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Additional information is available at the end of the chapter
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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 decision-
makers 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 con-
tinuing 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. There-
fore, 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 col-
laboration.

Keywords: collaboration, local development, participation, social learning, co-management

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 multi-
faceted 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 knowl-
edge 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 decision-
making 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”-participa-
tion) 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 charac-
teristics 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 mar-
riage 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 govern-
mental 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 collabo-
rative 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 differ-
ences 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 co-
management 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 learn-
ing 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 pic-
tured participation as the re-allocation of case-related decision-making power from govern-
ment 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 process-
and actor-oriented perspective by ignoring changing demands during the runtime of partici-
patory 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 com-
mon 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 knowl-
edge, 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 eye-
level [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 pro-
cesses 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, collabora-
tion 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

collaboration il
(interaction pr ) further collaboration
eraction process /" individual change of achievement of goals
actor actor motivations evaluation
motivations motivations » cognitions > further development of
cognitions 4 ~COBNitions
resources resources resources structures
knowledge knowledge knowledge
/ collective outcomes \
joint motivating goals
learning involves mutual understanding
A - substantive negotiated knowlegde
interaction |ati | contributes li £ forms a basis for
enables relationa to pooling of resources
relations and trust

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 impor-
tance [45]. Situations can be characterized as collaborative if there is a certain degree of symme-
try 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]. Accen-
tuating 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 partic-
ipation 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 manage-
ment 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 collabo-
ration 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. Contflict-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 develop-
ment, 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 institutional-
izing 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 under-
standing, 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 sporad-
ically 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 collabora-
tive 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 partici-
pants, 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 open-
minded 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 co-
developing 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 exam-
ple for the institutionalization of collaborative structures for local development. In a multi-
annual 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 “tradi-
tional” 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 (OGUT
Umweltpreis) in the category of participation and civic engagement and was honored as
URBACT good practice city in 2017.>

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 elabora-
tion 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 co-
management 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 URBACT is a European exchange and learning program promoting sustainable urban development (http://urbact.eu/).
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statement and the master plan, as well as quality and effectiveness of the long-term collabora-
tion 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 “tradi-
tional” 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 co-
management 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

duration and level of collaboration

committee

core tasks

continuous collaboration, no temporal
restriction, membership for at least one
legislative period
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Interface between local council and
,LEBENSBEREICHS-Teams*
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i e

7 citizens 4 politicians, 2 administrative

-employees + mayor
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statement and master plan
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advisory support for city council

continuous collaboration (team leaders) +
project/content related participating
members
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of master plan, preparation for implementation
communication of results and suggestions within
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bringing in knowledge and experience

open space for citizens initiatives, self-organisation — ideas
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* Involvement requires previous participation at other levels and will be legitimated by delegation or vote in future — commitment for at least one legislative period

** Involvement in these groups is open to all citizens who are il

in specific topics/proj -no for longer

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 represen-
tative 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 instru-
ments/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 self-
organized 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 site-
specific 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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Abstract

Our time sees more and more cities striving to grow into smart cities, which makes this
market to grow with a considerable pace. However, there are many challenges of these
processes such as municipal budgets, disposability of skilled staff, privacy and cyber
security concerns, etc. Besides, by the technology-driven smart city development, an
essential thing has been lost on the way —the human dimension. While the world has
started to recognize this deficiency, the hunt for the right methodology to do better has
begun, and so an open run to understand the relations among humans, technology, and
society in order to manage their effect on business and economy. This development will
eventually enter the perspective of the electoral body of democratic societies, thus
influencing public policy. It will provide the room to a new equilibrium within the triad:
people, businesses, and public policy. Being close to the population and their everyday
needs (smart), cities will no doubt act as a push factor to these developments. Propelled
with technology change and new values, the private-public-people partnerships (PPPP)
will earn the pace. The communicators, bringing new relationship to life, are in this way
challenged by metadesign: designing for the “new” designer(s) —the empowered end
user. Therefore, for the communicators, the next challenge for marketing in smart cities
is the creation of tools and methodologies for the new forms of the collaboration design.
After presenting the unique factors that are driving the growth of smart cities in differ-
ent parts of the world, authors identify important challenges that still need to be over-
come in different markets. Special focus will be given on the discussion of contemporary
challenges of public policy seen through smart cities development, which by requiring
new marketing design is exercising pressure on public policy. Smart cities marketing
design will be discussed from the perspective of the need to hear human needs, and at
the same time to support the functionality of the 4Ps. Its concrete role will be in bringing
understanding of the need for collaboration, which can reduce costs of public policy,
thus enlarging benefits of collective action in smart cities.

