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The HIV–AIDS epidemic is one of the most challenging and signifi cant health crises facing 
the world today. In order to cope with its complexities, the United Nations and World Health 
Organization have increasingly relied upon the resources offered by networks of HIV–AIDS 
nongovernmental organizations (NGOs). The research reported here uses evolutionary theory 
to predict the patterns of alliances and collaborations within the HIV–AIDS International 
Nongovernmental Organizations (INGO) network. The hypotheses are tested using 8 years 
of data from the Yearbook of International Organizations. The results showed that geographic 
proximity and common ties with intergovernmental organizations (IGOs) predict the pattern 
of alliances among HIV–AIDS INGOs. The best predictor of such alliances, however, is past 
relationships among these organizations. 

Interorganizational communication and change are of increasing 
interest in communication studies (Jones, Watson, Gardner, & Gallois, 
2004). Interorganizational communication research examines the 

formal and informal communication structures that emerge and dissolve 
among organizations (Monge et al., 1998; Stohl, 1993). This research draws 
benefi cially on the substantial body of research on alliances and alliance 
networks in the organization theory literature (see Adams, 1980; Ahuja, 
2000; Dyer, 1997; Eisenhardt & Schoonhoven, 1996; Gerlach, 1992; 
Gulati, 1995a, 1998; Khanna, Gulati, & Nohria, 1998; Koza & Lewin, 
1998; Monge et al., 1998; Williamson, 1975; Zajac & Olsen, 1993). In 
this tradition, transaction cost-economics and the resource-based 
view of the fi rm have been employed most frequently as explanatory 
theories, positing that fi rms pursue collaborative arrangements to 
gain easier and more effi cient access to scarce resources and to build 
countervailing power. 
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Alliance theory and research has offered valuable insights into processes 
related to each of three general classes of alliance decisions made by 
organizations: the option to partner rather than act independently, choice 
of partners, and selection of governance mechanisms. The theories focus 
on these decisions from the point of view of organizations attempting to 
(a) use alliances to reduce uncertainty that threatens their performance 
or survival and (b) avert potential moral hazards that could arise from 
opportunistic behavior of alliance partners (Das & Teng, 1999). Such 
an organization-centric focus is valuable, but it need not be exclusive. 
We argue that organizational alliance decisions also can be infl uenced 
by higher level factors, including structures within populations of 
organizations and structures among organizational populations at a 
community level. A population of organizations is “all the organiza-
tions with the same form that are competing for resources” (Barron, 
1999, p. 443). For example, colleges and universities constitute the 
population of organizations that compete for scarce student resources, 
albeit clearly segmented into different niches. A niche is defi ned as 
the distinct combination of resources that support a particular set of 
organizations within a population (Aldrich, 1999). A community is 
comprised of populations of organizations that fi t into a particular 
collective environment (Hawley, 1986). Colleges and universities 
are part of the educational community, which includes government 
regulators, service providers, alumni, and resource providers. The 
research reported here draws on evolutionary theory to explicate 
alliance partner choice in the context of dynamics within and across 
these different analytical levels. 

The theory and research reported here also focuses on partner choice 
in the nongovernmental organization (NGO) sector, an area largely 
ignored in prior alliance research but which recently has become an 
important area of increasing scholarly interest (e.g., Diani & McAdam, 
2003; Keck & Sikkink, 1998; Khagram, Sikkink, & Riker, 2002; Smith, 
Chatfi eld, & Pagnucco, 1997). As Keck and Sikkink (1998) note, 
communication and information exchange are core functions of NGO 
alliance networks. At the organization level, the model developed in 
this article incorporates an antecedent found in studies of for-profi t 
organizations: past alliances with the same partners. The model also 
expands the theoretical territory by incorporating homophily of 
organization type as an antecedent. At the population level, the model 
includes cohort effects and geographic clustering. At the community 
level, impacts from intergovernmental organizations (IGOs) are 
considered. The model is tested on alliances among members of 
the HIV–AIDS International NGO (INGO) populations over an 8-
year period using data obtained from archival sources. Effective 
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partnerships in this sector have become critically important as AIDS 
has become a signifi cant social problem throughout the world.

THEORY AND HYPOTHESES

Evolutionary Theory

Evolutionary theory was originally developed to explain the 
emergence and transformation of biological phenomena in the natural 
world (Darwin, 1859; Mendel, 1865; Wiesmann, 1885). Many social 
scientists and organizational scholars argue that evolutionary theory 
also can be used to understand social and organizational dynamics (e.g., 
Astley, 1985, Campbell, 1965, Hawley, 1986, Kauffman, 1993, McKelvey, 
1997, Nelson & Winter, 1982). Following Campbell (1962), we argue 
that the evolutionary model of variation, selection, and retention (VSR) 
explains organizational dynamics, including alliance formation. 

VSR 

Variation is defi ned as changes in routines, competencies, resources, or 
forms. Variations can occur as the result of random events or as the result 
of planned human actions (Romanelli, 1999). The source of variations 
can be either within or among organizational populations as well as 
their individual or collective environments (Astley & Van de Ven, 1983). 
Selection is defi ned as the elimination of variation in organizational 
routines, the choice of one alternative over others (Nelson & Winter, 
1982). Retention occurs when organizations choose to reaffi rm past 
selections and maintain past routines by re-enacting them over time. 
Thus, retention is an ongoing process rather than a single event, because 
organizations must continuously enact their routines over time or they 
will decay (Weick, 1979). An example is the evolution of the March of 
Dimes (March of Dimes, 2005). This charity was initially formed to 
raise money to combat polio in the United States. When polio incidence 
dropped dramatically, the organization experienced a major perturbation 
in its niche. The organization had to change or go out of business. Among 
the variations explored were to reorient to other diseases that affected 
their target population: children. They selected to reinvent themselves as 
a charity working to prevent birth defects. The selection was retained by 
continuing practices related to securing and awarding funds for research 
on birth defects.

Organizational selection and retention at any point in time are 
constrained by past history of selection and retention, which is 
referred to as path dependence (Baum, 1999). According to Kauffman 
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(1993), organizations are constrained by path dependence, but also 
have opportunities for path creation. Path creation is defi ned as novel 
variations and selections that break from past selections. Evolutionary 
theory applies to processes that occur within organizational populations 
and their resource niches as well as to those that occur in communities 
comprised of different organizational populations in their respective 
environments. Resource niches contain those things which are necessary 
for the survival of the members of populations, such as faculty, students, 
and fi nances for each college and university alluded to in the previous 
example. Environments provide those resources for the entire community, 
such as regulatory and professional associations (e.g., accrediting 
bodies, the International Communication Association), and government 
funding of research. Two signifi cant research foci exist under this broad 
evolutionary umbrella. The fi rst is population ecology, which examines 
the dynamics that govern the growth and transformation of organizations 
within populations (Hannan & Freeman 1977, 1984). The second is 
community ecology, which focuses on relations among populations of 
organizations that comprise ecological communities (Hunt & Aldrich, 
1998; Astley, 1985).

Populations

Hannan and Freeman (1977) introduced population ecology to explain 
the dynamics of organizational populations. Population ecology research 
examines a wide range of evolutionary processes including populations’ 
vital rates (their founding, growth, and failure rates; Barron, 1999; Baum, 
1996), their competitive and cooperative strategies (Barnett & Carroll, 
1987), selection processes (Brittain, 1994), and niche partitioning and 
segregation practices (Dobrev, Kim, & Hannan, 2001; Swaminathan, 
1995). Niche partitioning and segregation practices refer to a mature 
population process in which generalist organizations compete in the 
center of a market niche while specialist organizations thrive at the 
periphery. Continuing the college and university population example, 
niche partitioning would occur when traditional universities compete 
for high quality students of traditional age, while specialist universities, 
like universities specializing in online degrees, might thrive in the niche 
of nontraditional students.

The HIV–AIDS INGO form is an example of a population. NGO 
is an umbrella term for a variety of not-for-profi t organizations that 
includes INGOs, national NGOs, social movement organizations, and 
transnational social movement organizations (Kriesberg, 1997). INGOs 
themselves can be coalitions of national NGOs, federations with national 
sections, or horizontally structured virtual organizations (Nelson, 2002). 
INGOs conduct a variety of service activities, such as exchange ideas, 
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promote member interests, coordinate and regulate member activities, 
provide education and propaganda to the public, conduct research and 
collect information, and conduct humanitarian activities (Chatfi eld, 
1997). Thus, INGOs typically work within the status quo to provide 
services and to advocate for their members. By contrast, social movement 
organizations try to change the status quo and promote change, either 
nationally or transnationally. INGOs that target the same problem, such 
as HIV–AIDS INGOs can be considered a population of organizations.

