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Background

Increasingly, there is recognition that organisations from such diverse sectors as government, industry and academia have interrelated interests that necessitate that they work together (Rea et al 1997). Partnering with organisations both within and across sectors is becoming an increasingly attractive strategic alternative in order to deal with the challenges of turbulent organisational environments (Emery & Trist, 1965). This turbulence is characterised by new technologies, more diverse and demanding customer markets (Cravens et al 1996) as well as by rapid economic and knowledge/information change, increasing competition, global interdependence, decreased federal funding for post secondary research, and a concerted movement towards informed decision-making with respect to public policy. 


One particular setting in which there exists a turbulent organisational environment is that of healthcare – both in terms of health research and healthcare delivery. One only has to open the newspaper to see that this is a global phenomenon as most developed nations are struggling with the supply and demand issues of optimising their publicly- funded health systems while creating health policies that emphasises the use of private sector mechanisms to pursue public sector goals (Robinson 2001). At the same time, reference to the health care system in the United States reveals that with major roles being played by profit-seeking corporations such as pharmaceutical firms, for-profit hospitals, health maintenance organisations (HMOs), and preferred provider organisations (PPOs), there is a growing concern that “markets do not work in health care, because critics claim that we can’t view health care a just another business.” (Gilmartin and Freeman 2002). These revolutionary changes occurring within the healthcare setting have led many to describe this environment as being ‘hyperturbulent’ (Rotarius and Liberman 2000). It is also being described as a “which-hunt” as policy makers try and make decisions about “which” health technologies to cut in order to rationalise and restrict health care spending (Giacomini 1999). 

One facet of the turbulent health care environment is the issue of drug budgets. With the emergence of new and often expensive pharmaceutical products, the managers of drug plans (governments and third-party payers) are increasingly faced with determining which products to cover within their limited budgets. Add to this the fact that an ageing global population places greater demands on global health care systems causing global pharmaceutical expenditures to rise dramatically and the need becomes obvious to have some sort of means of determining the benefits and cost effectiveness of pharmaceutical products. A consequence of this is that pharmaceutical companies, consulting firms, various university departments, insurance companies and government agencies worldwide have expressed tremendous interest in pharmacoeconomics. As a result, the volume of pharmaco/health economics research has increased (Arikian et al 1992; Willke 1995) along with the use of health economics as a decision-making tool in health policy (Fuchs 2000).  Pharmacoeconomics is the discipline of performing economic evaluations on pharmaceutical products in order to better inform public policy towards these products. It involves evaluations of costs and benefits of drug therapy from the perspectives of end-users (patients), third-party payers (drug insurance plans), health care providers, government health departments, and society at large. It is a developing science that involves many disciplines and necessitates collaboration among investigators in multiple fields. As just one component of healthcare reform/rationalisation and the concomitant decision-making involved, it would appear to be a potential solution that transcends the boundaries and capabilities of single organisations in their attempts to address a major, contemporary social issue or ‘meta problem’ that exists within the inter-organisational domain (Trist 1983).

Collaboration and the Inter-organisational Domain

Collaboration theorists have historically tended to view problem domains not in terms of single organisations but in terms of the interdependencies among stakeholders who are affected by particular issues and who claim a right to influence outcomes (Trist 1983; Gray 1985, 1989; Wood and Gray 1991). These ‘meta problems’ require multiple perspectives and resources and this has led to repeated calls for inter-organisational as well as inter-sectoral collaboration (Gray 1989, Emery and Trist 1965). They require all of those organisations with a stake in the problem domain to come together (Emery and Trist 1965). Gray (1989) states further that a major reason for encouraging inter-organisational collaboration is the potential for innovative, creative solutions to very complex problems and that with multiple participants viewing different aspects of a problem, through collaboration they can “constructively explore their differences and search for solutions that go beyond their own limited vision of what is possible”.

