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An Analysis of New Policy-Planning Methods
Hsing-Ti Cheng
Abstract

This research paper attempts to examine and analyze three new-
developed and widely-used policy-planning methods . Namely :
“Scenario-Planning” , “Future State Visioning Technique”

and “Strategic Planning” . :

“ Scenario-Planning " can effectively organize a variety of
seemingly unrelated economic , technological , Ppolitical , societal
information and translate it into a framework for judgment for policy
markers .

This paper also illustrates how did the Royal Dutch/Shell.
Company successfully cope with the first world oil crisis during
1973 by using scenario-planning method .

Now , as we approach the year 2000 , and as mankind enters into
the new millennium , how are we going to build our vision for the
next century ? This paper introduces the “Future State Visioning
Technique” . It also exemplifies the remarkable improvement in
safety performance at National Rubber Company in Canada by
" applying this technique .

As for “Strategic Planning” , this paper tries to accomplish
two purposes : (1) How do policy-makers manage the state of
uncertainties when they are confronted with a decision problem ?
And (2) How do policy-makers utilize “brain-storming” approach
to search for the “optimal” problem-solving policy alternatives ?

Our analysis provides innovative ideas and pralgmatic proposals .

Key words © Scenario-Planning ,Future state visioning Technique

Strategic
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I. Introduction

Although governments do their best to uncover and select goals that
are in the public interest, to design and choose alternatives to achieve
those goals, to monitor the.selected altemaﬁVes and ensure that they are
implemented properly, there are constant complaints about ineffective
programs, wasted money, and unsolved problems. Citizens receive the
benefits and pay the costs of public policy. However, the costs often
outweigh the benefits for they include not only the direct burden of
taxation, but also the disappoiﬁtments, and frustrations resulting from the
failure of policies. After all, dissatisfaction with the results of the
'gc_)vemment decision—lﬁaking process is abparent. But, at the same time,
the government is also facing pressures. One pressure is the growing
load on the environmént; another is the withdrawal of tacit acceptance of
authority, which is fhe Soﬁrce of its legitimacy and most of its power.
Even if government does act, the poli;:y outcome usuélly does not match
intent. Frequently, government is incapable of dealing with new and
threatening situations. G. C. Edwards and Ira Sharkansky described
these phenomena as policy predicament (1978).

Today, with muany new and complex problems facing the
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government, there is no automatic mechanism to constantly monitor what
goes on in govemmenf as the market does for business in areas \where
competition is relatively free (Schultze, 1970:16-21). Under that
situation, the emergént. job for government is to find another tool for
shaping tﬁe policy;making process. Actually, this is policy analysis.
There are two aims in this paper. First, it attempts to discuss the
different definitions of policy analysis given by various scholars. For
succinct and easy contrast, the method used involves classifying the
different defmitions in accordance with four trends. 4 They are (a)
knowledge, (b) méans, (c) methods, and (d) profession'. | Second, this
paper chooses several articles froin the political science and public policy
journéls about environment policies and compares them in terms of scope,

methods, and content.

II. Different concepts and definitions of

policy analysis

Inevitably, policy analysis has different definitions depending on

various 'authors’ use of different methods. Sometimes they are
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interchangeable, while sometimes they are applied in a particular meaning
on a special caée. In a broad sense, policy analysis can be defined as
ﬁature, cause, and .effects of alternative public policies that address
specific social problems. However, a more succinct way is to classify
the term by the definitions and concepts. Heré, this‘ paper proposes four
different kinds of classification in. discussing the definition of policy
analysis that include the following: |
(a) Trends that relate to knowledge
Policy analysis is an important process of probiem solving to
invent new alternatives and to engage in creative as well as
imaginative thinking. This includes muéh aﬁention to problems of
political feasiBility; ‘recruitment of éuﬁport, accommodat_ions of
contradicting goals, and recognition of diver‘sityv of wvalues.
Especially important is construction of models, which can full j}lstify
the special . characteristics' of policies. ~In general, the goal is to
explain variations in policy output. In ‘order to achieve this ﬁ.mction,
sufficient knowledge is indispensable. As Susan B. Hansen argues
“the failures of policy are not necessarily those of policy analysis,
but both reflect to seme degree our limited know;edgé” (1983: 228).

There are also many scholars who stress the importance of
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knowledge, sﬁch as, Thomas Dye. He defines pélicy analysis as
ﬁnding ’out what governments do, why they cio it, and what
difference it makes, - it involv?s the systematic identificationt of the
. causes and consequences of public policy, the use of scientific
standards of ihference, and fhe search for reliability and generality of
knowledge (1976:1-3). H. D. Lasswell defines policy analysis as a
kind of knowledge of and in the decision processes.of the public and
civic order (1971:1). Y. Dror explains the functions of policy
analysis are to combine present methods of systems analysis with
qualitaﬁve methods and a full awareness of the speéiai characteristics
of political pﬁencmena, so as to provide a more advanced form of
knowledge (1968:1-3). Furthermore, Susan B. Hansen refers policy
énalysis as an explicit, focused, systematic analysis of the outputs of
governments and their effects on society (1983:218).
‘(b) Trends that relate to means
Policy analysis is an action of a goal, objective, or PUrpose
(Friedrich, 1963:70). Therefore, political scientists are gradualiy
shifting their attention from the institutions and strictur®s of
government to content of public policy - to the description and

explanation of the causes and consequences of govemment activity
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(Dye, 1976:2). How to make an effective method for policy-makers
is the aim. As the political scientist, Alexander Mood suggests
policy analysis as a procedure for caréfully béla.ncing the pros and
cons of makiﬁg a specified change in ﬂle tasks or procedures or rules
of an organization (1983:2). In the same vein, Stuart S. Nagel
thinks that policy analysis can be defined as evaluation of alternative
governmental policies or decisions in order to arrive at the best
policy or decision in light of given goals, constraints and conditions
(1984:1-2). Others, such as D. MacRae and J. A. Wilde,_ define
policy as the use of reason and evidence to choose the best policy
among alternatives (1979:5). Mead maintains tﬁat policy analysis is
a form of systems analysis. He explains that policy analysis has
two major functions: “one evaluates options for resolving an issue on
the merits as an economists do”; and ‘then “goes on to address the
political constraints as political seientists have usually done”
(1985:223).
- (c) ’frends that relate to methods

As We can see policy analysis is becoming increasingly

interdisciplinary in its methods (Hedge and Mok, 198’;), especially,

with political science (the elite model, the group model, the system
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theory) and economics (cost-benefit analysis, cost—éffectiveness
analysis). The main reason is it would be unrealistic for most
political scientists not to be reluctant to define the public interest
_apart from the outéome of the pluralist political process (Mead,
1985:320). Hence, policy analysis gradually displaces tréditional
political criteria fér programs with effectiveness and efficiency
norms from economics. However, policy analysis is only one of the
bridges of these disciplines, it does not intend to transform their basic
characteristics. As B. R. Ripley suggests, policy analysis is trying
to blend a solid grounding in the bes‘; of the discipline with a
commitment to deal withl specific policy issues (1985:26). Here,
how to make the best (or good) choices for the use of scarce
resources is an “applied discipline which uses multiple‘ I.ﬁeth()c!s of
inquiry and argurr'lent, to produce and transform policy-relevant
information that may be utilized in political settings to resolve public
problems” (Dunn, 1981:60). R. A. Heineman also holds this
definition. He regards policy analysis as developing techniques and
models that may give ‘it a more specific identity ‘and expertise

(1990:6).
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(d) Trends that relate to the public policy profession

There is a substantial growth in policy analysis training
prograrhs, project tams, and so forth. As David Webber argues, the
major advanfage of these kinds bf “policy task fdrces over standard
operating procedures, is the potential for the generation of new ideas
and inputs from policy specialists who might not otherwise be
involved” (1991:187). - Generally, how to apply the‘ accumulated
knowledge fqr policy-making is the focus. As Gochenour explains,
analyse‘s for public decisions are formal studies of the sort a
government agency might contract to have carried 6ut by a university,
research institute or management consulting firm (1982:2).
Moreover, Formun defines policy ahalysis as an application both to
the activity and to the produbt of this activity (1968:3). Thanks to
their active participation, government can be more effective and
efficient in analyzing alternative pilblic policies.

In summary, the first three approaches have one thing in
comnﬁon: they try to answer how policy is made by concentrating on
the effects of various ,pdlitical, eéénomiéai ‘and social variables so
have on a wide raﬁge of outcomes (Mead, 1985; W‘agner, 1985).

On the surface, it seems that if we understand the policy process and
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the factors that explain outputs, we can improve the way it works.
To me, this is not necessarily seen as leading to advice. In fact, a
successful policy analysis is an ongoing proble,m—SOlVing process.
, To aqhieve that sufficient knowledge utilization; research is the
‘precondition (Webber, 1983; Hansen, 1983). Therefore, how to
integrate the knowledge utilization and the analysis of policy change
which will lead to a conceptual framework is the DeW trend for

public policy analysis (Webber, 1987).

IT1. Different viewpoints about the

development of environmental policies

One of the methods of social science is coméarison- The more
complex the elements of comparison, however, ;ve will find thé more
brofound the challenges to attaining conceptual consistency in analysis
The main reason s that the political environments, in which public policy
exist are complex. In this section, this paper attempts to explore
different articles relating to environmental policies. The sample is

chosen from the political science journals and policyjoufnals-
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(i) C. O. Jones’ paper (1974, Journal of politics) treats an issue-area in
which science and technology have a major impact on both cause and cure.
He sﬁggests that traditional “majority-building increméntalist” model may
adequately explain federal air pollution policy development before 1970. -
However, this model cannot be used in 1970s, he develops and alternative
“public  satisfying-speculative augxhentation” model of policy
development to explain the particular case.

(ii) Hanf’s paper (1982, European Journal of Political Research),
applying regulatory étructure approach, was developed for research in the
area of human services delivery as an alternative to the traditional top-
down model of implementation. On the basis of fieldwork, he tested the
general applicability of this perspective to other pplicy types "and
instruments. Which describes the design and assumptions of an
international comparison of the implementation of regulatory programs in
the area of air‘quality control.

(iii) B. D. Wood in his article (1988, APSR) tries to discover the
importance of democratic hierarchies in shaping public bureaucratic
outputs. In order td examine the effect of the Reagan presidency on EPA
outputs for clean air, he applied the Box-Tiao models (mathematical

formulas) to explain shifts in the- vigor .of air pollution enforcement
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between 1977 and 1985.

(iv) R. W. Hahn (1990, Public Choice) in his paper attempts to
construct a more complete theory of environmental regulation. His
rlnethod is to apply game theory to provide more satisfactory explanations
fbr a number of observed patterns of environmental policy. This paper
suggests that the outputs of environmental policy emerge from a struggle
between key interest groups.

(v) G. Hoberg (1990, Policy Science) plans to evaluate Reagan’s
regulatory reforms through one case study, the regulation of pesticides.
The. analysis reveals that while the Reagan administration has produced
important changes in both policy style and substance, in comparison to the
changes in both policy style and substance, in comparison to the changes
that occurred around 1970, they have been relatively modest.

(vi) J. D. Montgomery’s paper (1990, Policy Science), based on field
research, indicates that the major source of environmental deterioration -
chlorofluorcarbons and carbon dioxide had been resolved, but
deforestation and land degradation still require changes in mass behavior,
éspecially in the third world countries.

(vii) B. Bozeman and M. Crow’s paper (1990, Policy Science),‘ based

on survey data, tries to trace the roots of why environmental policies
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cannot successfully develop their function. They indicate flhe structure
of R&D laboratory system, its environmental influence pattern, and the
design of an effective technical enterprise are closely related.
Unfortunately, the US R&D had neglected this key point. It is because
the traditional sector-based classification of laboratories tells us little
about their structure and behavior.

(viii) R. E. Kohn (1991, Policy Science) stresses the importance of
transaction cost in environmental policies implementation. In his paper,
the author uses the method of cost-benefit to compare five alternative
instruments for pollution control. Most of the data are focusing on the St.
Louis airshed. A major conclusion is that taxes are a superior instrument
for pollution control when the increase of public revenues is a desired

objective.

IV. Comparison of the different

conceptions

Using the main trends of policy analysis to explore the different

author‘s viewpoints is a difficult undertaking. One reason concerns
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linkage problem - author’s methods, perspective, academic background,
and the target and so on. All of these factors ar® difficult to unify.
Other reason is the nature of the problem keeps changing.

