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1 Purpose & outline of the paper
This survey was commissioned for the Early Childhood Learning Community Programme Collaboration in South Africa, supported by the Bernard van Leer Foundation.  
The review addresses the following issues:

What is collaboration?

· Definitions, defining features and characteristics

· General theories of collaboration

· Types of collaboration 

Why collaborate?

· Rationale: the imperative to collaborate
· Why the rise of collaboration now?
· Risks and common ailments
How do we collaborate?

· Frameworks

· Phases of development

· Practices and tools

· Useful lessons: making collaboration work
2 What is collaboration?
2.1 Definitions, defining features and characteristics

“Collaboration is simply the social co-ordination of action around a shared purpose”
 

“Social Collaboration refers to processes that help multiple people interact, share information to achieve any common goal.”

One of the key requirements of successful collaboration is a simple and mutual understanding of its meaning among those involved, yet it is clearly not that easy to define. Most of the literature reviewed agrees that there is no single definition, but rather defining features of collaboration. For example: Collaboration occurs around a particular issue which has concrete boundaries. It involves multiple stakeholders, all of whom are affected by the issue, coming together to solve a specific problem. Often beginning as a loose formation, a non-hierarchical holding structure begins to evolve – moving through various phases of development, and serving as a mechanism for coming together. 
Drawing on the experience of networks from nine Southern African countries, a Zimbabwean NGO, MWENGO
 (2000) elaborates: collaborations have a strong common purpose which explains the rationale for their existence. It is made up of autonomous organisations who come together in order to maximise their capacity to both deliver services and impact. According to Sandow & Allen (2005), everyone in the collaboration is connected to everyone else in the collaboration in reciprocal relations, with trust as ‘the silent connector’. Collaboration, they say, begins with listening and relies on knowledge and learning.  Cynthia King (2005) 
 highlights power-with as the key feature. She lists diversity as another defining characteristic and argues that diversity should be “reframed from threat to opportunity which provides greater creativity and innovation, new perspectives…and presents possibility for unusual and generative cross-pollination.” Based on their work in Malawi, INTRAC’s Rick James (2002)
 describes collaborations as complex, unstable, volatile, fluid, disorganised and often increasingly difficult to co-ordinate.  

Sandow and Allen (2005) discuss the legitimisation principle as key to performance improvement, innovation and creativity. Legitimisation occurs in social networks where all members accept everyone else in the network as a legitimate participant in that network. This entails first and foremostly, listening. 

Interestingly, a lot of the literature from the North (Rycroft, Wheatley, Senge, Sandow & Allen) identify the start of collaborations as evolving from learning forums and networks. Certainly learning is a key defining feature in collaborations.
Similarly, much of the literature describes collaborations as self organising (Rycroft, Wheatley, Wilcox, EMG). Wilcox (2008) 
 says: “Collaboration is sustained and reliable only under conditions which allow for self organisation.” Wheatley (2005)
 understands organisation as the process of continuous self organising. She says “all living systems have the capacity to self-organise to sustain themselves and move towards greater complexity and order as needed. They can respond intelligently to the need for change. They organise (and then reorganise) themselves into adaptive patterns and structures without any imposed plan or direction.” Change is the organising force in self organising systems.
2.2 General theories of collaboration

There is no one general theory of collaboration. According to the Wikipedia
, explanations have been drawn from diverse fields such as:

· Sociology – which concerns itself with social rules and processes that bind and separate people, both as individuals and as members of groups.
· Demographics – (such as age, education, proximity, sector, organisational size) which influence the likelihood of collaborative success.
· Biology – which suggests that collaboration is a naturally occurring phenomenon, embedded in our DNA and was selected-for, in evolutionary terms, because it succeeds.
· Economics – which suggests that collaboration is motivated by self interest.

2.3 Types of collaboration

There are many forms of and names for collaborative endeavours. No matter the type, it is important to recognise that it will be essentially different to the standard organisational form we are familiar with. Indeed, collaborations are often referred to as a new form of organisation. Margaret Wheatley and Deborah Frieze (2007)
 argue that they are not so much new per se, but that we now recognise and are looking for them. They claim that self-organising networks are the only form of organisation on this planet used by living systems. “These networks result from self-organisation where individuals or species recognise their interdependence and organise in ways that support the diversity and viability of all. Networks create the conditions for emergence, which is how life changes” (p 2).

Based on their work in the late 1980’s and early 1990’s, PRIA, the New Delhi based Society for Participatory Research in Asia, identifies three categories of collaboration:

· Problem solving: often state initiated

· Participatory: where capacity building and empowerment of members are the priorities.
· Developmental partnerships: problem solving and participation are important, but members also share a vision.

In the Draft Framework for the ECDLC Programme Collaboration
, Doug Reeler outlines different ways of working together, from looser to tighter collaborations. 
Cooperating


Coordinating

    Collaborating

(looser)






(tighter)

Cooperating: (different work towards same purpose)

This is about members working in their own ways, not directly with other members, but consciously and strategically towards common programme outcomes. Members communicate with each other to learn from each other’s practices, to look for common linkages, and to explore possible synergies so that individual achievements can have a greater collective impact.
Coordinating: (similar work towards same purpose)

This suggests working on similar and coordinated interventions, but in their own “communities”, where their individual achievements have a greater collective impact.

Collaborating: (same work towards same purpose)

· Working in smaller clusters of members, in close collaboration, bringing their different or unique strengths and contributions to a common programme of work, developed between these members;

· All/most members working together in a major collaboration (like a national campaign with others), where maximum leverage is synergised towards the achievement of a common outcome.