With this in mind, in 1994, the University of Alberta and the Government of Alberta in Canada established a steering committee to explore the feasibility of creating an Alberta-based Institute of Pharmaco-Economics that would embrace one key principle – collaboration among academia, government, and industry would be vital to its success. As more emphasis is placed on collaboration, those organisations involved in the collaborative process must be aware of the factors that will influence their efforts. At the time of this study, the goals and mission of the Institute were to:

· Provide national policy leadership to secure the adoption of government and industry of ethical, rational and analytic approaches to the assessment of new and existing drugs;

· Provide leading edge expertise in the theory and practice of pharmacoeconomics, and be a center of innovation for the design, measurement and evaluation of studies of the cost effectiveness of pharmaceutical use;

· Undertake economic studies of health care interventions,  pharmacoeconomic studies of individual drugs, drug products and categories of drugs for industry and government;

· Bring stakeholders together to leverage their resources for pharmacoeconomic research;

· Communicate the impacts of economic and outcomes evaluations on health system reform;

· Support a developing pharmaceutical research capacity in Alberta and Western Canada; 

· Collaborate in the training of current and future practitioners in pharmacoeconomics through workshops, specialized graduate courses and research opportunities; and

· Inform and stimulate public dialogue and debate in health care with research-based evidence.

In 1995, seven multi-national pharmaceutical companies embraced the proposal and as a result, thirteen organizations, representing the government, academic and industry sectors, came together to create the Institute of Pharmaco-Economics (IPE) to become its founding partners. Two years into its operations, discussions were held with senior management about the possibility of studying IPE as an example of multi-sector collaboration to see what insights might be gained.

The purpose of this study was to get beyond the official ‘party line’, to dig deeper, and to develop a better understanding of university-industry-government collaborative ventures. This would be accomplished by describing the motivations, expectations, objectives and overall perspectives that each of these three sectors brought to this collaborative enterprise through the eyes of those individuals chosen to represent their respective organisations on IPE’s Board of Directors. By exploring each sector individually and by obtaining organisational perspectives from each of the partner organisations representing the three different sectors, it was felt that a truer picture of what constitutes multi-party, multi-sector collaboration could be obtained. In this manner, it might be possible to see whether the collaborating partners were actually ‘practising what they preached’ – insofar as insights from the personal interviews could be compared to what was being stated in the various draft business/communications plans that were being made available to the author. Were the written materials from the Institute a genuine reflection of the perspectives of the founding partners? To use the terminology of Chris Argyris, it would be an opportunity to compare instrumental (task-related) and interpersonal (relationship-related) ‘espoused theories of action’ with ‘theories-in-use’ i.e., comparing what they claim was guiding their actions with what was in fact guiding their actions. A novel and theoretically interesting aspect of the Institute was that it provided an opportunity to gain insights into how collaboration can arise and persist not only with partners representing different sectors but with the founding partners from one of these sectors all coming from a highly competitive industry. 

Because the study sought to understand the perspectives of each of the partnering organisations, it was felt that naturalistic, interpretive methodologies and the case study in particular would best serve the objectives of this research. In addition, because of the level of involvement that one of the authors was expected to play in the ongoing functioning of the Institute, this study was approached through an action inquiry orientation. In the context of the in depth case study of IPE, action oriented inquiry implies a research approach in which the process of conducting the research and the research findings themselves would be used to influence the manner in which the Institute operated. Action oriented inquiry seeks to reduce the temporal gap between analysis and implementation of findings and in many cases, involves some sort of organisational intervention. Falling under the rubric of “action research”, this approach also implies close working relationships between the researcher and those being researched; sometimes to the extent that those being researched are termed co-researchers. It is not “consulting”, since a major objective of action inquiry is the development of novel theory or the refinement of existing theory in addition to being able to take some kind of action based upon what is found/discovered during the research process (Gummesson 2000).  A major objective of this thesis research, in addition to learning more about multi-party, multi-sector collaborative ventures, was to assist in relationship-building among partners through the discovery and incorporation of their perspectives and interests into the ongoing development of this unique collaboration. Because there was the possibility that the lead author would assume a ‘stakeholder relations’ type of role within the Institute, the convergence of researcher and Board members into a joint process of meeting both research and collaborative management objectives constitutes what we have coined ‘action-oriented inquiry’.

