V.F.Mammadov

>

UDC: 351.07
https://doi.org/10.59849/2409-4838.2026.1.52

COLLABORATIVE GOVERNANCE: STATE-CIVIL SOCIETY RELATIONS AND
FORMATION OF STATE POLICY

Vagif Farid Mammadov
Azerbaijan University of Tourism and Management, Baku, Azerbaijan
vagifmammadov23@gmail.com

Over recent decades, collaborative governance has become one of the core paradigms of con-
temporary public administration. This transformation is closely linked to the growing recognition
that complex public problems cannot be effectively addressed solely through the actions of state ac-
tors. As a result, civil society organizations have begun to play an active role not only in policy
consultation processes, but also in the co-design, implementation, and oversight of public policy.
This article re-examines collaborative governance across diverse governance contexts and analyti-
cally explores the opportunities for joint policy formation between the state and civil society. Dra-
wing on a synthesis of recent empirical and conceptual studies in the fields of health, environmental
protection, energy, social protection, rural and territorial governance, as well as digital governan-
ce, the analysis demonstrates that collaborative governance generates meaningful and sustainable
policy outcomes only when supported by institutionalized participation mechanisms, clearly defined
accountability structures, and sufficient governance capacity.

The primary scientific contribution of the study lies in the development of an integrative con-
ceptual framework that directly links institutional design, interaction dynamics, and accountability
mechanisms to the outcomes of policy co-production. This approach moves beyond normative as-
sumptions that portray collaborative governance as automatically beneficial and instead emphasi-
zes that the effects of collaboration are contingent upon contextual and institutional conditions.
From a practical perspective, the study offers policy-oriented recommendations for designing colla-
borative governance mechanisms that enhance effectiveness, inclusiveness, and democratic accoun-
tability across policy domains.

Keywords: institutional design, state—society interaction, public value creation, governance
capacity, power asymmetries

INTRODUCTION

Over the past two decades, collaborative governance has emerged as a dominant framework
in public policy and public administration research. This shift reflects broader transformations in
state capacity, administrative complexity, and democratic expectations, which increasingly require
the inclusion of non-state actors in governance processes. Civil society organizations (CSOs) are
now widely recognized as critical partners in addressing public problems, contributing expertise, le-
gitimacy, and social embeddedness to policy processes [1-3].

However, despite the growing prominence of collaborative governance, its practical outcomes
remain contested. While some studies emphasize its potential to enhance policy effectiveness and
democratic legitimacy, others underline risks related to co-optation, unequal power relations, and
symbolic participation [3-7]. Moreover, much of the existing scholarship remains fragmented across
policy sectors, with limited efforts to integrate insights from health, environmental, energy, social
protection, and place-based governance. This fragmentation constrains cumulative theoretical deve-
lopment and weakens our understanding of how collaborative governance functions across diverse
institutional and contextual settings.
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Against this background, the significance of re-examining collaborative governance lies in the
growing reliance of governments on civil society actors to co-produce public policy in increasingly
complex and uncertain governance environments. As states face constraints related to capacity, legi-
timacy, and policy implementation, collaboration with civil society has shifted from a complemen-
tary practice to a central governance strategy. Yet, the institutional conditions under which such col-
laboration leads to meaningful outcomes—rather than symbolic participation or co-optation—rema-
in insufficiently theorized and empirically clarified.

A key gap in the literature concerns the limited attention paid to the mechanisms that translate
collaborative arrangements into substantive policy co-production. Existing studies often focus either
on participatory structures or on sector-specific outcomes, without systematically linking institutio-
nal design, interaction processes, and governance performance. As a result, collaboration is frequ-
ently treated as a normative ideal rather than as a contingent, power-laden, and context-dependent
process shaped by institutional arrangements and accountability structures.

This article addresses this gap by rethinking collaborative governance through a synthetic
analysis of recent empirical and conceptual research on state—civil society collaboration. It focuses
on how public policy is co-produced through institutionalized interaction between public authorities
and civil society organizations across multiple policy sectors and governance contexts. In doing so,
the study is guided by two core research questions: (1) How do institutional arrangements shape the
ways in which states and civil society organizations co-produce public policy across different go-
vernance contexts? and (2) Under what conditions does state—civil society collaboration generate
meaningful governance outcomes, and when does it instead reproduce power asymmetries, co-opta-
tion, or symbolic participation?

