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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

TogetherNet and the Sustainable Development DonorNet Initiative: Networking for 
Research and Research Capacity Building 

Sam Lanfranco, Distributed Knowledge Project (DKP`0i) 

York University 

The report, TogetherNet and the Sustainable Development DonorNet Initiative, was written 

as part of a consultancy for the International Development Research Centre (IDRC). The charge 
was "..to assess the capabilities and appropriateness of TogetherNet to meet the [electronic 
network] requirements [of the proposed] DonorNet.." which grew out of the Donor Consultation 
meetings at-BeHagio in November of 1993. 

The proposed Donor Forum, to be served by DonorNet, is to support collaborative activity 

between Donor Forum members. Its mission is to: (a) enhance efficiency, effectiveness and 

innovation by donors in policy formation and implementation; (b) focus more on a systems 

approach to environment and development research and capacity-building issues; (c) capture, use 

and disseminate "lessons learned" in the process; and (d) attract donor resources for research 

and research capacity building within the framework of UNCED's Agenda 21. 

The report is written with two tasks in mind. One is to evaluate TogetherNet's capacity to be 

the core service provider in light of DonorNet requirements. The other, more important, task 
is to help DonorNet agencies better understand the issues they will face as they proceed with the 

Donor Forum mission by way of electronic networking. The report contains a brief appendix, 

A Model of Computer Networking, Organizational Process, Policy Development and 
Implementation: The DonorNet Initiative. Both the body of the report and the appendix 

explore the nature of required services and the likely impacts which network access to resources 

will have on the nature of work in member agencies in the short run, and on the transformation 
of organizations in the long run. 

DonorNet consists of two parallel and interrelated initiatives. One involves increased 

collaboration between donor agencies in the pursuit of Agenda 21 research and capacity building 

objectives. The other involves the use of emerging electronic networks to carry out such 

collaboration. It is equally important to note that Donor Forum agencies, to varying degrees, 

are already networked to global information sites and policy dialogues. Any initiative from the 

ranks of senior officials should not ignore the considerable wealth of expertise within their 

organizations. 

The evaluation of TogetherNet is based on two criteria, DonorNet's needs and TogetherNet's 
strengths. The core of the analysis hinges on the facts: (a) some DonorNet agencies already 

contain considerable network service provision expertise; and (b) proposed services would be 

more integrated into the "life" of agencies than is reflected in the Bellagio discussions. The 

creation of DonorNet is more like designing executive class services on a scheduled airline, than 

like chartering a corporate jet. The services are value-added services for specific institutional 

purposes, not autonomous executive services in their own right. The analysis warns against 

- 



DonorNet initiatives which are not grounded in the information services strategies and structures 

of member agencies and suggests that most services should be provided from within DonorNet 

capabilities, with only secondary, and specialized, service provision contracted from without 
the Donor Forum membership. 

The analysis of TogetherNet suggests that it is neither better nor necessarily worse suited to 

supply some network services than other profit and not-for-profit service providers. It is less 
well suited as a source and provider of information in its own right. Other information 
providers are better situated. As well, service provision from within the ranks of the DonorNet 
is likely the preferred solution for reasons discussed in the text and the appendix. Lastly, there 
is some concern about the long term viability of TogetherNet and its current dependence on 

funding from its single donor. Were TogetherNet to service DonorNet, DonorNet would be its 

single largest Client. The result would likely be an unhealthy TogetherNet dependence, on 
DonorNet during a time when TogetherNet should be revisiting its mission and business plan. 

In its conclusions and recommendations, the consultancy report observes that DonorNet has 

reached the level of a "must do" good idea within the agencies involved and that they must now 
come to a fuller understanding of what this means. It observes that in many ways [frequently 
under-recognized by senior staff] agencies are already linked to global networks and possess a 
considerable wealth of in-house expertise in electronic networking. 

It concludes that DonorNet would be wise to have reservations about the use of an external 
agency as the sole service provider for DonorNet. The report notes that a number of issues exist 
with respect to the structure and functioning of DonorNet and its links to the in-house services 
of Donor Forum member agencies. DonorNet is intended to facilitate sustainable development 
policy formulation and implementation. It will also contribute to a transformation of the very 
ways in which the agencies work. There is a strong case for selecting a lead agency from within 
the DonorNet cohort. The is more likely to allow DonorNet to "capture" lessons learned from 
this undertaking. One of the emerging models of computer mediated collaborative work is that 
of a flexible federated workgroup. The DonorNet proposal would appear to be on the cutting 
edge of this transformation, for collaboration within its cohort of members. It should be 
configured to capture the lessons learned. This is an essential feature of work conducted across 
physical (real) and electronic (virtual) domains and an essential element of knowledge-based 
collaborative activities. 



Final Version FV2 
(March 15, 1994) 

Consultancy Report: 

TogetherNet and the Sustainable Development DonorNet Initiative 

Sam Lanfranco, Distributed Knowledge Project (DKP`°°) 
York University, Toronto, Canada 

Page 

1. Introduction _ _-1 

La Background: The Together Foundation for Global Unity 2 

Lb Background: TogetherNet 3 

2. Evaluating TogetherNet: Access, Resources, Appropriateness 4 

2.a Access and Resources 4 

2.b Strengths and Weaknesses 5 

2.c Services Appropriate to DonorNet Needs 7 

2.d Functional Requirements: DonorNet/TogetherNet Fit 8 

3. TogetherNet & DonorNet: Fit vs. Role 

4. Conclusions and Recommendations 

Appendix: A Model of Computer Networking..... 

14 

17 

19 

Al. Introduction 19 
A2. The Networked Agency 20 
A3. Organizational Process 22 
A4. Policy Development and Implementation 23 
A5. Conclusions 24 

. 



Final Version FV2 
(March 15, 1994) 

Consultancy Report: 

TogetherNet and the Sustainable Development DonorNet Initiative 

Sam Lanfranco, Distributed Knowledge Project (DKP`°i) 
York University, Toronto, Canada 

1. Introduction 

This report is the result of a consultancy on behalf of the International Development 
Research Centre (IDRC), a member agency in the proposed DonorNet, in which the charge 
was ..to assess the capabilities and appropriateness of TogetherNet to meet the requirements 
of DonorNet.." The report is organized in four parts with an appendix. Part I examines the 
Together Foundation for Global Unity, the TogetherNet parent organization, and 
TogetherNet. Part 2 evaluates TogetherNet's service provision capacities in light of 
DonorNet requirements. Part 3 explores issues of "fit and role" in assessing TogetherNet 
suitability and possible roles in the DonorNet initiative. Part 4 presents the conclusions and 
recommendations. 

This report has been written with two tasks in mind. One is to provide the basis for the 
conclusions and recommendations as requested in the charge for the consultancy. The other 
is to help the DonorNet agencies better understand the issues they will face as they proceed 
with this important and challenging initiative. Using language from the body of the report, 
DonorNet is not an executive decision support service, it is an initiative, at the level of 
policy and implementation collaboration, between agencies facing the issue of how electronic 
technologies will change process and structure within and between organizations. 

The DonorNet initiative is intended to facilitate collaboration in policy formulation and 
implementation among the member agencies. It will also however contribute to changing the 
very ways in which agencies work. One of the emerging models of computer mediated 
collaborative work is that of a flexible federated workgroup. The DonorNet proposal would 
appear to be on the cutting edge of this transformation for collaboration within its cohort of 
members. 