Communities

Hawley (1950; 1982; 1986) and Astley (1985) introduced community 
ecology as a means of examining larger evolutionary processes beyond 
those that occur within populations and their niches. They argued that 
populations do not exist independently. Instead, multiple organizational 
populations share overlapping resource niches and are fundamentally 
tied to each other in ways that create ecological communities and their 
environments (Hunt & Aldrich, 1998). Community ecology theorists argue 
that organizational communities consist of coevolving organizational 
populations (i.e., populations that evolve together, typically along 
separate though related paths; Baum & Singh, 1994).

Members of communities and populations are tied together by 
commensalist and symbiotic relations. Symbiosis refers to dependencies 
between organizations that do not compete for the same resources 
(Hawley, 1986). Universities and research foundations are engaged in 
symbiotic relations (Aldrich, 1999). The foundations achieve their social 
and organizational goals by investing in university research, and the 
universities depend on the foundations to provide resources to conduct 
core scientifi c research activities. Commensalism has two meanings 
(Barnett & Carroll, 1987). The fi rst refers to mutual dependence and 
cooperation among organizations that compete for the same resources, 
but in which each organization’s actions can benefi t the other (Hawley, 
1986). For example, INGOs benefi t from each other’s efforts, because 
together they can educate the public about a problem and the need for 
action. They also can coordinate lobbying for resources from funding 
organizations. The second meaning of commensalism is competition for 
the same resources in which each organization’s action can harm the 
other (e.g., competition between INGOs for members). 

The ecological community in which the INGO population resides 
consists of populations of media producers, INGOs targeting different 
types of problems, national governments, economic industries, and 
intergovernmental organizations (IGOs) such as the United Nations (UN). 
The members of the populations that comprise this community are tied to 
each other by symbiotic and commensalist relations. For example, INGOs 
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engage in commensalist relations when they cooperate or compete for 
both funding and media attention. INGOs and media producers have a 
symbiotic relationship, in that INGOs provide stories and information of 
interest to the public and media provide publicity for INGO causes.

A Brief History of HIV–AIDS INGO Populations and Communities

HIV–AIDS INGOs present an important opportunity for the study of 
evolutionary processes in alliance formation for several reasons. First, 
the HIV–AIDS INGO sector has a short lifespan, offering the opportunity 
to study a population from its inception to the current time. Such a span 
is particularly benefi cial for examining evolutionary processes (Carroll 
& Hannan, 2000). Second, these organizations represent a well-defi ned 
population of organizations that exists within a broader organizational 
community that impacts their partnering. This permits examination of 
dynamics across populations and levels of analysis to tap the broader 
ecology in which INGO partnerships are embedded. Third, partnering 
among these INGOs has varied over time, increasing as the population 
has aged. Fourth, funding challenges create conditions for competition 
as well as collaboration among partners in their search for resources to 
underwrite their activities. Finally, INGO research offers an eye on the 
world of interorganizational communication among an understudied 
organizational type. Such alliances differ from alliances in the for-profi t 
sector in that organizations in INGO sectors share both core values and 
a common goal beyond their own survival (Keck & Sikkink, 1998). Some 
of the same concerns for sharing resources and trust building that have 
been extensively studied in the alliance literature, however, may also 
play a role in INGO alliance partner choice.

This section provides a brief timeline of the central INGOs that have 
been born as the HIV–AIDS epidemic has spread. This history provides 
a backdrop for understanding evolution in the formation of partnerships 
among organizations. It also provides some information on the ecological 
context in which collaboration and competition exist.

AIDS became a topic of global interest beginning with the fi rst 
discovered case in the United States in 1981, although disease incidence 
can be traced back to the 1950s in Africa (Singhal & Rogers, 2003). In 1981, 
the U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention began to track the 
disease (Baldwin, 2005; The Global HIV–AIDS Epidemic: A Timeline of Key 
Milestones, 2004; Gordenker, Coate, Jönsson, & Söderholm, 1995; Panem, 
1988; Patton, 2002). In many parts of the world, each country created its 
own policy related to the control of AIDS. Several countries closed their 
borders (Baldwin, 2005; Panem, 1988). In response to discrimination levied 
against homosexuals as a way to stop the spread of AIDS, the Counsel of 
Europe met in 1983 to discuss the cultural implications of AIDS. 
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The year 1985 began a new phase characterized in its early 
period by increased global interest and in its later period by confl ict 
and dissention among different INGOs. In 1985, the World Health 
Organization (WHO), a major IGO, decided to address the disease 
(Gordenker et al., 1995). At the same time, several international 
conferences formed to discuss AIDS as a global problem, providing 
opportunity for network-building among INGOs. Among these 
gatherings were the fi rst symposium on AIDS in Africa and the fi rst 
International Conference on AIDS (The Global HIV–AIDS Epidemic: A 
Timeline of Key Milestones, 2004). 

Around 1987, activity surrounding the AIDS crisis accelerated (The 
Global HIV–AIDS Epidemic: A Timeline of Key Milestones, 2004; Gordenker 
et al., 1995), especially among IGOs. WHO offi cially formed its Global 
AIDS Programme (WHOGAP) and held its fi rst meeting with HIV–AIDS 
NGO and INGO representatives. The UN also had its fi rst meeting to 
address AIDS. In addition, the World Bank became involved in the AIDS 
issue. Finally, activist NGO and INGOs such as ACT-UP, a gay rights 
group, began a series of radical protests that generated signifi cant media 
coverage (Altman, 1994; Patton, 2002). 

In 1988 and 1989, IGO relations with INGOs and national NGOs 
intensifi ed. In 1989, The UN Center for Human Rights became involved 
in the AIDS crisis. WHOGAP formed the Partnership Programme, 
through which it gave seed money to HIV–AIDS international NGOs 
and national NGOs. In 1992, this funding program was replaced by a 
fl at 15% of this fund being distributed to countries to distribute to NGOs 
(Gordenker et al., 1995). 

The 1980s was an era of great success for HIV–AIDS INGOs. Activist 
issues were being recognized by the international community, increased 
funding was available through both the WHOGAP and United National 
Development Programme (UNDP), and successful international 
conferences began to draw HIV–AIDS INGOs and NGOs together (The 
Global HIV–AIDS Epidemic: A Timeline of Key Milestones, 2004). In 1990, 
some fractures within the HIV–AIDS INGO community began to appear. 
At a conference in Paris, controversy surrounded the emergence of the 
International Coalition of AIDS Service Organizations (Gordenker et al., 
1995). This organization was designed to help AIDS service organizations 
network and share resources. Designers of the organization, however, failed 
to consult the African AIDS service organizations in its creation. The result 
was that the African AIDS service organization voted all Europeans out of 
its caucus. The women’s caucus voted out the men and the homosexual 
caucus voted out all of those without a human rights perspective on AIDS. 
The fi ssures and competition remained for several years. 

In 1992, IGOs began to withdraw from the AIDS issue, leaving the 
issue solely in the hands of WHOGAP. INGOs formed more coalitions 
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between 1993 and 1996, as years of stability began to reign. A controversy 
in 1996 surrounding the WHOGAP led to the formation of UNAIDS 
which replaced WHOGAP (Patton, 2002).

With the advent of UNAIDS, the HIV–AIDS INGO networks entered a 
third phase. Since 1996, the AIDS organizational population has enjoyed 
great stability. UNAIDS continues to be the IGO coordinating body. More 
focus has turned to the issue of poverty as being interlinked with AIDS. 
The involvement of celebrities has spawned a proliferation of INGOs 
based in the United States and Western Europe. These changes, however, 
have occurred within a more stable community. 

Alliance Partner Choice: Organization Level Infl uences

The study of INGO alliances is concerned with voluntary communication 
and other relationships, both formal and informal, between organizations 
in the populations that make up the community. Relationships can involve 
exchange of information or other resources, joint ventures to develop 
products, services or technologies, or coordinated action to infl uence 
national governments and IGOs. 

Evolutionary Processes Favoring Past Partners 

The choice of particular alliance partners is predicted by either resource 
complementarity (Richardson, 1972) or the social structural context of the 
two organizations (Coleman, 1990; Gulati, 1995a). Research in resource 
complementarity has found that two organizations are more likely to 
partner if they can mutually gain (Teece, 1986). Gulati (1995b) found that 
organizations that exist in complimentary niches are more likely to form 
alliances than those who are not. Research on social structural context 
focuses on prior alliance experience. Gulati (1995a) demonstrated 
that prior alliances predicted formation of joint ventures between 
organizations. One possible reason for this repetition is the amount of 
energy and time required to search for potential alliance partners (Burt, 
1992). Once this energy has been used to fi nd a satisfactory alliance 
partner, organizations can exploit that relationship in order to gain 
from the sunk costs (March, 1991). These factors all refl ect evolutionary 
preferences based on concepts of path creation and subsequent path 
dependence of network ties within a population. Faulkner and Anderson 
(1987) describe this process as reproduction of relationships.