Keywords: smart cities, marketing of smart cities, collaboration design, PPPP, economic
policy
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1. Introduction

Unfortunately, smart city has become one of the very popular buzz words [1, 2]. Even more, what
might be meant by a “smart city” has become a kind of inspiration for imagination of the
communication experts in many tech corporations as well as public institutions striving to warrant
trust around projects sometimes small, but often very big. We say unfortunately, because we know
that buzz words quickly loose in popularity and disappear, while the interest to improve the
efficiency of community/urban services and guarantee a sustainable well-being needs to remain.

There really is chaos around the naming and definition of this important field evolving already
for decades. Its vivid evolution, additionally to a complex mix of technologies, has been shaped
also by social and economic factors, governance arrangements, and policy and business drivers,
has brought many expressions with overlapping concepts in use today: “Intelligent City,”
“Knowledge City,” “Sustainable City,” “Talented City,” “Digital City,” “Eco-City,” etc. [3].

On one side, “Smart cities are anticipated to create huge business opportunities with a market
value of $1.565 trillion by 2020 on global level” [4]. On the other side, we are facing the reality
in which a vast amount of new technologies and “smart projects” never start “to get life,” or
better said, entire “smart districts” are built in which nobody really wants to live. By the
technology-driven smart city development, an essential thing has been lost on the way—the
human dimension.

We recognize, at this stage of development, the important role of communication experts is to
steer the development in the right direction by simplifying concepts in order to make them
understandable for everyone—from mayor to the citizen—in order to create an ecosystem in
which future cities can flourish.

The second part of the chapter will try to clear the reasons why PPP—meaning public-private
partnership should be extended to PPPP—public-private-people partnership. The third part
will discuss the challenges which economic policy meets due to course of development of the
idea of smart city (marketing). In the fourth part of the chapter, we will represent state of the
art of the evolution of marketing in smart cities. Fifth part of the chapter brings conclusions.

2. Understanding the development toward 4Ps

As an example of an approach by introducing communication experts, we use the definition
used in the vocabulary of the survey Smart Municipalities 1.0 just running among all munici-
palities in Slovenia by PROPI'. For better understanding here, main concepts are simply
explained: Smart municipality optimally uses all available sources to create solutions for problems
and fulfill citizen needs with the aim to guarantee the quality of life in the municipality ecosystem in a
way that permits every member to contribute at her highest level of utility [5].

! PROPI is a project office co-founded by Association of Municipalities and Towns of Slovenia and intiatiors of FLAPAX —
European Smart Community Accelerator which server as the connector and enabler of the smart city development among
Slovene municipalities.
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FUTURE
SMART PLACE 1.0
HOWCANICT IMPROVE SMART PLACE 3.0 > SMART COMMUNITY SYMBIOSIS
FUNCTIONALITY OF A PLACE (CITY]? SHIFT IN MINDSET. WHAT ARE PEOPLES' TERRAFORMING OF
PROBLEMS AND NEEDS? THE DIGITAL WORLD.
HUMAN/CITIZEN-CENTRED APPROACH AT THE TECHNOLOGY
SMART PLACE 2 0 HEART OF ANY HOLISTIC URBAN DEVELOPMENT BECOMES INVISIBLE.
HOW CAN TECHNOLOGY ADDRESS PROCESS AND ITS MANAGEMENT. SYMBIOSIS BETWEEN
oy e PUBLIC-PRIVATE-PEOPLE PARTNERSHIPS (4Ps) HUMANS, NATURE &
PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPSN (3Ps) COMMUNITY MANAGEMENT, CO-CREATION TECHNOLOGY.