The information supplied on DonorNet itself suggested that it has reached the level of a 
"must do" good idea within the agencies involved. They now must come to a fuller 



understanding of what this means. Senior DonorNet agency officials would be surprised at 

the extent and number of ways in which their agencies are already networked to global 

information sites and policy dialogues. As DonorNet works to give concrete form to this 

initiative from the senior ranks of member organizations, it should not ignore the 

considerable wealth of expertise inside its own member agencies. 

La Background: The Together Foundation for Global Unity' 

TogetherNet is a service of the Together Foundation for Global Unity. The Foundation was 

incorporated November 15, 1989 as a Delaware not-for-profit corporation established to 

facilitate communications on issues affecting the environment, human rights, education, 
world peace and other issues. Its declared mission is: 

"...to facilitate partnership and communication between people, projects and organizations 

working to create and maintain a sustainable environment for the development of Earth and 

Humanity. " 

Ella Cisneros of Caracas, Venezuela, is its founder, current president and principal 

benefactor. According to her, the idea for a foundation, and the use of an electronic 
computer network, grew out of her work with community groups in Venezuela. The 

Foundation has Section 501(c)(3) tax-exempt states with the U.S. Internal Revenue Service 

and international Non-Governmental Organization (NGO) "associate status" through the 

United Nations Department of Public Information. 

The latest available auditor's report (December 31, 1992) records that the majority of funds 

for the Foundation have come from the personal funds of the Cisneros family, or from 

corporate entities controlled by the family.The Cisneros family has major holds in the media, 
telecommunications and softdrink sectors in Venezuela and elsewhere. Expenses (and 

Revenues) for 1992 were $1.2 million US with 80% coming from the Cisneros and 20% 

from the UN (Rio) Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED). Director 
James MacIntyre indicated that the flow of funds for 1993 was approximately $2 million US. 
The Foundation is attempting to diversify its sources of funding. 

or 
or 

or 

or 

'This information on TogetherNet is based on the following sources: 
Published material from TogetherNet and the parent Together Foundation for Global Unity; 

Conversations in Caracas (October 1993) with its founder Mrs. Ella Cisneros, and Adam Rogers and 

Joseph Palacios of the Together Foundation Management Team; 
Nine hours of meetings (January 28, 1994) with TogetherNet Director James Maclntyre, Hans J. Keller, 

and Adam Rogers at the Burlington, Vermont Organizational Headquarters of the Together Foundation; 

and 
Long-distance dial-in sessions to the TogetherNet system. 
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The Foundation maintains offices in Burlington, Vermont, New York City and Caracas, 
Venezuela. Its main office, in Boulder Colorado for three years, moved to Vermont at the 
end of 1992. It maintains an active partnership with faculty and students" at the University 
of Vermont. The New York City site operates as a United Nations liaison office. The 
Foundation has a local dial-in server in the Caracas office, which is also the headquarters 
of Mi Compromiso, a Foundation project to "revitalize community values.. .and inspire an 
ethic of voluntarism" in Venezuela.The Foundation is about to open a Swiss office in 
cooperation with the Tissot Foundation and says it plans to develop a TogetherNet site in 
Rio. 

In addition to serving as the computer headquarters for TogetherNet, the Foundation runs 
a 1-800-ECOLINE program service from Burlington in cooperation with the University of 
Vermont. -The ECOLINE project maintains a database of environmental and humanitarian 
projects around the world and accepts 1-800 calls from Canada and the United States. It 
intends to be a matchmaking service, matching local or individual needs to local sources of 
information, services or to opportunities to volunteer labour in such projects. It has recently 
added information on alternative health and wellness providers to its database. 

Lb Background: TogetherNet 

TogetherNet is a service provider. It provides users with electronic mail, open and closed 
TogetherNet conference areas, and access to re-postings from a number of publicly available 
sources on the Internet. It does not provide access to internet resources. Its New York City 
office posts information from, about and on behalf of the U.N. and allied agencies. The 
Burlington computer site is accessible by direct dial to its Burlington, Vermont number or 
by Telnet remote logon from accounts elsewhere on the internet. TogetherNet is a "node" 
on the internet. It can send email to, and receive it from, users who are elsewhere, either 
on the internet or on networks which have an email "gateway" connection to the internet. 
Direct dial-in sessions can use FirstClass Client's windows software and simple point-and 
click graphics interface, or ordinary non-windows communications software.' Logon to the 

TogetherNet node over the internet uses a simple "command line" menu screen. 

At the level of service, TogetherNet is a modest sized provider offering two basic forms of 
service: email, and access to conference, newsread, and listserv output. Users can post 
directly to TogetherNet conferences. Much of the material for TogetherNet is re-posted 
from other network sources. TogetherNet's main "source and provider" role is with respect 
to UN and UN-related material from New York City. The UN material is only available on 
the TogetherNet conferences, it is not re-posted elsewhere. 

2Financial statements suggest that the Together Foundation spent as much as $200,000 dollars US 

developing a communications software before settling on the FirstClass Client software from SoftArc, a Canadian 
company. 
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At the technical level, TogetherNet is similar to other not-for-profit electronic networking 

services which provide email, a variety of conferencing services, and access to the internet. 

It has positioned itself in the same not-for-profit market as PeaceNet, IGC, and HandsNet 

in the United States, the WEB in Canada, GeoNet in Europe, Glasnet in Russia, and 

Alternex in Brazil. Many of these network service providers are members of the Association 

for Progressive Communications (APC). APC members work closely with each other and 

with other NGO networking initiatives. TogetherNet, like HandsNet, tends to stand apart 

from the rest of the NGO networking community. What this means and where TogetherNet 

stands in the market are discussed in the Evaluation and Conclusions sections of this report. 

2. Evaluating TogetherNet: Access, Resources, Appropriateness' 

The evaluation of TogetherNet will be divided into four parts. This first part consists-of an 

analysis of TogetherNet's capacity and activities as a provider of access and resources. The 

second considers TogetherNet's strengths and weaknesses as a provider of network services. 

The third deals with the appropriateness of TogetherNet as a service provider to the 

DonorNet initiative. The fourth deals with TogetherNet's "fit" to DonorNet needs. 

2.a Access and Resources 

The term "networking" has two meanings. The network as a "thing" is the array of linked 

equipment allowing the electronic transport of "digital packets" between storage sites across 

the globe. Network uses which "access" information are fast overtaking the use of network 

uses for "distribution" of information. Information on demand is replacing "broadcast" 

circulation. This demand for access to resources, and the convergence of video, audio and 
. 

computer technology lie behind the current push for a digital superhighway to service the 

bulk transit needs and activities of millions of users on the tributary networks. 

The more important meaning of "networking" is with regard to the "activities" carried out 

on the networks. DonorNet needs effective access to global networks [a noun] in order to 

effectively network [a verb] at the global level. Its agencies need access to informational 

objects (email, files, audio/video clips and activities [conferences, workgroups, audio/video 

conferencing]) to incorporate remote resources into local (IGO and INGO) tasks and to 

facilitate collaborative DonorNet activities. Networked activity to facilitate policy formation 

and implementation is the central purpose of the DonorNet initiative. 

