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Nonprofit organizations strive for continuous improvement in their programs’ effective-
ness and sustainability, service efficiency, and accountability. Typically, managers face the 
need to attain these objectives despite limited or declining resources. For that reason, col-
laboration with other organizations has become an increasingly favored tactical strategy. 
However, even with the extensive literature on collaboration, there is a lack of empirical 
testing of elements or characteristics essential to collaboration. Using survey data from envi-
ronmental organizations, we find that organizations that have sufficient human resource 
capacity, more technological resources, and employ females at the leadership level would 
more likely seek collaboration than would other organizations. Organizations that generate 
higher internal revenues are less likely to seek collaboration.
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WITH THE INCREASE IN THE NUMBER OF NONGOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS 
(NGOs), the challenges these organizations face have also grown exponentially. Salamon 
(1994) contends, “Despite the immense expectations that have been placed on the third sec-
tor, it is still far from clear how eff ectively it can respond to current opportunities. For all its 
dynamisms, this sector remains vulnerable to a variety of internal stresses and external con-
straints” (118). With this in mind, many NGOs look for ways to address challenges, expe-
riencing a growing phenomenon by which organizations are engaged in interorganizational 
collaborations. In fact, collaborative arrangements can today be viewed as a characteristic of 
organizational eff ectiveness (Mitchell 2015). 

Th e public and nonprofi t management literature does not agree on a defi nition of collabo-
ration (O’Leary and Vij 2012). Most frequently, collaboration is defi ned as “the process of 
facilitating and operating in multi-organizational arrangements to solve problems that cannot 
be solved, or solved easily, by single organizations” (Agranoff  and McGuire 2001). Although 
the literature also acknowledges both positive and negative implications for collaboration 
(Arsenault 1998; Austin 2000; Brinkerhoff  2002, 2003; Wondolleck and Yaff ee 2000), con-
fusion remains around the antecedents of collaboration.

Th e identifi cation of antecedents or characteristics that are essential to collaboration is lim-
ited in the existing literature. Th is article examines NGOs’ capacities to engage in collabora-
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tions, with the primary goal of conceptualizing these antecedents. We focus on partnership 
as a form of collaboration and examine the human, fi nancial, and technological resources of 
organizations that initiate or take part in partnerships.

We fi rst discuss the relation between partnerships and collaboration and then proceed to 
draw hypotheses informed by the literature on how NGOs’ human, fi nancial, and techno-
logical resources relate to engagement in partnerships. Next, we discuss the research setting 
and methodology, then analyze the results and reach some conclusions.

Collaboration and Partnership Defi ned
Th e literature lacks a common defi nition of collaboration. Some scholars consider collabora-
tion as an umbrella concept that encompasses various forms of interorganizational relations; 
others approach collaboration as one of those forms (O’Leary and Vij 2012). Snavely and 
Tracy (2000) define collaboration as “the overarching commitment to work closely with 
other organizations where their missions overlap and intersect and where the combining of 
resources leads to improved service eff ectiveness and effi  ciency” (148). Meanwhile, Guo and 
Acar (2005) defi ne it as an act in which organizations “work together to address problems 
through joint eff ort, resources, and decision making and share ownership of the fi nal prod-
uct or service” (342–43). Th ese defi nitions underscore the relationship building and creative 
problem solving NGOs engage in to achieve certain goals.

Among practitioners, especially those working for organizations in the Global South, the 
term partnership is frequently used. A partnership reflects what Mattessich and Monsey 
(1992) describe as collaboration through which organizations create a common new goal, 
pursue it through a novel project based on a certain structure or arrangement, ongoing com-
munication, and pooled resources used for that project. A partnership is seen as “a dynamic 
relationship among diverse actors, based on mutually agreed objectives, pursued through 
a shared understanding of the most rational division of labor based on the respective com-
parative advantages of each partner” (Brinkerhoff  2002, 21–22). Partners seek to maximize 
mutual benefi ts while maintaining their missions and values (Brinkerhoff  2002). We support 
this argument and view partnerships as working arrangements among diverse actors, verbal-
ized in a formal agreement to work on agreed-upon objectives and on projects with specifi c 
time frames and resources. Partnerships are temporary endeavors. Th roughout this article, 
the terms collaboration and partnerships are used interchangeably (Proulx, Hager, and Klein 
2014).

