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Abstract
Collaboration, as a process of social learning, facilitates the integration of different
perspectives, forms of knowledge, and approaches to encounter multifaceted issues,
such as climate change, energy transition, globalization, etc. Thus, political decisionmakers increasingly involve a broad variety of actors in order to improve the efficacy
and legitimacy of solutions. Also, for local development, the participation of citizens in
processes of decision-making or planning has widely turned into common practice, but
often does not reach beyond brief “on-off” involvement of citizens into government
controlled activities. As the ability of local actors to interact and collaborate in a continuing social learning process is seen as a prerequisite for sustainability and resilience,
obtaining knowledge on how governments and citizens may collaborate and work
together successfully in the long run is of high relevance. This chapter follows the
question on how to develop flexible, but reliable, local collaboration structures. Therefore, it moves beyond Sherry Arnstein’s theory of participation, and introduces Elinor
Ostrom’s design principles for the management of the commons as valuable reference
points. It concludes that acknowledging time-consuming group processes, the joint
development of common goals, structures, and collaboration rules as well as flexibility
and openness towards adaptive processes are prerequisites for long-term oriented collaboration.
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1. Introduction
Collaboration is often referred to as a twenty-first-century trend and concurrently as the key to
sustainability and resilience building [1–4]. Indeed, we can observe a notable global trend
towards the formation of alliances and partnerships in order to develop sustainable solutions
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for everyday real-world problems [4–8]. One may not only think of initiatives such as food
cooperatives, urban gardening, energy collectives, or crowdfunding initiatives but also of
partnerships between governments and non-state actors for the purpose of joint policy- and
decision-making.
The growing need in society to think and work together derives from an increasing complexity
of current challenges, such as climate change, energy transition, globalization, or other multifaceted issues and the resulting need to integrate a broad variety of actors, knowledge bases,
and perspectives. Collaboration is expected to increase the substantive quality and legitimacy
of solutions and decisions to mitigate conflicts among competing interests, to value lay knowledge and expert knowledge equally well, to build trust in institutions or to educate and inform
the public [9, 10]. Thus, even local decision-makers are challenged to develop new forms of
collaboration with their citizens, as processes of collective learning, planning, and decisionmaking are widely seen as key components towards viable, liveable communities, and cities as
well as for sustainable development at large [11, 12].
But one might say this is nothing new, and indeed, citizen involvement in issues of community
development has already turned into common practice. However, in the last years, we can notice
a trend away from more occasional forms of citizen participation (case-related “on-off”-participation) towards long-term oriented processes of collaboration (local co-management). An increasing
number of communities and cities are searching for alternative approaches to integrate their
citizens into reliable and future-oriented partnerships, in order to develop common future
visions, development goals, and implementation strategies, and to jointly bring concepts into life.
This trend raises the following questions: How can collaboration agreements be designed—in
contrast to long-experienced case-related forms of citizen participation? And which structures,
processes, regulations, incentive systems, etc. are necessary to allow meaningful collaboration
in the long run?
Based on a comprehensive literature review, this chapter briefly discusses limitations of “more
traditional,” case-related forms of citizen participation and in contrast reflects on the characteristics of collaboration and the requirements of meaningful long-term collaboration (moving
beyond “on-off”-participation). It follows the question on how to develop flexible, but reliable,
local collaboration structures, and therefore relates to Elinor Ostrom’s design principles for the
management of the commons as valuable reference points. Finally, it presents empirical
insights from the city of Korneuburg (Austria), in order to illustrate one possible solution
pathway for long-term collaboration among actors at the local level.

