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INTRODUCTION

Bureaucracies of the twenty-first century will undoubtedly have to move from
the old orthodox type of administration to rethink their outputs, outcomes, image,
and position in a rapidly changing environment. In fact, many scholars suggest
that such a transition is already on track. They point to recent years’ enterprises
of new public-sector management, reengineering, and the ethos of reinventing
government as reliable indicators and signals of such trends. A consensus exists
on the need to alter the old type of bureancracy and to adjust it more vigorously
to the nature of modern society. This is the cm? way by which sustainable prog-
ress in public administration can be diffused, and moreover, in which democracy
can continue to flourish,

The present chapter concerns a strategic method for the study of organized
collaboration in public domains. It argues that reformation endeavors in public
administration that are taking place before our eyes simultaneously create new
avenues of participatory governance and collaborative administration. These ave-
nues portray a revived coexistence of bureaucracy and democracy by illumination
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of practical alternatives to the “‘old types’” of rupning the state (Peters, 1996).
They do so by devising new models of conflict management, higher involvement,
empowerment, knowledge-sharing mechanisms, and various other partnership
projects with “others’’; for instance, citizens as individuals and groups, private-
sector firms, and third-sector organizations (Sanderson, 1999; Vigoda and Golem-
biewski, 2001).
Experience across the globe has already proven that a wise design and
implementation of joint ventures between these players may formulate a different
type of governance, which will highlight a collective cewe'” rather than a segre-
gated ‘‘they”’ spirit of administration. Doing so may contribute to the emergence
of beiter collaboration in modern societies. Collaboragion with citizens and closer
partnership with citizens’ groups and associations thus have the potential of form-
ing fresh values of democratic culture in the years to cOme. Stated otherwise, it
may build a “‘colture of joint problem solving’* between stakeholders in public
domains (Bardach, 1999). The questions today are not whether such collaboration
is needed or is possible, but how can it be achieved and what sransformations it
" will impose on the public sector. As with other organizational and managerial
changes, however, this process is not problem-free, and it faces complex obstacles
f practical implementation. Mainly, it needs to break though the minds of people

t6, convince them of the potential advantages of a win-win alternative for various

public concerns.
In the following sections we Iry to elaborate on the meaning of a strategic

collabotation process as stemming from the latest theoretical thinking and practi-
cal expefiencs. We employ a theoretical guided analysis of the growing number
of challenging collaboration ventures, and provide a general map of effective
collaboration processes as demonstrated in the local government arena. Our ex-
pectation is that this dual anchored synthesis, both practical and theoretical, will
be of value for the disciplines of govemnance studies and participatory democracy.
and in particular will reframe innovative thinking in contemporary public admin-

istration.

COLLABORATION AND HUMAN NATURE: THE WIN-WIN
ALTERNATIVE , .

Rational choice theory suggests that humans are motivated by self-interest. On the
grounds of utilitarian philosophy and game-theory arguments (Boschken, 1998;
O’ Tool, 1995) it has been posited that individuals, as well as groups and institu-
tions, mostly operate according to desired goals and objectives. These may be
formal or informal, but they always aim at maximizing personal benefits and
minimizing costs (Ostrom, 1986). On the asssumption that social players con-

stantly seek more revenues and at the same time attempt to reduce expenses and/
. e e Alahewatinn hetween state agencies and other social play-

