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Chapter 3
Leveraging Collaborative Governance: 
How Co-production Contributes 
to Outcomes and Public Value in a Small 
Town

Vincenzo Vignieri

Abstract Collaborative governance is increasingly considered an effective 
approach to improve outcomes and public value. This chapter focuses on co- 
production as an instrument to implement collaborative governance at local level. It 
is not uncommon that small towns develop co-production processes to deliver cul-
tural and touristic services. Out of a literature review, the study develops a Dynamic 
Multidimensional Performance Management framework to explore the impact of 
co-production on community outcomes. To this end, this chapter discusses the case 
“Museo Civico di Castelbuono (MCC)”,which concerns the co-production process 
of the guided tour of the museum’s venue. The resulting model provides insights 
into how co-production improves management outcomes, organizational, and 
community- level performance, finding that the motivation of co-producers drives 
service capacity. Lastly, the analysis of performance drivers and associated mea-
sures offers several implications for policy design and implementation and suggests 
strategic levers to make collaborative governance work.
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3.1  Introduction

Recent research in Public Management has shown that system complexity (OECD, 
2017; Sørensen & Torfing, 2007), as well as top-down policy design and fragmenta-
tion (Bovaird, 2007), are considered major causes of inconsistency in the attempt to 
improve community outcomes. Consequently, scholars have shown a considerable 
interest in those forms of interactive (Edelenbos & van Meerkerk, 2016a) or col-
laborative (Cepiku, 2016; Morse, 2011; O’Flynn & Wanna, 2008; O’Leary & 
Bingham, 2009; Osborne, 2010) governance, focusing on how public sector organi-
zations may improve service quality and community’s outcome promoting co- 
production with users and citizens (Bovaird, Stoker, Jones, Loeffler, & Roncancio, 
2016; Nabatchi, Sancino, & Sicilia, 2017; Osborne, 2008; Pestoff, Brandsen, & 
Verschuere, 2013; Verschuere, Brandsen, & Pestoff, 2012).

Co-production deals with civic engagement, stakeholder participation, and self- 
organization. It is related to collaborative governance since “government actors 
must respond in certain ways to participation and self-organization” (Edelenbos & 
van Meerkerk, 2016b, p. 20). Co-production can be conceptualized as a process of 
cooperation among public managers, professionals, third-sector organizations, and 
users with the aim to provide a given public service (Thomas, 2013), where “the 
inputs used to produce a good or service are contributed by individuals who are not 
in the same organization” (Ostrom, 1996, p. 1073). In this perspective, participation 
in the co-production process can either contribute to delivering more effective pub-
lic services, and it may additionally realize other societal ends (Cepiku & Giordano, 
2014). Such a method may improve service quality and support a community in 
achieving superior quality of life outcomes (Bianchi, Bovaird, & Loeffler, 2017) 
and diminish inequity in the fruition of public services (Jakobsen & Andersen, 2013).

It has been stated that there is a “lack of knowledge and discussion of the output 
and outcome of interactive governance, about its effectiveness and efficiency, but 
also its legitimacy” (Edelenbos & van Meerkerk, 2016b, p. 5). Therefore, this chap-
ter focuses on co-production as an instrument to implement collaborative gover-
nance (Bovaird, 2007; Bovaird & Loeffler, 2016; Pestoff et al., 2013) to explore 
how co-production impacts on community outcomes and associated performance 
measures. It is not uncommon that small towns develop co-production processes to 
deliver—for instance—cultural and touristic services (Buonincontri, Morvillo, 
Okumus, & van Niekerk, 2017; Durose, Mangan, Needham, & Rees, 2013). In such 
a way, a public organization may use inputs and resources from the local stake-
holder network to provide public services.

The paper discusses the case “Museo Civico di Castelbuono (MCC)” in which a 
guided tour of the venue is co-produced by tourists (end users) and a non-profit 
organization (associating a group of professional volunteers).

This case study provides insights into how co-production may improve organiza-
tional results and community outcomes. In particular, the analysis explains how a 
co-production process may lever in additional resources that allow a local museum 
to deliver guided tours to tourists at a better quality, while improving the civic 
engagement within a local community.
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This study explores the effect of such a form of collaborative governance on 
community outcome by integrating the Dynamic Multidimensional Model of 
Network Performance proposed by Cepiku (2014, 2016) with the outcome-based 
Dynamic Performance Management (DPM) approach proposed by Bianchi (2016). 
The combined model explains the performance of the collaborative governance set-
ting at intermediate, organizational, and community levels. This explanation reduces 
the “complexity gap” (i.e., the gap between the problems faced by institutions and 
their capacity to tackle them) (OECD, 2017, p. 3). The model also identifies causal-
ity among community outcomes, connected to strategic resources and associated 
performance drivers.

The paper is structured as follows. Section 3.2 introduces and discusses the con-
cept of co-production relative to public governance and outlines the theoretical 
framework. Section 3.3 illustrates how an outcome-based DPM approach frames 
the co-production process. The paper highlights how an outcome-based approach 
supports stakeholders in understanding how to leverage co-production to improve 
service quality and civic engagement. Finally, we illustrate policy insights through 
a case study focused on the guided tour of the MCC in Castelbuono, Italy.

