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Foreword

Governance has become one of the most commonly used concepts in con-
temporary political science. Although commonly used, this concept remains
in many ways under-specified and inadequately understood within the disci-
pline. This book is an attempt to understand governance in general, and more
particularly to understand interactive styles of governance. Although we place
the interactive form of governance at the center of the analysis, we examine it
carefully and critically, and we attempt to understand the strengths and
weaknesses of the approach. The four of us began this collaboration with
differing levels of commitment to the interactive form of governance, but
the analysis is an attempt to be as fair as possible in analyzing this approach to
governance.

This book is the product of several years of discussions and friendly debates
among the four of us. We have met in several places in Scandinavia, in
England, and in the United States. During this time, we have been through
numerous iterations of each chapter. We each had responsibility for the first
draft of several chapters and these drafts were subject to numerous discussions
and revisions. The penultimate drafts of the chapters were then reviewed by
experts in the field before the final draft of the manuscript was submitted. This
was a rather protracted process, but in the end has produced a manuscript that
reflects very careful deliberation about governance.

In addition to thanking one another for intellectual companionship and
honesty in the process of writing this book, we are also indebted to colleagues
who have provided their advice. These colleagues include Matthew Flinders,
Erik-Hans Klijn, Jan Koppenjan, Daniel Kiibler, David Levi-Faur, Felicity
Matthews, Johan P. Olsen, Bert Rockman, Chris Skelcher, Martin Smith, and
Kai Wegrich. We should also thank Dominic Byatt for his support and his
patience in the rather long process that produced this manuscript.

JT, BGP, JP, ES
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Introduction

All societies encounter fundamental challenges in governing themselves.
Those challenges are even more severe when a society attempts to govern
itself in a democratic manner, and to provide the public substantial
control over the decisions being made in its name. Effective governing
cannot be assumed, as the numerous cases of “failed states” around the
world make clear. Even in less extreme cases, governments of affluent and
seemingly successful countries have demonstrated numerous times that
managing their economies and societies cannot be taken for granted. The
economic crisis of 2008, and what followed from it, is but one obvious
example. These seemingly more successful countries also encounter difficul-
ties in ensuring popular control over policy decisions. Public policymaking
is often driven by a combination of mass media, technocratic elites, and
pressures from the global economy, which limits popular control over
public policy.

The necessity of thinking about how to govern ourselves, and doing so
democratically, has been emphasized by a number of transformations in
contemporary societies. One major change has been the increasing complex-
ity of policy problems and the increasing interdependency of policy areas,
policy levels, and policy actors. Making appropriate public policy has never
been easy, but it has become all the more difficult. Further, globalization has
meant that the actions of any one society, and its government, must be
considered in light of the actions of others, further complicating governing.
Actors in civil society have themselves in many cases become more directly
engaged with the processes of governing so that the opinions and actions of
stakeholders may now affect policy choices. The numerous reforms in the
public sector, each seeking to address some of the underlying problems in
governance, also have raised additional questions about how best to organize
governing. Each reform may solve some problems, but in turn raises addi-
tional problems. Finally, and somewhat paradoxically, those same citizens
who may be engaged in some aspects of governing themselves are also
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skeptical about governments and the public sector and may seek alternatives
to traditional forms of governing.

Responding in part to the numerous challenges appearing in the real world
of governing, “governance” has become one of the most commonly used
terms in the social sciences. In this academic literature on governance, the
spate of concern about governance, including a number of alternative defini-
tions and conceptions, is the product of several forces. The interest in gover-
nance reflects general concerns about how to understand the changing role of
public leadership in a variety of institutional settings and policy fields, and
how to understand changing institutional and social patterns in society. The
interest in governance also reflects a return to interest in organizations and
institutions in political science, in contrast to the methodological individual-
ism of behavioralism and rational choice theories that have dominated social
and political science.

The interest in governance has been manifested in a number of different
disciplines that are aiming to account for new societal phenomena or deal
with new challenges. However, many of the issues being raised are similar or at
least analogous across the disciplines. For example, in economics there has
been a return to institutional economics and with that greater concern about
how to organize public sector organizations as well as markets. Further, in
sociology, network analysis and institutionalism have contributed to the
study of governance. Likewise, in international relations, thinking about
international and global governance adds additional dimensions to the
analysis.

But what do we mean by the term governance? At its most general, gover-
nance in the public sector is about steering and control of society and the
economy through collective action that aims to achieve common goals. In
most traditional writing about steering and control, the dominant assumption
has been that such steering would occur through formal state actors and
governmental procedures. That type of formal, legal steering continues to be
important and in many settings it is the dominant manner of governing. For
example, policy areas such as foreign affairs, defense, and revenue collection
are dominated by state actors and formal legal procedures. Likewise, some
countries continue, for example those of Southern Europe, to rely heavily
upon formal government decision-making and the bureaucracy for gover-
nance, although this reliance is sometimes jeopardized by the presence of
“dark networks” based on illegal activities.

This book, however, is about another style of governance, one which we will
discuss as “interactive governance.” By interactive governance we mean the
complex process through which a plurality of social and political actors with diverg-
ing interests interact in order to formulate, promote, and achieve common objectives
by means of mobilizing, exchanging, and deploying a range of ideas, rules, and
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resources. This conception of governance still has the basic concern about
steering the economy and society but approaches this problem through a
very different route than that associated with traditional forms of governing.
In particular, in this book we are interested in the manner in which organiza-
tions and individuals work together to govern, regardless of their official
position and the consequences of that manner of governance.

At the extreme, the interactive style of governance has commonly been
referred to as “governance without government,” meaning that some advo-
cates of this approach to governance argue that it is possible to provide steering
and control to societies with little or no direct involvement of the public sector.
This conception of governance without government does stand at the extreme
if for no other reason than that in interactive forms of governance state actors
are conceptualized as being one among several actors who are involved in
making decisions. Hence, government is involved in governing even though
it may not be employing command and control. Further, as we will explicate in
more detail below, public actors generally remain important for defining and
shaping the arenas within which interactions may be occurring.

Even in less extreme versions, interactive governance implies a very differ-
ent style of governing than that associated with more traditional, state-centric
forms of governance. While traditional forms of governance rely on top-down
imposition of authority, interactive governance assumes that decisions will be
made either from the bottom-up or through interactive processes, and em-
powered participation is orchestrated, and even sometimes initiated, by gov-
ernment agencies. This form of governance is argued by its advocates to
provide both a more effective and a more democratic form of governing. It is
thought to be more effective because it involves individuals and groups who
are knowledgeable about the policies in question and are capable of finding
among themselves good means of solving policy problems. Apart from this
general consideration, other scholars have considered the importance of alter-
ing the instruments used to govern and implement public policy. The tradi-
tional instruments of governance depended heavily on command and
control, and tended to permit little interaction with the “targets” of the policy.
The instruments of “New Governance” depend more on bargaining and
negotiation to achieve their policy goals than on authority so that interaction
shapes these more proximate connections to the delivery of public services
and may make them more effective.

Interactive governance is thought by its advocates to be more democratic
for some of the same reasons that it is considered more effective. Rather than
depending upon periodic elections and representative democracy, the inter-
active mode of governance involves affected interests in society more directly
and continuously. We will point out in some detail that these assumptions
must be considered with a number of caveats, and most importantly that those
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groups involved in governance may not be representative of the general
public. There are, however, important democratic arguments that can be
addressed by considering interactive forms of governance and the possibilities
of more continuous formats for public involvement.

Although a good deal of the actual decision-making associated with interac-
tive governance involves relatively autonomous actions by social actors, these
apparently autonomous actions can be framed and influenced by official
actors in the public sector. We will be discussing the role of the public sector
in this process as “metagovernance,” which we will define as the governance
of governance. This management and indirect control of interactive gover-
nance processes may occur through the use of formal authority and the
manipulation of resources, or it may come through more interactive means,
but the fundamental point is that interactive governance may always be
conducted within a “shadow of hierarchy” (Scharpf, 1994) that can in the
end shape and legitimate the outcomes.

It is crucial to remember in reading this book that the discussion of interac-
tive governance must always be considered within the framework of broader
concerns about governing and governance. The interactive format for govern-
ing is an important case of governance, but is not all of governance. This style
of governance has become more important in many industrial democracies,
especially those in Northern Europe, but is not feasible for many if not most
countries of the world. Likewise, this form of governance may not be appro-
priate for all policy areas, especially those that involve what Richard Rose
(1974) has referred to as the “defining functions” of the State, for example,
law, defense, and taxation.

The linkage between traditional state-centric governance and the interactive
forms of governance discussed in this volume can be seen clearly in Figure I.1.
The governance model outlined below shows the coexistence of tendentially
unicentric forms of traditional governance through government and more
pluricentric forms of interactive governance. Both government and interactive
governance may contribute to the governing of society and the economy in the
broad sense of identifying problems and challenges and formulating and
achieving common objectives. When not acting in a strictly state-centric man-
ner, government plays a crucial role in metagoverning interactive governance by
means of shaping its structural and institutional conditions and by designing,
managing, and directing the interactive governance arenas. The proliferation of
interactive governance arenas also affects government; not by creating a hollow
State, but by transforming the overall role and functioning of the State in the face
of the growing recognition of the limits of unilateral state action and the need
for participating in and regulating interactive governance arenas.

This volume therefore will move beyond a number of by now standard
discussions of changes in the State and policymaking, especially for the
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Figure I.1. Linkages among forms of governance

advanced democracies. Much of that discussion has been dominated by the
New Public Management (NPM) and its assumptions that governance can best
be accomplished through market mechanisms. Likewise, our approach will
avoid the Scylla of the hollowing out of the State and the Charybdis of a
neostatist reduction of interactive governance to merely a new tool of govern-
ment. We attempt to understand a variety of different approaches to govern-
ing while not making any exclusive commitment to any one of them.

It is crucial to recognize that the arguments presented here are neither
neoliberal nor neostatist. We are not rejecting the State in favor of the domi-
nance of the market. On the other hand, while we recognize the continuing
importance of government in public governance, we are arguing neither that
the State can be seen as the sole actor involved nor that the State is necessarily
the most fundamental actor in governance. The basic point is that no single
actor can alone account for contemporary governance. Depending on the
problem or task at hand, government, markets, interactive forms of gover-
nance, or some mixture of the three will offer the “right” governance solution.

The fact that interactive governance is a particular form of governance does
not, however, diminish its importance. A good deal of governing, and perhaps
an increasing amount, is done through interactive means and we need to
understand how these processes function, and how they differ from the
traditional modes of governing. Further, elaborating this model of governance
enables us to use it for comparative purposes, both across countries and across
policy areas. Finally, the detailed examination of interactive governance en-
ables us to evaluate the claims and counterclaims concerning the efficacy and
democracy of interactive governance.

The contents of the book

With these basic points about governance, and especially interactive gover-
nance, in mind, we will proceed to develop the argument and to examine the
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nature of interactive governance. In so doing, we will attempt to fill some of
the gaps that are still to be found in the growing research on interactive
governance. It is our hope that the attention we pay to some of the less
developed themes in the current debate on interactive governance will help
to consolidate and advance this particular paradigm. When we seek to
advance the interactive governance paradigm, it is not because we consider
it as the “right” paradigm, but simply because it needs much more elaboration
in order to match the competing paradigms emphasizing the rule of represen-
tative governments or the allocation of goods and services through competi-
tive markets.

Chapter 1 presents a thorough examination of the contemporary debates
surrounding governance in the social sciences and particularly in political
science. This chapter provides a strong justification of the use of governance
and interactive forms of governance as an approach for political inquiry.

Chapter 2 extends the discussion of governance to consider its use in other
social science disciplines. Ranging from development studies to decision
sciences, this chapter considers how governance is considered in other aca-
demic disciplines and what these other versions of governance have to offer
for our approach to governance. While governance studies have been centered
in political science, it is clear that the other strands of the social sciences do
have a great deal to contribute to this inquiry.

Power is a fundamental concept in political science, and Chapter 3 explores
ways in which the study of power can inform the study of governance. Many
approaches to governance have tended to ignore the central role of power and
politics, but we point out how crucial it is for understanding interactive
governance and explore the different ways that power is exerted and manipu-
lated in attempts to provide collective directions to a society.

In the contemporary social sciences, for any concept to be of any substantial
utility there must be some means of measuring it. Governance is no different,
so we have in Chapter 4 considered the ways in which this concept can be
measured. While there appear to be few opportunities for measuring gover-
nance in a quantitative manner, there are a number of ways in which we can
develop instruments that can be used in a variety of settings to understand the
extent to which governance goals are being achieved though unilateral and
multilateral action.

Governance cannot be provided to society through any single government
or any singular government organization. Thus, in Chapter 5 we consider the
horizontal and vertical dimensions of governance. There are multiple actors
and organizations involved in governance, and these are found at all levels of
government. The complex interactions involved in governance can therefore
be considered in terms of intergovernmental as well as interorganizational
relations.
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To be effective, the structures and procedures involved in any system of
governance must be institutionalized. That is, those structures and procedures
need to develop some capacity to persist in the face of challenges, and further
they will function better if it is possible to develop common values, symbols,
and routines that support governance. The danger, however, is that the
procedures will become overly institutionalized with rigidities that prevent
adaptation to changing environmental conditions. Chapter 6 discusses these
factors in institutionalization of governance, and the special issues that arise
relative to interactive forms of governance.

Interactive governance involves a variety of processes that permit the social
actors and public sector actors some latitude to make decisions on their own.
However, since interactive governance might not emerge spontaneously and
is prone to failure, there is a need for authoritative decision-makers in the
public sector to “metagovern” interactive governance arenas by imposing
some more or less subtle forms of control over the devolved decision-making.
This process may involve using a range of instruments that attempt to steer
the interactive governance process, albeit steer it through rather indirect and
“soft” means that maintain at least some of the autonomy of the actors
involved. Chapter 7 defines and discusses the notion of metagovernance and
provides an overview of its different objectives, means, and forms.

Chapter 8 discusses the roles that social and political actors play in interac-
tive governance. Roles are a means of linking individual behaviors and the
structures involved in governing. These roles are defined by the expectations
of the actors involved in the process, and by the ways in which actors involved
perceive what they are expected to do. The roles played by governance actors
in interactive policymaking tend to be significantly different from those
played in more conventional forms of governing, and this chapter explores
those differences and their implications for governance.

Governance involves fundamental issues of producing societal regulation
and delivering public services. Interactive governance also involves the pro-
duction and delivery of public regulation and services, albeit through more
complex formats such as partnerships and networks. We therefore need to
understand how effective interactive governance is, and further how to make
that kind of governance even more effective. These management issues for
interactive governance will be to some extent more difficult than might be less
complex means of service delivery, although the options for “co-opting”
social actors into the process may enhance effectiveness. Chapter 9 discusses
how effective interactive governance can be measured and how it can be
improved through metagovernance.

The final two substantive chapters discuss issues of democracy and account-
ability in interactive governance. Chapter 10 discusses the relationship of
democratic participation and control to interactive governance. In addition
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to the familiar mechanisms of representative democracy, interactive gover-
nance also involves a number of other opportunities for participation,
although these methods also involve some risks to effective democracy. Fur-
ther, Chapter 11 discusses the role of transparency, which is a fundamental
condition for holding governance actors accountable. Although the conven-
tional wisdom argues that transparency is crucial for accountability, there are
also some virtues in maintaining discretion and privacy in governing. This
chapter discusses the trade-offs involved in governing by means of traditional
forms of government and more interactive forms of governance.

The book ends with a conclusion that summarizes the findings of the
research and offers a program for additional research on interactive gover-
nance. This form of governance is almost certain to continue as a major
alternative to traditional hierarchical governing, Therefore, although this
book has made a major contribution to understanding interactive governance,
there are a number of questions that remain and we identify those and provide
some guides for continuing research.



1

The governance debate and the rise
of interactive governance

The current popularity that the notion of governance enjoys among both
practitioners and academics can be explained only by the great promises
that people ascribe to governance. As such, governance is associated with
enhanced interaction between public policymakers and relevant stakeholders,
competent and knowledge-based decision-making, innovative policy solu-
tions, flexible and coordinated policy implementation, and democratic ideals
about inclusion, empowerment, and ownership. Actual governance arrange-
ments often fail to deliver on these promises, but that does not seem to ruin
the attractiveness of what is commonly referred to as “new forms of gover-
nance.” People appear to have made a Faustian bargain, where they only see
the positive aspects of the deal and ignore the darker consequences in terms of
the risk of governance failure and the lack of democratic accountability (Peters
and Pierre, 2004: 76).

The promises ascribed to governance are a simple inversion of the problems
associated with traditional forms of hierarchical government, which are often
accused of being too closed, formalistic, narrow-minded, conservative, rigid,
uncoordinated, and exclusive. The declining confidence that citizens have
been expressing in their governments is indicative of some recognition of
these perceived government failures, but most people continue to demand
and expect services from the public sector and its allies. This dilemma has
forced central decision-makers to search for alternatives to the classical forms
of governmental rule and, since the early 1990s, the new forms of governance
have been celebrated as a key part of the solution that also includes an
increased reliance on competitive forms of market regulation. The lack of a
precise definition of governance has made it easy for people to attach all kinds
of positive meanings and expectations to governance.

The embrace of governance is founded on a critique of the modus operandi of
traditional forms of government. The current discourse on governance is also
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conceived as a response to a more fundamental problematization of the role of
the State. Hence, as Bob Jessop (2002) succinctly puts it, we are currently
witnessing a threefold development involving the denationalization of state-
hood, the de-statification of politics, and the internationalization of policy-
making. The link between the State and its national territory is weakened as
old and new state powers are displaced upwards to international and transna-
tional organizations; downwards to local governments, public service institu-
tions, and user boards; and outwards to emerging cross-border regions and
global city networks. The result is that state power is exercised at different and
interconnected sites and scales. At the same time, the State is gradually losing
its alleged monopoly on public policymaking as an increasing number of
private actors such as expert communities, interest organizations, NGOs,
citizen groups, consultancy firms, and private businesses become involved
in the formulation and implementation of public policy. Last but not least,
the national space for making and amending public policy is transgressed as
policies are increasingly being uploaded to and downloaded from interna-
tional policy arenas through policy diffusion and policy transfer.