2.3.1 Networks 
The Concise Oxford Dictionary defines Networks as “a group of people who exchange information contacts and experience for professional or social purposes”. Networks are also defined as loosely organised groups of organisations that share values and ideologies and function primarily on the basis of information exchange. (Ashman & Fowler cited in James: 2002)

According to Rebecca Freeth (2005)
, networks are formed because they are seen to add value to members’ own work and provide a forum through which members contribute to the value of other people’s work. In addition they “reduce professional isolation, build on shared knowledge, skills and experience, improves referral systems and ultimately results in better service provision”. Freeth describes networks as loosely structured and responsive to the needs of their members. The shadow side of this is that they are often amorphous and unbounded which results in unclear roles and responsibilities for those involved.
2.3.2 Alliances

Alliances are more organised groups of organisations than networks are. Alliances share common concerns, synchronise efforts and resources and have a well-defined understanding about how they will work together. (Ashman & Fowler cited in James 2002)

2.3.3 Partnerships

Partnerships can be defined as “Joint ventures between organisations with common vision & goals with clearly defined tasks, roles etc” (Freeth 2005 p 10).
2.3.4 Coalitions

Coalitions are more tightly organised groups of diverse organisations that need each other to accomplish goals beyond the capacities of individual members. Coalitions tend to produce a new organisational identity. (Ashman & Fowler cited in James 2002)
2.3.5 Social Movements

The leadership and membership of social movements are characteristically made up of ordinary, non-professional people, working in a voluntary capacity. According to the Barefoot Collective
, social movements often function best in “apparently messy and disorganised ways when compared with ‘efficient’ professional organisations”. In the post apartheid South Africa, social movements such as the Self Employed Women’s Movement, Treatment Action Campaign, and the Homeless People’s Alliance have become critical actors in balancing power in the favour of the poor.

According to Richard Ballard,
 social movements’ greatest impact is that they represent the interests of the poor and marginalised and apply pressure on the government to pay greater attention to the welfare of these groups. In the absence of a significant political party to the left of the ANC, “social movements provide a crucial avenue for marginalised people and those interested in their plight to impact on material distribution, on social exclusion and on claiming a certain degree of influence and power over the state itself.” (p15)

2.3.6 Communities of Practice (CoPs)

CoPs are another description for self organising organisations. Margaret Wheatley (2005) describes them as “webs of connections woven by people to get their work done” (p34). Relationships develop and communities form from learning together with others. According to Wheatley, the key difference between networks and CoPs is commitment. In CoPs, members make a commitment to each other, and participate not only to meet their own needs, but also the needs of others.

2.3.7 Bridging organisations

Bridging organisations create and provide horizontal linkages across sectors as well as vertical linkages that enable effective local and grassroots organisations to influence national policy making. (David Brown 1991)

2.3.8 Collaborative innovation network (COIN)

COIN is a term used to describe innovative teams. Their five essential elements include: evolving from learning networks, sound ethical principles, trust and self organisation, internal honesty and transparency and making knowledge accessible to everyone.

2.3.9 Hastily Formed Networks (HFN)

HFN are those networks formed to deal with major natural disasters, civil unrest, military campaigns or terror attacks. They are a form of collaboration in the absence of authority…in other words, when the usual command and control systems are not available. 

The word collaboration itself has only recently featured as a name for groups working together. Its active form collaborate is defined simply as to work jointly with, especially in literary or artistic productions (Concise Oxford Dictionary). This gives us a wonderful picture of the different parts (musicians, dancers, actors, stage managers, prop artists etc) combining their unique contributions to create a whole (production).The commonalities and distinctions between the forms listed above are perhaps most interesting in the expression they give to the various attempts people have made to work jointly with. At the heart of it, collaboration is about relationships – about finding different ways of effectively working together, mindful of the given context and in service of a particular aim. The forms described here are not strictly bounded; any one collaboration may include features from many other forms of collaboration.
3 Why collaborate?

3.1 Rationale: The imperative to collaborate
The most fundamental reason for collaboration given in the literature is to ‘change the world’. Whether overtly stated or not, the change theories implicit in the literature reviewed (written exclusively in the late 1990s and 2000s) are heavily influenced by the shift from scientific reductionism to a more ecological world view informed by complexity systems thinking. If everything is as interconnected as this perspective believes, then collaboration within and between systems is the obvious answer. If everything is as interconnected as this perspective believes, then it makes sense to model collaborative organisations and initiatives on the innate collaboration of society itself. 
The literature reviewed agrees, collaboration is the key to maximise influence and impact – within and between ‘systems’. Collaboration must happen within a system, for example, within civil society, as well as between systems, for example between civil society, the state and the market. Each system has a role to play, but without collaborating will have little chance of affecting the scale of change the world requires. Perhaps it is important to mention here, that civil society organisations can play a dual role of activism and advocacy as well as that of collaborator. Indeed there is a growing imperative for civil society organisations to work with state and business, despite a historical reluctance to do so. Only a few authors directly mention the political and philosophical imperative to work together with those affected by the issue, while others speak more broadly about ‘getting the system in the room’ (Peter Senge et al 2008) 
 or ‘power-with’ (Cynthia King 2005) .
From an economics perspective, self interest is the key motivator for collaboration. While not very politically correct and thus not so easy to admit to, the issue of self interest should be explored early on in a collaboration’s life. It is important to look at the relationship between individual and/or organisation self interest and the collective interests present in the collaboration. Margaret Wheatley (2005) suggests working with the following questions: “How does the purpose of this effort connect to my personal sense of purpose and to the purposes of the larger system?” (p 36)
3.2 Why the rise of collaboration now? 
Mutizwa Mukute (2004) 
  outlines five decades of development work. Beginning with the 1940s, the first decade was characterised by relief and welfare. The provision of services in the South by Northern NGOs characterised the second decade (1950s). The emergence of Southern NGOs characterised the third decade (1960s), while the fourth decades (1970s & 1980s) were characterised by tackling the political dimensions of poverty.  Partnerships and collaborations only feature in the fifth decades (1990s & 2000s). But, why now? Mukute argues that this move to collaboration reflects a shift in thinking towards a holistic approach to development and the increasing value attached to knowledge management and advocacy. Many other writers agree, arguing that the upsurge of interest in collaboration stems primarily from a growing change in how we see the world. The philosophy of the reductionist sciences which dominated the industrial age is being replaced by a philosophy based on the ecological sciences and complexity theory. Sandow & Allen (2005)  refer to our times as the ‘Knowledge Age’ and explain that the ecological sciences and philosophies view knowledge, people and organisations as living systems, and that living systems are characterised by collaboration. According to Gregory Bateson, cited in Jay Cross’s Informal Learning Blog
, we’re viewing the world shifting: 