3.2  Co-production as a Mode of Collaborative Governance

Governance has been used as an umbrella term (Bovaird & Löffler, 2009; 
Frederickson, 2009) and it has produced a considerable theoretical and ideological 
debate (Osborne, 2010) which has involved a variety of fields from political sci-
ences to organizational research (Keast, Mandell, & Agranoff, 2014), with the risk 
of losing conceptual accuracy (Cepiku, 2013). While Rhodes (1997, p. 652) con-
tended that governance had replaced the word government, Fukuyama (2013, p. 3) 
suggests that it reflects the “government’s ability to make and enforce rules and to 
deliver services.” Governance can be interpreted as “the way in which stakeholders 
interact with each other to influence the outcomes of public policies” (Bovaird & 
Löffler, 2009, p. 9). Collaborative governance studies have put more emphasis on 
collaboration rather than on governance (Cepiku, 2016). Collaborative governance 
may be a way to manage relationships between the public and private sectors 
(Huxham, Vangen, Huxham, & Eden, 2000). It spans the spectrum from coopera-
tion, through coordination, to collaboration and can be considered an alternative 
conception of public governance in respect to New Public Management, where the 
market and hierarchy were predominant practices (Borgonovi, 2002; Osborne, 
2006; Pessina, 2014). Collaborative governance takes place in an institutional envi-
ronment where multiple actors find a collective logic. It differs from competition 
and hierarchy because of the voluntary base of collaboration, which in turn depends 
on the value generated and on the incentive mechanisms (Hill & Lynn, 2003).

Ansell and Gash (2007, p. 544) defined collaborative governance as a “governing 
arrangement where one or more public agencies directly engage non-state stake-
holders in a collective decision-making process that is formal, consensus oriented, 
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and deliberative and that aims to make or implement public policy or manage public 
programs or assets.” For being collaborative, a public agency must have a leading 
role within the governance setting and has to set up a deliberative forum aimed at 
planning and managing public policy, in this case, through the involvement of “non-
state” stakeholders. There is no unanimous definition of collaborative governance. 
To Ansell and Gash (2007, p. 545), between the two terms, the critical one is “gov-
ernance.” The latter concept embraces both the classical governmental regimes 
(such as laws, rules, and administrative procedures) aimed to provide goods and 
services (Lynn, Heinrich, & Hill, 2001), and a collective decision-making logic that 
includes public and private actors (Stoker, 2004). Governance arises when two or 
more organizations collaborate to create public value (Imperial, 2005) and the term 
“governance” should be only be used when governance generates value, better orga-
nizational performance, or reduced transaction costs than acting alone (Bardach, 
1998; Dyer & Singh, 1998; Huxham, 2012). Therefore, collaborative governance is 
a mode of “governance” where both public and private stakeholders structure rules 
and processes which support them in accomplishing a task that is difficult or impos-
sible to achieve without collaborating (Imperial, 2005; Wood & Gray, 1991).

The emerging setting configures a “hybrid model” (Cepiku, 2016, p. 142) where 
a collective decision making aims to address problems which cannot be solved by a 
single organization (Agranoff & McGuire, 2003) and/or to deliver public services 
by engaging citizens and non-profit organizations within a new collective action 
logic (Edelenbos & van Meerkerk, 2016b). From these emerging relationships, new 
forms of collaboration may be developed, involving specific management issues 
(Huxham et al., 2000). Co-production may represent an outcome of these collabora-
tive arrangements since it engages direct and indirect users (e.g., community mem-
bers and volunteers) as real service co-producers. In other words, the network 
governance (Klijn, 2008) implements its collaborative arrangements (Emerson, 
Nabatchi, & Balogh, 2012; Howlett & Ramesh, 2017) by involving a plurality of 
actors, particularly public sector agencies, end users, not-for-profit organizations, 
citizens and volunteers, to deliver a public service and improve the achievement of 
public purposes (Sorrentino, Sicilia, & Howlett, 2018).

Therefore, co-production can be seen as a mode of collaborative governance 
(Alford, 2014, 2016; Bovaird & Loeffler, 2016; Cepiku, 2016; Edelenbos & van 
Meerkerk, 2016b; Pestoff et al., 2013) and “the line between governance and pro-
duction is porous” (Alford, 2016, p. 159). Indeed, the delivery of public services is 
not frequently under the responsibility of a single organization; rather, overlapping 
competencies and decisions regarding the service—from planning and design to 
evaluation—may be shared between organizations intertwined vertically and/or 
horizontally as well as service users and communities.

Co-production emerged in the public administration literature since the 1970s 
(Brandsen & Pestoff, 2006; Ostrom & Ostrom, 1971; Ostrom, Parks, Whitaker, & 
Percy, 1978; Parks et al., 1981). The statement has been that public service organi-
zations depended as much upon the community for policy implementation and ser-
vice delivery as the community depended upon them (Osborne, Radnor, & 
Strokosch, 2016). It is about the involvement of citizens in the “execution of public 
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policy as well as its formulation” (Whitaker, 1980, p. 241), and it “is about profes-
sionals and citizens making better use of each other’s assets, resources and contribu-
tions to achieve better outcomes or improved efficiency” (Bovaird & Loeffler, 2016, 
p.  254). Within a collaborative governance approach, the interactions emerging 
from co-production processes are relational rather than transactional (Alford, 2016). 
The value coming out from partners’ interactions has been a prevailing perspective. 
However, some authors criticized this “social” perspective, putting emphasis mainly 
on professional relationships (Boyle & Harris, 2009). Literature has debated around 
the nature of users’ contribution: does co-production exist only if citizens contribute 
voluntarily, or it can be conceptualized even in case of coercion? Whitaker (1980, 
p.  243) believes that the voluntary aspect is the predominant one, while Alford 
(2016, p. 160) asserted that voluntarism is the core of co-production, but it may 
include compliance measures to solicit the user to co-operate.