The Quest for Collaboration 101

ers basically contradicts human nature. This contradiction evolves with th id
increase of public interests, divided ambitions, and the potential of fict amon
e . conflict among
. >mwomwomoa to this ,..mzonmmar. healty, and prosperous civic societies practi-
ct y see igher Ievels of cooperation among their members to increase gencral
public mo.oam: and to improve the welfare and well-being of large ooEEmEﬁ. )
Collaboration is thus frequently referred to as another mechanism for noiﬂw
NMHMWM:%MMHE mxmn.ﬁwo. mnmaoao.wmg {1996) elaborated on the usefulness,
out 2150 the mmomouhm:nm:o:w. of N.EN&\NB@ oo:Eom. management methods in public
Somae & 8 cor H_:Eaa_ running from competitive to cooperative techniques,
wole mzoam%%awmoa a win—lose game, the latter and betfer described as
ip o aet es. n.%mmu Ew ﬁ.éo mxﬂomdom several other alternatives exist
h as Emmﬁnu. arbitration, mediation, facilitated problem solving, and oo:m&o.v
MMHW“. MMMNMHM WM :mmﬁm Mm partnership, Cigler (1999) suggests w slightly dif-
: networking, cooperation, coordinati i
According to this definition oozmvoﬂ‘m%om has six B&% Mﬂm“nﬂ“wmm“%mw MHMEE.
a mﬁmﬁomw wmﬁ:ou than a limited tactic, (2) involving strong ties among m&om M_ﬂm
.@ Ea..o?Em groups from different sectors (public, private, third M@oﬁoﬁm AMu
Eﬁ.v?sm a group of members who are committed to a 55“@-83” activit , mv
Wwwémw M MMW.E&_%&H@B.% rumning the process and a clear method of moncnwmnmmw
s nclining to tr ing i
ton, and () oENm:m msw ﬂ%%ﬂmmmwcﬂmw encouraging involvement and contribu-
Hoﬁ-_mmmmwmnﬁaom Mmmumwﬁoé.sm suggest that cooperation usually denotes a limited,
o eve ﬂ y mo,_ﬁo& assembly of mom.nmm to achieve a defined goal, while
; ation wmmmoﬁm a wider and more extensive stage of cooperation with strat
ma. mma-ammgsma _mnm Fﬁmammﬁw significance. As suggested by Cigler ﬁoomw.
QMM;MMMHMMM,W actions involve strong linkages among stable membership in mwo.v
ooperation oww ooﬁw_.wx purposes, and usually are long term” (p. 86). Beyond
cooperatio organizational units, mE.Hm_ or other interest groups in society
. Mamso: Rmﬁmmﬁm a longer-range ideology which, to be successful Esmm
WMM_M M :M M%%von.om senior decision Bm.wﬂ? leading public officials, and wwwma-
cneec mqmﬂwwmw _HM governmental agencies. .anoH&sm to the social ecology theory
mEE._o.nmv o MM b Mﬂhﬂmﬂﬂﬂﬁ WMMHONNF ou.mﬁ.:_mmmoum (and other parties in public
Borman, 1906 on by reducing uncertainty in their environment
omoo%woowo%%@ﬂwﬁwmwnm MMMM MMHMM Moamw Em.ﬂ such collaboration s possible and
. : as a win—win alternative for all
MMMMWM Qmﬁaozowmwz. .H 996; Fisher and Ury, 1983). In fact, the Emcazwwwwwww
o moowomwwﬂ utilitarian rE.EE smﬁ:,o.mﬁa the desirable altruistic nature of
o psae no:ww soﬁ. necessarily oouﬁmﬁ.rnﬁod\. For the emergence of reliable
e o&aoﬁv mutual self-derived interests and shared goals must be
to all parties. These goals and interests are primarily egocentric and
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i imi jrations of
self-directed, but when they cohere with supplementary 0T EB;mMmeMmMM Mm:
others they acquire meaningful collective power. menma, Mm_ﬁwn M&B:.;E&o:
i - win situations in public pohcy OF
unlikely to become win—Wwil situations . : -
4055% (e.g., budgetary conflicts, staffing and promotion Om. ﬁ.cdro %M_M.Mwmaom
competitive business ventures); nevertheless, the space MoH @Q@Mwaw\z McE.aﬁmng
is wi i blic initiatives that frequently .
is wide enough to include many pu \ eque T al
i inciple of rational choice s We
seem a win—lose game. The princip ) B on, the bigger
i s rationality, the greater this colia oration,
tayers. According 0 this H,m.:osm:. . o
MDM better the benefit to each participant and 0 Eo. oncﬁw MOMMBWM%W Mm&wmm-
i i bureauctacies are invoIve el ,
more, when public agencies and e ety
inabili i 1 success are better served. .
tajnability, effectiveness. and genera . ; O e
ion 1 i :ne counts on rational choice, 0
healthy collaboration 10 public domains ¢ : pr—
i 64), and on the collective visio
nomic exchange theory (Blau, 1964}, . lect : A
idari i fore exisis only 1D liberal envir
solidarism. True collaboraton there . e o g and accep-
- aties. those that are abundant 1 mutual unaers g
D hene” e irati highlight the idea of free
’ tions but also that highlg
' tance of others needs and aspia ; fee
' markets and free exchange mechanisms mBonmw m.mMEM. /W\%mﬂmﬁmm MMMMDN_ME ﬁm-
. i cater likelihood of div ,
% tance and approval are sparse there is a gr : . )
’ erance oo%%or and self-derived activity rather than social-oriented concern O
sublic solidarity. o . -
> » >oooa.EM€ pessimists will note that collaboration wm.mmmﬂﬁﬁ.ﬁ%%wmmw-
_ i tions on self-derived activity, Bt i
ture. They will turn to basic assump . : e eallib-
ity,’ i i ¢ this claim. By this rule, the efe .
nality, and egocentrist logic to suppor L . ; "
oﬂmmwn_ﬁé public administration and - on citizens in mmwom.; s Wmmm“mmﬂm
Ooﬂm@oﬁwmom jsof nousein a free-market society, Jﬂér.ﬂow EM%EMW M.Mmﬁ -,
i form with the cotlective public .
collide and most of them do not con . By
imistic Wi however, that collaboration among :
more optimistic will argue, ;- : omE VO g o
i i ins i i t easily accomplished.
ublic domains 18 @ommio, even if no .
waasoﬁ (1991) and Berman (1996), broad-based strategles Eo% Wnomsmw Mwo%“M
i j i because they find suport, Teii orcernent,
do not resist their own ideas and . . reln oot of
ident] ike-mi le. Collaboration thereby breeds CO
identity from like minded peop e o oo
ici i i icy advocacy, grantsmansiip, 1t
ticipants and yields improved policy & : ‘
ww.wwsmmg of Rwoﬁoow and know-how, and effective nogﬁoﬂsomwa@aww MWWHHM
; 0
89; Roberts and Bradley, 1991; Berman, .
opponents (Coleman, 1989; : : e, 1 et
i i rtainty of its positive 20108 1
attainment of collaboration and for the ce : e
i i i Among these, crossing min gl
serious difficultes need to be overcome. Alb es o S
i liingess to cooperaic an
hallenging. A @mwowogomwom_ wi d |
D e i i be secured by convincing
i tive process can DS 5€ ci
come honest partners 1 the collaboral . be O ine
i i it is 1 - best interest to join forces. The cOg
the involved parties why 1t18 10 their : roes, T e
er i i ore complicated in the pu
barrier is thus crucial, and proves even I mphe . .
because of the large pumber of players and the diversity of issues and interesis
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involved, as well as the long-range and extensive impact of the issues on citizens,
organizations, markets, and societies.