To the extent that this was a descriptive, exploratory study, it was important to ascertain the nature of this multi-sector collaborative effort, how it came to be, and to explore the perspectives of those key individuals who constituted the Institute’s Board of Directors. A qualitative approach is the preferred methodological approach when the purpose of the research is to understand perceptions, to hear points of view and organisational as well as personal perspectives, and to listen to how the participants make sense of the collaborative effort. As such, the following types of questions were posed in order to address those issues highlighted:

motives/intent –

· why did your organisation become involved in this venture? 

· what led to the decision to become involved?

· what factors need to be considered when deciding to become involved in such a venture?

· what was considered?

· in general, why do you think organisations collaborate?

objectives/expectations – 

· what does your organisation hope to achieve by becoming involved in this venture 

· for itself?

· for the venture?

· does your organisation have any specific organisational objectives in mind?

· is there an overall, shared goal among all the venture partners or what do you see as the overall shared goal among the venture partners?

benefits of membership &
challenges


· what are some of the pluses associated with being a partner in this venture? 

· how would your organisation feel that it had benefited from participating in this venture

· is there a downside

· what are some of the challenges (good/bad) that your organisation faces? 

· what are some of the challenges (good/bad) that this venture faces?

indicators of success – 

· what would be some indications that this venture was successful? 
· if we look at outcomes, what are some of the important factors that influence the success of ventures such as this?

· if we make the distinction between venture success and the state of relationships among partnering firms, are these factors the same?

· are there additional factors that influence relationships among partners?

The various literatures that addressed inter-organisational collaboration were reviewed and used to develop a preliminary conceptual framework. Largely utilising transaction cost economics, various resource-based theories and/or social exchange theory, these literatures offered a number of suggestions as to the types of initial collaboration conditions, partner characteristics, and process-oriented factors that influenced collaborative venture outcomes (survival, longevity, performance etc.) This initial framework essentially consisted of a list of factors that had been shown or proposed to influence venture outcomes. Thus, an objective of the study was to compare insights gained from the interviews with IPE’s board of directors with the extant literature in order to see whether the factors were the same, whether there might be any additional factors not illustrated in the literature and whether existing theoretical frameworks did an adequate job of describing the type of collaborative venture that formed the focus of this research. An additional question that we sought to address was whether, when presented with a list of factors that have been postulated to influence collaborative venture outcomes or relations among collaborators and asked to rank the relative importance of each of these factors in influencing these outcomes, collaborating partners would prioritise these factors similarly. Although this research was not hypothesis-driven, we were attempting to determine whether ranking these factors similarly or not, in and of itself, might constitute a factor that could influence collaborative venture outcomes i.e., the degree of similarity amongst collaborating organisations with respect to how they prioritise factors known to influence collaborative venture outcomes will itself influence these outcomes.

This study constituted the focus of the lead author’s doctoral thesis. Having described the purpose of the study, and the approach that was taken to generate insights into multi-party, multi-sector collaboration, the purpose of this paper is to extract portions of the discussion appearing in this thesis in order to highlight some of the discussion around key findings that emerged.
Findings and Discussion

It is beyond the scope of this paper to detail each of the responses to questions posed to IPE’s board members. However, it was the analysis of these perspectives on objectives, expectations, and the nature of collaboration from which certain themes emerged. From an action-inquiry perspective, the process of conducting this research and communicating these findings was helpful for those parties involved in the ongoing operations of IPE as it caused the Board members to reflect on why they were involved, what they hoped to achieve and why this particular collaborative effort necessitated university-industry-government joint involvement. This reflection and ‘taking stock’ process was a valuable exercise in reminding Board members of the bigger picture and allowing them to plan for continued collaboration. From a more theoretical/academic perspective, analysis of this data resulted in the emergence of particular themes that perhaps contribute to the study and practice of multi-party, multi-sector collaboration on a grander scale. They highlight the notion that when large, societal, ‘meta-problems’ are tackled, success is optimised when a partnership mentality prevails and when different organisations from different sectors view each other’s participation as vital to resolving the issues. When collaborating partners have a stake in this meta problem and when they see themselves as part of a collective solution to it, we enter the realm of genuine stakeholdership. 