Both relational and voluntary features of co-production entail performance man-
agement activities for collaborative governance settings. Such a challenge requires 
the design and use of appropriate performance measurement/management systems 
that can support decision-makers’ understanding of the most relevant performance 
dimensions and determinants (Cepiku, 2016). These systems should also strengthen 
coordination and bolster stakeholders’ aptitude in “framing dynamic complexity, 
and support them in pursuing sustainable outcomes” (Bianchi et al., 2017; Bianchi, 
Bereciartua, Vignieri, & Cohen, 2019, p. 2).

3.3  A Dynamic Multidimensional Performance Management 
Approach to Assess the Performance 
of Collaborative Governance

Managing collaborative governance is crucial for achieving successful outcomes 
(Klijn, Steijn, & Edelenbos, 2010). To this end, the end results of a co-production 
process, namely the performance of a collaborative governance system, needs to be 
analyzed at different, though interdependent levels (Cepiku, 2014). Provan and 
Milward (1995, 2001) have developed a model that measures the effectiveness of a 
network at three different levels of analysis: organization/participant level, network 
level, and community level. Cepiku (2014, p. 178) revised such a model by address-
ing the main gaps she found in the literature, primarily by enlarging the scope of 
performance determinants, by addressing the classic exogenous vs. endogenous 
dichotomy. This model identified exogenous factors, internal resources across the 
network, processes and structural characteristics of network management, and 
external resources and support. The latter category of determinants can be even 
influenced—perhaps with a time delay—by network management, though it is not 
under its control. Management processes and structures, together with internal 
resources, affect management outcomes, which are conceptualized as intermediate 
results (i.e., the quality of interaction). The final results of the collaborative 
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governance setting are considered at two levels “community-level performance” 
and “organizational-level performance” (Cepiku, 2014, p. 179), and they are pro-
duced by management outcomes (intermediate results) and external resources and 
support.

The model developed by Cepiku (2014) addresses the main limitations of tradi-
tional approaches to performance management of collaborative arrangements. 
These are associated with the often-unclear distinction between determinants, inter-
mediate, and final results and the prevalence of a static model of performance. 
However, this model does not frame the processes of accumulation and depletion of 
resources and how they change over time because of the impact of the final results 
on them. Moreover, this approach to performance determinants does not differenti-
ate resources according to their nature—such as physical, capacity resources, infor-
mation, resources generated by management routines (e.g., knowledge, image, 
social capital), and financial resources (Bianchi, 2016; Morecroft, Sanchez, & 
Heene, 2002). In addition, though this model seems to adopt a causal and feedback 
perspective of results, such a point of view is too aggregated to allow decision mak-
ers to identify effective leverage points where to intervene to improve the system’s 
performance, so to improve the endowment of shared resources across the network.

The Dynamic Multidimensional Model of Network Performance (Fig.  3.1) 
model can be further enhanced by adopting a dynamic and outcome-based perspec-
tive of performance. The outcomes of co-produced public services are affected by 
the behaviors of professional groups, non-profit organizations, citizens, and com-
munities (Bovaird et al., 2016; Osborne et al., 2016). By modeling such interac-
tions, one may frame co-production as a way of collaborative governance and, most 
importantly, its effects on the community’s outcomes. The combination of an 

Fig. 3.1 A Dynamic Multidimensional Model of Network Performance (Cepiku, 2014, p. 178)
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institutional and an inter-institutional perspective of performance entails measures 
that enable managers to gauge the effectiveness of all interactions among partners 
on the wide-system outcomes (Bianchi, 2010).

Evidence suggests that policy outcomes and features of complex systems are 
loosely considered as a source of policy sustainability (OECD, 2017). While man-
aging short-term results (i.e., output) of a single organization is generally consid-
ered feasible, problems occur when we try to measure the long-term impact 
produced by the aggregated contributions—in terms of outputs—of many  public/
private organizations in the dynamic and complex environment in which they oper-
ate (i.e., a local governance setting). DPM is an effective approach to deal with 
challenges posed by such contexts (Bianchi et al., 2017): policy coordination, col-
laboration, a trade-off in time and space, time delays between decisions and results, 
and nonlinear feedback relationships affecting system’s outcomes.

By combining System Dynamics (Forrester, 1961; Sterman, 2000) with perfor-
mance management systems, this approach may support decision makers in coping 
with a static and a sectoral perspective of results. It strengthens a holistic view of 
public policies and reinforces coordination and collaboration (Ghaffarzadegan, 
Lyneis, & Richardson, 2011; Vignieri, 2019) among a stakeholders’ network. 
Figure 3.2 shows a DPM view. It is based on three layers: end result, performance 
drivers, and strategic resources (Bianchi, 2016).

The first step in applying DPM is the identification of end results (both outcomes 
and outputs). The second step implies the identification of performance drivers as 
crucial factors affecting end results. Performance drivers are conceived as ratios 
between the current strategic resource level and related benchmarks, desired levels, 
standard, expected, or normal value (e.g., “skills/desired skills” ratio, affecting 

Fig. 3.2 A Dynamic Performance Management view
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service delivery failure rate). As a third step, DPM supports decision makers to 
outline policies to adopt to affect strategic resources (i.e., the stocks of tangible and 
intangible factors to build up and deploy together with others) that will influence 
performance drivers, and—through them—the end results, which will then feed-
back on the strategic resources, making a policy sustainable.

The two models presented in this section can be combined into an innovative and 
more effective conceptual framework: the Dynamic Multidimensional Performance 
Management (DMPM) model of collaborative networks.