· from focusing on the parts to focusing on the whole

· from focusing on categorisation to focusing on integration

· from focusing on the individual to focusing on interactions

· from focusing upon systems outside the observer to focusing on systems that include the observer.
Mutizwa Mukute (2004) also highlights the redefinition of the role of Northern NGOs in the South and the relationship between NGOs in the South and North as two other reasons for the move towards collaboration. These shifts in relationship between North and South, from donor and recipient to ‘partners’ is reflected in the Paris Declaration and the Millennium Development Goals. “The foundation for the Paris Declaration of 2005 was the notion that ‘partnership’ can replace traditional donor/recipient relationships, and traditional Northern NGO field work to make aid more effective.”
  The eighth Millennium Development Goal expresses a similar sentiment. The last of eight goals that respond to the world’s main development challenges is to “develop a global partnership for development”
. 

According to Peter Senge et al (2008), working together is demanded by climate change, depletion of natural resources, side effects of rampant consumerism and the widening economic gulf. They see these problems are a result of a world view whose time has passed. Believing that critical mass is needed to bring real change, they state: “Collaboration is key for achieving scale” (p 229). Jay Cross (2006) says: “It was once assumed that performance came from individuals; now we see it takes a village.” Similarly, Margaret Wheatley & Deborah Frieze (2007) point out that: “Despite current ads and slogans the world doesn’t change one person at a time. It changes as networks of relationship form among people who discover they share a common cause and vision for what’s possible” (p1). But, our primary work, they say, is not so much to worry about critical mass, but to foster critical connections, which in turn create networks which mature into active communities of practice, and then into new systems capable of global influence. The process they describe here is of emergence and illustrates the familiar principle ‘the whole is greater than the sum of the parts’.

Reflecting on the growth of collaborative innovative networks, Robert Rycroft
 notes: “The proliferation of self innovating networks may be linked to many factors, but a key one seems to be increasing globalisation.” Indeed, many writers see globalisation and self organising networks (and the need therefore) as coevolving. Kumi Naidoo
 attributes the growing need for civil society organisations to work at global level to the fact that “when many countries were securing democracy in the nineties, real power was shifting from a national to a global level.” To be effective at this level, he argues, requires improved collaboration and coordination, strategic partnerships and engagement across the civil society, business and government divides. 

David Wilcox (2008) points to the availability of the technology that allows groups to communicate easily, ideas to be shared and people to come together to take action, as a key reason behind the rise in collaboration. Internet and society expert Clay Shirky
 agrees. “Just as the printing press amplified the individual mind and the telephone amplified two-way conversation, now a host of new tools, from instant messages and mobile phones to weblogs and wikis, amplify group communication”. He predicts that this amplification of group effort will change society. 
3.3 Risks of collaboration: Critical tension points & common ailments

The imperative to collaborate is clear and simple – in reason at any rate. But the practice of collaboration is fraught with difficulty. Development practitioners from the South were particularly expressive of the struggles involved. The consensus appears to be that collaborations are “very difficult to build, sustain and nurture” (Rajesh Tandon 1991). There are a number of reasons for this:

According to Barry Smith (2007) 
 one of the risks in the current imperative to collaborate is that we may land up mimicking a fad with its “lowest common denominator impulses” and too easily “reproduce the power, accountability and governance imbalances that prevail in organisations throughout development institutions”. (p 3)
Despite the easy use of the word and word associations, collaboration is often deeply counter-culture – and therefore requires a different way of working. Nothing can be taken for granted. Including the very meaning ‘collaboration’ holds for those involved. Confusion or disagreement on the basic principles, expectations, processes and purpose of a collaboration will undermine. Meaning, not words, are a common stumbling block.

Writing about hastily formed networks (HFN) in the USA, Peter Denning
 cautions that the communication and co-ordination skills needed in a HFN are not always needed in members’ day-to-day jobs. He argues that it is fatal to make any such assumptions and vital that members are trained in the skills needed in collaborative efforts. 

Group think is another common ailment. Cynthia King (2005) argues that collaboration should not be an attempt to generate sameness as it will only lead to sinking to the lowest common denominator. For collaboration to work, each member needs to be their own authentic self and to bring their own voice into the mix. Enforcing consensus and terminal politeness (smoothing over) are sure ways of undermining collaboration. Group-think in the opposite of ‘We-think’ which builds on other people’s efforts (Leadbeater cited in Wilcox 2008).

Moving from we-think to we-do, it’s important to understand that while collaboration is about working together towards a common purpose, it is not about common participation. Collaboration should enable members to bring fully of their unique selves, and out of this diversity, to offer their diverse contribution towards the common purpose. 

Diversity is seen as both essential and threatening to collaboration. One the one hand it is likely to spawn endless conflict, while on the other hand it is, by its very nature, collaborations’ greatest resource. Reframing diversity from threat to opportunity is a big challenge.
The lack of commitment, and commitment for the wrong reasons, are other common perils. If members join because it is required (overtly or covertly) by their donors, or if they are attracted by the allowance which accompanies it, it is bound to show up as lack of enthusiasm or commitment and undermine overall health.  Lack of commitment often goes hand in hand with a lack of ownership or sense of ownership for the initiative. Again donor or other outside-agent driven collaborations face a real challenge in developing an authentic sense of ownership among members. A too-early establishment of a secretariat or a secretariat without clear terms of reference will weaken collaboration. Control will kill collaboration. However, too little capacity to set up and manage a collaboration is also damaging.