The threefold problematization of the nation state as the central locus for
governing society and the economy has further stimulated the search for an
alternative to government that was triggered by the critique of the traditional
forms of bureaucratic rule. The result of this search has been the rise of the
widespread, but strongly contested, assertion that we are witnessing “a shift
from government to governance.” Numerous books and articles are making this
claim, which has a strong appeal as it urges us to focus on the more or less
informal processes of public governance rather than the formal institutions of
government. However, there are also some implicit dangers of the assertion of
a transition from government to governance. First, it creates a far too simplis-
tic image of a unified past and future: before government was omnipotent and
now it has suddenly lost its momentum and is stripped of its former powers.
Second, it builds on a highly problematic assumption of a zero-sum game,
according to which governance can only expand at the expense of govern-
ment. Third, it seems to deny government any role in public governance, or at
least obfuscates what this role might be. In order to avoid these pitfalls, we will
in this volume perceive governance as a “new perspective on an emerging reality.”
The balance between different ways of governing society and the economy is
shifting and this transforms the role of the State and prompts us to amend our
views and theories about how collective goals are formulated and achieved.

Hence, unilateral top-down steering is increasingly supplemented and par-
tially supplanted by multilateral action based on negotiated interaction
among a host of different actors, and both hierarchical government and the
interactive forms of governance are transformed by their mutual interplay.
The result is an uneven and combined development of traditional forms of

10
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government and new forms of governance that varies from country to coun-
try, from policy area to policy area, and between different scales. The new and
emerging reality tends to render the traditional pluralist model obsolete.
Pluralist theory is by no means blind to the active role of private organizations
and lobbyists in shaping public policies. However, pluralism tends to view
nongovernmental actors as independent pressure groups competing over
political influence on public policy and it portrays government as a neutral
and relatively insulated mechanism for aggregating the plurality of demands
and translating them into legitimate policy outputs and effective policy out-
comes. The implicit idea of a strict separation of the public and private realms
fails to capture the mutual dependency and institutional intertwinement of
public and private organizations, and the explicit view that policy interaction
involves a mixture of open competition and aggregation of interests fails to
capture the negotiated interaction among public and private actors that gives
some private actors a privileged access to the central policy arenas and tends to
foster a high degree of policy integration.

The notion of governance is offering a way out of this impasse by providing
a fresh perspective on the public policymaking process that emphasizes the
plurality of interconnected policy arenas, the mutual exchange of knowledge,
resources, and ideas through negotiated interaction, and the blurring of the
lines of demarcation between the public and the private realm. However, we
are convinced that governments at different levels will continue to play a
crucial role in governance, both as a central and resourceful participant and as
a metagovernor that facilitates, manages, and directs the various governance
arenas. As such, governance is offering a new perspective on an emerging
reality that recognizes the central influence of government in and over gover-
nance. Governments are gradually transformed by their participation in and
metagovernance of governance as they must learn to participate in complex
policy interaction, develop their reflexive and monitoring capacities, and find
ways of governing governance that do not rely on brute force and imperative
command.

In this chapter, we take a closer look at the rise of governance and the critical
objections that have been raised by people who believe that governance has
little or nothing to offer when it comes to understanding the governing of
society and the economy. We begin with a brief discussion of how we define
the notoriously slippery notion of governance. In generic terms, governance
can be defined as the process of steering society and the economy through
collective action. However, in this volume we will focus on interactive forms of
governance in terms of quasi-markets, partnerships, and governance networks
that are a prominent part of the new and emerging reality and seem to both
challenge and transform the role of government in governing society and the
economy. In the second section, we argue that the interactive forms of

11
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governance add a new layer on top of the old layer of hierarchical govern-
ment and the recently added layer of competition-based market regulation
and managerialism associated with New Public Management reforms. In the
third section, we explore the theoretical roots of interactive governance in
order to show how the notion of interactive governance emerges as a com-
mon solution to problems, puzzles, and challenges emerging in different
subdisciplines within what we can broadly define as political science. After
the genealogical account of interactive governance, we move forward in time
in order to consider, first, the current debates on governance, and second,
the many objections of the new research governance that we will summarize
in terms of “three stages of denial.” After having provided a critical response
to the three standard objections to interactive governance, the chapter is
concluded with a defense of the bold claim that governance is producing
a significant and irreversible change in the governing of society and the
economy.

Defining governance and interactive governance

An initial look at the etymology reveals that governance has its distant roots in
the Latin word “gubernare” that means “to direct, rule, guide” and the Greek
word “kybernan” that means to “steer or pilot a ship” and forms the basis of
the notion of cybernetics. From the sixteenth century onwards, the notion of
“government” becomes a frequently used term in the English-speaking world
when referring either to the “actions of governing” or “the system for govern-
ing.” Interestingly, government is derived from the French “gouvernement,”
which in turn comes from the medieval French notion of “gouvernance” that
referred to the art of governing. Hence, we might conclude that “governance”
is an old term for providing direction to society that went out of fashion a long
time ago and only recently rose to its current fame.

Today, the notion of governance is used in many different contexts and
often in conjunction with a particular prefix. As such, there are recurrent
references to global governance, corporate governance, good governance,
multilevel governance, project governance, IT governance, etc. Although the
addition of a prefix to governance aims to establish a more precise concept by
linking governance to a particular context, it does not help us capture the
meaning of governance itself. Hence, in his seminal work, Understanding
Governance, Rod Rhodes (1997a) identifies six different meanings of gover-
nance but fails to provide a concise definition of governance. Kees van Kers-
bergen and Franz van Warden (2004) draw up an even larger inventory
consisting of nine different meanings of governance, and the seemingly
endless lists of governance concepts lead Claus Offe (2008) to conclude that

12
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governance is an “empty signifier,” that is, an expression without any precise
content. To escape this conceptual morass, we must establish a generic defini-
tion of governance that we can then branch out into a number of radial
definitions of particular forms of governance.

Contemporary political science commentators tend to define “governance”
either as the formation of a collective will out of a diversity of interests
(politics), a system of rules and norms shaping the actions of social and
political actors (polity), or a political steering of social and economic relations
based on soft, cooperative policy instruments such as best practices, standards,
certifications, and benchmarks (policy) (see Treib et al., 2005). However, these
different definitions do not really capture the distinctiveness of governance,
because they fail to show what governance adds to the traditional and well-
established notions of politics, polity, or policy.

Therefore, let us briefly consider some of the alternative definitional strate-
gies that are found in the field of governance studies. First, the World Bank
(2007) defines governance as the process of selecting those in authority, the
capacity of the government to effectively manage its resources and implement
sound policies, and the respect of citizens and governments for the institu-
tions governing the interactions between them. The obvious problem with
this definitional strategy is that it betrays the fundamental idea that gover-
nance implies a problematization of the role and nature of unicentric forms of
government. Although it does make a reference to institutionalized forms of
interaction, the World Bank definition of governance is primarily focused on
the institutions and procedures of government.

Second, Jessop (1998, 2002) defines governance as “the heterarchy of
reflexive self-organisation.” This definition tends to associate governance
with civil society. The problem with this definitional strategy is that it gives
rise to an unwarranted normativism as it is implicitly assumed that gover-
nance is more consensual, egalitarian, trust-based, and deliberative than
hierarchies and markets because it reproduces the intrinsic values of civil
society.

Third, Kooiman (1993a), Mayntz (19934, 1993b), Scharpf (1994), and Klijn
(2008) tend to equate governance with network forms of governance that are
either defined as a hybrid of hierarchy and market or as a distinctive mode of
governing supplementing hierarchies and markets. Although networks are
clearly an integral part of governance, the conflation of governance and net-
works creates a far too narrow definition of governance that excludes those
forms of steering, control, and coordination that are not provided by stable,
horizontal networks.

Finally, Bevir and Rhodes (2003) tend to see governance as a new neo-
liberal language game that leads to different interpretations and institution-
alizations in different political and cultural contexts. The problem with this

13



Interactive Governance

postfoundationalist view is that it becomes difficult to put bounds on gover-
nance. Governance becomes everything and, thus, nothing.

The available definitional strategies either define governance too narrowly or
leave the definition open for an endless number of contextual interpretations.
To avoid these twin problems, we shall here define governance as the process of
steering society and the economy through collective action and in accordance with
some common objectives. Although governance in this generic sense of the term
can take many different forms, it is not tied to any particular institutional form
of governance be it state, market, civil society, or networks. However, while
evidently moving beyond the narrow definitions of governance, our generic
definition clearly puts bounds on the notion of governance and, thus, rescues
it from unwarranted concept stretching. As such, the generic definition of
governance insists that governance is the process of managing and regulation
society and the economy and that the process is based on collective action and
aims to achieve some commonly accepted goals.

In the field of public policymaking, governance has typically been asso-
ciated with a formal and legal steering provided by governments at different
levels, but in the new and emerging reality unilateral action is increasingly
supplemented and supplanted by “interactive forms of governance” where
steering, control, and coordination are results of many hands rather than the
iron fist of government. As the role of government in public governance has
received a lot of attention in public policy research, we shall devote this
volume to the study of the role and impact of interactive forms of governance,
which we shall define as the complex process through which a plurality of social
and political actors with diverging interests interact in order to formulate, promote,
and achieve common objectives by means of mobilizing, exchanging, and deploying
a range of ideas, rules, and resources.

This definition emphasizes three important features of interactive gover-
nance. First, interactive governance refers to a complex process rather than a
more or less unified set of formal structures and institutions connected in a
linear fashion. The initial studies of government were constitutional and
legalistic and aimed to map out the formal structures of government and
describe the different competences of public authorities. Subsequently, the
behavioral revolution has drawn attention to the actions and inactions
of politicians, public managers, and voters (Dahl, 1961, 1963), and the study
of bureaucratic politics has highlighted the dynamic interplay between the
political struggles inside government and the institutional framework of rules
and norms (Peters, 1978; Dunleavy, 1991). However, the notion of gover-
nance takes a further step in focusing on the complex processes linking
governmental and nongovernmental actors in different institutional arenas
that facilitate interorganizational and intersystemic policymaking based on
dynamic exchange and feedback loops.
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Second, the process is driven by a collective ambition to define and pursue
common objectives in the face of the presence of divergent interests and pre-
ferences. In private markets, the economic actors aim to produce value for
themselves, whereas in governance the social and political actors aim to define
and achieve common objectives and to produce public value, despite the fact
that they may have different and often conflicting interests, wants, and
beliefs. Interdependency forces the public and private actors to interact in
order to find joint solutions that solve emerging problems and exploit new
opportunities and thus somehow contribute to the advancement of the inter-
ests of the different actors.

Third, the process is decentered in the sense that common objectives are
formulated and achieved in and through negotiated interaction among a
plurality of actors from the State, the economy, and civil society. Hence,
although governments often play a crucial role as facilitator and manager of
policy interaction, there is no privileged center in public policymaking, but a
number of competing actors and arenas, each of which contributes important
resources, experiences, and ideas. In this perspective, civil society and the
market do not merely constitute an external environment for the operation
of government, but are societal subsystems populated with groups, associa-
tions, and organizations that are actively engaged in the formulation and
achievement of common objectives.

Forms of interactive governance

Our definition of interactive governance captures an array of interactive gov-
ernance arrangements that play an increasing role in the formulation and
implementation of public policy. We shall here pay special attention to typical
forms of interactive governance arrangements such as quasi-markets, partner-
ships, and governance networks.

Quasi-markets are a child of NPM and the implicit idea that it is possible to
reap the supposed efficiency gains of private markets without losing the equity
gain associated with traditional forms of public steering and funding. Public
authorities are cast as purchasers of public services that are produced and
delivered by private providers who are bound by a contract aiming to specify
the price and quality of the relatively standardized services provisions that are
delivered to the customers (Bartlett and Le Grand, 1993). The recent experience
with the purchaser—provider model shows that it is extremely difficult and time
consuming to make contracts that are capable of regulating the complex and
conflict-ridden interaction between the public purchaser and the private provi-
ders. In addition, it proves to be difficult to ensure a trust-based exchange of
innovative methods and creative solutions in the competitive environment
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created by quasi-markets. In response to these problems, a new type of rela-
tional contract has been developed and new arenas for exchange of ideas and
experience have been created. Relational contracts specify the procedures
for sustained negotiation and interactive dispute settlement between public
purchasers and private providers, and the new interactive arenas aim to bring
purchasers and providers within a certain policy field together in order to
build trust and forge more cooperative relations.

Partnerships between public and private actors come in many shapes and
colors (Rosenau, 2000). Some are based on informal agreements between
public and private partners aiming to reap some mutual benefits from co-
operation about concrete problem-solving, policy innovation, or strategic
planning. Other partnerships are based on formal contracts that specify the
terms of cooperation and how benefits are split between the partners. Public-
private partnerships (PPPs) are a well-known example of the latter type of
partnership (Hodge and Greve, 2005). PPPs are defined as a “structured coop-
eration between public and private parties in the planning, construction and/
or exploitation of infrastructural facilities in which they share or allocate risks,
costs, benefits, resources and responsibilities” (Koppenjan, 2005: 137). The
constitutive feature of PPPs is the presence of some kind of risk sharing
and financial contribution of the private partners (Walker and Smith, 1995;
Whettenhall, 2003). Without this feature, we might still have a partnership in
the sense of a “structured cooperation,” but it will not qualify as a PPP. There
are two types of PPPs. The first type is the concession model in which a private
partner designs, finances, and constructs a public sector project. The second
type is the alliance or consortium model in which public and private
parties cooperate to develop, construct, maintain, and operate a public facility
(Koppenjan, 2005).

Governance networks can be defined as a horizontal articulation of inter-
dependent but operationally autonomous actors who interact through nego-
tiations that take place within a relatively institutionalized framework and
facilitate self-regulated policymaking in the shadow of hierarchy (Serensen
and Torfing, 2007). There are different types of governance networks. Some
networks aim to facilitate cooperation in terms of knowledge sharing. Other
networks aim to enhance coordination in order to maximize joint efforts.
Finally, some networks aim to facilitate collaboration through the joint defi-
nition and solution of emerging problems and challenges. Governance net-
works may also take different forms. Some are mandated from above while
others are self-grown from below. Some are formal and relatively close while
others are informal and relatively open. Last but not least, some networks are
formed within public organizations (intra-organizational networks), between
public organizations (joined-up government), or between public and private
actors (policy networks).
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Quasi-markets, partnerships, and governance networks are typical examples
of interactive governance in the field of public policymaking. As such, nego-
tiated interaction is a common feature of all three governance arrangements.
The differences between the three governance arrangements become clear
when we consider the problems they are supposed to address and the solu-
tions they are supposed to provide. Hence, in the case of quasi-markets, the
problem is inefficient public monopolies and the solution is state sponsored
competition. In the case of partnerships, the problem is the lack of creative
ideas and public resources and the solution is joint venture projects with or
without risk sharing. Finally, in the case of governance networks the problem
is complexity and fragmentation and the solution is crosscutting exchange
and negotiation.

Empirically, the three typical forms of interactive governance are combined
in various ways in different countries and at different levels. The conditions of
emergence of interactive governance include the presence of capable and
resourceful actors, a high degree of trust among public and private actors,
and the possibility of ensuring voluntary compliance. Political factors such as
political cultures and traditions, the need to enhance input and output legiti-
macy, and the capacity to metagovern interactive governance will also influ-
ence the spread interactive governance. When first the interactive governance
mechanisms are in place, positive and negative feedbacks will generate virtu-
ous and vicious circles leading to the institutionalization or deinstitution-
alization of interactive governance (see Chapter 6).

The rise of interactive governance

After the Second World War, a government-based combination of democratic
steering and bureaucratic control was seen as the primary tool for realizing the
objectives of the modern welfare states that were developed in most of the
Western societies. Accordingly, the public sector expanded in order to meet
the needs of the citizens and regulate private markets. Public service and
regulation were not only to have a firm legal foundation but should also be
rational, cost efficient, and effective. Moreover, with the persistent growth of
the public sector there has been an increasing emphasis on coordination and
comprehensive planning. In most of the advanced industrial societies, the
result was the development of a large, public planning machine that aimed to
provide a detailed regulation of society and the economy through hierarchical
steering.

The rise of interactive governance, both as a discourse and a recommended
practice, can be traced back to the Trilateral Commission (Crozier et al.,
1975), which in the mid-1970s gave rise to a heated discussion about the
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“overload of government,” allegedly resulting from the mounting expecta-
tions of the citizens and the limited capacities of public bureaucracies. The
overload thesis was advanced in conjunction with an equally alarming thesis
about “the ungovernability of society” that was supposed to arise from the
growing fragmentation of social and political life and the decline of public-
spirited values. This bleak diagnosis was particularly troublesome for the
Western European welfare states that relied heavily on the governing capac-
ity of the State and had high ambitions with regard to the possibility of
governing society and the economy. The problems were aggravated by the
economic crisis in the 1970s and 1980s that contributed to what was gener-
ally known as the legitimacy crisis of the modern welfare state.

The economic and political crisis paved the way for neoliberal governments
and policies that aimed to solve the problem of government overload by
means of privatizing public enterprises, contracting out public services, and
commercializing the remaining public sector through the introduction of
corporate management techniques from the private sector. If the State was
overburdened and no longer could do the job, the market should take over
and alleviate the burden of the State by providing a growing number of public
services. Hence, NPM reforms sought to limit the role of elected politicians to
the formulation of overall policy objectives, leaving the responsibility for the
production and delivery of public policy in the hands of quasi-autonomous
public agencies and a host of private providers operating on the basis of
contracts and agreements with central government agencies. In response to
the increasing ungovernability of society, NPM aimed to mobilize the re-
sources and commitment of private organizations and firms in public gover-
nance through the formation of partnerships and strategic alliances and
sought to stimulate the active engagement of the citizens in the production
and delivery of public policy through increasing consumer choice and the
creation of user boards.

With Finland, New Zealand, and the United Kingdom as the epicenters,
NPM reforms spread throughout the world and soon became a dominant fad
in the established Western democracies, the transitional democracies in East-
ern and Central Europe, the newly industrialized countries in South-East Asia,
and developing countries confronted with Western demands to adopt the
principles of good governance. In the countries where NPM caught on, it led
to an increasing fragmentation of the public sector as services and regulation
were delivered by an increasing number of special purpose agencies and
private service providers. This growing fragmentation of the public sector
stimulated the need for institutional mechanisms that could provide horizon-
tal coordination in order to avoid duplication of efforts and create synergies.

At the same time, an increasing number of traditional policy problems such
as physical planning, regional development, and environmental protection
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were redescribed as “wicked problems” (see Rittel and Webber, 1973), and a
series of new crosscutting policy areas such as preventive health care, public
safety, and job creation came to the fore. This development further strength-
ened the call for horizontal coordination through institutionalized interac-
tion among relevant public and private actors.