This paper is restricted to a sample of 9 articéleS about environmental
policy. Certainly, this sample does not reflect the larger universe of
policy research. . Nonetheless, we still can corhpare the difference
between policy journal and 'politicai science journal. Therélafe four

 tentative conclusions as following: |
(i) Policy journals tend to focus on problem orientation. From
these articles, we find that the authors of policy journals use evaluative
(how particular programs work) and explanatory approach (how the
-problems have evolved), but the authors of political science journals use
the demonstrative (to test new approach to particular probléms), and some
of them also apply explanatory approach. Here, policy journals seek to
establish the determents of the pattern of policy Outputs. While the
function of political science journals may help to inform policy-makers,
their aims are to presént not to influence, through the analysis in some
cases.
(i) In my sample, it shows both policy and political science

journals are multidiscipline. However the former more or less lends to
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use political economy, the latter lend to use formél theories of
organization. Furthermore, the methods used in policy science often
involve complex statistical analysis with a number of variables relating to
economic, social, and political characteristics of local authority.
| (iii) There will some disagreement about the extent to which
knowledge ought to be available. The content of policy journals is more
an attempt to apply knowledge to influence policy decisioné.. However,
the contents of political science are attempt to present knowledge to
policy-makers. Here, the author accept H. D. Lasswell’s depiction of the
policy sciences as being legitimately concerned with both “knowledge of
the pohcy process” and knowledge in the policy process”(1970). The |
argument for evaluative and explanatory research, apart from then‘
intrinsic (Mead, 1985), is that they help the decision-makers to appreciate
the complexity of, and constraints on policy. |
(iv) In paper’s sample, policy Journals scope is narrower than
pohtlcal science journals. The alternatives presented by policy journals

~ can be applied in America, but political science journals are broader:
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IV. Conclusion

Briefly, this paper attempted to discuss what policy analysis is by
different scholars® definition. In general, these different definitions can
be categorized into four trends. They are (1) outputs, (2) means, (3)
methods, and (4) public policy profession. In the second secfion, the
author chose several articles from policy and political science joumals and
explored their éon_tents, scope, and methods. In the final se;:tion, the
author used these articles as a sample to compare the different features
between policy and political science journals. There are four tentative
conclusions from the comparison: (1) policy journals tend ‘to use an
evaluative approach, however political science journals tend to apply
demonstrative research; (2) the methods used in policy journals often
involve more complex variables than political science journals; (3) the
content of policy journals is more inclined to apply knowledge to
influence decision-makers; political science journals tend to present
knowledge to decision-;makers; (4) the alternatives presented by policy
journals éan be used in America; poliﬁcal science journals can be applied
to a broader area.

There has been considerable growth in policy analysis research during
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1980s. Such trends are deéirable, however, owing to our limifed
knowledge, it leads to the failure of policy. As H. Ingram and H. E.
Mann note (1980) policy failure is evidence of a political system that
responds knowledge that may be limited and appropriate policy tools are
unavailable. My concern in this paper is the contributioﬁ of policy
analysis to the policy-making and believes that the much wider and more
intelligent use of policy analysis can make a great contribution to better

policy decisions.
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The Application of Policy Analysis:
The Case of Environmental Policy Issue
Hen-Chin Chen*
Abstract

Policies are made for a variety of reasons, one of them is té.‘i)roduce socially
desirable outcomes. As an applied science, policy analysis‘ is concerned with
predicting cause-effect relationships implicit in policies. In other words, policy
analysis is an instrument. In this paper, we first try to define the concepts and
definitions of policy analysis, in termis of four trends: (i) knowledge, (ii) means, (iii)
methods, and (iv) profession. Second, we choose several articles from the‘ political
science and public policy journals about environment policiés and compares them in
terms of scope, methods, and content. In the end, we make four tentative
conclusions. Mthough both journals deal.with the same policy, there are four =
differences : (i) policy journals tend to use an evaluative approach, however political
science journals tend to apply démonstrative research; (ii) the methods used in pblicy
journals often involve more complex variables than political science journals; (iii) the
content of policy journals is more inclinea to apply knowledge to influence decision-
makers; political science journals tend to present kﬁowledge to decision-makers; (iv)

the alternatives presented by policy journals can be used in America; political science.

journals can be applied to a broader area.

Key Words: Policy Analysis, Environmental Policy Issue, Trends, Journal.
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il » R RERESERMS—S  Sce. BLAR & KASERMAN, id, at 28, HIEMRRS T
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BAEIEYE & HINIEG . MBS (S SR

DAz MCt izl o
AT T IR | 2 HRE ﬁ/\“éﬁaﬁﬂ&% F Zixi&
ERRM - MELEEEN TR REE RSP EE

BRASFBIERIBERE o S5 BRWEEREREP T -

TUSREE 4 F (@5 MR= P + MCt » B, P= MR- MCt o Jt—75
RS NS S EY 1 CEERKR "ERERK,  (effective
demand ) o ®10 [ HIFREZ AERE © iR EEE ESEREE

KA MRi o B A RSN » RE (1 b mr

75 LR 5  BEGERIRaRIR o PILERASET » TS
R MCi=mr P52 1 RSCHE HEUER > QL fIP1 o PIFEZ
R FURRR TR A — B0 » (R F 3B S MCE=
P1+MCto {REERHIEBR » MCf=MR» FRREBREE
RIS AIR Q1 EE P2 o

B.Max. RPM k% —FUGHIE "HMMBR S, HEZHE

CESEMEES o TEFIRCRE  WHM T R EAEA

g0

BEES  ERNATRESEE - AEEERTSTREILLE (variable-proportions) * &8
SRR ERSE AR - 865 » BB BN T84 BfnyEAs & 4 B
QIR T 3 EAATEA  HTEE—SEABK - AESTHESIErE & KBS
RETLE  ToR LR e EERETRAY  WEAERER B EE/ES - BE

o BB ERANISS TR o HMZAMT 0 28 JomM. Vernon & Daniel
A.Graham, Profitability of Monapolization by Vertical Integration, 79 1. PoL. ECON. 924 ( 1971) B
BLAIR & KASERMAN, 7d., at 48-50.

" SHUGHART, supra note 8, at 320.

B ropemms A A Q- KES  SRUATRIKEL —XH - Eib - MRi=d(2

X Q/dQ =d[(MR-MCtx QJdQ=MR~MCt
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EELEER HLHER

SRR IR PR BREE RS (vertical integration IR
BEGE USRS ) A= » MeAT IR ERTE - THRFILL I i
R - T3R0S » (RS S PO S o H—%
B » BRIP4 F 2 MR MCE =MCi+MCt o Pk
MCF =MR 7 BRI F 2 BRERR | ZATER RIS Q2 ;
i F 2 S SR MCfo {4 (1) BATTLUEH » ToE F i
BEHUEI (Q2>Q1) » WEEFR B ERBRLTRE (P2
SMC) ;  TREEERIeR | RITTE o B0 it T B
& BB R » b ~ MR 8 S R, £ (P2-MCP ) XQl o
HI EMALE > S HOE L BEMCEMCP)XQ2 o
B - BATEREH » m_n,>00 54 Sy » T EHEMES |
T R S R R R AT o

BB A A S B R A AR T S
S s ISR RS AR E R B , RO o Bl
R T T MR SR O S R, AR ( franchise
fee) » TIALTELIBMEMN | 5T WG © BEHET » Ll
P P BT A AR M IR » I 0 L 244

R geanmmmen . TR | (consumer suplus) U EIEE S SHEMIFT B SCH Re
SIS (S ES T E T B - MATE A HREE B RIEERRNAE o PARKIN, supra
note 6,at 168. f&KIE (1) - BEESE  BERERREINAIERESEN AB.

L}y TR 2 RIS IS (P1-MC) x QLEE (P2-MCE) x Ql» Z##Eim» (PL1-MCi)
x QL+ (P2-MCE) x Ql= (P1-MCi+P2—P1—MCt) x Ql=[P2— (MCi+MCt) Jx Qi=
(P2—MCF) x Q1 =

B4 seunyzeng o 56258 Blair & Kaserman, supra note 8, at 34.
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BIFIEIE S 0 HRER BTN EESEENT

SRINTHERSE Q2 17k 53— T ATREHIZEHEERE max, RPM o

LU (1) B EWRGEIII Pl 2 S R e T
TR T PSS A AL F R P1+ MGt o

W B R e & SR SAOENR-F R 1 2%
RISHERFTERIAT Q20 517 IR » PRSI -
R BB A e T | TR max. RPM HIBMAR Fiirs
o WA THEMES  TBNEE » BRIRSIIREEI RS
TRTZEW. LR LR E RO it 5
B AT EL A 7 R B s RSO B » BT A
AIHFA T HESRARH] | (territorial restriction ) 465K » B FUFRSE
RS E R o H—%ebk  (EA TR nE
BN R » T | R E R o g
SEMEAEECE » max. RPM $5HE T SEBRIRE] , 18K TIRIEALET
B A 88 1748 ) 2 o 1 27 T 3 98 interbrand
competition)iZ I 5 B HHBEAT A TSR TS EARA T 2 — T

BI5 Walter Y. Oi, A Disneyland Dilemma:: Two-Part Tariffs fora Mickey Mouse Monopoly, 85 Q. 1.

ECON. 77 (1971); TIROLE, supra note 8, at 176, {EBHEE A EESE » o PEIREHA (fixed
cost)  WFGHE TR ERRE - —H 1 BUBISEATY - FEiEs s sm
A MCI+MCt « HREERAE S G ERRERE A ZE M IR RBER
Robert Nozick #E4HfB & ARYEST - ROBERT NOZICK, THE NATURE OF RATIONALITY 21
(1993).

PO B A1 AT RS SIS\ RS
ETT88 . (dual distribution) FIA R, » BETABETHILEEL(DHS - TS CARLIONG PERLOFF,
Supranote 8, at 526.; Blair & Kaserman, The Albrecht Rule and Consumer Welfae:  An Economic
Analysis, 33U. Fl. L. Rev. 461, 478 (1981); Blair & Fesmire, Maximum Price Fixing and the Goals of
Antitrust, 37 SYRACUSE L. REV, 43, 59-67 (1986).

17 .
= TIROLE, supra note 8., at 177; CARLTON & PERLOFF, id.
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AR AU

WS o B

B o TR | RS HTRUR > max. RPM
HIE R RS ERAL R A MK o TR FIHEE
HETRIEZZHRTRG (BRI R 7oA I LR » PR Lo
TERIER | NN » B GRS  max. RPM HA(REHER
R EELRE ©

II. Max. RPM Z B §#%Ek —
33 (Collusion) EH A L4t

AR TR ) R > RS BRI
 max. RPM ZeH—EREEIIIRE « WIRIE IR TEHER
HE kb R KA ST © |

7 U.S. v. Socony-Vacuum Oil Co.E® —Z&rft » 5 THTAEE
PP E A EAT o BRI 20 B 30 FRAHAEESR
I TR RIS BN B R R — SRR
RS ELSE (4B, (dancing partner) - SGFHH AT

BEIB o e e s RS R L MR B T ST | AR SRS » 2B Frank
G. Mathewson & Ralph A. Winter, An Economic Theory of Vertical Restraints, 15 RAND J. ECON.
27 (1984). :

#E19 % 310118 150 (1940).
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FEAEIEIB S - HEIRER - BRSNS HRaiFAE

S BB RS LU E T A 20 B ILTERHE - B
R EE TS SR E R AR AR b W
Wt - R T T S A A A R
He% TEUAENIIF ) (ruinous competition) 7/ » B LB
B IR —BrT » BN TR AT
| WABRIEFHTRCIE O RRSET » BRER (nising) ~
{5 ( depressing ) ~[E5E ( fixing ) ~#E# ( pegging ) BRAZE (stabilizing)
BN EREES BRI 3 e Bl » PR B R T
ST EE R (illegal perse) o ¥2

EA%Z Kiefer-Stewart v. Joseph E. Seagram & Sons®? —2& >
WIS ket — 48 Socony-Vacuum 2 FaiEL Bk i 7KW
GEIE B S ST o ANRIR & (Kiefer-Stewart)
TR RN MM 2 RS o PEH s R AIFTR
th » B A B R B S RS RS » T
138 S R 2 LB » R UL 25 3t 2 S
HIRHI B o ¥ LR MR SR o SR
WA R T B EMB A B — st I A T R &

B0 pomoedk  EEEATIRLZ TETWE ) (eentemen's agresment)  MfERAER THI -
1d, at 179,

B2, ar 220,

2 a3,

B2 340 U8, 211 (1951).