Collaboration: Forms and Essential Elements
One essential question that emerges from the literature is: What are the fundamental com-
ponents that bind organizations in collaborative relationships? Many authors (Brinkerhoff  
2002; Perrault et al. 2011; Snavely and Tracy 2000, 2002) argue that trust is one of the most 
essential factors in partnerships. Bonds of trust between organizations aid in opening lines of 
communication; trust is built through understanding and having bureaucratic mechanisms 
for periodic interactions and meetings among organizations (Walker and Hills 2012), as well 
as the “development of less formal norms of behavior through an organization culture that 
expects and supports participatory approaches and mutual respect” (Brinkerhoff  2003, 118).
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Moreover, nonprofi t managers must work harmoniously, focusing on mutually benefi cial 
outcomes and willingness to share information (Knickmeyer, Hopkins, and Meyer 2003; 
Snavely and Tracy 2000, 2002; Th omson, Perry, and Miller 2009). Th is mutuality sheds light 
on the importance of information sharing and cooperative interactions to strengthen partner-
ing organizations (Axelrod 1997; Lister 2000; Provan, Isett, and Milward 2004; Th omson 
and Perry 2006). An agreement may also refl ect each partner’s rights and obligations.

Although this discussion covers some of the normative requirements for collaboration, 
it brings attention to resource capacity as an antecedent for collaboration. According to 
Sowa (2009), nonprofi t organizations “operate in a marketplace, where other organizations 
may be in competition for resources, including fi nancial resources and clients” (1015). 
Our analysis includes three varying elements of partnerships: (1) the arrangements them-
selves, (2) the number of partners or actors an organization is involved with, and (3) the 
fi nancial resources an organization secures through these relations. Th e fi rst is important 
for explaining the scope and kinds of collaborations. Th e number of partners refl ects the 
complexity of activities involved. Every partner may have diff erent strengths and weak-
nesses. Th ey may have diff erent capabilities that are refl ected in what they can or cannot 
do. Hence their number aff ects the fi nal outcome, the greater the number the greater the 
depth of what can be done. Th e number of partners can also aff ect the level of dedicated 
fi nancial resources.

To acquire the resources necessary for survival, organizations must adopt strategies that are 
appropriate within their institutional environment (Bryson, Crosby, and Stone, 2006; Pfeff er 
and Salancik 1978; Sowa 2009; Tsasis 2009). Without claiming causality, we are interested in 
understanding which organizations tend to engage in partnerships to conceptualize NGOs’ 
(1) human, (2) fi nancial, and (3) technological resources as antecedents for partnerships.

Human Resources
Among the most valuable resources for an NGO is its workforce. Partnership boosts organi-
zational capacity—even from a human resources perspective—at the individual organization 
level. Th e questions to ask here are: Does staff  size and expertise infl uence the decisions to 
engage in collaborative relationships? Similarly, does the extent of gender diversity at the 
leadership level infl uence such decisions?

Some would argue, yes. Public issues have grown in volume and complexity over the years; 
therefore, the size and quality of the human element of an organization should match the 
scale of those challenges. A considerable body of literature (O’Leary and Vij 2012; Selden, 
Sowa, and Sandfort 2006; Tsasis 2009) argues that collaboration can lead to an increase in 
an organization’s staff  quality and numbers, and is not an initial internal factor. Neverthe-
less, most NGOs need human capital to implement programs, complete projects, or provide 
services. Managers face increased pressure to accomplish more for less in competitive envi-
ronments. In this competitive setting, NGOs that have access to a large pool of talents may 
benefi t from the opportunity to implement programs and services without depleting essential 
internal resources. Moreover, the implementation of programs or the delivery of services may, 
over time, however, uncover gaps or shortcomings (Sowa 2009). Th ese gaps can spur collabo-
rative activities (Sowa 2009). In short, collaboration, as a multiorganization process, requires 
extensive coordination and communication that are best handled by a good core of qualifi ed 
staff  (O’Leary and Vij 2012). Organizations with an adequate number of staff  members may 
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be more likely to have the ability to collaborate with other NGOs and mitigate gaps if they 
exist.

NGOs with linkages to critical human resources have the ability to control or depend on 
those resources through established networks, and thus increase their capacity for achieving 
organizational goals (Chen 2010; Hardy, Phillips, and Lawrence 2003; Pfeff er and Salancik 
1978; Provan 1984; Sowa 2009; Weber and Khademian 2008).

