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Abstract. Market changes and the need to remain competitive have lead organizations to establish partnerships that allow them to share resources with each
other for better handling an identified opportunity. Such associations are also
established at the government level, where the limited resources are shared at
the service of society’s common good. However, besides having a mutual or
compatible goal, it is common that partner organizations have distinct characteristics, which may lead to several challenges to be faced. The present research
explores the interorganizational relationship management. For this, this paper
outlines an approach based on shared goals, making the involved organizations
more transparent, integrated, prepared to interoperate their processes and information and able to develop skills to act and achieve shared goals even with existing differences. An anti-corruption partnership in Brazil illustrates the approach application.
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Introduction

Transformations in the economy, globalization, technological innovations, fast dissemination of information, the need for reducing time and cost of product development cycle, the urge for providing more transparency in existing processes and information, have led to organizations’ adaptation to remain competitive. A new organizations approach to face this dynamic and unpredictable environment has been crossing
their own borders and establishing partnerships with other organizations, which may
be their rivals or operate in businesses than their own [1][2][3][4][5].
When organizations need to collaborate to achieve a common goal, they can establish different types of relationships, such as alliances, networks, joint ventures, outsourcing etc. Choosing the most appropriate type of interorganizational relationship
considers the goals to be achieved and common interests; confidence arising from the
transparency between those involved; cooperation scope; relationship duration; communication structure; decisions autonomy; relationship formalization etc. [4][6][7][8]
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[9]. Regardless the adopted interorganizational relationship type, they all aim to combine resources, knowledge or power in benefit of organizations, and share the results
achieved from partnership [5][10]. These relationships allow organizations to share
human and financial resources, systems, work processes and information, enabling
them having access to a wider range of tools at a more favorable cost than they would
on their own. In addition, they can organize information that is related to the same
business process, but as each part of this process is performed by a different organization, it is distributed in isolated databases. Moreover, these organizations can respond
to market challenges more quickly by complementing existing skills [4][10].
Such investment in interorganizational relationships is not restricted to organizations that aim to remain competitive in an increasingly challenging environment. It is
something that also occurs in the governmental scope, where the limited resources
and isolated processes and information are shared at the service of society’s common
good to solve complex public problems [11][12]. In several Brazilian anticorruption
actions [13][14][15][16][17][18], it is possible to notice the articulation of different
governmental agencies. As they are responsible for some investigation aspect,
whether in terms of responsibility or access to information, these agencies must collaborate and make decisions to identify and punish those involved in corruption acts.
However, besides having a mutual or compatible goal, it is common that these organizations have distinct characteristics, which can act both positively and negatively
to the partnership. Positive aspects of the interorganizational relationship were already
mentioned. Nevertheless, this new interorganizational group stimulates the interaction
of several organizations, thus increasing the probability of facing misunderstandings
and influencing the partnership performance alignment [19][20]. Partner organizations should develop skills to work in this new dynamic, identifying, integrating and
managing all shared elements to ensure that these elements favor the execution of
activities supporting the group strategy integration and shared goals achievement
[5][19][20][21][22]. If it is not possible to establish a compromise between all existing dynamics, the interorganizational relationship may fail [9][21].
Present research identifies a challenge in the interorganizational relationship management. This paper explores the challenges related to public transparency, outlining
the approach for managing interorganizational relationships based on shared goals. By
understanding the opportunity that has generated the organizations’ joint work, it is
possible to detail what is required to achieve the shared goal. After analyzing each
participating organization, and consequently determining the existing and missing
inputs in this partnership, responsibilities should be assigned. We claim that this approach makes the involved organizations more transparent, integrated, prepared to
interoperate their processes and information and able to develop skills to act and
achieve shared goals even with existing differences. The approach is applied to an
anti-corruption partnership and is critiqued to guide further work.
The paper is organized as follows: Section 2 characterizes the interorganizational
relationships dynamics when handling anti-corruption actions, besides discussing
related papers. Section 3 describes the proposed approach for managing interorganizational relationships based on shared goals, discussing the importance of transparency
on it. Section 4 illustrates the approach application to an anti-corruption partnership
and discusses the obtained results. Finally, Section 5 concludes the paper.
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Interorganizational relationship dynamics for anti-corruption