URBAN MANAGEMENT,
SUSTAINABILITY AND INCLUSIVITY.

Figure 1. From smart place to smart community. Source: [3].

This new way of communication around smart development is fruit of understanding of the
development by stepping aside and avoids the discussion about the right smart expression of
the field. We rather try to understand the essentials of the evolution toward smart commu-
nity and possible further development. We tried to demonstrate this point of view with the
help of Figure 1.

To better serve research and study of the communication streams and challenges in the develop-
ment instead of the term “smart city” in the figure is used the term “smart place” to emphasize
the big shift between the technology-centered view, focused on the development and optimiza-
tion of the space as such, and the upgrade to smart community. If we walk through main
milestones, we see Smart place 1.0 focused on how ICT can improve functionality of a place, the
2.0 upgrade still place and technology driven although already addressing issues of good city
governance, starting building public-private partnerships for urban management and putting
emphasis also on sustainability and inclusivity. The big change is where we are standing now,
with the urge for a shift in mindset—shift from technology to human-centered approach in which
technological solutions follow and serve human needs. We are starting to talk about smart
community, which stands for new partnerships and with it the raising of the concept of PPPPs,
public-private-people partnerships, which fully embraces the idea of citizen-centered approaches.

As it will be later presented, the so-called 4Ps open many new challenges for marketing
development as well as for economic policy in smart cities, and with them rises the urge for
collaboration design. But this is not only a marketing domain. Marketing is only part of a
system in which everything and everyone is connected as knots of a net; we need to under-
stand city or municipality as an ecosystem. In order to do so, the development and effects in
economic policy will first be analyzed.

3. Challenges for economic policy

Here, we discuss the challenge that is being put in front of economic policy due to the
processes of emerging of smart cities. We will look for most typical factors that will influence
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the economic policy practice. The perspective and theoretical ground used here will refer to
economic policy being faced with changes in technology and with changes of electoral body
reasoning. Here, we are not going deep in the study of literature on crisis of democracy as we
just want to list the facts presented in literature that prove the environment democracy is faced
with when entering its specific forms when collaboration in smart cities is concerned.

Moving closer to the population as is the case in (smart) cities, no doubt represents a new
challenge to traditional state and its economic policies. Already, we have quite a pressure on
representative democracy, which sometimes is slowing carrying out of economic policy decisions
met by the national economic policy. The traditional solution here has been delegation of economic
policy functions from the national to regional level. When talking about the changes in structures
in the course of smart cities development, the population interested for action is defined by the city
rather than by region and has specific requirements if compared to the regional level. Therefore, to
design the collaboration and supply it with competencies and responsibility will, apart from
reorganizing arts of inclusion in cities, require also delegation of functions, which up to now were
reserved for the national level. Typically, it has been the case with environmental issues. However,
in our case, one would expect higher interest also in areas such as education, health care, trans-
portation, and so on. Besides, there is also a qualitative dimension of this restructuring: in the same
nation, different cities may have different perspectives, comparative advantages, and will there-
fore want to participate with the use of different instruments of economic policy —related to the
fields stressed above. Furthermore, we must understand that due to different emphasis of different
cities also other elements will vary—such as inclusion of population, art of collaboration, market-
ing, environmental requirements, logistics and transport, international connections, security
issues, and so on. Therefore, it must be clear that with so many criteria to follow, “no practical
design can realistically hope to fulfill the rigorous demands of any particular model” [6].

Abstention of population from political life derives from their disaffection with (representa-
tive) democracy and became one of central concerns in the EU [7] Citing literature [8] recognize
these as factors that harm representative democracy: disaffection with politics, lack of political
literacy, dissatisfaction and mistrust toward government and politicians, the decline of mem-
bership of political parties, increasing power of actors without electoral accountability, failure
and ineffectiveness of representation of common or special interests, and complex governance
arrangements evading transparency and accountability.