Consequently, we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 1. NGOs with more staff members are likely to have

a. More partnerships
b. More partners
c. More fi nancial resources through partnerships

Gender

Of particular interest in this study is the impact of gender on interorganizational relations. 
Gazley (2010) confi rms a commonly accepted view that female managers tend to leverage 
their interpersonal skills more so than do their male counterparts. In fact, she finds that 
female executives are less inclined to view collaborations in a negative light. This can be 
benefi cial in engaging in collaborations. Building collaborations requires managers who have 
vision, possess the capacity to perceive what an organization needs for success, and clearly 
demonstrate a willingness to collaborate as needed (Mulroy and Shay 1998; Snavely and 
Tracy 2002).

Institutional roles, however, can constrain and prescribe the behaviors of those who lead 
them (Benharda, Brett, and Lempereur 2013). Consequently, the relationship between the 
participation of women in NGOs as leaders, their styles of leadership, and interpersonal ori-
entation have become an important topic of research (Bradshaw, Murray, and Wolpin 1996; 
Eagly 2007; Eagly and Johannesen-Schmidt 2001; Eagly, Makhijani, and Klonsky 1992). 
Recent research suggests that women may have unique and signifi cant impacts within and 
across organizations (Guy and Newman 2004; Meier, O’Toole, and Goerdel 2006; Stivers 
2000, 2002). In the nonprofi t sector, specifi cally, it is argued that women bring diversity of 
styles to decision making and “tend to lead a more democratic and participative style com-
pared to men” (Bradshaw et al. 1996; Eagly 2007; Eagly et al. 1992, 4). Research also sug-
gests that female managers are “less hierarchical and more participatory, interactional, and 
fl exible” (Lunneborg 1990; Meier et al. 2006, 26; Rosener 1990).

Based upon this research, we propose that organizations led by female managers tend to 
reach out and engage in collaborations more often than male-led organizations. According to 
Foster and Meinhard’s (2002) study of organizational predisposition to collaborate, “Women 
have diff erent modi operandi [methods of working]” (553). Th ey attribute this to the sociali-
zation process in which women are taught to be relationship oriented. In contrast, men are 
conditioned to be independent (Foster and Meinhard 2002).

Th e perpetuation of gender roles in this context is not necessarily undesirable. Th e literature 
supports the rationale behind gender diff erences in management methods and eschews the 
“perception of sameness, which would fail to acknowledge the relational qualities that are 
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a traditional source of female pride and that may contribute to superior performance by 
women leaders” (Eagly and Johannesen-Schmidt 2001, 782). Th ese perspectives can help 
facilitate the implementation of unique management behaviors by women in positions of 
power (Benharda et al. 2013; Eagly, Johannesen-Schmidt, and van Engen 2003; Eagly et al. 
1992): “In general, people expect and prefer women to be communal, warm, and gentle and 
that men be agentic, manifesting traits such as confi dence, aggressiveness, and self-direction” 
(Eagly 2007, 4). Meier et al. (2006) note that “gender matters, but it matters diff erently for 
diff erent managerial functions” (33).

Consequently, we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 2. NGOs managed by women are likely to have:

a. More partnerships
b. More partners
c. More fi nancial resources through partnerships

Financial Resources
Pfeffer and Salancik’s (1978) resource dependency theory maintains that organizations 
establish linkages with other organizations to mitigate environmental uncertainty, increase 
effectiveness in negotiations for resources, and secure an organization’s survival without 
being dominated or completely dependent upon the external environment (Sowa 2009; 
Tsasis 2009). A desire for an organization to enter into a collaborative relationship is depend-
ent on its internal characteristics and external environment—particularly its resources and 
its ability to optimize and protect those resources while maintaining its independence and 
degree of autonomy (Cuijpers, Guenter, and Hussinger 2011; Pfeff er and Salancik 1978; 
Provan 1984; Snavely and Tracy 2002; Tsasis 2009).

