sdtysresource needs; therefotley enteinto collaborative endeavors
with other organizations that have resources and capabilities that cahdrelpope with these
exogenous constraint§srega Scott and Pacyn@007) believe thatollaborative behavior is
encouraged by a belief shared by users that by undertaking joint activities they will be able to
reach th& objective in a more efficient wahan by acting aloneAlong those lines,he demand
for increased accountability and transparency helps to strengthen a SVAB for all stakeholders
including donors by enhancing the perception of value creatrwng potential network

members

Strategic éadershipneans collaborating and competing strategic@hganizationgnust
examine how they caexpand capacity anmbllectively meet the needs of theerall military
communitywhile remaining focused on accomplishing their individual missidvienefee
1997) In terms of eciprocity, behavior patternshare the commomgredientsthat individuals
tend to reactto the positiveactionsof otherswith positive responsesandto the negative
actions of otherswith negativeresponsesReciprocityis a bast norm taught in alsocieties
(Ostrom, 1998; Axelrod, 1984)nd will be a key factor toward building network capatityhe

proposed CMCNN

In conclusion, the researcher found that issues relating to Research Question 5 suggesting
that a more positiveum game aimed at building capacity can lead to temgsustainability;
greater mission impact and increased donor contributions will require further examination by the

researcher after conducting the oral survey in Appendix C.
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