Structural inertia offers an additional evolutionary explanation for 
the repetition of partnerships (Hannan & Freeman, 1984). Structural 
inertia is defi ned as a slower rate of reorganization or change than the 
changes that are occurring in the environment (Hannan & Freeman, 
1984), and tends to occur as organizations develop established patterns 
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with age. Once partners have chosen each other and alliances have been 
formed, structural inertia tends to stabilize the links relative to changes 
in the environment surrounding it. An evolutionary argument based on 
structural inertia suggests that alliance dyads are likely to persist over 
time rather than dissolve.

In combination, this theory and research suggests the following 
hypothesis:

H1: INGOs that have formed alliances with each other in the recent past are 
more likely to continue those alliances in the future than change to new 
alliances.

Homophily

One potential factor infl uencing the formation of alliances is homophily 
or the “selection of others who are similar” (Monge & Contractor, 2003, 
p. 223). Organizations vary in the extent to which they are similar to 
one another on a host of characteristics, such as size, age, products and 
services. Homophilous organizations are motivated to partner because 
they tend to have similar operating systems. Hannan and Freeman (1977) 
refer to this homophily as “competitive isomorphism” that arises from 
similarity of resource niches and environmental demands. This form of 
homophily facilitates joint operations (Chung, Singh, & Lee, 2000). 

One important homophily characteristic that has been studied is 
organizational status. According to Chung et al. (2000) similarity of 
status facilitates equal commitment of the parties to the joint venture. 
Alliances where the partners commit unequally have a higher failure 
rate, since the organization that commits at a lower level will deliver 
insuffi cient effort and resources to the partnership. In the situation where 
uncertainty exists regarding the quality of output, as is true with NGOs 
(Keck & Sikkink, 1998), partnering with others of similar status serves 
a signaling function to sources of external resources, facilitating access 
to those resources (Chung et al., 2000). Li and Berta (2002) found that 
alliances in the U.S. banking industry tended to be governed by status 
homophily, that is, alliance partners in their study tended to be similar 
in status. Podolny (1994) and Chung, Singh, and Lee (2000) also found 
that status similarity was a predictor of alliance formation. Thus, status 
similarity appears to facilitate commensalist, cooperative relationships 
among structurally similar organizations.

Another potential source of homophily for INGOs is organizational 
type. According to Jönsson and Söderholm (1995), four distinct types of 
HIV–AIDS INGOs have evolved: activist, research, membership, and 
service. The goal of HIV–AIDS activist organizations is to promote the 



Shumate et al. / HIV–AIDS INGO NETWORK   491

rights of those that have HIV. HIV–AIDS INGO research organizations 
seek to fi nd a cure, vaccine, or treatment. The third type of HIV–AIDS 
INGO is the membership organization. According to Altman (1994), these 
organizations developed to provide support and important information 
to their members. The fourth type of HIV–AIDS INGO is the AIDS 
service organization. These organizations provide medical care to AIDS 
patients, including hospice, drugs, or basic treatment. 

A homophily rationale predicts that organizations of similar type 
would be in structurally similar positions in an overall network in the 
population or community. Following the logic based on competitive 
isomorphism and status similarity, partnering should tend to follow 
organization type. Similar types share similar foci, goals, and types 
of operations, offering the potential for commensalist cooperative 
relations. Similarity also would offer the opportunity to pool efforts in 
order to improve their position in the funding competition. Following 
a homophily rationale we proposed that similar types of organizations 
will more frequently select each other as partners. 

H2: INGOs are more likely to form organizational alliances with organizations 
of the same organizational type than with those of a different type.

Alliance Partner Choice: Population Level Infl uences

Founding Cohort

A key vital rate in evolutionary theory is organizational births, which 
are also called foundings. Pfeffer (1983) and Aldrich (1999) distinguish 
one type of impact based upon founding as a “cohort effect.” Pfeffer 
(1983) defi nes a cohort effect as “the tendency to choose and associate 
with others from within the same tenure group” (p. 339). Pfeffer further 
explains that this effect is based on the recognition that organizations 
differ based upon their experiences. Organizations that have similar 
experiences during certain life stages may be similarly infl uenced by 
those experiences. There are three distinct eras within the HIV–AIDS 
INGO population. First, one cohort of organizations formed as early 
responders to the emergence of the HIV–AIDS epidemic. Second, another 
cohort formed under the leadership of WHOGAP. Finally, a third set of 
HIV–AIDS INGOs was founded while UNAIDS regulated worldwide 
AIDS activity. We therefore hypothesized an evolutionary cohort effect:

H3: INGO dyads in a common cohort are more likely to form alliances than 
INGO dyads in different cohorts.
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Geographic Proximity

Both population ecology theory and alliance formation models pose 
that alliance partners engage in an initial exploration phase, characterized 
by information seeking (Aldrich, 1999; Banassi, 1993; Kanter, 1994; 
Ring & Van de Ven, 1994; Zajac & Olsen, 1993). Jaffe, Thajtenberg and 
Henderson (1993) and Rosenkopf and Almeida (2003) demonstrated that 
organizational knowledge fl ows tend to be localized because searching 
local information may be less costly than searching more globally. Such 
localized search processes can cause organizations to limit the number of 
alliance partners they consider for a particular need. Continued localized 
searches may lead to large localized structures. For example, Saxenian 
(1990) and Oleinik (2004) demonstrate that industrial districts, or the 
concentration of  particular industries within small geographic areas, 
are developed through a continued preference for localized searches. 
Saxenian (1990) argues that Silicon Valley represents one version of this 
district. Localized searches also are expected to impact INGO alliance 
exploration. Also, organizational populations in the same geographic area 
will have access to similar geography-related environmental resources, 
such as factor costs, labor pool, and political opportunity structures 
(Keck & Sikkink, 1998) that will facilitate a certain degree of competitive 
isomorphism. As a result,

H4: INGO dyads headquartered in the same region are more likely to form 
subsequent alliances than INGO dyads that are headquartered in different 
regions.

Alliance Partner Choice: Community Level Infl uences

Powell et al. (2005) recently completed an extensive study of community 
network evolution. Their work examined the intertwined development 
of fi ve organizational populations that comprise the biotechnology 
community over 9 years: biotechnology fi rms, pharmaceutical companies, 
venture capitalists, government regulatory agencies, and research 
universities. Powell et al. demonstrated how a preference for a diversity 
of network relations led to a decentralized structure in this community. 
Additionally, they demonstrated how activities from external research 
partnerships led to cohesive subnetworks.

In a similar way, the INGO population is potentially affected by the 
population of intergovernmental organizations, like the UN and the 
WHO. Powell et al. (2005) argued that investment of venture capital 
shapes the basic structure of alliances in the biotechnology industry due 
to symbiotic relations with the industry they fund. Similarly, investments 
by IGOs have the potential to impact the INGO industry powerfully 
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because IGOs provide major investments in INGOs (Jönsson & Söder-
holm, 1995; Smith, 1997). In Powell et al.’s research, one of the ways that 
these external populations infl uence the biotechnology network is through 
common ties to external partners. Similarly, INGOs may differ based on 
whether they are connected to the same IGOs. This similar connection in-
creases the likelihood of alliance formation, as the partners are given legiti-
macy through indirect linkages (Powell et al., 2005). The common partner 
also can serve as a node for information sharing between alliance partners 
and for deterrence of opportunism (Chung et al, 2000). Accordingly:

H5: INGO dyads that have similar relations with IGOs are more likely to sub-
sequently form alliances than INGO dyads that have dissimilar relations 
with IGOs. 

METHOD

Sample

Data were obtained from the archives of the Yearbook of International 
Organizations (YIO), published by the Union of International Associations 
(UIA). The YIO provides the most extensive coverage of nonprofi t 
organizations by any source, public or private (Keck & Sikkink, 1998; 
Smith, 1996, 1997). UIA is a nonprofi t clearinghouse for this information 
and keeps its records up to date by constantly scanning Web documents 
and both government and INGO publications (UIA as a Registry of 
International Non-Profi t Organizations, 2003). In general, the organizations 
included in the YIO must be international in some sense, so local level 
NGOs and national NGOs with no international concerns are not 
included. In addition, some organizations that formed and disbanded 
rather quickly may not be included. Keck and Sikkink (2000) found that 
most organizations were included in the YIO within a few years of their 
founding. Data about recent history therefore may not be as complete as 
data about founding in previous years.

The online 2001 version of the YIO was used to determine the list of 
INGOs. INGOs that disbanded before 2001 were included in the 2001 YIO 
and listed as inactive. All INGOs whose description or name included 
HIV, AIDS or SIDA1 were included.2 A list of IGOs was garnered from the 
links reported by the HIV–AIDS INGOs in 2001. Regional offi ces were 
not included as listings.