Accordingly, the object of this study is state—civil society collaboration in the co-production
of public policy, with particular attention to the institutional mechanisms, interaction dynamics, and
structural constraints that influence collaborative governance outcomes. By integrating evidence ac-
ross sectors and contexts, the article seeks to contribute to a more nuanced and critical understan-
ding of collaborative governance that is both theoretically grounded and policy-relevant.

MAIN PART

Collaborative Governance and State-Civil Society Relations: Conceptual and Empirical

Perspectives

Collaborative governance has emerged as a central conceptual framework for understanding
how states interact with non-state actors in the formulation, implementation, and oversight of public
policy. At its core, collaborative governance refers to institutionalized arrangements in which public
authorities and civil society actors engage in collective decision-making processes oriented toward
public problem-solving. This perspective departs from hierarchical models of public administration
by emphasizing shared authority, mutual dependence, and deliberative interaction.

From an institutional perspective, collaborative governance is closely linked to the concept of
co-governance, which emphasizes the formalization of roles, responsibilities, and accountability
mechanisms between the state and civil society. Some scientists argue that durable collaboration de-
pends on stable institutional frameworks that clearly define participation rights and decision-making
authority [2]. In the absence of such frameworks, collaborative arrangements risk remaining episo-
dic or symbolic rather than substantive.

The concept of co-production extends the analytical scope of collaborative governance by fo-
cusing on the joint creation of public value. Rather than treating civil society organizations (CSOs)
as external stakeholders, co-production conceptualizes them as active contributors to governance
capacity and policy outcomes [3]. This shift reflects a broader transformation in governance thin-
king, in which the state increasingly acts as a coordinator within multi-actor governance arrange-
ments rather than the sole provider of public goods.
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At the same time, collaborative governance is shaped by structural power asymmetries betwe-
en state institutions and civil society actors. Empirical research shows that collaboration often un-
folds within unequal political and economic contexts, constraining civil society autonomy and limi-
ting substantive influence. In land and disaster governance, for example, collaborative arrangements
may coexist with exclusion, co-optation, or strong state dominance when institutional safeguards
are weak [4, 5].

These concerns have motivated a growing body of critical scholarship that treats collaborative
governance as a politically embedded and context-dependent process rather than a normatively desi-
rable model. From this perspective, institutional design plays a decisive role in mediating power re-
lations and shaping governance outcomes [6-8]. Accountability mechanisms—such as public over-
sight and integrated control systems-are therefore essential for ensuring that collaboration enhances
transparency and democratic legitimacy rather than diffusing responsibility [6, 9].

Contextual conditions further influence how collaborative governance operates in practice.
Place-based and comparative studies demonstrate that collaboration is deeply affected by territorial
institutions, social capital, and historically embedded state—society relations, leading to significant
variation across governance settings [10-13]. These findings challenge universal governance models
and underscore the importance of institutional context.

Sectoral research reinforces this differentiated understanding. In health and social protection,
collaboration with civil society has been linked to improved service reach and responsiveness at the
local level [10, 14]. In environmental and energy governance, CSOs contribute primarily through
norm-setting, public mobilization, and implementation support, with their influence remaining con-
tingent on political openness and institutional recognition [12, 15].

Finally, recent scholarship extends collaborative governance into digital and transnational po-
licy arenas, where civil society participation increasingly operates beyond the nation-state and res-
hapes conventional notions of authority and accountability [16, 17].

Taken together, the literature suggests that collaborative governance should be understood not
as a single institutional model but as a spectrum of context-dependent arrangements shaped by insti-
tutional design, power relations, and governance capacity. Building on these conceptual foundati-
ons, this study examines how state—civil society collaboration functions as a mechanism of public
policy co-production and under what conditions it produces meaningful and accountable governan-
ce outcomes.

Theoretical Framework for Co-Production in Public Policy

To establish a clear analytical distinction, this article conceptualizes collaborative governance
as the overarching institutional and decision-making framework through which state and civil soci-
ety actors interact, while co-production is treated as a specific process and outcome that may, but
does not necessarily, result from such collaboration. Collaborative governance structures participati-
on, authority, and deliberation, whereas co-production refers to the joint creation of public value
through shared problem definition, policy design, implementation, and oversight.