COLLABORATION AND THE POWER OF BUREAUCRACY

In recent years collaboration has been successfully utilized in many fields associ-
ated with local governance activities. Studies have found that a wider involve-
ment of public agencies, private organizations, and third-sector bodies in commu-
nity-based strategies was positively associated with the use, effectiveness, and
targeting of various social programs, such as homelessness care (Bermar, 1996),
pollution control, ecology, and environmental protection ventures (Weber and
Khademian, 1997), along with the general responsiveness of local governments
to citizens’ needs (Crook, 1996). ,

These studies and others suggest that many local authorities in America,
Europe, and other Western states have adopted new concepts and strategies of
power sharing, community-based policy making, and participatory management
processes in commumity affairs aimed at extending decision-making circles in
the local arena (Berman, 1996; Bryson and Crosby, 1992; Wheeland, 1993; Os-
trom, 1993). What is the reason for sach trends? Advocates of collaboration argue
that the complexity of rnany contemporary social problems requires increased
cooperation among social players. These include public and private organizations
(Berman, 1996), public agencies, nonprofit organizations of the third sector, non-
governmental organizations (NGOs), and quasi-NGOs (QUANGOs) (Grubbs,
2000; Arsenault, 1998; Bardach, 1999; Sarason and Lorentz, 1998; Gidron, et
al., 1992), as well as citizens, either as individuals or as members of smaller
informal groups (Vigoda and Golembiewski, 2001). By this approach, coopera-
tion becomes a necessity of modern times even if it basically contradicts many
of our fundamentally skeptical assumptions on human nature. In fact, individuals,
organizations, and bureaucracies remain highly self-focused and self-centered,
but fo secure their needs and interests they are obliged to collaborate. To keep
abreast of modernity and secure legitimization in the eyes of their customers/
citizens, they need to join forces. No public bureaucracy or public agency today
is powerful enough to foster its strategies and policies independently. It frequently

lacks sufficient knowledge, experience, motivation, technology, legitimization, or
other resources that foster the successful initiation and implementation of serious
cutting-edge public programs, yet decentralization in bureaucracies ultimately
means conveying power to other stakeholders and limiting the power of public
agencies. Organizational management theory usually denotes such processes as
participation in decision making—or better, empowerment (Sanderson, 1999).
In fact, this is one critical obstacle to more collaboration in government. As bu-
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reancratic theory suggests, gOVENors and public administrators do not graciously
yield power and authority to otbers. Thompson (1983) stated that *‘democracy
does not suffer bureaucracy gladly. Many of the values wWe associate with democ-
racy—equality, participation, and individuality—stand sharply opposed to hier-
archy, specialization, and impersonality we ascribe to modern bureaucracy”” (p-
235). In keeping with this, Golembiewski and Vigoda (2000} suggested that bu-
other big organizations, constitute a worksite that 15 any-

reaucracies, like many
thing but democratic, The greatest fear of bureaucrats therefore turns out tO be
their strongest argument against collaboration. According to their position, devo-

tution of power prevents tureaucracies from doing their jobs well, obscures them
from fulfilling their responsibility to the public, and simply iphibits them from
governing. Nevertheless, practical experience and empirical evidence of recent
years show quite the opposite. In most cases, implementation of a *“wise collabo-
rative process’” by governmental agencies has a positive effect on these agencies
and their staffs. It fortifies the legitimacy of clected officials and public ofticers,
improves the performance of bureaucracies by making their policies more effec-
tive, increases transparency and accountability, and in fact positively contributes
% to citizens’ trust in and image of government and the latter’s outcomes. A para-
doxical linkage results, in which empowerment and a higher level of participation
in public decision making increases the impact and governing power of bureau-
cracies.
What is the meaning of a «swise collaborative process,”” howevetr? Are
there Eé rules and guidelines that distinguish right from wrong actions in turning
a collaborative initiative into an effective process? Theory in this field is quite
vague, or at least equivocal. On the one hand studies focus on the importance
of collaboration as another tool in conflict resolution management and on its
contribution to the management of public organizations (e.g., Weber and Khade-
min, 1997, Bardach, 1999; Cigler, 1999; Fredericksen, 1996). On the other hand
this literature is frequently supported by case studies that contribute to our experi-
ence and understanding of actoal collaborative ventures (e.g., Toregas, 2000;
Snavely and Desai, 2000) but that fail to draw the entire picture of MOVE toward
reliable generalization. As far as we could find, no satisfactory attention has so
far been given the configuration of a strategic process for collaboration in the
public sector. Some effort has been dedicated to developing integrative collabora-
tion methods in urban planning or local housing programs (e.g., Nicol, 1998;
Kermit, 1994; Cole and Goodehild, 1993), but these attemps were limited in
scope. An inclusive strategic approach should establish a common denominator
of various collaboration ventures to promote a more comprehensive theory. Ac-
cordingly, the following sections will attempt to fill the gap in this field, and
portray a general map for strategic collaboration in public administration agen-

riPs.
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COLLABORATION AS A STRATEGIC PROCESS