While technological advancement may have contributed to the rise of collaboration, it can also undermine it. However expedient technology may be, communication without relationship is utilitarian and lacks something essential to fostering connections between people and building living community. Technology should be used in service of working together and not replace personal interaction. On a practical note, it’s easy for members to suffer from an information glut and an overloaded in-box!

Other things that undermine collaborations include not including an important ally, the rapid turn over in organisational contacts, overly ambitious and ‘un-measurable' goals and spending too much time in discussion and too little time on action.
4 How do we collaborate?

“Because this is a very different way of working – the climate has to be consciously crafted.” (Cynthia King 2005 pg 41)

4.1 Frameworks

4.1.1 IBM’s ABC

The ABCs of collaborative innovation
 refer to the three most fundamental building blocks of successful collaboration. 

· A is for alignment

Vertical alignment refers to the alignment of strategy, goals and implementation plans, while horizontal alignment requires creating structures and processes to enable and support ongoing collaboration.

· B is for boundaries 

Because collaboration requires trust, dealing with differences, and agreeing on contentious issues, it is useful to define the partnership, establish governance terms and build a supportive infrastructure early on in the partnership.
· C is for commitment

Collaboration is very often counter-culture and requires real commitment to establishing its practice. Leadership, communication, recording and ‘publicising’ success, and the ongoing development of collaborative capabilities is important in building a collaborative culture.

4.1.2 Berkana’s Four Stages

Margaret Wheatley and Deborah Freize (2007) promote a four stage approach to fostering emergence (as the way radical change really happens) through building networks, communities of practice and ultimately systems of influence (the third stage in the life cycle of emergence). They call it the Four Stages for Developing Leadership-in-Community.
· Name

Identify and recognize pioneering leaders who often work in isolation, are too busy, or unaware or simply too humble to see that their work has value for others.
· Connect

Create connections between them in as many ways as possible, from community gathering to technological tools.

· Nourish

“Communities of practice need many different resources: ideas, mentors, processes, technology, equipment, money.” (p7) But most importantly, CoPs need opportunities for learning and creating shared knowledge.

· Illuminate

“It takes time and attention for people to see different approaches for what they are: examples of what the new world could be”(p7). Tell stories, host learning circles, publish articles, arrange horizontal learning visits – help fill the void in our discourse. We not only need to talk about what is coming towards us, we need to talk about what we want in the future and where we find it, or glimpses of it, in the present.

4.2 Phases of development

Organisations as living systems grow and develop, moving through common stages of development. Organisational practitioners Fritz Glasl and Bernard Lievegoed identified the following four phases of organisational development as cited in the Barefoot Guide (2009): The pioneering phase, the rational phase, the integrated phase and the associative phase. Many people see collaborations as iconic of the associative phase organisation (which is authentic, interdependent and well connected to the environment). However collaborations themselves go through these same developmental phases and their accompanying challenges. 
 Participants at MWENGO’s 1998 workshop in Zimbabwe looked at the relationship between an organisation’s own stage of development, its ability to collaborate and the consequent impact on networks of which it is a member. They asked: “To what extent is the ability of a network to mature as an organisation linked to the phase that its members have reached in their own development?” (p 11). Generally speaking, organisations in the pioneering or rational phase often struggle to collaborate.

Along side the four phases of organisational development, there appears to be a common pattern in the development of collaborative initiatives. For example, Rick James (2002) identifies the following phases in the life of coalitions:

· Coalescing of CSO interest triggered by an event

· Informal network meetings and concrete action

· Secretariat is established within membership as well as a steering group

· Secretariat is registered outside of the host-member organisation

James stresses that it is important for the health of a collaboration to go through all the stages of development – without trying to fast track or by-pass any of the phases. He also points out that it is counter productive to keep a coalition alive once the fire has gone out. It is more important to sustain the vision, relationships and experience than the alliance formation per se. 
Another image for describing the various phases of a collaboration is a U process: According to Wikipedia’s general theory of collaboration, attitudes and experience of collaboration are commonly very positive in the beginning, then deteriorate with some level of drop out by members, and then there is a resurgence of interest, commitment, and action among ‘survivors’.

4.3 Practices and tools

According to Peter Senge et al (2008), building the capacity to collaborate rests on three capabilities: convening, listening and nurturing shared commitment.
4.3.1 Convening

Also referred to as “getting the system in the room”, convening is firstly about seeing systems...the parts and the whole. It is an ongoing, step-by-step, iterative process of discerning who needs to be engaged and drawing them in, working towards having a representative of every part of the system. In tandem, it is also important to realise that ‘leaders’ or ‘key actors’ may indeed be difficult to identify in advance, and to therefore work with those who are simply drawn to the issue, rather than agonise about the involvement of those not yet part of the collaboration. Senge et al advise, work with those who want to. Find and work with people who are like minded, bearing in mind that they probably won’t be those you expect them to be.
Convening may begin with lots and lots of one-on-one and small group conversations, always including the question, ‘who else should we be talking to about this?’
4.3.2 Listening

Collaboration begins with listening. Cynthia King (2005) recommends avoiding pseudo listening such as speed listening, interrupting, and acting as if you know the story already. Real listening “involves patient listening, so that members are sincerely heard.” She identifies respectful, civil communication even when disagreeing, as a key principle of collaboration. Each voice must be honoured and heard with respect. Within a social network, you’ve got to listen to learn – and learn to listen! Jay Cross (2006) points out that: “Listening taps into the flow of knowledge through the social system. To show others you’re listening is to show them you understand them. Openness, collaboration, knowledge and innovation result from this mutual understanding”.  What we ideally want in collaborations is empathetic listening and generative dialogue. Collective intelligence is fostered by conversations with high levels of inquiry and advocacy…perhaps we could call this passionate curiosity?!
In her article Disturb Me, Please! Margaret Wheatley (2000)
 challenges us to listen for that which surprises or disturbs us because it indicates that we assumed something else was true. She suggests listening for disturbance, rather than for confirmation of our beliefs and opinions…. listening in order to change our mind. Make the most of difference is her call, and she concludes the paper by saying: “There is no need to be joined together at the head, as long as we are joined together at the heart.” (p2) 

