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GOVERNANCE

The aim of this article is to discussone of the practical ways in which the perspective of interactive governance
can be applied to managing the sphere of public policy. It focuses on the city lab idea understood asa platform for
generating innovationthrough the interaction of public authorities witha variety of stakeholders. The article begins
with the presentation of the essence of interactive governance and the approaches to the idea adopted in the litera-
ture. Next, the idea of the city lab platformis considered in the context of its key operating principles. Drawing on
three basic models of public management (i.e. ideal bureaucracy, new public management and public governance),
and the concept of the neo-Weberian state, which has been gaining popularity in recent years, the authors identify
and analyse the coordination mechanism used in the city lab. Conclusions offer a summary of the main aspects of

the interactive perspective on generating innovation in urban areas.
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Introduction

The perspective of interactive governance is based
on the assumption that nowadays political power is
dispersed across society and is diverse in nature. This
state of affairs is thought to be due to the fact that social
processes are characterised by increasing diversity,
complexity, and growing dynamics (Kooiman 2003).}
The progressing democratisation and, on a broader
scale, globalisation and integration processes also play
an important part in this respect. As a result of these
phenomena, social life is characterised by interdepend-
ence and uncertainty, which together constitute the
determinants of governance. Interdependence results
from the social division of labour due to increasing
specialisation and implies the need to develop coopera-
tive behaviours which affect, among others, the joint use
of resources held bynumerous entities. On the other

In Kooiman’s view, diversification resultsfrom a func-
tional diversification of entities as a result of social
specialisation, being an important source of innovation
and a factor of social change. Complexity, on the other
hand, refers to social relations and reflects their compli-
cated nature. The concept is associated with the archi-
tecture of relations, which organises them and provides
them with a structure. It is characterised by uncertainty
and interdependence. The concept of dynamics de-
scribes the pace of change in relation to the flow of
various streams (e.g. energy, information or goods) and
reflects structural tensions which exist in social life.
These phenomena, which are closely interlinked, mutu-
ally influence and strengthen one another, at the same
time reflecting the influence of such factors as the de-
velopment of knowledge and technology or improve-
ments in communication.

hand, uncertainty is associated with the difficulty to
accurately identify problems owing to a multitude of
contributing factors, as well as the dynamic and unpre-
dictable nature of social relations. Hence it is difficult to
define collective goals, and the already established ones
must besubject to constant review. Consequently, in
order to ensure the stability of social life, one must refer
to reliable and collectively defined institutions (Heu-
ritier and Eckert 2008; North 1990).

The factors listed abovechallenge the traditional
ways of exercising public authority. Following J.
Kooiman (2003), it is agreed that today no entity is
capable of governing effectively on its own due to the
lack of sufficient potential and resources. This also, or
perhaps above all, applies to the state, which is charac-
terised by the loss of capacity to govern through unilat-
eral and powerful interventions based on the principle of
its omnipotence. As a result, it is often argued that the
exercise of power requires recourse to logics other than
the authoritarian one, in particular, those that involve
broader social foundations and indirect forms of coordi-
nation. Thus, responsibility for the quality and outcomes
of governance is no longer solely attributable to the
state, but is treated as a shared concern of actors work-
ing together to solve collective problems (Denters
2003). In consequence, the interactive perspective offers
a uniqueapproach to arranging relations between the
state and society, which, in essence, boils down to the
will to “do things together instead of alone” (Kooiman
1993).

This articlesets out to identify the conditions for
applying the interactive governance approach in the
practice of city lab understood as a specific platform for
testing innovation in the city. The city lab concept as-
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sumes that new solutions to a variety of problems are
generated by city residents (or more broadly, its users)
acting in cooperation with representatives of enterprises,
business environment institutions andresearch entities.
In such a system, local authorities coordinate the pro-
cess of generating innovation, while keeping an eye on
the feasibility and legalityof the emerging solutions, but
give up the right to independently decide on city devel-
opment directions. The city lab concept is an interesting
case of practical application and testing of the idea of
interactive governance.

Interactive forms of governance

As its name suggests, the interactive approach is
characterised by governance via interaction, which also
constitutes a central analytical category. It is exempli-
fiedby a desire for a comprehensive study of the actions
and relations amongthe actors involved in the processes
of governance,hence the focus is on the entirety of these
interactions taking place in society. In other words, the
approach is characterised by a focus on interactions in
different socio-political contexts, which at the same
time explains its alternative name.? Socio-political gov-
ernance is seen as a more or less continuous process of
interaction among different actors, their groups, and
state bodies. The defining feature of these (power) rela-
tions is a constant increase in interdependence, which
translates into ever longer chains of interaction. Thus,
governance processes reflect long-term trends in social
differentiation and integration, which are ultimately
institutionalised at multiple levels of organisation
(Kooiman 2000).