Despi .
WMMMMMQMW %M%thmumﬁﬁwﬂ of colaborative ventures in government and the
Knowledge tat b moua_cm:zw mnncBEmﬁP only slight regard has been given
T ablie admin W:M.om a comprehensive strategy for collaboration in and
e vently m § E.%o:. ?m suggested by Cigler (1999), collaborative ac-
tions redue M_ o mmaﬂq ,. rom Emmwﬁ.nosm events that trigger fiscal stress or per-
celved ® csa.ma.ﬁm swa or this E.oosmﬁonr ad hoc approach to collaboration it is
et The oot maé y the literature Eow”m a more strategic orientation to the
eecior o . T Mmﬁmmom om collaboration as a strategic apparatus for public
paoneics ooBE:EME Mms_ contribute to ﬁﬁ mutual power of public programs
e e pertor %m% @omm, to a wwno_mn Ewm or initiative, stimulate Eommou
e ey of prayers in M_M oo %Mwm_m.”mmn_ instifutions, enhance the image and
mmnﬁwhmmm:oﬁ.mmo values AZ%M et a;o_wwN@mﬁmv sugment frust in government, and
s o:HMM,HMH o%wﬂ BmﬂH.EEQOﬁZm cﬁ.Emmmmoam_ strategy, our suggestion also
o it oo m:ommmmm. Hwn. first is that public administration, its agencies
avers érgﬁﬂu ul MH seek higher levels of collaboration with other moowmm
D b oxplained wwﬁwmmn e and 23@59\9. the public interest may benefit. As
N vood mabitat moﬁo?. Mao%wﬁmmmﬁﬁmgn is that the local government arena
is 2 good habltat for mzor. experiences, m.ﬁ least in their first steps. Beyond the
i o s E.m:mm Emm W .Er m.qo normative, however, the third is much more
. mB:mam m,um uﬁ._o.n&aﬁ as rooted in human nature permits collabora-
tion onty in 2 1 %moaw wo a_\: increasing number of public ventures, and that collab-
orat O as a complex process with advantages but also draw-
Ther 3 it]
o G %nWmmwm MWM MM,”LM% m_vﬁuoou&no:m for a strategic approach to collabora-
s Gemstrows ovent m , mpm er’s (1999) mcm.mnmno: of nine such preconditions:
ey o QOOﬁonmcn_ A.u scal mﬂomm or wﬂun@:\oa stress, {3) a political constitu-
e by atocted ﬂoo, mM wm:mwoﬁ:ﬁ mﬁumoé\ building, (5) early and continued
e eeriment, ( M cials, (6) visible advantages of cooperation for partici-
pacne overnme mwmﬁw he existence of a wo:,o% entrepreneur, (8) early focus on
yisible efieattve s Em_.mwmwzmv%wv mm@wmmm on collaborative skill building.
Eoo:mwmmam e EMW m.m@oﬁaé venture and make it a relevant
MEm_%momwwmmowmgnwoawmnaam of the oo.:.m@oﬁmﬂ?o process is based on systematic
o o oo:mcoga.ou ﬂn such Emauo.:.b.a .@wmmocﬁoa in Figure 1. Here a general
map for collaboration WWMOQ:. @cgn.wmasmmqmmos and others in the local gov-
ot the orosess: (1) Wmm o,.w. % . This map is cmmoa on six main stages and checkpoints
e the oo w 2% iding on a mvg:mm issite for collaboration, (2) characteriz-
y “‘what and where’’ inquiries, (3) finding out who is involved
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Figure 1 A strategic map of an effective collaboration process as demonstrate ,.

in the local government arena.
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{(4) finding out kow to implement, (3) launching implementation, and (6) evaluat-
ing the process. These stages will be broadly developed below.

Note also that while collaboration can. be analyzed from various perspec-
tives we have decided to focus on the local government level. Beyond the global,
regional, and even the national levels, a local governance view is the most appli-
cabie and realistic for practical and theoretical reasons. To date most collaborative
projects reported in the scientific literature have been conducted in this environ-
ment, so our present knowledge relies heavily on such experiences. Moreover,
as suggested by Sobel (1993) and Etzioni (1994; 1995), the local/communal level
is ideal for increasing citizenry involvement in government. I has the potential
of bringing together individuals, groups of citizens, private and third-sector orga-
nizations, and public agencies, and helping them cooperate in a microcosm. The
outcomes of collaborative programs in local government are manifested directly
to the people. The results are more clearly observed by pubiic stakeholders, who
also develop a sense of attachment, concern, and criticism toward these programs.

In the longer run these endeavors may evinee relevancy and compatability in
national or federal domains.

Issues for Collaboration

A good collaboration process starts with an appropriate and worthy issue. From
a professional angle the most complex and critical task in a collaboration venture
is to classify which public issue really deserves collaboration and which does
not. Collaboration can prove successful under two main conditions: (1) when an
issue merits investment of effort and making alliances work, and (2) when there
is a good reason to believe (but still not confirm) that the power and influence
of those who join an alliance are significantly greater than the power and influence
of their opponents. This said, we certainly do not assume collaboration to work
under sterile conditions. A collaborative process can work even if there are oppo-
nents but only when their power and influence remain considerably low. More-
over, collaboration will not reach fulfullment when another solution that is
cheaper and more elegant and involves a minimum of players presents itself. In
other words, when another good and economical selution for a social problem
is available, collaboration is not needed.

Another criterion is legitimization, A desirable issue for collaboration is
one that wins wide-ranging approval among citizens in addition to support ex-
pressed by other public stakeholders. In representative democracies public opin-
fons very frequently diverge from the opinions of electorates or public personnel.
Issues that receive much attention of the public but do not seek public legitimiza-
tion in response are less likely to be suitable for collaboration, thus prior to any
decision taken regarding issues for collaboration a thorough examination of alter-
natives and stakeholders’ interests is recommended. Moreover, as can be seen
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. .. ..ﬁ.

in Figure 1, these initiatives must rely on adequate mcdro and @%MMMMWMWHMM w-
is i \tural acceptance of collaboration as a cf . .