The resultant data set spanned the years from 1983, when the fi rst 
new HIV–AIDS INGO was formed, to 2001. The fi rst 9 years of the life 
of this population showed no alliances; the fi rst reported HIV–AIDS 
INGO alliance occurred in 1993. This study focused on partner selection; 



494   HUMAN COMMUNICATION RESEARCH / October 2005

accordingly, the valid data set included the 8 years from 1993 to 2001 
when partnerships were present. A total of 103 HIV–AIDS INGOs 
were active at least 1 year; founding dates were available for 96. The 
average life span of an HIV–AIDS INGO in the sample, including INGOs 
currently active in 2001, was approximately 4 years (n = 96; M = 4.30; 
SD = 4.11).3 Of these 96, the average lifespan of an HIV–AIDS INGO 
that died (n = 32) was approximately 3 years (M = 3.06; SD = 3.47). The 
average lifespan of an HIV–AIDS INGO that was still active in 2001 was 
almost 5 years (n = 64; M = 4.92; SD = 4.28). 

Procedures

All of the variables in this analysis were either coded as, or transformed 
to, network analysis matrices. Graduate student coders were trained in 
both data entry and coding from the YIO. These coders entered data from 
1983 until 2000 from printed volumes. Coders entered 2001 data from the 
new online edition of the YIO. 

Measures

Organization Type 

Each INGO was coded for one of the four organizational types 
discussed earlier based on the aims and descriptions in the 2001 YIO, 
specifi cally, as activist, service, research, or membership organizations. 
The coding of the research assistants working as a pair was compared 
to that of the senior author, who worked alone. The coder reliability 
between the two coders and fi rst author was Kappa(71) = 0.961, p < 0.01. 
The fi rst author’s coding was used for the analysis. 

Geographic Regions 

The following regional classifi cation system from the YIO (Smith, 
1996), which breaks the world into eight regions, was used to code the 
headquarter locations: (a) Africa (n1993 = 1; n2001 = 10), (b) Asia (n1993 = 0; 
n2001 = 3), (c) Middle East (n1993 = 0; n2001 = 0), (d) Australia, New Zealand, 
and Pacifi c Islands (n1993 = 0; n2001 = 2), (e) Europe (West) (n1993 = 5; n2001 = 
14), (f) Europe (East) and the former Soviet Union (n1993 = 0; n2001 = 0), (g) 
North America (excluding Mexico) (n1993 = 4; n2001 = 15), and (h) South 
and Central America, Mexico, and the Caribbean (n1993 = 0; n2001 = 4). This 
variable was entered verbatim from the YIO; as a result, no intercoder 
reliability statistic was necessary. 

Founding Cohort

Each INGO was dummy coded to be included in one of three 
cohorts. The fi rst cohort included all INGOs that were founded before 
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1985. The second cohort included INGOs founded from 1985 until 
1996, the years when WHOGAP was the primary IGO involved in the 
AIDS issue. The third cohort was from 1996 until 2001, the years when 
UNAIDS was the primary IGO involved in the AIDS issue. As this 
variable was entered verbatim from the YIO, no intercoder reliability 
statistic was necessary.

Alliance Partner Choice

Alliance relations were coded from two types of links reported in the 
Yearbook: “collaborates with” and “links with.” Collaboration is defi ned 
by UIA as a formal relation identifi ed by the organization. There are 
different terms in the YIO that are used for this, since organizations self-
describe these relations (J. M . Nebel, March 1, 2002, editor of Yearbook 
of International Organizations, personal communication). “Links with” is 
defi ned by the UIA as an identifi ed but uncorroborated relationship 
(J. M . Nebel, 2002, personal communication). Uncorroborated in 
this context refers to relationships that were identifi ed by only one 
source. “Collaborates with” indicates a relationship identifi ed by both 
parties. These two types of relations (“collaborates with” and “links 
with”) were added to create “alliance linkages.” With the relations 
specifi cally identifi ed in the source, no measure of intercoder reliability 
was required.

Relations with IGOs

The YIO reports which INGOs are fi nanced by which IGOs. Based on 
these reports, INGOs can be categorized according to the degree to which 
they are fi nanced by the same IGOs. With the links entered verbatim from 
the Yearbook, no intercoder reliability statistic was necessary. Relations 
with IGOs include all three types: collaborates with, links with, and 
fi nanced by.

Analysis 

Network analysis techniques were used to test the research hypotheses: 
specifi cally, multiple regression quadratic assignment procedure 
(MRQAP; Krackhardt, 1988). UCINET 6.53 was used as the network 
analysis software for this procedure (Borgatti, Everett & Freeman, 
2002). MRQAP is similar to traditional multiple regression analysis in 
that multiple independent variables simultaneously or sequentially 
predict a single dependent variable. In MRQAP, however, both the 
independent and dependent variables are matrices. Thus, analysis 
of each hypothesis related the matrix of links between INGOs to the 
matrices of predictor variables. 
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Each hypothesis was tested for each of three separate time frames: 
independent variables from 1993 predicted alliances in 1995 (N = 33), from 
1996 predicted alliances in 1998 (N = 52), and from 1999 predicted alliances 
in 2001 (N = 79). Thus, three separate MRQAP analyses were completed for 
each of the hypotheses. Earlier years were not included, because alliances 
among HIV–AIDS INGOs were not reported in the Yearbook before 1993. 
Two-year intervals were chosen because the life span of the average INGO 
was only 4 years (n = 96; M = 4.30; SD = 4.11). This time frame also is 
consistent with previous research on the effect of prior alliance experience 
on future collaborations (Podolny, 1994). The criterion applied was that if a 
hypothesis was supported in all three of the time frames, it was considered 
to be fully supported. If a hypothesis was supported in one or two time 
frames, it was considered to be partially supported.

For organizations founded or disbanded between the predictor years 
and predicted years, an additional step was needed to make the number 
of nodes (organizations) in different years comparable for the statistical 
analysis. For organizations that were born during the time period, 
nodes were added to the prior years to refl ect their nascent period. For 
organizations that died, nodes were added to the subsequent years to 
refl ect their postmortem period. Thus, these added nodes do not represent 
actual organizations but are simply placeholders for organizations that 
either were not yet born or that had died. The number of placeholder 
nodes added to make the matrices comparable varied: 1993 and 1995 (n = 
22 added; total nodes = 33), 1996 and 1998 (n = 4 added, total nodes = 52), 
and 1999 and 2001 (n = 34 added, total nodes = 79). As noted earlier, the 
second time period was one of great stability, with few births and deaths 
between 1996 and 1998, and thus has the fewest placeholder nodes.

H1 posed that INGOs that had alliances in the past were more likely to 
have alliances with the same others in the future. In order to test this hy-
pothesis, alliances for years 1993, 1996, and 1999 were used to predict al-
liances in 1995, 1998, and 2001. These predictor matrices were entered as 
separate independent variables in their respective MRQAP equations. 

H2 predicted that INGOs were more likely to subsequently form 
alliances with similar types of organizations than with those that were 
dissimilar. Similarity was modeled as a link between two organizations 
at Time 1 (i.e., 1993, 1996, 1999) in a proximity matrix based on 
organizational type (i.e., membership, activist, research, or service). If 
both organizations shared the same attribute at Time 1, they were coded 
as a “1” to indicate that they were “similar.” If they did not have the same 
attribute, they were coded “0” to indicate that they were not linked by 
similarity. These similarity matrices were then entered into the MRQAP.

H3 predicted that INGOs within the same cohort were more likely to 
subsequently form alliances than those who were in different cohorts. 
Same cohort was coded as links between two organizations at Time 1 
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(i.e., 1993, 1996, 1999) in a proximity matrix. Cohort matrices were 
created based on the same cohort membership (i.e., births before 1985, or 
between 1985 and 1996, or between 1996 and 2001). These cohort matrices 
were then entered into the MRQAP. 

H4 proposed that organizations from the same geographic region were 
more likely to form alliances. In order to test this hypothesis, a proximity 
matrix was constructed for organizations headquartered in common 
regions for years 1993, 1996, and 1999. Organizations headquartered in 
the same region were coded as a link between the two organizations. 
There were a few missing values due to the absence of identifi ed regional 
headquarter in 1993 (n = 5), 1996 (n = 13), and 1999 (n = 2). These matrices 
were entered into the MRQAP analyses.

H5 predicted that organizations that have similar relationships 
with IGOs were more likely to form alliances. In order to test this 
hypothesis it was necessary to create a co-membership matrix, which 
contained the number of common links that each INGO pair pos-
sessed with the set of IGOs. To do so, an affi liation matrix of INGO-
IGO relations was constructed. An INGO was considered affi liated if 
“collaborates with,” “links with,” or “fi nanced by” ties existed from 
the INGO to the IGO. Each row represented an INGO and each col-
umn represented an IGO in the matrix. This affi liation matrix was 
then transformed to an organization-by-organization co-membership 
matrix, where links represented a common IGO tie. A co-member-
ship matrix was created for years 1993, 1996, and 1999. These matrices 
were entered into the MRQAP analyses.