The DMPM model takes both the benefit of three levels of network performance 
proposed by Provan and Milward (1995) and the distinction and clarification—dis-
cussed above—provided by Cepiku (2014, 2016). Then, it is further enhanced by 
combining these advantages with a systemic approach to modeling (Forrester, 
1969), a causal feedback analysis (Sterman, 2000), and it is strengthened by adopt-
ing an “instrumental” view of performance (Bianchi, 2016, p. 73). Through DPM, 
it is possible to identify those performance drivers (the gray area in Fig. 3.3), which 
have an impact on the end results (both intermediate and final). In this way, the 
combined model also covers causal connections between performance determi-
nants, intermediate and final results, which are rather loosely pointed out in the 
Dynamic Multidimensional Model of Network Performance.

The emerging framework reveals how collaboration can be a strategy and a 
means of collectively improving network governance (McCaffrey, Faerman, & 
Hart, 2008). In fact, in a collaborative governance setting, resources are rarely 

Fig. 3.3 The Dynamic Multidimensional approach to Performance Management (DMPM) of col-
laborative networks
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managed or controlled by the same agency (e.g., municipality, non-profit organiza-
tions); different organizations and players rather manage them. Also, some resources 
are shared across the network, and stakeholder collaboration may well be a strategy 
to generate public value and outcomes. To this end, the DMPM approach supports 
networked organizations in identifying their contributions to the achievement of 
broader network outcomes (Bianchi et  al., 2017; Bianchi & Rivenbark, 2014; 
Bivona & Cosenz, 2018) and managing collaboration strategies. Therefore, the 
DMPM framework can be adopted to analyze and discuss the performance of the 
co-production process described in the case at hand.

3.4  Case Study: The Guided Tour of the “Museo Civico 
di Castelbuono”

This case study explores the case of the co-production of the guided tour offered to 
visitors of the “Museo Civico di Castelbuono” (MCC), taking place in Castelbuono 
between 2016 and 2017. This empirical study was set in Castelbuono, a small town 
in Sicily (Italy), and it represents a good example to illustrate the effectiveness of 
the DMPM framework. The case study analysis was carried at the end of 2018, and 
document analysis, semi-structured interviews, and questionnaires were used to 
frame the collaborative governance setting. As Lang, Roessl, and Weismeier- 
Sammer (2013, p. 237) suggested: “in order to enhance our understanding of citizen 
participation, context-sensitive research that goes beyond merely descriptive gover-
nance analysis is needed.” In this sense, the use of multiple sources of evidence may 
adequately profile the context (Morris & Wood, 1991) and offer insight into the 
effects of such a co-production process on community outcomes. As Forrester 
(1992, p. 56) emphasized, the information for understating the causal relationships 
responsible for the observed dynamics can be attained from different sources, rang-
ing from decision makers’ “mental databases” to numerical databases. Likewise, as 
Yin (2013, p. 116) put it, “no single source has a complete advantage.” To ensure 
data consistency and increase their internal validity, a case study strategy needs to 
triangulate multiple sources of information (Lewis, Thornhill, & Saunders, 2007). 
Therefore, a case study research strategy has been tailored. (1) Initially, a document 
analysis (e.g., administrative and publicly available documents) was adopted to 
identify main actors co-producing the service. Then, to develop the DMPM model, 
primary data were gathered through a mixed method. Particularly, (2) semi- 
structured interviews were conducted with the President of the Pro-Loco (Pro-Loco 
is an organization that promotes and foster the tourism in the small town), the 
Director of the MCC, and a group of Volunteers working for the Pro-Loco; (3) sur-
veys were handed out to groups of assisted tourists, and (4) a museum management 
reports were reviewed. Lastly, (5) assessing and validating the performance mea-
sures and propositions advanced in this study entailed engaging all the co-produc-
tion partners in the second round of semi-structured interviews.
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Such a research strategy was aimed to address five complementary needs: (1) 
understanding the rationale behind the service and get acquainted of the co-produc-
tion process; (2) framing how end-users of the service, Pro-Loco volunteers, and 
museum personnelare involved in each phase of the guided tour, as well as the 
nature of their contribution/benefit; (3) deducing how and to what extent the museum 
uses external resources and skills to deliver the service; (4) supporting model build-
ing; and (5) sharing, assessing, and validating research findings and implications. 
As a synthesis, Table 3.1 connects each source of evidence used to develop the case 
study to its relative target of inquiries and purpose.

The “Museo Civico of Castelbuono” (MCC) is the city museum to which the 
municipality entrusts the preservation and promotion of the local heritage. The MCC 
venue is the “Ventimiglia castle”, an institutional seat symbol of the city, and, due to 
its functions and peculiarities, the heart of the city’s history, culture, and religious 
practice. The cultural policies of the MMC are led by a board of five people, a President 
elected among them, and a Director. Both board members and the Director are 

Table 3.1 The sources of evidence: target of inquiries and purposes

Source of 
evidence Target Purpose

Documentation ProLoco Website Understating the scope of the service and 
the way users can co-design the service.

Documentation Programme Framework 
Agreements between the 
Municipality, MCC, and 
PRO-LOCO.

Understanding the role of each actor and 
the process.

Documentation MCC management and cultural 
reports for the years 2016, 2017, 
and 2018.

Understanding the strategy and the 
positioning of the museum.

Open Interview President of the Pro-Loco
[2 interviews]

Understating the role of the organization, 
the resources provided by the volunteers, 
and the service’ phases.

Open Interview Director of the Museum
[2 interview]

Understating the aim of the organization, 
the cultural offering, and the operation.

Open interview Pro-Loco volunteers
[6 interviews]

Understanding the knowlegde of 
volunteers’, their skills and motivation to 
collaborate

Questionnaire Museum’s Visitors
[20 questionnaires]

Understanding the visitors’ needs, 
perceived quality of the visit, 
weaknesses, strength of the entire 
process.