The fact that modern representative democracy is in crisis should be offset in falling of voters’
turnout, deteriorating numbers of party membership, lowering of trust in politicians, and general
loss of interest in politics [9], and is pointing to the fact that these downturns of democracy are
more felt in times when there little seems to be at stake.

In their well-oriented systemization of literature [8] are with the help of citing the literature
pointing to the facts that have influenced theory and practice of democracy in recent years.
They are the shift from government to governance, depolitization of former policy issues
bringing in the influence of experts and managers without electoral accountability, malpractice
of democrats, neoliberal minimalist view on public sphere and democracy, transformation
from ideology-driven to issue-specific politics, concentration of media on sellable stories, and
emerging democratic innovation.
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From the facts presented above, it seems that political parties no more are an adequate
instrument to attract and to steer people’s interests. We believe that here information technol-
ogy and social media bear quite a responsibility for such trends. In the field of IT, we have
witnessed the developments from huge computers in cellars of companies with limited num-
ber of monitors being placed in offices. The dependence of users from the main computer has
been reduced ultimately after personal computers overruled the scene. Now, a cell (smart)
phone has enough capacities, memory, and programs, so it can actually act as a computer.
People now are free to gather information and to link at any time. They, of course, use this
technology also to shape their networks according to their individual criteria and interests.
What is the hampering function of political parties is that they actually find hard to assemble
these networks into a certain form of clusters. Besides, once there, they can in no time change
their orientation and (interest) environment, when actions of a party or of a group of politi-
cians are no more in position to address the problems they see or treat as relevant.

Therefore, the first issue is how to establish an environment for collaboration between all
stakeholders. Here, it is no doubt that despite complexity and stochastic environment it is a
public authority that is needed for promotion and organization of participation [6]. The
authority success to attract collaboration will further enhance democracy [10] as it “will only
thrive if people engage with it” [11].

After accepting and mastering of such approach, economic policy will only come over its first
task. The next one will be joining forces and gain support for the planned action by gathering
the interests of informed and benevolent population—collaborates. Here, one should expect
widening of up to now often experienced public-private partnership into public-private-
people partnership, which we discuss below. From the point of economic policy here, we have
direct inclusion of so-called derived agents of economic policy”—interested population. This
task will, however, be far from simple. Recently, there have been number of studies [12]
proving that private sector practice is intensively eroding democratic principles.

From the side of economic policy and collective action, the situation when they are determined
for action sometimes resembles of chaos. It is not unusual for a public attitude that in such
situations the discussion on a benevolent dictator steps in. As much as it may seem strange to
Western way of thinking, we do not have to look much around and in the past to find an
example, where electoral body has prized a politician who openly promoted him/herself as
intolerant to institutions of democratic order. We should not ignore recent developments in the
field where “the world is facing a democratic crisis through unprecedented restrictions on the
freedoms of expression, association, and peaceful assembly” [12]. Here, we will, however,
presuppose that in a smart city, the democratic culture will prevail and that economic policy

% Typically, original agents of economic policy have been government as a body with competencies acquired at general
elections and central banks, international organizations plus regulatory bodies without electoral accountability. So-called
derived agents of economic policy, who also do not possess electoral accountability, also influence economic policy
measures. Here we include formally organized interest groups such as trade unions, chambers of commerce and other
interest groups such as individual (big) companies and projects (e.g. a project to build an underground transport network
in a city) pensionists, students and interested population.
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will be looking for a path where it will try to form a consensus first by unveiling its plans and
stepping forward with transparent action.

4. Evolution of marketing in smart cities

As we have learnt, the world has started to recognize that the smart city development has lost
the human dimension on the way. The hunt for the right methodology to do better has begun
and so also an open run to understand the relations among humans, technology, and society in
order to manage their effect on business and economy”.

In this process, the communicators can and should play a very important role and help
steering the development into the direction of inclusion of population. Therefore, we now
bring the focus back to communication and marketing. We want to analyze the challenges
arising with the urge to develop new ways of collaboration within city or municipality ecosys-
tem and possible sources of inspiration for development of right approaches.