Finally, there has been a growing emphasis on civic engagement in the
public sector. This participation was fostered for clients, users, and citizens
in general as for the lower echelon employees of public organizations. The
clearest examples of participatory governance are found in North America
with initiatives such as the National Performance Review (the Gore Commis-
sion) in the United States and PS2000 in Canada. Another crucial example is
the participatory budgeting in Porto Alegre and other cities in Brazil. A final
example is the many European attempts to establish user boards in public
institutions and to involve users and street-level bureaucrats in public innova-
tion projects. These participatory governance reforms sought to empower
various groups in society to have greater influence over policy and over the
manner in which policies were delivered (see Peters, 2001). They assumed that
government could not govern alone as effectively as it could in concert with
citizens and previously disempowered employees.

New forms of joined-up government, relational contracts between public
purchasers and private providers, PPPs, and governance networks are typical
responses to the rising demand for empowered participation and crosscutting
coordination at the local, regional, and national level (Rhodes, 2000a). In
federal political systems and in multilevel systems such as the European
Union (EU), where authority is shared by a number of states and across
multiple levels, interactive forms of governance have been introduced in
order to provide a flexible vertical coordination and to integrate private stake-
holders in policy formulation and policy implementation, thereby enhancing
input and output legitimacy (Scharpf, 1999; EU Commission, 2001; Marks
and Hooghe, 2004). Finally, in the absence of an overarching political author-
ity in terms of a world government, global regulation and policymaking
increasingly takes place in transnational networks and international regimes
in which not only nation states but also a growing number of private enter-
prises, NGOs, and experts communities that are often spanning different
countries and scales interact on the basis of a mutual recognition of inter-
dependency (Betsill and Bulkeley, 2004; Djelic and Sahlin-Andersson, 2006).

Although it is tempting to construct a simplistic narrative about a transition
from hierarchical government via market-based NPM to interactive forms of
governance, such a narrative fails to understand the dynamic coexistence of
the different ways of governing society and the economy. Inspired by histori-
cal institutionalism (Thelen and Steinmo, 1992; Thelen, 2003), we should
rather see the institutional forms for governing modern society as an evolving
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path consisting of several layers that are added on top of one another. The new
top layers in terms of the different forms of interactive governance are highly
visible when seen from above, but if we cut a slice of the evolving path, we can
clearly see how the different layers of government, market regulation, and
interactive governance support and build upon as well as interact and merge
with one another.

The theoretical roots of interactive governance

There are many different strands in the research on interactive governance,
especially in the studies of public policymaking. In a North American context,
Hugh Heclo (1978) has observed that policy decisions are sometimes moved
from macro-level policy systems involving the presidency, congressional
leaders, the Supreme Court, mass media, and the general public to policy
subsystems in which issue-specific actors from the public and private sector
interact on the basis of interdependency. In Germany, researchers at the Max
Planck Institute in Cologne (Marin and Mayntz, 1991; Mayntz, 19934, 1993b)
and at the Center for Interdisciplinary Research in Bielefeld (Héritier et al.,
1996) have explored the systemic limitations of both hierarchies and markets
that call for the development of new modes of governance based on nego-
tiated interaction. A number of British scholars have replaced the corporatist
notion of Iron Triangles with a broader notion of policy networks that in-
cludes both relatively tight and exclusive policy communities and relatively
loose and inclusive issue networks (Marsh and Rhodes, 1992; Rhodes, 1997g;
Marsh, 1998). Their Dutch colleagues have been focusing on the growing
societal and political complexity and the surge of wicked problems and tend
to view complex networks and PPPs as a response to this development (Kickert
et al., 1997; Kooiman, 2003; Koppenjan and Klijn, 2004). Finally, the Roskilde
school in Denmark has aimed to distinguish between different theoretical
approaches to democratic network governance and applied these approaches
in empirical studies (Bogason and Zglner, 2007; Sgrensen and Torfing, 2007).

Interactive governance has also been the center of attention in adjacent
fields of study. A cross-national school of collaborative planning has emerged
that sees planning as a result of interactive governance based on power
sharing, relation building, mobilization of local knowledge, and mutual
learning supported by sustainable institutional designs (Healey, 1997, 2007;
Innes and Booher, 2010). The new and growing literature on innovation
systems emphasizes the complex interrelations between economic and politi-
cal actors that are engaged in the creation of local, regional, and national
capacities for learning and innovation (Lundvall, 1992; Edquist and Hommen,
1999). The long-standing research on science and society interaction emphasizes
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the role of networks, partnerships, and deliberative experiments in bringing
together government, industry, universities, and civil society actors (Andersen
and Jeeger, 1999; Callon et al., 2001; Banthien et al., 2003). The recent studies of
multilevel governance aim to capture the vertical and horizontal interaction in
federalist and quasi-federalist systems (Scharpf, 2001; Bache and Flinders, 2004).
Last but not least, International Relations (IR) theorists have problematized the
realist paradigm that emphasizes the privileged role of national states in interna-
tional politics and explored the advocacy coalitions, epistemic communities,
international regimes, and transnational networks that bring together a host of
governmental and nongovernmental actors (Krasner, 1983; Haas, 1992; Sabatier
and Jenkins-Smith, 1993; Djelic and Sahlin-Andersson, 2006).

The multifaceted research on interactive governance seems to revolve
around Jan Kooiman’s famous assertion that, today, no single actor, public
or private, has the knowledge and capacity to solve complex, dynamic, and
diversified problems (Kooiman, 1993a: 4). This assertion is implicit to all the
above-mentioned strands of research and is echoed by local and regional
policymakers engaged in strategic planning, national government officials
aiming to respond to acute needs for policy reform, the official governing
strategies of the EU, and other emerging regional powers, and, most recently,
by President Obama’s international partnership strategy that got him an early
Nobel Prize in 2009.

The wide-ranging theoretical and practical resonance of the assertion of the
limits of unilateral steering and problem-solving reflects the new and
emerging reality described above. However, the surge of interactive gover-
nance research has been prompted by new societal and political develop-
ments. The new governance paradigm is also rooted in a number of
analytical puzzles and theoretical developments that tend to converge in the
appraisal of the analytical value of the notion of interactive governance. Let us
take a closer look at some of the theoretical trajectories that have spurred the
interest in studying pluricentric forms of interaction.

The first trajectory brings us from pluralism via corporatism and neo-
corporatism to policy networks and governance. In the European context,
corporatism seems to offer a more accurate description of state—society inter-
action than the pluralist model, which in its initial, American formulation
claims that all preferences and interests would be spontaneously articulated by
interest organizations that are engaged in an open and equal competition over
political influence on government policy (Truman, 1951; Dahl, 1956). Hence,
corporatism and neo-corporatism captured the privileged access of, and close
bonds among, functional defined peak organizations that participate in institu-
tionalized and issue-specific policy arenas engaged in the formulation and
implementation of public policy (Schmitter, 1974; Lehmbruch, 1984; Cawson,
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1985). However, the growing recognition of policy arenas with a more open
access and participation, loose couplings among actors with varying resources
bases, and a more sporadic interaction with the character of consultation led
to the development of the more encompassing notion of policy networks that
empirically could vary from tightly organized policy communities to loosely
connected issue networks (Marsh and Rhodes, 1992; Rhodes, 1997a; Marsh,
1998). More recently, a gradual shift from the question of how interest groups
can use different kinds of networks to further their interests to the question of
how public value can be produced through public—private interaction has
complemented the research on policy networks with a study of governance
networks and other interactive forms of governance (Koppenjan and Klijn,
2004; Segrensen and Torfing, 2007).

The second trajectory leads us from behavioralism via systems theory and
cybernetics to policy subsystems. The behavioral revolution in political
sciences exploded the constitutional, legalistic, and highly normative
approach to the study of politics (Dahl, 1961; Eulau, 1961; Almond and
Verba, 1963; see also Rhodes, 1995), but it left us with a rather descriptive
account of the patterns of individual behavior with little attempt to provide
an overall understanding of political processes, institutions, and functions.
Such an understanding was provided by the system theoretical approach to
the study of politics advanced by Talcott Parsons (1951) and David Easton
(19654a). The tendency in Easton’s political systems analysis to portray the
political system as a black box translating political inputs into policy outputs
was compensated by the integration of insights from cybernetics that helped
to understand organizational communication and coordination through no-
tions of feedback, information flows, and social learning (Deutsch, 1963).
However, the system theoretical approach tends to lose sight of the political
actors. As such, there has been a growing need to refocus the analysis by
looking at how different social and political actors interact in institutionalized
contexts that condition and shape their actions and inactions (Peters, 1999).
The new research on governance provides a promising starting point for
such an analysis as it aims to balance the focus on patterns of interaction
with the study of the emerging institutional frameworks that structure and are
structured by social and political interaction (March and Olsen, 1995; Scharpf,
1997).

The third trajectory takes us from society-centered theory via state-centered
theory to a focus on interactive governance arenas. Both liberalism and Marx-
ism are society-centered theories that conceive the State as a resultant of
political forces and pressures rooted in civil society and the economy (Dahl,
1963; Poulantzas, 1978; Miliband, 1983). Theda Skocpol and her colleagues
have opposed this view of the State arguing that it fails to recognize the
relative autonomy and political capacities of the State, which in many cases
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is capable of withstanding societal and economic pressures and initiate and
drive policymaking (Evans et al., 1985). The discussions following in the wake
of the attempt to bring the State back in tend to result in an unproductive
oscillation between the emphasis on the power of social and economic actors
and the capacities of the State (Jessop, 1990). What we need is rather a
balanced account of the interaction between governmental and nongovern-
mental actors emphasizing the political capacities and liabilities of both
parties. The interactive governance paradigm provides such an account as it
emphasizes the horizontal interaction of public and private actors, each with
their own rule and resource base, and pays attention to both the interdepen-
dency and the operational autonomy of the actors (Kooiman, 2003).

The fourth trajectory brings us from the mechanical conception of organ-
izations via the understanding of organizations as open systems to an inter-
organizational view of governance theory. Originally, organizations were
conceived as integrated and rationally organized machines with clearly
defined boundaries, precisely defined tasks, and hierarchically defined lines
of communication and command (see Morgan, 1986). In the 1950s and
1960s, sociological organization theorists began to pay more attention
to the environment of organizations. As such, organizations were increas-
ingly conceived as open systems adapting to changes in their environment
(Mintzberg, 1979). Later on, the recognition that this environment consists
of other organizations fostered a new focus on the interorganizational
exchange of information and resources taking place through relatively stable
networks (Benson, 1978; Aldrich, 1979). The notion of “organizational fields”
advanced by Walter Powell and Paul DiMaggio (1983) paves the way for the
development of the interactive governance paradigm.

The fifth trajectory leads us from top-down implementation theory via
bottom-up approaches to backward mapping of the multiple actors engaged
in policymaking. At first, top-down implementation theorists aimed to
explain the gulf between desired and actual policy outcomes by looking at
the problems and barriers that emerge as policies are making their way down
from the executive level to the frontline delivery systems (Pressman and
Wildawsky, 1973). Vague program theories, goal displacements, bad commu-
nication, and the lack of control and resources impede the realization of the
centrally defined policy objectives. By contrast, bottom-up implementation
theory claims that implementation problems cannot be explained solely by
distorted communication and the absence of coordination and control, and
sets out to analyze the strategies of street-level bureaucrats who are aiming to
cope with cross-pressures in the local service delivery (Lipsky, 1980). While
top-down and bottom-up theories focus on specific actors in terms of central
government and street-level bureaucrats, respectively, other implementation
researchers have taken a further step arguing that implementation studies
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should begin with the identification of a certain policy output and then
undertake a backward mapping of the complex networks and processes that
led to the production of the specific policy output (Hjern and Porter, 1981;
Hjern and Hull, 1984; Elmore, 1985). This clearly takes us far into the land of
interactive governance research.

A sixth trajectory, associated with the implementation literature, can be
found in the literature on policy instruments that has moved from a focus on
regulatory tools based on coercion via an emphasis on procurement
and service contracts toward more voluntary forms of compliance and self-
regulation. Lester Salamon (2002), for example, has argued that governments
are increasingly moving away from command and control instruments
toward softer instruments that involve interactions with the groups and
individuals affected — something he refers to as the “New Governance.” This
follows on from the continuing interest in the Canadian tools literature that
policy instruments should be minimally invasive into the lives of citizens (see
Howlett, 2000). Likewise, the “soft law” literature in the EU and elsewhere
represents attempts to make policy instruments more interactive (Morth, 2004).

The seventh trajectory guides us from intergovernmentalism via supra-
nationalism to multilevel governance. In the burgeoning number of EU stud-
ies, there has been a growing recognition of the sui generis character of the EU,
which defies both the characterization as an international organization based
on sovereign member states (Moravcsik, 1998) and the description as a supra-
national political system (Hix, 1994). The EU seems to be more than an
international organization and less than a federalist system as political powers
are distributed across a number of different levels, institutions, and actors that
are connected through tangled networks. The result is the formation of a
“networked polity” (Kohler-Koch and Eising, 1999) and a “multi-level gover-
nance system” (Scharpf, 2001) in which governmental and nongovernmental
actors interact in multiple, but well-connected, arenas.

The final trajectory steers us from realist IR theories via liberal IR theories to
theories of global governance. Classical and neoclassical realism characterizes
IR as an anarchy in which sovereign states use their power to pursue their
national interests (Morgenthau, 1954). Liberal IR theories and the neorealism
of Kenneth Waltz (1979) have argued that nation states are not the sole actors
in international politics and emphasized the role of international rules,
norms, and ideas founded on universal values such as peace and democracy.
Nation states interact with multinational corporations and international
advocacy coalitions and their actions are constrained by regulatory and nor-
mative standards advanced by large international organizations (Keohane and
Nye, 1977). The result is the creation of a tentative international order that
tends to reduce anarchy to a default option that emerges when particular
international regimes malfunction or break down (Wendt, 1992). Theories
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of global governance radicalize the liberal theories of IR by expanding the
range of participating actors and insisting that the rules, norms, and ideas on
which the tentative international order is built are socially constructed
through hegemonic struggles taking place in multiple arenas. Governments
are disaggregated into a range of public authorities (municipalities, regions,
and ministries) and they are flanked by multinational corporations, NGOs,
experts communities, etc. The public and private actors interact in competing
and overlapping governance arenas because they are dependent on each
other’s resources, ideas, and energies.

Our bold claim is that the rising focus on interactive governance is a
response to theoretical puzzles and debates in a variety of disciplines that
have come to recognize the limits of unicentric forms of governing. Neither
large government institutions, clusters of sovereign states, nor the more or less
government-controlled Iron Triangles can govern alone. The governing of
society and the economy is a result of negotiated interaction involving a
plethora of public and private actors.

The current debate on interactive governance

Today governance and interactive governance are debated all around the
world. The European governance debate is particularly strong and reflects the
surge of interactive forms of governance at all levels and in most policy areas.
In Western Europe, there have been favorable conditions for collaboration
between public and private actors in terms of the rule of law, stable institu-
tional rules, a high level of mutual trust, a unique combination of strong states
and strong civil societies, and a growing need to mobilize experts, lay citizens,
and third sector actors as partners in the reinvigoration of the public sector
and the modern welfare state. Networks have facilitated empowered partici-
pation and policy innovation. Partnerships have facilitated resource exchange
and created synergies between the public and private sector. Last but not least,
quasi-markets have been created in order to curtail the growth of public
expenditures and enhance flexibility in service delivery. Interactive forms of
governance have been studied intensely by political scientists, public admin-
istration researchers, and planning theorists. Whereas the first generation of
governance studies documented, defined, and explored how new forms of
interactive governance contributed to the governing of society and the econ-
omy, the second generation of studies has aimed to assess the performance
and impact of governance and analyze how it can be improved through
metagovernance (Kickert et al., 1997; Benz and Papadopoulos, 2006; Serensen
and Torfing, 2007). In Central and Eastern Europe where political trust is
considerably lower and civil society less developed, the debate on interactive
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governance is less pronounced and partnerships, networks, and informal
forms of governance are often associated with the old regime and seen as
antithetical to the attempt to secure the rule of law. However, the paradox is
that input and output legitimacy would be greatly improved if public and
private actors worked more closely together to find pragmatic and sustainable
solutions to public problems and challenges.

In the study of the EU, governance through institutionalized collaboration
has become an organizing concept for understanding European policymak-
ing. The scholarly focus on policy interaction at the national level coincided
with a significant increase in European level policymaking, which has been
analyzed in terms of “EU governance” by large-scale research programs such as
CONNEX and NEWGOV (Kohler-Koch and Rittberger, 2009). Economic
globalization and societal de-nationalization have created an urgent need for
new forms of collaboration either on the basis of the community method,
characterized by a strong role for the European Commission and Parliament,
or on the basis of nonhierarchical forms of public-private interaction in
relation to the EU Committees or the structural and regional funds. According
to Beate Kohler-Koch and Fabrice Larat (2009: 169-84), the number of
research projects on EU governance increased dramatically toward the end
of the 1990s. More than 30% of the projects were located in the United
Kingdom, Germany, and at the European University Institute, but the inten-
sity of governance research has also been high in France, the Netherlands,
Austria, and Scandinavia. As for the content of the research projects, the study
of European policymaking, the analysis of the role of various EU institutions,
and attempts to conceptualize European governance clearly outnumber the
studies of political participation and the normative dimensions of gover-
nance. More than half of the studies are anchored in political science.

The North American debate on interactive governance has focused on how
networks, partnerships, and quasi-markets can enhance the role of private
actors in the production and delivery of public service and how they can
facilitate service integration and coordination of public and private efforts
(Provan and Milward, 1995; Meier and O’Toole, 2003; Provan et al., 2004).
The strong anti-state discourse in the United States means that the involve-
ment of nongovernmental actors is crucial if governments want to achieve
their purposes. However, there is also an important strand of governance
studies that conceive interactive governance as a means to involve local
citizens and private stakeholders in a multicultural society (Fung and Wright,
2003; Fung, 2004; Musso et al., 2006), and more recently a new strand of
research has recommended interactive governance as a tool for cutting red
tape and enhancing innovation in the public sector (Goldsmith and Eggers,
2004; Nambisan, 2008; Eggers and Singh, 2009). At a more general level,
Donald Kettl (2002) has identified the roots of different forms of governance
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in American political thought and predicted that interactive forms of gover-
nance will play a crucial role in the twenty-first century. Globalization, devo-
lution, and new government responsibilities mean that North American
governments at all levels will become increasingly interconnected with pri-
vate corporations and nongovernmental organizations. This raises the ques-
tion of how governments can manage and direct networks, partnerships, and
quasi-markets by exercising a practical and contextualized sovereignty.
Indeed, exploration of the governmental strategies toward interactive gover-
nance is another important strand of the North American governance debate
(Agranoff, 2003; Milward and Provan, 2006).