According to the Transparency International assessment [23], corruption remains a
“plague” around the world, making clear that Society no longer tolerates these actions
and demands that this problem is tackled. Brazil does not show up well in this scenario, obtaining 40 points (from 0, highly corrupted to 100, very clean), thus occupying
the 79th place of 176 countries assessed. This organization further states that the best
performers countries share key characteristics such as access to information and citizen participation. Access to information allows creating an open democratic society
with engaged citizens, providing them with tools to understand and use information
and stimulating critical thinking about the information and services provided [24].
For this reason, transparency, or lack thereof, has been at the top of the Brazilian
public agenda in many aspects and its importance has been highlighted by the increasing demand for e-Gov provision [25]. The Brazilian Strategy of Digital Governance
(EGD) [26] aims to guide and integrate the Federal Government digital governance
initiatives. It contributes to generating benefits for the Society by expanding access to
government information, improving digital services and increasing social participation. One of its principles is openness and transparency. It states that, accordingly to
the Access to Information Law [27] and Transparency Law [28], data and information
are public assets that should be available to Society to promote transparency and publicity to the public resources use in programs and services, thus generating social and
economic benefits. These laws have encouraged active transparency, which has resulted in greater availability of information in public organizations’ institutional websites. This information availability also allows Society to identify corruption cases,
such as the most recent case involving misappropriation of scholarships at UFPR [29].
Anti-corruption actions often demand the articulation of different governmental
agencies. As they are responsible for some investigation aspect, these agencies need
to collaborate so those involved in corruption acts are identified and punished. Therefore, these agencies can share existing human and financial resources, systems,
equipment, work processes, skills and information to solve complex public problems,
thus having access to a wider range of tools at a more favorable cost than they would
on their own. In addition, they can organize information that is often related, but as
each information is created and/or controlled by a different agency, it is distributed in
isolated databases. Moreover, they are able to respond to the identified challenges
more quickly and with more quality by complementing existing skills [4][10][11][12].
However, these agencies should be prepared to face the challenge of working in
this new dynamic, or this ecosystem regarding involved software [30][31]. By acting
alone, each agency only manages its own personnel, processes, information, systems,
equipment and financial resources to achieve the desired goals. Establishing an interorganizational relationship stimulates the interaction of agencies with different characteristics, cultures and values, thus influencing the different agencies performance
alignment [5][10][20]. In this new interorganizational group, agencies’ members, who
operated according to a set of values and basic assumptions, need to cooperate, thus
evidencing existing differences [5][10][11][20]. It increases the probability of facing
misunderstandings and conflicts since agencies have different forms of planning,
decision-making, resource allocation, process and information definition [19]. If it is
not possible to establish a compromise between the variety of existing dynamics, with

agencies facing relationship problems and conflicts, the interorganizational relationship may fail, even leading to an enormous loss to Society [9][21].
Thus, for an effective collaborative work, ensuring that the existing elements favor
the execution of activities supporting anti-corruption, it is necessary to minimize beliefs and work styles differences. Governmental agencies need to identify, integrate
and manage all shared elements, developing skills that enable them to cope even with
existing differences so that joint work is effective, shared goals are achieved and the
relationship can be considered successful [19][20][21][22]. However, making these
agencies integrated and with skills to cope besides their differences is not a trivial
task. Appropriate methods, techniques and tools are required.
Authors argue that organizations’ members are key elements for interorganizational alignment, acting as channels through which all organizational dynamics are shared
with the partner organization [20][21][22]. In a mixed and multicultural context, these
organization’s members must cooperate, evidencing differences. Thus, it is necessary
to encourage them to be committed to shared goals, be aware of differences and learn
to behave in a new organizational dynamic to ensure the joint work effectiveness.
Enterprise Architecture is another aspect to be considered [1][3][19][32][33][34]
[35]. The way organizations establish their ways of planning; decision-making; existing knowledge and skills identification, security and application; resource allocation;
process, systems and information designing etc., differs from each other. With the
need to work together, participating organizations should explain how to model and
organize the information flow, facilitate the knowledge exchange and maintain intellectual property rights. Within Enterprise Architecture, a key factor for an
interorganizational relationship is the Process Architecture [36][37]. Organizations
develop and maintain a great collection of business process models to represent the
complex system that they are, becoming necessary to capture and analyze these processes and their interdependencies with each other. It becomes a greater challenge
when handling cross-organizational processes. Thus, understanding the existing architecture allows understanding how each organization can best contribute to the partnership, establish agreements to use the available resources and better integrate them.
Business and shared goals modeling also become more complex in this context,
with definitions and changes impacting the entire partnership [22]. Methodologies for
understanding an organization should be improved and extended to deal with interorganizational relationship particularities [9][19][38][39][40].
Besides that, it is also necessary to think over systems adopted by participant organizations (Interorganizational Information Systems – IOIS) so that they support the
necessary activities for the partnership, are not impacted by the existing differences
and are aligned with business strategy [41][42][43][44].
Although describing proposals that could help organizations involved in partnerships, the cited studies are only interested in some aspect of interorganizational relationships management, also neglecting the transparency aspect. Partner organizations
should develop skills to work in this new dynamic, identifying, integrating and managing all shared elements to ensure that these elements favor the execution of activities supporting the group strategy integration and shared goals achievement. Mechanisms that makes these organizations more transparent, integrated, prepared to in-