NGOs “serve various groups in society and rely on multiple sources of funds, including private 
donations, membership and client fees, private foundations, corporations, and government 
grants and contracts” (Jang and Feiock 2007, 176). Sources of funding can also infl uence an 
NGO’s management practices (AbouAssi 2014; Brinkerhoff  2003; Jang and Feiock 2007). 
Organizations that are mainly supported by private sources of funding are less likely to col-
laborate with other organizations than those that are funded publicly (Irvin 2007; Jang and 
Feiock 2007). Existing research also indicates that internal revenues—mainly membership 
fees—are a relatively stable stream of fi nancial resources compared to others such as inter-
national funding or government subsidies (Hodge and Piccolo 2005; Wicker, Longley, and 
Breuer 2015); they are usually obtained from a relatively large number of members contribut-
ing a relatively small amount each, thus acting as a smoothing device (Wicker et al. 2015).

Th ere are many reasons why nonprofi ts compete with one another (Irvin 2007), including 
competition for donated revenues, for inputs such as labor, grants, and even for media cover-
age (Irvin 2007, 2010). Nonprofi ts often rely on multiple sources of revenue because they 
cannot charge for services rendered (AbouAssi 2014). In addition, organizations that provide 
similar services compete for some resources. Resisting competitive urges in exchange for the 
mutual sharing of organizational assets, abilities, information, and resources makes it possible 
for collaborations to become successful (Byrne and Hansberry 2007; Guo and Acar 2005; 
Jang and Feiock 2007; Knickmeyer et al. 2003).
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Consequently, we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 3. NGOs with low internal revenues are likely to have:

a. More partnerships
b. More partners
c. More resources through partnerships

Technological Resources
Services delivered by NGOs may erroneously be perceived as inadequate because of poor 
communication or lack of updated technology (Brinkerhoff  2003; Hackler and Saxton 2007; 
McHargue 2003; O’Leary and Bingham 2007). Modern communication technology takes 
various forms. As far as NGOs are concerned, the most obvious, and the focus herein, are 
organizational websites and social media presence.

Although advanced technological resources may not be available in all organizations, the 
use of these resources means greater visibility and the ability to mold a desirable image to 
present to the public as well as to partners. Research suggests that nonprofi t organizations 
acknowledge the increasing importance of social media. However, they do not always take 
advantage of all the options that social media sites have to off er (Curtis et al. 2010; Waters 
et al. 2009). It can be said that many nonprofi ts lack the resources to provide continuous 
attention to social media upkeep. However, Waters et al. (2009) argue that creating a profi le 
may ward off  potential relationships. In a competitive arena, social media has become a way 
for nonprofi ts to set themselves apart from other organizations in the same sector (Corder 
2001). Using emergent forms of communication can help NGOs get a leg up on their com-
petition and to persuade potential partners and stakeholders in supporting or preferring to 
partner with one NGO over another (Auger 2014; Maxwell and Carboni 2014). Th e use of 
technology may help in achieving clarity of expectations. Maxwell and Carboni (2014) con-
tend that social media usage supports communication among organizations, albeit not in a 
substantive way.

Overall, the literature indicates that partnerships can be enhanced with the use of commu-
nication technology. Communication, especially through numerous outlets, off ers NGOs 
an opportunity to improve upon overall organizational performance and interact with stake-
holder and funder groups as well as other entities. Th e interaction that occurs through the 
use of Web-based technologies plays an important role in maintaining relationships with key 
stakeholders (Jo and Kim 2003; Seltzer and Mitrook 2007). In addition, studies have shown 
that NGOs use social media and other Web-based technologies, such as organizational web-
sites, to “streamline management functions” and interact with other organizations (Waters 
2009; Waters et al. 2009, 103). Th rough these interactions organizations may seek to develop 
strong collaborative relationships. Under the assumption that both websites and social media 
activity require some degree of professionalization and deliberate upkeep, we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 4. NGOs with more technological resources are likely to have:

a. More partnerships
b. More partners
c. More fi nancial resources through partnerships
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Sample Background
Th is article provides a study of the environmental NGOs in Lebanon, which hosts a large 
NGO sector. Lebanon depends to a great extent on various external sources of revenues such 
as treasury bonds, remittances, and grants. A considerable percentage of grants is channeled 
through NGOs (AbouAssi 2013, 2015).

NGOs in Lebanon function as dues-paying membership organizations or associations that 
work to serve the general public. Th ey operate without constraints on sources of funding or 
control from the central government. Because of their relative fi scal freedom, NGOs secure 
funding from various sources, including international donors (AbouAssi 2015).