This distinction is analytically important because collaborative arrangements do not automati-
cally generate co-production. Collaboration may remain consultative, symbolic, or implementation-
oriented without granting civil society actors substantive influence over policy content. Co-produc-
tion, by contrast, implies a deeper level of integration in which civil society actors contribute mea-
ningfully to both policy formulation and execution. By separating governance arrangements from
production processes, the framework avoids conflating participation with co-production and enables
a more precise assessment of collaborative outcomes.

From an institutional perspective, co-production emerges where governance arrangements
enable sustained and structured interaction between public authorities and civil society. Tsujinaka et
al. (2013) describe such arrangements as co-governance systems, in which collaboration is stabili-
zed through formal rules, norms, and clearly defined organizational roles [2]. These institutional fo-
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undations transform episodic participation into continuous policy engagement and reduce depen-
dence on political discretion.

A core assumption of co-production theory is functional interdependence between the state
and civil society. While the state retains formal authority and regulatory power, civil society contri-
butes complementary resources, including contextual knowledge, social trust, mobilization capa-
city, and normative legitimacy. This complementarity enhances governance capacity and policy res-
ponsiveness and has been observed across multiple policy domains, particularly in health and social
protection.

At the same time, co-production is fundamentally shaped by power relations. Structural asym-
metries in authority, resources, and legal standing often position the state as the dominant actor,
constraining civil society autonomy and limiting joint decision-making [3]. In such settings, co-pro-
duction may resemble delegated implementation rather than genuine policy co-authorship. Empiri-
cal evidence from land governance illustrates how co-production can coexist with exclusionary
outcomes when underlying power imbalances remain unaddressed.

Accountability mechanisms therefore constitute a central dimension of co-production frame-
works. Public oversight allows civil society actors not only to participate in policy processes but al-
so to monitor implementation and scrutinize state action. Building on this logic, Jomonqulov (2025)
emphasizes integrated control systems that combine hierarchical administrative oversight with hori-
zontal civil society monitoring [5]. Within the co-production framework, such mechanisms function
as safeguards against co-optation and symbolic participation.

Contextual variation further conditions co-production dynamics. Place-based research de-
monstrates that institutional effectiveness depends on territorial characteristics, social capital, and
historically embedded state—society relations, resulting in significant variation across local gover-
nance settings [7]. Comparative institutional analyses similarly show that national governance tradi-
tions shape both the scope and depth of civil society involvement.

Sectoral research reinforces this differentiated understanding. In health and social protection,
co-production tends to enhance policy reach and adaptability at the local level, where CSOs operate
in close proximity to beneficiary communities. In environmental and energy governance, co-pro-
duction plays a stronger role in norm diffusion, public mobilization, and implementation support,
with effectiveness remaining contingent on political openness and institutional recognition.

Recent scholarship further extends co-production theory to digital and transnational governan-
ce arenas, where collaboration increasingly transcends national boundaries and challenges traditio-
nal notions of authority and accountability. These developments suggest that co-production should
be conceptualized as a multi-level and multi-scalar governance process.

Building on these insights, this study adopts a theoretical framework in which co-production
emerges from the interaction of three interrelated dimensions: (1) institutional design, which struc-
tures participation and authority; (2) interaction dynamics, through which state and civil society ac-
tors negotiate roles and resources; and (3) accountability mechanisms, which mediate power relati-
ons and governance outcomes. Together, these dimensions provide an analytical basis for exami-
ning how collaborative governance translates into meaningful public policy co-production across
sectors and contexts.

Mechanisms of Policy Co-Production and the Roles and Capacities of Civil Society Ac-
tors

Policy co-production materializes through a set of institutional and interactional mechanisms
that structure how states and civil society organizations (CSOs) jointly contribute to public policy.
These mechanisms define not only channels of participation but also the allocation of authority, res-
ponsibility, and accountability within collaborative governance arrangements. Examining these
mechanisms is essential for moving beyond abstract accounts of collaboration toward a clearer un-
derstanding of how co-production operates in practice.
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Institutional and Interactional Mechanisms of Co-Production

A central mechanism of policy co-production is institutionalized participation, whereby civil
society actors are formally integrated into policy processes through advisory councils, participatory
committees, co-management bodies, or joint implementation platforms. Such arrangements create
structured opportunities for sustained interaction and reduce the risk of episodic or symbolic enga-
gement. Institutionalization enhances predictability and role clarity, thereby increasing the likeliho-
od that collaboration translates into substantive policy influence.