4.1. Redefining the roles

The communicators in smart cities are forced to bring new relationship into life and redefine
the roles of members of the city ecosystem. Experiences show that traditional approaches need
to be upgraded. But, where to start? The imperative is to start from the scratch: put humans in
the center and rethink the current methods and perceptions.

If really starting from scratch, the first thing to recognize is the end of the era of “A sells a
product or service to B” —the one-direction relationship between a seller (in our case a city)
and a buyer (citizen) in which B has very limited or almost no possibility to influence the
development of the product or service. In most cases, he is only forced to use it. New media
and technologies are perfect tools to bring dynamics into this relationship(s). And, we can see
how fast these dynamics find place in the business environment.

In product business, new ways of manufacturing and distribution are emerging that can
effectively scale mass manufacturing down to small series of products marketed over the
internet, or even unique products manufactured at home. The industrial designers need to
rethink their role with modern methods of fabrication and distribution in which end users
participate as designers. Designers become, therefore, the role to design the tools and tech-
niques to support end users, as the designers and makers of the products they need, want, and
desire [13].

Maybe an analogy with the industrial designers can help communicators in smart cities
understand their new role. The challenge for the industrial designer will be in metadesign:

? Cyberneticists have already started this mission at the early beginnings of the development of computers in 1950s. They
envisioned an evolutionary co-learning by exploring and redesigning our own organism to organism/multipleorganism
relations/machines as groups and communities led by pioneer enterprises like Biological Computer Lab and the institute
Matriztica [14].
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designing for the “new” designer(s)—the empowered end user. And so is for the communica-
tors: the next challenge for marketing in smart city is about the creation of tools and method-
ologies for the new forms of the collaboration design for the empowered citizens.

To use this analogy efficiently, we need to analyze the changes in the city ecosystem facing the
digital transition. First, everything changes at a much faster pace. Second, cities need to create more
products and services to sustain our society as ever before, hopefully in a way that bring more
meaning to us and not vice versa. Third, not only more, also faster and better should the novelties
be. Last, but not least, they should be sustainable—survive in a future different from today.

Cities limited their role so far rather to those who institute policy and procedures, develop
urban planning, and create services. But this needs to change. Analysis and simple extrapola-
tion governed by political processes will have to give way to imagination and more original
creation [15]. What preconditions are needed to create space for new relationships and collab-
oration? How to hack the so called 1% rule which states that in online communities only 1% of
the users actively create new content, while the other 99% of the participants only lurk, observe
[16]? Unfortunately, the soft skills that are necessary to build sustainable communities are
often overlooked in smart city and technology programs [17].

4.2. Culture of collaboration

In the era of optimization, there is a basic concept that many miss; if we want to increase the
efficiency, we need to understand the inefficiency. We can take inspiration from the energy
business, where first companies are already boosting the efficiency through this kind of
approach [14, 18]. It is only a question of focus, which helps understand and therefore easily
make improvements.

Let us simply use it for our purposes. If we step away from the focus on how to increase the
development of smart city field and try to find the inefficiency in its development, we learn
that the problem is not in technology or in lack of funding, although these are generally most
addressed issues; the main bottleneck is lack of collaboration. International studies show that
conflict costs managers 20-30% of their time [19]. One can simply make the math and under-
stand gravity of this aspect.

Not only neglected, if addressed, often this issue remains tagged with the shallow conclusions.
Lack of collaboration is due to lack of interest; this is indeed the fastest conclusion, but the real
work to be done is to dig for true reasons behind lack of interest [20]. Here we find trust,
different level of knowledge and expertise level, insufficient information about the personal
impact through involvement, etc.