We point out several additional characteristics of Lebanese environmental NGOs. First, 
around 35 percent of these organizations are relatively new, founded after the year 2000, 
mainly because of the increase of international funding to the environmental sector. Second, 
NGOs in Lebanon are small organizations in terms of staff ; in our sample, many environ-
mental NGOs sporadically rely on volunteers (AbouAssi 2015). Th ird, collaboration among 
NGOs in Lebanon is weak. Networking takes place, but the NGO membership base is 
relatively small and largely ineff ective. Developing eff ective partnerships is diffi  cult for many 
NGOs, but some still fi nd it necessary to collaborate—either because of funding require-
ments or the nature of a project (AbouAssi 2015).

Data Collection and Analysis
An online and mail survey targeted 153 registered Lebanese environmental NGOs in 2010 
and 2011; 98 responded. Th e survey included questions related to the annual budget, inter-
nal sources of revenue (membership fees and income-generating projects), external sources of 
revenue, funded projects, partnerships, number of partners, staffi  ng, and percentile distribu-
tion of external funding between 2005 and 2009. Th e data set covers operational and fi nan-
cial resources for each of the fi ve years. Secondary data were collected from public documents 
(reports, media, and websites) to ensure accuracy.

Variables
To detect the relations between the resource capacity of organizations and their engagements 
in partnerships, we focus on three elements: the number of engagements or partnerships, the 
actors or partners an organization is involved with, and the resources secured through these 
engagements. Th e statistical model includes the following dependent variables:

 1. Number of partnerships: a continuous variable measured by the defi nite numbers of new 
partnerships an NGO forges in a specifi c year.

 2. Number of partners: a continuous variable measured by the defi nite numbers of new part-
ners an NGO has across these partnerships in a specifi c year; a partner involved with the 
organization in more than one partnership was counted once.

 3. Financial resources or project budget: measured by the total amount of fi nancial resources 
the organization acquires through partnerships. Th ese resources are usually separately 
reported as project budgets; the amounts allocated from each project in a specifi c year 
(versus the total project budget) were aggregated.
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As illustrated in the research hypotheses, an NGO’s resource capacity can be assessed through 
the inclusion of the following independent variables:

 1. Number of staff  : a continuous variable measured as a composite scale for staffi  ng levels 
(part-time staff  and full-time staff ) an organization has in a specifi c year.

 2. Number of volunteers: a continuous variable measured by the defi nite numbers of volun-
teers in a specifi c year.

 3. Th e gender of the executive director of the organization: a binary variable (male as 0 and 
female as 1).

 4. Financial capacity or stability of an organization: in terms of how much the organization 
can self-sustain fi nancially: this is measured as the ratio of the internal revenue an organi-
zation annually generates mainly through membership fees and income-generating activi-
ties to the total budget for each year.

 5. Technological resources: a binary variable measured by the presence of technological tools 
such as websites and social media in a specifi c year.

We also include two control variables: the organization’s age and size (Guo and Acar 2005; 
Handy, Mook, and Quarter 2008; Hartenian 2007). Organizational age is measured by the 
time between each organization’s year of establishment and the year of observation; the size 
of the organization is measured by the total annual budget (Benzing, Leach, and McGee 
2010). Th is variable—along with project budget variable—was then logged to avoid skew-
ness of results.

Th e data were collected on each of the 98 organizations for fi ve consecutive years, generating 
490 possible observations. After cleaning the data of missing information or inactivity of an 
organization at a given time, the panel data used in the model are composed of 422 observa-
tions. Table 1 reports the descriptive statistics of the variables.

Statistical Model
We ran separate ordinary least square (OLS) equations for the dependent variables. The 
analysis uses panel data from 98 Lebanese NGOs between 2005 and 2009. With panel data, 

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics

N Mean
Standard 
Deviation Min Max

Number of staff 422 2.249 3.722 0 23

Number of volunteers 422 22.005 54.387 0 520

Executive director gender 422 .560 .283 0 1

Internal revenues 422 2,974.784 9,649.379 0 108,807

Technological resources 422 .660 .358 0 1

Organizational age 422 16.104 10.600 0 41

Number of partnerships 422 .763 1.186 0 8

Number of partners 422 1.400 2.268 0 12

Resources through partnerships 422 124,165.777 34,869.014 0 2,572,670

Organizational size/budget 422 137,199.190 42,325.180 0 2,781,538
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there might be an eff ect of variances over time; we are not able to obtain the complete infor-
mation about these changes over the years. Hence, we use year fi xed-eff ects to control them 
(Boyne and Chen 2007, 461).