Multi-Party, Multi-Sector Collaborative Ventures – A Stakeholder Perspective

Through the analysis of the data from this research and comparing the findings to the extant literatures on alliances, joint ventures etc., it was possible to see where many of the findings support the continued use of such major theoretical frameworks as transaction cost economics, and resource dependence or resource-based theories, as appropriate ‘lenses’ through which to explain and understand the phenomenon of multi-sector collaborative ventures. The continued use of these frameworks in the identification and validation of numerous initial collaboration condition, partner characteristic, and process-oriented factors is warranted – especially when inter-organisational collaboration involves the pursuit of partner satisfaction for economic reasons. However, in collaborative arrangements as complex, with such broad objectives, and with so many parties involved as that epitomised by IPE, these particular findings suggest that an additional theoretical framework that has yet to gain significant momentum in this field but that appears to have much to offer is that of stakeholder theory/research. When the purpose of collaboration is to seek societal solutions to meta problems arising from turbulent environments and when collaboration participant motives (at least long-term) are in part, corporate social responsibility, the most significant finding from this thesis research is that a stakeholder theory perspective should be incorporated in the process of recruiting collaborators as well as managing the collaborative process. This serves to introduce the last section of this discussion – a discussion in which the we endorse and propose that the concepts of stakeholdership and stakeholder theory should to be considered in the partner selection processes as well as in the development, structure, governance and management of multi-sector collaborative ventures. The practitioner and academic worlds of multi-sector collaboration and multi-sector collaborative venture research might well be served by incorporating concepts from this stakeholder perspective. 

Stakeholder theory, whether descriptive, instrumental or normative, has predominantly been utilised in the analysis of individual organisations where there are multiple stakeholders such as employees, customers, owners, or Boards of Directors and managers are faced with addressing these multiple stakeholder interests and balancing their competing demands (Ogden and Watson 1999) and where managers do and should pay varying degrees of attention to these stakeholder groups (Freeman 1984). The left side of Fig. 1 depicts a typical firm’s stakeholder relationships. The use of descriptive stakeholder theory has shown that the firm is a nexus of relationships among these individuals or groups. An instrumental stakeholder orientation has demonstrated that applying stakeholder principles in organisational management can lead to positive performance outcomes and a normative stakeholder perspective provides direction for managers as to how they can manage relationships with stakeholder groups and meet individual stakeholder objectives in a satisfying and fulfilling manner. Yet with such multi-sector collaborative ventures as IPE, one sees an even more complex network of stakeholders – especially when all organisations involved see their participation in the collaborative effort as being a critical to achieving some shared vision of a problem and when each group of stakeholders accepts each other’s right to participate (Hardy and Lawrence 1999; Maguire et al 2001). 

At the heart of stakeholder research is the basic premise that organisations have relationships with many constituent groups or “stakeholders” that have the ability to influence and are influenced by organisational decisions (Jones and Wicks 1999, citing Freeman 1984). In addition, stakeholder theory is concerned with the natures of these relationships from both  ‘process’ and ‘outcomes’ perspectives and assumes that the interests of all legitimate stakeholders have value (Jones and Wick 1999, citing Donaldson and Preston 1995). Thus, stakeholder theory attempts to answer the questions “who is a stakeholder and what is at stake? (Mitchell et al 1997). In light of the objectives of this research, stakeholder theory’s three-pronged (descriptive, instrumental, normative) application suggests that it also supports an action inquiry orientation since it can be utilised: 1) descriptively to illustrate how firms/managers behave; 2) instrumentally to demonstrate that certain outcomes are more likely when firms/managers behave in certain ways; and 3) normatively to suggest that firms/managers should behave in certain ways (Donaldson and Preston 1995). Thus, it informs both the study (theory) and practice (action) of management. Unlike transaction cost analysis, stakeholder mapping and value creation can be utilised beyond a purely economic view such that stakeholders can be mapped within the political, social, and technological contexts (Cummings and Doh 2000). Stakeholder theory also attempts to explain and predict organisational behaviour under stakeholder pressure (Freeman 1984) and can be positioned as a four step strategic planning process:

1. identify all relevant stakeholder groups in relation to the issue being addressed;

2. determine the stake and importance of each stakeholder group;

3. determine how effectively the needs and expectations of each group are being met; and

4. modify corporate policies and priorities to take into consideration those stakeholder interests not currently being met (Freeman 1984).