3One visit to the TogetherNet Site and a brief on-line session are not enough to give a complete picture 

of TogetherNet's capacities. However, similar visits have been made to the WEB (Toronto), REDID 

(Dominican Republic), GLASNET (Moscow), CIER (Beijing), Ecuanex (Ecuador) and other sites in Latin 

America and South Asia. This, plus extensive experience as a user and service provider to academic and 

commercial networks, provides a basis for analysis. 
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Subscribers access TogetherNet by direct dial-in to a TogetherNet node or 802.658.2518 s 
or via telnet link ow telnet together. org 'a using any standard communications package or the 
FirstClass Client graphical user interface software provided by TogetherNet. TogetherNet 
is designed as a "one-stop shop" for its users. This is a plus if the "shop" has what one 
wants and is within easy access. It is not a plus if the planned work on the network does not 
presume one-stop access to resources and services, nor if the resources will not reside at a 
single "shop". This will be discussed in the section on DonorNet needs and in the Appendix. 

One strength of the emerging global internet is the fact that the resources of the entire system 
are accessible to users depending on the terms set by provider sites and the access capacities 
of users. Resources range from private corporate data, only available to corporate 
workgroups, through to public information available to all via gopher, ftp, and telnet sites. 
Given the genesis of TogetherNet in the vision of one principal benefactor, its "business 
plan" has evolved over time. The resources available on TogetherNet seem to focus on 
concerns for voluntarism and participation, while observing a commitment to the UNCED 
Agenda 21 approach to sustainable development. 

TogetherNet's main distinctive thrust is in New York City where it seeks to be a information 
source and provider to the numerous UN agencies resident there. It is building a capacity 
to collect information relating to UN agency activities and mount it on TogetherNet, for 
TogetherNet subscribers. In turn it provides UN agency access at modest or zero cost. It 
also manages a small number of conferences in which allied agencies, taskforces, or 
workgroups can "work" via postings to a private TogetherNet conference. 

TogetherNet is developing specialized "niches" as an information provider. These services 
are more like those of commercial providers than those of other non-profit NGO network 
service providers. They are accessible only on TogetherNet and only by TogetherNet 
subscribers. The bulk of remaining resources on TogetherNet are re-posted from other 
public sources on the internet. Substantial re-posting is from APC-affiliated NGO network 
service providers who are in some sense in competition" with TogetherNet.4 

2.b Strengths and Weaknesses 

There are two levels at which network services providers can be assessed in terms of their 
strengths and weaknesses. One is their relative position and thrust within the evolving menu 
of service providers, dealt with here. The other is with regard to their suitability for specific 
undertakings, in this case the needs of DonorNet. That is dealt with in the next section. 

4When TogetherNet officials were asked about the relations to the extensive APC network of NGO 

service providers, they said they had offered to exchange information but were rebuffed by the APC. When 
APC officials were asked about TogetherNet they said TogetherNet has little to offer in return compared to their 
considerable array of conference materials and network sites around the world. The implications of this are 
examined further in section 3 (below) on DonorNet's needs and TogetherNet's fit. 
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TogetherNet is a hybrid cross between the non-profit APC NGO networks which have grown 
from broad based popular participation, and the commercial networks which have grown by 

corporate design. Apart from its well intentioned beginnings, TogetherNet is a network 
services organization facing two challenges. One is looking for its long term niche as a 
service provider. The other is to diversify its sources of funding. It has maintained its 

competitive subscriber fees and complement of services through the corporate generosity and 

backing of its founder and single principal donor. This situation is unlikely to continue.' 

TogetherNet cannot compete with the Compuserves and Delphis of the world, with their 
extensive networks of local dial-in numbers, large user bases and exhaustive commercial 
information sources. Although it is well funded, it is having a hard time competing with the 
services of the APC networks, backed by their vast armies of volunteer moderators and 
conference-contributors.' Even with low fees, it will have an increasingly hard time courting 

the volunteer and environmental communities as local dial-in community FreeNet networks 
proliferate. The APC network is having to adjust its position and strategies in light of the 

FreeNet initiatives. Access to email services and in-house conferences alone will not be 
enough. Access to the internet and to resources will have to be adequate and appropriate. 

The Together Foundation has recently added referrals to alternative health services on its 

environmental and community voluntarism 1-800 ECOLINE in pursuit of its market niche. 
However, this service is fully subsidized and it is not clear how it will maintain funding. It 
is also not clear how it will maintain a sufficient, appropriate, and current database of service 
providers. It has neither the finances and revenues of a corporate datasource, nor .the 
distributed army of volunteers and sister networks supporting, for example, the APC/FreeNet 
providers. 

TogetherNet's major short term strength appears to be its role as a service provider to the 
various UN agencies in New York and its ability, in turn, to be a source and provider of 
information from those agencies. These are mainly the agencies who have not developed 
their own internal strategies with regard to electronic networking. Since they are large not- 
for-profit international governmental organizations (IGOs), it is both necessary and likely that 
each will develop its own capacity as a source and provider of information to the networks, 

5Other service providers feel that TogetherNet is aggressively competing for their subscriber base using 

heavily discounted subscriber fees subsidized by corporate donations (mainly from the Cisneros family). They 
criticised TogetherNet for a strategy which they saw as trying to convert the executive level in NGO's to 

TogetherNet, in hopes of dragging the NGO base of subscribers to TogetherNet services via management decisions. 

6The role of TogetherNet at the UNCED Conference in Rio was not without controversy. Brazil has one 

of the oldest and most respected NGO networks in the world, the ALTERNEX APC affiliate run by IBASE in Rio. 

Its founder, Carlos Afonso is considered to be the "wise voice of moderation" in NGO networking. The 
TogetherNet appearance in Rio, with its good intentions, did not link-up with local NGO network providers, going 
instead for a big budget presence and privileged access to the UNCED organizing structure. 
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some for free and some at nominal costs. The UNDP in New York, the World Bank in 
Washington, and the WHO in Geneva are already quite advanced in this direction. 

These, and other public agencies are large enough to mount their own network services. 
This presence will, in turn, impact on their structures and ways of doing work. The APC 
networks have carved out a niche serving local and global NGOs, community groups and 
concerned individuals. Given their high levels of conference activity, they have begun to 
supply information feeds to large IGO users such as the World Bank. It is not clear what 
role TogetherNet would play here but it would appear to face considerable challenges despite 
its laudable mission and the fact that it is staffed by dedicated and talented people. 

TogetherNet faces other challenges. It must diversify its revenue sources without 
significantly raising subscription costs. It probably has higher per unit service costs than its 
"competitors" in the market. Although it receives some free labour from work-study 
students at the University of Vermont, this is unlikely to be as sustained or of the quality 
available to, for example, the APC networks where much volunteer labour for conference 
management comes from groups with a self-interest in the subject matter and adequacy of 
the services. 