HU a1,
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SETRBAER B JLER

B BB o SRR L » S B R
BRI o WO TR R R AT S S s W SR
S| » BRI > IS A R BT P2 RE o &
AT B R A R R R R R S s T
EAEBETE AR FEES JYKIE Socony Z i max. RPM
82 min. RPM A » SRS Rk S P e (T S Era R »
FE S FCARIEH R AR EAT S o B MeRRRAIH » Socony 8
Kiefer-Stewart TSI /K A5 SR i ; IRLIE VI BB,
BB max. RPM P& 5 H#E 1968 £/ Albrecht v. Herald Co.
_.ﬁ o #£28
AR EEAS 2 Albrecht Bii Herald
Co. [l —TEREHEHY o ﬁﬁg—zﬁffm% » Herald Co. f&F Albrecht
P ERPVBR & KA MR o ARTT » Herald Co JREERAT
TR B o R
R 7 ] » Hlerald fESBIBHR HSURATIRTR Y 2040 » B
AR EEE AR E BRI S E R TR
REEHEHZHEP - 2 RBF Albrecht 5 ITHBTHL B EH
# » Herald Co 25 I BE{FRET Albrecht 2 3% » MR

BB CISUSC § 1. MU DIt « SRR - SR - FREANE RO R 5
BAfTs - R » REHE L2 E(elony) + THEGRBH=EARMEN - -

BSiypus2

B2 1, at 213,

#E28 300 U.S. 145 (1968).

B2, at 147.
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BEAEIEIS S - HERIEER - EREUERSESNE

NERHR Albrecht 725 g (FEFESHE Albrecht Z#MRIBRILN o
Herald Co.3s—#45 88 Albrecht 402 Z P TIFHANE®E o #t
AL, » Albrecht {48t Flerald SR (RHER KLU
A BRI AT » 298 Herald ZTBEERESHE—E
ZHE o BBk ‘Herald Co.f& 1l Albrecht Z#ESEHE o 330
S LR > SBAEERRS Albrecht Y
o PR MR I R AR max. RPM R
BRRCR BRI AR o BRRITS » TS TS
B o "
A. Max. RPM # 3t # (collusion) 3 #r
ISEFES S — RS TR - REEY AR
BT EE A AR B ERRR AR . EREEES
TEREHE s B B b E B B R LS United States v. Parke,Davis & Co.
iy 748 ) SR T MY Y 2T EOR B RO
SR AR 5 TS B BRI T
HAE S BEEEE AT RS EEAREESER ¢
2 DIASZERMH] » Herald Co.J5EEfA5RE Albrecht B BHIAIRH
B AR Albrecht 2% FHEH | TEEE S ARR IR T#

H50 1, ot 14748
31 % 360 11,8, 29 (1960).

#32 ¢ SR, Parke, Davis & Co. AMSSREL TR IREIHASE B LB RS EHE - VERIHE
RSO SEREERS - I, a4, 4. HAEERZHNEOZEE BT
S (E R e IR TR EREE S BERE S - It RIEED Parke Davis
HHSETE Y - i BEEERESEHCEEHHECAE -390 US 149,
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SEEREER BOUER

Herald Co. 7 ILTEEINY » FH% » % H AR Ba1K Herald Fi/3 it
FEHI% T » BSINEA T TS max. RPM 248 ; E L »
AFHE 1 81 Herald Co. WRIBHARTIZATEI o 3R » Bemovie
SRS Herald Co EHAMRMEEHATTES A7 o B

B.Max. RPM i {F f| 3£ # (facilitating collusion) 3 %

HLHBOES BAANE  PER R R R » B Herald Co.
FRR s B i T S FA AR T - B IESal E  » BT
b R R RS R R o RIS
max. RPM JS7E4: 82 min. RPM ARl FOBEPBUR o ¥ AT » B
ST — SR B R TR SRR T o
BS Y o BREMTREE BRI > S5 3R min RPM 2
B B R R B R A A T — I R
TGRSR o B

B TR R - WERTES » — B THEE—
BEE TSRS B WS THE T E /18 | (monoposony

337 39018, 149-50.
B34 1, a 153,

" Bz 4 o min RPM ATRALE TEF (arbltrage)??%%f{ &Tﬁ%ﬁrﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁﬂﬁi@(vmc
discrimination) ° ESMERAINERIEMIEEHIE 2 0EE - s B e =
BRZBRE - WERTMEEEE SRR B EME  (IRErSES
%o S BREER - HIUEETE  min ROM RESITRVEEGEFEHLLE - R
fi— BB E A E E AR - ERnTR ORI 2 AR Mt
Pl e, - fETTHIBRERBATEERY T ITMIEEN , (marketing inertia)ERER - AHRIBEEAZ N
HAAEET + 552438 HERBERT HOVENKAMP, FEDERAL ANTITRUST POLICY § 11.2 (1994); THOMAS R.
OVERSTREET, JR., RESALE PRICE MAINTENANCE: ECONOMIC THEORIES AND EMPIRICAL EVIDENCE 25-
31 (1983); Robert C. Steiner, The Nature of Vertical Restraints, 30 ANTITRUST BULL. 143, 177(1985).
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IR o SRS » B s FAS ISR

powen) B3R _E RS RYT B GRS RS I o 5 iR AR
BEAAEERHA RS o SEEEEE A T
e TR LR R TR o Staka s TR
DR 7 JCHh LT ST o e (eI T
B TR BT R s e R R R
BmrES MR R e R R s e o T — LR
$R4F min. RPM (/8 T SRR » FppRTE AR
R B R S LU s R » R - 1
R EESE R AR DR R R a2 B8
AL R AR E  fEEfa R » min RPM B
A IERERE R BB » R TR R o F
pegiveeh » B ISR E R B PR BB max
RPM §2 min. RPM HUHEHCRSE L% » FRERAFERATH min
RPM TR PR » BLL max. RPM 5
R I > PEEEAZER L  BERES - HIERERE

H36 © oveENKAMP, id, at § 11.2b; BLAIR & KASERMAN, ANTITRUST ECONowics 354 (1985); G. FRANK
MATHEWSON & RALPH A, WINTER, COMPETITION POLICY AND VERTICAL EXCHANGE 14 (1985). &
e T ERRELR, RN - B AR ° OVERSIREEL i,
- at 13; Robert Pitofsky, [n Defense of Discounters :  The No-Frills Case for a Per’ Se Rule Against
Vertical Price Fixing, 71 Geo. L. J. 1487, 1490 (1983).
Barbara Ann White, Black and White Thinking in the Gray Areas of Antirust: Tte Dismantling of
Vertical Restraints Regulation, 60 GEO, WASH. L. Rev. 1,42 (1991).

* OVERSTREET, supra note 35, at 20; Pauline M. Ippolito & Overstreet, AnEconomtc Assessment of the
Federal Trade Commission’s Case Against the Coming Glass Works, %), L. & TECON. 285, 29394
(1996).See also, Lester Telser, Why Should Manufacturers Want Fair Trade, 3 J. T & ECON. 86, 99-
105 (1960). A

B37 ¢

i£38
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EIRIR EILEA

T » R TR o
CMax.RPM R H2 M
BASR A ATERS max. RPM S AAMEMAHY 5 —E A
T 2 SIS aE - ST R sy
B o R R B R TR » T
S T SR BB T T o BT SR B R 9 TS B P (non-
price competition)Z Ak o LA SR IS DB )
14180 EL AR SRR A » T P O o &
.
D. Max. RPM & TS50 &5 | B
BEEFRE 5 TR U R B S ERGE LR
SBELN B S R A IR max. RPM e o
FEREEISERRR » S Albrecht ST RSO R » TR
B RS o PRI A AIRELL Albrecht RIS
B AR BEE o BAKTTS » max. RPM FIHEHEEE
RSB L DB BRI DSBS o 0 8T » Bk
Bep ek R SRR A - A AL E R —
EEER S L SR B e SR
TERTEE ; LB max. RPM SME—FTAG IE 7457 BB A A 7

rE-ﬂo 41

1l

"9 300 US. 152:53.
REAO* 4 at1ss.
HAL G at 154,
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BEES S 0 FHEREN ARSHEERMISNE

III. Albrecht £ B #3t

A B3 7 #h3F

ey > HATREERS SRR B
HESRE TS S » 2 Albrecht ZERMEEE F{E LT MEHER RS
B o

H—» ¢ FSRERRH D B - EEBIREERATIL T 58
| BB REINGNP RN PUE max. RPM EEEAMEM min.
RPM 7 SR » S o — TR Ml T AR R o 3%
Al Harlan KEEREREEREHE » AEMEFELIE mex
RPM T RAJRE#EY: » Tife max. RPM BTEURE (always
illegal) o 4 Pl » EHEAHRH max. RPM SUBRBEEIRZHEY
fRp TEAENE S | RIS RS BERTHER T
RSB | RS TR o BRF » BRI B0 ISR
Z AR ETEA » TIFRSETHE max. RPM BBEIEE » TiteELIR
BL—E TR BES—E TR S MELTEE . B
TERERT » RS RIS E R B » Herald fESS
R B R & BRI T PV B R e
DUSEIIELR SR o B4 SRT » SER SR ST BRI Z IS T 4s

a4

B2 4 Haan KEERESEE RS BB IR, SR Held 2 55 BRI 55
T, B Herald B ARSI R S £ B BT ERAEE. BRI ENY $580Rs
) R AE R ERE,  Seeid, at 160-61.

3T 1 at 165,

7 acqueline Dowd, Note, Application of the Antitrust Laws to Newspaper Distribution System:; The
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REURER BB JUEA

o BSACHCITR Herald FTTRE2 I REHTREL o ¥4 gyt
B » max. RPM SEFLERINELPELIRR " MmS | ML
Sl AT o |

- BT (EREBRCTEE - BRiEbig max. RPM 2T
R SREE min. RPM E R » HEmEURAERS - SEBElE SRET 3 max.
RPM $Rt—BILZ S ATAELI BB B min RPM 387 E R
$k o WA Harlan KEXERTE » BTARF min. RPM £ max. RPM #
EEST EMEREREE MR RERTIER » BREL
“&5 HE{L4H7 (substitute blindness for analysis) © =47 ZEF | 5 £
R EERMERERETRCTENR o Bk » MR
EEbATE  ERmEEERRIIFPRE HER B AR - H
SRR E B R S ER R - AAMEBDS min RPM » max. RPM ifi
RENBBEFERAEMAFRESER  RREEAT R &=
ERSTA GBS RAR o 5 HETRRATE N HSRE
£ o ¥ max RPM ERFIRERE s Tk " RE, B8
B4 » BRI ER — B BRI DR E R B R R S » M

Sherman Act Turmed on lis Head, 38 U. FL. L. REV. 479, 483 (1986).

B Horlan SEERES - BN SEALERIBTTAS TR ) (compactnes)BIEIR - LURAFHERE
RABARVBRE R BERISE TS RTS8 AR -
390 U.S. 166. AR RS iA T BB EERAMEREI B R 5) - HsmRAs
BUE, A ERR R B E AR - A, 18 T B8 & | (natural
monopoly) KB T HE SR HS - BE  NEE > BENIES  H—AN0%E
E1 S HTBANERAS - ILSE  tAIEIRG T TS EE P E 2 A - SRR
EE¥ 7 N + see, Dowd, id., at 483-86.

BH46 %300 U.S. 166-67.
BT a5,

A48 Dowd, supra note 44, at 492.
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AN 5 - HIpIEsy - MR R EEARMITNE

PR E MR B A
H= o B LS S ER(E » AR N
SETR I ENRS - TR I RRAERT max. RPM > FE(THER
R MR o TSRS —EAE I R TR
BT BB R AR BB E R S T W e
(equilibrium) o ﬁﬁﬁﬁ;}ggﬁg:ﬁ s YR R0 EEER
TSR o Wit > Mt AT E L BRNEH
R ETTRE BT 2 A > E R R E R SRR ILER
ST R B ST R R AL B o %
MR SR - s R s E AT AT OR
IS S IR TR AR - IRBEEERR b max.
RPM ARG I e B R e/ - BRRRRE
1 max. RPM B SAUSTRNER » DifemyE TR BB
EREC T o B8 LEENGHE - HEEETHRRNER
R AR SERA Y T BB 8 M1 (predatory
pricing)f975 = » BIREEERIBES THgme o BlER

B9 Easterbrook, supra note 5, at 889.