Freeman and Liedtka (1997) have refined this theory of management by describing four normative principles that can lead to success for a focal organisation and its stakeholders:

1. stakeholder cooperation – in which value is created because stakeholders can jointly satisfy their wants/needs;

2. complexity – in which the individuals belonging to various stakeholder groups are complex and act from different values, many of which are jointly determined and shared. This diversity in personal and professional values can lead to innovation (products and services) that benefit society;

3. continuous creation – in which the institution is a source of value creation. Stakeholder cooperation while being motivated by values leads to new sources of benefit to stakeholders and allows for the emergence of creativity and innovation (see above);

4. emergent competition – in which competition arises because stakeholders have options but this form of competition is based on the ability to manage the tension between simultaneous cooperation and competition amongst stakeholder groups.

This stakeholder management model can once again, be seen to be applicable to the IPE context since the traditional stakeholder theory view of the firm with its many stakeholder groups is supplanted by the collaborative venture and its broader network of stakeholder (parent) firms and their stakeholder groups – see right side of Fig. 1 below. In this figure, the left hand side depicts the typical stakeholder theory perspective – with the focal firm at the nexus of relationships with many stakeholder groups including employees, owners, directors, customers and suppliers among others while the right hand side depicts a collaborative venture such as IPE where there are numerous university, industry, and government partners. Within the context of multi-party, multi-sector collaborative ventures such as IPE, not only are the various partnering firms stakeholders, but also each of these partner firms has its own set of stakeholder relationships. For example, the typical pharmaceutical industry (I) partner will have stakeholder relationships similar to those depicted on the left side of Fig. 1 in addition to its relationship with IPE and the other partners. A university (U) partner will have stakeholder relationships with Directors, Academic and general staff, $ funders, Students, and employers among others in addition to IPE and the other partners. Similarly government partners (G) will have stakeholder relationships with the Public, with their employees as well as with IPE and its other partners among others. The right hand side of Fig. 1 simply illustrates the broader network of stakeholder relationships that exist within the context of multi-party, multi-sector collaborative ventures such as IPE. From an action inquiry perspective, it also suggests that for those involved in the study as well as in the creation and management of such ventures, a stakeholder perspective is worth adopting.
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One of the issues that arose in the analysis of IPE was the portfolio of representation on the Board of Directors. Some respondents were openly critical of various partners’ choices of representation on IPE’s Board; questioning whether an individual’s role within their company was a reflection of a diminished capacity and/or legitimacy to be a contributor to IPE’s Board. Again, a stakeholder perspective is an appropriate lens through which to study (and practice!) such examples of collaboration. Luoma and Goodstein (1999) promote the use of stakeholder theory in orienting institutional theorists to questions of corporate governance and the legitimacy of who serves as directors on boards and the appropriate role of boards vis-à-vis stakeholders. Mitchell et al (1997) have developed an often-cited model of stakeholder salience whereby stakeholders can be identified by their possession of one, two, or all three of the following attributes:

1. the stakeholder’s power to influence the firm (the extent to which it has or can gain access to coercive, utilitarian, or normative means to impose its will in the relationship)

2. the legitimacy of the stakeholder’s relationship with the firm (a general perception/assumption that its actions are desirable, proper/appropriate within a system of norms, values, beliefs etc.), and

3. the urgency of the stakeholder’s claim on the firm (the degree to which stakeholder claims call for immediate attention) in which the following seven typologies exist:

1. power only =

dormant stakeholder
where dormant stakeholders possess power to impose their will on a firm but not through having a legitimate relationship or urgent claim.

2. legitimacy only = 
discretionary stakeholder
where discretionary stakeholders possess legitimacy but have neither the power to influence the firm nor urgent claims.

3. urgency only = 
demanding stakeholder
where demanding stakeholders have urgent claims but neither power nor legitimacy.