In South America there has been a neoliberal governance debate advanced by
international organizations aligned in the Washington consensus. At the
beginning the focus of the debate was on the introduction of new forms of
governance such as privatization, contracting out, PPPs, and economic de-
regulation. Later, the poor performance of the Latin American economies
prompted a rethinking of the role of the State and its connection with the
private sector. As such, the new development model combined neoliberal
reforms aiming to stimulate market-led growth with the enhancement of
state capacities and NPM reforms. However, the various governance reforms
have had a limited impact due to the persistent predominance of corporatism,
clientelism, and informal systems of authority (Zurbriggen, 2011). Alongside
the neoliberal debate on market-friendly governance, an alternative gover-
nance debate has emerged among progressive scholars, policymakers, and
social movements. The alternative governance debate has focused on the
strengthening of the relations between the State and the citizens in the face
of the democratic deficit created by the long-lasting presence of authoritarian
regimes. Governance is about improving state—citizen relations in order to
enhance the legitimacy of state institutions and build a new kind of participa-
tory citizenship that can contribute to the augmentation of civic participation
and the democratic accountability of public authorities (Alvarez et al., 1998).
The creation of new forms of empowered participatory governance is mostly
found at the local and regional level and the experiment with participatory
budgeting in Porto Alegre in Brazil is a case in point (Koonings, 2004). Partici-
patory governance through sustained interaction between public authorities
and individual and organized citizens has spread throughout South America
and is widely debated as a way of reconnecting governments and citizens.

The African governance debate was triggered by a World Bank report Sub-
Saharan Africa: From Crisis to Sustainable Growth (World Bank, 1989). In the
1970s and 1980s, the World Bank had aimed to spur economic development
by calling for economic policy reforms emphasizing the need for economic
discipline, privatizations, and deregulation. However, the continued lack of
growth and development forced the World Bank to adopt a new strategy. The
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African crisis was increasingly seen as a crisis of governance that was caused by
the incapacity of the State to formulate and implement much needed policy
programs and blatantly visible in a number of “failed States” that cannot even
provide security for their citizens. In the light of this the World Bank called for
institutional reforms for better governance. Economic development was seen
to require an enhancement of the institutional capacity of public organiza-
tions to produce public value in an effective, transparent, impartial, and
accountable manner (World Bank, 2000). In contrast to Europe, governance
reforms in the African countries were supposed to strengthen government and
its effectiveness and accountability, rather than to create networks and part-
nerships (Kjar, 2011a). However, empirical analysis shows that African gov-
ernments are overly centralized and captured by particular elites (Mwenda and
Tangri, 2005). Their ability to steer society and the economy is limited and
accountability is prevented by the weakness of civil society and the presence
of affective networks in which public officials are held to account by persons
who are of the same kin or otherwise related, rather than by their superiors
and the voters (Evans, 1995; Hyden et al., 2004; De Grassi, 2008). The neo-
patrimonial state structures seem to prevent good governance reforms, and
the World Bank (2007) now admits that the results of the campaign for
institutional reform are at best mixed. The discourse on good governance is
not only problematized by ingrained domestic governance structures.
Its normative foundations in Western values and the idea that economic
development is conditioned by good governance have also been questioned
(Bratton and Hyden, 1992; Khan, 2004). In the wake of these criticisms,
the African governance debate has focused on the question of whether to
continue the attempts to adapt African governance structures to Western-style
government, or whether to build upon and try to reform the neo-patrimonial
state structures and the interactive governance arenas that in many countries
fill the void of a well-functioning government at the local level (Grindle, 2004;
Lund, 2008; Kjar, 2011).

In North and East Asia, the good governance discourse has been shattered by
the fact that the countries with the highest growth rates (China, Vietnam, and
the Four Tigers) are not characterized by good governance (Kang, 2002; Rock
and Bonnett, 2004). From the point of view of the good governance debate, it
is quite a paradox that a number of countries have seen a rapid economic
development despite considerable corruption. The governance debate in Asia
has focused on the emergence and role of “transitional institutions” that are
different from the standard institutions in the Anglo-Saxon package (Qian,
2003). As such, there is a large debate on what is known as inclusive institu-
tionalism. The focus is here on the development of State-Business Relations
(SBRs) and the role of consultation, credible commitment, and monitoring/
reciprocity (Doner, 1992; Ritchie, 2005). Attention has also been drawn to the
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relation between the rather technocratic SBRs and the political alliances and
settlements behind these (Haggard 1998, 2004). As such, there has been a
growing interest in the role and function of formal and informal interaction
between private and public elites. In relation to Japan, some scholars have
even talked about the rise of a network state (Okimoto, 1989), and in relation
to China, Hong Kong, and other countries influenced by Chinese cultural
legacies, the affinity between interactive forms of governance and Confucian
values of harmony and reciprocity has been discussed (Tao et al., 2010).

The three stages of denial: A critical assessment

Despite the worldwide debates on governance and interactive forms of gover-
nance, there are still a large number of skeptics who believe that the new
governance paradigm has little if anything to offer. The scholarly objections
to the growing interest in interactive forms of governance seem to follow the
three stages of denial in claiming: first, that interactive governance is a mar-
ginal empirical phenomenon that deserves little scholarly attention; second,
that it might play a considerable role but is hardly a new phenomenon and
covered by well-established theories; and, finally, that it is a new but regretta-
ble development that should be countered by all means as it gives rise to huge
problems in terms of the lack of transparency and accountability.

The first denial is an outright rejection of the claim that traditional forms of
governance through government are challenged by the surge of new forms of
interactive governance. For example, in an executive summary of the Danish
studies of power and democracy, Peter Munk Christiansen and Lise Togeby
(2006) assess the social and political challenges to the “parliamentary chain of
government,” according to which the sovereign people elect the national parlia-
ment, which in turn controls the government that governs the public administra-
tion through bureaucratic control. On the basis of a highly selective review of the
literature, they contend that: “Looking back over the past 3040 years, we cannot
find evidence to conclude that the parliamentary chain of government has
suffered severe damage” (Christiansen and Togeby, 2006: 22). They admit that
citizens have become more actively involved in the implementation of public
policy through user boards and free consumer choice, but they contend that this
does not challenge the parliamentary chain of governance. It is merely an instance
of individualized participation at the output side of the political system.

It is rare to find such a hard-headed denial of the significance of interactive
forms of governance, which disregards the role of nongovernmental actors,
the blurring of roles and responsibilities, and the negotiated character of
public governance. Today, many scholars seem prepared to accept that inter-
active forms of governance probably play a crucial role in most Western
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countries. Still, many of them will deny that interactive governance is preva-
lent in their own country. This is often explained by the fact that the analyt-
ical approach adopted by many public policy analysts focuses on policy
programs and the role of formal government institutions rather than on the
interrelation between the governmental and nongovernmental actors that
come into view when conducting a backward mapping of policy outputs in
relation to particular policy problems.

The second denial claims that interactive governance is an important feature
of most political systems, but that is not a new phenomenon and is well
accounted for by pluralist theories of democracy (Marinetto, 2003; Colebatch,
2009). It is true that as an empirical phenomenon, policy interaction is hardly
new. What is new is rather that interactive forms of governance are increas-
ingly endorsed by central decision-makers in governments at various levels. If,
previously, interactive governance was viewed with great suspicion because it
introduces some kind of “private interest government,” it is now more often
viewed as an effective and legitimate way of governing our increasingly com-
plex and fragmented societies and economies. Pluralism has addressed the
question of policy interaction many years ago and looked at how different
interest groups aim to capture the arenas for public policymaking and how
they put pressure on elected governments. However, as mentioned above,
pluralism has been unable to grasp the persistent blurring of the public-
private divide that follows from the growing recognition of interdependency
between governmental and nongovernmental actors in public governance.
It has also failed to understand the transformation of the role of the State
in relation to interactive policy arenas.

Finally, a number of scholars readily accept that public bureaucracies
increasingly are supplemented and supplanted by quasi-markets, PPPs, and
governance networks but tend to regard these new forms of interactive gover-
nance as an aberration that should be abandoned because it makes public
governance less efficient and undermines cherished democratic principles
such as transparency and accountability. The belief that interactive gover-
nance is new and significant, but essentially bad, constitutes the third denial.
While the premise of this denial is correct, we believe that the conclusion is
wrong. Interactive governance may lead to all kinds of coordination problems
and make long-term planning more difficult. It may also take place in secluded
arenas and involve constellations of actors that are difficult to hold to account
for their actions and inactions. However, interactive governance has become a
part of the standard repertoire of public governance mechanisms and carries a
great potential for enhancing effective and democratic governance. Hence,
the main challenge consists in finding ways of democratizing interactive
governance and enhancing its efficiency through the exercise of metagover-
nance (see Chapters 9 and 10).
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Conclusion

The proliferation of interactive forms of governance is a result of strategic and
ad hoc decisions on the part of public decision-makers who realize that the
scope for unilateral action is shrinking and respond to pressures from increas-
ingly competent and demanding private actors who want to take an active
part in public decision-making (Warren, 2002, 2009). It is a daily experience
among public decision-makers at various levels that the governing of society
and the economy through top-down steering is becoming increasingly diffi-
cult because of growing complexity of policy problems, the functional differ-
entiation of society, the increasing interdependence among social and
political actors, and the strategic uncertainties caused by globalization and
conflicting rising public demands (Kooiman, 2003; Koppenjan and Klijn,
2004). It is also widely recognized that interactive forms of governance are
facilitated by new information and communication technologies and a grow-
ing level of popular education and professionalization of organized stake-
holders (Goldsmith and Eggers, 2004). Finally, there seems to be little doubt
that interactive governance can enhance ownership to public policy initia-
tives and help to produce democratic legitimacy (Skelcher and Torfing, 2010).
As the underlying social, economic, and political trends are likely to continue
in the future, we can conclude that interactive governance is here to stay and
likely to play an increasing role in the future.

More importantly, the rise of interactive governance seems to have
produced a number of irreversible changes. First, the expectations of individual
and collectively organized stakeholders to become actively involved in inter-
active policymaking have increased and are accelerated by the political
empowerment of the stakeholders, which is an effect of their participation
in collaborative governance arenas. Economic recession might augment the
role of governments aiming to ensure fiscal discipline, but the expectations of
relevant and affected actors to be involved in the attempts to solve the
growing number of wicked problems will endure.

Second, public agencies have become transformed from relatively insulated
bureaucracies to relatively open organizations that are engaged in negotiated
interaction, joint problem-solving, and collaborative service delivery. Inter-
active governance has become a systematic and well-integrated activity that
takes place on the basis of institutionalized rules of the game and requires
constant monitoring and management through various forms of metagover-
nance (see Chapter 7). The institutional transformation of public bureaucracy
has changed the logic of appropriate action so that many public administrators
perceive the design, management, and direction of collaborative arenas
as a necessary and legitimate task. Participation in interactive governance
arrangements also seems to affect the organization of public bureaucracies
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that tend to break down the silos and devolve power and competence to
middle managers and street level bureaucrats. However, the pendulum might
swing back toward a reappraisal of the classical bureaucratic ethos in terms of
professionalism, impartiality, transparency, and accountability (Du Gay, 2000;
Olsen, 2002), but a return to self-sufficient bureaucratic organizations that are
merely interacting with an external environment as a bounded actor is
unlikely in the face of the public sector’s need for mobilizing knowledge,
ideas, and resource of a host of stakeholders.

Third, the perception of interactive governance as a legitimate alternative to
hierarchy and markets means that governance has become a more reflexive
enterprise that is based on a context-dependent and issue-specific choice of a
particular combination of governance mechanisms. There might be situations
in which hierarchical control or market competition seems to be the obvious
choice, but interactive forms of governance will be a strong candidate
in policy areas characterized by uncertainty, conflicts, and the need to pool
or exchange resources. Ideological bias may influence the political decision-
makers’ choice of governance mechanisms as strong defenders of the welfare
state will tend to have strong preferences for hierarchical governance and
liberal critics of the welfare state will tend to have strong preferences for
market governance. However, in situations in which either hierarchies or
markets fail, interactive governance will be the default option that might
yield unexpected solutions.

These seemingly irreversible changes make the study of interactive gover-
nance a central task for political scientists and public policy researchers all
over the world. We already know a great deal about the functioning of
government and market forms of governance have been carefully scrutinized.
By comparison, there are many unexplored research avenues within the new
interactive governance paradigm. Therefore, it is our modest hope that this
book will help to further advance the new paradigm by shedding light on
some of the key questions about the study, functioning, and impact of inter-
active governance.
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Governance in other disciplines: One
approach or many?

The majority of the literature about governance has come from political
science and public administration research, and has been concerned primarily
with governance at the national level. This literature has become extensive
and is extremely rich, but it does not by any means cover the full range of
writing about governance. The term has appeared in a number of other dis-
ciplines in the social sciences and has become a part of a general discussion
about steering, control, and management. While to some extent the diffusion
of the idea of governance represents concept stretching (see Sartori, 1970;
Goertz, 2004; Offe, 2008), in some cases beyond all recognition, it also points
to the generality of the need to reconsider steering and brings to our attention
the contributions that alternative conceptions of steering can make to under-
standing governance.

As has to some extent been the case in political science, the growing interest
in governance is a reflection of the institutional incapacity to govern. Even in
academic disciplines where collective action, and political steering, is not a
prime interest, governance as a theory has been employed to help explain
how actors can coordinate their behavior toward joint objectives. Political
institutions may or may not be part of this analysis, owing to the orientation
of the discipline. Creating or strengthening governance could be seen as a
strategy for resource mobilization and concerted action while, at the same
time, resolving collective action problems. Thus, analyses of how actors and
institutions create and reproduce governance are prefaced on the assumption
that this is something desired by all or most of the key players. This is the case
in the political arena, but less so in markets or in other types of social settings.

As with so many other instances of concepts and theories (e.g., institution-
alism), which have become stretched and are subject to substantial internal
division and variation, we need to consider whether there is sufficient agree-
ment in theory and method among the approaches to say that there is one
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governance literature with numerous branches. The alternative would be to
conceptualize governance as essentially a number of different concepts, albeit
using the same word to describe them. While having the different conceptions
of governance may enrich the literature in some ways, they may also create
confusion and misunderstanding across and within the various disciplines
that employ these concepts.

While it is apparent that the concept of governance has been stretched, it
may be equally important to ask why all these various disciplines are
concerned with governance. Perhaps the most relevant answer to that ques-
tion is that the need to govern, and the manifest failures of governance in a
number of areas of our collective lives, has raised the issue to a central
position. This can be seen in the very obvious concern of development
organizations with the failures of their client states. It can also be seen in the
concerns of analysts of the international system who search for means of
global governance, or at least regional governance. In short, governance has
become important in a number of disciplines in large part because it has
become challenged in a number of areas of the real world.

This chapter will therefore attempt to identify how the term governance has
been used in various disciplines and subdisciplines (see also Kersbergen and
Waarden, 2004). After enumerating these various approaches to governance,
we will proceed to identify the extent to which there is any common ground
among the approaches and further what dimensions of variation may separate
the approaches. The identified similarities and differences will provide a useful
intellectual map of governance to inform how we utilize the concept within
political science and public administration. Further, in terms of the general
purpose of this book, the examination of these alternatives enables us to
understand more completely the nature of governance, and particularly the
interactive nature of governing in the contemporary world.

Our examination of the use of governance in other disciplines has two
purposes. The first is to demonstrate the linkages among the disciplines and
the manner in which similar ideas and concerns arise in these disparate
approaches to governance. It is important to recognize that the concern
with governance, and especially interactive governance, is not just found in
political science and public administration but rather reflects some common
concerns within the social sciences. The second and related purpose is to
identify what we, approaching governance from the perspectives of political
science and public administration, can learn from these allied disciplines to
strengthen our own arguments about the importance of interactive
governance.
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Governance in International Relations

The study of International Relations (IR) tends to be treated differently on the
two sides of the Atlantic Ocean. In the United States, the study of IR tends to
be considered a subdiscipline of political science, while in Europe it tends to be
treated more as an independent discipline and frequently is organized as a
separate department. On both sides of the Atlantic, however, the field of IR
has its own research profile, its own journals, and a rather different conception
of politics from that used by scholars more concerned with national or sub-
national politics. Governance has become a part of the profile of IR although
the term may be used somewhat differently.

Attempting to study governance in IR confronts a fundamental paradox. On
the one hand, it has been clear in much of the IR literature that in the global
system there is limited capacity to govern in the manner in which we usually
think of governing. That is, there are few if any sources of legitimate authority
that can make binding decisions and laws, or which can enforce sanctions on
sovereign countries that transgress international agreements. Thus, to some
extent, the conception of governance applied in IR has been analogous to the
“governance without government” approaches that have become popular for
some scholars in political science and public administration. This general
approach to governance in the international system (Rosenau and Czempiel,
1992) has been described as “fragmented” as it assumes that there are contra-
dictory pressures for collective steering along with continuing processes of
differentiation and globalization.

Although there is no hegemonic source of governance in the international
system, there are some approaches that argue for the presence of at least some
forms of control. Perhaps more notably, there are international regimes that
control action within some policy areas, with varying levels of control (Ronit
and Schneider, 2004). Some of these regimes are associated with international
organizations and treaties that do provide some realistic capacity for enforce-
ment, for example the World Trade Organization (WTO). The European
Union (EU) may be the limiting case of this form of international governance
with clearly defined mechanisms for implementation and enforcement
(Kohler-Koch and Rittberger, 2006). Other regimes are more informal and
based on loose arrangements among states and nongovernmental actors
(Rittberger and Mayer, 1995), and may be based on common ideas rather
than coercive capacity.

The importance of ideas in defining regimes points to the crucial role of
common ideas and normative standards for governance at the international
level. Some of these ideas and standards have had a pervasive impact on
governance, and have been diffused over much of the world. The obvious
case of this type of governance through ideas has been the neoliberal project.
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These ideas have been propagated in part through international organizations
such as the World Bank and the International Monetary Fund, but have also
had an independent impact simply through their widespread political accep-
tance and seeming appropriateness for controlling policy choices in the face of
the problems of “government overload” and “societal ungovernability.” Thus,
if there are no means of enforcing laws or treaties, then the second best
solution may be to gain acceptance of common ideas and standards as
means of guidance.

These various strands of governance in IR have merged into the literature on
“global governance.” Under this banner the emergence of policy problems,
which are universal in scope and impossible to solve other than through
global action, has fostered growing concerns about the capacity to supply
truly global governance. Interactive forms of governance may in some cases
offer a way out of this impasse. Hence, global environmental issues such as
climate change, issues about the respect for human rights, and criminal issues
such as trafficking in drugs and people are increasingly addressed through
international action that tends to involve civil society actors (Scholte, 2002).
Also the dispute-settlement mechanisms within the WTO have to an increas-
ing extent involved transnational advocacy and NGOs. Finally, a large num-
ber of public and private actors work together at the intersection between the
national and international level to combat global health problems such as
AIDS. As is true for the national level, this kind of interactive governance at
the international level can provide some level of steering even in the absence
of effective government. As such, interaction between governmental and
nongovernmental actors can help to mobilize specialized knowledge, pool
and exchange resources, and generate joint solutions, responsibilities, and
understandings.