Joint implementation and service delivery constitute a second key mechanism, particularly at
the local level. In policy sectors such as health and social protection, CSOs frequently operate as in-
termediaries between public authorities and beneficiary communities, contributing to outreach, tar-
geting, and the adaptation of services to local needs. Through these roles, co-production becomes
embedded in routine governance practices rather than remaining confined to formal decision-ma-
king arenas.

Public oversight and monitoring represent a further mechanism through which co-production
extends beyond service delivery. Civil society engagement in monitoring policy implementation
and administrative conduct strengthens transparency and accountability. Integrated control systems
that combine hierarchical state oversight with civil society monitoring are especially important in
mitigating risks related to corruption, inefficiency, and elite capture [5]. In this sense, co-production
involves shared responsibility for governance integrity as well as policy outcomes.

Finally, agenda-setting and normative mechanisms play an important role in shaping policy
trajectories. In environmental, energy, and digital governance, CSOs influence policy by articula-
ting societal values, mobilizing public support, and shaping normative frameworks. These mecha-
nisms underline that co-production encompasses not only operational contributions but also the co-
creation of policy priorities and meanings.

Roles and Capacities of Civil Society Actors

The effectiveness of policy co-production depends significantly on the roles and capacities of
civil society actors. CSOs contribute contextual knowledge, social trust, and mobilization capacity
that complement state expertise and administrative resources. Their proximity to communities enab-
les them to identify local needs, mediate between citizens and public authorities, and adapt policy
interventions to specific contexts.

However, civil society roles are shaped by uneven organizational capacities. Professionalized
CSOs with technical expertise and stable funding are generally better positioned to engage in sustai-
ned collaboration, particularly in complex policy domains such as environmental governance and
social protection [8]. By contrast, smaller or grassroots organizations often face resource constraints
and limited institutional recognition, which can restrict their influence within collaborative arrange-
ments.

Capacity asymmetries among CSOs also interact with broader power dynamics in state—civil
society relations. Empirical evidence suggests that collaboration may constrain civil society auto-
nomy when participation is conditional on compliance with state agendas or funding requirements.
In land governance contexts, for example, civil society involvement has at times been confined to
consultative roles, while substantive decision-making authority remains centralized within state ins-
titutions or aligned vested interests.

Contextual conditions further shape civil society roles. Place-based research demonstrates that
territorial institutions, social capital, and historically embedded state—society relations influence
both the capacity and legitimacy of CSOs. Comparative analyses likewise indicate that national go-
vernance traditions condition the degree of autonomy and influence afforded to civil society within
collaborative governance frameworks.
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Constraints and Enabling Conditions

While policy co-production holds considerable potential, its effectiveness depends on enab-
ling institutional and political conditions. Legal recognition of civil society participation, access to
information, and stable funding arrangements facilitate meaningful engagement. Conversely, weak
accountability mechanisms and opaque decision-making structures undermine trust and limit the
transformative potential of collaboration.

State-building and crisis contexts pose additional constraints. Where institutional capacity is
weak or political stability is fragile, collaborative arrangements may become instrumentalized, ser-
ving short-term administrative needs rather than fostering genuine co-production [15]. These condi-
tions highlight the need to conceptualize co-production as a dynamic and context-sensitive gover-
nance process rather than a fixed institutional model.

Taken together, these mechanisms, roles, and conditions illustrate that policy co-production is
a multi-dimensional process shaped by institutional design, interaction patterns, and actor capaciti-
es. Civil society actors perform diverse and context-dependent roles ranging from service provision
and monitoring to agenda-setting and norm entrepreneurship. The effectiveness of co-production ul-
timately depends on how these roles are enabled, constrained, or transformed within specific colla-
borative governance arrangements.

A cross-sectoral perspective further underscores this variability. In health and social protecti-
on, co-production is primarily embedded in service delivery and local implementation, where proxi-
mity to beneficiaries is critical. In environmental and energy governance, co-production relies more
heavily on norm-setting, public mobilization, and long-term collective action, making outcomes
more dependent on political openness and institutional recognition. Rural and place-based gover-
nance contexts likewise demonstrate that territorial institutions and social capital limit the transfera-
bility of standardized governance models [11, 13].