T it bl Qﬁmv (2) trust in the “good will and sincerity

ism to deal with public conc . ! '
Mﬂwoﬁgma participants, and (3) willingness to take active or at least passive par

in thi cess. . . .
" ﬁgm%wmsw, issues for collaboration my naturally be raised by different players

i i stical institutions, other nonprofit or
i em, be they public of politica : o
I e ore e privaie or business firms) or ordinary citt

i izati r groups { :
third-sector organizations, o (priv . y e
ns. either as interest groups or as individuals. As Em. r.m.wnmﬁﬁw review ,
howe oration are initiated in Jocal govern-

e 1iab
ever, most current initiatives of co ‘ are ini .
MMMMH by the authorities and by their public administration cadre (€.g- Cigler,

1999; Berman, 1996; Boschken, 1998).

. Analyzing the Problem: What Is Involved and Where Should

‘ One Begin? | -
.u A comprehensive analysis of the issues set forth involves several @cowﬁowm. WEM
s the goal of the process? Is local governance the best level? What 18 the

. L o
of risk (namely, what happens if the entire process fails t0 achieve its goals)?

T . :
M%wmﬁ range of collaboration is needed? What are the available resources for col

: 3 s for collaboration?
tion? What are the available financial resource .
Euoﬂmﬂﬁmﬁ goals and objectives must be clearly defined. Oo:.mco.gsé <M:MMHMM
st ) . Such goals and objectives nee
that are“{po vague may miss their target. : its when
o e It Wi i i ffectively evaluate restits W
big, otherwise 1t will be impossible to € )
e ootst approaches its final stages. As will be explained later the goals and

the process
oE.%;Zom and the way to measure them must be agreed upon by all partners

involved. , . . .
" When an issue is defined as “‘potential for collaboration’” the next task 18

1 8.
to find out whether or not local government 18 the aoﬁ.ﬂoé_ for mwo: mm %MMM@M@-
ilities and decision-making power hav
In recent years more responsibili . e cen
icipaliti to communal public-sector agencics,
volved to local municipalities and . . Bendes,  mont
i ial ordinating--supervisory roie.
tral government playing mainly a co lafing . e
i nsibilities, education, ranspo D
issues, cultural ventures, welfare respo . o oy
i times even health care services an P
ning and development, and some : e A DT o
i i ents and their admimstrative .
or with the assistance of Jocal governm : i Nt
itaj associated with the renewal O
Britain, for example, such trends were assoC] e Sven st
i £ participation {Sanderson, .
mocracy and more direct forms o : e lotal
i hould not necessarily be treate
that deserve collaboration, however, 8 . e e
owerful ipterests of other play
overnment level. For example, when p . -
w:.o?oa that reach beyond the local government arena a different levet of colla

it i tures a higher level of
i le. In addition, when an issue cap :
oration may be prefered S s ailie rificiem (e.o.. at the national
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or federal level, through the media, by state comptrollers, or in the courts), limited
collaboration in the local government arena will probably be useless or at least
ineffective. Local governance will then be ideal for collaboration in such commu-
nal topics as urban planning, rural development, limited ecological problems
(e.g., water use and purification, waste treatment), welfare intiatives, education
projects and initiatives, or transportation plans that concern residents of a defined
area. The local government level is frequently inapproprate for collaboration
where wider projects with greater impact beyond the local geographical area are
concerned. In such ventures the decision-making power of local authorities is
low or does not exist at all. Still, theory and experience frequently suggest that
smaller-scale initiatives at the local government level have the advantage of be-
coming indicators or facilitators of wider initiatives in national or federal circles
(John et al., 1994).

Like any other strategic decision in public domains, collaboration also in-
volves a certain level of risk for potential parties. The most visible source of risk
is the need to share information among players. As suggested by Weber and
Khademian (1997), ‘‘sharing information creates opportunities for participants
to discover more numercus and innovative solutions . . . that otherwise would
be beyond their reach. But when that information is revealed, participants become
vulnerable in a number of ways”’ (p. 397). Commitment to-the process may de-
cline, participants may withdraw, information may be used to advance self-inter-
ests at the expense of the interests of others, and defectors may use the informa-

- tion they gathered during the process to advance contradictory initiatives.

Moreover, a collaborative process gathers more information from various partici-
pants and thus extends the realm of possible policy outcomes. This may finally
cause an agreement that is less predictable and harder to digest by partners. Be-
yond the risk of shared information, however, poor management or unprofes-
sional handling of a collaborative process may produce meager outputs. Failure to
meet the desired goals can cause discouragement in future collaborative atterpts,
increase mutnal antagonism among parties, reduce willingness for future coopera-
tion, and most important, portray an image of public Jeadership unable or unquali-
fied to direct such projects. These outcomes may inflict long-range harm on citi-
zens’ trust in government and raise the levels of pessimism and delegitimization
of democratic institutions in general.