RS0 P St B E T T B AT + B 1B SRR Chicago School 23
2 BT » 10 Easterbrook EIFARS - — EAGE CEASRS S F RIS - FA AR
C ERIEHIRIRT R RS ERNORIN - MRS R e R MMATEEE  MEH
PMBETR LRSS - AR SRR ARG » SRR
BRI B B —JE TR (irrational ) Z B3R 4ENE - Easterbrook, /redatory  Stialegies and
Counterstrategies, 48 U.CHI. L. REV. 263, 269 (1981). i3k » 7 " FE/at <game}heo§y>2
B B SR B R I R I RS - FERTERPLE - R
RBE TSR AT BB csymmetric)lt + RUBTRSEH TG e fl‘éﬁfﬁi&@uﬁﬁ??i
B PO IBE - TR PR AT B - ARRAERZ BRI« W2
41 AlvinK. Klevorick, The Current State of the Law and Economics of Fredatory Fricing, 83 AM.
ECON. REV.162 (1993)(Papers and Proceedings). '
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SRR S LHA

RS RS ER  AREA TS 35 SR A 55
BFRFE » B max. RPM ZRBnfEes MR o TR TR
BB H3R T S B RIS B R RO EE L » HEs bl
EIE Y BRI RR T RN TSR S S N A
#5108 max. RPM HEMERR AL SEAIREES o
B. Albrecht %#%@Tﬁm%zﬁ‘ﬁ

HifE Albrecht YEEREE 1B | RS PH - REEHRELRIH
Albrecht & SEACRIITEREAT » (HEIE T E A8 FEl o ES
— T B T A A S IR » S R B [T ST hETE
(antitrust injury)Z i%& » SIS Albrecht SEFTREEEZ AT
gk o

MEEE L [ RACRHEE | RS ATRAT
HE BB — BRSSP RS Brunswick Corp.
v. Pueblo Bowl-O-Mat, Inc.—ZEHFRENLE SRR o ™' WK
— B (Brunswicl PREEEIREGF S S RARRAD WBIRE
TR SRS SIS TR AR 2
FERBPE B BEN TS » RSB o B9
Yok > REABEHENL T S ERTR A RRAZ S - BRI
SEME L2 IR SR R R RGO

RN,  ETERNE SR o max. RPM PEE ERTRENFIF BSRRET
TIR&IE M (limit pricing) & FELABEIRTTES 7 TB7ESES - L. SULLIVAN, HANDBOOK OF THELAW
OF ANTITRUST, 211 (1977). fHEZ + A TIRHIEE, T #ARSHEEEEEERAZ
b SREREEFTETRE & fEAE R ﬁiﬁ{:?ﬂ@?iﬁ%%m%ﬂj o WIBERTHEERILE
£ E@Aﬁ'ﬁ‘%iﬁ%ﬁm%ﬁézwﬁ : ,

BESL Y 499 11,8, 477, 489 (1977).
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HBIEESS S 0 HRIER ARFTUEESEEFNE

WEHSER o BOITE - ERBEARLBHERT - A BE
st B RRRHTEES o §LB TTH > HAR RS R RAAY
), TIRE VAR A CTRERES)  EREES. A
| B AVRE AR E AT R YIS EY
| JyEE R (competition) TS (competitor) o
BRI L IRGERTTS - T S CHIETEE | [ AR
max. RPM 4 » SIS ECERB T 5 » RELFRENE ©
# Jack Walters & Sons Corp. v. Morton Building, Inc. > ™" #§5
: Morton EjH &3\ (prefabricated)Bd s BUER MK & Walters 75hn
| RS » Walters WBBEEHRATEE
Morton iy BSCIEERMECES MG BB EER RS
YEB); W ETIIRE Morton ¥ BEASAHESAEHEREF(RNTEE]
A o M PRSI Y » Morton MG HERE
TG o ERILITHIFEREE KRB EME » Morton FER
wonm BEETEEERTRG RS o BEE - P
SRR E Morton DUBHERBES HH IS0 1 BONERE
TR o B B » B M R R R T R e T ST
%o Walters 7 » Morton Z TS EVR SIS IS # B
BT EREE—EZHUE
AR PR GEERS o S S EAER G - £

F52 % 737 12d 698 (7", Cir. 1984).
B3 1, at 701,
HS 1 706,
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SEEERIR FLEA

B R SHATEEE Posner IREELALIT S BLE PR S 8

H— » ERERE Morton 2 » HHASETA L E AT AT
ML RERE S REATR TS » DUBE (EHIE Morton 2
BEd o 4k Posner IREZ B » FREGEIZ 5 » RISIRASIST
BRI R T U ETHRERT o REFII2E
H » MR i S S R A I & 5 ] E B B R ST
7E o 55

HZ s JIBTATE » 1 Albrecht —ZEep > BB 5E max. RPM
REFMEEY — » A A TE LB AR RS T L A
{tio Posner HREFAES » HIEHBEES SRR » 14 1977 B Eklny
42 Continental TV., Inc. v. GTE Sylvania, Inc. 55—2% » ERES
EWF o HRTE Sybvania —FH » BEEbES TR EE SRS
I VIR TR AEES ) (intrabrand competition) IR B
ERREER | DR E T T BRI E TR TR
Bk AR TS S T SRR BENR SR 51 »
RPIRAIBIRA T SR B EHIA RS TThEM: o BHME » max.
RPM {ERERRE IR EIE T SRS S » LU I Fss
TR A 72 et » ETIRREBISAUEIRNT © ® Posner 38
7 » EfS Morton IBSRSS EEMAHRITEASL SR » EHR

ikss5
£56

Id, at 708
433 US. 36 (1977).
BT % 737 7,24 706,
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HARIESS S 0 SLEIpIEN - MEFHEEBMEENE

AR FEE7R Morton MBS IIE MG E—ER G AT 5
1@%@7 TRy | AT » ¥ max. RPM iRENERE SIS
R ARG o
HES #bE Morton FREHRITRIMEEEZITRER » Walters
R R B E AT AR NS o Posner HETR
o BTG I0R » TR AU B R T
W, RIS — SRR » PSS EASEIE » Walters Z SRCATLRA
BEARTION o ERAKIREEETR S EET (R
B 2R SRR R AR 1 » Walters T
15 BRI SRR o B9
Jack Walters Fiig2 R HISHE#Z. Indiana Grocery, Inc. v,
Super Value Stores, Inc. EOFFEAE o IR & RN RBIENRZH
I » FIEBHO ELAR (indianapolis) 6 2 RETIT AR © SLRSTREASH
R S e S T B R PR
5% o %! 4R Indiana Grocery KSR BT RIS »
{BEEBRR max, RPM B TSR, » BUCFTHRHEEA
R B 5 A R T2 AR S AR S BT R AR R
. B AR T OERTEE | BEREEEARER

RSB b at 707,
§59 ¢

737 .24 709.
FE60 864 F.2d 1409 (7" Cir. 1989).
6L * 1. at 1416,
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EIRERFR HISUER

A o BLHEER Albrecht §IFk max. RPM 2 RETHFETHE o 59
SRT » LR B R R b R GRS o R -
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Successive Monopoly, Collusion, and Maximum Resale

Price Maintenance

Andy C. M. Chen

Abstract

It had been held for decades by the U.S. Supreme Court that
agreements between manufacturers and distributors fixing the
maximum resale price levels were per se illegai under the Sherman Act.
The Court relinquished such a view in State Oil v. Kahn of 1997 and
declared in that case tﬁat maximum resale price maintenance would be
reviewed under the rule-of-reason standard. State Oil reveals a trend

under which the Court gradually departs itself from basing antitrust

decisions primarily on the mechanical application of established legal .

docfrines such as the freedom to determine one’s own prices. Instead,
functional analysis in the sense that the legality of maximum resale
price maintenance be determined by an evaluation of its potential
market impacts would now be relied upon more favorably by the Court
in trials. Not only will this change of reviewing standard be
meaningful for antitrust practitioners, it also represents a re-

consideration from the Court regarding antitrust regulators’ quite

99



SEEURIR HEIUER

critical view on any price agreement among market paﬂicipants.

This article intends to present a detailed introdﬁction and analysis
of this issue from both economic and legal points of view. With
respect to economic theories, I focug on how procompetitively
maximum resale price maintenance could be used to -resolve the
“successive monopoly” problem and how, according to the Supreme
Court, it could be abused to facilitate collusion. In light of legal
theories, I will first offer a historical account of how the per se rule was
applied to cases concerning maximum resale price maintenancé, in
particular the Albrecht rule, followed by a analysis of the lower courts’
modification of the reasoning in Aibrecht developed to accommodate
the rising criticisms of that case. In addition, the Court’ s holdings in
State Oil will be introduced in this part.

I conclude this article wif.h a discussion on how American
experience could shed light on the enforcement of Article 18 of the

Fair Trade Law in Taiwan.
Key Words : Maximum ‘Resale Price Maintenance; Successive Monopoly,

Collusion, Predatory Pricing, Sherman ;{}ﬂct,.; Per Se Illegal, Rule

of Reason
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The Study of Department of France

Lue Yue - Cherng

Abstract

In France, Department is not only a hierarchy level of local
administration, but also a combination of ideas of centralization and
self- governance. This' paper will try to find out the characters of
Department and how it runs. At the same time, the author will also
compare the differences of institutions and functions between the legal
change of The Act of March 3, 1982, and study the meanings and

influences of Department.’

Key words: Department, France, Comparative institution,
Local government
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Introduction

Collaboration is often seen as one of the prominent driving forces
which will lead organizations: to evolve over time. In general,
collaboraﬁon is a purposive behavior of involved individuals who
intend to solve problems or to create or discover new areas of interest
by dealing constructively with differences and by being involved in
joint ownership (Schrage, 1995; Gray, 1989). In addition, the outcomes
of the collaboration should reflect group consensus rather than power
politics (McCaffrey et al., 1995). - In the past, collaboration research
has focused primarily on the individual, group, or intra-organizational
level. The collaborative relationships between or among organizations
were relatively ignored. However, since Powell (1990) explicitly
raised the importance of networks as a third form of governance
structures, recent research has shown increasing attention to exploring
the phenomenon of collaboration networks at the interorganizational
level (Osborn and Hagedoorn, 1997; Wood and Gray, 1991).

Research on‘qollaborative networks in the field of organizational
studies tends to address two major issues. The first issue concerns the
effects of collaboration on individual organizations as well as on all of
thé participant 6rganizations as a whole. That is, what advantages and
disadvantages does an interorganizational collaboration ténd to lead to?
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For examplé, it is widely recognized that collaboration through
networks can help organizations build sufﬁcient.re'sources, access
needed infonﬁation, and propose effective responses that are essential
for improving organizational flexibility (Liebeskind et al., 1996). As a
result, network collaborations will not only lead to greater
organizational learning abilityv and innovation (Hanssen-Bauer and
Snow, 1996; Powell et al, 1996; Macdonald, 1995), but will also
generate greater competitive advantages for participant organizations
(Dyer, 1996; Lewis, 1995). On the other hand, research has shown that
interorganizationai coljaboration may lead to some disadvantages. For
example, D’Aveni (1994) argues that there may exist a Trojan Horse
effect when today’s partners become tomorrow’s competitérs. Uzzi’s
research (1997) also shows that an embeddedness in collaborative
networks may result inb an extinction effect when there is an
unexpected loss of a network’s core organization.

Since positive effects of the collaboration can only result from
successful collaborative processes, many other scholars tend to focus
on a second issue which relates to the process of interorganizational
collaboration. Research in this area tends to investigate critical_ factors
associated with collaborétivg processes. For example, Gray (1985)

developed a process model and listed twelve optimum conditions
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which tend to facilitate interorgénizational collaboration during three
‘successive phases of the process. In a similar vein, Larson (1992)
highlighted the importance of reputation, trust, reciprocity, and mutual
interdependence in the process of network formation. Other scholars,
on the other hand, have tried to explicate the processes of collaboration
formatio_n from a more dynamic perspective. For example, Logsdon
(1991) described two patterns of evolution-in the formation of cross-
sectoral collaboration. Gulati’s (1995) exploration of how social
structure, other than strafegic interdependence, affects interfirm
alliance formation patterns provides another explanation of how and
why firms form collaboration networks.

While previous studies focusing on either the effects or the
processes of collaboration are important for accumulating knowledge
énd providing 'insights about interorganizational collaboration, none of
these studies provides a satisfactory explanation about when
collaborators will participate in or drop off from collaboration.
Moreover, most research in the literature tends to describe the
phenomenon based on a linear-style of thinking. However, as the
theory iof punctuated equilibrium has shown that organizational
transformation processes can be nonlinear and discontinuous
(Romanelli andTushman, 1994; Gersick, 1991), we may also need to

question whether the processes of interorganizational collaboration can
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also be nonlinear and discontinuous. If so, the questions of when the
discontinuity happens and what factors tend to cause the discontinuity
may’ becomé important for us to understand interorganizational
‘collaboration in more depth. Based on this concern, this research was
conducted as an exploratory study for the purpose of delving into the
phehomenoh of network 'collab;)ration. The study attempted to use
nonlinéar thinking as another lens for examining the issue of
interprganizational collaboration,

In this project, the collaborative relationships among a technology
center and its parfners wefe examined. The Technology Center (The
Center) waé created by a north-eastern state government in the early
nineties, and is located at a research university in the state capital.
According to its mission statement, the Center pursues new ways of
applying computing and cor;lmunication technologies to the practicgl
problems of information management and service delivery in the
public sector. The Center not only provid'és state and local agencies the
ability to experiment with innovative technology solutions at low costs
and risks, but also devotes efforts to institutionalize learning by
accumulating all projects into a more general frameworlf which'\;vill
benefit other organizations in the public sector. The Center 's projects

are carried out through étrategic partnerships among government
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agencies, technology corporations, and university faculty and students.‘
Operating within tﬁe framework of é public-private-academic
partnership, the Center and its partners form a problem-solving and
knowledge-building network. The purpose of this research is to explore
two mutﬁally exclusive behaviors in the collaborative process—
collaboration and noncollaboration—by examining the variation of
relationships between The Center and its partners. A static view:

concerning the linkages and the reciprocal relationships in this network

can be illustrated in Figure 1.