2. Of ventures and marriages: participation and collaboration
in local development
In order to provide a better understanding of the issue at hand, we first take a closer look at the
terminology. What does the term collaboration exactly mean? And what is the difference to
what we recognize as participation? To cut a long story short, there is no single definition or
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consistent use of the term collaboration, neither in our everyday language nor in the scientific
discourse [13, 14]. It is derived from the Latin word collaborare, that is, to labor (work) together
and it is often used interchangeably with cooperation. Yet, there is a considerable difference in
meaning, as illustrated by the following metaphor: “Dating is a cooperative venture, while marriage is a collaborative one” [15]. This quote points at the different levels of commitment and
involvement required for these interactive processes. Following this idea, cooperation may
refer to a less closely intertwined, additive working process characterized by the division of
labor and functions [16, 17], while collaboration requires participants to share the process of
knowledge creation [18] and comprises the “development of the mode of joint planning, joint
implementation, and joint evaluation between individuals or organizations” [15]. Collaboration
involves different actors “who use shared rules, norms, or organizational structures to act or make
collective decisions” [19] and who commit to a process of mutual learning [13].
In turn, the term participation stems from the Latin word participare (pars: part and capere: to
take) and refers to the action or state of taking part in something, or to become involved into
something. Citizen participation in particular allows for direct involvement of citizens in
public decision-making. Participation may range not only from voting in elections but also to
additional (non-mandatory) forms and tools, where again the actual depth of involvement
may vary considerably (from mere information to consultation or even joint decision-making).
Typically, these processes remain within the regimes of the public government and governmental actors hold a strong position, inviting citizens to assume a consulting role [20–22].
Broadly speaking, participation in this sense may rather be understood as a cooperative
approach (clear division of tasks and accountability, hierarchical structures) than as a collaborative relationship.
These considerations based on etymology and simplified definitions of course only offer rather
vague interpretations of the phenomena at hand. Thus, we will take a closer look on differences and meanings in the following.
2.1. Why a ladder is not an appropriate tool to break down hierarchies
As already indicated in Section 1, the participation of citizens in local decision-making has
widely turned into common practice [23]. Thereby, site-specific participation cultures may
differ considerably, as the respective situation, purpose, demands, and objectives of course
vary from case to case. In some communities, eye-level partnerships and stable processes of comanagement are already well implemented, while in others, participatory processes neither
reach beyond the frequently cited fig leaf nor result in effective collaboration. This may inter
alia be traced back to the fact, that processes mostly continue to be unilaterally controlled by
governments and that traditional hierarchies remain [21, 22]. Citizens usually get only
involved after the problems have been pre-defined by government representatives. Then they
are invited to express their opinions, needs, and ideas, and finally may again be excluded once
again from solution finding and decision-making at the end [21, 24]. This common practice
contrasts not only with findings from theories on collaboration, group work, and social learning but also with participation literature itself, which emphasizes the importance of joint
problem framing, early involvement, and partnership at eye-level (dissolving hierarchical
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structures) [4, 25–27]. Furthermore, citizens themselves are usually not empowered to actively
prompt and initiate their own participation [28].
The theoretical foundation of citizen participation builds on Arnstein’s pioneering work from
1969. Her ladder of citizen participation [29] strongly influences the conceptualisation of
participation as well as its implementation in practice to date [22, 26, 30]. With her metaphor
—developed at a time, when governments slowly began to involve citizens—Arnstein pictured participation as the re-allocation of case-related decision-making power from government to citizens [22]. She illustrated “the extent of citizens’ power determining the end product” as
hierarchical rungs, ranging from levels of non-participation (manipulation and therapy)
through levels of tokenism (informing, consultation, and placation) to levels of citizen power
(partnership, delegated power, and citizen control) [29] (for a more comprehensive review on
Arnstein’s theory see for example [22, 26, 31]). Thus, the ladder as hierarchical metaphor
measures the quality of citizen participation by the intensity of case-related participation—
suggesting higher levels to be preferable to those on lower rungs [32–34]; but it lacks a processand actor-oriented perspective by ignoring changing demands during the runtime of participatory processes or the complexity of social learning processes [9].
Yet, socio-political conditions and the relationship between citizens and governments are
transforming [30, 35]. Arnstein’s hierarchical conception of participation fails to capture the
full complexity of the shift from a traditional government perspective (hierarchical and central
steering, “top-down”) to governance (interactive policy-making, involving society on a common ground) and towards collaborative partnerships. In fact, given our present democratic
system, local authorities still play the leading role in city or community management, but this
does not necessarily mean, that it has to be the predominant one [30], and that hierarchies
cannot be dismantled or flattened to some extent. Arnstein’s focus on the allocation of power
may even support an adversarial picture of participation, as a struggle between citizens trying
to move up the ladder and the government [36], and may prohibit and exclude opportunities
for trustful collaboration, meaningful learning processes, sharing of experience and knowledge, harnessing multiple perspectives and for shared decision-making [27, 36]. Thus, it seems
worth to shift the focus from traditional hierarchies towards arenas of social learning on eyelevel [31–33, 36].
2.2. Collaboration—entering an arena of shared creation and social learning
In contrast to hierarchical organized and additive working processes, collaboration describes
an inseparable and synchronized process of co-construction and self-directed interactive processes of exchange (partners do the work together) [16]. It tends to solve a problem via
divergent thinking, resulting in “collective creativity” [37] and it requires close relationships
and connections [38]. Schrage [39] defines collaboration as “the process of shared creation: two or
more individuals with complementary skills interacting to create a shared understanding that none had
previously possessed or could have come to on their own. Collaboration creates a shared meaning about a
process, a product, or an event. In this sense, there is nothing routine about it. Something is there that
wasn’t there before.” Collaboration aims “to draw together partners with diverse relevant attributes”
[40] and thus harvests its benefits “from differences in perspectives, knowledge and approaches,
solving problems while at the same time offering benefits to all those involved in the process” [4].
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As a practice that uses collective creativity to process issues that are novel in nature, collaboration is inextricably linked with social learning [37, 41]. Social learning may change mental
models and behaviors, allows to deal with new circumstances and thus is supposed to have
wide transformative potential [42, 43]. It takes place through processes of knowledge sharing
and deliberation, and fosters co-creation of knowledge and means, required to transform a
situation, and therefore it leads to concerted collective action [26, 44]. It starts at an individual
level, being the vital base for group, organizational, and social learning; whereby in a group the
“combined intelligence in the team exceeds the sum of the intelligence of its individuals, and the team
develops extraordinary capacities for collaborative action” [43]. Social learning processes, therefore,
may lead to an increase of knowledge and a growing capacity to make use of the knowledge but
also to “increasing ownership of solutions by different stakeholders, active, democratic and responsible
citizenship, inclusive governance and self-governing capacities” [41]. Figure 1 illustrates the role of
social learning for changes on individual and collective level in order to support collaborative
efforts for future. It becomes obvious that collaboration is much about trial-and-error processes
and learning by doing; participants learn how to collaborate by collaborating [14].
These considerations emphasize the creative and innovative potential of collaboration with
respect to processing problems that cannot be solved by means of well-known procedures and
(expert) knowledge as they are novel in nature and involve and affect a broad variety of actors
asking for creative solutions and new knowledge to be generated. This makes collaboration
promising for complex sustainability issues and participatory approaches—from joint problem
definition to joint planning, implementation, and evaluation [15].
2.3. Support and obstacles for meaningful collaboration on eye-level
Within collaborative settings, actors with different mindsets, experiences, knowledge bases,
etc. come together, at best to share a common vision and to reach a common goal. Thus, it is a
deeply human activity and quality, success or failure is directly shaped by the humans
involved. Hence, long-term collaboration is no easy endeavor and the results often do not meet
the expectations, as conflicts and obstacles hinder meaningful partnerships [2]. That is why
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Figure 1. Relations among learning, individual, and collective outcomes in the context of collaboration (altered according
to [44]).
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obtaining knowledge on how people may learn and work together successfully and on how to
design fruitful collaboration frameworks is of high relevance for local decision-makers [25].
In order to promote social learning and long-term collaboration, it is necessary to facilitate
interactive settings, “in which actors can share and reflect upon different perspectives, experiences, and
types of knowledge” [44]. Thus, the role of power relations and hierarchies is of particular importance [45]. Situations can be characterized as collaborative if there is a certain degree of symmetry in the interaction (symmetry of action, knowledge, and status), that is, “peers are more or less at
the same level, can perform the same actions, have a common goal and work together” [46]. Related
thereto, mutual respect, understanding, and trust, the clarity of roles within the group as well as
open and frequent communication are of core relevance [47]. Furthermore, clarity of shared
goals, a common vision, an appropriate cross-section of members (i.e., a representative variety
of group members with regard to the community affected by activities) as well as the flexibility
of the group to organize itself (and if necessary to vary its ways of organization) can be referred
to as being crucial. Even previous history of collaboration, sufficient funds, and shared risks the
support successful collaboration [47].
Of course, collaboration also faces many inherent difficulties which are directly related to
personal and organizational capacities of the humans involved. On one hand, collaboration
causes costs, more specifically coordination costs, which refer to the “operational dependence
between the activities of the different actors” [4]; and on the other hand, information flow,
bargaining (how to split gains and to deal with intangible gains and values) or free riding are
challenging efforts. Furthermore, incompatible or conflicting needs and interests as well as
latent conflicts may impede successful collaboration. A lack of trust between the actors
involved, “difficulties in relinquishing control, the complexity of a joint project, and differential ability
to learn new skills” can also be referred to as barriers to meaningful collaboration [48].