2.c Services Appropriate to DonorNet Needs 

In considering TogetherNet as a service provider to the DonorNet initiative it is important 
to note that DonorNet agencies have only started to explore the use of networks for their own 
internal policy formation and implementation uses. To date internal network implementations 
have been mainly for administrative purposes. They have yet to work out how they will use 
network access and how this will link to structure and process within their institutions. 
From its very beginnings, how DonorNet is used for cooperation between agencies cannot 
be divorced from how networks will be used within those agencies. The broader issues of 
the relationship between computer-mediated technologies and process within and among the 
DonorNet agencies is addressed in the brief appendix, titled "A Model of Computer 
Networking, Organizational Process, Policy Development and Implementation: The 
DonorNet Initiative." 

The only warning registered here is that senior staff in DonorNet agencies should pursue 
DonorNet logistical and technical options with the full participation of information providers 
and users within their own organizations. Technical units, libraries, documentalists and in- 
house user groups should help shape senior management's decisions regarding the structure 
of DonorNet services. This is important since senior management must straddle two 
systems of policy analysis and implementation, one within their organizations and one 
across the DonorNet community of sustainable development donors. These points, 
touched on below, will be explored in the Appendix. 
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The following evaluation is influenced by the fact that DonorNet needs are likely to be better 

served, cost less, and produce more beneficial effects, through a flexible consortium of 
information providers coordinated by a lead agency than by vesting all tasks in a single 

network services provider. That lead agency could be a not-for-profit NGO network service 

provider, an academic institution, or DonorNet member agency, since the DonorNet cohort 

consists of important sources and (potential) providers of information in the area of 
sustainable development and DonorNet members contain considerable "in-house" expertise 

in this area. As well, a proper strategy involves coordinating access to distributed resources 

(across the internet) rather than concentrating resources at a single service site. 

2.d Functional Requirements: DonorNet/TogetherNet Fit 

The following -"point form" discussion builds on the list of functional requirements listed 
under headings La and Lc in the Terms of Reference for this Report. For brevity this 

section will abbreviate TogetherNet as TNet and DonorNet as DNet 

Email: TNet could provide internet addressable email accounts to users but this 

is of marginal importance since most DNet members will be 

participating through their own native (in-house) email accounts to 

access services and participate in DonorNet. In the case of DNet 
participants without access, it is likely that an email initiative is under 
way or soon to be started within their organization. If there is no in- 

house initiative, it will usually be more efficient to gain initial access 
to the internet via a local gateway provider and telnet to the service 

provider site. In most cases, and at a variety of fee levels, service 
providers such as TNet, the APC networks and the commercial 
networks have local access numbers. Some service providers support 
the use of an off-line reader. Off-line readers download incoming mail 

and upload outgoing main in a brief on line session. The user then 
reads and writes mail "off-line", not connected to the network while 
reading and writing, and not incurring communications costs. TNet 
does not support an off-line reader. 

gr Internet: There are two levels of internet access. Mail send/receive as sketched 
Access' out earlier and the ability to telnet, ftp and gopher out to resource sites 

on the internet, including the ability to use search programs such as 

Archie, Veronica and Jughead. TNet provides only the first level of 

7The word "internet" will be used as a generic term referring to the set of high capacity networks which 

interconnect users around the globe. Its parts have different proper names. For example, in Europe it is called 

EARN and in India ERNET. In Canada it is called CA*NET, with ONet as its Ontario subnet. NYSERT is the 

New York state subnet of the U.S. Internet. Smaller networks have "gateways" to the internet, gateways which 

support different levels of internet service. 
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email connectivity. TNet users with other internet access can reach 
their TNet account through the internet, and could use this other access 
to reach resource sites. 

u Listserv: A Listserv is a facility which maintains a subscriber list of email 
addresses. Email and documents submitted by subscribers and 
ListManagers is distributed as email to subscribers. This may be 
automatic or managed by a list moderator with discretionary authority 
over editing and posting. Lists may be public or private. TNet does 
not provide this service at the moment.' 

5W Conferencing: Conferencing consists of users and conference managers posting to a 
topic specific file area. Users must reach the file site where software 
produces menus of postings. Depending on permission levels, users 
can read/write and up/download to conferences. This is done on/off 
line depending on site software. For DNet at least two "mirrored" 
(identical reflected) sites should be maintained, one in North America 
and one in Europe. Each would post all updates to the other site. As 
well, some DNet members may wish to "mirror" (reflect) some 
conferences to in-house sites, or act as host sites for specific DNet 
conferences which could be reached via the networks.' 

The TNet maintains its conferences in North America and will soon 
"mirror" the conferences in Europe at its Swiss site. These are 
"closed" sites, available only to TNet subscribers. As part of DNet 
operational strategy it may want to consider support for parallel private 
and public conference sites. The parallel public sites promote "public" 
discussion on policy issues, which in turn informs private DNeT 
discussions. There is scope for cooperation here between DNet and a 

8The Listserv facility was written for an IBM mainframe environment. Most of the 4,000 public listservs 
and thousands of private ones reside on mainframes which are fast approaching the end of their life. "Listserv like" 
applications are now being written to run on other machines. 

The author of the original Listserv software is re-writing it for a fileserver environment and expects to have 
a commercial version of the software, and a commercial listserv service, on the market by the later half of 1994. 
A Listserv service is inexpensive. It can be located at one site, managed from another site, and archive list traffic 
at a third site. Whether a particular service provider has Listserv capacity is not important for DNet. 

9The Population, Nutrition and Health Division of the World Bank has mounted such a service under the 
PHNLINK banner.. It "broadcasts" select documents and notices of documents in its internet PHNFLASH postings 
and stores files for remote access by interested parties. The PHNLINK service is public. Similar services operate 
as private in-house services to local users or private internet services to widely dispersed groups of users. 
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variety of corporate, NGO, academic and research service provider 
sites. 

Administrative conferences can be managed by disinterested conference 
managers but DNet should consider managers with a content-specific 
expertise and a capacity to summarize and extract "lessons learned" 

from conference traffic. On an as needed and task specific basis DNet 

should supply some conferences with managers from within its own 

ranks. This is another area for cooperation between DNet agencies and 

other academic, research or NGO sites. 

Inexpensive access management software (eg, gopher) compatible with 

all service sites, can be mounted at all DNet agency sites. - It allows 
sites scattered around the globe to appear as a single menu on the 

user's screen. Electronic conferences can be managed from anywhere. 
The location of conference sites should be decided on technical, cost 

and access grounds. They need not be at one location. As well, more 

distant sites, off the internet, can use off-line readers to "grab" 
conference postings. 

Lastly, it would be wrong to think of DNet conferences and services 
for policy development and implementation apart from the in-house 
networking strategies of member agencies. The creation of DNet is 

like designing executive class services on a scheduled airline, not like 

charting a corporate jet. The services are value-added services for 

specific institutional purposes, not autonomous executive services in 

their own right. 

Bulletin Boards: The term "bulletin board" is a relic of the time before the emergence 
of networked access to distributed services. In most uses it refers to 

a single site which includes email, conferences and file transfers. It is 

best discarded. One important use remains, the FidoNet node, which 

uses appropriate specialized bulletin board software and one-to-one dial- 
up sessions, between nodes and from users, to provide e-mail and file 

transfer to the more remote comers of the globe. 