In sum, the literature on IR has several points of connection with the
arguments we have made concerning interactive governance. Given the
absence of any dominant source of authority in the international system,
interaction between state and non-state actors is crucial for governing global
issues.

Developmental studies

Just as the study of IR is closely related to political science, developmental
studies have a strong basis in political science, although they also involve
contributions from a number of other disciplines such as economics, socio-
logy, and anthropology. These various disciplines are united in their common
concern with changes in less developed countries with unstable and fragmen-
ted political systems. At the extreme, developmental studies must cope with
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the problem of governing in failed states and developing capacities for steer-
ing even when there are few existing political or social institutions that are
capable of supplying effective guidance for the economy and society.

One standard issue in developmental studies is coping with informal pat-
terns of governance that complement, or perhaps even undermine, more
formal mechanisms for governing (Helmke and Levitsky, 2004). These meth-
ods of governing are interactive, in the definitions we are using here, but do
not necessarily produce the positive outcomes assumed in much of the litera-
ture on quasi-markets, partnerships, and governance networks. Thus, in devel-
opmental studies, much of the emphasis is on finding means to overcome
patrimonial and clientelistic structures that are common forms of social and
political organization in these countries (Piattoni, 2001a; Roniger, 2004).
Although these arrangements have provided some stability within less devel-
oped countries, they have also tended to undermine the capacity of govern-
ments in those societies to make coherent decisions about steering. To the
extent that governance occurs in these systems, it is a highly disaggregated,
almost personalistic form of governing rather than making and implementing
more universalistic and accountable forms of steering. Further, these institu-
tionalized relationships between particular political and administrative elites
and particular ethnic or socioeconomic groups may block the political and
social change necessary for further development. Somewhat paradoxically,
some theorists of development have stressed the need to institutionalize
political structures, but in this case the level of institutionalization may be
an impediment to development.

The problem of governing in less developed countries has been addressed in
the international aid community through the concept of “good governance.”
The World Bank in particular has reversed its one-sided market economic
approach to development, assuming that to produce economic growth
countries would be well advised to focus first on the capacity to govern
effectively. Rather than democracy and good governance following from
developing effective market economies, the World Bank began to argue
that for markets to function adequately, they require effective systems of
governance. In particular, markets require the capacity of some external
actor (usually government) to enforce contracts as well as some legal and
governmental stability that will create enough predictability for the economy
to function and for economic actors to make rational investment decisions.

Despite their increasing importance in allocating assistance to
less developed countries, the measures of good governance are extremely
suspect (Pollitt, 2010). There has been a special emphasis on the reduction
of corruption in governments in the less developed countries as a means of
improving their governance capacity. This emphasis may over time improve
the legitimacy of governments, and thereby their effectiveness, but it is not
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clear that the virtues of greater probity are more important for effective steer-
ing than are other elements such as fair elections, administrative and fiscal
capacity, or rule of law.

At the extreme, studies of governance carried out within developmental
studies have to consider the nature of “failed states” (Rotberg, 2004) and the
possibilities of governing in the almost total absence of effective authority.
This is a situation very different from the “governance without government”
discussed with respect to the more affluent countries of Europe, North
America, and the Antipodes. In the failed states, there is a genuine absence
of authority, not just delegation of that authority, and governance is either
impossible and absent, or provided by more or less informal negotiations
among powerful civil society groups or more formal partnerships between
aid organizations, local businesses, and community associations. This type
of governance might take the form of interactive governance, but in contrast
to the arenas of interactive governance in the affluent Western societies there
is little or no public metagovernance.

As with the study of governance in IR, governance in developmental studies
is often conducted in situations with limited hierarchical control. Develop-
mental studies point to the capacity to provide some steering in these difficult
situations. Further, this research helps to illuminate some of the limits of
interactive governance and the desirability in many situations of having the
capacity to produce “good governance” through more direct and formal
means.

Urban politics

Urban politics is a research area, which features a distinct institutional system
that almost regardless of national context or political economy seems to
struggle to maintain its capacity to govern. The urban governance literature
typically focuses on three features of governance. One is the political and
institutional constraints imposed on cities; with massive cross-national varia-
tion, cities have a limited autonomy in relationship to higher levels of gov-
ernment, be it national, state, or federal government. Scandinavian cities are
among the most autonomous while cities in the United Kingdom are highly
constrained in terms of what they can do. This means that urban governance
tends to include a dialogue with higher institutional levels in order to extract
financial resources or to gain effective autonomy on some specific set of issues.
This dialogue or bargaining with higher institutional levels nowadays
also includes transnational institutions like the EU, and various models
of multilevel governance have been outlined to capture these increasingly
complex institutional relationships. Indeed, the large literature on multilevel
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governance that has arisen largely in relationship to the EU might well have
been written concerning the role of urban areas within complex national
systems of governance.

The second feature of urban governance is the predominance of private
capital and corporate resources. The key forerunner to the focus on urban
governance in the urban politics field in the United States was urban regime
theory, which departed from the limited capacity of the city to act. In order to
enhance that capacity, the urban political leadership forges coalitions with
the corporate leadership. While such arrangements significantly boost the
city’s governing capacity, it also puts it in a complex dependency toward the
corporate sector; governing capacity is purchased at the expense of political
democracy and the democratic process.

The third feature of urban governance that should be mentioned here is the
relationship between the city and civil society. The local level in most
countries has a long tradition of territorially defined mobilization of resources,
which includes not only the city proper but also, as has been noted in a
number of studies, the local business community, NGOs, and the plethora
of local community associations. When New Public Management (NPM)
emerged as a model of public service delivery, its ideas fitted well into this
tradition of cooperation across the public-private border, and it has to an
extent emphasized the interactive nature of governance at the urban level.
The involvement of civil society actors in urban governance is promoted by
local governments aiming to mobilize resources. In the United Kingdom, the
national government recently launched a nationwide campaign for the devel-
opment of Flourishing Neighborhoods that involves the creation of local plat-
forms for empowered participation and interactive governance.

The inclusion of civil society actors in interactive governance of local
planning and development issues is highlighted by the literature on collab-
orative planning that departs from the recognition of the limitation of the
rational and linear planning models based on quantitative extrapolations
and expert judgments (Healey, 2007; Booher and Innes, 2010). As such,
there was a growing recognition during the 1970s and 1980s that the compre-
hensive planning systems failed to cater for local needs and often created
fierce opposition against new infrastructure projects. In order to create more
well-informed planning and overcome policy deadlocks, the local planning
practices have changed and now tend to involve a large number of local
stakeholders in policy deliberation at various stages of the planning process.
That said, these interactive arrangements also slow the planning process
and may produce suboptimal results because of the extensive negotiations
involved.

Urban governance thus looks at the role of local political institutions in
facilitating governance and their particular roles in that process. In addition,
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there are urban governance analyses that take a broader societal view of how
localities are coordinated and planned through decentered forms of interac-
tive governance that are results of the need of local governments to mobilize
private resources and secure consent. Thus, some aspects of urban governance
may resemble the “governance without government” ideas that have emerged
in other areas of the governance debate, although, as noted, the majority of
the research has emphasized interdependencies among public and private
actors. Perhaps most importantly, the research on urban politics points to
the importance of vertical interaction through some form of multilevel
governance.

Economics

Economics comes into play in the study of governance in several ways. Even
early liberal economists such as Adam Smith argued that the rule of law and
other aspects of governance were necessary for markets to perform adequately.
As mentioned above, this same logic has been adopted by contemporary
donor organizations and private firms that argue that “good governance” is
crucial for effective socioeconomic development. These scholars may assume
that constitutions, courts, and other mechanisms for governance can best be
understood through economic principles (see Buchanan and Tullock, 1962).
Nevertheless, they provide some place for governance in their understandings
of the market.

In addition to the requirement for governance to manage the economy, the
management of economic actors is also described as a form of governance. For
example, the concept of corporate governance, which has often been
described as one of the several alternative definitions of governance (see
Demirag, 1998), has emerged in the field of business economics and is today
commonly employed. Although the notion of corporate governance refers to
a rather basic conception of the responsibility of business managers vis-a-vis
the shareholders and to some extent also the local stakeholders, it has become
more important in an era in which there is increasing discontent among the
public about perceived excesses by corporations and a growing recognition of
the impact of corporate governance on the performance of the economy as a
whole. Thus, corporate governance has become the analog of “good gover-
nance” in developmental studies.

For the study of public governance, economics and political science have
become somewhat more allied, at least among those scholars who have
adopted some version of the rational choice approach to political analysis.
This use of microeconomic reasoning within political science has become
sufficiently pervasive that it may be difficult to isolate the two disciplines
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(Lichbach, 2003). That having been said, there are two particular aspects of the
economics contribution to political science and the understanding of public
governance, which need to considered more carefully as we assess these
multiple disciplinary perspectives.

Perhaps the most important of these contributions is the work that Elinor
Ostrom and others have done on managing common pool resources such as
oil, joint grazing areas, and water for irrigation that are limited and easily
exhausted if all the individual actors pursue their short-term interest in max-
imizing their share (Ostrom, 1990; Ostrom et al., 1992). Again, this work has
some elements of discussing “governance without government,” as it exam-
ines the way in which these difficult resource allocation problems can be
addressed without the resort to formal rules and institutional structures. In
this conception of governing, rules and procedures for managing the scarce
resources are argued to emerge from voluntary cooperation without the use of
formal governmental interventions from the public sector.

Ostrom claims that almost all of the solutions for solving the problem of the
commons involve the creation of formal rules and means of enforcement that
reside outside the individuals involved in exploiting the resources. She argues
that the individuals involved may, however, be able to resolve their own
problems by making voluntary contracts or other binding agreements. These
may also be enforced by the parties to the contract, whether directly or
through hiring an agent who can monitor compliance and enforce the con-
tracts. Her later work also points to the ways in which the participants learn to
make and enforce these arrangements rather than face long-term losses from
the exhaustion of the resources in question.

The other major contribution of economics to the understanding of gover-
nance is the use of the principal-agent logic to understand the management
of delegated and devolved processes of governing. One of the most common
features of contemporary reforms of governing has been to delegate respons-
ibility for public functions and services to agencies within government, mar-
ket organizations through relational contracts, or nonmarket organizations
through partnerships agreements (Huber and McCarty, 2004). Whether
through contracts, partnerships, or networks the private actors can be used
to implement services and perhaps even be involved in shaping policies. This
emphasis on delegation has been found in the NPM as well as a variety of
“governance” approaches to public administration.

The “governance without government” literature, and a good deal of the
less extreme versions of the network governance literature, has argued that the
involvement of the nongovernmental actors is largely self-organizing. By
contrast, the principal-agent approach assumes that there is active delegation
from the public sector and that a crucial part of the task of government is to
control the actions of the agents so that they conform to the wishes of the
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principal. Thus, as Fritz Scharpf (1997) has argued, the agents are operating in
the “shadow of hierarchy” so that the principal can always retract the delega-
tion that has been made. The economics assumptions are that agents will have
incentives to pursue their own goals and that information asymmetries
prevent the principal from establishing the degree to which the agents are
shirking. However, if the overall result is really poor, the principal might
impose sanctions or centralize service production.

In all of these versions of economic analysis in governance, the rationality
assumptions of neoclassical economics are utilized to understand how collec-
tive institutions develop and how hierarchical relationships among actors
function to control actions of the participants in the process. Interestingly,
however, these conceptions also to some extent attempt to find means of
circumventing strict rationality assumptions in order to govern, rather than
merely pursuing individual interests. Thus, the economics approach to gover-
nance may be better at identifying the sources of governance problems than it
is at designing mechanisms for resolving those problems (but see Calvert,
19935). That said, the emphasis on the market does demonstrate another
form of interaction to that found in networks of social actors.

In summary, economics provides several alternative approaches to under-
standing governance, some based on institutional analysis and some more on
the logic of principals and agents. Economics also emphasizes the importance
of the interactions of economic actors in other forms of governance, including
corporate governance and the use of market mechanisms in governing.

Sociology

The discipline of sociology does not appear to have as much to say about
governance as the other disciplines being discussed in this chapter, but it
certainly does have some relevance. There are at least four aspects of socio-
logical theory that speak to the capacity to govern. The first and perhaps most
obvious is social network theory. We have been discussing networks as they
have appeared in political science and public administration, but much of the
root of that literature can be found in sociology (see Wasserman and Faust,
1994).

The sociological literature on networks differs from that found in political
science in several important ways. First, the sociological literature is less
directly concerned with policy and managing public programs than it is
with patterns of interaction among individuals. A second and associated
difference is that the sociological literature has been more quantitative, and
has developed a number of quantitative measures of the structure of inter-
action of networks. Some of this type of analysis has been used in political
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science, especially in areas such as community power studies (see Laumann
and Knoke, 1987). The mapping of patterns of interaction has been used less
in the study of policy networks, but it could be extremely useful in identifying
how power is exercised within networks and between social networks and the
public sector (see Chapter 3). All that said, the absence of content within those
networks does not help to understand how the networks may actually influ-
ence policy choices and governance.

A second contribution of sociology to the study of governance has been
made through its various contributions to organization theory and the new
institutionalism (see March and Olsen, 1984; DiMaggio and Powell, 1991).
The study of rules, norms, values, and cognitive schemes that structure
organizations and their interrelations is crucial for understanding how organ-
izations function and how they can contribute to processes of steering and
control for societies. Most public sector functions are conducted through
formal organizations, and indeed the private sector partners are themselves
formal organizations that function as any other formal organization. Likewise,
the interactions between public and private organizations also have structural
features that can be understood through organization theory.

Several organization theorists have considered the impact of their ap-
proaches on governance and public policy. Indeed, the foundation of institu-
tionalism in organization theory provides a clear linkage of organization
theory to the governance of states. Further, organizational theories that
focus on internal control in public or private organizations, or the manage-
ment of organizational fields, have clear relevance for the analysis of gover-
nance (DiMaggio and Powell, 1991). For example, Scott (1995) among others
has developed a thorough conceptualization of the nature of organizations
and how they may be able to govern themselves and society.

A third contribution of sociology comes from its strong interest in the
development of the welfare state and its role in legitimating contemporary
governments (Esping-Andersen, 1990). Creating, maintaining, and transform-
ing the programs of the welfare state has been a major activity for governing in
most industrialized democracies, but it has also been crucial for the gover-
nance capacity of these states more generally. Further, the pressures for
reforming social programs and for reducing the financial commitments of
governments to social policies has provided a major governance challenge to
these states (Pierson, 2000q).

Finally, the governmentality literature in sociology also has relevance for
the study of governance (see Dean, 1999; Sgrensen and Torfing, 2007). This
literature has linked the question of governing policy and public concerns
with much broader questions about how society as a whole is controlled and
how power is being exercised. The question then is how to create some form of
organization in societies that appear increasingly self-organizing and/or
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disorganized. Social networks comprise part of this answer, but the govern-
mentality approach is broader, and also more diffuse, than simply social
networks, as it tends to focus on the role of discourses and governance
technologies for governing society and the economy. These discourses and
technologies are also broader than just those in the public sector so that
general social values and structures are seen as a condition for governance.

In sum, we can say that although sociology does not address the issue of
public governance head on, there are several relevant strands of sociology that
either provide helpful tools for studying interactive governance or help us
to understand the institutional, political, and discursive conditions for
governance.

Decision theory

Decision theory is less developed as a discipline than some of the others
mentioned here, but it still has relevance for the questions of governance
that we are discussing in this chapter. Calling this a discipline may be some-
what inappropriate, given that the study of decision-making combines a
number of elements of economics, psychology, statistics, and perhaps other
more conventionally defined disciplines. That having been said, decision
sciences do provide an important perspective on governance by asking how
decisions are made and what elements are brought together to make decisions
that have a reasonable probability of resolving an issue in ways that corre-
spond to the demands of the participants in the process. Further, decision
theory has itself been evolving to consider less well-defined problems that
confront decision-makers in the public and private sectors (Ney, 2007).

The study of policymaking in relation to wicked and complex problems
represents a particularly important direction of research that is relevant for the
study of governance. Governance of even simple policy issues can be difficult
enough (see Bovens et al., 2001), but policy issues with high levels of technical
difficulty and with several feedback mechanisms are even more difficult to
manage. That said, however, these problems are becoming more prevalent, as
evidenced by the importance of issues such as global warming and other
aspects of environmental protection.

Rather as Ostrom has argued for economics and the management of com-
mon pool resources, complexity theorists concerned with governance have
argued for alternative and more interactive mechanisms for exerting control.
Klijn and Snellen (2009), for example, point to the possibilities of direct
control and trust as alternative means of coping with the problems arising
from complexity (as perhaps would be true for all governance issues).
They also consider the possibilities of coevolution of the problem and the
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organizational solution to the problem so that a certain isomorphism between
the two elements of governance emerges. However, although complexity does
present a number of substantive challenges to public administration and to
policymaking, much of the logic for coping with those challenges is analogous
to the logic for coping with other types of issues.

The interactive forms of governance that we discuss in this book pose
perhaps even greater problems for making decisions than would the risk and
adversity characteristics associated with much of decision theory (see Dror,
1986; Miller and Page, 2007). Not only are the substantive policy problems
being addressed complex but so too are the processes by which the decisions
are being made. While one response from decision theorists might be to
reduce that complexity, the political and administrative logics associated
with interactive governance might make that choice less palatable. As such,
decision theory may be very important for outlining the challenges to policy-
making but tends to be less successful in finding solutions and in including
the crucial political and participatory questions in the analysis.

Legal theory

Even in interactive governance, there is often a legal basis for the delegation of
authority to the interactive arena. In the chapters that follow, the constitu-
tional and legal basis of governance appears in a number of settings. For
example, much of the regulatory approach to governing involves the use
of law as the principal instrument for achieving the policy goals. Further,
policy instruments such as taxation depend heavily upon the ability to create
compliance with public law.

Public law is central to any understanding of government. In any effective
system of governing, the rule of law is an important element in producing
stability and predictability in the decisions made by governments. To some
extent, however, that logic of law is associated more with the logic of formal
governance institutions (see Scott and Trubek, 2002) than with the interactive
approach to governance being discussed in this volume.