Other ‘‘what-and-where’’ questions concern the required range of collabo-
ration and the available resources that permit its implementation. The range of
collaboration is usually linked to the number of participants; this issue is elabo-
rated more in the following section. Prior to any decisions on partners, however,
the leading group and initiators of the process (usually elected officials and public
administration servants) need to decide on relevant circles of poiential contribu-
tors. These citcles may be geography-anchored, profession-anchored, or task-
anchored. For example, collaboration in local governance may be conducted in
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neighborboods, in larger local areas, of throughout Eo.@:ﬁo local Eﬂwsﬁ_w%w%w
district. Collaboration may also be assigned _u.% E%omm_o:.& mnocww in M sted
the process, such as teachers, parents, and oEEH,wn oo:.soﬂm for e %NM@M -
tives (Fredericksen, 1996). It may involve traders m.mm.oﬂmconm, custo ’ omo :mwow
and business experts for commerce ventures. A decision on the range © oliabe-
ration is meaningful since it determines the level of required .ﬂ@moﬁoom an D
that may have an effective say. 1t is useless

. . . R
in focusing on relevant social group : . : :
to enlarge a collaborative process to involve uninterested, ireelevant, or hostile

partners, just as it is problematic to o<oﬁ.5.p.: oﬁo_om,.mma 98.5&0 ﬁm,ﬂwm%%%mw
who may raise productive ideas, mrﬂo exerience and information, Or 1
i j ints that enrich the process. .
oﬁmﬁoﬁmmwmaﬁmw %Mwwwmwwmmso may mm%E merely technical it is of great Inpor-
tance and needs to be clarified at a very wmzu stage to ensure that wﬂmﬁmﬁmww
not wasted and resources are available (Harrison et al., H@mmv. As wi Mmoﬁ
organizational and public ventures, expenses for a nozmdo.a..ﬁ:.a ?.ooomww mMonos
marginal. Prompt financing is required for all mﬁmmmm from _Ecm.com to mmoﬂxw nsmom.
" including public relations, information gathering, m:.a organization e ﬂwmaoum
,as well as for the evaluation method and lesson-learning BonrmEmB.. e aders
xOm the process are responsible for ?B._mr.am mbméwﬁm to these nwom%omw Hmwmmum
mbﬁmanﬂmaos. Assuming that public administration takes the mm@ _ﬂm tiaone
collaborative processes, it has the duty to allocate Bmwﬁnom moT.lzw H%u oo
sarily to finance—the process, In most cases the mmmmn._cm body will be usiness
concert interested in making the process work or a joint effort by m.oéS Hes
capable ,om and interested in moving a certain meE@ forward. T&:m Bomwmwoﬂm-
be involvet only in projects that disengage private firms. For example, co bora
tion between the public sector and E.na-mooﬁ.um?oﬁaﬁmé co&om b@onmmw e
spending more public money to launch and sustatn 5@. o.ozmwoﬂmﬁ.éw process e
the third sector naturally lacks self-resources. In m&.:_.os, m:E._n money Mﬁ o
used in cases in which public administration and individual citizens are the only

partners involved.

Analyzing the Players: who Is Involved?

Honest partners in collaboration projects m.ﬁ.%o% who favor mbm,%ﬁw ENMMMM

in a long-range activity that promotes their .Eﬁoaom.a together wi the 1 -

of others. These players must also show a high level of ooEEEd@E, frust, )

belief in the general goals as set by leaders of the process. Not M&o@:mw._ ww

players contribute to the H&om.:.wmoa A.um goals and targets, again on the con
ccepted by all parties. o

. oﬂwwwmwwoswum %ooa 8%32% an interest in the goals and objectives of the

benefit of self-interests
re expected to grasp correcily the mutual :
process. They 2 P . m. W: tmerse wmst he singled out and assigned
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to the collaboration process on the basis of their interests or according to their
representation of different public sectors. An effective process engages a limited
number of significant players concerned to make collaboration work. Players may
often hold conflicting interests, yet at the same time they should believe that the
social interest can coexist side by side with their personal interests. Moreover,
only as long as the benefit is perceived by each player as greater with than without
collaboration is the collaboration process worthwhile and possible. It is thus nec-
essary to identify players well and to define their actual interests properly. Note
also that actual interests should be distinguished from overt formal interests and
reflect the net benefit to the player in personal or organizational terms.
Relevant players must likewise exhibit commitment to the collaberation

process and a strong belief in its usefulness. This is not an easy requirement,
especially when the general culture in local government is authoritarian and indi-
viduals are unfamiliar with the advantages of the collaboration process. To in-
crease players’ commitment it is recommended that seminars conducted by pro-
fessionals to be held, that successful examples of collaboration processes used
in other places be presentzd, and that a greater sense of openness and transparency
be fostered by local agencies of public administration. The term honest partner
denotes a party that has self-interests but is willing to share whatever is needed

on the way to successful collaboration. A typology of players may run from

individual citizens through smaller (formal or informal) citizens’ interest and ad

hoc groups (e.g., neighborhood committees, parents’ and students’ councils) and

professional councils to organizations of the private and third sectors (Vigoda

and Golembiewski, 2001). A central player in all collaboration ventures is public

administration, which bears responsibility for coordinating players and directing
them toward the appointed goals.

Moving Towards Implementation: How Is This Activated?

