HIV PREVENTION, TREATMENT, AND EDUCATION: UTILIZING THE TOOLS
OF COLLABORATIVE GOVERNANCE
or WHY IS A 545-MILE BICYCLE RIDE A CASE STUDY OF COLLABORATIVE
GOVERNANCE?
TEACHING NOTE

This teaching note opens by providing a case summary including the purpose of the case
and key learning outcomes from the case. The next section of this teaching note
provides suggested activities, including pre-class and in-class activities—and includes
individual, group, and online activities. This teaching note closes with the works cited
section from the original case, however here the citations are sorted into major topic
areas and are followed by suggested additional reading resources for each topic area.
This case is best suited for use in either undergraduate-level or masters-level Public
Affairs, Public Administration, or not-for-profit management curricula. It pairs well with
coursework focused on public management, not-for-profit management, not-for-profit
fundraising, and/or collaborative governance / networking. The case should be assigned
as a reading in advance of class and paired with suggested readings as the instructor
sees fit. The case can be completed in conjunction with one full standard class session
(approximately 3 hours). To maximize interest / benefit to the students, the photo
exhibit attachment should be provided to students along with the written case.
This case was written by Mark W. Davis of the Department of Public Policy and Administration at West
Chester University of Pennsylvania, and was awarded Honorable Mention in E-PARCC’s 2015-2016
Competition for Collaborative Public Management, Governance, and Problem-Solving Teaching Materials.
The case is intended for classroom discussion and not to suggest either effective or ineffective responses
to the situation depicted. It may be copied as many times as needed, provided that the authors and EPARCC are given full credit. E-PARCC is a project of the Collaborative Governance Initiative, Program for
the Advancement of Research on Conflict and Collaboration- a research, teaching and practice center
within Syracuse University’s Maxwell School of Citizenship and Public Affairs.
https://www.maxwell.syr.edu/parcc_eparcc.aspx
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1. Case Summary and Key Learning Outcomes
Purpose of the Case
This case study utilizes the event AIDS/LifeCycle as an illustrative example to assist
students in better understanding key concepts rooted within collaborative governance.
The AIDS/LifeCycle is a long running event with sustained success and as such it presents
a strong “success story” case study. The key deliverables should have a three-fold
purpose: (1) help the students to understand the concept of collaborative governance
via this real world case, (2) embed a number of academic definitions commonly utilized
within the governance context within the circumstance of this real world case, and (3)
teach students about a real world example of successful not-for-profit fundraising that
utilizing a collaborative governance arrangement for its delivery.
Summary of the Case
This case study takes an in-depth look at how a 545-mile bicycle ride down the California
coastline has become a prime example of collaborative governance, social networking,
service coproduction, and social capital building. The case also provides the greater
context of the ride, specifically how two not-for-profits collaborate toward the
execution of the event and how these nonprofits leverage a small paid staff by
recruiting and utilizing a substantial number of volunteers to maximize the successful
delivery of the bicycling event, maximize delivery of their HIV education and prevention
message, and maximize their fundraising efforts to ensure their day-to-day operations
can continue throughout the year. Finally, the case is designed to be fun to read, with
the hope it will draw the student in as the reader so that they can feel like they have
had an “armchair experience” of what participating in the AIDS/LifeCycle feels like.
Key Learning Outcomes from the Case
The key learning outcomes for this case study are to help students achieve a mastery of
the case’s five primary topic area, including understanding definitions of each of these
terms, ability to identify example of each within the case study, and to be able to think
critically and identify additional examples of each in contemporary society. This case
study focuses on five primary topic areas:
-

Not-for-profit fundraising (presented throughout—not as single distinct section)
Collaborative governance
Social networking
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-

Service coproduction (both as a tool of fundraising and as a tool of event
execution)
Social capital building

The next section of this teaching note is suggested activities and the final section is a
works cited and additional reading resource section. For both of these sections, topics
are sorted into the four primary collaborative governance topic areas and (like the case
itself) the fundraising component is imbedded within each of these sections. This gives
the instructor a clear path to specific learning outcomes and allows the instructor to
focus in on the topic areas most pertinent to their specific course.