There are different ways of conceptualising inter-
active governance in the literature. For example, J.
Kooiman (et al. 2005, p. 17), considered a doyen of the
approach, defines it as “the whole of interactions taken
to solve societal problems and to create societal oppor-
tunities; including the formulation and application of
principles guiding those interactions and care for institu-
tions that enable and control them.”Taking this defini-
tion as a starting point, the following constitutive ele-
ments of the concept can be identified: i) interactions, ii)
guiding, iii) purpose, and iv) the institutional dimension.
Emphasising interaction in the context of exercising
power leads to a fundamental redefinition of its model,
i.e. a shift from one-way relations to two- or more-way
patterns reflecting the collective nature of governance.
The idea of guiding underscores steering;here,in con-
trast to the generally understood concept of governance,

2In the concept of interaction, the tension between ac-
tion and its structural level can be considered as an
expression of social dynamics. R. Rhodes (1997) de-
scribed this approach as “social-cybernetic,” emphasis-
ing the importance of dynamics for social relations and
governance.

Ilyoniune ynpaeninnsa ma aominicmpysanns

the focus of attention is not so much individual actions
or generally defined relationships as interactions. The
essence of the approach is thus expressed in steering
interactions in the sphere of exercising power. Next, the
aspect of purpose points to the pursuit of a specific
public good, whether by solving problems or creating
new opportunities. It implies a certain degree of in-
volvement of actors who are bound together by a strong
sense of interdependence. Finally, the institutional as-
pect reflects the importance of rules both in relation to
the ‘game’ itself and to the rolesplayed by its partici-
pants. It allows us to identify typical interaction patterns
and thus to recognisethe characteristic structural fea-
tures of governance.

Referring to the currently fashionable tendency in
social sciences to explain phenomena in processual
terms, interactive governance can also be defined by
emphasising this aspect. For example, Torfing et al.
(2013, p. 13) combine the essence of the concept with
“the complex process through which a plurality of ac-
tors with diverging interests interact in order to formu-
late, promote, and achieve common objectives...” These
authors point to the following constitutive elements of
the concept: i) the complexity of the process, ii) the
community of objectives, and iii) the decentralised deci-
sion-making. Interactive governance is therefore im-
plemented in a complex process of linking public and
non-public actors in a range of various structural solu-
tions. The notion of process reflects the existence of
dynamic relations between policy actions and their
institutional frameworks. These relationsare interactive
in nature, i.e. they result from the interactions of a varie-
ty of views, preferences, and interests. The political
process is thus driven by a collective ambition to define
and pursue common goals, despite the divergent inter-
ests and preferences. Finally, it is decentralised in the
sense that common goals are worked out in interactions
between actors. Although the state often plays an im-
portant supporting or managerial part in the sphereunder
discussion, there is no single privileged policy-making
centre in society. In fact, we should assume the exist-
ence of numerous actors and arenas which contribute
their respective resources, experience and skills (ibid.).

In the light of the cited definitions, the uniqueness
of the interactive perspective seems to be due to the fact
that it equatesthe essence of governance with steering
interactions which reflectthe relations of interdepend-
ence in the sphere of exercising power. By the same
token, the discussed approach breaks with an under-
standing of governance in terms of the exclusive compe-
tence of the state. It recognises that in the new reality,
its current unilateral activity is increasingly being sup-
plemented and substituted by interactive
forms,where“steering, control and coordination are
result of many hands rather than the iron fist of govern-
ment” (ibid., p. 14). It therefore consists in active partic-
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ipation of various actors in steering and managing social
processes in the belief that governance demands collec-
tive involvement and responsibility. Let us add that this
vision is distinctly different from the traditional one that
defines relations in the area of power in terms of domi-
nation and subordination, with an emphasis on unilateral
state acts. Instead, the concept of interactive governance
is associated with raising the profile of horizontal and
partnership relations, whereas the inclusion of a wide
variety of actors, be they private or social, leads to the
blurring of distinctions amongst individual sectors.