Despite these differences, several mechanisms—maost notably institutionalized participation,
access to information, and accountability structures—emerge as cross-cutting enablers of co-pro-
duction across policy sectors. This suggests that while collaborative governance rests on shared ins-
titutional foundations, the forms and intensity of policy co-production remain inherently sector- and
context-dependent.

The State’s Role in Enabling Collaborative Governance

While collaborative governance has gained prominence, alternative theoretical perspectives
question both its feasibility and desirability. State-centric approaches argue that collaboration may
dilute authority, blur accountability, and weaken administrative coherence, particularly in contexts
requiring rapid decision-making or strong regulatory enforcement. From this perspective, hierarchi-
cal governance is often viewed as more effective in ensuring policy consistency and responsibility.
Market-oriented approaches similarly prioritize efficiency and competition over deliberation, sug-
gesting that collaborative arrangements may introduce coordination costs and slow policy imple-
mentation.

Acknowledging these critiques, this article does not treat collaborative governance as inhe-
rently superior to hierarchical or market-based models. Instead, collaboration is conceptualized as a
context-dependent governance strategy whose effectiveness varies across policy domains and insti-
tutional settings. By explicitly considering power asymmetries, risks of co-optation, and accountabi-
lity challenges, the analysis situates collaborative governance within a broader governance repertoi-
re rather than presenting it as a normative ideal.

Within this broader perspective, the role of the state remains central to enabling collaborative
governance. Rather than withdrawing from governance, the state acts as an enabler, regulator, and
guarantor of collaborative arrangements. Its institutional capacity, legal authority, and political com-
mitment shape whether collaboration with civil society becomes substantive or remains symbolic.
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A core enabling function of the state lies in institutional design. By establishing formal parti-
cipation frameworks—such as consultative councils, co-management bodies, and multi-actor imple-
mentation platforms—the state defines the rules of engagement and allocates decision-making
authority. Clearly articulated institutional mandates enhance predictability and reduce uncertainty
for civil society actors, fostering sustained engagement rather than episodic involvement [11, 14].

Legal recognition and regulatory support further condition collaborative governance. Where
civil society participation is embedded in legislation and administrative procedures, collaborative
arrangements tend to be more stable and resilient to political change. Conversely, weak or ambiguo-
us legal frameworks render collaboration dependent on administrative discretion, undermining trust
and long-term commitment.

The state also plays a critical role in capacity-building and resource allocation. In policy sec-
tors such as health, social protection, and environmental governance, governments increasingly rely
on civil society organizations (CSOs) for implementation and outreach. Empirical research suggests
that collaboration is most effective when states invest in strengthening civil society capacity rather
than treating CSOs as low-cost service providers [10, 11]. Stable funding arrangements, access to
information, and technical assistance enable civil society actors to contribute meaningfully to policy
co-production.

Finally, the enabling role of the state extends to safeguarding pluralism within collaborative
governance arrangements. By promoting inclusive participation and preventing the monopolization
of collaborative spaces by a narrow set of professionalized organizations, the state can help preserve
the representativeness and diversity of civil society engagement [1]. Failure to do so risks narro-
wing participation and reproducing existing inequalities within collaborative governance structures.

Power, Conflict, and Accountability in Collaboration

Despite its cooperative framing, collaborative governance is inherently shaped by power
asymmetries and potential conflict. The state retains formal authority, regulatory control, and access
to public resources, positioning it as the dominant actor in most collaborative arrangements. These
asymmetries influence interaction dynamics and shape which interests are ultimately reflected in
policy outcomes.

Empirical research demonstrates that collaboration may result in co-optation when civil soci-
ety participation is conditional on compliance with state-defined agendas. In disaster governance,
civil society organizations (CSOs) often balance cooperation with efforts to preserve autonomy, ad-
justing their strategies to maintain access while avoiding open confrontation [3]. Similar patterns
appear in land governance, where collaborative forums coexist with exclusionary decision-making
structures dominated by state or economic elites [4]. In such contexts, collaboration may formally
include civil society while substantively limiting its influence.