The
Technology
Center

Figure 1 Network Relationships of the Technology Center and Its Partners

To uncover the essence of collaboration, the focus of this research
is to examine the following research questions. First, what factors are
perceived to be important by potential collaborators in deciding
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whether they will engage in collaboration or not? Second, what are the
effects on collaboration formation and terminétion' of the interactions
among these factors? Finally, what constraints may exist that would
discourage parties.from participating in thé collaboration?

In ;che following sections, the structural and process factors which
are féund to be impbrtant for successfully building collaborative
relationships will be discussed based on existing literature. Then, the
- research methods for conducting this study will be briefly reported.
Based on the findings derived from data analyses, possible answers to |
the above research questions Will be proposed. Finally, this paper‘will
suggest important issues that may need to be further studied in the

future.

Collaboration and Network

Many people may associate the concept of collaboration with
networks. Nevertheless, they are in effect two different concepts and
should be distinguished. Network implies a structure, while

collaboration is a process. Individuals, groups, or organizations may
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need to collaborate through a network structure; simply presenting the
structure may not necessarily lead to céllabbration. Therefore, to study
collaboration in a netwofk, we may ne;:d to pay attention to both the
_ structure which will influence the collaborative behaviors and -the

processes in which the actual behaviors occur.
.

A

Network as a Structure for Attaining Collaboration

Networks can“exist in many forms. For example, Gerlach (1992)
depicted three patterns of Japanese keiretsu types of networks—
intercorporate  alliances, financial centrality, and industrial

. interdependence. Perrow (1992) illustrated small-firm networks as
consisting of distributors, producers, services and finances, supplies,
raw materials, and customers. Burt (1992) presénted networks with
different structural holes which .represent the number of nonredundant
relationships between twb contacts. Kerwood (1995) described a hub
and satellite network arrangement which demonstrates a radiation type
of interorganizational links. H'owever,‘ since networks are usually seen

as socially constructed (Granovetter, 1992), no matter what the
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structure is, how the participants perceive the network to be may be a

more important issue to address.

Weak Ties and Strong Ties

The perception of the participants may be divided into two
categories. First, the substance and type of ties between and among
individual partners may have significant implications for each of their
actions (Nohria, 1992). Weak ties imply that partners do not interact as
| frequently as those people who are connected with strong ties (Burt,
1992; Krackhardt, 1992). In addition, weak ties may be wuseful for
providing people with access to information, while strong ties are more
helpful for dealing with crises and uncertéinty (Krackhardt, 1992). Ina
simﬂar vein, fhe theory of strﬁctural holes argues that the most
efficient-effective network should be one which has the least redundant
contacts so as to obtain the greatest information and control benefits
(Burt, 1992). According to these arguments, the strength of ties will
tend to affect the outcomes of collaboration, depending on whether the
focus of the proposed collaborative efforts is on inforrﬁation search or
on uncertainty reduction.
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The Role of the Central Organization

The second part of the participants’ perception that may be of
equal -or greater iniportance is the rele of the central organization
which performs a critical function for initiating and facilitating the
collaborative actions (Kerwood, 1995; Waddock and Post, 1995;
Rosenkopf and Tushman, 1994; Brown, 1991; Wood and Gray, 1991;
TI“iSt, 1983). This organization, using Kerwood’s .(1995) term, is the
hub which is responsible for coordinating the collaborative actions,
while other participants are referred to as satellites and can only be
linked to the huE; i.e., the links between each participants can only
occur through the hub. Identically, Wood and Gray (1991, p. 150)
define the central organization as a convener which should have the

" following five abilities: (1) to be able to “induce stakehoiders to
participate;” (2) to be perceived by participants as legitimate to have
“the authority to orgaﬁize the domain;” (3) to be able to hold “an
unbiased, even-handed approach to the problem domain;” (4) to be
able to “appreciate the potential value of collaborating, envision a
purpose to organizing the domain, and establiéh a collaborative process
and context;” and (5) to be able to convince all s.takeholders’that the -
identified participants “have the right and the capacity to participate in
the collaboration.”
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According to the literature, the two structural factors—the strength
of ties and the roles of the hub or the convener rhay have critical effects
on the successful establishment of collaborative actions. However, to
make ‘ghe collaboration analysis useful, we may also need to pay
attention to the factors which are considered as necessary f;)r
developing a positive collaborative atmosphere in the interactive

process among all participants.

Collaboration as an Interactive Process in the Network

In network analyses, two groups of variables are often seen as
important for describing and explaining‘ behaviors in the network. On
the one hand, attributes imply “intrinsic charactéristics of people,
objects, or events” (Knoke and Kuklinski, 1982, p. 10). .On the other
hand, relationéhips refer to “actions or qualities that exist only if two or
more entities are considered together” (Knoke and Kuklinski, 1982, p.
10). Although attributes tend to éigniﬁcantly affect participants’
behaviors in a network, relational measures also contribute greatly to

our understanding about network behaviors in the sense that they can
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capture emergent propertiesk of the system that cannot be easily
uncovered simply by aggregating Athe' attributes of individual
participants (Knoke and Kuklinski, 1982). In the iiterature, both
attribute and relational factors héve been elaborated for building

theories regarding the collaborative process.

Interests and Interdependence

‘Among the attribute factors, scholars most often identify interests
that can be or might be satisfied from the collaboration and the
participants’ perceived interdependence with other organizations to be
two basicl elements which affect participants’ willingness to participate.
For example, Powell et al. (1996) point out that organizations tend to
make their decision to collaborate with other organizations based on
calculations involving risk versus return. Guiati (1995) argues that
organizations that have the need to obtain resources such as money,
specialized skills, access to certain markets, or stronger strategic
position with the help of other orgarﬁzations are more likely to
participate in collaborative actions. Therefore, the pefceptidn of an

organization regarding its strategic interdependence is a key driver of

interorganizational collaboration. Gray (1985) also listed relatively
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high benefits/costs ratio and degree of recognized interdependence as
two of the important conditions for facilitaﬁng -interorganizatidnal
collaboration.

Based on these two major factors (i.e., interests and
interdependence), Logsdon (1991) proposed two pétterns of evolution
in the formation of interorganizational collaborations (see Figure 2)-
She assumes that when both factors get to a high level, the
collaborative potential will also become greater. The first pattern,
shown in the figure as Pattern A, moves along the path from low .
interdependence/low interest to high interdependence/low interest to |
high interdependence/high interest. The second pattem, Pattern B,
moves along the path from low interdependence/low interest tO low

interdependence/high interest to high interdependence/ high interest.

Perceived interdependence

Low High
Pattern A
Low
|
Interest o
l
: v
High | = =—=—==—~— i
Collaborative
Pattern B potential

141



SR BAER 35 FUER

Figure 2 Patterns of Evolution in the Formation-of Interorganizational Collaborations
(Adapted from Logsdon, 1991, p. 31)

Trust, Reciprocity, and Asymmetry

Relational factors are those which depict “the relationships
perceived by the participants. Three relational factors may be worth
mentioning in this study. First, trust is a fundamental factor that is
seen as having an effect on collaborative behaviors (Smith et al., 1995).
For example, Fukuyama (1995, p. 25) argues that “[c]lommunities
depend on mutual trﬁst and will not arise spontaneouslyv without .it.” .
According to his viewpoint, contracts can help to bring strangers to

| work together without any basis for trust, but oniy when trust exists,
can the collaborative activities become efficient. By the same token,
Nooteboom et al. (1997) argue that besides self-interest and coercion,
trust has a complementary effect that will function to strengthen the
basis of cooperation. In the investigation of tmét in collaborative
processes, scholars find‘that there is a virtuous circlg beMeen trust and
collaboration. ~ That is, trust in the past leads to successful

collaboration, which in turn leads to trust in the future and further
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collaboration (Hosmer, 1995; McCaffrey et al., 1995). To illustrate
this perspective, Mayer et al. (1995) proposed a model of trust which
connects factors of perceived trustworthiness (i.e., ability, benevolence,
and integrity), trustor’s propensity, trust, perceived risk, risk taking in
relationship, aﬁd outcomes to form a feedback loop. This model,
however, is a little different from the virtuous circle depicted above.
That is, whether or not trust in the past leads to trust in the future will
depend on whether or not past trust leads to positive or negative
outcomes. If the outcomes resulting from trust are negative, a vicious
circle instead of a virtuous circle will emerge in the next round of
collaboration.

Alternatively, reciprocity and asymmetry are two factors which
méy result iti opposite effects on collaboration. According to Oliver’s
(1990) arguments, reciprocity emphasizes collaboration on the basis of
mutually beneficial interests. Asymmetry, on the other hand, tends to
drive an organization to exert power, influence, or control over other
participants. As a result, the asymmetrically motivated organization
searches for collaboration opportunities in the attempt to achieve its
own interests at the expense of others (Logsdon, 1991; Oliver, 1990).

However, this driving force of one organization may make other
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participants less willing to pérticipate in the collaboration. When
asymmetry exists, it is less likely that the collaboration is reciprocal.
Since all factors relating to attributes and relationships are
assumed to be crucial for creating effective collaboration, whether all
of them ﬁéve equal effects on interorganizational collaboration or
whether some factors have greater w’eights‘ than the other may need to
be further examined. In addition, whether some factors may dominate
in the collaborative process over time or whether they tend to shift
dominance when they interact in different collaboratiqn stages can be
‘another issue to explore. Some plausible findings for answering these

questions are reported below.

Research Methodology

This research used qﬁalitative methods to investigate the
collaborative process of the Technology Center and its partners. In
total, 31 interviews were conducted. The interview questions were
open-ended. When interviewees used a term whose meaniﬁg was not
clear or had ambiguous implications, related questions would follow to |

ask them to clarify what the term meant. The interviewees are
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associated with the four groups of stakeholders (i.e., agency, vendors,
faculty members, and the staff of the Center) in the collaborative
process.  Most interviewees were selected because they have
participated in the same project. By comparing and examining their
answers to the same questions under the same situation, it is possible to
cross-check whether what had been described by any individual is the

collectively perceived reality or a biased individual response.

Analyses of transcribed intérviews are based on the procedures and
techniques of the grounded theory approach developed by Strass and
Corbin (1990). By coding the participants’ descriptions about the
collaborative processes, major themes emerged in the initial stage of
data analysis. Then, the major themes were connecteel to demonstrate
the behavior patterns of the collaborative processes. Based on these
behavior patterns, a conceptual model was formulated to illustrate the
. possible interactive effects of the critical factors associated with

collaboration.
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Relative Interests as Collaborators’ Primary Concern

Interests and interdependence are two attributes of the partic;ipants
that have been identified in the literature as crucial for initiating and
sustaining collaboration (Logsdon, 1991). If there were no interests
that were perceived to exist, theré would be no coliaboration. In
addition, if the achievement of the interests did not need to depend
upon the collective actions of other partners, collaboration could also
be unnecessary. ‘Therefore, only if participants perceive their own
interests can be achieved in the collaborative process, can thf:

collaboration become possible.

In Search of Self-interests

In fact, all interviewees who had been working on the Center’s
projects acknowledged that the possible personal and organizational
benefits that might be achiéved from the collaboration ~were: théir
primary concern in making collaboration decisions. For yexample, asa
manager of the Center pointed ouf, it is important for the Center to get

* constant financial support from -the State government, to obtain
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recognition in the research community, and to keep a steady and rapid
grpwth. In the public sector, the people from the participant agencies
tend to consider improving the agency’s performance and learning
from collabotative processes to be two of the most important reasons
for them to participéte in the cbllaborative activities.
The decisiop-making processes of business organizations are more
v profit-oriented. ~ Before making collaboration decisions, business
" people would carry out cost-benefit analyses by identifying relative
investment, . controlling risks, and evaluating the time frame. For
éoxjporations which are new to the State market, building initial
relationships with potential clients of the State agencies is perceived to
be important for them in terms of getting access-to the market.
‘Al'.ternatively, companies that have already “established good
.relationships with State agencies tend to be more concerned about
, ‘Whether or not the collaboration will generate a growth of future sales
and profits. Since the interests of the businesses tend to vary over
tirhe, the same incentive may not be able to result in collaborations at
all time.
The reasons for faculty members’ decisions to be invol%d in
collaboration also vary among individﬁal faculty members. Some

faculty members pointed out that they decided to participate in the
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collaboration based on altruistic reasons such as making contributions
to government or supporting the needs of their students. However,
they also acknowledged that these reasons were not strong bases which
would lead to sustaining collaborative relationships. They indicated
that nothing could be more important than doing valuable research for
academic people. Therefore, most faculty members tend to emphasize
that the most attractive factor for them to be involved in continuous
collaborative relationships is conducting valuable research which
satisfies their research interest§. When there are not constant research
'questions being asked across different stages of collaboration, it will be
difficult to get academic people invplved in the collaboration in thé
long run.