RESULTS

Table 1 presents the number of HIV–AIDS INGOs, the number of 
alliances, and the density of the alliance network. In 1993, only one 
alliance existed between HIV–AIDS INGOs. The largest density of 
organizations in the populations was in 1998 and the largest number 
of ties was in 2001. Figure 1 graphically displays the 2001 HIV–AIDS 
alliance network. 

Table 2 displays the QAP correlations between variables and Table 3 
displays the MRQAP results. H1 predicted that INGO dyads that have 
formed alliances in the recent past were more likely to form alliances 
subsequently. The INGO dyad that had an alliance in 1993 was not more 
likely to form an alliance in 1995 (β1995 = -.01, p = .27). The alliances in 
1996 and 1999, however, were signifi cantly related to alliances in 1998 
(β1998 = .40, p < .001) and 2001 (β2001 = .50, p < .001) respectively. Thus, H1 
was partially supported.
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H2 predicted that INGO dyads of the same organizational type 
would be more likely to form alliances than INGO dyads of different 
organizational types. Organizational type was not a signifi cant predictor 
in any of the three MRQAPs (β1995 = -.040, p = .14; β1998 = .01, p = .38; β2001 
= .03, p = .09). H2 therefore was not supported.

H3 predicted that INGO dyads in the same cohort would be more likely 
to form alliances than INGO dyads in different cohorts. In 1995 (β1995 = 
-.08, p = .12) and 1998 (β1998 = -.01, p = .27) cohort was not a signifi cant 
predictor of alliances among INGOs. On the other hand, common cohort 
in 1999 was a signifi cant predictor of alliances in 2001 (β2001 = .05, p = .04). 
H3 therefore was partially supported.

H4 predicted that INGO dyads that were geographically proximate 
would be more likely to subsequently form alliances than INGO dyads 
that were not geographically proximate. INGO dyads located in the 
same region were not signifi cantly related to alliances among INGOs in 
1995 (β1995 = -.05, p = .12). On the other hand, geographic proximity was 

1982  0  0  0
1983  0  0  0
1984  0  0  0
1985  0  0  0
1986  0  0  0
1987  1  0  0
1988  1  0  0
1989  3  0  0
1990  11  0  0
1991  11  0  0
1992  10  0  0
1993  10  .01  1
1994  17  .01  3
1995  33  .01  14
1996  51  .01  23
1997  56  .01  31
1998  45  .01  12
1999  48  .01  26
2000  51  .01  28
2001  65  .01  56

TABLE 1 
Descriptive Statistics

 Number of INGOs  Density  Number of ties



Shumate et al. / HIV–AIDS INGO NETWORK   499

signifi cantly related to alliances in 1998 (β1998 = .05, p = .05) and 2001 (β2001 
= .05, p = .02). H4 therefore was partially supported.

H5 predicted that INGO dyads that had similar relations with IGOs 
would be more likely to form subsequent alliances. The affi liations that 
INGO dyads had with IGOs in 1993 were not signifi cantly related to 
subsequent alliances in 1995 (β1995 = .00, p = .18). In 1996, the affi liations 
that INGO dyads had with IGOs were signifi cantly related to subsequent 
alliances in 1998 (β1998 = .17, p < .001). Common affi liations with IGOs 
were not signifi cantly related to alliances among INGOs in 2001 (β2001 = 
.02, p = .11). Thus, H5 was partially supported.

In summary, H1, H3, H4, and H5 were partially supported, which 
provides evidence that prior linkages, cohorts, geographic proximity, 
and relational similarity are predictors of interorganizational alliance 
formation. H2, relating homophily of organizational type to alliance 
formation, was not supported. It is interesting to note that the 
hypotheses were generally better supported by the data from the two 
later time periods, when the networks were more fully developed, than 
by the data from the fi rst time period, which represents the early years 
of the population.

Figure 1. Graph Displaying Network of Alliances Among HIV–AIDS INGOs in 2001 
NOTE: Isolates (INGOs not connected to any other INGO) were removed to simplify the 
fi gure.
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DISCUSSION

This study was motivated by interorganizational communication 
research that examines the communication structures that emerge, 
morph, and dissolve among organizations in a population. The research 
reported in this article examined the evolutionary dynamics surrounding 
partner selection within the HIV–AIDS INGO population over an 8-
year period beginning with the population’s fi rst alliance in 1993 and 
continuing through the network of alliances present in 2001. The analysis 
used 2-year lagged measures of evolutionary mechanisms to predict 
future partner selection at three points in time: 1995, 1998, and 2001.

Common  1993  0.03  0.16 
organizational 1996  0.22  0.41
type  1999  0.23  0.42      

Common  1993  0.07  0.25   0.44*
cohort  1996  0.35  0.48   0.09     
 1999  0.22  0.42  0.04     

Common IGO  1993  0.00  0.00   0.00  0.00   
relationship  1996  0.02  0.14  -0.01  0.14*    
 1999  0.01  0.09   0.02  0.08*    

Past alliances 1993  0.00  0.03   0.19*  0.11  0.00   
 1996  0.01  0.09   0.07*  0.10*  0.45*   
 1999  0.00  0.23  0.04*  0.04*  0.13*   

Common  1993  0.03  0.17  0.25*  0.52*  0.00  -0.01  
region  1996  0.14  0.35  0.06  0.10  0.06  0.11*  
 1999  0.07  0.26  0.04  0.15*  0.20*  0.13*  

Current  1995  0.01  0.11  -0.02  0.04  0.00  -0.00  -0.02 
alliances  1998  0.01  0.08   0.03  0.05*  0.35*   0.48*   0.10* 
 2001  0.01  0.10   0.05*  0.06*  0.11*   0.52*   0.13* 

TABLE 2 
Means, Standard Deviations and Pearson QAP Correlations

   Org.  Common  IGO  Past  Common   
Parameters  Density  SD  type  cohort  relations  alliances  region  

NOTE: * Indicates signifi cance at p < 0.05
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Evolutionary theory is a distinctive approach to the study of alliance 
dynamics, recognizing the embeddedness of actors in larger populations 
and communities and the infl uence of past choices on current alliance 
choices (Baum, Calabrese, & Silverman, 2000; Gerlach, 1992; Gulati, 1998; 
Hite & Hesterly, 2001; Koza & Lewin, 1999; Sydow & Windeler, 1998). 
Evolutionary infl uences on partner selection between organizations were 
examined across two embedding levels: the population and community. 
Prior research on partner selection has given insuffi cient attention to 
population and community level infl uences. Indeed, past research had 
not studied intact populations but rather sampled from them. This study 
was designed to demonstrate these multilevel infl uences on partner 
selection among all the organizations in a specifi c population.5

The fi rst evolutionary mechanism at the organizational level was 
structural inertia in alliance patterns. Structural inertia means that 
as organizational structures age, their rate of change relative to their 
environment declines (Hannan & Freeman, 1984). The prediction that 
organizations would select past partners for new partnerships was upheld 
for the two later time periods but not for the initial one. This fi nding can 
be partly explained by the lack of alliances in 1993 (n = 1 alliance, density 
= 0.001). It can also be partly accounted for by the rapid increase in the 

1  Past cooperative relationship  Standardized coeffi cient -0.01  0.40  0.50
  (Unstandardized)  (0.02)  (0.33)  (0.74)
  Proportion signifi cance  0.27  0.00   0.00
2  Common organizational type  Standardized coeffi cient  -0.04  0.01  0.03
  (Unstandardized)  (-0.03)  (0.00)  (0.01)
  Proportion signifi cance  0.14  0.38  0.09
3  Common cohort  Standardized coeffi cient  0.08  -0.02  0.05
  (Unstandardized)  (0.04)  (-0.00)  (0.00)
  Proportion signifi cance  0.12  0.28  0.04
4  Common region  Standardized coeffi cient  -0.05  0.05  0.05
  (Unstandardized)  (-0.03)  (0.01)  (0.02)
  Proportion signifi cance  0.12  0.05  0.02
5  Common IGO relationship  Standardized Coeffi cient  -0.00  0.17  0.02
  (Unstandardized)  (-0.00)  (0.09)  (0.03)
  Proportion signifi cance  0.18  0.00  0.11
  R2  0.01  0.26  0.27
  (Adj. R2)  (0.00)  (0.25)  (0.27)

TABLE 3
MRQAP Results for Regressions of 1993 on 1995, 1996 on 1998, and 1999 on 2001

Hypothesis  Parameters  1995  1998  2001



502   HUMAN COMMUNICATION RESEARCH / October 2005

number of organizations subsequent to 1993 (N1993 = 10, N1995 = 33) which 
would offer more opportunities for developing alliance experience. Once 
the population somewhat stabilized in 1996, past alliances were a very 
strong predictor of future INGO alliances. 