Conflict within collaborative governance should therefore not be interpreted solely as
dysfunction. Rather, it reflects divergent interests, values, and interpretations of public problems.
Productive collaboration requires institutional arrangements that allow conflict to be articulated, ne-
gotiated, and managed rather than suppressed. Where dissent is excluded or neutralized, collaborati-
on risks devolving into symbolic participation that reinforces existing power relations.

Accountability mechanisms play a central mediating role in addressing these power imbalan-
ces. Public oversight enables civil society actors not only to participate in governance processes but
also to monitor implementation and scrutinize administrative conduct [6]. Building on this logic, Jo-
monqulov (2025) emphasizes the importance of integrated control systems that combine hierarchi-
cal state oversight with horizontal civil society monitoring [5]. Such arrangements enhance transpa-
rency, clarify responsibility, and reduce the risk that collaboration obscures accountability rather
than strengthening it.

Accountability challenges vary across policy domains. In environmental and energy gover-
nance, the dispersion of authority across multiple actors complicates responsibility allocation, ma-
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king accountability mechanisms particularly salient [12, 13, 17]. In digital governance, civil soci-
ety’s growing role in norm-setting and constitutional debates raises accountability questions that
increasingly transcend national jurisdictions.

Power-related challenges are further intensified in state-building and crisis contexts. Weak
institutional capacity and political instability constrain the state’s ability to manage collaborative
processes, increasing the likelihood that collaboration becomes instrumental, short-term, or prima-
rily symbolic [15]. These conditions underscore that collaborative governance cannot substitute for
strong public institutions but is fundamentally dependent on them.

Taken together, these dynamics indicate that collaborative governance is neither inherently
egalitarian nor automatically democratic. While the state plays a decisive enabling role, persistent
power asymmetries and accountability gaps shape collaborative outcomes. Empirical evidence sug-
gests that collaboration frequently falls short of genuine co-production not due to implementation
failures alone, but because of structural conditions such as weak institutional safeguards, constrai-
ned civic space, and asymmetric resource dependencies. Recognizing these conditions allows for a
more realistic assessment of collaborative governance as a contingent and power-sensitive gover-
nance strategy rather than a universally transformative model.

CONCLUSION

This article set out to rethink collaborative governance by examining how states and civil so-
ciety co-produce public policy across diverse governance contexts. Drawing on recent empirical
and conceptual literature, the analysis demonstrates that collaborative governance is best understood
not as a single institutional model, but as a spectrum of arrangements shaped by institutional design,
interaction dynamics, actor capacities, and power relations.

The findings indicate that collaboration can enhance policy effectiveness, inclusiveness, and
legitimacy when it is supported by clear institutional frameworks, legal recognition of civil society
participation, and robust accountability mechanisms. Across policy domains—including health, so-
cial protection, environmental and energy governance, rural development, and digital governance—
civil society actors provide contextual knowledge, social trust, and mobilization capacity that comp-
lement state authority and administrative resources. These contributions, however, translate into
meaningful policy co-production only when collaboration is institutionalized and civil society auto-
nomy is preserved.

At the same time, the analysis highlights persistent structural challenges. Power asymmetries
between state institutions and civil society actors remain a defining feature of collaborative gover-
nance, shaping participation and policy outcomes. In the absence of effective accountability and in-
tegrated control systems, collaborative arrangements risk devolving into symbolic participation or
co-optation, thereby undermining democratic governance objectives. These risks are particularly
pronounced in contexts characterized by weak institutions, limited resources, or high levels of poli-
tical centralization.

Several policy implications follow from these findings. First, governments aiming to promote
collaborative governance should prioritize institutionalization over administrative discretion. Em-
bedding participatory mechanisms in legal and procedural frameworks is essential for ensuring sta-
bility, predictability, and continuity in state—civil society collaboration.

Second, capacity-building should be treated as a core investment in governance rather than a
supplementary measure. Enhancing civil society access to information, technical expertise, and sus-
tainable funding strengthens its ability to engage in policy co-production beyond narrow service de-
livery functions.

Third, accountability must be strengthened through integrated oversight systems. Effective
collaborative governance requires mechanisms that combine hierarchical state accountability with
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horizontal civil society monitoring, thereby clarifying responsibility and mitigating power imbalan-
ces.