Participant 
observation

Guided tour of the museum Understanding how the service is 
delivered.

Semi-structured 
interviews

City council member delegated 
to tourism and culture policies
Director of the Museum
President of the Museum
President of the Pro-Loco
Pro-Loco volunteers

Assessing and validating the performance 
measures and sharing the propositions 
advanced in the study with the local 
actors
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appointed by the Mayor of the town. The President steers the institution and has the 
power to represent the Museum. The Director has an executive role with respect to the 
decisions of the board. Also, this role implies greater commitment to cultural plans, 
scientific coordination of projects, and “town-wide” heritage preservation issues.

For six centuries, the castle was the residence of the aristocratic Ventimiglia fam-
ily. Since 1920, the castle has been owned by the municipality. Thanks to a fund- 
raising effort, it was bought by citizens. Nowadays, the museum preserves and 
exhibits handmade works related to the cult of Saint Anne, linked closely with the 
Palatine Chapel, where the holy relic of the Saint is preserved. The other two sections 
of the museum are devoted to providing historical and architectural information on 
the fabric of the castle and the urban evolution of the city, and to exhibiting contem-
porary art and a permanent modern art gallery. The cultural offering of the MCC 
(such as exhibitions of contemporary arts, concerts, and conferences) and the beauty 
of the venue (a nice-looking Castle of the middle age) attracts many visitors from the 
entire region. Table 3.2 reports visitors of the MCC from the year 2014 to 2018.

The guided tour service of the MCC is offered from the year 2017, and it involves 
three actors: the museum, the Pro-Loco (a non-profit organization in charge of pro-
moting tourism and culture), and tourists. Pro-Loco employs volunteer workers, 

Table 3.2 Visitors of the Museo Civico di Castelbuono: years 2014 – 2018. Pictures of the venue 
(source: Museo Civico di Castelbuono) 
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whose task is to assist tourists in visiting the museum according to the service logic 
presented in Fig. 3.4. The process features seven phases. First—through the Pro- 
loco website—tourists can design the service. They choose among alternative 
routes, define the language (the tour is offered in English, German, Japanese, and 
Italian), the length of the visit, and the tour schedule. Thereafter, the request is man-
aged by a volunteer who forwards the booking to the museum administration and 
makes an appointment for a volunteer to meet and assists the visitors on the selected 
date. Then, the museum sells tickets, collects the money from them, and gives tour-
ist brochures and reading materials. The Pro-Loco volunteers conduct the guided 
tour. It is worth underlining that, in doing this task, they offer additional resources 
(e.g., languages, cultural and artistic competencies, pedagogy skills, etc.).

The process described above and presented in Fig. 3.5 can be conceptualized as an 
“individual” form of co-production (Bovaird, Van Ryzin, Loeffler, & Parrado, 2015, 
p. 4; Loeffler & Bovaird, 2016, p. 5). To this end, Table 3.3 reports the nature of the 
contribution/benefit co-producers bring to and take from each phase of the service.

As Table 3.3 shows, people individually contribute to most phases of the service: 
it seems that people voluntarily provide to the co-production processes for the sake 
of their willingness to participate in public affairs and less because of market incen-
tives (Alford, 2009). Each tourist enjoys the guided tour and experiences the benefit 
of the process individually; in the same fashion, the Pro-Loco volunteers contribute 
individually to the process. Differently, the museum pursues its collective self- 
interest (Pestoff, 2012) by complying with its institutional mission (i.e., to show, 
preserve, and promote the cultural heritage of Castelbuono). At the organizational 
level, this adherence configures a collective way of obtaining benefits, but the per-
sonnel who work for the museum individually contribute to the process. Therefore, 

Fig. 3.4 Outline of the co-production process for the guided tour service at MCC
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the co-production process delivers both public and private values (Alford, 2016; 
Löffler, Parrado, Bovaird, & Van Ryzin, 2008).

Three main results emerge from the co-production of the guided tour of the 
MCC. They relate to the three levels of analysis identified by Provan & Milward 
(2001, p. 415) and are identified as organizational, network, and community-level 
performance. Consistently, the performance of the system co-producing the guided 
tour of the MCC is explored at three different levels: (1) management outcome 
(intermediate outcome), (2) organizational performance (final outcome), and (3) 
community-level performance (final outcome). Table 3.4 outlines the performance 
levels of the collaborative governance and associated performance dimensions and 
the organization(s) they pertain to. The identification of such results and measures 
was enabled by the interviews with the key decision makers.

At the management level—as an intermediate result—two dimensions character-
ize the performance of the collaborative governance: the “number of tourists assisted 
per month” by the Pro-Loco volunteers and the “change in volunteers available 
working hours.” Both intermediate outcomes are crucial for either the Pro-Loco and 
the Museum. The first captures the volume of the co-production, while the second 
measures a change in the service capacity (an increase indicates an increased avail-
ability of volunteers for running the service).

At the organizational level, there are three final results: “change in the average 
quality of the visit,” which is the variation of an intangible asset (quality of the visit) 
that pertains to the museum. Two other end results at this level are: “New Pro-Loco 
volunteers” and “new competencies.” They represent the change in the strategic 
resources deployed by the Pro-Loco to assist tourists.