Based on the interviewees’ opinions discussed above, the self-
interests pursued by different participants of the collaborative network
can be summarized in Table 1.

Table 1 The Most Important Self-interests Pursued by Individual

Participants
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Participant - Self-interests

The Center e Obtaining constant financial support
° Building reputation in the community
, o Keeping steady and rapid growth
‘Agency e Improving perférmance .
' ¢ Learning in collaborative processes
Business o Building initial relationships with potential clients
e Increasing short-term and long-term sales

Academics o Conducting valuable research

Perceived Interdependence

. Interdependence is a feeling of individual collaborators that
collective actions are necessary for them to realize their respective self-
interests. If individual collaborators do not feel that their self-igterests
are aligned with' the collaboration, they will not perceive their success
to be dependent upon the success of the collaboration. On the other
hand, even though the collaboration does sétisfy the interests of the

. participants to an extent, if the interests are not greater than other

interests which can be obtained from other sources, the feeling of
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interdependence may not be strong enough to make the collaboration
come true.

In the collaborative network examined in this research; it is
obvious that the Center has the strongest dependence on fhe success of
collaboration. Without any partners to participate, the Center may not
be able to exist since initializing collaboration is its primary function.
A manager of the Center pointed out, “We were created to be problem
solvers and relationship builders.” Apparently, the interests of the
Center are embedded in the success of collaborative activities. Both its
subsequent funding and growth are determined by its ability to
initialize and maintain effective collaborations. Therefore, once thé
State government does not consider the work of the Center to be
worthwhile, the Center’s future may not be durable.

State agencies are also supposed to depend on the collaborative
activities to a certain extent because they need the other partners to
help them solve performance problems, or at least to provide chancés
for them to learmn about new technologies. Neyertheless, if they find
that they cannot get anything new from the collaboration, it is also
likely that they will tend to defect from further collaboration. For
example, the reaction of an unsatisfied agency was described by a

manager of the Center:
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Theré was one project that we -ended up having to terminate
because we just couldn’t get the level of agreement with the
agency about what we would do in the project, and what the
prototype should be. We never weth to prototype on that
project. We never iinplemented even a frial system of what
they wanted. In part, I think, it was a difference in objectives.
They wanted a certain thiﬁg. We wanted to do a different

thing. We just couldn’t agree [with each other].

For corporations, the feeling of interdependence may not be so
strong as they are for the Center and the agency, depending on what
interests they are pursuing. -When a corporation intends to Euild initial
relationships with its clients in the State market, it may care more
about exploring sales opportunities than gaining short-term, direct
benefits. However, if relationship-building is not a vendor’s major

"concern, a project that will not lead to profitable interests does not
ihéke any sense unless its investment can be held to a minimal level.
An interviewee who had represented his company to participate in the
collaboration explained the possible decisions of his company toward

future collaborations:
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Today, those reasons [for us to participate] would not be the
same. At the time, those were the reasons...[Now], I would not

get involved in something that is not one of our core strengths.

It appears that faculty members tend to have the low_ést fesling
regarding interdependence with other collaborators. Since faculty
members have more freedom to choose the research in which they are
interested, their embeddedness in the collaboration is minﬁmum. A
faculty member who is also a former staff of the Center told of his
experience in the collaborative process:

I have a lot more control over the project [that I am working
on]. I know where it’s going, I can connect it to my teaching
and research interests clearly.... It turned out that other
opportunities have been as interesting or more interesting than

the opportunities that have come up from the Center.

From the discussions stated above, ‘we may find that different_
levels of embeddedness in the network collaboration tend to determine
the participants’ psrceived interdependence.” For the Center aﬁd the
agency whose success relies more on the success of the collaboratioﬁ,
their perceived interdependence can be fairly hlgh Corpofate and

academic partners, on the other hand, often have more alternatives to:
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satisfy their interests. Table 2 - summarizes the perceived
interdependence of different collaborators in the network.

Table 2 Perceived Interdependence of Individual Participants

Participant - Perceived Interdependence

The Center  High
Agency Moderately high-
Business Moderately low to Moderate

Academics  Low to Moderate

For rational collaborators, the calculation of the ratio between
collaboration interests and alternative interests is their primary concern
which determines whether or not they will be involved in the

- collaborative activity. ~ Specifically, potential collaborators (e.g.,
corporate and academic pafmers) who have a higher degree of freedom
in selecting alternative ways to achieve their goals tend to perceive
‘their dependence on the collaboration to be lower. For these potential
partners, only if the relative interests (i.e., collaborative interests versus
alternative interests) are high, will they possess a higher level of
willingness to collaborate. Otherwise, they‘ may choose to do some
other work rather than partgicipate in collaboration. Since perceived

relative interests are determined by two external variables—interests
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provided by collaboration and by other sources, making the interests
provided by collaboration always outweigh the interests provided by
other sources may be necessary for initiating and reinforcing potential

collaborators’ willingness to participate in collaboration.

Trust as a Foundation for Collaboration

Relative interests are preconditions based on which potential
collaborators will assess their need to be involved in a collaboration.
Alternatively, trust as a relational factor may have greater effects in
determining potential collaborators’ willingness to participate in a
collaboration. People will still collaborate without trusting each other,
providing that external control mechanisms exist to punish the trustee’s
deceitful behavior, or the involvement in .collaboration does not have
significant adverse.impacts on the trustor, or the trustee’s interests
apparently coincide with the trustor’s interests (Mayer et al., 1995). In
most cases, if potential collaborators do not believe that their
investment Will result in éxpected payback, they will be less willing to

collaborate; even though some relative interests can be derived from
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the collaboration. In this section, factors which are foundto affect trust

between collaborators will be discussed.

Trust and Risk Taking

Trust can be seen as an individual collaborator’s willingness to
take risks (Mayer et al,, 1995). Specifically, trust is necessary when
the involvement in collaboration may lead to significant risks to the
partiéipants. Therefore, whether potential collaborators trust each
other before and during the process of collaboration can have
significant effects on the success of the collaboration.

In general, research has found thaf successful interaction in the
past, the frequency of interaction, and trustees’ professioﬂal credentials

" were assumed to be positively associated with trust (Mayer et al., 1995;
McAllister, 1995). In the cases that have been examined, existing
relationships between the agency and the businesses, between the
agency and faculty members, and between‘ faculty members and the
Center’s staff did make the initialization of a collaboration become

easier. In other cases, frequent interactions between the Centerl and its

155



SHER AR B LA

potential partners have also helped to improve mutual understanding,
hence making the collaborations become more likely. As to the
trustee’s professional credentials, since the Center plays a central role
in initializing the collaboration, it is more impértant for the Center than
for other partners to possess this property. As a maﬁager of the Center
pointed out, the Center had tried very hard to become a professional in
its project management so as win trust from all the partners, He said:
Part of it for us project managers is to lay out a project plan and
a role for them that rﬂakes sense. To a certain extent, if they
trust us, they would trust the other partners that We b:réilght into
the project. So, I think that having them trust us is the most
important piece because then we say, “Well, so and so is gonna
do this.” If we say it, then it must be okay. So I think the most.

important piece is having them trust us as the project managers.

Since the individual participants who had been working on the
Center’sv projects might not know each other at the beginning of the
collaboration, the orily one they could trust would be the Center.
Therefore, we may assume that the partners’ collaborative experiehces
with the Cénter will be ~the most important foundation for them to

determine whether the Center is trustworthy or not. The feeling of
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trustworthiness toward the Center will in turn determine how much risk

the participants are willing to take in future collaborations.

‘Reciprocity and Asymmetry

Reciprocity and asymmetry are two oppesite outcomeé of
collaboration perceived by collaborators. Reciprocity implies that all
collaborators are able to get their deserved stakes from  the
collaboration based on a mutually beneficial basis. Asymmgtry, on the
other hand, -implies that the free rider problem exists in the
collaboration and some collaborators’ interests are neglec’ged (Logsdon,
1991). When a collaborgtor’s trust toward other partners leads to
reciprocal outcomes, the trustor-trustee relationship may be further
“enhanced. However, if a collaborator’s trusting béhaviors lead to
asymmetrical outcomes, existing trust may be eroded (Mayer et al.,
1995). Below, we will examine whether different perceptions about

reciprocity and asymmetry exist in the collaboration.

In the Center, a maﬂager described ' their efforts of building

‘reciprocal collaborative relationships:
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We work very hard to be sure [that] everyone who is involved
is gettihg benefits that are commensurate wifh the investment.
Our corporate partners come back. Agencies are very happy
with what they get... We have five or si;( faculty members [with

whom] we work over and over again.

In the agency, interviewees felt that all partners had received a fair
stake from the collaboration. For example, an official déspribed her
experiences:

We have learned a lot, beyond what we thought we would....
[The vendors] donated the equipment to use at the Center. On
the other hand, they had a lot of ideas to help us. They helped
us see what we were trying to reach. They were very helpful.
In the University, the students were working side by side with
us. They did a lot of programming for us. They were really
good. All of them had equal parts. We wouldn’t be able to do

it without any of them.

Another public rﬁanager, on the other hand, claimed that both the
vendors and the faculty members had been benefited. She said: |

The vendors won aA good reputation iﬁ the proéess of
_codemonstrating the prototype. It worked out to benefit them a

lot. The public sector can provide research ideas to the faculty.
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While the Center and the agency perceive the collaboraﬁon‘tO be
reciprocal, business people and faculty members tend to hold different
views regarding reciprocity and asymmetry. A representative of a
corporate partner said: |

We did gain some recognition, but few led to subsequent sales.

However, I do think the project to be worthwhile.

With respect to academic collaborators, although a few faculty
members admitted that their participation in the collaboration did help
in setting an education égenda, making contributions to the State, and
fulfilling the service mission, most of them tended to see the outcomes
of the collaboration with the Center to be asymmetrical rather than
reciprocal. For example, a faculty member who had worlked on several
projects expressed his concern regarding the asymmetrical relationship:

I have never been able to get the Center to become interested in
any research topics that I find interesting. 1 feel that T am
often asked to work not as a consultant, B_ut as a benefactor. It
has never been clear and never worked out under what
circumstances the Center is really just asking me to donate my
time, and under what circumstances the Center wénts to treat

me as a consultant. -
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Another faculty member who also had recent experience with the
collaborative proc'essés holds a similar view. He described his feelings
toward the collaboration that was not based upon reciprocity but upon
asymmetry.

{W]hen you dealt with agencies, we were essentially giving
them something for free. They were participating in a project,
they were getting information on'a project that they were
interested in, and they were getting speciﬁc technology
pilots.... As it turned out, I don’t think there really were such a
strong set of constant questions being asked across the
projects.... There is really not a research question area, it’s just

a skill for application of those tools [that faculty already know].

Based on the experiences of different participants, their
perceptions about reciprocity and asymmetry can be summarized in
Table 3.

Table 3 Participants’ Perception about Reciprocity and Asymmetry

Participant Perceived Reciprocity and Asymmetry

The Center " Collaboration benefits all partners
Agency Collaboration benefits all partners
Business Moderate benefits for corporate partners

Academics Few benefits for academic partners
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Trust among Partners

After examining different partnefs’ perceptions regarding the
eollaborative outcomes, we may like to know whether individual
participants’ perceptions about the level of trust among partners also
vary. Two managers in the Center described their feelings about the
itrust-building achievement. The first manager said:

I think we are seen as neutral, independent, and competent.

Therefore, we have certain level of trust coming in,

On the other hand, the second mahager theugh,t that trust between
academic partners and the Center may need to be reinforced:
I think that a reputation among faculty members [is] an area

v where trust hasn’t been established as much.

People in the agency and in the companies tend to erﬁphasize the
trust that has been built between agencies and vendors. For example, a
public manager pointed out: | |
In the process of doing this project, trust has beeh developed
between State agencies and vendors. Since we qemonstrated

the results of the project to all VIPs of the State Government,
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the demonstrations have provided opportunities for vendors 1o

get in touch with the people in the agencies.

A sales manager who has participated in doing the same project

expresses a similar feeling:
The relationships gain, the credibility gain, and the good work

that was done are fantastic.