4.3.3 Nurturing shared commitment

Shared commitment arises firstly through connecting to what matters to you. It is important to look at members’ personal sense of purpose, their organisational purpose and how these fit (or don’t) with the collective purpose of the collaboration. MWENGO  links the drift of membership out of networks to expectations that are too great and therefore not satisfied. The challenge, they say, is to manage the tension between vision and current reality. The key to nurturing commitment lies also in building momentum, one small step at a time. Begin with small, tangible tasks focusing on where there is energy and agreement, even if this means big (and often more contentious) issues are postponed. Senge et al reason that this incremental approach is not about avoidance, but rather prioritises relationships and members’ commitment.
4.3.4 Surrendering certainty

Margaret Wheatley (2000) would perhaps add another capability; surrendering our certainty. In this information age, she says; “truth mutates before our eyes, certainty changes and speeds off at equivalent velocity” (p 1). In order to make sense of our ever changing, complex, and interconnected world, we not only need our own unique interpretation, but that of others who see things from different points of view. Wheatley uses the image of the Tower of Babel to illustrate two approaches to view diversity and complexity: We can either choose to see the Tower as a problem (we can’t hear or understand each other because of so much diversity) or “we can look at it as an invitation to come together and truly listen with the expectation that we will hear something new and different, that we need to hear from others in order to grow and survive” (p 1). Senge et al too talk about letting go of cherished beliefs and views as an important step in allowing something bigger to emerge. It’s not a question of suppressing them, but rather not allowing your views to totally govern you either.

4.4 Useful lessons: making collaboration work 
This section presents a number of useful lessons garnered by a range of Southern African & Asian organisations. It also draws learning from practitioners in the international NGO arena, as well as from those in the corporate sector.
4.4.1 South Africa (PELUM)

· Members should develop an identity before employing a secretariat.
· Networks should develop and implement common programmes.
· Networks should avoid competing with their members.
· Tensions in networks are necessary and potentially useful.
· Expansion should be carefully managed.
· Staff need to understand and serve the membership.
4.4.2 South Africa: W. Cape Network on Violence against Women
Some of the roles of a network’s co-ordinating body are:

· To create a strong administrative function in the network office (hub).
· To perform ongoing membership maintenance.
· To redistribute information equitably among members.
· To facilitate a sense of ownership by members.
· To recognise and name the underlying conflicts or ideological differences.
· To provide a presence in the public arena.
· To co-ordinate campaigns.
4.4.3 South Africa (Water Dialogues)

· Concentrate on what you can agree on but don’t hide the differences.
· Highlight differences openly and honestly.
· Don’t aim for consensus but rather for a better understanding of the issue/s.
· The process must be totally controlled and owned by participants – it must be a self organising group. The group controls or manages the pace…with no external pressure.
· Establish broad representation.
· Commit to reflection on and documentation of the process. Build it into group meetings.
4.4.4 South Africa (CDRA)

Sue Soal
 emphasises the importance of building robust relationships between partners, characterised by human warmth and mutual understanding. She also emphasises the importance of sharing common aims, “the scope and details of which must be thoroughly explored and mapped”. In his article on sovereign local organisations, Doug Reeler
 briefly looks at the relationship between organisational autonomy and the ability to collaborate inter-organisationally. “A sovereign organisation is able to cooperate and work with co-travellers and peers without losing its sense of self.”

4.4.5 Southern Africa (MWENGU)

· Continuously work at finding balance between centre-periphery relationships. For example between a strong, creative secretariat and active members as well as between network members and their constituencies. This is best dealt with by de-emphasising the centre, by members undertaking joint activities and the conscious building of relationships between members, not just between members and the secretariat. 

· Networking should happen before a network structure is put in place. “There is a dangerous tendency to establish a structure before the networking has hardly started” (p 8). 
· The Secretariat must prioritise listening to its membership – and requires systems and processes to help this to happen.

· Financial autonomy helps protect networks against being overly influenced by the outside. A network financed by its own members will have a direct investment, influence and interest in how it runs.

4.4.6 Malawi (Civil Society Organisation coalitions)
· CSO motivation: Successful collaborations require sufficient common threads amongst the different motivations. While diversity is important, so too is a degree of like mindedness. It is important to articulate and negotiate values, philosophy and interests during the group’s formative stage. These can then be formulated into clear goals and a statement of purpose. While particularly important early on in the life of the group, it requires ongoing work and clarification.
· CSO ownership by both individuals and organisations. Sharing tasks between members helps develop a sense of membership. 
· Terms of reference for the Secretariat and governance generally, is very important.
· Members should be attracted and committed to the cause, not to the allowance. It is preferable for members to pay to belong, rather than be paid to attend!

· Collaborations should pursue the dual objectives of their own capacity building as well as advocating for change.
· Monitoring and evaluating the collaboration’s work and impact is important in building commitment and maintaining momentum.
4.4.7 Asia (PRIA)
· The likelihood of a coalition’s success is influenced by macro conditions and global trends. It is important to consider the national political and economic trends.

· Many coalitions begin with a catalyst/initiator that sells the idea of collaboration and then serves as an intermediary among participants.
· Differences are natural and inevitable in coalitions. There will be differences in style, approach, perspective, interest, information, and world views. It is important to recognise, articulate, understand and deal with differences. “The process of collaboration, therefore, is also a continuous process of surfacing and dealing with conflict.” (p25)

· It is important to build the strength of the weakest or least powerful members within the coalition. Collaboration requires ‘power balancing’.