The interactive approach therefore perceives gov-
ernance in terms of all the activities of various actors
aimed at solving social problems collectively. It per-
ceives them as specific governing mixes that respond to
the challenges generated by the processes of social dy-
namics, differentiation, and complexity (Kooiman
2003). Thus, they are characterised by a kind of holism
owing to theplacement within the framework of govern-
ance of a whole set of socio-political interactions, i.e.
those taking place at different levels of organisation, in
different scales, and styles. In this respect, it encom-
passesthe relations taking place in society as a whole,
starting from the local level, through the regional and
national ones, up to the global level. It includes all
forms, including both the horizontal ones(subject to
special attention) and vertical ones (characterised by
hierarchies). Finally, it takes into account both formal
and informal interactions. It takes account of the fact
that governance often manifests itself as a range of
informal processes with rules and roles that are signifi-
cantly different from the existing institutional system of
representation. To a certain extent, they constitute paral-
lel or prior negotiation and decision making systems
with respect tothe formal institutions (Edelenbos et al.
2010).

The approach discussed here is thus characterised
by pluralism and openness to various styles of exercis-
ing power. It assumes that the nature of relations is
strongly determined by external factors requiring, in
various situations, recourse to different styles of gov-
ernance and political tools.Consequently, the question
of applying specific solutions is actually determined by
the nature of relations as well as their wider context.
Therefore, the choice in this respect is supposed to be
mainly of a technical nature and closely reflect the
structural aspects of governance. This means going
beyond narrow the understanding in terms of networks,
and rejecting the tendency to clearly contrast its notion
both with hierarchical authority and voluntaristic market
mechanisms. In view of the tangiblediversity of social
and economic life, it allows for the possibility of using

both different styles of governance and hybrid solutions
that combine the two (Kooiman 2003).3

The interactive approach shows a clear preference
for the widest possible involvement of non-public actors
in the processesof governance. From this point of view,
it reveals a dual character in the cognitive sense. In
positive (descriptive) terms, it emphasises numerous
benefits resulting from the fact of establishing and
maintaining social relations, such as mutual inspiration,
motivation, consensus building or support. Stakeholder
participation in decision-making processes is meant to
ensure, among other things, limiting the veto power,
improving the quality of politics through the use of
information and solutions presented by various actors,
or closing the distance between citizens and politicians
(Edelenbos et al. 2010). For these reasons, interactions
are seen as a more effective way of governance than
unilateral actions (Kooiman et al. 2008). The normative
dimension constitutes a reference to democratic and
liberal values. It underpins the belief that broad social
participation in governance processes is highly desirable
owing to the opportunity to deliberatewhile fully re-
specting the participants’subjectivity. Moreover, as an
important power-legitimising factor, itcontributes to its
effectiveness. It should also be added that the increasing
social risks emerging in many areas requirea search for
collective ways of solving problems, which stands in
opposition to the neoliberal proclivity to leave the citi-
zens to fend for themselves or to uncriticallyimplement
market mechanisms.

The interactive approach is characterised by a fo-
cus on interactions involving both public and non-public
actors.As a result, the subject of interest here are co-
arrangements that facilitate undertaking joint efforts in
terms of eliminating social problems, creating new op-
portunities, and taking care of institutions. From this
perspective, interactive governance can be seen as a
conscious intervention by both categories of actors with
a view to creating predictable and stable interaction
patterns (Kooiman 2000). The overriding aim of these
efforts is to shape the socio-economic system in a way
consistent with the participants’ideas and interests. In
this context, the actual actions taken by the state result
not so much from an authoritative implementation of
previously established rules as from a unique co-
production of solutions by the administration and its
clients (ibid.).

In this approach, governance is identified with
specific patterns or styles of interaction emerging from
the entirety of actors’ activities(Kooiman 1993). Inter-

3The interactive approach underscores to the need to
treat the imperative authority typical of hierarchies as an
equal style of government. Contrary to popular opinion,
it is not exclusively unilateral in nature, but also in-
cludesinteraction-based relations, although certainly to a
lesser extent than in the other cases.



action,or more accurately, the process involving se-
quences of interventions and interactions, seen as essen-
tial to the concept at hand, leads us to consider it as an
emergent phenomenon. Thus, governance can be treated
as an emergent order on account of a variety of impacts
on the area of exercising power. This order is largely
spontaneous; itresults from both the actions of the actors
and the factors that determine them. As such, it is nei-
ther imposed by anyone nor reducible to the activity of
any entity or group of actors (Kooiman 2003).