Table 3.3 Types of co-producer(s) contributions according to the phase of the service (source: 
author own elaboration)

Phases of the service Co-producer(s) Inputs/resources Type of contribution/benefit

Service Design Groups of tourists Information
Needs

Individual contribution
Collective benefits

Pro-Loco Internet Website
Volunteers
Touristic tour/packages

Collective contribution
Individual contribution
Collective contribution

Handle the request Pro-Loco Volunteers
Information

Individual contribution
Individual contribution

Book the visit Museum Information
Need

Individual benefit
Collective benefit

Meet the group Pro-Loco Information Individual contribution
Collect money Museum Staff Collective benefit
Visiting the museum Pro-Loco Volunteers

Competencies
Individual contribution
Individual contribution

Museum Collections and venue
Staff
Materials
Tourists satisfaction

Collective contribution
Individual contribution
Individual contribution
Individual benefit

Tourists Cash
Knowledge

Individual contribution
Individual benefit
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At the community level, the “Change in civic engagement” is the variation of 
people willing to participate in public affairs, and “new people interested in volun-
teering” represents the quantitative counterpart of such engagement. These three 
performance dimensions represent three end results, which are a suitable starting 
point for applying the DMPM model to this collaborative network. A mixed-method 
approach was used to build the model. Qualitative information concerning policy 
structures and management decisions was gathered from primary and secondary 
sources (Forrester, 1992; Morecroft, 2015). In fact, through semi-structured inter-
views, it has been possible to identify the main results concerning the three levels of 
performance. Here below are reported two answers given by the co-production part-
ners during the interview in the assessment phase. The extraction concerns the fol-
lowing issues (1) the value created through the co-production of the service and (2) 
the results each decision maker expects to achieve for its organization.

 1. Can you describe the value created through the service?

 (a) Improving tourism experience.
 (b) Improving Castelbuono’s Image.
 (c) Improving tourists’ satisfaction.
 (d) Improving cultural experience as a learning experience.
 (e) Creating value for the community, the local area, and the businesses.

 2. Can you describe the results your organization expects to achieve through par-
ticipation in the co-production process?

 (a) Implement organizational’ mission.
 (b) Promote cultural heritage.
 (c) Improve efficiency in service delivery.
 (d) Provide opportunities for young volunteering.
 (e) Improve the quality of a visit.
 (f) Satisfying users’ and visitors’ needs.

Figure 3.5 provides a simplified insight into the stock-and-flow structure for a pre-
liminary system dynamics-based simulation model, framing three levels of network 
performance. The model takes an external perspective (Bianchi, 2010) and maps the 

Table 3.4 Performance levels and dimensions of the collaborative governance

Level of 
performance Performance dimension Interested organization(s)

Management level Tourists assisted per month Pro-Loco, Museum
Change in volunteers available working 
hours

Pro-Loco, Museum

Organizational level Change in quality of the visit Museum
New Pro-Loco volunteers Pro-Loco
New Competences Pro-Loco

Community-level Change in civic engagement Museum, Pro-Loco, and 
community

New People interested in volunteering Museum, Pro-Loco, and 
community
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co-production process by illustrating accumulation and depletion processes which 
occur in the resources of the collaborative governance. The model represents the 
service process logic that maps the relationships among all the network participants. 
The purpose of the model is to show how performance determinants affect three 
levels of performance and where each partner may intervene to affect system perfor-
mance. A main limitation of the model regards the demand side, which is 
underrepresented.

At the center of the model shown in Fig. 3.5, there is the Pro-Loco volunteers’ 
maturation chain. By a “Normal rate of people interested in volunteering,” the 
inflow “New people interested in volunteering” increases the stock of “People inter-
ested in volunteering.” The flow “New Pro-Loco volunteers” (organizational-level 
performance) increases the resource “Pro-Loco Volunteers.” This last stock is 
reduced by a “Leaving rate” according to an average “volunteering duration time.” 
Volunteers maturation chain is the engine of the co-production process since it pro-
vides new volunteers and, at the same time, increases both the stock of “Pro-Loco 
capacity” (management outcome) and the “Level of Competence and Skills” 
(organizational- level performance).

A “Normal demand for the service” exists as an exogenous factor. Thus, the 
“Number of tourists asking for the service” can be managed by the collaborative 
network only if the “Pro-Loco capacity” is enough for satisfying such a demand. 
The “Service capacity ratio” is a first performance driver that measures the ade-
quacy of Pro-Loco service capacity with respect to the demand. It affects the num-
ber of “Tourists assisted per month” (network management outcome). Indeed, with 
a poor service capacity, the Pro-Loco can realize low activity volume and, as a 
consequence, a small number of tourists assisted in a month. The number of 
“Tourists assisted per month” is a management outcome since it represents the 
quantitative purpose of the co-production process and a goal for collaborative gov-
ernance. The higher the number of “tourists assisted per month”, the higher the 
“Museum Revenues” and the “Museum budget” will be. An increase in “Museum 
budget”—all other conditions being equal—is likely to improve the “Museum 
attractiveness,” which in turn raises the actual demand for the service. This feedback 
represents a growth process for the service demand and is driven by a continuous 
improvement of the museum attractiveness.

The “number tourist assisted per month,” according to an “Average value of 
donation per tourist,” also determines volunteers’ motivation—an internal resource 
and a measure of the trust within the network. The stock of “Volunteers motivation” 
may capture financial donation to Pro-Loco, as well as tourists’ acknowledgment 
and public recognition of volunteers’ efforts for offering the service. The network’s 
asset “Volunteer Motivation” is also affected by the “Museum attractiveness ratio,” 
which compares the actual “Museum attractiveness” with a normal value. Such a 
performance driver captures the additional contribution given by the volunteers to 
“Museum attractiveness.” The higher is the contribution, namely the ratio, the 
higher the impact on “Volunteers Motivation” will be. On the other side, each 
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Pro- loco volunteer has an expected level of possible reward upon his/her contribu-
tion (tourists’ donations to volunteers for the service done). The ratio between 
“Volunteers’ expectation” and the actual value of “current volunteers’ return” is a 
performance driver that measures the attitude of volunteers to volunteer more. 
Indeed, the “Volunteers return ratio” affects the “change in available working 
hours,” which as flow increases the “Pro-Loco capacity.”