OLS Results
A correlation analysis has been conducted to examine the possible correlations between vari-
ables. Th e number of staff  variables and the control variable of organizational size is highly 
correlated but around the .7 threshold. We performed multiple runs with both variables in 
or out, and each variable in with the other removed. After multiple runs, there was no clear 
eff ect on the results to exclude one. We also tested the control variables within the models; 
the results indicate that organizational size is not signifi cantly related to the independent 
variables. Th e age of the organization relates, with marginal signifi cance, only to the number 
of partnerships an organization forms, with older organizations joining more partnerships 
than younger organizations.

Table 2 shows the results of the models of the three OLS analyses. Model 1 includes the 
number of partnerships as one of the dependent variables. The results indicate that an 

Table 2. Results of OLS Regression (with year-fixed effects)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Number of 
Partnerships

Number 
of Partners

Resources through 
Partnerships (log)

Number of staff .017***

(.060)

.160***

(.051)

.005**

(.001)

Number of volunteers .009

(.089)

−.020*

(.000)

.008***

(.002)

Executive director gender .400***

(.000)

.520***

(.010)

.001

(.080)

Internal revenues/budget −.040***

(.002)

−.030

(.010)

−.050***

(.003)

Technological resources .698**

(.866)

.701**

(.010)

.270

(.339)

Organizational age .050**

(.010)

.120

(.210)

−.003

(.100)

Organizational size (log) .881

(.910)

.652*

(.319)

.542*

(.160)

Constant .521***

(.130)

.810***

(.580)

1.174***

(.910)

R-Squared .879 .799 .837

p .000 .000 .000

N 422 422 422

*p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01.
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 organization with one more staff  member tends to engage in an additional partnership 0.017 
times more than other organizations; however, the number of partnerships does not relate to 
the number of volunteers. Th e results also show that organizations headed by female execu-
tive directors engage in partnerships 0.4 times more than those headed by a male executive 
director. In addition, an organization’s fi nancial capacity is related negatively to the number 
of partnerships the organization has, while the technological resources of the organizations 
are not signifi cantly related to forging partnerships. Finally, organizations with additional 
technological resources tend to have 0.698 more partnerships than other organizations.

Model 2 includes the number of partners as the dependent variable. Th e number of partners 
signifi cantly relates to the all of three aspects of NGOs’ human resource capacity (numbers 
of paid staff  and of volunteers and gender of executive director). A one-unit increase in the 
number of staff  relates to a 0.16 additional partner, while a one-unit increase in the number of 
volunteers relates to 0.02 fewer partners an NGO is involved with compared to other organi-
zations. In other words, an organization with 10 more staff  has an additional partner, while an 
organization with 100 more volunteers is involved with two fewer partners, in comparison to 
other organizations. In addition, an organization headed by female executive directors tends to 
have 0.5 more partner than those organizations headed by a male counterpart. We also notice 
that organizations with additional technological resources tend to have more partners than 
other organizations, though the result for fi nancial capacity is not signifi cant.

Model 3 focuses on the total budget the organization secures through partnerships. Part-
nership-based project budget signifi cantly relates to two aspects of human resource capac-
ity (numbers of paid staff and volunteers). An organization that employs one more paid 
employee and one more volunteer than other organizations tends to have an additional 1 
percent higher partnership-based project budget by a factor of .005 and .008, respectively. 
Th e fi nancial capacity of the organization is negatively related to the partnership-based pro-
ject budget; an organization that increases its internal revenues by 1 percent tends to have a 
lower partnership budget by 0.02 percent than other organizations. Generating more internal 
revenues is associated with an expected 5 percent decrease in resources secured from engaging 
in partnerships. Neither the technological resources nor the age of the organization is statisti-
cally signifi cant in relation to the funding an organization gets through forging partnerships.