Accordingly, governance is conceptualised as a
unique structure emerging in the socio-political system
as a result of combined influences of actors; its styles
being both similar and stable when it comes to structur-
ing their mutual relations. At the same time, the ap-
proach is inherently dualist in nature, because, on the
one hand, it resultsfrom interactions, and on the other, it
determines the rules and principles concerning their
course. In other words, it defines‘the rules of the game’
in the area of governance. In this sense, the process can
be understood as a specific medium through which
actors act in pursuit of their own interests and goals
(ibid.). In practice, governance is effected via the com-
bination of different styles, and even if one appears to
dominate in a certain area, it is usually complemented
by others. What matters is that in the perspective under
discussion, governance always demonstratesits collec-
tive nature regardless of the implemented style.

By way of summarising this preliminary presenta-
tion of the approach, we should return to the issue of
roles and tasks accorded to the state in the area of gov-
ernance. It should be noted immediately that the interac-
tive perspective takes an indirect position in the dispute
between the supporters of domination in the discussed
sphere of non-public (i.e. society-centric)factors, and
the proponents of the opposite view of the superior
position of the state (i.e. state-centric). Although the
approach assumes that all participants are equal, in
many respects the state is the leading actor. Thus, it is
treated them as a kind ofprimus inter pares.*It acknowl-
edgesthat changes in the logic of its operation and forms
of influence are necessary, but at the same time, it con-
tests the view that it reduces or even loses its ability to
govern as a result of an alleged “hollowing-out” (Torf-
ing et al. 2013; Rhodes 1997; Bell and Hindmoore
2009). Therefore, it rejects the possibility of withdrawal
from steering social processes or other attempts to sepa-
rate it from society. At the same time, it emphasises the
fact that its influence can be significantly expanded as a
result of the capacity to mobilise and use the resources
held by non-public actors (Kooiman 2000).

“Therefore, in an analogy to the relational approach
proposed by Bell and Hindmoor (2009), interactive
governance can be described as state-centric relational,
although precisely speaking, the ‘state-centric interac-
tional” form seems to be more appropriate.
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The interactive approach is thus based on the as-
sumption of a changing role of the state in the area of
governance, but at the same time it contravenes the
views of its marginalisation. In other words, this role is
different, but not less important. Accordingly, the task
of the state in complex societies is to influence social
interactions in such a way as to ensure the complemen-
tarity of political actions and social self-organisation
processes (Kooiman 2000). Governance is generally
about structuring and directing interactions in order to
carry out collective tasks. More specifically, it is about
assigning the following types of activities to the state
(Dunsire 1993): i) creating favourable conditions for
social actors and systems to ‘organise themselves’ (ena-
bling), ii) steering and coordinating interactions by
creating institutional solutions in support of joint actions
and responsibility sharing (steering, coordinating), and
iii) ensuring that interactions run smoothly by ‘balanc-
ing’ various social forces and interests (collibrating).
The fulfilment of these tasks requires both the use of
dedicated resources and appropriate instruments.

The city laband its actors

Undoubtedly, an excellent example of practical
application of the interactive approach to governance
isthe city lab. P. Kopycinski (2018) recently reviewed
literature on the understanding of this concept. The idea
can be understood as a set of actions initiated by public
authorities, aimed at long-term city development plan-
ning (public purpose). Therefore, these are innovations
planned in an open formula (open innovation), where a
variety of entities are allowed to experiment under actu-
al conditions, including first of all the city users and
local authorities.

School and Kemp (2016, pp. 99—-100) identifythe
following characteristics of the city lab:

1. Hybrid form of organisation, i.e. the man-
agement of the initiative is shared between local au-
thorities and other participants. Such a formula makes it
possible to partially bypass the bureaucratic logic of
local authorities, which is necessary to generate innova-
tive solutions. A variety of urban environments integrate
around public authorities, scientific institutions, entre-
preneurs and residents;

2. A place to experiment with new forms of co-
management (governance) — an inspiration for public
authorities to change the city management processes;

3. Co-participation and co-decision by various
entities, with a particular emphasis on local authorities.
Such a system responds to increasingly complex devel-
opment challenges faced by cities, which cannot be
solved by local administration alone;

4. Using co-creation while searching for new so-
lutions (experimenting). Local authorities usually do not
get involved in these experiments, but provide the pro-
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cedures (and modify in the learning process) which can
make the experiment a success in a given city;

5. Solving complex problems in an interdiscipli-
nary manner, using knowledge from multiple disci-
plines.

Considering the concepts of thequadruple he-
lix(Carayannis and Campbell 2009) and working re-
gions(Clark 2013), where important actors are interme-
diaries, such as development agencies, and based on the
work of authors dealing with city labs(Nystrom et al.
2014; Perjo et al. 2016; Scholl and Kemp 2016; Wester-
lund and Leminen 2011), the following types of city lab
participants can be identified: public authorities (politi-
cians and officials), enterprises (different in terms of
size and area of activity, depending on the task to be
solved in a given city lab), city users/residents (individ-
uals or members of formal and informal organisations,
e.g. NGOs, city movements), research institutes, and
other intermediary institutions.