3. How to design reliable and long-lasting partnerships for local
development?
Referring to the success factors and stumbling blocks of collaboration as briefly described in
Section 2.3, conceptual thinking about participation according to Arnstein’s ladder hardly
offers reference points for designing long-term partnerships for local development [26]. Accentuating traditional hierarchical structures and a focus on power allocation lacks a processual
dimension where sufficient priority for underlying social learning processes, joint problem
framing, or for time consuming trust building is missing. Moreover, it neglects citizens as
active agents and hardly fulfills the preconditions for meaningful collaboration or inclusive
involvement of all actors [9]. “On-off” public participation thus cannot be considered as urban
co-management, which requires “some institutionalized arrangement for intensive user participation in decision-making” [49]. Thus, it seems necessary to learn from other fields of
research, to gain insights into supportive structures for collaboration in local development.
For this purpose, Ostrom’s design principles for the sustainable management of the commons
[50, 51] have proofed as valuable suggestions for the design of effective long-term
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collaboration [22]. In order to find out how and why self-organized and collective management of shared natural resources (such as forests, pastures, or waterbodies) turns out to be
successful in the long run, Ostrom carried out a profound analysis of a large number of case
studies. Based on her findings, she identified eight design principles, which support robust,
long-surviving institutions for collective resource management [51]. They explain, “under what
conditions trust and reciprocity can be built and maintained to sustain collective action” [52]. These
design principles are listed below [22, 51, 52], and possible concluding questions for collaboration agreements for local development are added in italics:
1.