Discussion
Th e results confi rm some of our proposed hypotheses. First, we fi nd that organizations with 
more staff  tend to form more partnerships, engage with more partners, and acquire addi-
tional resources through these partnerships. Th is aligns with existing research (O’Leary and 
Vij 2012; Selden et al. 2006; Tsasis 2009) that suggests that collaborations among organiza-
tions require human resources to manage. NGOs that have staff  in suffi  cient number are bet-
ter able to form or join partnerships; existing staff  is available and have skills and knowledge 
to implement joint projects and concurrently interact and manage communications with 
multiple partners. With the availability of this critical resource, the organization can pursue 
a greater role and, therefore, secure more funding in a partnership than an organization with 
skeleton staff  that does not necessarily have enough time or skills.

In addition, organizations headed by female executive directors tend to form more partner-
ships and engage with more partners. Th e results align with the arguments made by Foster 
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and Meinhard’s 2002 study of organizational predisposition to collaborate. As previously 
mentioned, the authors contend that NGOs managed by women may be more likely to enter 
into collaborative relationships than organizations run by men. Th e psychosocial develop-
ment of women is more compatible with being a successful collaborator; women are more 
communal and consensus builders and prefer participatory and collective approaches to 
solving problems more than men (Bradshaw et al. 1996; Eagly 2007; Eagly and Johannesen-
Schmidt 2001; Eagly et al. 1992). In particular, those leaders realize that working in isolation 
from other organizations does not extend services to their stakeholders in the most eff ective 
or effi  cient way possible. However, as previously discussed, the relationship between par-
ticipation of women in organizations and the signifi cance of their eff orts when they hold 
positions of power is a relatively new area of research, and the discussion on inherent gender 
diff erences—such as styles of leadership, task or interpersonal orientation, or autocratic or 
democratic methods of management—will continue for some time. We also note that fi nan-
cial resources acquired through partnerships are contingent on the capacity of the organiza-
tion and the projects being implemented—and not on the gender of senior management.

Our study fi nds that organizations with higher internal revenues tend to form fewer partner-
ships and secure fewer resources through these partnerships. Th is is consistent with existing 
literature (Cuijpers et al. 2011; Hardy et al. 2003; Hodge and Piccolo 2005; Pfeff er and 
Salancik 1978; Provan 1984; Snavely and Tracy 2002; Tsasis 2009; Wicker et al. 2015). 
Scholars note that collaboration may serve to promote stability and effi  ciency and serve as 
a means to garner funds not previously available and possibly provide added exposure to 
benefi t an NGO in the future (Alexander, 2000; Mosley, Maronick, and Katz, 2012; Oliver, 
1990). Th erefore, with that in mind, organizations with limited internal resources would seek 
more collaboration to overcome shortages. At the same time, resource-suffi  cient organiza-
tions depend less on external arrangements and resources to operate and manage projects. 
Th e argument here is that availability of resources and organizational ability to optimize and 
protect those resources might motivate an organization to operate independently. An organi-
zation that generates internal revenues through membership fees and income-generating 
activities can build a fi nancial capacity that allows it to implement its projects without seek-
ing to collaborate with other organizations or soliciting additional resources. However, when 
an organization with suffi  cient internal revenues engages in partnerships, it tends to get a 
small share of the partnership budget, refl ecting either a limited role in the project or a con-
tribution of the organization’s own fi nancial resources to the partnership.

Finally, technological resources are signifi cantly related to the number and kind of partner-
ships and partners. Poor communication among organizations, lack of updated technology, 
and dispersed coordination eff orts hinder partnerships (Brinkerhoff  2003). Th us, the ability 
to communicate is a strategic tool used to manage relationships (Hackler and Saxton 2007). 
NGOs can utilize available technological assets for the maintenance of adequate communica-
tion (Khan, Swar, and Lee 2014). Partnerships require communication and ongoing coor-
dination; by streamlining the process, use of technology helps ensure eff ective and effi  cient 
communication and build trust among organizations (Brinkerhoff  2002; Perrault et al. 2011; 
Snavely and Tracy 2000, 2002; Walker and Hills 2012).

NGOs diff er in their missions and activities; consequently, their methods of collaboration 
also diff er. Th erefore, the use of social media can help in operating within networks (Agranoff  
2006; O’Leary and Bingham 2007). In addition, advanced communication technology helps 
an NGO to distinguish itself from its peers by building its public image through its  websites 
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and social media presence. This in turn may make the organization more attractive as a 
potential partner (Auger 2014; Corder 2001; Maxwell and Carboni 2014).