Managing the city lab

Taking into account the way decisions are made,
public policy management approaches can be divided
into top-down and bottom-up ones. The former involves
hierarchical, unilateral (top-down) setting of objectives
and management of public affairs, whereas the latter
underscores the importance of local actors familiar with
the local context and needs. This issue was widely ana-
lysed in the literature on the subject, and was neatly
summed up by P. A. Sabatier (1986). The above distinc-
tion can be applied to a wider problem of modes of
governance that determine the management of public
policies. This issue is addressed in depth elsewhere;
hence it will only be briefly mentioned here. (cf. e.g.
Pollitt and Bouckaert 2011; Kooiman 2003).

There are three basic models ofpublic management
(coordination of collective actions):

1. The hierarchical model of ideal bureaucracy as
described by M. Weber. In this approach, the state and
the bureaucratic apparatus which represents it are the
main originators and executors of public policies. The
Weberian model is based primarily on legal regulations,
hence the importance attached to formalising the goals,
rules, and mechanisms of governance. The advantages
of such an approach include precision, stability, disci-
pline and loyalty (Weber 1965, p. 337). This method of
coordination is the essence of the top-down approach.

2. New public management (NPP), which re-
flectsa market-oriented approach to coordinating public
affairs, based on business techniques intended to im-
prove the efficiency of the public sector and business
management styles as a remedy to the perceived prob-
lems of the functioning of the state and its administra-
tive apparatus (Osborne, Gaebler 1992; Pollitt, Dan
2011). In this case, both top-down and bottom-up as-
pects can be identified.

3. Public governance and its derivatives (includ-
ing multi-level governance) where the interactivity and
interdependence of governance processes is emphasised
(Hausner 2008), implemented at many levels of gov-
ernment (national, regional, local, and supranational),
with the participation of various stakeholder groups.
Governance is a networked way of coordinating activi-
ties, where the bottom-up approach to solving public
issues is important.

Despite the emphasis on differentaspects of gov-
ernance, subsequent methods of coordination were not
developed in complete isolation from the previousones.
It is worth noting their evolutionary nature, for exam-
ple,some of the assumptions of the Weberian bureau-
cratic model were incorporated into NPM and public
governance. Nowadays, failure to implement reforms in
the spirit of the NPM is emphasised and contrasted with
the advantages of public management understood as
public governance or multi-level governance (Drechsler
and Kattel 2008; Randma-Liiv 2008). Moreover, the
latter model is now considered to be the default mecha-
nism for coordinating complex collective actions (e.g.
Committee of the Regions 2009; European Commission
2010). This applies to public policies in general, includ-
ing innovation policy and urban innovation. However,
this mechanism also has certain shortcomings, such as
those identified by Kopycinski (2015, p. 238):

1. “The risk of collision of competencies related
to the multiplicity of decision-making bodies.

2. Difficulties in making interventions in the con-
text of protracted negotiations and low level of trust
among stakeholders.

3. Inappropriate choice of intermediate organisa-
tional forms between market and enterprise aimed at
stimulating innovation.

4. Difficulties in ensuring socio-economic cohe-
sion of a given country in the context of too far-reaching
regionalisation.

5. Inappropriateness of interventions planned at
the supranational level to the specific institutional cir-
cumstances of individual countries.”

In the face of the above challenges associated with
choosing the mode of governance that best fits given
circumstances, it is not hard to explain a revival of in-
terest in Weberian thought, which stipulates that one of
the basic conditions for the success of reforms is an
efficient and stable public administration. This way of
thinking is also present in the literature on the city lab
concept, where the following are mentioned:

1. The need to protect the public interest;

2. The importance of public authorities as a fun-
der, regulator and veto power, while maintaining crea-
tive, not procedural way (Scholl, Kemp 2016, p. 92);