File Transfer/ An important feature of DNet traffic would be access to documents 
Archiving: necessary for policy and implementation discussions. Most network 

access supports a variety of file transfers although some networks limit 
transfer to plain text (ASCII/DOS) documents. It is import to note that 
here is no need to locate all files for transfer and archiving (storage) at 
any single site. Both the "business" and "ease of access" cases will 
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suggest different solutions for DNet needs here depending on the 
sources and the uses of files. In the ideal case each DNet site should 
run its own file storage site and store relevant files on sites open to 
(private/public) remote access. Adequate archiving for backup and 
storage is a matter of proper procedures and should be a routine 
activity of the participating sites. DNet traffic archiving should be 
managed by the lead agency for the DNet electronic initiative as a way 
to insure data and process integrity, and to provide the archives for the 
"corporate memory" and "lessons learned" needs of the undertaking. 

g' Database Depending on how information is obtained, it is usually costly to 
Services: maintain custom on-line database services.The main costs have to do 

with timely data entry and updates. For example, TNet has a very 
good data search engine to support its staff who handle the 1-800- 
ECOLINE help line but no on-line databases and faces a difficult time 
keeping its databases current and comprehensive. Depending on needs 
of the DNet initiative, individual DNet members would be advised to 
locate the services as a function of the sources and providers of 
relevant information. This is more effective and efficient than paying 
a value-added service provider to maintain current information across 
a number of conferences, when such information will have to be 
provided by DNet members in the first place. 

0 

0 

User-Friendly The ease of use of the interface depends on four factors: the user's 
Interface: machine, the communications software, the speed of the line link, and 

the resident application software on the accessed host machine. TNet 
provides FirstClass Client software for Windows and the Macintosh but 
supports any standard communications application with simple menu 
screens. 

Video/Audio Rapid technological change is occurring with respect to video (and 
Conferencing: audio) conferencing. New technologies, multiparty "bridge" services, 

and "personal conferencing" products will flood into the market over 
1994/95. Many larger DNet members already have some elements of 
teleconferencing capacity. DNet should not seek a single external 
source for V/A conferencing services but instead work closely with its 
in-house service providers. TNet, and most network service providers 
do not provide services in this area. The first pilot video conferencing 
on the internet, as opposed to satellites or (high speed) phone lines, 
occurred in 1993. 
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DNet activities here should focus on technical issues of compatibility 
across agencies and the "role" for videoconferencing in the work of 
DNet. 

[NOTE: The following topics are keyed to the check list in section Lc of the Terms of 
Reference but do not repeat material covered in the previous session.] 

sw Technical 
Connection 
Issues: 

0 Hardware 
Software 
Requirements: 

5W 

1W 

Administrative 
Procedures & 
Cost Issues: 

Privacy and 
Security Issues: 

Major technical connection issues are DNet agency specific. TNet 
is internet accessible but does not offer a full complement of internet 
user interfaces (eg. ftp, gopher, telnet). No serious issues here 

It is important that each service provided to DNet be accessible at the 
lowest technology level found among DNet agencies. For relevantjTNet 
services no problems. No serious issues here. 

Most service providers in this area have straight forward administrative 
and cost management procedures. This report recommends the use of 
a non-exclusive lead agency, possibly from within the DNet cohort. 
Administrative procedures and sourcing based on comparative business 
and technical considerations, as opposed to a one-stop shop approach, 
will address cost issues and minimize the ratio of fixed to variable 
costs, preserving flexibility over time in the face of changing 
technology and budget considerations. One administrative task will be 
to assure the capture of "lessons learned" from the DNet initiative." 

There are several approaches to the issues in this area. The private 
conference area on TNet contains a legal disclaimer with regard to 
privacy and security. This is common in the absence of liability 
insurance even when sites maintain high levels of data security.For the 
confidential and sensitive nature of the contents of DNet files and 
traffic where precautions are the proper response, such insurance is not 
appropriate. 

The model outlined in the Appendix explains that DNet should not be 
viewed simply as an executive level decision support service. It is a 
vehicle for policy formation and program coordination across DNet 

100ne important consideration, discussed in the conclusions, is the fact that TogetherNet is still heavily 

dependent on funding from its single founder and benefactor. Should TogetherNet be the lead agency in the 

provision of DonorNet services, DonorNet would probably be TogetherNet's major client. DonorNet should review 
the downside risks of this arrangement. This report warns against such dependency and suggests a specialized role 

for TogetherNet based on its relationship with the UN Agencies in New York City. 

12 

-- 



agencies and cannot be divorced from information support systems 
within DNet agencies. 

A clear regime of the differential treatment of highly sensitive material 
and routine "private" information should be maintained. In addition to 
security precautions such as encrypted email and file sites, it is possible 
to locate high-level e-mail and conference sites at "secure" locations 
within DNet agencies or NGO and commercial suppliers. Security is 
more a matter of procedures than of technology. It is recommended 
that the DNet lead agency be responsible for determining appropriate 
policy and procedures in this area. 

TogetherNet/ This is probably TNet's strongest area given its policy of being a less- 
United Nations than-costs service provider to UN agencies in New York. TNet is strong 
Connections: in the area of sustainable development but is does not dominate the 

area. While TNet targeted contacts with the UN agencies in New 
York, the federated networks of the APC became service providers to 
a myriad of agencies, large and small, around the world. The WEB 
APC node in Canada is a service provider to the Canada based 
International Institute for Sustainable Development (IISD). The 
GLASNet (Moscow) and Alternex (Rio) nodes operate as important 
sources of information to, from and between small regional 
environmental NGOs and projects. This difference between TNet and 
APC strengths is representative of the strategies and philosophies of the 
two organizations. Both are equally committed to similar principles 
and ideals. TNet started with heavy funding and high level contacts. 
The various APC networks build on grassroots support, volunteer 
labour, and modest funding. 

International TNet international experience is quite limited. It was present at Rio with 
Experience & UNCED funding but no links to the major Brazilian NGO service 
Language providers. It has a small presence in Caracas and is about to set up a 
Capabilities: small node. Its main strongholds of strength are from its New York 

City office with its UN links and its Vermont headquarters which 
houses the Togethernet node and ECOLINE 1-800 service. As for 
language capabilities, it does not have particular strengths in the areas 
of importance to DonorNet. Its actual staff includes people fully fluent 
in English, Spanish, French and German, with possible fluency in other 
languages, but that is not the issue for DonorNet. As suggested below, 
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most technical assistance will be provided by local sources, and not the 
staff of the lead DonorNet service provider." 

ow Technical The technical expertise of service providers is important in the choice 
Expertise/ of service interfaces, etc. but the bulk of DNet user technical assistance 
Int'l Tech. will be provided by "in-house" expertise. Services should be available 
Assistance: with interface protocols (how software talks to software) which allow 

DNet agencies to use their resident equipment and applications. 
Something as simple as different gopher menus or the need for different 
communications interfaces are enough to cause problems within an 
organization.12 This is why TNet access supports the excellent high- 
end FirstClass Client software but will accept any communications 
package. This is why gopher, ftp and telnet based-services should also 
support one-line command email. 

This advice is true for upper-end DNet agencies as well as grassroots 
agencies. Nothing is more damaging to information systems morale 
and technical support than senior staff demanding support for a 
personal hardware, software installation, or email access which is at 
odds with the agency's informatics strategy. After in-house 
consultation most demands can be satisfied in accordance with existing 
informatics strategies. If something really looks better, subject it to the 
standard review process. It is better to use a supported in-house 
solution than to crash in-house support systems by demanding support 
for a "better" solution. 