Volunteers offer their time and competencies, which are a key feature of the 
guided tour service. The stock “Level of competencies and skills” represents an 
internal resource for the network, which cumulates the skills of newcomer volun-
teers. The level of such a strategic resource is compared with the scope of skills and 
competencies expected by tourists (e.g., languages, knowledge of history, the reli-
ability of the volunteer) through the driver “Skill ratio” which affects the “change in 
the quality of the visit” (organizational result). The “Quality of the visit” may or 
may not meet tourists’ expectations. The performance driver “Quality ratio” cap-
tures the quality fit and impacts on the “Average donation per tourist.” The higher 
the “Average donation per tourists”, the higher the “Volunteer motivation” will be. 
An increased motivation will reinforce this process sustaining volunteers’ propen-
sity to allocate their time and skills for the collaborative network plans.

The model includes two policies carried out by the Pro-loco: the first aims to 
control the service capacity by correcting the stock of “Pro-loco volunteers” on the 
basis of the “Desired service capacity” which is adjusted according to the perceived 
demand for the service; the second policy has the purpose to properly evaluate the 
competence and skills of each “New Pro-Loco volunteer” according to a compe-
tence threshold. This selection process ensures that volunteers’ competencies are 
properly evaluated and recognized by group members before a volunteer can start to 
assist a group of tourists.

The DMPM model aims to understand the impact of collaborative governance on 
community outcome and also support the implementation of co-production strate-
gies intended at improving such outcomes. Such a model frames the whole co- 
production system from a macro perspective by identifying how the resources 
owned by the collaborative governance system affect all three levels of network 
performance. The conceptual model allows decision makers to understand the 
dynamic relationships among performance determinants and results by focusing on 
performance drivers and associated accumulation and depletion process of strategic 
resources. The main advantage resulting from the combination of the two models is 
the ability of the developed DMPM model to frame the specific complexity of the 
collaborative governance setting and to explain the causality chain behind the per-
formance. Through these benefits, policy-makers can able to find effective leverage 
points where to intervene to improve management outcomes, organizational, and 
community-level performance.
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3.5  Explaining the Effects of Co-production on Management 
Outcomes, Organizational, 
and Community-Level Performance

The explanation of the impact of performance drivers on end results is clustered into 
three groups: management outcomes, organizational, and community-level 
performance.

3.5.1  Management Outcomes

The first management outcome is the volume of “tourists-assisted per month.” This 
intermediate result changes according to the external demand for the service, which 
can only be satisfied when the service is adequate when compared to the demand. 
To meet the demand for the service and achieve a certain level of service standard, 
the board of the Pro-Loco should consider keeping the service capacity (the numer-
ator of the service capacity ratio) as close as possible to the service demand (the 
denominator of the service capacity ratio). In this way, the board may avoid sched-
ule pressure on staff and unsatisfied demand by adequately managing volunteers’ 
working shifts.

The “Change in available working hours” is a second management outcome. It is 
affected by the “Volunteers return ratio,” which compares the actual level of volun-
teers’ motivation and the expected reward of volunteers. It is worth underlining that 
motivation will decline as time passes, but volunteers are not always the same as 
they will change as well over time. Therefore, the role of the collaborative gover-
nance is to motivate volunteers by giving them an adequate level of acknowledg-
ment—such as public recognition, credits on museum’s website, and involvement in 
other projects—for the assistance they provide to tourists when visiting the museum. 
Performance drivers provide a measure to manage this task.

3.5.2  Organizational- and Community-Level Performance

The organizational result for the MCC “Change in quality of the visit” is affected by 
the performance driver “Skill ratio.” The strategic resource associated with this 
driver—namely, the “level of competences and skills” is not managed by MCC 
managers; the Pro-loco board rather controls it through ad hoc policies. The deci-
sion rule of the board affects two organizational results, which have a direct effect 
on this resource: “New Pro-Loco volunteers” and “New competences.” In this case, 
the DMPM model highlights specific critical issues where collaborative governance 
may play a crucial role in coordinating the selection process of volunteers and—
through this—the level of competences and skills available for delivering the 
service.
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At the community level, the co-production process has an effect on the “Change 
in civic engagement,” which is an outcome of collaborative governance. This end 
result is affected by the performance driver “Volunteer density” that compares the 
stock of volunteers with the size of the small-town population. Such a result changes 
the intangible strategic resource “Civic engagement,” which conceptualizes popula-
tion willingness to contribute to public affairs. This community resource, in turn, 
influences “New People interested in volunteering” as a quantitative dimension of 
civic engagement. To continue offering such services or designing a co-production 
process of new services, stakeholders have to put an effort into maintaining a high 
level of civic engagement over time.

3.5.3  Linking Performance Drivers 
with Collaborative Governance

The model (Fig. 3.5) was developed by connecting together the evidence gathered 
through the qualitative analysis (Table 3.1) so that it may frame the co-production 
process, actors’ policies, and reflect the governance structure. Indeed, the purpose 
of the model arose from the analysis of mental and written information 
(Forrester, 1992).

The DMPM framework supports both policy design and performance manage-
ment since it (1) allows local actors to identify effective leverage points on which to 
act to improve system’s performance; (2) highlights performance drivers as key 
performance determinants, and (3) offers a set of performance measures to gauge 
both intermediate and final results.