3. The actors’“clear responsibility, mandate and
legitimacy to drive the process” (Perjo et al. 2016, p.
15);



4. Strengthening the public trust and legitimacy
by political leaders;

5. The capacity of public authorities to manage
conflicts (Perjo et al. 2016, pp. 15, 18).

In other words, the generation of creative ideas in
a city lab requires an efficient public administration
capable of protecting the public interest and managing
conflicts amongst the stakeholders, which has sufficient
trust and legitimacy to manage these processes, includ-
ing the assignment of responsibility for the implementa-
tion of tasks within its framework, while preserving the
achievements of public governance, which in this case
may include the possibility to collectively (i.e. with the
participation of numerous stakeholders) solve complex
urban issues. The issue of administrative efficiency is
not paramount in the case of the newly-created concept
of city lab, where city authorities play a key role.
Theideas of neo-Weberian state may constitute an at-
tempt to reconcile thinking in terms of efficient admin-
istration with the participation of various stakeholders in
governance processes.

The first reflectionsbased on neo-Weberian
ideas date back to the 1980s, when P.B.Evans et al.
(1985, p. 68) in theirBringing the State Back Inidentify
the conditions for effective public intervention. In their
opinion, first, “...the state must constitute a bureaucratic
apparatus with sufficient corporate coherence...” (1985,
p. 68), and second, the bureaucratic apparatus should be
guaranteed “...a certain degree of autonomy from the
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dominant interests in a capitalist society...” (Evans,
Rueschemeyer and Skocpol 1985, p. 68). In recent
years, in the context of innovation policy, which is as-
sociated with the issue of city lab, the neo-Weberian
ideas have appeared in the works of Drechsler (2009a),
Drechler (2009b), or Drechslar and Kattel (2008). Cit-
ing the failure to implement the Lisbon Strategyand its
attendant innovation policy, the aforementioned authors
claim that its reasons should be sought, among others, in
the lack of sufficient attention being devoted to issues
associated withthe functioning of public administration.
In their view, innovation should be perceived in terms
of general interest rather than the interest of individual
enterprises, while the effective implementation of long-
term innovation policy requires a competent civil ser-
vice corps focused on the execution of long-term tasks.

Pollitt and Bouckaert (2011) offer a comprehen-
sive analysis ofgovernance in the spirit of the neo-
Weberian state.References to a variety of public policies
can also be found in the book by Mazur and Kopycinski
(eds., 2017). At this point, due to the limited space
available, we will only identify certain characteristics of
the neo-Weberian state as they apply to innovation poli-
cy, and then discuss them in the context of city lab.
Table 1 comparesselected features of the neo-Weberian
state with multi-level governance as a mechanism rec-
ommended for the implementation of public policies in
the EU (cf. e.g. The Committee of the Regions 2009,
European Commission 2010).

Table 1

Multi-level governance vs the neo-Weberian state — features of public policy coordination mechanisms

Features of coordination
mechanism

Multi-level governance

Neo-Weberian state

Coordination method Network

Hierarchical, but some market elements (NPM)
and network (MLG) present

Entities Political authorities in

stakeholders

collaborative relations with

Clear separation of political authorities and
public administrations at various levels, consid-
eration of opinions of other actors (cooperation
in the diagnosis, planning, implementation, and
monitoring)

Basis for intervention

public authorities

Consensus among various
stakeholders approved by

Provisions of administrative law

Basic tools
various stakeholders

Communication among

Administrative: integrated strategies affecting
various public policies at the same time

Implementation method Negotiations

Integrated, joint activities of public administra-
tion at various levels with a clear division of
tasks and responsibilities

Source: Kopycinski 2017, p. 89.

While MLG is a network coordination model,
NWS refers to the hierarchical Weberian one, while
retaining certain features of NPM and MLG, such as
orientation on the needs and expectations of the resi-
dents participating in the exercise of power through

various consultation mechanisms (cf. Politt and
Bouckaert 2011). While in the case of MLG the partici-
pants in governance processes include primarily politi-
cal authorities in regularcontact with stakeholders, NWS
emphasises a precise division of powers among individ-
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ual bodies and levels of government, which may, of
course, invite other actors to co-govern. The basis for
public action in MLG is the consensus of various stake-
holders under the aegis of public authorities, while in
the case of NWS; it is primarily administrative law —
which does not exclude, of course, the use of various
consultation mechanisms with interested parties. MLG
is characterised by the use of communication tools, and
NWS — administrative ones, but not to the exclusion of
integrated strategies, especially now, in the era of over-
lapping interventions. In the case of public policy im-
plementation, negotiations (MLG) or actions of public
authorities based on legal regulations (NWS) come to
the fore (Kopycinski 2017, p. 88).