4. power + legitimacy = 
dominant stakeholder

where dominant stakeholders’ influence on the firm is a certainty since they exhibit both power and legitimacy.

5. power + urgency = 
dangerous stakeholder
where dangerous stakeholders are often coercive since they lack legitimacy.

6. legitimacy + urgency = dependent stakeholder
where dependent stakeholders depend upon others to enact their will because they lack power but do have legitimate, urgent claims.

7. power + legitimacy + 


urgency

 = definitive stakeholder







    where definitive stakeholders are








    consistently given priority.

They have empirically tested this model of stakeholder identification and salience in an investigation of relationships between CEO values and corporate performance and found support for the attribute-salience relationship as well as for the CEO values-salience-corporate social performance relationship but no support for a salience-financial performance relationship (Agle et al 1999). This typology/model would appear to have utility in the analysis of multi-sector collaborative ventures since it suggests a framework for assessing the relative contributions that multi-sector collaborative venture partners might bring to the collaboration based upon the attributes that they possess. The proposition could be made that for multi-sector collaborative ventures to achieve positive outcomes, all participating partners should be described as “definitive” such that they bring power/authority, legitimacy, and urgency to the collaboration. Those that lack a particular attribute (or lack two) might not get the attention that they desire, or worse, receive attention for the wrong reasons. In either case, it seems intuitive that maximising positive outcomes in a multi-sector collaborative setting will necessitate emphasis being placed early on in the process, to the notion of partner selection and stakeholder identification – especially if intended collaborative venture outcomes are more of the social responsibility/performance orientation than economic performance. The utilisation of stakeholder theory can assist in both the identification of stakeholders as well as the description and perhaps even prediction of collaborative venture behaviour under pressure from its various stakeholders; the most salient being the multi-sector organisations that have come together to create the venture.

Summarising the findings from the themes that emerged at a more abstract level of coding, the dominant higher-level theme was that of the various collaborating partners having a stake in the (meta) problem. The incorporation of a stakeholder perspective in the study of multi-organisational, multi-sector collaborative ventures, thus places a great deal of emphasis on assessing the characteristics of potential collaborating organisations (‘stakeholders’) and what is at stake for the purpose of collaborating. For those individuals charged with the mission of initiating, developing and managing these sorts of collaborative ventures, having the ability to determine and analyse the perspectives of each of the potential collaborating partners, not simply from a factor identification perspective, but from a power, legitimacy, and urgency perspective, would appear to be a novel and useful means for ensuring that the most appropriate organisations are selected for inclusion, thereby increasing the chances for achieving positive outcomes and reducing the high joint venture failure rates that one sees in the literature. The use of a stakeholder perspective and attention to the propositions developed in this thesis would provide a useful tool in both identifying stakeholders and selecting potential collaborative partners – especially in the context of multi-party, multi-sector collaborative ventures where maximising shareholder wealth is not a dominant motive for their participation.

Based upon the perspectives of each of the founding organisations of the Institute, representing the academic, industry and government sectors, the following propositions were developed. They incorporate the key findings in this study.



Proposition 1:
Multi-sector collaborative ventures have a greater chance of achieving positive outcomes when there is a shared belief at the outset that for any number of reasons, the issue(s) being tackled through collaboration require the participation of organizations representing multiple sectors i.e., EXIGENCY



Proposition 2:
It is not enough to be aware of the sorts of issues that can and do influence multi-sector collaborative venture outcomes, but that in order to achieve positive outcomes, Boards of Directors of such collaborative ventures must also ascribe the same level of importance to these issues - they must prioritise their importance similarly i.e., CONCORDANCE



Proposition 3:
In order for multi-sector collaborative ventures to achieve positive outcomes, there must be an appreciation that each partner brings something of value to the collaboration – that each partner has a right to be involved and that they are capable of contributing something i.e., LEGITIMACY


Proposition 4:
In order for multi-sector collaborative ventures to achieve positive outcomes, there has to be an awareness of each partners’ needs/issues/objectives – an understanding of the environment in which partners from other sectors are operating i.e., EMPATHY 