The second mechanism at the organizational level was homophily, 
which was posited to be a motivator for commensalist cooperative 
relationships that would evolve over time. Past alliance studies have 
found that organizations with status similarity tend to form relationships 
(Chung et al., 2000; Li & Berta, 2002). In this study, INGOs of a similar 
organizational type were predicted to select each other as partners 
because they share similar foci, goals, and types of operations. Existing 
in the same resource niche, they were likely to be structurally similar 
due to “competitive isomorphism” (Hannan & Freeman, 1977).  The 
results showed, however, that similarity of organizational type was 
not a signifi cant predictor of alliances among INGOs across any of the 
time periods. Perhaps a more comprehensive indicator of homophily 
is needed, including such factors as organizational size, membership 
demographics, and amount of funding.

The third mechanism was cohort effect at the population level. A cohort 
effect is the infl uence of being formed during the same era as others in 
the cohort and thereby experiencing a similar history. This common 
background often leads to a preference for alliances among members of 
a similar organizational cohort (Pfeffer, 1983). Organizational cohort was 
a signifi cant predictor of alliances among INGOs only in the third time 
period. This time period was the fi rst set of years when all three cohorts 
were present, because the third cohort births began in 1996. Due to a 2-
to 3-year delay from birth until inclusion in the YIO, membership in the 
third cohort was only a possibility in the last MRQAP (1999–2001). The 
results suggest the possibility that there are signifi cant differences only 
between these cohorts and the third cohort. Another possible explanation 
is that cohort effects may also take time to develop, and the population 
was still relatively new at the time of the research. 

The fourth mechanism was geographical proximity at the population 
level. Evolutionary theory and past research suggests that organizations 
tend to use local searches for both knowledge and potential alliance 
partners (Jaffe et al., 1993; Oleinik, 2004; Rosenkopf & Almeida, 2003; 
Saxenian, 1990). Also, organizational populations in the same geographic 
area will have access to similar geography-related resources that will 
facilitate a certain degree of competitive isomorphism. In this research, 
regional proximity predicted alliances among INGOs in 2001, but not 
1995 or 1998. One explanation may be that early in the evolution of the 
population there were not a signifi cant number of INGOs across regions 
to offer many local alliance partners. In 1993, only Africa, the United 
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States, and Western Europe headquartered any HIV–AIDS INGOs. 
At that time, only one African HIV–AIDS INGO existed. In 1996, the 
number of HIV–AIDS INGOs in Western Europe outnumbered HIV–
AIDS INGOs in all other regions. An alternative explanation may be 
that INGOs required several years to explore adequately the options 
for alliances with other INGOs within a particular region. Finally, 
advances in communication and information technology have been 
shown to reduce barriers of time and space. Geographically proximate 
organizations may have more global reach, exposing them to a greater 
diversity of media, labor pools, production factors, and political 
opportunity structures. This diversity may have reduced geographic 
pressures toward isomorphism within regions.

The fi fth mechanism tested at the community level was common IGO 
relationships. H5 predicted that common past IGO relationships would 
be related to future alliances among INGOs. Common IGO relationships 
were a signifi cant predictor of alliance partnerships among INGOs only 
in 1998. It may be that the IGO population had more infl uence at some 
times and less at other times. Also, UNAIDS formed in 1996, creating a 
major new coordinating IGO for HIV–AIDS initiatives. Different IGOs 
may have different levels and types of facilitation of relationships among 
INGOs with whom they are linked. The same IGO may also change 
relations with INGOs over time. For example, under the leadership 
of James Wolfenson from 1995 to 2005, the World Bank dramatically 
increased its efforts to develop ties with NGOs of all types, including 
HIV–AIDS INGOs (Mallaby, 2004). 

Implications

An evolutionary perspective dictates that interorganizational relations 
be studied as a dynamic process. Organizational communication 
research, however, often examines organizing at one point in time. By 
examining the evolution of alliances among INGOs over a considerable 
time span, this study demonstrated that the predictors studied show 
different patterns across time periods. A cross-sectional view of any 
of these time periods would lead to very different conclusions than a 
dynamic view. 

The fi ndings on the role of IGOs in relation to the INGO alliances 
suggest that future examination of such networks should consider 
other community level factors. For example, political scientists refer 
to the “political opportunity structure,” which relates to the openness 
of the political structure and the accessibility of political resources to 
transnational advocacy networks (Keck & Sikkink, 1998). Community 
factors also include, for example, access to technology and to global 
media outlets as information conduits.
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Further examination of geographic proximity is needed, given the 
nonsignifi cant fi ndings of this study. The regional breakdown used in this 
research is consistent with prior INGO research. Nevertheless, some have 
argued that there is a North–South divide across NGOs that corresponds 
roughly to developed versus less developed countries (Nelson, 2002). A 
potentially valuable new direction for future theory and research is to 
develop this idea, collect data that permits assigning INGOs to one or 
the other side of this divide, and test the proposal empirically. Also, more 
consideration should be given to assessing evolutionary mechanisms 
that drive alliances that cross regional barriers.

New linkages are developing within the HIV–AIDS community that can 
have important implications for INGOs. Recently, IGOs have developed 
new affi liations with major pharmaceutical companies (UNAIDS, 2002). As 
the pharmaceutical industry develops closer relations and perhaps becomes 
a more cooperative player in the community, dynamics in the HIV–AIDS 
INGO and IGO population are likely to be altered. More research to 
understand the impact of this recent development needs to be undertaken.

 Finally, there is a need to study a variety of different populations of different 
ages. In this study, there were low network (relational) densities among 
HIV–AIDS INGOs. Given that there has been tremendous growth in the 
extensity (Held, McGrew, Goldblatt, & Perraton, 1999) of NGO populations 
and the density of network ties (Smith, 1997), investigation of older, more 
established populations may shed light on later-life dynamics. 

These fi ndings also have important implications for policymakers 
from organizations like the UN, U.S. International Development 
Agency, Bill Gates Foundation, and WHO. One of the concerns for these 
organizations, and other policy makers, should be the low density of 
ties among HIV–AIDS INGOs. This low density is an indication of poor 
interorganizational cooperation and communication in the network. 
More effort should be made by these funding agencies to increase 
cooperation and connectivity among HIV–AIDS INGOs. 

Second, policymakers should note that the regions with the largest 
AIDS population (Africa) and the fastest growing AIDS population 
(Eastern Europe and Asia) lack INGO resources (UNAIDS, 2003). There 
has been growth in the number of African HIV–AIDS INGOs over the 
time period of this study. There has been, however, no growth in the 
number of HIV–AIDS INGOs in Eastern Europe and Asia. Additionally, 
in 2001, HIV–AIDS INGOs showed a preference for forming alliances 
within region, instead of across region. This means that although there 
are many HIV–AIDS INGOs in Western Europe and North America, these 
INGOs preferred not to align with the less resource rich INGOs in Africa 
and Latin America. Policymakers should make every effort to encourage 
HIV–AIDS INGO activity in the places most impacted by AIDS.
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Limitations

There are several important limitations to the current study. Even 
though the YIO is the most comprehensive listing of INGOs and their 
linkages, it is not without fl aws. First, it only includes information on 
internationally oriented NGOs. There are thousands of community-
based and nationally-based HIV–AIDS NGOs (Altman, 1994) that are 
not examined in this study. Second, the YIO is only published once a 
year, and thus changes that occur within that year may be overlooked. 
Third, because it often takes the editors several years to include an 
NGO in the YIO (Keck & Sikkink, 1998), INGOs that emerge and then 
disband quickly may not have been included in the volume. 

A second limitation has to do with the time intervals selected for 
analysis. The choice of the 2-year interval was based upon the variance 
in ties over time and the life span of the typical INGO. A 2-year 
span is also consistent with time frames employed in the substantial 
body of research on partnerships among for-profi t organizations. 
Nevertheless, it is possible that selection of different intervals may 
have yielded different results. Also, in order to examine the networks 
across time it was necessary to introduce placeholder nodes to 
represent nascent or postmortem organizations. Adding such nodes 
to the network increases its sparseness, and makes it more diffi cult to 
obtain signifi cant fi ndings. 

Third, reliance on archival sources meant that there were variables that 
could not be included in the research, such as commensalist competitive 
ties. Other organizational attribute variables of interest include annual 
budget, number of members, and leadership changes. These variables 
did not exist for most of the records in the YIO. 

CONCLUSION

One of the main indicators of globalization is that problems are larger 
than a single nation–state (Scholte, 2000). Infectious diseases, especially 
viruses, have the ability to move around the world as quickly as the 
millions of global travelers can carry them. Solutions that take advantage 
of global organizational structures are relevant to addressing global 
health problems. As INGOs develop more partnerships to address global 
concerns, network dynamics will be of increasing importance to both 
theory and practice.
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NOTES

1. SIDA is an acronym for “El síndrom de inmunodefciencia adquirida,” the equivalent 
of AIDS in Spanish.

2. A list of these organizations is available at the fi rst author’s website: www.ndsu.
nodak.edu/ndsu/shumate.

3. Life span was calculated based upon estimates from when the organizations appeared 
and disappeared from the YIO and from founding dates and inactive dates reported. There 
was insuffi cient information in a few cases to determine lifespan (n = 7).