3. TogetherNet & DonorNet: Fit vs. Role 

The consultancy terms of reference call for an assessment of the capabilities and 
appropriateness of TogetherNet to meet the requirements of DonorNet. "Political and 
Philosophical Orientation" is listed among the items to assess. This involves looking at a 

11It is not clear from the Terms of Reference if DonorNet wants to be able to reach out to non-DonorNet 
agencies whose operating languages are other than those of North America and Western Europe. If that is the case 
it is more important that DonorNet make policy decisions about translation and the language rules for content. Local 
sites, with assistance, will deal with interface language issues. 

1211 may look to be a minor matter to introduce a new communications package or provide a service in a 
new format, but it is not. The World Bank is currently experiencing in-house "friction" since users cannot easily 
access in-house services with a single "email" interface. One collaborative group of Latin American institutions has 
spent over a decade trying to agree on a common database application so they can share resources. 
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service provider's orientation, strengths and weaknesses, and fit or lack thereof, which may 
bolster or impair the ability of a service provider to perform the required service. 
TogetherNet's mission is To facilitate partnership and communication... working to create 
and maintain a sustainable environment." However, there are technical and capacity issue 
problems here and they are detailed in this section. 

TNet faces an apparent problem which may have a negative impact on its pursuit of its own 
objectives and its capacity to be the lead service provider for any DonorNet style initiative. 
The problem is presented by juxtaposing the approaches of TogetherNet with those of the 
APC network service providers. Both not-for-profit service providers have similar missions, 
target similar user groups and provide similar menus of services. 

The parent Together Foundation details its objectives as follows: 

The co-creation of a communications and information system infrastructure for 
organizations that are working toward a sustainable future. 

The education and assistance of people and organizations in their efforts to utilize 
communications and information technology toward the interconnection and 
cooperation of their altruistic efforts. 

The creation of partnerships with corporations and other for-profit entities in order 
to secure in-kind or financial sponsorship of communications and information services 
for non-profit organizations and individuals. 

The compilation of readily accessible relevant information resources related to 
achieving a sustainable balance with the planet's environment. 

The objectives are admirable and there is no question of the dedication on the part of the 
founding benefactor and her capable staff. The problem has to do with TNet's choice of a 
strategy more suited to the building of service capacity in the corporate sector. 

The history of global networking, and of the internet itself, has been one of extensive 
cooperation with peer group efforts. This is true with respect to "connectivity" issues, 
software development, the mounting of useful services, the collection of information and the 
management of information provider services. For much of what is on the 4,000 internet 
listserv services and the 8,000 Usenet conferences, institutions provide the infrastructure but 
users provide the information and maintain the services. The ratio of paid staff to volunteer 
labour, working over the networks, is very small and this is not a "transition" phase in a 
move from voluntarism to professionalism. It is a feature of how the technology is being 
wed to social process. These are skilled volunteers who see participation less as charity and 
more as integral to what they do on the job and in their profession. An important 
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consequence of this is the ability of small regional not-for-profit service providers to provide 

considerable breadth and depth in their information services. 

However, TogetherNet is positioned more like a commercial service supplier and less like 

an NGO service provider. It tries to be a "one-stop-shop" to its subscribers but has trouble 

being its own source and provider of information. It has not been a party to cooperative 

activities by other NGO service providers and, for example, does not share conferences 

despite the fact that there are considerable resources on line in the area of sustainable 

development. 

TNet staff explain this difficulty by arguing that APC networks and others are wrongly 

suspicious of TNets corporate partnerships and suggest that the market/non-market ideologies 

may explain part of why the APC network has rebuffed TNet proposals to share- data 

resources. The APC responds by observing that TNet arrived on the scene in Rio at 1992 

UNCED conference with a big "splashy" tent, little in the way of a real service and two 

hundred thousand dollars of UNCED funding.13 Rio is the home of Brazil's Alternex, one 

of the developing world's most successful NGO networks and dedicated to the very same 

principles espoused by TNet. TNet secured UNCED funding and arrived in Rio with little 

if any prior consultation with Alternex or IBASE, the Rio based institute whose Canadian 

trained founding director also founded Alternex.14 

APC member service providers comment that their reluctance to formally share -resources 

with TNet comes from three considerations: First, TNet has little to offer in exchange. 

There appears to be some truth in this assertion. Aside from the New York UN agency 

materials, much of what is in TNet conferences is available elsewhere on network usenet 
conferences and internet listservs. There is nothing wrong with this since convenience is a 

form of value-added service provision. In addition, in some TNet conferences much of what 

is available has in fact come from APC sources and, based on userid's, has been cross-posted 

by several people who may be TNet volunteers. Second, APC groups comment that it is the 

APC that is more market oriented, heavily dependent on fee-for-service and maintaining low 

user costs by (a) building a broad user base, (b) depending on volunteer virtual communities 

of subscribers and organizations to provide relevaninformation to conferences, and (c) work 

collaboratively with regional not-for-profit service providers across the globe. 

The one strong point in the TNet service offerings is the link to the UN agencies in New 

York City. It depends on the agencies for information and provides it back to the UN 

131992 donations, as reported in the Smith, Batcheldier & Rugg, Independent Auditor's Report for the 

Together Foundation include $203,827 from the UN Conference on Environment and Development (un-numbered 

page 4) 

14There was some contact between TNet and Alternex 
in access to Alternex's considerable Brazilian database, and of 

but it would appear that TNet was mainly interested 
ered little in return. 
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community and TNet subscribers in a timely and convenient form. The service is heavily 
subsidized at the moment and TNet has either to level this into a much broader subscriber 
base or derive revenue from selling the information in a value-added format, on and off the 
networks. It is unlikely that the information is of sufficient interest to promote a broader 
subscription base. In time there is a real likelihood that the UN agencies will become their 
own on-line sources and providers of information. In the short run, the TNet may be in a 
position to organize and supply such information to initiatives like DonorNet, finding its 
niche in the process. It is unlikely that this niche alone will sustain TNet. TNet will either 
have to identify another niche, for example: supplying services on environmental 
sustainability to small and medium enterprises, or risk being absorbed by another service. 

4. Conclusions and Recommendations 

To review points made in the introduction, this report has been written with two tasks in 
mind. One is to provide the basis for the conclusions and recommendations outlined in this 
section. The other is to help inform the DonorNet member agencies to better understand the 
issues they will face as they proceed with this electronic initiative. Using language from 
above, DonorNet is not an executive decision support service, it is a proposed link, at the 
level of policy and implementation collaboration, between agencies facing the issue of how 
electronic technologies will change process and structure within and between organizations. 
Sustainable development, as the current agenda item on the menu, is important in itself but 
the DNet agencies should not ignore the fact that they are doing two things at once. 

The information supplied on DonorNet itself suggested that it has reached the level of a 
"must do" good idea within the agencies involved. They now must come to a fuller 
understanding of what this mean. In many ways their respective agencies are already 
networked to global information sites and policy dialogues. As DonorNet works to give 
concrete form to this initiative it should not ignore the considerable wealth of expertise inside 
it own member organizations. 