Proposition 5:
In order for multi-sector collaborative ventures to achieve positive outcomes, partners should support and encourage each other’s participation – a mutual promotion of participation i.e., ADVOCACY 



Proposition 6:
In order for multi-sector collaborative ventures to achieve positive outcomes, all partners must share the same overall, ‘big picture’ vision, and that within this overall vision, individual organizational or sectoral goals can be managed – individual organizational objectives can be pursued without compromising the overall shared vision i.e., OVERALL SHARED VISION



Proposition 7:
In order for multi-sector collaborative ventures to achieve positive outcomes, there should be cohesive, coordinated, consensus perspectives from each participating sector i.e., SECTORAL COHESION, COORDINATION & CONSENSUS



Proposition 8:
In order for multi-sector collaborative ventures to achieve positive outcomes, there must be reassurances in the shorter term that realistic milestones can be achieved, defined expectations can be met, and that there is progress being made towards achieving the overall shared vision i.e., DEFINED, REALISTIC EXPECTATIONS & MEASURES OF SUCCESS



Proposition 9:
In order for multi-sector collaborative ventures to achieve positive outcomes, there must be an appropriate level and portfolio of representation on the Board of Directors i.e., BOARD COMPOSITION

Proposition 10:
In order for multi-sector collaborative ventures to achieve positive outcomes, the ‘business’ of the collaborative venture must be important to each partner organization i.e., RELEVANCE/SIGNIFICANCE

Summarising, the ‘implications for collaborative venture research’ are that within the context of multi-party, multi-sector collaborative ventures, this research suggests that a stakeholder theoretical perspective can and should be used to compliment the transaction costs, social exchange,  and resource based theoretical frameworks that are utilised to describe and predict optimum governance mechanisms as well as identify and validate the factors associated with various collaborative venture outcomes.  Joint ventures, strategic alliance, network and relationship marketing researchers may wish to incorporate elements of a stakeholder theoretical perspective into their work; irrespective of whether their research is designed to explore, describe, confirm or predict. The ‘implications for managerial practice’ are that those involved in the development and ongoing management of such forms of collaboration may wish to consider the use of stakeholder mapping exercises in assisting them to select appropriate partners as well as manage the process of collaboration once initiated. A clearer illustration of who has a stake and what’s at stake should help in these processes.


The research has shed new light on the notion of stakeholdership and has provided an hypothetical template for identifying some of the major issues that should be addressed in establishing and managing multi-sector collaborative ventures. The propositions and conceptual framework developed through the analysis and integration of the research results and the extant literature should assist in determining the extent to which the findings are applicable to wider range of multi-sector collaborative venture contexts than the Institute of Pharmaco-economics. 

Limitations of the Study

This research has several limitations. In the first instance, it dealt with a very specific type of collaboration, i.e., a multi-organisational, multi-sector, collaborative venture whose creation was originally envisaged by several senior government and academic personnel thus the results of this research cannot be generalised to all instances of multi-organisational, multi-sector collaborative ventures from a statistical standpoint, but analytical generalisations can be made. The developed propositions and conceptual framework are starting points for these types of generalisations to be suggested. 

The second limitation of this study is that since it was designed and conducted along an action-inquiry orientation, the interviewees were very much aware of the purpose of the study. Thus, rather than speaking in general terms to avoid the problems associated with respondents trying to be overly helpful and providing information that they thought the author might want, the discussion of specific issues may have resulted in respondents providing information that was less about their perspectives and more about what they wanted to go “on record” as having stated i.e., simply stating the party line. We don’t feel that this is a major limitation of this study as the interviewees, knowing that they would not be identified, but that their responses would be illustrated in aggregate form with other members representing their particular sector, provided very candid responses to questions in a manner that has contributed to the development of the study’s propositions. It is perhaps, a lack of candidacy amongst collaborating partners that could be hypothesised to contribute to the less than stellar record of success with collaborative ventures and only through open dialogue and ensuring that all issues are “on the table” can positive outcomes have a better chance of being achieved. Staying with the theme of respondents, another possible limitation of this study is that Board members may have been providing personal as opposed to organisational perspectives. This is a limitation if there was an absolute need to illustrate definitive organisational positions on the issues being tackled, but within the action inquiry oriented approach of this thesis research and given that the respondents were the individuals who sat on IPE’s Board, any introduction of personal perspectives would only serve to highlight the dynamics of interaction that might influence outcomes associated with this particular collaborative venture. It also served as a mechanism by which to compare theories-in-action with espoused theory.