To show the benefits of the proposed approach and makes these relevant to the 
collaborative governance, Table 3.5 reports and defines each performance driver, 
associating this with the end result upon which it has an effect, and clusters such a 
driver within a level of performance.

An analysis of performance drivers offers significant implications for policy 
design. For instance, if the goal is to increase the number of tourist assistants per 
month, both the museum and the Pro-Loco policy-makers have to intervene on the 
determinant of service capacity. Therefore, an analysis of performance drivers 
allows one to understand the effects of the current resource level on the three layers 
of collaborative governance performance. Indeed, the contribution of co-production 
to outcomes and public value is located along with these causal connections.

3.6  Conclusions

In the last 10  years, the management of public sector organizations has become 
increasingly characterized by system complexity (Bouckaert, Peters, & Verhoest, 
2017; OECD, 2017). Collaborative governance (Agranoff & McGuire, 2003;  
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Ansell & Gash, 2007; O’Flynn & Wanna, 2008; O’Leary & Bingham, 2009), verti-
cal and cross-organizational coordination of public policy (Bouckaert, Peters, & 
Verhoest, 2010), joined-up government (Bianchi, 2015), and whole of government 
(Christensen & Lægreid, 2007) approach have been the response prompted by pub-
lic management scholars and practitioners. A complementary debating issue relates 
to the “value” created and/or co-created by public services. Within such a debate, a 
stream of literature focused on co-production (Fugini, Bracci, & Sicilia, 2016; 
Osborne et al., 2016; Radnor, Osborne, Kinder, & Mutton, 2014) as a form of col-
laborative governance (Bovaird & Loeffler, 2016) has emerged.

This research explores the impact of co-production on community outcomes. 
The case study relates to the co-production of the guided tour service of the MCC 
venue, and it has provided insights into how co-production improves management 
outcomes, organizational, and community-level performance. The co-production 
process of the guided tour of the MCC has been investigated by developing a DMPM 
model which combines the Dynamic Multidimensional Model of network perfor-
mance (Cepiku, 2014) with the DPM framework (Bianchi, 2016).

The model framed how the network co-produces the guided tour service of the 
MCC venue and how it is possible to leverage in additional resources—such as 
service capacity, competencies, and skills of volunteers—through collaborative 
governance. Also, the DMPM model identified performance drivers that focused 
critical dimensions for managing the performance of collaborative governance and 

Table 3.5 Performance drivers, definition, and associated end result and level of performance

Performance 
driver Definition

End result 
affected

Level of 
performance

Service 
Capacity Ratio

A comparison among the number of 
tourists asking for the service and the 
Pro-Loco Capacity.

Tourists assisted 
per month

Management 
outcome

Volunteers 
Rewards Ratio

The level of fit between the rewards 
offered to volunteers and what is 
expected by the volunteers.

Change in 
available working 
hours

Quality Ratio The ratio between the quality of the 
service and the quality expected by 
tourists.

Average Donation 
per tourists

Service 
Capacity Gap

The difference between the desired 
level and the actual level of service 
capacity.

New Pro-Loco 
volunteers

Organizational 
level performance

Volunteering 
competences 
ratio

A comparison between the 
competences owned by the people 
interested in volunteering and a 
competences threshold

New 
Competencies

Skill ratio A comparison between the 
competences and skills provided by 
the volunteers (e.g., languages) and 
the skills requested by tourists

Change in quality 
of the visit

Volunteers 
Density

A ratio between the number of 
volunteers and the size of the 
population.

Change in civic 
engagement

Community-level 
performance
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for designing public policy aimed at improving organizational and community 
 outcomes. In this sense, performance drivers work as critical network’s nodes: the 
driver “Service capacity ratio” affects the volume of activity the network may 
develop; the driver “Volunteers rewards ratio” has an influence on the service capac-
ity level; the “skill ratio” influences the quality of the visit; the driver “Volunteer 
density” has an impact on the civic engagement. Performance drivers bridge perfor-
mance determinants to the three levels of network performance and unfold the 
effects of relationships within the co-production process on community outcomes. 
For the MCC case, the “volunteer motivation” is an internal resource capturing the 
trust across the network, and it can be maintained only through the management 
process. Such a resource affects the service capacity level and thus the actors’ abil-
ity to co-produce the service. Finally, the stock of volunteers has an impact on the 
community outcome “civic engagement.”

To summarize, this chapter (1) has shown that co-production contributions are 
provided individually by the collaborative governance actors; (2) has developed the 
DMPM framework as combination of two conceptual frameworks for framing and 
managing performance of collaborative governance; (3) has explored the effects of 
co-production process on civic engagement finding that volunteer motivation drives 
service capacity level and through this civic engagement.

Model limitations concern the absence of longitudinal data against which com-
pares possible simulation outputs. The advancement of the DMPM model into a 
formal model capable of simulating so to ascertain how co-production improves the 
system’s outcomes can well be the future development of this work. With a quanti-
tative form of a DMPM model, future research avenues might explore several after-
maths of co-production. These refer to the improvement of organizational benefits, 
the relevance of collaboration for the co-production of this kind of services, and the 
role of common goods, particularly intangible shared resources such as the Image 
of the town (Vignieri, 2018, 2019), the quality of the visit, and the level of civic 
engagement, in ensuring outcome sustainability.

The DMPM model can support policy-makers in designing co-production pro-
cesses, though it is a starting point for building a System Dynamics model capable 
of exploring alternative policy design and implementation strategies through simu-
lation, while the conceptual model explains the causal connections among the co- 
production process and community outcomes.
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