Faculty members, in contrast, tend to hold a relatively negative
view concerning the asymmetrical collaboration. As a result, some of
~ them appear to be reluctant to retain the same level of trust toward the
Center’s collaborative efforts. A faculty member desc;ribed his

.. unpleasant experiences in a series of collaborations:
On an earlier project, 1 thought there might be a mutual
research interest that would start to develop...And when I
started working on a more recent project, I thought in fact I had
been promised that I'd be paid a lot more money fhan 1 was
eventually paid. So it’s jﬁst a matter of learning that these

things don’t develop as I am told in the meetings.

Another faculty member, on the other hand, seems to be little
uhhappy with the project management process. He said:
I have been working straight through for a week to meet the

deadline which really apparently wasn’t the deadline.
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As a matter of fact, most faculty members tend to agree that since
the projects had already been designed before they became involved,
théy ‘could ha've little chance to influence the direction of the research.
A faculty member used a passing train metaphor to describe his
experiences. According to his description, Vthe overall proj.ect is like a
passing train, and he jumps on fér some period of time, then jumps off
again while the train continues in motion. This might be the reason
why a significant number of faculty members displayed a relatively

lower level of trust toward collaborations initiated by the Center.

In general, we may find that participants who consider the
collaboration to be reciprocal tend to perceive a higher level of trust
existing among different parties. Conversely, participants who see the
collaboration as asymmetrical tend to possess a lower level of trust
toward other partners, esﬁecially toward the Center. The different
levels of trust of individual participants are exhibited in Table 4.

Table 5 Trust of Individual Participants

Participant The Level of Trust
The Center High

Agency High

Business High

Academics Low to moderate
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Potential Partners’ Willingness to Participate

~ Unless there are an infinite number of potential partners, it zﬂay be
reasonable to assume that the Center will need to cultivate a positive
collaborative relationship between itself and its partners so as to invite
the partners to continuously work on, subsequeht projects. Therefore,
whether potential partners are willing to participate in the Center’s
future projects may be the major issue which is of great interest to
explore.
In responding to this quesﬁon, public officials in the agency displayed
the greatest willingness to participate again. A r;xanager in the agency
answered:
I think it (i.e., to participate in collaboration again) depends on
how well it will pertain to our work and problems. My answer

is “yes, if....”

Business people also expressed a relaﬁvely higher willingness to
participate. However, they tend to make decisions by erhphasizing
théir business concerns. A vendor explained the difference of the
possible decisions between himself and his company:

My decision would be absolutély, if the project makeé sense for

" us.... [For my company,] it depends on how successful your
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first project was. If it was widely successful, and you bring the
perception to the company that as a result of this involvement,
we got x number of dollars in business. If that exists, it’s a

pretty easy decision. Oh, let do that again.

Due to the fact that faculty mémbers make decisions based on
individual experiences and interests, their willingness to participate has
displayed a greater level of variety. The responses of three faculty
members are used as examples: | |

Probably not...We just can’t seem to work out amy sort of

mutual research agenda.

If I were asked to participate in the way that I have participated,
I think I would have had a hard time to figure out what that

[project] was, and I wouldn’t [participate again].
It’s possible...if it coincides with my research géals.

To summarize the responses of the partners in the three grdups,
Table 5 summarizes their willingness to participate in the Center’s

future collaborative activities.
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Table 5 Potential Partners’ Willingness to Participate

Participant Willingness to Participate

Agency High
. Business Moderately high

Academics - Low to moderate

Interactive Effects of Perceived Relative Interest and

Trust

In the discussions stated above, we may find that there exists a
discrepancy in perceptions of the collaborative process and outcomes
“among different parties. How these perceptions of individual
participants Will affect their willingness to participate may be worth -
further investigating. Therefore, this section will analyze the collective
effect of perceived relative interests and trust on the willingnéss to

participate.
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A Linear Analysis of the Collective Effects

According to traditional linear analysis, the relationship of the
three variables méy be speculated as: When both values of perceived
relative interest and trust are high, potential participants will tend to
collaborate. ~ Otherwise, they will tend not to 'participate in
collaboration. This éssumption is illustrated in Figure 3. Nevertheless,
it is unclear whether collaboration can be formed or not if the
corresponding values of these two factors are asymmetric. In fact,» this
speculation may be much closer to the phenomenon of the real world.

According to the findings from the interviews, people tend to be
concerned more about perceived relative interest than trust. This is not
to say that trust has only a trivial effect on the formation of
collaboration. In contrast, trust did play an important role in the
process of fofming collaborative relationships. What is worth
mentioning is that if there is not perceived relative interest, trust alone
will not facilitate collaboration. Although negative trust (i.e., distrust)
means the participants may have to take intolerable risks, trust to the
greatest level without perceived relative interest still cannot make
collaboration happen. Therefore, we may assume that trust is a

necessary but not sufficient condition for building collaborative
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relationships. The analysis below intends to demonstrate another
plausible explanation of the interactive effect of perceived relative
interest and trust on collaboration based on a nonlinear dynamic

viewpoint.

Willingness to
participate

Perceived Relative
Interest

Figure 3 Linear Analysis of Interactive Effect of Perceived Relative Interest and

Trust on Collaboration
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A Nonlinear Analysis of the Collective Effects

To analyze the collective effects of perceived relative int‘@l'est and
tru.st on collaboration, the discussions below einploy a catastrophe
perspective (Arnol’d, 1992) that may provide "more insightful
explanatidns. » |

Catastrophe theory, developed in the late 1960s, originates from
mathematics. Building on the basis of topology, researchers claim
catastrophe theory is able to provide a universal method for studying‘
jump transitions, discbntinuities, and sudden qualitative changes in
dynamic systems (Amol’d, 1992). According to catastrophe théory,
there are seven elementary catastrophes that can be applied to describe
all discontinuous changes of phenomena with a maximum of four
control parameters (Guastello, 1995). These seven elementary
catastrophes alre: the fold, the cusp, the swallowtal, the elliptic
umbilic, the hyperbolic umbilic, the butterfly, and the parabolic
umbilic (Saunders, 1980).

For illustrating the intertwining relationships among perceived
relative interest, trust, and collaboration, the cusp catastrophe appears
1o be most proper for illuminating the phenomenon under discussion.
In general, the cusp catastrophe tend to possess five typical pl’OPel‘ﬁeS:
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sudden jumps, hysteresis, divergence, bimodality, and inaccessibility
(Saunders, 1980). Two sets of vériab}es are used in the cusp
catastrophe. The first sef of variables are state variables which exhibit
the state of the system. The variables in the second set, called control
variables, govern the evolution of the system (Wildgen, 1982;
Saunders, 1980). According to these definitions, collaboration in this
research is a state variable, while perceived relative interest and trust
will be treated as two control variables. The nonlinear relationships
among these variables‘are shown in Figures 4 and 5.

Figures 4 and 5 show the unfolding surfaces projécted to the plane
under them. In these figures, the trajectories of collaboration
development on the unfolding surface are identically demonstrated on
the plane. In Figure 4, when both perceived relative interest and trust

- grow from low values to high values, trajectory A illustrates the linear
path of traditional arialysis and is similar to that in Figure 3. However,
when participants discover that their perceived relative interest is not as
high as they had expected, a small decrease of the perceived relative
interest beyond point B, may result in noncollaboration (i.e., point D),
even though the value of trust still remained the same. When the
noncollaboration happens, the same value of perceived relative interest

may not be sufficient to recover the collaborative relationship. Instead,
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a greater relative interest needs to be provided to call the same

participant back to collaboration.

Collaboration

Willingless to
Participate

Perceived Relative
Interest

Figure 4 The Dynamics of Collaborative Behaviors: Moderate to High Trust
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On the other hand, when the value of trust of a pote;ltial participant
is relatively low, to build a éollaborétiv_e relationship may need to
provide much higher ;elétive interest to the potential participant (i.e.,
corresponding to point B, in Figu;e 5). OtherWise, he or she may
prefex; to stay in a lower willingness to participate state because the risk
to collaborate may be too high for him or her to take.

In one of the interviéws, a manager of the Center stated that there
exists a threshold for convincing people to particip;te. According to
his description, once people can go beyond the point of sitting down
and talking with them about the project plan, and the milestones on the
activities are defined collectively, they will stay actively participating
in the project. In addition, once the collaboration has been established,
the collaboration will often sustain until the end of the project. This

- description is valid as long as collaboration is viewed on a one-shot
basis. Nevertheless, the feedback effect of the collaborative process on
future collaboration has not been recognized. Moreover, the Center
has not realized that there could be another threshold which might

.

. cause a sudden fall to noncollaboration as illustrated in Figure 5. In the
bast, the Center has encountered some instances -where a few
collaborators suddenly defected from the collaboration.” Another more
common phenomenon is that many partners are not willing to continue

their involvement in future projects, despite the fact that they thought
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the initial project was successful and they appeared to be happy. with

the collaborative process.

Collaboration

Noncollaboration
2

Collaboration

I

Willingless to
Participate

Noncollaboration
Trust

Perceived Relative
Interest

Figure 5 The Dynamics of Collaborative Behaviors: Low Trust

All these puzzles may be explained by the catastrophe model.
Since the two states—collaboration and noncollaboration—are
assumed to be stable, people will prefer to stay in the current state until

they find that the current state has disappeared. In other words, when
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people perceive that their relative interest has changed, they may
change their decision regarding coliabqration or noncollaboration
based on their current pérceived relative interest. This explanation can
be true either in the period of working on a single project or in deciding
their involvement in next round of collaboration. In addition, the time
lag between actual relative interest and perceived relative interest may
be different among different partners. Some pértners are more
sensitive to relative interest change; others may need more time to
recognize the change of actual relative interest. However, in both
cases, it is important to realize that past unpleasant collaborative
experiences can have feedback effects that make the establishment of
future collaboration more difficult. Past pleasant experiences, on the
other hand, are not sufficient for leading to future collaborations even
- though the same incentives are still provided since the perceived
relative interest of potential partners may have shifted to another area

" and they may not care for the same incentives any more.

Delving into the Problems Hiding Behind Collaboration

Having discussed the interactive effects of perceived relative
interests, and trust, we may examine why some asymmetrical and
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interest mismatch problems exist in the collaborative activities between
the Center and its partners. As has been stated, the Center is
essentially playing a major role in the formation of collaboration.
Therefore, how the Center organizes the collaborative relationship may
determine how successful the long-term collaboration can be. This

issue will be the focus of discussion in this section.

The Center as a Convener

A convener needs to perform the role of identifying and bringing
“all the legitimate stgkeholders to the table” (Gréy, 1989, p. 71).
Therefore, fhe Center, holding a central position to connect all the
other participants, may need to possess the five abilities of a successful
convener.

In the first place, the Center should be able to induce stakeholders
to participate. While being asked how the Center encourages people of
different organizations to become partners, a manager pointed out that
the Center is a gateway for private businesses to get access to the State

market. In other words, the Center provides the corporate partners an
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opportunity to build the initial relationéhips and make first contact with
potential customers in the government. As a result, the vendors
obtained an opportunity to demonstrate their competence and products
to a large audience in various agencies. While this benefit is indirect,
the corporate partners can be benefited in the long run. For agencies,
the Center promised that by bringing their problems and missions into
a project, they would receive the benefit that all the partners’ efforts
can aggregately help the agencies enhance their performance. For
academic faculty, their first advantage may be the opportunity to be
engaged in applied research. In addition, the faculty members often
get paid to work on a target piece of a project when the Center needs
their help.-

However, how other partners perceive the Center’s effort to induce
stakeholders to participate may relate to the second and the third
abilities of the convener—having the authority to organize the domain
and holding an unbiased approach to the problem domain. Individual
partners expressed 'different opinions toward these issues. First, since
most of the proje‘cts‘ were désigned to fit similar needs of different
agencies, the generalizable outcomes of thé projects hlay not be able to
focus on figuring out solutions for the speciﬁc problems encountered
by an agency. An official of an agency said that although the general

framework of the project could benefit mi)re agencies with similar
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functions, she would prefer a project with a smaller scale which was
tailored for her agency’s specific needs so that the solutions could be
implemented immediately. On the other hand, corporate partners said
that they would prefer to work on projects with vertical solutions, i.e.,
which focus on'the business discovery need of thé corporation, rather
than those horizontal technologies which tend to provide generalizable
~use but do not have too much to do with the core strengths and profit-
making concerns of the comoration. Finally, most fachlty members
who have been working on the Center’s projects indicated that the
pro_jects.had not been designed to coincide with theil‘ research interests.
Moreover, no one has ever published any academic paper based on the
projects’ outcomes. -~ As a result, the unsatisﬁe?1 partners ﬁla}’ be
reluctant to participate in future projects if the probiem domain defined
by the Center can not be tailored to fit their respective needs. The
long-term legitimacy of the Center to organize the problem domain
may also be questioned by potential partners who may be discouraged
and may therefore decrease their willingness to engage in future
collaborations.
With respect to the ability to appreciate the potential value of
-collaborating, envision a purpose to grganizing the domain, and

establish a collaborative process and context, the Center has devoted
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consistent efforts to building thé foundation for enhancing

collaboration. As the director of the Center stated:
I try to have all our staff see that our success depends more than
anything else on the relationships we build. Every relationship
‘matters. Bad relationships, even one, is really serious for us.
Because we don’t have to exist. A lot say we have to exist.
No! We only exist because people think we are worthwhile....I
really like having people come in with different backgrounds
é.nd specialties because each person has a different way of
understanding what we are trying to do, and really contributes
to us toward a good comprehensive understanding of problemé

that we have ignored.