Well defined boundaries: social (community of users) und physical (spatial extension of
the resource system) boundaries; “Who is in and who is out? What is (not) part of the system
(task) at hand?”

2.

Proportional equivalence between benefits and costs: congruence between costs incurred
by users and benefits received by users via their participation in collective action; “Are
earnings worth efforts of collaboration? Is there a fair and balanced relation/distribution among
actors?”

3.

Collective choice arrangement: individuals affected by operational rules can participate in
defining and modifying the rules; “Can participants really govern themselves? Are they
empowered to define and alter their own collaboration rules?”

4.

Monitoring: compliance with regulations to facilitate rule enforcement and to understand
the behavior of those who comply with the rules; “How can the behaviour of group members,
changing conditions of the system, effectiveness of rules etc. be monitored?”

5.

Graduated sanctions: for deterring participants from (excessive) violations of community
rules; “Are sanctions for non-compliant behaviour transparent and actually executed?”

6.

Conflict-resolution mechanisms: low-cost conflict resolution to resolve conflicts “Is the
collective able to solve developing conflicts? Are there fair conflict resolution mechanisms the
group can draw on? “

7.

Minimal recognition of rights: the right of local users to make their own rules should be
acknowledged by governments (or higher level authorities); “Do governmental authorities
acknowledge self-organization and rule setting power of the collective?”

8.

Nested organizations: governance activities are organized in multiple nested layers (more
relevant for larger systems); “Is there effective interlinking to the local government as the next
higher level as well as to relevant higher levels (e.g., in terms of policies facilitating local development, funding agencies etc.)?”