teroperate their processes and information and able to act and achieve shared goals
even with existing differences are still required.
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Managing interorganizational relationships based on shared
goals

The main goal of this research is to explore the interorganizational relationship management. It is proposed that the integration of organizations involved in interorganizational relationships be oriented to the shared goals (Fig. 1). The need for joint work
arises from the identification of an opportunity of interest to both organizations, with
the goal being the common element of these organizations. From this goal, the other
aspects can be designed. This orientation is possible since the goals created for a certain aspect at organizational processes modeling time can be implemented in execution time, guaranteeing this alignment [45].

Fig. 1. Approach for managing interorganizational relationships based on shared goals

The first step is to understand the opportunity that has generated the organizations’
joint work. It is necessary to determine the shared goal to be achieved, from which the
other aspects will be designed. It is important to highlight that this shared goal could
be challenging and complex, being necessary to detail it into different subgoals and
explicit the relationship between them. From this, it is possible to detail how the partnership will perform to achieve the shared goal (Fig. 2). It involves identifying processes, roles, information, systems, skills, considering the rules that define them.

Fig. 2. Required inputs for shared goal achievement

With this detailing, it is possible to map what each participating organization can
supply to achieve the shared goal (Fig. 3). It involves (a) the culture characterization,

(b) the existing skills identification and (c) the identification of processes, information, systems, technology and financial resources of each organization.

Fig. 3. Organizations’ available inputs

By understanding the participating organizations, it is possible to identify the
available inputs in the partnership (Fig. 4). This is possible from the intersection between each participating organizations’ mapping (Fig. 3) and the detailing of how the
partnership should act to achieve the shared goal (Fig. 2).

Fig. 4. Partnership’ available inputs

Fig. 5. Partnership process

After this step, the partnership processes should be defined (Fig. 5). Organizations
already have procedures to handle some required circumstances. In case the partnership does not have the necessary inputs and according to the related aspects, it is necessary: (a) process: finding an organization to integrate the partnership, searching for
external training, developing (or even replacing) the required process; (b) personnel:
hiring staff or training available staff that are not involved in partnership; (c) system:
acquiring or developing system; (d) information: generating information or searching
for information externally; (e) technology: acquiring or renting equipment.
Finally, it is necessary to assign the responsibility of each organization involved in
partnership (Fig. 6). It requires identifying what is under the responsibility of each
organization and what is under shared responsibility. If more than one partner can
provide the same input, a negotiation should take place to determine which of them
will be responsible for performing the activity. It should consider the service capacity,
the involvement in other activities and the activity strategic importance. For shared
activities, cultures, processes and information must be integrated.