2. Suggested Activities
Collaborative Governance
Pre-class Activity:
To formalize class preparation, the instructor may require students to write a one-page
or a two-page memo summarizing the case or dealing with one of the five primary
topic areas of not-for-profit fundraising, collaborative governance, social networking,
service coproduction, or social capital building. This assignment should include the
task of reading journal articles related to the topic.
Group In-class Activities:
(1) Break the class into five teams. Have each team present one of the five primary
topic areas to the rest of the class. As a follow-up you may have another team critique
the initial team presentation and identify any gaps in their presentation. End with a full
class summary discussion of the topics.
(2) Often it is hard for students to fully conceptualize the differences between
coordination, cooperation, and collaboration. Break the class into three teams. Have
each team present one of these three topics to the rest of the class and/or have them
demonstrate an example of coordination, cooperation, or collaboration to the rest of
the class. End with a full class summary discussion of the topics.
Individual In-class Activities:
(1) Have each student in the class write down the five topic areas of not-for-profit
fundraising, collaborative governance, social networking, service coproduction, and
social capital building. Then have them each think of real world examples of each.
Encourage them to include examples that are personal to them. End with a full class
discussion of each, having the students share one or more item from each of their lists.
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(2) Ask students to first write down a list of fundraising efforts they have participated in
in the past. Ask them to identify if any of the five key topic areas came into play with
any of these past fundraising efforts. End by having the full class share their findings—
looking for commonality among the class.
Online Class Activity:
Create a discussion thread or voice thread for the course. As a primary thread have
individuals post examples of multiple organizations working together—these
organizations can be any combination of government, not-for-profit, and/or for profit.
As a secondary thread have classmates decide if this example is coordination,
cooperation, or collaboration—have them defend and define their choice. Allow debate
within the thread and close with the instructor posting their position on the topic.