Concluding Comments

This thesis research explored the phenomenon of multi-sector collaboration through the detailed analysis of a collaborative venture established by thirteen organisations representing the academic, industry, and government sectors – from the perspective of those individuals charged with the fiduciary responsibility of guiding this enterprise and realising its mission. Upon embarking on this thesis research, the rationale for such an endeavour was that in spite of widespread research into the nature of collaboration, and collaborative ventures, in particular, there was a high failure rate associated with them. It is interesting to note that as of this writing, researchers are commenting that R&D joint ventures seem to have become less popular than other forms of partnering and that this is probably due to their organisational costs and high failure rates (Hagedoorn 2002). This supports the notion that there may be much to learn from an example of successful collaboration – the Institute of Health Economics is now in its eighth year of operations and continues to add partners to the collaborative mix. 

In order to gain insights into how best to develop and manage this type of collaboration, an in-depth study was conducted using both qualitative and quantitative methods. The study was designed and performed with an action-inquiry orientation where a rich tradition of previous work in collaborative inter-organisational research provided the conceptual blueprint upon which the inquiry progressed. The research used an embedded case study design in which three sectors represented by the thirteen
 founding organisations were embedded within one collaborative venture whose mandate was the design and conduct of pharmaco/health-economics research to aid in decision making (both organisational and public policy). By focusing on the ‘parents’ of such a collaborative venture as opposed to the ‘child’ or the venture itself, the exploration of this phenomenon led to a greater understanding of the perspectives of the members of the Board of Directors – those individuals who have the dual responsibility of ensuring that the collaborative venture achieves its objectives while also ensuring that they represent the interests of their respective organisations and sectors through the collaborative process. The research has shed new light on the notion of stakeholdership and has provided an hypothetical template for identifying some of the major issues that should be addressed in establishing and managing multi-sector collaborative ventures. The propositions and conceptual framework developed through the analysis and integration of the research results and the extant literature should assist in determining the extent to which the findings are applicable to wider range of multi-sector collaborative venture contexts than the Institute of Pharmaco-economics. 

Postscript – Institute of Pharmaco-Economics – Current Status

Although this paper illustrates a ‘snapshot’ or cross-sectional view of the attitudes and perspectives of IPE’s Board members during 1998, an interesting point to note is that since the commencement of this study, the Institute of Pharmaco-Economics continues to exist and, in fact, has added more partners to the collaborative venture (it is also now called the Institute of Health Economics (IHE)
. There are now two additional multi-national pharmaceutical industry partners, one new provincial government funding agency, as well as two regional health authorities (government) now involved. Based upon the previous discussion, we conducted additional secondary research and were able to determine that IHE’s Board of Directors is not only larger due to the addition of new partners, but that representation on the Board now comes from more senior roles within the partner organisations; most notably within the pharmaceutical industry sector. Whereas in 1998, when industry representation came from a mixture of senior managers, department directors, vice-presidents and one C.E.O., as of January 2002, all pharmaceutical industry members of the Board are either C.E.O.s, Vice-Presidents, or Executive Directors. In light of what was conveyed by the industry interviewees about their rank and role within their respective organisation reflecting what they brought (decision-making authority, commitment to higher-order, longer-range objectives) to the collaborative venture, it can be inferred that over the past few years, industry views this type of collaboration seriously enough to warrant raising the hierarchical level of their representation on the Board.
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�  plus a fourteenth industry partner that joined shortly after commencing this study


�  the suggested name change was an issue that had been raised repeatedly by interviewees over the course of data collection. There seemed to be consensus among many of the Board members that calling it the Institute of Pharmaco-Economics was too constraining and in fact, conflicted with the longer-term objectives of becoming a world class facility that excelled in the production of ‘outcomes’ research that could inform all health policy; not just pharmaceutical policy.
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