The relevance of establishing common sense rules and procedures (which is subject of several
design principles from different perspectives), to make collaborative efforts successful in the
long run, was already identified as a core success factor in Section 2.3 and is also highlighted
by Imperial [14]: “One way to make productive collaborative relationships endure is by institutionalizing them in a higher order set of rules or by creating new organizational structures.” Collaborative
efforts often have an evolutionary and emergent character, and starting point for their
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institutionalization is repeated and frequent interaction which facilitates a common understanding, mutual learning and trust building and therefore allows for added benefits in
contrast to “on-off”-participation, where actors usually are not included into more profound
learning processes: “[...]When individuals or organizations interact frequently in a specific decision
situation, the level of common understanding will be higher than when individuals participate sporadically on different issues. Thus, collaborative organizations ensure that interactions are repeated over
long periods of time, which in turn promotes the development of strong social networks, cooperation,
and, most important, trust” [14 referring to 53].
As also indicated by Ostrom, the attitude and openness of local authorities towards collaborative approaches, and the acknowledgement of rules and decisions made by the collective, play
a central role in the success or failure of joint efforts. Local authorities can be seen as the “key
entity in creating an atmosphere of collaborative action” in a community or city [30]. Half-hearted
cooperation, insufficient transparency of decision paths or the omission of collective needs,
rules or resolutions will inevitably lead to loss of trust or even distrust, discourage participants, and can sustainably damage the will to collaborate among all actors. Thus, cities and
communities heading for close collaboration with their citizens should carefully weigh up in
advance, if and to what extent they are willing to share responsibility and to enter an openminded process of co-management. In some cases, the principle of “less is more” might be the
better approach in order not to risk unfulfilled expectations and broken promises at the end.
Also, the question of how to dissolve or at least flatten traditional hierarchies may challenge
local collaborative efforts. It might be feasible to facilitate an eye-level approach, almost free of
hierarchies, within processes of negotiation and discussion; nevertheless formal decisions
finally are made within the democratically legitimized political system. While this is the most
legitimated, adequate, and proven procedure for the majority of tasks that are necessary to
manage urban life, it contrasts with principles of learning processes on eye-level and codeveloping solutions and may threaten trustful collaboration.
Besides the benefits associated with the institutionalization of collaborative efforts [14], the
resultant stability also bears risks in terms of inflexibility or even gridlock, as “organizational
processes that promote stability also make it difficult to adapt and respond to changing environmental
conditions” [14]. This also refers to the question of membership (balancing between experienced
members and new participants), in order not to end up as a freezing “exclusive circle.”

4. Practical implementation of collaboration for local development: the
City of Korneuburg
The Austrian city of Korneuburg, with approximately 12,800 inhabitants, is one recent example for the institutionalization of collaborative structures for local development. In a multiannual process, the city established a long-term oriented “urban advisory board” comprising
governmental actors (from politics and administration) as well as citizens. The case affirms the
emergent character of collaborative processes, as it evolved from what we could call a “traditional” and clearly delineated citizen participation project towards a written and implemented
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long-term collaboration agreement among local government and citizens. The whole process
was supported by an interdisciplinary team of scientists (from landscape planning, regional
development, geography, architecture, spatial planning, also including the author of this
chapter) and professional facilitators. For managing the process, a steering group was
established comprising up to 42 local political and administrative actors as well as citizens.
Additionally, all citizens of Korneuburg were invited to participate at several process steps.
Finally, the city’s endeavor was awarded with the Austrian Sustainability Award 2016 (ÖGUT
Umweltpreis) in the category of participation and civic engagement and was honored as
URBACT good practice city in 2017.2
It all began in 2011, when engaged citizens of Korneuburg convinced the local government to
start a participatory process in order to formulate a common vision for the cities’ future
development. From the very beginning all actors involved were aware that the mere elaboration of a common vision for the city’s future development will not be enough to undergo a
meaningful urban transformation process and that specific implementation steps were needed
to be defined. The mission statement, which was finalized in 2014 and unanimously adopted
by the municipal council, comprises values and goals for urban development and specific
development targets for nine core fields of action, that is, urban planning, mobility, social
issues and health, environment and energy, communication and participation, diversity and
culture, habitats and leisure, economy, as well as education and learning. Moreover, it set a
clear focus on social cohesion and active citizenship as a guiding principle for the city’s future.
In order to bring the visions of the mission statement to life, a master plan with almost 120
implementation measures for all 9 core fields of action was completed in 2016. One key
element of the master plan is a charter for citizen participation, which entails rules, structures,
and processes for long-term collaboration between citizens and the local government. Here,
the urban government commits itself to a regulatory framework for long-term urban comanagement with the citizens. As conditions (political, environmental, social, etc.) may change
over time, the design of flexible and adaptive instruments for urban planning (a dynamic
master plan document) seemed at least as important as learning structures and institutions,
which allow for ongoing adaptation to changing frameworks. Thus, the charter of citizen
participation aims at securing the commitment and structures for long-term collaboration,
and also comprises mechanisms for monitoring and adoption. This is of specific importance
as the process revealed that the trust in collaborative efforts, which is significantly shaping the
success, depends on the actual persons involved, their individual characteristics, credibility,
and engagement. Of course the rules set in the charter document cannot prevent changes in the
collaborative attitude (e.g., as result of changing power structures after elections), but at least
they may create a stronger commitment for urban co-management.
Centerpiece of the charter is the establishment of a steering committee (local advisory board)
with a working period of 5 years (analogous to municipal elections) where citizens and
municipal actors are equally represented (7 citizens among 14 members plus 2 substitute
members each). It supervises the implementation of the measures according to the mission
2
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statement and the master plan, as well as quality and effectiveness of the long-term collaboration between citizens and the government itself. The commitment of the local council to an
ongoing collaboration with this committee paves the way for future urban co-management.
Acknowledging frontiers, costs, and efforts for long-term oriented collaboration, the charter
for citizen participation comprises both, structures and procedures for case-related citizen
participation as well as the strategic collaboration within the committee (as shown in Figure 2).
While participation in the committee requires membership for a certain period and asks for a
high level of time commitment, willingness to collaborate, and certain openness to learning
processes and innovation, low-threshold offers for citizen participation are also provided.
Thus, engaged citizens can choose whether to get active for urban development in the long
run or just to participate case-related on project level.
The process in the City of Korneuburg showed that what had started more or less as “traditional” citizen participation project has developed its own dynamics and thus has come up
against boarders of conventional participation projects. During the design of long-term comanagement structures, especially the institutionalization of the advisory board, questions arose
on the legitimacy and transparency of the committee (Who is in and out—membership criteria?)
as well as on efforts and earnings (How can time resources be managed in a responsible way?
Most of work by citizens is done voluntarily and unsalaried while representatives from the city
administration or council members often complete tasks during their working time.). But even
questions of how to formulate effective and useful collaboration rules challenged the process.
In the constitutional rules that define the citizen members of the steering committee, to date
there is no consensus on a valid and viable procedure guaranteeing representativeness and
increased legitimacy. Even coordination costs for all actors involved are quite high, which