· It is important to understand collaboration as a process or a series of processes. Each phase has a different nature, requirements and tasks.

· Informal relationships between members serves as a resource for the collaboration as it helps really cement bonds.
· Identify, highlight and claim credit for the collaboration’s successes.
4.4.8 OxfamNovib

· Positive attitude of those involved.
· Investing in building and maintaining relationships.
· Recognition of mutual interests.
· Support base for the initiative within the organisation/s – “at the top and among staff”.

· The willingness to compromise.
· Daring to take risks and to leave the beaten track.
· Flexibility and positive response to the new.
· Concrete and real objectives.
· Effective monitoring of progress.
4.4.9 Peter Denning on HFN
Peter Denning (2006) stresses the importance of communication and information and knowledge sharing. The network’s first priority after the precipitating event is to “communicate; pool knowledge and interpretations of situation, understand what resources are possible, assess options, plan response, decide, commit, act, co-ordinate. We call this the Conversation Space.” 

4.4.10 Margaret Wheatley
Margaret Wheatley (2005) outlines three conditions for self organising organisations & communities of practice:
· Identity: all organising efforts begin with intent, an identity, and a sense of self. “Everything we know is determined by who we think we are” (p 37). Thus identity not only comprises the vision, mission, values, history or sense of future, but is the sense making capacity of the organisation. Begin by really working on creating a coherent sense of identity. “It is this clarity which frees people to contribute in creative and diverse ways.” (p 38). Identity needs to be the most stable aspect of the endeavour.

· Information: the medium of the organisation. Wheatley describes information as lying at the “heart of life” and as the “nutrient of self organising”. Stafford Beer, quoted by Wheatley, defines information as “that which changes us”. Wheatley herself says: “When a system assigns meaning to data, when it in-forms it, data becomes information” (p 39). Information must belong to everyone.
· Relationships: the pathways of organisation. Relationships are the pathways to the intelligence of the system. Information is created and transformed through relationships. Without connections, nothing happens. 
4.4.11 David Wilcox
David Wilcox identifies a number of “collaboration thingies”
 – ways of building collaboration
· Social events

· Games

· Simulations

· On-line space

· Story telling

· Food

· Face-to-face meet ups

· Facilitators to make ‘thingies’ work

5 Conclusion
The biologists may have us believe that collaboration is in our DNA, selected-for in evolutionary terms, because it works. But, as they also point out, so too is competition. The pull between collaboration and competition is an inherent and ongoing dilemma for social beings, the archetypal polarity we have to recognise and work with in all our relationships, not least in our joint initiatives. So while we may be wired to work together, the conflicting inclination to compete may help us understand where the real work in collaboration lies: it’s in relationships. The literature suggests some interesting polarities in our relationships which we would do well to make visible and consciously negotiate in our attempts to collaborate.
5.1 Diversity and sameness

At the very heart of it, we seek to collaborate with others because we cannot see it all, think it all, or do it all on our own. What we have is a piece of the puzzle, an interpretation of reality, a contribution to make. We seek to collaborate with others in the belief that their perspective, skill or contribution will help make ours whole, that it will fill the gaps, make life more fun, more meaningful. We are, in fact, seeking diversity – and yet so often we recoil from it. Differences in world view, culture, language, education, class, interest, values, style, opinions, approach, sense of humour etc can feel threatening, often leading to avoidance or withdrawal (the flight reflex) or to conflict and defensive behaviour (the fight reflex) – or a combination of both. Like-mindedness is comfortable, makes us feel secure, helps spark and cement connections, builds relationships and oils efficiency. Yet, the literature tells us, we need both. We need sufficient common threads. We need common ground. We need to find and work with people who are like us. But so too we need the other: We need others who see things from a different point of view. We need to build on others’ effort. We need to make the most of difference. One of the biggest challenges facing those who collaborate is seeing opportunity in difference, disagreement and diversity. That the rhetoric is easier than the practice is attested to over and over by the number of references to conflict and conflict resolution found in the literature reviewed. The remedy? There are a number of suggestions in this text all pointing to the need to expect and welcome conflict – to work with it as a resource, but not allow it to dominate. We are urged to highlight differences openly and honestly; to concentrate on what we can agree on; to prioritise relationships before tackling contentious issues; to avoid ‘terminal-politeness’ and the smoothing over of issues. We are also urged to invest in some pre-emptive measures such as clarifying meaning, intent, expectations, roles, and purpose. “Begin by really working on a coherent sense of identity” says Margaret Wheatley (2005). Working with power and the notion of power-balancing between members is also clearly important. All of this is about building and caring for relationships.
5.2 Sleeping with the enemy or marching against our mothers
There is a particular tension for Post-Apartheid South African civil society organisations in their relationship with the state (and, to a lesser extent, the market): We need to reconcile our role as activists and advocates of the poor and marginalised – a role that often puts us in opposition to the state with that of collaborator with state and business. Suddenly the word ‘collaborate’ conjures up connotations of sleeping with the enemy. Or conversely it feels like “marching against your mother: stoning them, forsaking them, and decrying them”. (Desai in Wren Spaulding, cited in Richard Ballard 2008). Either way, not an easy heritage to manage, yet the literature agrees, there is a desperate need and much opportunity for multi-stakeholder, cross-sector collaboration. 
5.3 Decentralised synchronicity
Collaboration is much vaunted as a new form of organising – different in every way to the standard, hierarchical organisations of our time. The literature promotes self-organising as collaborations’ natural form. According to Nomvula Dlamini (2009)
 form is dynamic, flexible and elastic. Form is alive, allows for differentiation and enables integration. Structure, by contrast, is rigid. “It fixes and constrains” (p3). Self-organising systems work without hierarchical, centralised, managerial type authority. Control is decentralised. There is no leader. There is no orchestrated planning. Yet there is synchronised behaviour. Where then does leadership come from? How do people know what to do? Drawing from the study of self organising systems in nature, we learn that ‘control and command’ is replaced by relationship and communication. In his article on Swarm Theory, Peter Miller
 says that in functioning without a leader or manager, a colony of ants relies on countless interactions, in other words, on relationship, between individual ants to know what to do. Translated to people this means: “Pay close attention to those around you, but don’t crowd them. No single person knows everything, but collectively we know more than we can imagine. Groups tend to be wise when individual members act responsibly and make their own decisions, not when they imitate one another, follow trends or wait to be told what to do” (ibid). We are still at the beginning of experimenting with new forms of organisation and with how power is held, how it shifts and how it manifests. But despite, or perhaps precisely because of its dynamic nature, the purpose and identity of a collaboration must remain clear and steady. Within this clarity lies a security which provides the freedom necessary for people to be themselves, and make creative contributions to the collaboration. 
5.4 New ways and old habits 