Finally, policymakers should adopt context-sensitive approaches to collaborative governance.
Sectoral characteristics, place-based conditions, and historically embedded state-society relations
significantly shape collaborative outcomes, limiting the effectiveness of uniform governance temp-
lates. Adaptive institutional design that reflects contextual variation is therefore critical for fostering
meaningful and accountable collaboration.
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OMOKDASLIQ 9SASLI IDAROETMO: DOVLOT-VOTONDAS COMIYYOTI
MUNASIBOTLORI VO DOVLOT SIYASOTININ FORMALASMASI

V.F. Mommoadov

Son onilliklorde amokdasliq asasli idaroetmo miiasir dovlot idaragiliyinin asas paradigmalarin-
dan birina ¢evrilmigdir. Bu transformasiya miirokkob ictimai problemlorin yalniz dévlet aktorlarinin
faaliyyati ilo somarali sokilds hall edilmasinin miimkiin olmadiginin getdikco daha ¢ox gobul olun-
masi ilo slagalidir. Natica etibarilo, vatondas comiyyati toskilatlar artiq tokco siyasat tizra maslohot-
losmo proseslorinda deyil, hom do dovlat siyasatinin birgs hazirlanmasi, icrasi va icrasina nozaratdo
foal rol oynamaga baglamisdir.

Bu moqalodo omokdasliq asash idaroetmo miixtolif idaroetmo kontekstlorindo yenidon nozor-
don kegirilir vo dovlatlo vaotondas comiyyatinin dovlat siyasatinin birgs formalasdirilmasinda istirak
imkanlar1 analitik sokilde miizakire olunur. Sohiyyo, otraf miihitin miihafizesi, energetika, sosial
miidafia, kond vo orazi idaragiliyi, eloco do rogomsal idaroetmo saholorindo aparilmig miiasir empi-
rik vo konseptual todqgiqatlarin sintezino asaslanan tohlil gostorir ki, omokdasliq asasli idarsetmo
yalniz institusionallagdirilmis istirak mexanizmlori, aydin miioyyon olunmus hesabatliliq strukturla-
r1 vo kifayat qodar idaroetma potensiali mévcud oldugda monali vo davamli siyasat noticalori yarada
bilir.

Tadqgiqatin asas elmi tohfasi institusional dizayni, qarsiliqh faaliyyotin dinamikasini vo hesa-
batliliq mexanizmlorini dévlst siyasatinin birge formalasdirilmasinin naticaloari ilo birbasa olagolon-
diron inteqrativ konseptual ¢orgivonin irali siiriilmasidir. Bu yanasma omokdasliq osasl idaroetmo-
nin normativ sokildo avtomatik miisbot tosir gostormasi ilo bagl yanasmalardan konara ¢ixaraq,
omokdagligin tosirinin kontekstual vo institusional sortlordon asili oldugunu vurgulayir. Praktiki ba-
ximdan is9 tadqiqat miixtalif siyasat sahalorinds effektivliyi, inkliizivliyi vo demokratik hesabatlili-
g1 artiran omokdasliq asasli idaroetmo mexanizmlorinin formalasdirilmasi li¢lin siyasotyonli tovsi-
yalor toqdim edir.

Acar sozldr: institusional dizayn, doviat—comiyyat qarsiliqh alaqoasi, ictimai dayarin yaradil-
masi, idaraetma potensiali, giic asimmetriyasi

KOJLTABOPATUBHOE YIIPABJIEHUE: BBAUMOOTHOIIEHUA T'OCYIAPCTBA U
I'PAXKIAHCKOI'O OBIIIECTBA B ®OPMUPOBAHUU NYBJINYHOU NOJIUTUKHU

B.®. Mamenos

B nocnennue necsatuneTus KoutabopaTUBHOE YIIPABIEHHE CTANI0 OJJHOM M3 KITFOYEBBIX MapaiurMm
COBPEMEHHOT'0 rOCyIapCTBEHHOTO yrpasieHus. [lanHas Tpanchopmanys cBs3aHa ¢ BO3PACTAIOLIUM
MPU3HAHUEM TOTO, YTO CIIO’KHBIE OOIIECTBEHHBIE IPOOJIEMBbI HE MOTYT ObITh 3(PPEKTUBHO PEIIECHBI
UCKJIIOUUTENIBHO 3a CYET JIEATENbHOCTH TI'OCYIAapCTBEHHBIX aKTOpPOB. B pesynpTaTe opraHusanuu
IPaX/JIaHCKOro OOIEeCTBAa HAUYMHAIOT UIPaTh AKTUBHYIO POJb HE TOJBKO B KOHCYJIBTAlld OHHBIX
mporieccax Mo BONPOcaM MOJIUTUKH, HO U B COBMECTHON pa3paboTKe, peain3aluil U KOHTPOJIE 3a
OCYILIECTBIICHHEM I'OCY1apCTBEHHON TOJTUTHKHU.