Successful implementation of a collaboration process relies on good programs
and appropriate methods. A literature review reveals a wide range of alternatives,
each one differently forraulated in accordance with desired goals and objectives
of the players. Similarities exist that permit a higher level of generalization among
these methods, however. For example, Nicol (1998) suggests a version of liaison
groups. These are forums of public officers and representatives of business firms
that discuss a variety of issues concerning urban-planning programs. They allow
a clear presentation of policy issues and an exchange of useful information in
a convenient atmosphere that is problem-solving-oriented rather than conflict-
focused, Mandell {1999) notes a different structure, termed network structures
(NS), which involve private-, public-, and third-sector organizations as well as
individual citizens in discussions on topics that are relevant to community wel-
fare. Network structures cannot operate by traditional managerial methods, how-
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ever, bat have to rely on conflict management methods, empowerment, and trust
building among partics (Sanderson, 1999). The NS method can thus take the form
of a limited task force, a coalition activity, or a coordination group. All these
forms rely upon mutual comumitment of the parties to each other and fo theit

common goal. An essay by Vigoda and Golembiewski (2001) reviews other plat-
forms of collaboration with citizens and elaborates on the idea of citizenty confer-
ences as applied in geveral countries, such as Denmark and Israel. Citizens’ con-
ferences and committees deal with actual public interests and try to influence

decisions on issues that are not fully addressed by governments but that the

government 1s willing to promote (.., S€€ htt

index.html). Here too governments and public admini
maintain their advisory position, providing the citizens wi

SIwww.zl

ori.ore.il/English/
stration are encouraged to
th sufficient conditions

and experience to elaborate on their spontancous ideas and sound counsel.

The move to implementation of a collaboration process al

5o calls for the

.potential contribution of professionals. Experts of process management, project
‘control and assessments, public financing, taxation law and policy, engineering
and architecture, marketing and market research, séatistical analysis and surveys,
communicaton media, and arbitration and law are not always available inside

tHe local authority or even in central government bodies. They therefore need
to come from the free market or from external institutions that possess specific
knowledge. Over the years evidence has accumulated that professionals” support,
as provided by individuals, private consulting firms, or academic institutions, is
beneficial_ for collaborative negotiations and community training interventions
(Fredericksen, 1996). The contribution of the professional is threefold. First it
has an impottant role of developing skills such as coo
talent (Palvolgyl and Herbai, 1997; Bianchi, 1997). Since

tive ventures initiated in public administration have

rely on, participants must be trained prior to launching the progra
of conflict resolution shows, the lack of such training may cause damage or even
the collapse of the entire process because of ineffective group dynamics or haz-
ardous conflicts among participants. Professionals thus take the responsibility of
leading the process on its methodological side and assisting the leading adminis-
trative cadre in running the program more effectively and smoothly. Second,
professionals provide frontline information and intiate ideas and knowledge that
enrich the collaboration process. They can furnish comparative examples of close
or similar ventures tested elsewhere, and learn their lessons. Last, professionals
serve as a reliable and mostly disinterested party, to whom other participants can
turn in times of crisis or when the potential for conflict looms larger. Professionals.
in conflict resolution and in the field of collaboration enjoy the general image of
"an objective player. They are concerned for the success of collaboration as &
democratic process that stands for itself. They usually take no side in debates as

s oo et v rarte nf adneation. housing. environmental affairs,

peration and collaboration
many of the cotlabora-
no specific background to
m. As the theory

or other specific
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fields. wa% contribution consists of escorting others through the difficulties of
ooEvBB;Em.mSa working out a mutual plan that best responds to the needs of
everyone, particularly the needs of the public.

Collaboration in Practice: Implementing a Program

In moum.amr approaches to collaboration are inherently biased by having the imple-
mentation stage placed at the heart of the entire process. While it is indeed a
core stage, it would be quite misleading to concentrate on implementation alone
unless .: is well rooted in the planning and predevelopmental stages. The imple-
mentation process deals with several targets: bringing players together under any
Eoﬁrom. chosen; rethinking and redefining goals as well as determining perfor-
mance indicators (Pls) for the entire process; assigning daties to members, setting
ﬁEonEOm for various tasks; keeping documentation {0 create mnoo:nﬁm,cz.:%. and
ensuring that the public knows and is continuously updated by all possible Ewmum.
H:a first step of this stage may be defined as the initiation of action. A
oogﬂmﬁn of players’ representatives is convened and chaired by a leading public
mmBSqumﬁoﬂ. who has been assigned to and trained for the duty in advance. Deci-
sions of the committee need to be taken democratically but with strong emphasis
on a consensus, otherwise collaboration is meaningless. This process is time-
consuming and thus can use professional ad hoc advice from time to time. Sec-
ond, participants rethink and redefine goals to make them measurable by various
means. An extensive literature on PI provides the logic and tools for the creation
of measurable goals (e.g., Pollitt, 1988). Unless Ps are strictly agreed on by all
members there will be no effective way to evaluate the process in its final phases
Only gﬁm the entire implementation stage is clear to all participants isit womm:&m
to assign duties to members, set timetables, and approve reliable documentation
to E.mwn accountability possible. An effective and honest collaboration process
m@w:om transparency and provides open gates to the public. When the work of a
committee is accomplished but the public is unaware of the process, a central
effect of public encouragement is missed. A strategic process of nommwoaaon
substantially differs from limited partnership or short range alliances by referring
to enduring ventures that inspire other initiatives in the future. It is therefore
important to explore the benefits as well as the.difficulties of the process and to
create a culture of a learning environment.

Evaluation: Was It Successful?