Figure 2. Levels of collaboration and participation as defined within the charter for citizen participation [22].
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bears a risk of returning to former strategies of acting separately and relying only on representative democracy. As accepting the efforts require a high degree of motivation and conviction
of the usefulness of the undertaking, it is much too early to draw final conclusions about the
long-term perspective of the process in the City of Korneuburg. For deeper insights into the
process, results, and challenges see [22, 54].

5. Conclusions
Against the background of sustainability and resilience, the ability of local actors to interact
and collaborate as well as to continuously adapt and transform their collaborative structures is
deemed to be of central importance. Nevertheless, collaboration among a broad variety of
actors is no easy endeavor and asks for quite different conceptualisations, criteria, and instruments/procedures than well experienced forms of case-related citizen participation. Effective
long-term collaboration requires for acknowledging time-consuming group processes, the joint
development of common goals, structures and collaboration rules as well as flexibility and
openness towards adaptive processes (which often challenges our given democratic system or
“streamlined” process designs).
Ostrom’s design principles for the management of the commons offer some useful reference
points to overcome restrictions of case-related citizen participation. Especially, the design
principles 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7 (social boundaries, collective-choice arrangements, monitoring,
conflict resolution, and minimum recognition of rights) were confirmed as highly relevant by
the case study of the city of Korneuburg, despite the lack of attention they gained in traditional
participation literature [22]. However, the design principles focus first and foremost on selforganized communities of resource users, and consider governments and formal regulations
as external, contextual factors. Thus, they only provide restricted insights on how to bridge the
perceived gap between government and citizens and on how to design arenas with “both
groups” collaborating on eye-level.
Currently, an increasing number of cities and communities are heading to institutionalize
citizen participation and local co-management. Of course, not all attempts will directly lead to
meaningful collaboration and even well-meant collaboration agreements may lack shared
responsibility, reliability, or transparency. To date, best practice experiences and findings often
remain unshared and without reflection in broader communities or networks. If we are to learn
from individual cases as well as from already more generalized insights, the exchange and
collaboration on an intermediary level (including research and practice) is of core importance.
Networking among communities and actors from science and society, and pioneering examples
can provide useful insights and may prevent every community from reinventing the wheel
when designing collaborative structures. Against the background of local co-management, a
systematic scientific analysis of different collaborative approaches developing within sitespecific circumstances would be promising in order to differentiate context-specific aspects such
as agency and local communication culture from generalizable institutional patterns.
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