Simultaneously creating and working within a new form requires us to do a lot of letting go – letting go of the familiar, of old, and often sub-conscious habits, thoughts, assumptions and behaviours. It requires developing new ways of being, thinking and doing. In the midst of an epoch of individualising (working on the power-within), we are called to collaborate and focus on the power-with. All the while, tackling a pressing social issue – the rationale for the collaboration’s existence. New ways of working together, and working with former ‘rivals’ can be stressful, as can active campaigning, advocacy and other forms of activism.  There is a well-known psychological phenomenon of reverting to old habits when under threat. How do we prevent defaulting to control and command, to strong, centralised, or even fascist leadership when the going gets tuff? The literature recommends that collaborations inculcate a practice of reflecting on and learning from their experiences, of being aware of perpetuating old patterns they no longer desire, but fall back on, and of testing different ways of working together. This is both personal and collective work.
5.5 Inward and outward

An inward-looking focus on the health and well being of the collaboration and its members is often experienced in conflict (for time, money, energy etc) with an outward-looking focus on the very issue/s which gave rise to the collaboration. Again, labouring at one pole at the expense of the other will undermine collaboration. We need to do both. And, it is recommended in the literature, that we make this dual focus explicit from the outset.  An inward and outward looking focus is not just a question of a means and an end (the stronger the collaboration the sooner you are likely to reach your goal) but rather, by building collaborative capacity in and of itself, we are effecting change. 

6 References
1. Richard Ballard (2008) Social Movements in Post Apartheid South Africa. CCS:UKZN (unpublished paper)

2. Barefoot Collective (2009) Barefoot Guide to Working with Organisations and Social Change  (available on www.barefootguide.org)

3. David Brown (1991) Bridging Organisations and Sustainable Development. IDR Reports Volume 8, No 4. Boston: MA
4. Charles Cilliers (2009) Literature Survey on the Role of Civil Society in the Modern Aid Environment. CDRA: publication pending

5. Jay Cross Informal Learning Blog www.informal.com/2006/04/13/the-nature-of-social-collaboration (accessed on 08/09/09)
6. Peter Denning (2006) Hastily Formed Networks in SoL Reflections Volume 7 No 1 Compilation 2006

7. EMG Organisational Report 2002 – 2007. EMG: Observatory

8. Rebecca Freeth (2005) Networks: amorphous, ambivalent and powerful: lessons learned from experiences of networking in South Africa. Mulberry Working Paper Series: 3/2005 Olive: Durban

9. Sandra Hill (2009) This is what we need more of: messages on organisation and creativity from the CDRA Biennial Practice Conference 2009. CDRA: Woodstock (available on www.cdra.org.za) 

10. Sandra Hill (August 2007) Windows: A home week comment. (CDRA: unpublished)
11. Pierre Hupperts (2006) NGOs, companies and poverty reduction: a discussion paper in OxfamNovib Paper 2

12. Rick James (2002) What makes CSO Coalitions Effective? Lessons from Malawi. INTRAC Occasional Papers Series No 38. INTRAC: UK

13. Cynthia King (2005) Creating Partnerships: Unleashing Collaborative Power in the Workplace. Wisdom Way Press: CA

14. Mutizwa Mukute (2004) Tracing PELUM’s Developmental Journey: Experiences and lessons from an African Regional NGO Network. PELUM Association: Zambia

15. MWENGO (2000) The Organisational Essentials of Development Networks. MWENGO: Harare 

16. Kumi Naidoo (2009) Rethinking civil society, democracy and development: a global perspective. Helen Joseph Memorial Lecture by Kumi Naidoo 12 August 2009 www.forum.org.za/Rethinking-civil-society-democracy-and-development (accessed on 15/09/09)

17. Owen, Goldwasswe, Choate, & Blitz The power of many: ABC of collaborative innovation throughout the extended enterprise. IBM Institute for Business Value Study 6 March 2009. www-935.ibm.com (accessed on 08/09/09)

18. Doug Reeler (2008) Sovereign local organisations and social movements – holding rightful power. CDRA: Woodstock (available on www.cdra.org.za)

19. Doug Reeler (2009) Draft Framework for the ECDLC Programme Collaboration and Hub. (CDRA: unpublished paper)

20. Robert Rycroft on Collaborative Innovation Network in wikipedia.org/wiki/Collaborative_innovation_network (accessed on 08/09/09)

21. Sandow & Allen (2005) The Nature of Social Collaboration: How work really gets done. In Reflections the SoL Journal on Knowledge, Learning & Change. Volume 6, Numbers 2 & 3, Compilation 2005 www.solonline.org
22. Senge, Smith, Kruschwitz, Laur, & Schley (2008) The necessary Revolution: How individuals and organisations are working together to create a sustainable world.  NB Publishing: London/Boston

23. Barry Smith (May 2007) Building inclusive development partnerships: some reflections and questions for practitioners. CDRA: Woodstock (available on www.cdra.org.za)