Based on the above remarks, it is worth consider-
ing why the concept of neo-Weberian state should be
considered as appropriate for managing a city lab. The
following city lab characteristics of seem to favour its
application:

1. Public authorities serve as the primary deci-
sion-maker, initiator and coordinator of activities and
their important participant, as well as the provider of
procedures.

2. There is a clear separation of tasks in the pub-
lic sector between political authorities and public ad-
ministrations.

3. Legitimacy and trust in city authorities must be
built; the efficiency of public services should no longer
be regarded as their basic assessment criterion.

4. A focus on public goals (i.e. improving the
quality of life of city users) rather than private ones
(businesses).

5. A long-term perspective oncity development
planning.

6. Flexibility in the methods and forms of work-
ing towardsuniversally acceptable solutions (a departure
from rigid bureaucratic city development planning in
favour of experimenting in real-life contexts)while
maintaining their feasibility and legality to facilitate
their implementation in the city.

The above distinguishing features of the city lab
suggest that the neo-Weberian state should be consid-
ered as a suitable method for coordinating the activities
of such initiatives. It is worth noting that NWS does not
underminethe achievements of public governance or its
unique interactive approach to managing public affairs,
but rather amplifies the role played by one of the actors
and the ultimate decision-maker, namely the public
authorities.

Having discussed the factors in favour of the
NWS approach to the processes of managing the city
lab,it is now worth checking whether it is already being
applied within the framework under discussion. For this
purpose, let us expand Table 2 to include the relevant
features of MLG and NWS.

As the above list shows, the coordination mecha-
nism used in the city lab has the characteristics of both
MLG and NWS. From the perspective adopted in this
article, it is important to emphasise that city lab activi-
ties are not coordinated exclusively by means MLG,
but, owing to the significant involvement of public
authorities, NWS also constitutes an important coordi-
nation mechanism. At the same time, this mechanism
fully corresponds to interactive governance assuming
that processes in the public sphere are based on broad
social foundations with an emphasis on the role of pub-
lic authority (called state-centric interactional). This
proves that the interactive perspective not only provides
a useful framework for the analysis of public policy
processes, but is also fully applicable in practice.

Summary and conclusions

The aim of this article was to demonstrate the ap-
plication of the interactive governance perspective to
the city lab. The foregoing discussion justifies the con-
clusion that such an interactive governance mechanism,
which has the features of both multi-level governance
and neo-Weberian state, is used in solving urban issues
withinthe city lab platform. This is evidenced by the
following observations on its operation:

1. Dispersal of power among numerous actors —
active participation of various actors in steering and
managing the processes of social and economic devel-
opment of the city.

2. Interdependence of public authorities, residents
(city users) and other actors of the city lab, resulting
from the fact that none of them is capable of governing
independently due to the lack of sufficient potential and
resources.

3. Decentralised decision-making combining the
activities of public (primarily city authorities) and non-
public (primarily city residents/users) actors.

4. Unique pluralism and openness to various
styles of governance — the city lab cannot be unambigu-
ously subsumed under a single public management
model;it is rather more appropriate to talk about manag-
ing a city lab usinga variety of coordination mechanisms
— not only (multi-level) governance, whose characteris-
tic features include participation and joint decision-
making, but also the neo-Weberian state, where city
authorities ensure the feasibility and legality of the pro-
posed solutions, having the right toveto the submitted
proposals.

5. In the city lab, interactions involve both public
and non-public actors. The focus here is on joint solu-
tions to eliminate social problems and create new devel-
opment opportunities in the city.
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Table 2

Coordination methods in the city lab — the perspective of public authorities

Features of
coordination
mechanism

Multi-level gov-
ernance

Neo-Weberian state

Mode of governance in city lab

Coordination
method

Network

Hierarchical, but some
market elements (NPM)
and network (MLG) present

MLG:problems can be addressed and
solved using network-based methods (co-
operation of city users, public authorities,
enterprises, research institutions and inter-
mediaries) via experimentation in real-life
contexts

but

NWS: work is done within a hierarchical
framework imposed by public authorities,
especially in terms of ensuring the feasibil-
ity and legality of the proposed solutions

Entities

Political authori-
ties in collabora-
tive relations with
stakeholders

Clear separation of political
authorities and public ad-
ministrations at various
levels, consideration of
opinions of other actors
(cooperation in the diagno-
sis, planning, implementa-
tion, and monitoring)