4. Proportion signifi cance is the “proportion of random trials yielding a coeffi cient with 
an absolute value as large as or larger than observed” (Borgatti, Everett, & Freeman, 2002).

5. This research studied the entire population of HIV–AIDS INGOs and thus the 
obtained results are descriptive of population level parameters irrespective of the obtained 
statistical signifi cance. We report inferential statistics to permit generalization to the 
larger population of NGOs, such as those that focus on women's issues or environmental 
issues. 

REFERENCES

Adams, J. S. (1980). Interorganizational Processes and Organizational Boundary Activities. 
Organizational Behavior, 2, 321–355.

Ahuja, G. (2000). The duality of collaboration: inducements and opportunities in the 
formation of interfi rm linkages. Strategic Management Journal, 21, 317–343.

Aldrich, H. (1999). Organizations evolving. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Altman, D. (1994). Power and community: Organizational and cultural responses to AIDS. 

London: Taylor and Francis.
Astley, W. G. (1985). The two ecologies: Population and community perspectives on 

organizational evolution. Administrative Science Quarterly, 30, 224–241.
Astley, W. G., & Van de Ven, A. H. (1983). Central perspectives and debates in organization 

theory. Administrative Science Quarterly, 28, 245–273.
Baldwin, P. (2005). Disease and democracy: The industrialized world faces AIDS. Los Angeles: 

University of California Press.
Banassi, M. (1993). Organizational perspectives of strategic alliances: External growth in 

the computer industry. In G. Grabher (Ed.), The embedded fi rm: On the socioeconomics of 
industrial networks (pp. 95–115). New York: Routledge.

Barnett, W. P., & Carroll, G. R. (1987). Competition and mutualism among early telephone 
companies. Administrative Science Quarterly, 32, 400–421.

Barron, D. N. (1999). The structuring of organizational populations. American Sociological 
Review, 64(3), 421–445.

Baum, J. A. C. (1996). Organizational ecology. In S. R. Clegg, C. Hardy, & W. R. Nord (Eds.), 
Handbook of organization studies (pp. 77–114). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Baum, J. A. C. (1999, August). Evolutionary dynamics of organizations. Paper presented at the 
Academy of Management, Chicago, IL.

Baum, J. A. C., Calabrese, T., & Silverman, B. S. (2000). Don't go it alone: Alliance network 
composition and startups' performance in Canadian biotechnology. Strategic Management 
Journal, 21(3), 267–294.

Baum, J. A. C., & Singh, J. V. (1994). Organization–environment coevaluation. In J. A. C. 
Baum & J. V. Singh (Eds.), Evolutionary dynamics of organizations (pp. 379–401). New 
York: Oxford University Press.



Shumate et al. / HIV–AIDS INGO NETWORK   507

Borgatti, S.P., Everett, M. G., & Freeman, L. C. (2002). Ucinet 6 for Windows: Software for social 
network analysis. Boston: Analytic Technologies.

Brittain, J. (1994). Density-independent selection and community evolution. In J. A. C. 
Baum & J. V. Singh (Eds.), Evolutionary dynamics of organizations (pp. 355–378). New 
York: Oxford University Press.

Burt, R. S. (1992). Structural Holes: The Social Structure of Competition. Cambridge, MA: 
Harvard University Press.

Campbell, D. T. (1962). Blind variation and selective retention in creative thought as in 
other knowledge process. General System Yearbook, 17.

Campbell, D. T. (1965). Variation and selective retention in socio-cultural evolution. 
In H. R. Barringer, G. I. Blanksten, & R. W. Mack (Eds.), Social change in developing 
areas: A reinterpretation of evolutionary theory (pp. 19–48). Cambridge, MA: Cambridge 
University Press.

Carroll, G. R., & Hannan, M. T. (2000). The demography of corporations. Princeton, NJ: 
Princeton University Press.

Chatfi eld, C. (1997). Intergovernmental and nongovernmental associations to 1945. In 
J. Smith, C. Chatfi eld, & R. Pagnucco (Eds.), Transnational social movements and global 
politics: Solidarity beyond the state (pp. 19–41). Syracuse, NY: Syracuse University Press.

Chung, S., Singh, H., & Lee, K. (2000). Complementarity, status similarity, and social capital 
as drivers of alliance formation. Strategic Management Journal, 21(1), 1–22.

Coleman, J. T. (1990). The foundations of social theory. Cambridge: Harvard University 
Press.

Darwin, C. (1859). On the origin of species by means of natural selection, or the preservation of 
favoured races in the struggle for life. London: John Murray.

Das, T. K., & Teng, B. S. (1999). Managing risk in strategic alliances. Academy of Management 
Executive, 13(4), 50–62.

Diani, M., & McAdam, D. (Eds.). (2003). Social movements and networks: Relational approaches 
to collective action. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.

Dobrev, S. D., Kim, T. Y., & Hannan, M. T. (2001). Dynamics of niche width and resource 
partitioning. American Journal of Sociology, 106(5), 1299–1337.

Dyer, J. H. (1997). Effective interfi rm collaboration: How fi rm minimize transaction costs 
and maximize transaction value. Strategic Management Journal, 18(7), 535–556.

Eisenhardt, K. M., & Schoonhoven, C. B. (1996). Resource-based view of strategic alliance 
formation: Strategic and social effects in entrepreneurial fi rms. Organization Science, 
7(2), 136–150.

Faulkner, R., & Anderson, A. (1987). Short-term projects and emergent careers: Evidence 
from Hollywood. American Journal of Sociology, 92(4), 879–909.

Gerlach, M. L. (1992). Alliance Capitalism: The social organization of Japanese business. Berkley: 
University of California Press.

The Global HIV–AIDS Epidemic: A timeline of key milestones. (Interactive Timeline)(2004). 
Melano Park, CA: Kaiser Family Foundation.

Gordenker, L., Coate, R. A., Jönsson, C., & Söderholm, P. (1995). International cooperation in 
response to AIDS. New York: Pinter.

Gulati, R. (1995a). Does familiarity breed trust? The implications of repeated ties for 
contractual choice in alliances. Academy of Management Journal, 38, 85–112.

Gulati, R. (1995b). Social structure and alliance formation: A longitudinal analysis. 
Administrative Science Quarterly, 40, 619–652.

Gulati, R. (1998). Alliances and networks. Strategic Management Journal, 19, 293–317.
Hannan, M. T., & Freeman, J. (1977). The population ecology of organizations. American 

Journal of Sociology, 85, 929–964.
Hannan, M. T., & Freeman, J. (1984). Structural inertia and organizational change. American 

Sociological Review, 49, 149–164.



508   HUMAN COMMUNICATION RESEARCH / October 2005

Hawley, A. H. (1950). Human Ecology: A Theory of Community Structure. New York: 
Ronald Press.

Hawley, A. H. (1982). Ecology and human ecology. In G. A. Theodorson (Ed.), Urban 
patterns: Studies in human ecology (revised ed.). University Park: Pennsylvania State 
University Press.

Hawley, A. H. (1986). Human ecology: A theoretical essay. Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press.

Held, D., McGrew, A., Goldblatt, D., & Perraton, J. (1999). Global Transformations: Politics, 
Economics, and Culture. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.

Hite, J. M., & Hesterly, W. S. (2001). The evolution of fi rm networks: From emergence to 
early growth of the fi rm. Strategic Management Journal, 22(3), 275–286.

Hunt, C. S., & Aldrich, H. (1998). The second ecology: The creation and evolution of 
organizational communities as exemplifi ed by the commercialization of the world wide 
web. In B. Staw & L. L. Cummings (Eds.), Research in organizational behavior (Vol. 20, pp. 
267–302). Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

Jaffe, A. B., Trajtenberg, M., & Henderson, R. (1993, August). Geographic localization 
of knowledge spillovers as evidenced by patent citations. The Quarterly Journal of 
Economics, 577–598.

Jones, E., Watson, B., Gardner, J., & Gallois, C. (2004). Organizational communication: 
Challenges for the new century. Journal of Communication, 54(4), 722–750.

Jönsson, C., & Söderholm, P. (1995). IGO–NGO relations and HIV–AIDS: Innovation or 
stalemate. Third World Quarterly, 16(3), 459–476.

Kanter, R. M. (1994, July–August). Collaborative advantage: Successful partnerships 
manage the relationship not just the deal. Harvard Business Review, 96–108.