Law tends to establish clear hierarchical parameters for action, with some
actions being legal and others illegal. While no system of law can maintain
perfect controls over action, this instrument provides a basis for assessing
behavior. Indeed, especially in the international arena, there appears to be a
conflict between those who look to international law to establish effective
regimes for governing issues such as the environment and others who con-
sider standards and commitments produced by governance interaction
among both official and less official actors to be a more effective means. For
example, Bodansky (1999) sees a rather sharp conflict between the two
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approaches, with interactive governance undermining attempts to create the
rule of law. Subsequent scholars (D’Aspremont, 2006) do not consider
the incompatibility of the approaches to be so sharp, yet they do recognize
the different approaches.

Although interactive governance may not appear to be the logical locus for
an interest in public law, there have been developments within legal theory
that do contribute to our understanding of interactive forms of governance.
One of the most important contributions has been the work of Giinther
Teubner and his conception of “reflexive law” (Teubner, 1983). The idea of
reflexive law is that rather than imposing formal standards for all aspects
of social behavior, the law should be used only to establish broad frameworks
within which social processes, and especially democratic processes, are
allowed to flourish.

The general tenor of reflexive law can be found in other formats involving
law and governance that have been developed over the past several decades.
For example, the general emphasis on “soft law” as a replacement for black
letter law has been found in a number of national systems as well as in the EU.
At the national level, the use of instruments such as negotiated rule-making in
the United States has opened up the formal legal processes of regulation
to greater interaction with social actors (Freeman, 1999). Further, the use of
instruments such as benchmarks and voluntary agreements in the place
of command and control regulations also has made the law more interactive,
procedural, and “reflexive.”

At the level of the EU there have been perhaps even greater developments in
the use of soft law (Morth, 2004). These instruments have been developed in
part around the Open Method of Coordination, and the concomitant involve-
ment of the EU in policy areas over which it has rather little formal authority.
The use of the soft instruments has meant that the national actors can agree to
policy goals at the EU level through the voluntary agreements and then use
more substantive instruments at the national level to achieve the goals. Even
at the national level, however, there tends to be significant involvement of
social actors in the policy implementation process.

In both reflexive law and in the discussions of soft law, the State can be seen
as using its legal powers to establish a framework within which other actors
will operate. There will still be legal parameters in place, but these constitute a
relatively broad space within which social actors and public actors can all
interact in order to govern. As already noted in several places, this may
constitute governance in the shadow of hierarchy given that the State may
at some point wish to withdraw its grants of power to the social actors, and
also may wish to curtail the autonomy of some public sector actors. Still, until
those types of decisions are made, the law can be used for enabling rather than
constraining action.

46



Governance in other disciplines: One approach or many?

The interest in softer legal mechanisms should not be taken to imply that
the use of hard law is totally passé. There are still a number of elements of a
hard regulatory State in place (Moran, 2002) and the public sector continues
to employ its legal powers to control. Indeed, after the economic crisis begin-
ning in 2008, the State may wish to use those powers even more frequently
to control economic actors who have demonstrated their need for greater
control. The monopoly of legal power continues to be a major force in
governance, but one which is tempered by a number of developments within
the academic study of law as well as within the law itself.

Conclusion

This chapter has considered how scholars other than those working in political
science and public administration have considered the concept of governance.
Although each discipline brings its own concerns and its own analytic recipes
to the table, many of the issues raised and many of the answers offered are
similar. Perhaps the most notable commonality is that all of the approaches
being discussed raise questions about the capacity of governance to be created
without the active involvement of a government, however amorphous that
government may be (as in international relations). The solutions offered to
how governance may be created without some effective form of governance
external to the actors vary, but the concern is rather pervasive.

There was also an alternative perspective that emerged in these literatures,
which was to some extent the opposite of the first. This alternative was the
question of how to organize governance, and what instrumentalities might be
available for steering society, the economy, and even the organizations
involved in governance themselves. Thus, even the literature that has stressed
trust also had some sense of organization and control (Edelenbos and Eshuis,
2009). Thus, the governance question in many settings appears to be how to
balance formal and informal mechanisms for control.

Still bearing those points of commonality in mind, it is also remarkable the
extent to which the different approaches arrive at some of the same questions
through very different means. Those different avenues arise in part from
the disciplinary blinders that we all wear, and they arise also from confronting
a range of different substantive problems. Economics probably is the best
example of the former source of difference among the approaches, while
urban studies and international relations clearly face rather different substan-
tive problems from the other approaches discussed.
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Power and politics in interactive governance

If we define power as the ability to shape and secure particular outcomes and
politics as the conflict-ridden decisions that are structuring and shaping social
and economic relations, it seems to be clear that interactive governance is
intrinsically linked to power and politics. First, interactive governance is about
collective decision-making in institutionalized settings in which a plurality of
actors with different resources and strategies are continuously engaged in
political conflicts and power struggles. Second, the political struggles eventu-
ally produce policy outputs that directly or indirectly influence the governing
of society and the economy. Third, the growth and importance of interactive
governance makes it an object of metagovernance as governments at different
levels aim to influence the processes and outcomes of networks, partnerships,
and quasi-markets. Finally, interactive governance may even be seen as a
particular form of power that aims to shape and regulate free and autonomous
actors’ self-regulation.

Grasping the power-ridden character of interactive governance is crucial in
order to understand what goes on in interactive policy arenas and to grasp the
mutual impact of interactive governance arrangements and their social and
political context including the traditional forms of government. Neither prac-
titioners nor public policy researchers should fool themselves into believing
that interactive governance involves an unpolitical exchange of resources
through a rational, consensus-seeking deliberation among policy experts
and relevant stakeholders who are merely aiming to make technical and
consensual adjustments to public policy or secure a harmonious coordination
of the manifold efforts to implement public policies. As Robert Agranoff
observes, “despite the cooperative spirit and aura of accommodation in col-
laborative efforts, networks are not without conflicts and power issues”
(Agranoff, 2006: 57). Interactive governance involves complex power
games and those who fail to understand this will not be able to maneuver
successfully in the emerging world of pluricentric governance. Nor will
they be helpful in ensuring that the essentially political forms of interactive
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governance are subjected to democratic control and assessed in terms of their
democratic quality and performance (Hirst, 2000: 33).

In order to advance a realistic, political account of governance, this chapter
aims to explore how interactive governance can be analyzed in terms of power. The
basic assumption underlying our exploration is that power is not only visible
in the negotiated interaction among a plethora of public and private
actors who aim to influence collective decisions. Henceforth, in order to
grasp the intrinsic link between interactive governance and power, we must
analyze not only “power in interactive governance” but also “power of
interactive governance,” “power over interactive governance,” and “power
as interactive governance.” We need to consider all the different ways that
interactive governance and power are related in order to fully understand the
essentially political character of interactive governance. The multifaceted
analysis of the interrelation between power and interactive governance will
seek to demonstrate that although traditional concepts of power can help to
shed light on how power is exercised in the context of interactive governance,
the interactive forms of governance also affect and transform the ways that
power is exercised. Hence, just as the emphasis on power and politics
changes our perception of interactive governance, interactive governance
also modifies our understanding of power.

The chapter proceeds in the following way. The first section documents and
explains the neglect of power and politics in the study of interactive gover-
nance. The second section analyzes the exercise of power within interactive
governance arenas. The third section looks at the power of interactive policy
arenas as they are influencing wider society. The fourth section envisages the
attempt to exercise power over interactive governance through various forms
of metagovernance. The fifth section draws on poststructuralist theories of
power in order to show how interactive governance can be analyzed as a new
historical form of power. The conclusion summarizes the argument and re-
flects on the practical and political implications of different ways of relating
power and interactive governance.

The neglect of power in the study of interactive governance

The study of power was originally linked to the study of the formal institu-
tions of government and the behavior of the governmental actors. Govern-
ments, parliaments, political parties, and what was generally known as the
“ruling elite” were either perceived to be exercising power single-handedly,
depending on their various resources and capacities, or were seen as targets of
societal actors aiming to influence public decision-making. The American
community power debate in the 1960s excelled in this kind of power studies,
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but since then, the advance of methodological individualism and rational
choice theory has diverted the interest of the global political science commu-
nity away from the fundamental studies of who holds power and how power
is exercised. Instead, political scientists have focused on the rational and
incentive-driven actions of individual actors who are incurring individual
gains and losses while producing more or less suboptimal collective outputs.
If the study of power has survived, it has been in the form of either the analysis
of the division of formal and real authority in complex political systems such
as the European Union or the study of the relative influence of key actors in
particular decision-making arenas.

The advent of new forms of interactive governance might trigger a new
debate on power as policy outputs and policy outcomes become subject to
political conflicts and power struggles. However, so far there is no evidence of
a revival of the American community power debate, although government
sponsored research programs in the Scandinavian countries have aimed to
assess the impact of societal transformations on power and democracy (for a
brief overview, see Segrensen and Torfing, 2001). Public decision-makers are
not concerned with the power aspects of interactive governance. Hence, Chris
Skelcher and his colleagues have shown that there is almost no place for
power and politics in actual discourses of partnerships in the United Kingdom
(Skelcher et al., 2005). It is even more alarming that power and politics are
also frequently neglected in scholarly studies of interactive governance
(see Walters, 2004; Goetz, 2008). This troubling neglect is found both in
studies of those forms of interactive governance, such as quasi-markets,
which bring together public authorities and private firms in negotiations
based on relational contracts (Ferlie, 1992; Greve, 2007), and in studies of
the different kinds of partnerships and networks that involve actors from
state, market, and civil society (Kickert et al., 1997; Goldsmith and Eggers,
2004; Hodge and Greve, 2005). As such, interactive governance is often de-
picted as a pragmatic “problem-solving” process (Kohler-Koch and FEising,
1999: 5) devoid of politics and power. Interactive governance is allegedly
“recognizing the capacity to get things done” (Stoker, 1998: 24); not through
the use of state authority, but through consensual deliberation and exchange
among the relevant actors who are holding important information, know-
ledge, and other key resources. Thus, interactive governance is seen
as a depoliticized process of collaboration guided by common purposes and
technical rationalities. Opinions might differ and collective action problems
are frequent, but on the whole interactive governance arenas are not perceived
as conflict-ridden battlegrounds where political actors struggle over the author-
itative allocation of societal values. This is particularly evident in the good
governance literature where prolific slogans about “partnership,” “co-respon-
sibility,” and “mutual benefits” tend to gloss over conflicts and power struggles
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that only feature as a potential source of governance failure (Agere, 2000; IMF,
2005; UNESCAP, 2009).

A notable exception to this depoliticized view of interactive governance is
found in the work on network types of governance by leading scholars such as
Fritz Scharpf (1994) and Rod Rhodes (1997a) who clearly recognize the pres-
ence of political conflicts, resource asymmetries, and power games. However,
especially Scharpf is relatively optimistic about the prospect for the creation of
a smooth coordination among rational actors responding to incentives
provided by the institutional framework, and neither Scharpf nor Rhodes
attempts to theorize the link between governance networks and power.
Another important exception is found in the recent work of Miles Kahler
and colleagues who explore the link between power and transnational gover-
nance networks (Kahler, 2009), but do so in isolation from the political
science and public administration discussions of power and policy. Finally,
it should be mentioned that those parts of economic and sociological institu-
tionalism that focus on networks and interactive governance also make
occasional references to power. However, in this literature, power is often
treated instrumentally as a means to enforce contracts, achieve economic
goals, or build a strong organization (see Moulaert and Cabaret, 2006).

The widespread idea that interactive governance is a kind of technical,
rational, and evidence-based way of solving problems and getting things
done through consensus-seeking interaction among relevant and affected
actors is part of a broader post-political vision of contemporary society (Mouffe,
2005). The post-political vision downplays the role of political conflict and
power struggles that are perceived to belong to an antiquated “modernist”
quest for emancipation through collective action. Alternatively, it highlights
the importance of pragmatic, managerial attempts to fix policy problems and
improve the daily living conditions of individual citizens through collabora-
tive policy interaction and partnerships.

One explanation of the post-political vision of governance is the normative
celebration of interactive governance as an alternative to hierarchy and mar-
ket (Moulaert and Cabaret, 2006: 52—-4). Both practitioners and academics
tend to view interactive governance as an attractive ideal to pursue because
of its flexibility, innovative capacity, low transaction costs, mobilization and
empowerment of private actors, and ability to generate trust and ownership.
The preoccupation with the normative promises of interactive governance
hides the real-life experiences of conflict, disruptive power struggles, and
governance failures, or reduces those experiences to undesirable exceptions
to the rule. The result is a systematic overlooking of political conflicts and
power relations.

Another, and more practical-political, explanation of the post-political
vision of interactive governance is that the concept of governance has been
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appropriated by New Public Management, which tends to deploy interactive
forms of governance in an instrumental manner to solve coordination pro-
blems. Some commentators view interactive forms of governance as a reaction
to fragmentation caused by the first wave of NPM reforms (Rhodes, 1997b).
Truly, the proliferation of semiautonomous public agencies and the increasing
competition among public agencies and private contractors have created a
strong need for crosscutting coordination and cooperation. This need has
in some cases triggered a recentering of power (Dahlstrom et al., 2011), but
it has also persuaded the protagonists of NPM to include interactive forms of
governance as a part of their toolbox. Hence, a second wave of NPM reforms
recommends enhanced knowledge sharing, joint policymaking, and coordi-
nated implementation efforts as means of solving policy problems and
improving public services in an increasingly differentiated polity (Bogdanor,
2005; Christensen and Leegreid, 2007). The problem is that NPM reduces
interactive forms of governance to managerial tools for enhancing crosscut-
ting coordination and cooperation in the face of fragmentation and competi-
tion. In order to achieve this objective, the participating actors are often
selected on the basis of a strong interdependence or even shared objectives
and preferences. This instrumental use of interactive governance as a tool for
smooth coordination among like-minded actors prevents an understanding of
the political and conflict-ridden character of interactive governance arrange-
ments engaged in agenda setting, strategic policy development, and imple-
mentation of innovative policy proposals. In an equally instrumental manner,
the EU applies interactive governance as a managerial tool for reducing the
“overload” of bureaucratic, top-down government by means of mobilizing the
resources and expertise of stakeholders in and through rational, goal-oriented,
and evidence-based governing processes, which endorse what Offe and Preuss
refer to as a “style of ruling without an opposition” (Offe and Preuss, 2006: 9).

A third, and more theoretical, explanation is that interactive forms
of governance often, and quite wrongly, are associated with civil society
(Esmark, 2009). Hierarchical steering is supposed to take place within the
State; competition is thought to be intrinsic to more or less regulated markets;
and governance through negotiated interaction is seen as a deliberative prac-
tice emanating from civil society. The problem with the apparent association
of interactive governance with civil society is that it invokes the implicit
normativism of civil society that tends to characterize social interaction
as processes of mutual recognition, normative integration, and consensus
formation. This leaves us with an unfortunate but typical image of interactive
governance as a harmonious problem-solving process that provides a welcome
alternative to the systemic power of states and markets.

A final explanation is that interactive governance is often defined in terms
of a horizontal exchange between different public and private actors. The term
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“horizontal” refers to the fact that none of the participating governance actors
has the authority to resolve conflicts and disputes that emerge through inter-
action. However, this “horizontal” feature of governance is often miscon-
strued by people who take it to mean that all the actors are completely equal
in terms of resources and strategic capabilities and that, therefore, no actor can
exercise power over other actors (Lake and Wong, 2009: 131). A related
explanation is that some commentators tend to view governance not only
as an egalitarian decision-making arena but also as an arena in which the
presence of a large number of actors implies a diffusion of power that invokes a
kind of “power neutrality” (Doyle and McEachern, 1998).

The depoliticization of interactive governance is clearly visible in the works
of Anthony Giddens (1994, 1998) and Ulrich Beck (1994, 1997) who had a
strong influence on the New Labour government in the United Kingdom.
Although the academic advocates of a Third Way between neoliberal market-
ization and Social Democratic statism do not explicitly associate interactive
governance with a nonadversarial politics, they clearly invoke the image of a
new kind of consensual policymaking through networks, partnerships, and
public—private interaction. The first evidence of the implicit nonadversarial
view of politics is that both Giddens and Beck claim that politics is no longer
based on political clashes between left and right but takes the form of post-
ideological problem-solving and service improvement based on individual
experiences, local knowledge, collaborative interaction, and everyday experi-
ments. The second evidence is found in the idea that the new partnership
strategy will not only empower civil society but also transform the State
through increased devolution, greater transparency, and enhanced respon-
siveness to civil society actors. Giddens goes as far as to talk about the advent
of a New Democratic State defined as “a State without enemies” (Giddens,
1998: 77). The final evidence is the argument that interactive forms of gover-
nance introduce a new type of “dialogical democracy” (Giddens, 1994: 112-
15). Although Giddens admits that not all conflicts can be settled through
dialogue, the durable conflicts are not seen to lead to antagonistic conflicts
and clashes among political adversaries because people will learn to live “along
with each other in a relation of mutual tolerance” (Giddens, 1994: 115).

The depoliticization of governance is also visible in the works of James
G. March and Johan P. Olsen (1989, 1995) who are much more relevant for
studying public governance than Giddens and Beck. In their seminal book
Democratic Governance, we learn that interactive governance involves the ac-
tions of individuals and collectivities that occur within shared meanings and
practices, which can be understood as institutions and identities (March and
Olsen, 1995: 30). Through processes of political socialization and normative
integration, social actors come to define themselves in terms of their identities
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and to accept the rules of appropriate actions associated with those identities.
When the actors are interacting in institutional arenas of democratic gover-
nance, it is paramount to create a sense of solidarity that connects individuals
to the political community, and to civilize conflicts by sustaining norms about
empathy, generosity, and patience and securing political processes based on
reflection and discourse (March and Olsen, 1995: 60). While March and
Olsen’s account of rule-governed action provides a sound alternative to ra-
tional choice theory, their persistent emphasis on shared meanings, solidarity,
and the civilization of conflicts paints an overly harmonious picture of inter-
active forms of governance. Governance is about developing the identities
and capacities of political actors. It involves developing joint accounts of
political events and developing an adaptive political system by facilitating
mutual learning (March and Olsen, 1995: 44-7). This normative institution-
alist perspective on interactive governance clearly downplays the role and
impact of power, which is a term that is seldom used in March and Olsen’s
manifesto on democratic governance.

The post-political vision of interactive governance is unfortunate as it pre-
vents us from grasping its political and power-ridden character. Portraying
interactive governance as a consensual and pragmatic tool for providing
“motherhood and apple-pie” will surely create a lot of disappointment when
people encounter the conflict- and power-ridden reality of interactive gover-
nance. It also makes it difficult to understand and manage the political con-
flicts and power games implicit to interactive governance. An even greater
problem caused by the post-political vision of governance is that interactive
forms of governance tend to be exempted from democratic demands. Hence,
if interactive governance arrangements are considered to be unpolitical and
devoid of power, there is no reason for making a fuss about their democratic
performance and scrutinizing their democratic quality (Hirst, 2000: 33).