Implications for Practice
Th is article has considered partnerships as they relate to nonprofi t organizations’ resource 
capacity without claiming any causality. It underscores the notion that having the right kind 
and amount of resources contributes to collaborative relationships. Specifi cally, this applies to 
retaining suffi  cient and talented staff , maintaining adequate fi nancial resources, and sustain-
ing technological capabilities. Investing in technological tools with strategic marketing in 
mind may put organizations in a better position to collaborate, because organizations with 
more visibility are associated with a greater number of partnerships. Th ese partnerships may 
come with costs. However, investing more eff ort in raising internal revenues may mitigate 
these costs and challenges.

In addition, NGOs should upgrade their human resources as well as fi nancial and techno-
logical capabilities if they aim to attract potential partners. Such investments could help 
build the capacity of staff  and their retention. Having suffi  cient personnel contributes to 
the attainment of collaborative activities or arrangements. Possessing this level of resource 
base and capability attracts potential partners. Relatedly, each gender has a diff erent style 
of management, which in turn may lead to more collaboration among organizations. Our 
analysis supports the existing literature, noted earlier in this article, that female managers are 
more inclined to favor and seek collaborations than males. Th is can have positive eff ects on 
the NGOs, because some donor agencies tend to support women empowerment and will 
specifi cally fund agencies that provide opportunities for women in management. Th is is also 
the case in developing countries, where women may face additional challenges in reaching 
management positions.

Conclusion
NGOs are increasingly engaging in interorganizational collaboration to optimize the 
achievement of their objectives. Such collaborative relations can aff ect, and be aff ected by, 
organizational resources and managerial styles and practices. For NGOs, human resources 
management is an important factor in organizational success. Th e same can be stated about 
the importance of fi nancial resources and technological tools. All have substantial implica-
tions for the ability and readiness of an organization to engage in collaboration.

We recognize the limitations of the statistical model, the operationalization of some vari-
ables (for example, technological resources or tools), the small sample, and the single-country 
focus, which might aff ect the generalizability of the results. However, we need to recognize 
that (1) managers, regardless of their location and the type of organization they run, perform 
the same functions and roles because they face the same kinds of demands and challenges, 
and (2) universally, organizations are increasingly adopting best practices.

Th is article makes a theoretical and practical contribution to the nonprofi t scholarship by 
empirically examining some arguments around collaboration that have not before been fully 
tested. In particular, Gazley (2010) argues that scholars have rarely included “gender, work 
experience, or other personal characteristics of the actors in their studies of institutional 
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 collaborative behavior” (71). Based on the results of this study, we suggest that NGOs led 
by female executive directors, with suffi  cient staff , lower internal revenues, and suitable tech-
nological resources are likely to collaborate in partnerships more than other organizations. 
Organizations may engage in collaborations to increase the probability of survival or further 
their infl uence within their external environment. Fundamentally, eff ective collaboration 
requires frequent interactions, outreach, and open communication.

Due to the increasing tendency among organizations to work together on various issues and 
service delivery, collaboration is often covered in nonprofi t management literature. How-
ever, human resources’ impact on collaborations has rarely been the focus of this literature. 
Organizations could benefi t from additional research highlighting infl uential factors and 
impacts on organizational resources and capacity as a result of collaboration. Future research 
may address challenges associated with collaboration and trust, boundary spanning, coor-
dination, team dynamics, and accountability. Understanding these challenges is essential to 
understanding the underpinnings of successful collaborations and the likelihood of continu-
ing a partnership. However, managers may conclude from this research that NGOs can make 
deliberate and strategic decisions that ultimately could position them toward collaboration.

Collaboration has the potential to both increase and constrain organizational resource 
capacities; thus, managers should carefully consider the additional necessary oversight, 
management, burdens, and requirements that are placed on the organization and its human 
resources when collaboration is part of the organization’s strategy. Many organizational fac-
tors such as resources, size, and commitment infl uence the impact that collaboration has on 
the organization as well as the willingness and readiness of an organization to collaborate. 
Although we hope our study provides additional insight on which organizations tend to 
collaborate and under which conditions and antecedents, we underscore the importance 
of investigating the impact of partnership on organizational capacity, keeping in mind the 
potential positive and negative implications, benefi ts, and costs associated with these interor-
ganizational relations.
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