In fact, the Center has been very successful in the sense that it has ,
built a national reputation and is becoming a national model in the field
of ﬁniversity-based organizations for initiating network collaborations.
After the Center won two national awards, many other universities
have followed its lead and established similar organizations.

Finally, concel;ning the ability to convince all stakeholders that the
identified participants are appropriately identified to partiéii:)ate in the
collaboration, most of the interviewees held a positive view of their :

partners. When being asked how important the other partners’ role are
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in the collaborative process, most people expressed that they felt their
partners are Very important for making the collaboration sucdeed.
Although some people criticized, the project focus and conflicts did
exist in the collaboraﬁvd process, few questioned the appropriateness
of the other participanté.

According to the examination of the Center’s role as a convener, it
appears that the major problem presented in the collaboration is the
mismatch between the focus of the préjects and the interests of
respective partners. In order to delve into the origin of the problem, a
' disgussion of the Center’s strategic focus and the reason why this
strategic focus was so formulated may provide some implications for

collaboration management.

The Imbalance of Strategic Focus

At first glance, the participants who are involved in the Center’s
projects would appear to have equal weights in the collaborative
process.  However, in practice, the - process of initiating the

collaborative relationships demonstrates that the different partners of
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the Center have different weights in tﬁe process of proposing projects.

A manager of the Center described this process as follows:
We always start with the public sector, because we want our
focus to be on solving practical, contemporary problems of
.government. So we work closely with government agencies in
the State all the time, on committees and work teams that are
related to the Governor’s office or to the State Forum, and use
those experiences and relationships to identify themes....
Once we have got the agencies and their problems defined
fairly well, then we look for corporate partners.... [Then], we
try to identify particular kinds of academic expertise that we
think would be useful for the project and invite faculty

members or their students to become part of the project team.

On the surface, the process of initiating collaboration seems
reasonable in terms of being consistent with a regular strategi'c
planning process (Bryson, 1988). However, the top-down approach to
project planning implicitly .iml_?lies an imbalance in the relative
importance of different stakeholders. In other words, the order of
conc.ems based on the Center’s strategic focps is the Center itself, the |

agency, the corporate partners, and the éeademics. A faculty who had
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been involved in the Center’s projects expressed his feeling toward the
focus of the Center’s strategy: |

The Center needs to be very careful about its positioning in

State Government vis-a-vis the emerging area of community. It

needs to be very cé,reful about how it positions itself vis-a-vis

| national trendé. 1 think it’s doing a very gdod job at that, first -

and foremost. And I think its reputation with the agencies is

probably second. And then third would be corporate partners.

That would be my guesses. The corporate partners are less

important stakeholders than the agency. And academics are

kind of off the table.

. According to these two statements, the ties between the Center and
its partners in Figure 1 may need to be revised. As shown in Figure 6,
the tie between the Center and agency is the strongest one (i.e., the
solid bold line). The second stronger tie is that with the corporate
partners (i.e., the solid line). Whilé the tie with the academic people is
only a relatively weak one (i.e., the dashed line). Another staff of the
Center agrees with this viewpoint, acknowledging that the faculty
members “end to be brought in for special purposes rather than being

brought in as a real partner.” Although weak ties are useful for
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exploring and gaining access to information, for a collaborative action
to be able to effectively solve problems in uncertain environments, the
necessity of increasing the embeddeness of all partners in the network
relationship should not be ignored (Uzzi, 1997). However, since
faculty members can conduct their own research without being
invc;lved in the Center’s projects, it seems that faculty members tend to
be dependent less on the Center than the Center is on faculty members.
Therefore, if the Center really féels that it cannot get to success without
the collaboration of faculty members, it may be necessary for the

Center to strengthen the tie between itself and faculty members by

paying more attention to faculty’s research interests.

The
Technology
Center

~
~

Academic

Figure 6 Actual Network Relationships of the Technology Center and Its Partners
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Primary Concern for Creating the Center

As stated above, the strategic focus of the Center tends to
determine the actual network relationships and the nature of the
vprojects. With the Center’s strategic focus rank-ordered as the State as
a whole, the individual agency, the vendors, and the academics, it
should be clear why the .feelings of asymmetry of the in&ividual
partners are inversely rank-ordered.. “We now may ask why the
Center’s strategic focus was so formulated. Tracing back to the
primary concern for creating the Center may provide insights 10 the
answers to this question.

The Center was created as a result of the constraints of state law.
According to state law, business and government agencies can only
form business relationshif)s. Public agencies are prohibi"e’d from
-accepting contributions directly from corporations. As a result, the
Center was Ncreated as a\’medium to provide a place where government
and business could collaborate rather than just buy and sell. A former
staff of the Center who had been participating in the process of creating
the Center told the story:

Under State guidelines, [agencies] could not acéept gifts.
While at the University, we can accept 'COrpdrate gifts. Sovin
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fact, a very practical issue was that the working rules between
corporation and agency are different on University turf than
they are on agency turf. So the Center has used those ground
rules of the University to accept giﬁé, to manage and accept
gifts and to provide that neutral turf whereby agenciés can meet
their corporate partners. So I think the University base has
been moré important for the agency partners and for the-
corporate partners...than' for ‘the fact that there was access to

University faculty.

According to the statement above, we may understand that the
original reason for creating the Center was not based on the concern of
facilitating collaboration among public agencies, businesses, and
academics. Instead, the original idea emphésizes more heavily on
getting technological help from the businesses and academics. This
primary concern hence forms an extemql constraint that limits the
ﬂexibility of forming the Center’s strategic focus as well as the
collaborative structure.  The Center’s strategic focus and the

 collaborative structure, in turn, have had tremendous impacts on the
partners’ int.erests‘ and their trust toward the Center. It appears that this
would create a dilemma for the Center in organizing the collaborative

relationships. If the Center does not pay attention to the demand for
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greater vniutu'al interesf of its potential partners, the collaboration will
inevitably decline in the long run. However, if the Center does respond
to the different demands of its potential partners by Igtting them
collectively decide the focus of the préjects, it ﬁéy not be able to meet .
“the pi‘ioriiy perceived by the 'top management of the State government.
As a result, the ﬁnancial suppc;rt from the State may decrease.
Ultimately, there .may be" no resource and ﬁo need to form any

collaboration.

Discussion

Based on nonlinear analyses, this paper offers another lens for
looking at the collaborative processes. In examining the behaviors of a
technology center and its partners, two thresholds were found to exist
in the céllaborative process. When potential partners’ trust toward the
Center is not great enough, it may be necessary to provide the
stakeholders greater relative interest to get. them beyond the critical
point so that a jump from noncollaboration to collaboration can

"happen. On the other hand, thé process of collaboration, whether
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viewed as a period from the time frame of completing a single project
or as a long-term, across-projects collaboration, holds the potential for
a sudden defection when the partners find their perceived relative
interest is not as high as they have expected. When the defection
happens, it will be mdre difficult to rebuild collaborative relationships
since the defected partners may expect relatively greater benefits to
compensate for the possible risks they need to take, assuming that they -
still trust other partners at the same level as before. Otherwise, if their
trust toward other partners has become lower due to past unpleasant
experiences, the resumption of collaborative relationsﬁips with these
defected partners may become more difficult, if not impossible.

In the collaborative process initiated by the Center, four
stakeholders—the Center, the agency, the businesses, and the academic '
faculty—have been identified. However, it appears that only the
Center has achieved its goals of obtaining coﬁstant financial support
and keeping steady growth in the past. None of its partners have ever
been completely satisfied with the outcomes of the collabora;.tion. All
the collaborative efforts seem to be directed to satisfy the demand of
another latent stakeholder—the top management of the State. Under
the coristraint of the State law, the Center was created to provide a
place for obtaining informal technological assistance to solve statewide

performance problems. This concern, therefore, has determined the
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strategic focus of the Center and the basic structure of the
collaboration, which in turn has led to incomplete collaboration in the
sense of getting every partner involved in 'the design of the
collaboration and distributing benefits fairly .ar‘nong partners. The
external constraint may be the major barrier to the formation of close

collaborative relationships in the long run.

Conclusion

Building good theories and successfully applying the theories in .
organizational settings have 1ong been major objectives pursued by
orgaﬁiiation scientists. In‘general, McKelvey (1997, P- 375) raises the
. criticism that organization scientists have tended to «focus on empirical
discovery with very little effort going into the development of idealized
| analytical or computational modelé and direct empirical corroboration
of them.” According to McKelvey(1997), an appropriate approach is
one that attempts to (1) theorize based on idealized models; (2) test the
models empirically; and (3) produce descriptive, natul 51 theory or case

study investigations. To respond to the call for establishing “quasi-
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natural organization science” proposed by McKelvey, this research is

expected to contribute to the field in terms of empl'oying an alternative

perspective——catastrophé theory—to build a groundéd theory and an

idealized model for further éxploring the nature of collaborative
| processes in network organizations.

Although the catéstrophe model employed in this paper has
provided some insights concerning the discontinuous behavior 6hange-
in the collaborative process, one point that needs to be méntioned is
that continuity and discontinﬁity may not be clearly distinguishable
(Rosser, 1991). In fact, there may not be a discontinﬁous change in
collaborative behaviors if we only examine the collaboraﬁve process
on a one-shot basis. That may be the reason why most people would -
prefer to see that the collaborative efforts as successfull, since rarely
have defections happer_led in the process of working on a single project.
However, if We trace the long-term collaboration, the explanation of
the catastrophe model may be partly true. = -

In future research, the catastrophé model proposed in this paper
will need to be tested by coliecting more data within a longer time
span. Additional projects will need to be inveStigate_d and compared so
as to .‘provide more evidence for describing and interpreting the
collaborative phenomenon. On the other hand, the catastrophe model

proposed in this research may be too simple to illustrate the effects of

188



Exploring the Dynamics of Network Collaboration

interactions of other related control variables on collaboration. In fact,
both perceived relative interest aﬁd trust can be a function of a number
of other variables. In addition, the State has also played a critical,
though latent, role by supplying funding t§ ‘the Center and by
“demanding that State agenéies implement innovation according to
policy-makers’ policy pfiority. The concemns of the State top
ménagement may inevitably influence the evolution of the Center’s
strategic focus over time. To illuminate the interwoven relationships
among myriad variables dynamically, we may need to build system
dynamics model by including the interactions among the State top
management, the agéncy, and the Center. Then, by simulating the
model with tﬁe input of real world data in a relatively longer time span,
we may be able to have better chances to examine whether the findings
of this research reflect reality or only a spurious description of a single

. collaborative relationship.
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Exploring the Dynamics of Network Collaboration
Charles C. Han

Abstract

Since scholars introduced the concept of network organization,
collaboration research in the field of organization theory has expanded
their focus from the individual, group, and intra-organizational level to
the interorganizational level. However, most studies still adopted a
linear perspective to analyze related variables. Few people have, if
ever, tried to use nonlinear methods to describe the dynamic process of
the formaﬁon and termination of interorganizational collaboration.
This paper employs a catastrophe perspective to illuminate the
phenomenon of collaboration and noncollaboration. As a result, the
nonlinear behavior of the participants in an interorganizational
collaboration system can be identified. In addition, this paper intends
to provide more insightful explanations and to suggest a new direction

for future research.
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The Review and Prosp'éct of the Polities of Rule of Law in Taiwan °

A Focus on Constitutionalism

Hong-hsi Lee
Abstract

Taiwan was ruled by foreign powers during the past one hundred
years, which resulted in the fact that she was unable to reélize a polity
based oni democratic rule of law, that is, the practices of Taiwan’s
democracy and rule of law were not founded on Taiwan’s own merits
nor derived from her societal elements. Looking forward the future
developmgnt of Taiwan’s constitutional politics, one must come to the
assertion that it is imperative for Taiwan to draft and enfo;éé a
Taiwanese Constitution speciﬁcally designed for her. This constitutioﬁ
should base on the plain fact of Tajwan’s presence, ensure popuiar
sovereignty, protect fundamental human rights, establish a permanent,
neutral sovereign state, secure equality among ethnic groups, and
realize welfare state, so that Taiwan can become a truly democratic

nation.
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