By contrast, we shall argue that interactive governance arenas are ridden
with political conflicts and power struggles not only because of the lack of a
joint utility function or different pay-offs among the actors involved in inter-
active governance (Scharpf, 1994), but also because social and political actors
tend to create identity through opposition, that is, through the construction
of friend—-enemy divisions (Laclau and Mouffe, 1985; see also Coser, 1956).
However, the recognition of the conflict- and power-ridden character of inter-
active governance does not necessarily mean that interactive governance
arrangements are characterized by damaging antagonistic conflicts and bitter
and irreconcilable struggles between enemies seeking to eliminate each other.
There might be examples of antagonistic conflicts and destructive battles, but
this will not be typical in the context of interactive governance as resource
interdependencies and emerging institutional rules will tend to transform
enemies into adversaries who are contesting each other’s views and actions
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within a common frame of reference and on the basis of generally accepted
rules of the game (Mouffe, 2005).

Our exploration of the intrinsic link between power and interactive gover-
nance is based on the analytical observation that the study of conflict and
power within interactive governance arenas is important but does not exhaust
the analysis of power in relation to interactive governance. Therefore, the
analysis of the exercise of power in interactive governance will be supplemen-
ted by an analysis of the power of interactive governance, the power over
interactive governance, and the historical articulation of power as interactive
governance. As we shall see, power is conceptualized differently in the four
different analytical approaches to analyzing the interrelation between power
and interactive governance. Moreover, in each of the four approaches, the
exercise of power is affected by the interactive governance mechanism on
which it is brought to bear. As such, the different concepts of power not only
prove to be relevant for studying interactive governance, but the study of
interactive governance also suggests important modifications and develop-
ments in the study of power.

Power in interactive governance

Political science has developed a number of conceptual tools for analyzing the
exercise of power in interactive forms of governance. Power is most often
defined as “power over,” referring to attempts to affect the actions of human
agency in order to secure a certain outcome. Steven Lukes’ seminal essay
(1974) on the three faces of power is a clear example of this conception of
power. In his account of the first face of power, Lukes invokes Robert A. Dahl'’s
famous definition of power (1957) as the successful attempt of an individual
or collective actor A to make another actor B do something that B would not
otherwise have done. Here, power is conceived as an intentional behavior that
makes it possible for A to prevail in open conflict with B (direct power). In his
account of the second face of power, Lukes refers to Peter Bachrach and
Morton Baratz’s argument (1970) about how A can exercise power by regulat-
ing and controlling the political agenda in order to hide conflicts by suppres-
sing proposals and decisions promoted by B (indirect power). Lukes himself
adds a third face of power by showing that A can also exercise power over B by
manipulating B’s subjective perception of his or her interest in order to align
B’s perceived interests with A’s objective interests, thereby avoiding conflicts
altogether (ideological power).

Some scholars argue that Lukes’ actor-centered conceptions of power need
to be supplemented by a discourse-theoretical conception of power in order to
capture the way that more or less institutionalized discourses shape the overall
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conditions of action of both A and B by forming their identities, interrelation-
ship, vocabularies, rationalities, and world views (Foucault, 1990; Dyrberg,
1997; Torfing, 2009). Despite the ontological differences between Lukes’ actor-
centered concepts of power and the structure-centered discourse-theoretical
notion of power, the four conceptions of power tend to complement one
another. Whereas the first three faces of power capture the different ways actors
exercise power over other actors, the “fourth face of power” captures the way
that the actions of all these actors are structured and shaped by institutionalized
meaning systems. Lukes flirted with the idea of introducing a more structural
notion such as a fourth face of power but decided against it because of his strong
adherence to a Kantian ethics. However, if we grant that institutional structures
are ambiguous and unstable and never present social and political actors with a
fait accompli, we can still retain the idea of human responsibility.

The exercise of direct power in open conflicts about concrete decisions is
quite frequent in interactive governance arenas as many social and political
actors will seek to influence collective decisions in order to pursue their
interests. However, there are two important caveats that we should consider.
The first caveat is that big, formal decision moments are relatively rare in
interactive governance arenas as the actors seldom rely on voting but tend
to continue their formal and informal negotiations until decisions appear to
mobilize a general support despite minor dissents and grievances (Sgrensen,
2007a). Of course, direct power can also be exercised in long-stretched and
relatively informal processes of bargaining and deliberation, but in such pro-
cesses the exercise of direct power becomes more difficult because the actors
will not know when to mobilize their resources and authority in order to
prevail in open conflicts. The decision-making process is blurred and consists
of many small decision moments. In this situation, resilience, timing, and
luck might prove to be just as important as the possession of resources and
authority.

The second caveat is that the strong and resourceful actors are constrained
in their exercise of direct power by the exit power of the weaker actors.
Deploying all your strength and resources to put pressure on weaker actors
will often appear to be counterproductive as participation in interactive gov-
ernance is voluntary and the pressurized actors are free to leave the network
(Lake and Wong, 2009: 130). The exit of some marginalized actors will prevent
exchange and pooling of resources, ideas, and energies and may undermine
the legitimacy of the networked policy solutions. Exiting an interactive gov-
ernance arena will prevent the exiting actor from influencing the policy
decisions, but if the actor is feeling marginalized, the loss is negligible and
the exiting actor may still be able to enjoy the benefits of a negotiated
solution. As such, the costs of marginalized actors leaving an interactive policy
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process will often be higher for the stronger than for the weaker and margin-
alized actors.

Indirect power aiming to control the political agenda as well as ideological
power aiming to influence other actors’ perception of their interests seems to
be more important in interactive governance than the exercise of direct
power. The agenda in interactive policy arenas is often quite open, and
indirect power strategies seeking to control it therefore become crucial for
securing particular outcomes. The exercise of indirect power is also encour-
aged by the fact that many interactive policy arenas are committed to pre-
venting the eruption of open conflicts because the actors fear that open
conflicts will prevent compromise formation and jeopardize the prospect of
future cooperation. Likewise, the actors’ interpretations of their interests are
often ambiguous and malleable, and the attempt to influence the perception
of other actors’ interest through ideological power is, therefore, a decisive
means for generating support for one’s own ideas and proposals (Koppenjan
and Klijn, 2004). The exercise of ideological power is also motivated by the
actors’ search for common ideas and reference points that can help to ensure
that the centripetal forces balance out the centrifugal ones. The search for
cognitive consonance tends to make the actors susceptible to the propagation
of storylines aiming to provide a common and simplifying understanding of
problems and solutions.

The actors engaged in interactive governance processes may try to influence
each other and advance their interests through actions and inactions pertain-
ing to the three faces of power described by Steven Lukes. However, the
different power games among the actors are often framed and structured by
more or less institutionalized discourses that define what is considered as valid
knowledge, what can be talked about how, when, and by whom, what are the
normative premises for formulating and selecting joint solutions, and what
are the rules governing appropriate actions and exchanges in the interactive
arena (Sabatier, 1988; Fisher and Forrester, 1993; Hajer, 1993, 1995). To
illustrate, it has been shown how negotiation and compromise formation in
a national policy network on employment policy were facilitated by a hege-
monic storyline and some generally accepted decision-making premises that
clearly marked out the terrain within which the policy solution was going to
be found (Torfing, 2007a). Although the discursive structures framing policy
interaction are both intentional and unintentional results of social and politi-
cal agency, they are neither master-minded nor controlled by any privileged
agency. The discursive framing of interactive governance processes emerges
through a gradual codification and naturalization of ideas resulting from
political battles for political and moral-intellectual leadership. Nevertheless,
the discursive structures are often taken for granted by the policy actors who
tend to become discourse takers rather than discourse makers. This does not
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mean that the actors are deprived of effective agency as the actors are capable
of exploiting conflicts and ambiguities in discursive rules, norms, and vo-
cabularies and selectively invoking some aspects of the available discourses
rather than others. As such, even though the concept of discursive power has a
structuralist origin, the actual effects of structural power are always mediated
by social and political agency.

Accepting that social and political agency play a critical role in all four faces
of power, although less so in the structural framing of policy interaction, it
becomes paramount to assess the participating actors’ ability to prevail in
open conflicts, control the agenda, influence perceptions, and invoke differ-
ent interpretations of discursive rules and norms. The standard political sci-
ence approach to making such an assessment is to look at the actors’
individual resources and capabilities and explain these in terms of the under-
lying socioeconomic structures and mechanisms that generate material in-
equalities and cultural disparities (Held and McGrew, 2002). Drawing up a
structurally induced resource profile of individual or collective actors will help
us to determine their strategic capacities and their ability to exercise power
either through hard-nosed bargaining or through persuasion based on meta-
phorical redescriptions, manipulation, or personal charisma. However, when
analyzing power in interactive governance arenas where the actors become
nodes within a relational structure, this attributional approach to the study of
power must give way to a more relational approach that relates the capacities
and power of the actors to their position within a relation system (Kahler,
2009: 12). As such, the interactive governance paradigm calls for an expansion
of the narrow dyadic view of power advanced by Lukes and an adoption of a
multi-actor view of power.

Social network analysis highlights two forms of relational power that both
emphasize the structural position of actors in wider networks of actors: bar-
gaining power and social power (Kahler, 2009: 12-13). Bargaining power in-
creases when an actor, or node, is well connected to other actors who are
otherwise weakly connected. Such a relational position provides leverage
through the threat to severe links and exclude actors from the interactive
arena or the promise to consolidate or expand the network by strengthening
particular links or forging new ones. It also permits an actor to control the flow
of information, narratives, and discursive artifacts. A certain kind of bargain-
ing power is achieved when a particular node provides the sole link between
two or more clusters of well-connected nodes. Such a relational position turns
an actor into a powerful broker who can steer and control interaction by
shaping the form and content of negotiations.

Social power is another variant of relational power in interactive governance
that derives from the centrality of particular actors or nodes. The underlying
assumption is that social power is determined by the social capital of an actor.
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The more links that an actor has, the more knowledge, experience, trust, and
reach it will have, and thus the greater impact it will have on the policy
interactions in the network as a whole. For example, the Danish government
hosted the UN Climate Conference in Copenhagen in December 2009, and
the many bi- and multilateral contacts to governments, experts, and NGOs
prior to the conference gave the Danish government much more bargaining
power than it would otherwise have had, being one of the smallest EU
countries. As such, its social power was augmented, although not enough to
control the complex negotiations and lead them to a successful result.

The relational view on social and political actors’ ability to exercise power in
interactive governance arenas is an important supplement to the traditional
attributional view on agency power. The next step consists in analyzing how
the various actors mobilize their differing capabilities in interactive processes
of bargaining and deliberation, and exploring how the actual interaction is
shaped by the political context (see Kriesi et al., 2006).

Power of interactive governance

When talking about the power of interactive governance, we treat the inter-
active policy arenas as more or less unified actors with access to particular
resources and analyze their ability to govern society and the economy, influ-
ence their immediate social and political environment, and shape the deci-
sions of governments at different levels (Stone, 1989; Kahler, 2009: 5). As
such, the power of interactive governance involves both a “power to govern”
through the capacity for joint action and societal regulation and a “power over
government” through the capacity to affect governmental decisions and
regulations. Hence, when studying the power of interactive governance we
are interested in the way that negotiated interaction in quasi-markets, partner-
ships, and networks influences the formulation and implementation of pol-
icy. In other words, we should be focusing on the particular attributes of
interactive governance arenas that seem to condition their political impact
and power.

The societal and political impact of interactive forms of governance seems
to depend on their life cycle (Lake and Wong, 2009: 133). In their embryonic
phase, networks, partnerships, and other forms of interactive governance are
very fragile as there is little reciprocity, high transaction costs, limited admin-
istrative support, unclear rules for interaction, and persistent conflicts about
the scope and content of policy negotiations. Therefore, collective action is
difficult and the overall impact of interactive governance is limited. By con-
trast, consolidated governance arenas with a stable regulative and normative
foundation, strong administrative support, trust-based interactions, and a
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high degree of positive coordination are more likely to produce collective
action that affects the governing of society and the political decisions of
government. Later on, highly consolidated governance arenas may lose their
momentum as they fulfill or outlive their original mission, fail to create new
interdependencies, or no longer provide net benefits to the participants. In the
following discussion of the power of interactive governance, we will focus on
the factors determining the impact of relatively consolidated forms of inter-
active governance.

There are no general rules about which attributes of interactive governance
are likely to produce a high impact on the external environment. Neverthe-
less, it is possible to identify a number of factors that under certain circum-
stances and in particular contexts are likely to enhance the political influence
of interactive governance arenas.

The particular way that interactive governance arenas are designed and
institutionalized plays a crucial role in determining their impact. This is well
established in the literature on policy networks that distinguishes between
loosely connected, unstable, relatively inclusive, and imbalanced issue net-
works and strongly integrated, stable, relatively exclusive, and well-balanced
policy communities (Rhodes, 1997a). Although the distinction between issue
networks and policy communities is mainly based on differences in terms of
interdependencies and resource distributions, it is implicitly assumed that
the distinction between the two kinds of policy networks also hinges on how
they are institutionalized. In policy communities, interaction among the
highly interdependent actors is supported by sedimented rules, norms, and
values that tend to create a tight and unified structure, whereas in an issue
network there is only a weak institutional underpinning of the interaction
among the less interdependent actors and the result is a much more sporadic
interaction and the persistence of diverging interests. The institutionally
conditioned difference between issue networks and policy communities
seems to have an important impact on their ability to shape policy outcomes.
Hence, whereas the tightly knit policy communities are capable of blocking
new public policy initiatives and ensuring policy continuity, the loosely
integrated issue networks might facilitate consensus building between public
and private actors and thus lead to policy change (Marsh, 1998; Thatcher,
1998). A good example of the former is the agricultural policy community in
Britain that underpinned a policy of high production and high subsidies for
more than fifty years (Marsh, 1998: 11). A good example of the latter is the
issue network formed in relation to the need for deepening the Scheldt
Estuary in the Netherlands. In a situation in which the Dutch and Flemish
governments had failed to bring about a new solution, the issue network
created a generally accepted plan for regulating the Scheldt Estuary (Buuren
et al., 2007).
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Scalability defined as the ability of interactive governance arenas to rapidly
expand their membership at relatively low costs without fundamentally
changing their organization is another crucial factor determining the power
of governance (Kahler, 2009: 15). Transnational networks with a high degree
of scalability will be powerful if their influence relies either on mass mobiliza-
tion, as in case of the transnational Make Poverty History networks (Yanaco-
pulos, 2009), or on the spread of particular normative, technical, or regulative
standards, as in the case of European management education networks
(Hedmo and Sahlin-Andersson, 2007).

Adaptability defined as the ability of governance arrangements to transform
their institutional design and incorporate elements of hierarchy in response to
shifting political demands or changing environments may also affect their
capacity for effective collective action (Kahler, 2009: 15-16). For example, an
interactive governance arena that needs to increase information exchange
and facilitate mutual learning might want to adopt a highly decentered net-
work model. By contrast, an interactive governance arena that aims to
advance certain ideas or interests through negotiation with national govern-
ments in an international organization regulating global trade might want to
strengthen its core nodes or introduce an element of hierarchical organization
in order to enhance its operative capabilities and exercise of leadership. Shift-
ing from one mode of interaction to another mode of interaction will enhance
the interactive governance arena’s capacity for goal attainment, but it requires
a high degree of adaptability.

The legitimacy of the institutional forms of interactive governance is also
likely to determine the power of interactive forms of governance. There are
three important sources of legitimacy in interactive governance (Scharpf,
1999; Grote and Gbikpi, 2002). First of all, interactive governance arenas
may derive input legitimacy from the composition of the participants. In
some cases, the inclusion of all the relevant and affected actors will enhance
legitimacy, whereas in other cases, the inclusion of what are considered as
appropriate actors in terms of the social partners, private business, or scientific
experts will do the trick. Second, interactive governance arenas can derive
throughput legitimacy by showing that the internal policymaking processes
have lived up to commonly accepted normative ideals about fairness, respon-
siveness, and transparency. Third, interactive governance arrangements can
derive output legitimacy from providing desirable, useful, and promising policy
solutions or from earning a reputation as a successful mechanism of gover-
nance or trouble-shooting. A high degree of output legitimacy can sometimes
compensate for the lack of input and throughput legitimacy (Scharpf, 1999),
but in the long run, interactive governance arenas require some degree of
input legitimacy through inclusion and representation of relevant and
affected actors.

61



Interactive Governance

Last but not least, expediency in terms of the inclination of governments to
avoid large-scale conflicts and ensure program ownership enhances the ability
of interactive governance arenas to put pressure on governments and force
them to accept negotiated policy outputs. When presented with what appears
as a carefully calibrated compromise aiming to solve a wicked policy problem,
most governments will tend to succumb and accept the compromise without
trying to open what might be a Pandora’s box.

The listing of the different attributes that under certain circumstances will
enhance the power of interactive governance should not hide the fact that
this power also depends on the political environment and the form of govern-
ment. As such, it seems clear that political systems with a strong tradition of
participatory governance and corporatist involvement, a fragmented and
devolved political system with many access points, and multiparty systems
based on coalition governments will tend to enhance the impact of interactive
forms of governance. In such systems, there are many points and instances
where interactive governance arenas can emerge and gain access to govern-
ment, and attempts to influence government will be considered as legitimate.
Conversely, etatistic, unitary, and centralized political systems based on one-
party majority governments will tend to mitigate the impact of governance.
Bob Jessop refers to the effect that different state forms have on the formula-
tion and realization of particular governance strategies in terms of the “strate-
gic selectivity of the State” (Jessop, 2002).

Analyzing the power of interactive governance is an important complement
to the analysis of power in interactive governance. Interactive governance
arenas are often multitiered, unevenly developed, and heterogeneous, but in
so far as they constitute a tendentially unified whole, we must analyze and
assess their political impact on the governing of society and the economy as a
form of power. Focusing on the power of interactive governance might give
the impression that interactive governance produces a power effect on its
external environment that mitigates the power of other key actors such as
the elected government. However, we do not believe that the impact of
interactive governance and traditional forms of government is a zero sum
game. More often than not, governments will be able to do things that they
cannot do alone by mobilizing, facilitating, and directing interactive forms of
governance.