In light of the analysis and concerns presented above, DonorNet would be wise to have 
reservations about the use of an external agency as the sole service provider. The same 
reservation applies to using TogetherNet as the lead provider in a DonorNet approach which 
drew on a number of secondary and specialised service providers. It is configured to be a 
"one-stop shop" for some users and a useful value-added provider site for select UN agency 
and other information. Its size and scope would tax its capacity to service DonorNet 
agencies. As well, if important, its history and position in the not-for-profit NGO service 
provider community would make it harder for DonorNet agencies to secure cooperation from 
other cohorts in the networking and NGO communities. Given TogetherNet's relationship 
with the UN community in New York City, there may be a role as a useful second-tier 
service provider, under contract to the lead agency responsible for DonorNet services. 
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This conclusion is presented with two caveats. One is that the critique of TogetherNet's 
suitability for the DonorNet initiative is based on a number of considerations which may have 
different weight in the eyes of DonorNet member agencies. For example, concern was 
expressed over the resource capabilities and financial situation of TogetherNet. Should 
DonorNet use TogetherNet as its sole or lead agency, DonorNet would likely be 
TogetherNet's single major fee-for-service client. As well, several individual DonorNet 
members already have greater networking resources and capacity. Also, TogetherNet's 
isolated position within the NGO networking community was noted. How relevant this is, 

is for DonorNet to decide. 

The other caveat has to do with DonorNet's understanding of what it is proposing to do. A 

number of issues were raised with respect to the structure and functioning of DonorNet and 
its links to-the "in-house" services of its member agencies. In this light, it is likely-that the 

expressed reservations about TogetherNet's suitability would apply to any external sole 

service provider. That is for the DonorNet member agencies to decide. The brief appendix 
is intended to assist in a vision of how networking services fit into the DonorNet initiative. 

The final comment in this consultancy is to observe that the DonorNet initiative is intended 
to facilitate the sustainable development policy formulation and implementation work of the 
member agencies. It will also however contribute to a transformation of the very ways in 
which the agencies work. There is a strong case for selecting a lead agency from within the 
DonorNet cohort since DonorNet will want to "capture" the lessons learned from this 
undertaking. This is hard to do if the lead service agency is only a service provider or is 

heavily financially dependent on the undertaking. One of the emerging models of computer 
mediated collaborative work is that of a flexible federated workgroup. The DonorNet 
proposal would appear to be on the cutting edge of this transformation for collaboration 
within its cohort of members. It should be configured to capture the lessons learned. This 
is one of the essential elements of a knowledge-based agency's collaborative activities. 

End of Report... 
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APPENDIX 

A Model of Computer Networking, Organizational Process, Policy Development and 
Implementation: The DonorNet Initiative 

Sam Lanfranco, Distributed Knowledge Project (DKPrOi) 

Al. Introduction 

The appendix has been prompted by concerns which surfaced during the research for the 
consultancy report and which were reinforced by later reading the Conference Report-from the 
November 8-11, 1993 Donor Consultation at Bellagio. Its purpose is to help frame thinking 
about DonorNet as a network based strategy and outline how the initiative has consequences that 
go well beyond the DonorNet's initial objectives. 

The DonorNet initiative consists of two parallel and interrelated initiatives. One involves 
increased collaboration between donor agencies in the pursuit of a wide range of objectives 
linked to Agenda 21 research and capacity building. This is a subset of collaboration around 
policy formation, program implementation, and the execution of strategy. The other involves 
the use of emerging computer meditated electronic networks to carry out such collaboration. 

The 1992 UNCED Conference in Rio "confirmed" Agenda 21 concerns as an established trend 
in work of the participating agencies. In a similar way the DonorNet proposal is a confirmation 
of the role computer mediated technologies have begun to play in the workflows and institutional 
structures of agencies. In both cases, one a change in the organization of concerns and the other 
a chance in the use of technology; the long run consequences will be to change the nature of 
work within the agencies, to change internal structures and to change the nature of relations with 
other agencies. This change in relations will be more with respect to flexible and federated 
collaboration and less with respect to strategic positioning in the international arena. 

It is not possible in a brief appendix to present an organized schematic of the ways in which 
agencies pursue the multiple objectives, alone or in collaboration. Neither is it possible to 

convey all contained in mission statements or the reflections voiced at the meetings in Bellagio. 
It is possible, however, to present a simple model of electronic networking which clarifies the 
issues involved in what is being proposed, how it might work, what is expected of whom, and 
how this might impact on work and structure within organizations. 

The model reflects the impact of electronic networking on the structure and process of 
collaboration and on structure and process within member organizations. It has more in common 
with fractal geometry than it does with contemporary organizational theory. Its does not derive 
from quadratic difference equations (as do fractals) but does adhere to a notion of structure 
which produces recurrent patterns at different levels of resolution. As with fractal geometry, 
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at a certain level the model is "context neutral", by which we mean it is not necessary to specify 

whether we are talking about environmental sustainability, capacity building or human resource 

development, any more than a specific exercise in fractal geometry need be anchored in concern 

over the shape of a leaf or of a shore line. Neither it is necessary to identify whether we are 
working at the level of DonorNet, participant agencies, departments within agencies, or 
individual agent/actors. 

A2. The Networked Agency 

It is not necessary to differentiate between an agency (IDRC, ORSTOM, SAREC, World Bank, 

etc.), and individual agents (policy makers, workers, researchers, trainers, etc.) when exploring 
structure and process in a networked environment. For Agents, individuals, agencies, parts of 
agencies, and consortia of individuals and/or agencies, at each level of aggregation, electronic 
workspaces (virtual domains) all look alike." 

With networked access to resources, agents carry out worktasks in two domains: one is the 
synchronous (physical) world bounded by time and space; the other an asynchronous electronic 
(virtual) world less constrained by time and space. Work becomes a process of drawing from 
the strengths of both domains. In the short run this transforms work, in the longer run it 
transforms organization as well. 

All agents and agencies operate with a conceptional image of how to conduct work in their 
physical world. Few have an image of how to conduct work in the electronic (virtual) 
environment, except as an "add-on" or tool for work in the physical world. To understand the 
subtle but important difference here consider how DonorNet would operate in this environment. 
To do so it is necessary to have an image of work in the virtual world. First this virtual world 
is presented in words then as a simple figure. 

Tasks in a networked environment involve three electronic workareas. The most immediate is 

the now-familiar electronic mail (email) facility. The second is a workgroup area for 
conferencing and collaborative discourse. The third consists of (remote access) to program and 
file areas. For collaborative work the networked agent has further options and obligations. The 
options include access to remote datasites and conferences. The obligation is to provide access 
for others to local datasites and conferences, and to be a source and provider of information to 

the network. The role of access to other information sites is crucial to the efficiency of 
collaboration." 