MLG: cooperation of public authorities
with other actors, but to a limited extent;
public authorities are primarily a passive
participant responsible for overseeing the
procedures

but

NWS: involves the separation of political
and administrative tasks; taking into ac-
count the opinions of different actors in the
process of long-term city development
planning

among various
stakeholders

Basis for inter- | Consensus among | Provisions of administrative | MLG: in the course of generating solutions,
vention various stakehold- | law moving away from a rigid bureaucratic
ers approved by framework; what is important is to work out
public authorities a consensus
but
NWS: consensus within the procedural
limits and applicable legal provisions
Basic tools Communication Administrative: integrated MLG: communication as a basic tool for

strategies affecting various
public policies at the same
time

resolving disputes and reconciling positions
while
NWS: activities are undertaken as part of a

broader strategy for long-term city devel-
opment

Implementation
method

Negotiations

Integrated, joint activities of
public administration at
various levels with a clear
division of tasks and re-
sponsibilities

MLG: Negotiations on at least three levels,
i.e. between:

1. public authorities (politicians and offi-
cials) at different levels

2. public authorities and various actors in
the city lab

3. various city lab actors (e.g. developers
and residents)

NWS: Long-term development requires
joint actions by various public administra-
tion entities — local and central government

Source: Own study.
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The foregoing discussion supports the view that in-
teractive governance in the city lab is not only a theoret-
ical concept, but alsoplays an important part is solving
the actualproblems of social and economic develop-
ment. It shows the great potential of providing public
policy with a broader social basis and ensuring interac-
tions of various stakeholders in order to execute public
tasks and deliver innovative solutions. However, due to
the fact that the idea of city lab is fairly new,the topic
requires more in-depth research.
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MICBKA JIABOPATOPIS K ITPUKJAJI IHTEPAKTUBHOI IIEPCIIEKTUBHY BPSIYBAHHS
(THE CITY LAB AS AN EXAMPLE OF THE INTERACTIVE PERSPECTIVE ON GOVERNANCE?)
Pawet Biatynicki-Birula, Piotr Kopycinski
KpakiBcpkuit ekoHOMigHHN yHiBepcuTeT, [lonbma

Memoio cmammi € 062080pents 00HO20 3 NPAKMUYHUX WIAXIE SUKOPUCNAHHA THMEPAKMUBHO20 Ni0X00Y 00
ynpaeninus cghepoio nybniunoi norimuxu. Ochogna yeaza npudiisemvcs ioei micvkol nabopamopii (City lab), wo
CnputiMaemscs K naamgopma O 2eHepy8anHs IHHO8AYill yepe3 83aeMO0IiI0 Op2anie NyOniuHOI 61a0u 3 piHUMU
3aYiKaGNEeHUMU CIOPOHAMU.

Cmamms noYuHaemvcsa 3 GUKAAOY CYMHOCMI IHMEPAKmMuUgHO20 YRPAGIiHHA Ma Ni0X00i8 00 1020 PO3YMIHHS,
wo posensoaromvca 8 nimepamypi. Takoxc poszensioacmuvces idesi naamgopmu micbkoi 1abopamopii 6 KoHmekcmi
OCHOGHUX NpuHYunie it pobomu.

Cnuparouuce Ha mpu 0CHOGHI MOOell NYONIUHO20 8pPAOYEanHs (MoOmo ideaivHa 6IOpoKpamis, HOSU Nyoaiu-
HULlL MeHeOdHcMenm ma nybiaiuHe 8psa0y8anHs) ma KOHYenyilo Ho8oi eebepiscbkoi depaicasu, axa Habupae éce Oinb-
woi nonynapHoCmi 8 OCMAaHKI POKU, ABMOPU BUIHAYAIOMb A AHANIZYVIOMb MEXAHI3M KOOpOUHayii, AKuil 6UKopuc-
MoByEMbCs 6 MicbKiti 1abopamopii. Bucnoeku npononyoms KOpomKull nioCyMOK OCHOGHUX ACNeKmi6 iHMmepaKmue-
HO20 HaNpPAMKY PO36UMKY IHHOBAYIL Y MiCMAX.

Knrouosi cnosa: inmepaxmuere 8psi0y8ants, IHCMpYyMeHmMu IHMepakmueHoi NOJIMuKu, MiCbKa 1abopamopis

(city lab)

5The paper has been prepared as a part of research grant funded by the National Science Centre “The use of interac-
tive methods of governance in shaping social policy” no UMO-2011/03/B/HS5/00899.
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