The o,\.mEmsow process is required mainly for future learning and lessons of simi-
lar or identical projects. As with many other organizational ventures and policy
EomBEm, evaluation represents a feedback mechanism that provides an option
moH,.HE._uﬁoﬁEmE and advancement. Adjustments in a collaboration project are
an indispensable part of the entire strategy. They need to be made since reality
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- sransforms the conditions under which the collaborative ?.oﬁd.mm o_u@ﬁm.ﬁm. In mmo._,..
a rigid strategy is no strategy. Unless a collaboration mﬁ,ﬂ.mmM is sufficiently flexi-
ble to cohere with transforming reality, its contribution 1s 11 doubt. .

An extensive arsenal of evaluation methods and techniques can be .H.o:ma in
various disciplines. For example, onms.ﬁmnoa& %ﬁ?wai and oﬂm.mzﬁm:ou&
behavior tools may assess the inner dynamics and mEE.QWm of parties directly
involved, while policy programs analysis and m_.uc:o opinion methods may be
applied to evaluate more general outcomes. It is H.E@onmsr.roéoéﬁ to .Q.omﬁ a
knowledge bank for relevant collaboration experiences. Prior 10 launching new
collaboration ventures, it i recommended that lessons be learned @oi past expe-
fence and that the necessary amendments be made according to specific require-
ments as determined by the project leaders and other parties. mﬂ@ mg profes-
sionals and academics can be of help. Many existing collaborative projects use
such knowledge at the evaluation stage but also at other stages to monitor and

revitalize the process. . .
Evaluation primarily has the instrumental role of controlling results. It has

© another significant aspect, however, namely of assessing the symbolic—cultural

impacts and change for affected organizations, for owmw:._mmmoz members, or for
“he citizens they serve (Grubbs, 2000). While the EQ.&E.o ﬁmmm:% assesses an
evaluation process in terms of ““getting a job done,”’ .#.Hm crucial that more mzw.n-
tion be given to the cultural and symbolic waves 5:58&.3 a o.o.dmwowmzo:
process. Beyond making a project more effective and Tesponsive to oEN.owm uo.o.a
and demands, one should keep in mind that collaboration breeds .o_smo.smw_%
involverfient and changes individual mindsets regarding their part m GEEE.m
mo:nmgswéonégamm. A successful collaboration process may vﬂ.mmmam pessi-
mistic citizens that public administration can operate better, replace its old ortho-

dox image with a modern responsive one, and draw up new frontiers for effec- -

tively managed democracies. The symbolic impacts of collaboration programs
and their evaluation are perhaps the hardest objective to get on our m:mﬂw.m_o map.
Still, they are the most challenging ones because of their wide-range influence
and long-term sustainability for generations to come.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

Recent works on collaboration have encouraged public administration .mmwb.o_om
and leaders to adopt new models of alliances among diverse groups and E&ﬁmc..
als in society. Similarly, collaboration has become a necessity in Eo.m__ governance
owing to its growing responsibilities and the continuous devolution of moas&
governance, which transfers more tasks to local authorities. A process of reinven-

tion in local government has thus been inspired by the increasing need to enhance

collaboration. Alliances have become strategies for institutions of governance 1o

2o mrm wwrith s tn create leadership systems based on steering not roWIng,

The Quest for Collaboration 115

and to treat citizens as customers (Grubbs, 2000) or even partners equal 1o state
and local authorities (Vigoda, 2002). It has been pointed out that the future of
modern public administration depends heavily on joint forces and improved pat-
terns of collaboration among various social players. Citizens’ needs and demands,
the increasing complexity of public programs, and the magnification of different
social problems serve as main accelerators that bring citizens, public- and private-
sector bodies, and third-sector/nonprofit organizations together. This process re-
flects self-derived interests but also a collective viewpoint of win—win altera-
tives.

For this purpose, a strategic agenda of collaboration needs to be rebuilt.
Tts power may draw substance from theory-anchored models and from practical
and empirical experience as presented here. A core assumption of the strategic
approach is that public administration can no longer settle for a limited level
of cooperation between sporadic players and thus tends to collaboration. Public
agencies, both governmental—political and organizational-administrative, will
need to adopt a culture of mutual effort and to put more energy into joint ventures
that are inclusive and long-term. The strategic platform as presented in this chap-
ter may contribute to the development of such interdisciplinary orjentation and
increase the impact of public—private—nonprofit alliances, both instrumentally
and symbolically (Grubbs, 2000). ,

This chapter also identified a theoretical gap in contemporary administra-
tive and political science literature, which frequently classifies collaboration as
another technique of conflict management or conilict resolution programs (Fred-
ericksen, 1996). The first goal of our chapter was therefore to treat collaboration
as an individual phenomenon, one that deserves its own theoretical attention sepa-
rate from other writings on straightforward conflict management theory. We have
argued that the option of collaboration is becoming highly relevant to public
administration of our times, and that it proves useful in a number of local govern-
ment issues. In line with this, our second goal was to more clearly set a strategy
for collaboration, one that may serve as a road map for the future, both theoreti-
cally and practically.

The imporance and relevance of collaboration for public administration and
for citizens of our era are not disputed. While there are equivocal attitudes on
the best way to implement collaboration there is consensus on its necessity. As
it progresses, public administration will have to collaborate with a variety of
participants and integrate various attitudes and interests to accomplish its future
challenging tasks. Traditional, albeit effective techniques of participation in deci-
sion making or negotiation management are expected to grow and mature into
a more extensive strategy of collaboration. Ambitious projects and programs for
larger groups of citizens will have to rely on collaboration and support the com-
munal ““we’’ rather than an alientated ‘‘they’ spirit in society. This is a main
track that can lead public administration on its way forward.
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