Cities or municipalities have a double task, they need to find way and space to grow culture of
collaboration inwards (within own employees and structures) and outwards (with citizens and
other stakeholders). Trying to take advantage by use of existing methodologies, such as DESI
—The Digital Economy and Society Index—a composite index that summarizes relevant
indicators on Europe’s digital performance and tracks the evolution of EU member states in
digital competitiveness, rather ends with frustration. Also, with other similar indexes, we very
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quickly turn back to technology-driven perspective in which skills such as using a mailbox,
editing tools, installing new devices, etc. are addressed [21].

The other way is the re-discovery of soft skills. Talking about them, it is worth remembering that
we lived in tribes for millennia, long before we learned how to speak. Emotional connection is
our default. We only added words and symbolic logic much later [22]. The force of logic
therefore cannot be the driver by the collaboration design. The real issues are recognition and
ability to define own needs, trust, status, culture, peer pressure, intergenerational dynamics, and
many other things which marketers will need to manage in order to foster the collaboration.

The question that arises quickly in discussion about citizen involvement is whether more is
really better. Decision-making at a government level is about large-scale, long-term projects
bound to regulatory, financial, and political constraints. Again a hint from industrial design
sector: for social innovation, where designers operate in a social context, professional designers
estimate that about 5% of their colleagues possess the necessary skills to deal with new and
different complexities [15]. In other words, 95% of colleagues are estimated not to have the
necessary skills. Involving larger public to co-creation of solutions would mean the involve-
ment of untrained and unskilled participants. Here enter the communicators, who need to
distinguish between different scopes and create processes, which empower participants in a
way that compensates for their lack of experience.

For more reasons, we can learn from the good praxis of citizen involvement through the NASA
Space Apps Challenge, coined as the world biggest mass-collaboration and an unprecedented
international cooperation among governmental, academic, and business world. Space Apps is
the NASA incubator innovation program focused on inspiring creative souls regardless of
their background or skill level to engage with open data and address real-world problems, on
Earth and in space. The challenge occurs annually over 48-h in 2017 in 180+ cities with 25,000+
participants from all over the world. NASA publishes real challenges in more categories and
participants contribute to solve them [23].

There are many initiatives organizing the so-called hackathons around the world. The reason
for Space Apps to be the largest and to grow so fast might also be in its topic. Space is
something that unites and not divides. Talking about space bring persons forget about their
local “divisions.” Additionally, space field has a long history of interdisciplinary collaboration.

It would be too fast to conclude that we have found the perfect formula and cities just need to
copy it in order to involve citizens. After 6 years of the “classic hackathon” format in which
participants get a table, some of them sit and work there also over night, eating pizza and
drinking energy drinks, first findings come that this is actually not the best way to foster innova-
tion. This year, a team at the Vienna location, not by chance lead by a cyberneticist, was analyzing
the last findings in neuroscience and study ways in which through movement and contact with
nature humans could innovate better. Especially if aspiring to create cross-generational collabora-
tion, including younger and older citizens. Quoting the team lead Dr Pawlik “We need to
understand life and organisms better. This will help us, human organisms, to evolve and redesign
our communities on Earth and design new communities in space, on other planets, in a
community-building way that permits every member to contribute at her best.” [23].
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4.3. Creating space(s)

We have been addressing many aspects and opened many questions. For communicators to act
concrete tools should be developed to help them design the collaborations. As stated before,
cities need to act outwards and inwards. When addressing citizens the hardest lost is, if in any
way an initiative has awoken interest, to lose that. Therefore, before starting anything, it is
smart to think also of how will the awoken collaboration stay alive. In which direction to move
and in which better not to move?

As stated before, cities need to create sustainable services and solutions that should survive in
a future different from today. We can only aspire to find the right way, if we know where the
development is going. Here, a glimpse to the possible future: Imagine a world of people and
machines. A world ... where everyone and everything is connected all the time as knots of a net; where
traditional barriers, such as time, distance, and cost are eliminated or drastically reduced; where
culture is not a matter of geography, but of personal interest; where mobility without movement exists;
where people and machines communicate in different ways on three communication levels; person-to-
person, person-to-machine, and machine-to-machine. Imagine a world where people and machines work,
study, entertain...and live together. Welcome to the world of Netlife.” [24].