Social Networking
Pre-class Activities:
(1) Have all members of the class create a free LinkedIn profile. Ask them to link with
each other so that classmates can compare profiles. As an in-class follow-up have the
students discuss the strategies they will use on LinkedIn to connect with other users of
the service. Will they only connect with existing friends? Will they request connections
with people who have expertise they desire to know more about? Etc.?
(2) Identify a topic of choice (collaborative governance, social networking, service
coproduction, and social capital building can all work). Break the class into small group
teams and have these teams prepare a presentation to the rest of the class on the
selected topic. The key component, however, is this team project must be completed
100% remotely from each other (no in person meetings) and must 100% be via one or
more social networking platforms. The presentation MUST include the HOW behind the
team presentation as well as the presentation of the topic itself. As an in class followup, have the teams present their presentations in class.
Group In-class Activities:
(1) With AIDS/LifeCycle as the initial discussion, break the class into teams. Have these
teams brainstorm further real world examples of social networking in play. Do the
identified social networks have a fundraising component? If yes, what is it? If no, what
is the purpose of the particular social network?
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(2) Break the class into two teams: riders and roadies. Have the two teams consider this
scenario: They have just signed up to participate in AIDS/LifeCycle. Have the team
brainstorm how they will approach their social networks to initial their fundraising?
Bring the full class together for a sharing of findings across the two teams. As a followup you may have each team critique the other teams plans and identify gaps in their
planning efforts.
Individual In-class Activities:
(1) Start with a full class discussion of what Granovetter (1973, 1983) means by “the
strength of weak ties”. When the instructor feels the class collectively has a good
understand of the topic have the students individually review one of their social media
outlets (Facebook, Twitter, Instagram, Etc. – if they have none have them use their
contact list in their phone). Have the students go through their friends/follower list and
group the individuals into strong ties friends/followers and weak tie friends/followers.
Bring the class back together and as a full class discuss the counts and ask students to
use their criteria for selecting if someone was a weak or strong tie.
(2) Have the class individually consider this scenario: They have just signed up to
participate in AIDS/LifeCycle (as a rider or roadie—their choice). How will they
approach their individual social networks to initial their fundraising?
Online Class Activities:
(1) Have the class complete some kind of activity (it can literally be any of the above
questions) but require that the activity be complete 100% via a social media platform.
After the activity is completed create a discussion thread or voice thread and have the
students critique the success of failure of the platform itself and the outcome of the
activity—encourage brutal (but constructive) honesty on the thread.
(2) Have the class individually consider this scenario: They have just signed up to
participate in AIDS/LifeCycle (as a rider or roadie—their choice). Have them visit the
AIDS/LifeCycle website www.aidslifecycle.org and encourage them to seek answer to
any “newbie” questions they have about the ride. Create a discussion thread or voice
thread and have the students critique their success or failure in getting their questions
answered via the website. Encourage discussion of how transparent or opaque the site
is in delivering answer to their questions. (As a follow-up, this exercise can be repeated
with any charitable fundraising site of the instructors – or students – choice.)
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Service Coproduction
Pre-class Activity:
Have all members of the class generate a personal list of examples of service
coproduction in their daily lives (sorting trash from recyclables is a good example to
provide them a starting point). Open the class with a discussion of the findings. As an
in-class follow-up you can ask classmates to assess if the identified example of service
coproduction meets Brudney and England (1983) three criteria of true service
coproduction and/or which of Whitaker’s (1980) three categories of service
coproduction does the identified service coproduction fall within?
Group In-class Activities:
(1) Similar to the “coordination, cooperation, and collaboration” activity above, break
the class into three teams. Have each team demonstrate an example of service
coproduction to the rest of the class. After all three teams have presented discuss as a
full class.
(2) Break the class into small teams and have each of the teams discuss the following
question: Many cyclists raise well beyond the $3,000 minimum for AIDS/LifeCycle.
Roadie participants (who are not required to raise any funds) often fundraise as well.
What motivates these individuals to fundraise at this level? Bring the class together
after a prescribed time and have the teams present their findings.
(3) Break the class into small teams and have them discuss the following question:
Donors to AIDS/LifeCycle contribute their money to organizations they may or may not
ever receive services from and make the donation on behalf of a particular participant.
What would be their motivation for this?
Individual In-class Activity:
Have each student envision himself or herself as either a rider or roadie on the
AIDS/LifeCycle. Have them write down the expectations they have of AIDS/LifeCycle
and what they believe AIDS/LifeCycle’s expectations will be of them. Bring the full class
together for a discussion of these individual findings.
Online Class Activities:
(1) As a discussion thread or voice thread, have the class discuss the following question:
Many cyclists raise well beyond the $3,000 minimum for AIDS/LifeCycle. Roadie
participants (who are not required to raise any funds) often fundraise as well. What
motivates these individuals to fund raise at this level?
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(2) As a discussion thread or voice thread have the class discuss the following question:
Donors to AIDS/LifeCycle contribute their money to organizations they may or may not
ever receive services from and make the donation on behalf of a particular participant.
What would be their motivation for this?

Social Capital Building
Pre-class Activity:
Have students individually describe and define “boundary experiences” and, if possible,
identify examples. Open class by discussing the findings and as an in-class follow-up, ask
students if their definition is aligned with (or influenced by) the Feldman et al. (2006)
definition of “boundary experience”.
Group In-class Activities:
(1) Break the class into small teams and provide them a short script by which they can
introduce themselves to each other—name, what they are studying, background,
favorite activity, etc. Bring the full class together after the exercise is complete and ask
how this activity relates to social capital.
(2) Break the class into small teams and have them discuss this question: Do you buy the
case study assertion that the AIDS/LifeCycle “love bubble” is essentially a manifestation
of social capital. Tell them to be prepared to defend their answer whatever side it ends
up being on. Bring the full class back together and discuss and debate.
Individual In-class Activity:
Have the students individually think back to a “group homework assignment gone
wrong”. Have them assess if social capital (or lack thereof) did or did not come into play
in contributing to the failure. Bring the full class together to discuss and compare notes.
As a follow-up, select one particular “group project gone wrong” and have the class
discuss if the assignment could be reformulated in a way to build rather than diminish
social capital.
Online Class Activity:
As a discussion thread or voice thread have the class discuss the following questions:
Why do you suppose the AIDS/LifeCycle return retention is higher for riders who
participate in the event on a team rather than individually? A follow-up thread can be:
How do you feel social capital comes into play?
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