B naHHOI cratbhe KonmaOoOpaTHBHOE YHpPABICHHE PACCMATPUBAETCS 3aHOBO B PA3IMUHBIX
YIPaBIEHYECKMX KOHTEKCTaX, a BO3MOXHOCTH YYacTHs rOCyJapcTBa M rpakJaHCKOro o0IecTBa B
COBMECTHOM (POPMHPOBAHUU TOCYAAPCTBEHHOM MOJMTHKU aHATU3UPYIOTCS C aHATUTUYECKON TOUKU
3peHMs. AHalu3, OCHOBAaHHBIM HAa CHHTE3€ COBPEMEHHBIX SMIIMPUYECKMX M KOHIENTYaJbHBIX
UCCIIeIOBaHM B chepax 3paBOOXpaHEHHs, OXPaHbl OKPYXKAIOLIEH Cpe/bl, SHEPTeTUKH, COLIMATHLHON
3aIlIUTBI, CEIILCKOT0 U TEPPUTOPHAIBHOTO YIPABIICHUs], a TAKXkKe [IU(PPOBOro ynpaBiieH!s], T0OKa3bIBAET,
YTO KOJUITAOOPATUBHOE YIpaBlIeHHE CIOCOOHO 00eCIeYrBaTh 3HAUMMbIE U YCTOMYHBBIC MTOJIMTHYECKUE
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pe3yNbTaThl JHINb TPH HATWYAUW WHCTHUTYIHOHATM3UPOBAHHBIX MEXAaHU3MOB YYaCTHs, YCETKO
OTPEIETICHHBIX CTPYKTYP MOJOTYETHOCTH U IOCTATOYHOTO YIIPABJICHYECKOTO MOTEHITNAIA.

OCHOBHOW Hay4HBIH BKJIQJ HCCIICOBAHMS 3aKIIOYACTCS B BBIIBMKCHUM WHTETPATUBHOM
KOHIICTITYaJIbHOH paMKH, KOTOpash HEMOCPEICTBEHHO CBS3bIBACT HMHCTUTYIIMOHAIBHBIA JHM3aliH,
JUHAMHKY B3aWMOJICHCTBUS M MEXAHM3MbI TOJOTYCTHOCTH C pe3ylbTaTaMH COBMECTHOTO
(bopMHUpOBaHUS TOCYIAPCTBEHHON MOJUTHKH. JIaHHBIN MOIXO/] BBIXOAMT 32 paMKH HOPMAaTHBHBIX
MIPEJICTABICHUA O KOJTa0OPAaTUBHOM YIIPABIECHUU KaK aBTOMATHYECKH TOJIOXKUTEIILHOM SIBIICHUHU U
MOTYEPKUBACT 3aBUCHMOCTD €r0 3(P(PEKTOB OT KOHTEKCTYAIBHBIX X HHCTHTYIIHOHABHBIX yCIOBUH. C
MPAKTUYECKOW TOYKU 3pEHHUS WCCIEAOBAHUE TpeJiaracT OPUEHTHUPOBAHHBIC HA MOJIUTUKY
pEKOMEHIauu 1o (GOPMUPOBAHUIO MEXAHU3MOB KOJUTA0OPATHBHOTO YIPABJICHHS, CIOCOOCTBYIOIINX
MOBBIIEHUIO 3P PEKTUBHOCTH, MHKITFO3UBHOCTH U IEMOKPATHUYECKOHN MOJAOTYETHOCTH B PA3IUYHBIX
cdepax rocyIapCTBEHHOM MOJUTHKH.

KiroueBble CJI0Ba: uHCMumyyuoHaIbHbil OU3ALH, 83aUMOOeUCmaue 20Cy0apcmea 1 0duecmaa,
co30anue 0oWecmeeHHO YeHHOCMU, YNPAGIEeHYECKUL NOMEHYUAL, ACUMMEMPUsL 61aCmu
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