Let us not fall in the usual trap and limit all our attention to our concerns around the new role
of technology gained through artificial intelligence and forget all the rest. Communicators can
only exercise their mission if focused on collaboration and the challenge to bring the 1% active
user society toward “Netlife.” Yes, machines will play an important part, but hopefully only in
the role of fulfilling human needs.

Where to focus now? What should be considered by communicators, while creating space(s)
for collaboration? According to the facts stressed above and our suggestions, we believe that a
holistic approach to action could be presented in a form such as The Collaboration Sensometer
presented in Figure 2. It illustrates the situation and helps identifying the main factors.

It complements the innumerable sensors of the current smart city projects with a new task—to
help sense the citizen collaboration. As long as citizens are merely faced with the launch of new
services with the only possibility of choice to use/buy them or not, it has little or no sense to
organize hackathons just for sake of doing it. A hackathon is a momentarily very popular
collaboration format, which is only gaining its meaning, if a city or municipality wants to involve
citizens in the co-creation of the new solution from the very beginning. A hackathon is not the
right format, if only comments for a chosen concept are desired. There are many formats at hand
(in the figure for the illustration just some of them) and the virtue is to find the right mix of them.
By misusing the formats, authorities often do more harm than good. At best, different formats
for different projects fostering the collaboration in different stages of the process.

Transforming users into active participants is the right way to go and strive toward supporting
as many as possible to become proactive initiators. Not to forget here is that once the collabo-
ration has built tighter relations and citizens have been experiencing co-creation, it is impor-
tant never to make the steps back and at once give them by a new project only the possibility to
comment. Once a user has entered the space of a participant and experiences its possibilities,
he/she will very likely disagree to have the door of this space closed, and even more, if one has
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Figure 2. Collaboration sensometer.

experienced the space of initiators and for example participatory budgeting®. The way back is
bound to loss of trust.

Here, we come back to the mentioned point that before starting anything, it is smart to think
also of how the awoken collaborations will stay alive. The strategy needs to define how will
trust be respected and cultivated. The largest the space of collaboration, the more extensive
information, better tools, more refined methods, and deeper shared values are required. The
right speed to drive from mainly passive user community to proactive initiator community
depends on the context. As stated before, cities or municipalities have a double task; they need
to find way and space to grow culture of collaboration inwards and outwards. Before
approaching citizens, the sensometer can also help understand collaboration inwards.

5. Conclusion

In this chapter, we tried to point to the facts that have already been changing not only the idea
of smart cities but also the idea of economic policy and smart cities marketing. The fact is that
despite being one of triggers of changes in direction of smart cities there is the point where
technology as well as idea of cybernetics that it ones brought should be controlled.

* Participatory budgeting offers citizens at large an opportunity to learn about government operations and to deliberate,
debate, and influence the allocation of public resources. It is a tool for educating, engaging, and empowering citizensand
strengthening demand for good governance [25].
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The idea of smart cities will flourish as long as it is successful in bridging the gap that
technology and business developments has caused in last decades—the position and inclusion
of people. When connected with the smart city (place) growth and development here a typical
instrument of coordination of investment must be addressed: public-private partnership. The
idea which decades ago still offered (budgetary) sustainability to bigger projects has become
obsolete. The reason is fast development of independence of population regarding information
gathering and network building independence. Therefore, it is natural from the basic under-
standing of nature of technology development that armed with new technology devices and
options the population should be included as a partner in most important projects in their
environment public-private-people partnership (PPPP).

What seems a simple organizational task becomes very complex when we try to forecast
people’s attitude and reactions on proposals on collective actions in their living environment.
When their reactions and actions are expected to be stochastic, we can logically expect bigger
costs of any action (investment). Here, even well designed economic policy is not enough, as it
still comes from (mostly) national level. In order to meet this challenge, logical decision will
introduce smart city marketing. This marketing will not be based only on sustainable informa-
tion, but will have to be supported by special communicators, who will understand the
difference between collective design of economic policy and custom approach appropriate for
local community of the smart city (place).
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