24. Sue Soal (2001) How do we know what difference we are making? CDRA: Woodstock (available on www.cdra.org.za)

25. Rajesh Tandon (1991) Holding Together: Collaborations and Partnerships in the Real World. PRIA: New Dehli
26. Margaret Wheatley (2000) Disturb Me, Please! Berkana Institute (www.berkana.org/articles)

27. Margaret Wheatley (2005) Finding our way. BK Publishers: CA 

28. M. Wheatley & D. Freize (undated) Using Emergence to Take Social Innovation to Scale. The Berkana Institute (www.berkana.org)

29. David Wilcox Designing for Civil Society 19 March 2008 www.designingforcivilsociety.org/collaboration/ (accessed on 08/09/09)

30. http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/general_theory_of_collaboration (accessed on the 08/08/09)

31. http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Social_collaboration (accessed on the 08/09/09)

32. www.undp.org/mdg/basics.shtml (accessed on the 07/10/09)
� Sandow & Allen (2005) The Nature of Social Collaboration: How work really gets done. In Reflections the SoL Journal on Knowledge, Learning & Change. Volume 6, Numbers 2 & 3, Compilation 2005 � HYPERLINK "http://www.solonline.org" ��www.solonline.org�


� http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Social_collaboration (accessed on the 08/09/09)


� MWENGO (2000) The Organisational Essentials of Development Networks MWENGO: Harare 


� Cynthia King (2005) Creating Partnerships: Unleashing Collaborative Power in the Workplace. Wisdom Way Press: CA


� Rick James (2002) What makes CSO Coalitions Effective? Lessons from Malawi. INTRAC Occasional Papers Series No 38. INTRAC: UK


� David Wilcox Designing for Civil Society 19 March 2008 www.designingforcivilsociety.org/collaboration/ (accessed on 08/09/09)


� Margaret Wheatley (2005) Finding our way BK Publishers: CA


� � HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/general_theory_of_collaboration" ��http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/general_theory_of_collaboration� (accessed on 08/09/09)


� Margaret Wheatley & Deborah Freize (2007) Using Emergence to Take Social Innovation to Scale. In The Berkana Institute Newsletter July 2007 (www.berkana.org)


� Rajesh Tandon (1991) Holding Together: Collaborations and Partnerships in the Real World. PRIA: New Dehli


� Doug Reeler (2009) Draft Framework for the ECDLC Programme Collaboration and Hub. CDRA unpublished paper


� Rebecca Freeth (2005) Networks: amorphous, ambivalent and powerful: lessons learned from experiences of networking in South Africa. Mulberry Working Paper Series: 3/2005 Olive: Durban


� Barefoot Collective (2009) Barefoot Guide to Working with Organisations and Social Change (available on www.barefootguide.org)


� Richard Ballard (2008) Social Movements in Post Apartheid South Africa. CCS:UKZN (unpublished paper)


� David Brown (1991) Bridging Organisations and Sustainable Development. IDR Reports Volume 8, No 4. Boston: MA


� Senge, Smith, Kruschwitz, Laur, & Schley (2008) The Necessary Revolution: How individuals and organisations are working together to create a sustainable world.  NB Publishing: London/Boston


� Mutizwa Mukute (2004) Tracing PELUM’s Developmental Journey: Experiences and lessons from an African Regional NGO Network. PELUM Association: Zambia


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.informal.com/2006/04/13/the-nature-of-social-collaboration" ��www.informal.com/2006/04/13/the-nature-of-social-collaboration� (accessed on 08/09/09)


� Charles Cilliers (2009) Literature Survey on the Role of Civil Society in the Modern Aid Environment. CDRA: pending publication


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.undp.org/mdg/basics.shtml" ��www.undp.org/mdg/basics.shtml� (accessed on 07/10/09)


� Robert Rycroft on Collaborative Innovation Network in � HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/collaborative_innovation_network" ��http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/collaborative_innovation_network� (accessed 08/09/09)


� Rethinking civil society, democracy and development: a global perspective. Helen Joseph Memorial Lecture by Kumi Naidoo 12 August 2009 � HYPERLINK "http://www.forum.org.za/Rethinking-civil-society-democracy-and-development" ��www.forum.org.za/Rethinking-civil-society-democracy-and-development� accessed on 15/09/09


� Cited in Designing for Civil Society by David Wilcox � HYPERLINK "http://www.designingforcivilsociety.org/collaboration/" ��www.designingforcivilsociety.org/collaboration/� accessed on 08/09/09


� Barry Smith (May 2007) Building inclusive development partnerships: some reflections and questions for practitioners on the CDRA website (www.cdra.org.za)


� Peter Denning (2006) Hastily Formed Networks in SoL Reflections Vol 7 No 1 Compilation 2006


� Owen, Goldwasswe, Choate, & Blitz The power of many: ABC of collaborative innovation throughout the extended enterprise IBM Institute for Business Value Study 6 March 2009


� Margaret Wheatley (2000) Disturb Me, Please! Berkana Institute:CA98 (www.berkana.org/articles)


� EMG Organisational Report 2002 – 2007. EMG: Observatory


� Sue Soal (2001) How do we know what difference we are making? CDRA: Woodstock


� Doug Reeler (2008) Sovereign local organisations and social movements – holding rightful power CDRA: Woodstock


� Pierre Hupperts: NGOs, companies and poverty reduction: a discussion paper in Oxfam Novib Paper #2, October 2006


� Designing for Civil Society by David Wilcox � HYPERLINK "http://www.designingforcivilsociety.org/collaboration/" ��www.designingforcivilsociety.org/collaboration/� accessed on 08/09/09





� Nomvula Dlamini cited in Sandra Hill (2009) This is what we need more of: messages on organisation and creativity from the CDRA Biennial Practice Conference 2009. CDRA: Woodstock


� Peter Miller cited in Sandra Hill (August 2007) Windows: A Home week comment. CDRA: unpublished paper





PAGE  