Fig. 6. Responsibilities assignment

It is argued that such an approach allows organizations involved to become more
integrated, prepared to interoperate their processes and information and able to act
and achieve shared goals. When applied at the governmental level, it could also provide organizational transparency, adding social values related to characteristics such
as auditability, accessibility, comprehension, clarity, reliability, etc. [25][46].
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Proposal application: Anti-corruption partnerships in Brazil

In Brazil, the Federal Police conducts investigations of criminal offenses against the
political and social order or in detriment to Federal Government interests, as well as
infractions with interstate or international repercussions. According to the investigation direction, the Federal Police reaches agreements with other governmental agencies to conduct the investigation by sharing resources and exchange private data. Regarding corruption and public money misappropriation, the Internal Revenue Service
(IRS) should be involved. This agency is responsible for federal taxes administration,
tax evasion combat and illegal acts related to international trade (smuggling, piracy,
trafficking etc.).
Given this context, the first step for proposed approach application is to understand
the opportunity that has generated the agencies collaboration. Thus, the shared goal is
to combat corruption, identifying, investigating and punishing people and/or organizations who have misappropriated public money (Fig. 7).

Fig. 7. Understanding opportunity for agencies collaboration

From this shared goal, it is possible to detail the necessary inputs for the partnership operation. During corruption combat, Federal Police agents (intelligence and

operational) and IRS agents should perform a set of activities (irregularity identification, irregularity verification, operation planning, operation execution and sending
evidence to Justice). These actions require some information, captured from Federal
Police database, income tax return, banking operations, authorized wiretapping, court
orders etc.; use some systems from Federal Police and IRS; need equipment as vehicles, guns etc.; and must follow the rules defined by Brazilian laws (Fig. 8).

Fig. 8. Required inputs for corruption combat

With this detailing, it is possible to map what both Federal Police and IRS can supply to the partnership, thus identifying how it will operate to combat corruption (Fig.
9). For instance, Federal Police (blue) can provide agents, information retrieved from
its database and authorized wiretapping, existing systems, vehicles and guns. IRS
(yellow) can provide agents, information from income tax return, existing systems
and vehicles. However, those agencies cannot provide some required inputs (red). For
instance, the banking operations must be retrieved from Financial agencies and court
orders must be determined from Justice agents. Therefore, it is necessary to gather
this information externally.

Fig. 9. Partnership available inputs for corruption combat

Finally, it is necessary to assign responsibilities for involved agencies (Fig. 10).
Considering the activities nature, the IRS will be responsible for irregularity verification since this agency administrates federal taxes. The Federal Police will be responsible for the operation execution since it has the power to comply court orders in its

attributions and sending information to Justice. Both agencies will be responsible for
irregularity identification, either through internal investigation or Society’s denunciations, besides operation planning.

Fig. 10. Responsibilities assignment for corruption combat
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Conclusion

The need to remain competitive in an increasingly dynamic and challenging environment lead organizations to establish partnerships for combining resources, knowledge
and power in benefit of participating organizations. Such need also increases at the
governmental level, with different agencies collaborating for Society’s interests.
However, it is a challenge to make these organizations being integrated and working
in a new dynamic, thus ensuring the joint work are effective and successful.
This paper has explored the challenge of managing interorganizational relationships, especially those related to public transparency. It has described an approach to
support the interorganizational relationships management based on shared goals, from
which it is possible to determine what is required to achieve this shared goal and what
the partnership can provide to this end. It is argued that proposed approach makes the
involved organizations more transparent, integrated, prepared to interoperate their
processes and information and able to develop skills to act and achieve shared goals
even with existing differences.
The anti-corruption partnership has illustrated the approach application. It has allowed exploring the interorganizational relationship management, besides providing
an alternative for different agencies to plan and organize their joint work to achieve a
shared goal in a transparent way.
However, it is important to highlight some research challenges. The first challenge
concerns the goal detailing. It cannot be so clear to organizations describe the goal
shared by the partnership, besides subgoals arising from it. It is also possible to handle organizations that know how to handle required circumstances, but their internal
processes may not be described in a structured way. Besides that, organizations may
face difficulties in providing non-existent inputs for the partnership because they cannot find a way to do it. Finally, negotiation for responsibilities assignment can be
arduous. Solutions to overcome these challenges still need to be developed.
As future work, the specification of a prototype to support approach application is
under development, taking into account the public administration peculiarities. In

addition, we will work on mechanisms to evaluate the partnership performance and
the transparency degree achieved to both involved organizations and Society. Besides
that, we aim to evaluate the proposed approach in a real scenario, besides applying it
in other domains than the government. The obtained results will provide inputs for a
better understanding of approach application impact and help its improvement and
evolution.
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