Kauffman, S. A. (1993). The origins of order. New York: Oxford University Press.
Katz, D., Kahn, R. L., & Adams, J. S. (Eds.). (1980). The study of organizations. San Francisco: 

Jossey-Bass.
Keck, M. E., & Sikkink, K. (1998). Activists beyond borders. Ithaca, NY: Cornell 

University Press.
Khagram, S., Sikkink, K., & Riker, J. (2002). Restructuring world politics: Transnational social 

movements, networks, and norms. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.
Khanna, T., Gulati, R., & Nohria, N. (1998). The dynamics of learning alliances: Competition, 

cooperation, and relative scope. Strategic Management Journal, 19, 193–210.
Koza, M. P., & Lewin, A. Y. (1998). The co-evolution of strategic alliances. Organization 

Science, 9(3), 255–264.
Koza, M. P., & Lewin, A. Y. (1999). The coevolution of network alliances: A longitudinal analysis 

of an international professional service network. Organization Science, 10(5), 638–653.
Krackhardt, D. (1988). Predicting with networks: Nonparametric multiple regression 

analysis of dyadic data. Social Networks, 10, 359–381.
Kriesberg, L. (1997). Social movements and global transformation. In J. Smith, C. Chatfi eld 

& R. Pagnucco (Eds.), Transnational social movements and global politics: Solidarity beyond 
the state (pp. 2–18). Syracuse, NY: Syracuse University Press.

Li, S. X., & Berta, W. B. (2002). The ties that bind: Strategic actions and status structure in the 
U.S. investment banking industry. Organization Studies, 23(3), 339–350.

Mallaby, S. (2004). The world's banker. East Rutherford, NJ: Penguin.
March, J. G. (1991). Exploration and exploitation in organizational learning. Organization 

Science, 2(1), 71–87.
March of Dimes (2005). History of success. Retrieved March 24, 2005 from http://www.

marchofdimes.com/aboutus/789.asp
McKelvey, B. (1997). Quasi-natural organization science. Organization Science, 8(4), 352–380.
Mendel, G. (1865). Experiments in plant hybridization. Paper presented at the Brünn Natural 

History Society, Brünn.



Shumate et al. / HIV–AIDS INGO NETWORK   509

Monge, P. R., & Contractor, N. (2003). Theories of communication networks. Oxford, UK: 
Oxford University Press.

Monge, P. R., Fulk, J., Kalman, M. E., Flanagin, A., Parnassa, C., & Rumsey, S. (1998). 
Production of collective action in alliance-based interorganizational communication 
and information systems. Organization Science, 9(3), 411–433.

Nelson, P. (2002). Agendas, accountability, and legitimacy among transnational networks 
lobbying the World Bank. In S. Khagram, J. Riker, & K. Sikkink (Eds.), Restructuring world 
politics: Transnational social movements, networks, and norms. Minneapolis: University of 
Minnesota Press.

Nelson, R. R., & Winter, S. (1982). An evolutionary theory of economic change. Cambridge, MA: 
Belknap.

Oleinik, A. (2004). A model of network capitalism: Basic ideas and post-Soviet evidence. 
Journal of Economic Issues, 38(1), 85–111.

Panem, S. (1988). The AIDS bureaucracy. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Patton, C. (2002). Globalizing AIDS (Vol. 22). Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.
Pfeffer, J. (1983). Organizational Demography. In L. L. Cummings & B. M. Straw (Eds.), 

Research in Organizational Behavior (Vol. 5). Greenwich, CT: JAI.
Podolny, J. M. (1994). Market uncertainty and social character of economic exchange. 

Administrative Science Quarterly, 39, 458–483.
Powell, W. W., White, D. R., Koput, K. W., & Owen-Smith, J. (2005). Network dynamics 

and fi eld evolution: The growth of interorganizational collaboration in the life sciences. 
American Journal of Sociology, 110(4), 1132–1205.

Richardson, G. B. (1972). The organization of industry. Economic Journal, 82, 883–897.
Ring, D. S., & Van de Ven, A. H. (1994). Developmental processes of cooperative 

interorganizational relationships. Academy of Management Review, 19, 90–118.
Romanelli, E. (1999). Blind (but not unconditioned) variation: Problems of copying in 

sociocultural evolution. In J. A. C. Baum & B. McKelvey (Eds.), Variations in organization 
science: In honor of Donald T. Campbell (pp. 79–92). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Rosenkopf, L., & Almeida, P. (2003). Overcoming local search through alliances and 
mobility. Management Science, 49(6), 751–766.

Saxenian, A. (1990). Regional networks and the resurgence of Silicon Valley. California 
Management Review, 33(1), 89–112.

Scholte, J. A. (2000). Globalization: A critical introduction. New York: St. Martin's Press.
Singhal, A., & Rogers, E. M. (2003). Combating AIDS: Communication strategies in action. 

Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Smith, J. (1996). Organizing global action: Transnational social movements and world politics. 

Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Notre Dame, Notre Dame, IN.
Smith, J. (1997). Characteristics of the modern transnational social movement sector. In 

J. Smith, C. Chatfi eld, & R. Pagnucco (Eds.), Transnational social movements and global 
politics: Solidarity beyond the state (pp. 42–58). Syracuse, NY: Syracuse University 
Press.

Smith, J., Chatfi eld, C., & Pagnucco, R. (Eds.). (1997). Transnational social movements and 
global politics: Solidarity beyond the state. Syracuse, NY: Syracuse University Press.

Stohl, C. (1993). International Organizing and Organizational Communication. Journal of 
Applied Communication Research, 21(4), 377–384.

Swaminathan, A. (1995). The proliferation of specialist organizations in the American wine 
industry, 1941–1990. Administrative Science Quarterly, 40(4), 653–680.

Sydow, J., & Windeler, A. (1998). Organizing and evaluating interfi rm networks: A 
structurationist perspective on network processes and effectiveness. Organization 
Science, 9(3), 265–284.

Teece, D. J. (1986). Transactions cost economics and the multinational enterprise. Journal of 
Economic Behavior and Organization, 7, 21–45.



510   HUMAN COMMUNICATION RESEARCH / October 2005

UIA as a registry of international non-profi t organizations. (2003). Retrieved February 15, 2003, 
from http://www.uia.org/uiaprof/registry.htm

UNAIDS. (2002). Accelerating access initiative. Retrieved March 20, 2003, at http://www.
who.int/hiv/pub/prev_care/isbn9241210125.pdf

UNAIDS. (2003). AIDS epidemic update 2003. Geneva, Switzerland: UNAIDS.
Weick, K. E. (1979). The social psychology of organizing (2nd ed.). New York: McGraw-Hill.
Wiesmann, A. (1885). The continuity of the germ-plasma as the foundation of a theory of 

heredity. In J. A. Moore (Ed.), Readings in heredity and development. New York: Oxford 
University Press.

Williamson, O. (1975). Markets and hierarchies. New York: Free Press.
Zajac, E. J., & Olsen, C. R. (1993). From transaction cost to transaction vale analysis: 

Implication for the study of interorganizational strategies. Journal of Management Studies, 
30(1), 130–145.



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (None)
  /CalRGBProfile (Adobe RGB \0501998\051)
  /CalCMYKProfile (Japan Web Coated \050Ad\051)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.2
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends false
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.00
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 0
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings false
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile (None)
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
    /Arial-Black
    /Arial-BlackItalic
    /Arial-BoldItalicMT
    /Arial-BoldMT
    /Arial-ItalicMT
    /ArialMT
    /ArialNarrow
    /ArialNarrow-Bold
    /ArialNarrow-BoldItalic
    /ArialNarrow-Italic
    /ArialUnicodeMS
    /CenturyGothic
    /CenturyGothic-Bold
    /CenturyGothic-BoldItalic
    /CenturyGothic-Italic
    /CourierNewPS-BoldItalicMT
    /CourierNewPS-BoldMT
    /CourierNewPS-ItalicMT
    /CourierNewPSMT
    /Georgia
    /Georgia-Bold
    /Georgia-BoldItalic
    /Georgia-Italic
    /Impact
    /LucidaConsole
    /Tahoma
    /Tahoma-Bold
    /TimesNewRomanMT-ExtraBold
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-ItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPSMT
    /Trebuchet-BoldItalic
    /TrebuchetMS
    /TrebuchetMS-Bold
    /TrebuchetMS-Italic
    /Verdana
    /Verdana-Bold
    /Verdana-BoldItalic
    /Verdana-Italic
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 150
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 150
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 300
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /JPN <FEFF3053306e8a2d5b9a306f300130d330b830cd30b9658766f8306e8868793a304a3088307353705237306b90693057305f00200050004400460020658766f830924f5c62103059308b3068304d306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103057305f00200050004400460020658766f8306f0020004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d30678868793a3067304d307e30593002>
    /DEU <>
    /FRA <>
    /PTB <>
    /DAN <>
    /NLD <>
    /ESP <>
    /SUO <>
    /ITA <>
    /NOR <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU <>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [432.000 648.000]
>> setpagedevice