15 Increasingly, workgroup software such as Lotus Notes is trying to describe its use in similar terms. 

16 Agencies which have traditionally relied on publication and distribution are frequently hesitant to become 

on-line access sites. However, the efficiency gains and various "firewall" techniques for preventing unauthorized 
access to agency data, are rapidly turing the tide in the favour of access sites over distribution. 
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The figure represents the virtual workspace of 
a "knowledge-worker" agent or a knowledge- 
based agency. In both cases virtual 
workspace looks the same. Its activities 
consist of routine administration, mission 
specific services, "research", access to 
remote resources and the provision of a 
"window" for remote access to local 
resources. Research is included as an 
integral to work since work in such an 
environment seldom involves mastery of 
skills or a body of knowledge, and more 
often involves keeping current through "just 
in time" "on-demand" learning and learning- 
while-doing. This includes both learning the 
new and capturing lessons learned from on- 
going activities. Collaborative work in the 
work space starts with email, is linked to the 
various in-house conferences and to the file 
storage sites (including multimedia 
resources). 

service 
provision 

(real & electronic) 

Agent's Electronic Workspace 

The "window" on the lower right denotes network access to remote network resources, and 
external access to this site as a source and provider of information. The ability to access other 
information providers, and the role sites as information providers, are essential to the nature of 
collaborative work using electronic networks. Without this networks become merely 
occasionally more efficient substitutes for the phone and the fax. Just as the logistics of face-to- 
face collaboration, even small groups, is overly difficult in the real world, collaboration based 
exclusively on one-to-one information requests, and opinion-based conferencing is very 
inefficient. The key to knowledge-intensive work, by individuals or agencies, is asynchronous 
access to network resources. 

The above schema can depict the solitary or collaborative work of an individual or an agency. 
Collaborative work, as in the case of DonorNet, can be depicted as a web of virtual workspaces 
connected via their access windows. The extent to which networked resources are shared, and 
the extent to which external agents have access to agency based conferences, can be determined 
within collaborative protocols and adjusted as warranted." 

17 For those new to network access it is important to understand that important network services such as 
conferences, remote file access sites, and point-and-click gopher menu entries can be set up or modified at some 
DonorNet agencies sites in a matter of minutes. For the least "computer friendly" DonorNet agency, a single 
machine with modem, configured to access a network account, is neither expensive nor complicated. Configuring 
individual sites for DonorNet participation will depend on the nature of existing information services and support 
at individual agencies. 
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This allows for flexible and federated approaches to collaboration across the tasks within a 

collaborative initiative. Just as each agent can focus on the research, administration or service 

provision component of a task, so can each agency according to its stake and strengths. 

Documents in the file space can be widely or narrowly available and multiple workgroups 

dealing on the same collaborative agenda item can co-exist on the networks (in this virtual 

workspace) while maintaining levels of privacy as desired. External service providers (providing 

datasources, etc.) can be linked to a designated lead DonorNet service provider (drawing on in- 

house information services strengths) or be drawn on by DonorNet members as needed. 

A3. Organizational Process 

It is important to recognize that a networked process extends beyond an efficient use of 

technology for deliberations. A group of donor agencies will seldom discuss topics unrelated 

to the ongoing operations of their own agencies. Deliberations, whether on funding priorities 

or project strategies will always have links to what is occurring within agencies and within the 

field beyond the DonorNet agencies. The challenge here, and the promise of electronic 

networks, is to inform the process at all three levels: within DonorNet, within DonorNet 

agencies, and beyond to the wider constituent community. The web of links between agencies 

should have counterparts within agencies and in a wider "public" arena. Closed discussions 

within DonorNet, while private and secure, should maintain links to in-house discussion and 

wider public discussion forums. Much information about "private" discussion is apparent from 

the nature of information requests, who participates, etc. and since networks facilitate sharing, 

it is better to share deliberate information 
than to carry out discussions in an agency 
atmosphere of rumour and speculation. As 
well, informed select discussion within 
DonorNet agencies, and by wider interest 
groups, will inform DonorNet deliberations. 
The benefits from these ancillary parallel 
dialogues may warrant enabling support from 
DonorNet agencies. DonorNet agenda items, 
discussions and documents can inform agency 
and public discussion through select on-line 
conferences and the release, to select access 
sites, of documents for wider discussion. 

The deliberate promotion of parallel public discussion, on the networks, of agenda items, is a 

low cost and very powerful option available to DonorNet agencies. In many cases much closed 

discussion is an attempt to "guestimate" the position of others on items under discussion. Even 

when appropriate, it is seldom practical to invite all interested parties to consultations. 

However, the release of appropriate documents to public access sites, and even funding to 

promote on-line service providers to moderate discussions in some areas, will produce 

considerable benefits to DonorNet deliberations. 
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Participating agencies in DonorNet will have to decide the extent to which it wants electronic 
access to be a passive facility and the extent to which it wants to orchestrate activity in its 
electronic workspace. There are two uses of electronic conferencing depending on the tasks at 
hand. Special interest group (SIG) conferences and associated file sites involve participants who 
are carrying out similar tasks in real time, outside the conference. The conference is an access 
window for collaborative "just in time" and as needed" learning and consultation. The other 
use of conferencing involves the conference as the worksite itself. It is where things get done 
and decisions are made. The DonorNet initiative calls for this second form of use, one which 
involves set agendas and time lines. Within such constraints DonorNet can preserve the fluidity 
of conference activity by offering multiple task specific conferences and links to more SIG based 
activities. Both task specific and SIG based activities are best handled by a DonorNet member 
as lead service provider. 

Lastly, in terms of organizational process, two caveats are in order here. The first is the 
reminder that few agencies at this time are completely without an internal information services 
infrastructure. This infrastructure, ranging from the library, documentalists, and publications 
units through to computer and networking services, should be an active partner in the design of 
agency links to DonorNet networked services. The second is that DonorNet is intended as a 
virtual workspace. Activity in this virtual workspace must be properly linked to agency 
activities outside the workspace. In the not-so-long run this will mean that all units of DonorNet 
agencies will require facility to work in both workspaces. 

A4. Policy Development and Implementation 

DonorNet is proposed as a vehicle for collaboration in the development of policy, but it will also 
be a central vehicle in policy implementation and program supervision." DonorNet also offers 
effective means for capturing "lessons learned" at every stage of activity, from agenda 
identification and policy development, through to implementation and evaluation. In any 
process, much of what is learned is learned in passing" and not from formal ex post 
evaluations. 

DonorNet will have two additional effects. It will serve as a "test bed" for agencies to 
understand what it means to do collaborative work in a "knowledge-based" agency and will 
contribute to the building of useful network datasites. 

A5. Conclusions 

As stated at the beginning, this appendix is to help frame thinking about DonorNet as a network- 
based strategy and outline the initiative's consequences that go well beyond the DonorNet's 

18 For example, the International Federation for Science (Stockholm), whose mission is the promotion of 
research skills and capacity building in science in developing countries, has recently begun to use information 
services to better track and organize its grantees and their work. In response, the grantees have requested support 
for network access as essential to collaborative work and sustaining research skills and institutional capacity. 
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initial objectives. As well, it notes that DonorNet's two parallel and interrelated initiatives, one 

the increased collaboration between donor agencies and the other the use of electronic networks 

to carry out such collaboration, represent an exciting opportunity for the participating agencies. 

It will serve as a basis for increased efficiency and effectiveness in policy formation and 

implementation. It will introduce agencies to electronic technologies as an integral part of work 

and not simple as a useful technology "add-on". Since it involves senior policy makers, it offers 

an opportunity for full vertical participation in dealing with the impact of computer networking 

on work process and institutional organization. All of these broader effects will, of course, be 

in the service of the missions of the participating DonorNet agencies. 
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