Power over interactive governance
Interactive governance is on the rise, but the processes of negotiated inter-
action are constantly shaped and regulated by governments at different

levels that aim to exercise power over interactive governance. Governments

62



Power and politics in interactive governance

increasingly rely on interactive forms of governance, although there is con-
siderable variation between countries and policy areas. They initiate, facilitate,
and manage interactive governance processes, but they also seek to influence
what goes on in the interactive governance arenas and aim to lead the
interactive policy processes in a certain direction. Governments, and other
resourceful and legitimate actors, aim to exercise power over interactive
governance. However, as they cannot do so through top-down commands,
decrees, prohibitions, etc. that risk undermining the self-organizing aspira-
tions of the interactive governance arenas in question and give rise to fierce
resistance from the participating actors, they have to rely on different forms of
metagovernance that aim to shape and influence governance arenas in subtle
and indirect ways (see Chapter 7).

The power of governments to open up and close down interactive governance
arenas in relation to different policy issues is significant. Governments have
the power to convene public and private actors who are relevant for different
policy concerns. These actors are willing, or even anxious, to participate given
that governments have substantial resources. Furthermore, social actors are
reluctant to be absent when important decisions are made in their specific
area. Just as governments can initiate interactive governance, they can
also terminate and close down interactive policy arenas, although not without
resistance and political costs (Scharpf, 1994).

Regulating the access to interactive governance arenas is a crucial metagover-
nance tool for governments that seek to influence the process and outcome of
interactive governance. Metagoverning the inclusion and exclusion of actors
is paramount in strengthening and weakening particular interests and voices
in quasi-markets, partnerships, and policy networks (Edelenbos and Klijn,
2006; Schaap, 2007). If governments cannot control the negotiated inter-
action in governance arenas, then at least they can secure certain majorities
and prevent particular actors from participating and causing trouble. How-
ever, power over interactive governance through the metagovernance of
access can only be gained when governments at different levels act as the
initiator and convenor of the participants in governance. As soon as the
interactive policy arena is established, the ability of governments to control
inclusion and exclusion fades. Sometimes, this loss of control can be compen-
sated by a selective empowerment of particular actors or by giving certain
participants veto power in the negotiations.

Another way of exercising power over interactive governance through
metagovernance is by constructing the agency of those participating in interactive
governance arrangements (Triantafillou, 2007). In relation to traditional
forms of government, the citizens are constructed as subjects, clients, or voters
and private organizations and enterprises are depicted as pressure groups.
When recruiting actors to interactive governance arenas, they must be
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interpellated in a different way as they are expected to deploy their resources,
energy, and free action in the production of public value within a framework.
As such, the actors in interactive governance must on the one hand be hailed
as resourceful, capable, and free and on the other hand be constructed as
rational, interdependent, and responsible. This molding of the identity and
logic of appropriateness of the actors in interactive forms of governance is
surely an exercise of power as it tends to affect the way that the social and
political actors interact. For example, hailing the central labor-market organi-
zations as “social partners” might spur the development of cooperative rather
than competitive games in national negotiations about labor-market reforms.

Governments can also exercise power over governance by framing the nego-
tiated interaction that takes place in various governance arenas. Governments can
construct or invoke a particular legal and normative framework. They can
apply a particular funding scheme, provide administrative resources, and
create economic incentives. They can formulate overall policy goals and tell
stories about the role and mission of the interactive forms of governance
(Serensen and Torfing, 2009). Although such a framing of governance is a
rather blunt instrument of power that does not permit any detailed steering of
the interactive governance process, it provides a nonintrusive way of defining
the parameters for negotiation and policy exchange. Governments frequently
put pressure on governance arenas to adhere to overall policy goals and
mission statements by threatening to use the government’s power to veto
solutions that are considered to be out of line. This can be done in very subtle
ways, for example by letting the public know that the government is con-
vinced that policy interaction will not produce outputs that divert from the
remit and therefore have no political future. However, governments are here
playing a dangerous game as there is no guarantee that the governance actors
will follow the more or less subtle instructions.

Assessment of the performance of interactive governance arenas and the
participating actors is a way of exercising power over interactive governance
that reinforces the construction of free and responsible actors and reasserts
the political and discursive framing of the interactive governance process
(Damgaard and Torfing, 2010). By monitoring and assessing performance of
the individual actors and the governance arrangement as a whole, everybody
is reminded of what they are supposed to be doing. The interacting gover-
nance actors know that they are observed by government and that their
performance will be scrutinized and either rewarded or penalized through
“naming and shaming.” As such, it is not important whether the performance
assessment is completely accurate, as the governance actors will look at them-
selves through the eyes of the government, or some other metagovernor, and
tend to shape, correct, and even censor their conduct so that it is more or less
in accordance with the official norms, goals, and indicators.
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Finally, it should be mentioned that governments can also exercise power
over interactive governance by changing the overall architecture of the interactive
policy arenas by creating new ones and closing down old ones; by energizing
certain arenas while putting other arenas on hold; or by integrating or
segmenting arenas in order to broaden their focus or prevent conflicts and
obstacles caused by an overly broad and complex policy agenda (O'Toole,
2007). This kind of juggling around with interactive governance arenas
can be very efficient from the point of view of governments, but this
type of metagovernance will often be met by fierce resistance and strong
criticism from the interactive governance arenas that are being marginalized.

The above listing of ways of exercising power over governance through
metagovernance is by no means complete, but it well illustrates that govern-
ments are not rendered powerless in the face of the proliferation of inter-
active governance. Governments, as well as other would-be metagovernors,
can influence the process and outcomes of governance in subtle ways that do
not revert to statist forms of repression, although the power over governance
often relies on a more or less explicit threat that government will take over if
the interactive forms of governance fail to deliver (Scharpf, 1994). However,
as pointed out in Chapter 7, the ability of governments and other actors to
exercise power over interactive governance through different kinds of meta-
governance is not only conditioned by their different attributes but also
determined by their nodality, that is, their relational position vis-a-vis the
actors participating in the governance arrangement in question. In order to
gain centrality, the metagovernors will have to develop relatively close links
with the various governance actors and offer information, knowledge, and
other forms of relevant support. As such, metagovernance will use hands-on
strategies as well as hands-off strategies in order to create and sustain a
central position in relation to interactive governance arenas.

Power as interactive governance

Poststructuralist theories of discourse are not content merely to analyze the
exercise of power “in,” “of,” and “over” interactive governance but go one
step further in suggesting that, today, power is increasingly exercised in and
through interactive forms of governance and that we should therefore analyze
power as interactive governance. Interactive governance is conceived as a
particular historical form of power that has become dominant in advanced
liberal societies in which governments aim to “govern at a distance” through
the mobilization and inclusion of free and autonomous actors in more or less
self-regulating governance arenas (Rose and Miller, 1992).
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The poststructuralist view of governance as a certain way of exercising
power at a particular point in history is advanced by the French philosopher
Michel Foucault (1991) and his followers. In his archaeology of knowledge,
Foucault (1972) analyzed the discursive conditions for the production of
statements. Later, with the development of his genealogical method, he
began to study how discourses are shaped and transformed through a myriad
of power struggles (Foucault, 1986a). The genealogical turn led Foucault to
reject the classical association of power with repression (Foucault, 1990).
Instead, he emphasized the productive aspects of ubiquitous power strategies.
In response to his critics, who are claiming that the notion of power as a
discursive production of identities, meanings, and relationships eliminates
individual freedom, Foucault developed a theory of governmentality that
claims that power presupposes freedom and increasingly aims to shape free
actions (Foucault, 1986b, 1991; Rose, 1999). Power presupposes the capacity
of social and political actors to act freely, but it aims to shape the way that this
freedom is exercised in order to ensure conformity with a hegemonic set of
goals and norms. By defining power as a “way in which certain actions may
structure the field of other possible actions” (Foucault, 1986b: 222), Foucault
aims to escape the choice between “power over” and “power to.” Power is
neither the capacity to do, consume, or destroy things nor simply a relation
of domination (Foucault, 1986b: 217-19). For Foucault, power is first and
foremost the structuring of a more or less institutionalized field of possible
actions that subsequently may empower certain actors and create relations of
domination and subjugation.

Foucault (1986b) equates power with “government,” which he defines as
the “conduct of conduct.” Playing on the double meaning of the term “con-
duct” in both the French and English language, “the conduct of conduct”
refers to practices through which the current and future actions of free and
resourceful actors are mobilized and shaped in accordance with some overall
goals and norms. As such, Foucault’s notion of government as the “conduct of
conduct” clearly transgresses the classical understanding of government as the
sovereign power exercised by elected politicians and public administrators.
Government is basically a process of “subjectivation” in the double sense of
shaping identities and forms of subordination and control. The historical
conditions of a particular form of government are captured by the notion
of “governmentality” (Foucault, 1991). Governmentality is defined as the
institutionalized mentalities, calculations, and technologies that circumscribe
our collective understanding of how to govern and be governed. As such,
governmentality is an “art of government” that conditions concrete “acts of
government” (Dean, 1999).

Governmentalities are transformed through problematization of the exist-
ing governmentality. Such problematizations will trigger political struggles to
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form a new governmentality program. The liberal governmentality emerged
in the eighteenth century as a part of a new kind of biopolitics that constructs
the population as the primary object of regulation. Before that, the State had
merely been preoccupied with defending its territory, collecting taxes, and
building the infrastructure of society. New social statistics revealed a number
of problematic tendencies and effects in the rapidly growing population that
could not be adequately governed within the framework of the family. In
response to this problematization of the regulatory capacity of the family,
the regulation of the population was increasingly seen as a task for the State.
The social welfare of the population should be enhanced through an elaborate
system of state interventions based on statistical information and expert
knowledge and carried out through a combination of bureaucratic rule, com-
prehensive planning, and a host of disciplinary and normalizing technologies
targeting different sections of the population.

In the Western world, the welfare state was expanded throughout the
nineteenth and twentieth centuries, until the deep economic recession in
the early 1970s led to a fiscal crisis that threatened to bring the expansion of
the welfare state to a halt. The crisis of economic stagflation paved the way for
a neoliberal revolution in the 1980s. Neoliberal governments claimed that the
welfare state was too big, rigid, and inefficient, and called for the expansion of
the free market forces through privatization and contracting out of public
services and commercialization of the remaining public sector. The consecu-
tive, but uneven, waves of marketization in the 1990s reveal that “more
market” does not necessarily lead to “less State.” Private markets need to be
governed and regulated in order to remove institutional and political barriers
to market competition (see Vogel, 1996) and construct the individuals as
rational, calculating, and risk-taking entrepreneurs (Rose and Miller, 1992).
The failure of the neoliberal governmentality program to reduce public expen-
diture and alleviate the burden of the State has prompted the development of
a new form of advanced liberal government.

Advanced liberal government introduces a more reflexive governing of
society and the economy that carefully considers how different tasks can
best be solved (Dean, 1999). Is it through the imperative command of public
authorities, through an increasing reliance on the free market forces,
or through the construction and regulation of free and responsible actions
of self-regulating citizens, communities, firms, partnerships, and networks?
The latter options point in the direction of a proliferation of interactive forms
of governance where public and private actors have shared responsibility
for governing social and economic relations on the basis of negotiations,
contracts, standards, and performance management.

The governmentalization of the State through the gradual involvement of
the State in the government of the population and its welfare resulted in a
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displacement of the dominant power strategy of the State (Foucault, 1991).
Previously, the citizens of the feudal State were subjected to a sovereign power
based on centralized authority, laws, prohibitions, and physical punishment.
In the administrative State, which emerged in the transition to modern liberal
society, power was increasingly exercised by the deployment of disciplinary
techniques aiming to create docile bodies through institutional regulation of
corporeal behavior in time and space and normalizing practices aiming to shape
and regulate the soul by means of defining what is normal and what is
pathological. Later, with the mounting emphasis on the government of the
population by the State, power was increasingly exercised by subtle attempts
to mobilize and shape the freedom of individual actors and target groups on the
basis of institutionalized goals, standards, and norms specifying how this
freedom should be exercised and what its exercise should accomplish.

In the field of active employment policy, we find many examples of this
kind of interactive governance and power through the mobilization and
shaping of freedom (in the research literature, this is often analyzed in terms
of the deployment of “soft law”). Hence, the employment guidelines, which
are formulated by the EU as a part of the open method of coordination (OMC),
construct the member states as obliging policy entrepreneurs aiming to
enhance the “employability” of the laborers, preferably in cooperation with
the social partners. National campaigns for Social Corporate Responsibility
hail private business firms as socially responsible benefactors aiming to com-
bat exclusion from the labor market. Finally, local workfare policies interpel-
late the unemployed as subjects and objects of active offers of education,
training, and therapeutic counseling aiming to enhance their motivation
and ability to return to gainful employment.

Conclusion

In this chapter, we have aimed to counter the unfortunate tendency in much
of the governance literature to assume that interactive governance arenas
provide a power-free zone in which technical or consensual solutions are
found through rational or deliberative processes that do not produce any
notable dissent, opposition, or adversaries. Moreover, although it is tempting
to focus merely on the obvious in terms of the exercise of power among the
social and political actors involved in interactive forms of governance, we have
insisted on taking a broad and multifaceted approach to the study of gover-
nance and power that not only endeavors to analyze power “in” governance
but also analyzes power “of,” “over,” and “as” interactive governance. We
believe that this broad approach to the study of power and politics in interac-
tive governance captures many more aspects of power than are usually
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envisaged in the relatively few studies on governance and power. Indeed, by
focusing on “power of” and “power over” interactive governance, we are able
to connect interactive governance to traditional forms of government and to
assess the governing capacity of interactive governance arenas. Furthermore,
by focusing on interactive governance “as power,” we open up for historiciza-
tion of the exercise of power and the collective understanding of how to
govern and be governed.

At the conceptual and analytical level, we have found that the different
perspectives on power and interactive governance invoke different notions of
power and that the analysis of interactive forms of governance challenges and
changes our conception of how power is exercised. The analysis of “power in”
interactive governance focuses on how certain actors exercise power over
other actors and the analysis suggests that interactive forms of governance
tend to prevent strong and resourceful actors from abusing the power that
they possess because of the exit power of marginal actors who may decide to
leave the governance arena. The analysis also urges us to transgress the dyadic
view of power that is found in the seminal works of Steven Lukes and adopt a
multi-actor view that emphasizes the relational positioning of actors in wider
actor networks. The study of the “power of” interactive governance defines
power both as the power to govern and as a power over government and lists
different political and institutional attributes that help explain the power of
interactive governance. This kind of analysis is important if we want to learn
more about the factors that determine the political and societal impact of
interactive governance. The examination of “power over” interactive gover-
nance aims to analyze power in terms of influence and domination, but
recognizes the limitations that the self-regulatory aspirations of interactive
governance arenas impose on the exercise of power through imperative com-
mand. Indeed, the analysis shows that power over interactive governance is
best exercised through subtle and indirect attempts to structure and shape the
interactive governance arenas. Finally, the analysis of “power as” interactive
governance aims to escape the choice between “power to” and “power over”
by defining power as the actions that structure other possible action through
the construction of particular sets of rules, norms, identities, and calculations
that shape the interactions of a plurality of social and political actors in
advanced liberal societies. This analysis introduces a new decentered concep-
tion of power that conceives power as a complex strategic situation in which
social action and inaction are shaped by institutional technologies that
recently have tended to emphasize “the regulation of self-regulation.”

The practical and political implications of a closer analysis of the different
interrelations between interactive governance and power are clear. Under-
standing the exercise of power among a plurality of actors in particular gover-
nance arenas draws our attention to the repertoire of power strategies available
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to relationally positioned governance actors, and points out the limitations to
the exercise of direct power in open conflicts. Grasping the various determin-
ants of the power of interactive governance helps us to explain why some
governance arenas are more influential than others. Appreciating how power
over interactive governance can be exercised through the deployment of
different forms of metagovernance enables governments and other would-be
metagovernors to shape and influence the process and outcomes of interactive
governance. Last but not least, the conception of power as interactive
governance tends to historicize the exercise of power in liberal societies and
highlights the subtle ways that power presupposes, crafts, and shapes the free
actions of individual and collective actors.

The normative implication of the analysis of the many ways that interactive
governance and power are interrelated is perhaps the most important.
The recognition of the political and power-ridden character of interactive
governance means that the analysis of the democratic implications and per-
formance of interactive governance becomes an urgent task. Democracy is a
normative standard that we apply to political arenas and situations in which
society and the economy are regulated through the exercise of power. Perceiv-
ing interactive governance as a power-free realm of reasoned debate and
technical and consensual decision-making would exempt it from democratic
scrutiny. However, the intrinsic link between power and interactive gover-
nance urges us to assess and improve the democratic performance of interac-
tive governance arrangements (see Chapter 10).

Whereas government and power are close companions, the study of the
intrinsic link between power and interactive forms of governance has just
begun. Future research must continue to explore the different ways that power
and interactive governance are related and provide detailed empirical studies
of how power is exercised in interactive governance arenas; how interactive
governance arenas can influence government and contribute to the governing
of society and the economy; how legitimate and resourceful (public) actors
can exercise power over interactive governance through metagovernance; and
how power is exercised in and through governance technologies that shape
the way that we govern ourselves and others.
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Measuring governance

As the term governance has become used more commonly in both the aca-
demic and practitioner communities, it is only natural that the individuals
interested in the concept would attempt to find some ways of measuring the
concept. There have been some notable attempts to develop indicator systems
for governance (see Kaufman, 1999; Bertok et al., 2006). We will argue, how-
ever, that these existing indicator systems have substantially less utility for
academics interested in governance as an intellectual concept than they have
for international organizations, especially donor organizations attempting to
facilitate political and socioeconomic development. As is often the case, the
generality and the high levels of aggregation tend to disguise the underlying
processes involved.

Some of the indicator systems being used by the World Bank and United
Nations, among others, focus on the internal management of governments, as
well as their accountability institutions. For example, the indicator system for
governance advanced by the World Bank (Knack et al., 2003) has forty-five
indicators that cover a range of public sector activities and some aspects of the
performance of government (or of the political-economic system). These
indicators all say something about the performance of the political system,
and have the virtue of being aggregate indicators that are available from
official or semiofficial sources.

Despite the virtues of the indicator systems that have been developed, they
do not appear to capture the essence of governance. As we will discuss below,
governance at its most basic level means the capacity of actors (both official
institutions themselves and those operating in concert with social actors) to
set and pursue collective goals, and secondarily to do so in a democratic
manner. Therefore, these existing indicator systems, as important as they
may be for assessing many aspects of development, do not assess effectively
the goal-setting and process attributes that, we will argue (see below), are
central to understanding governance.
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In addition to the difficulties in measuring governance per se, there are
perhaps greater problems involved in measuring interactive governance. In
addition to the issues involved in the capacity to influence the economy and
society, there is the need to understand how interactions with social actors
are involved in these processes. This may therefore involve greater concern
with processes as well as with the most basic issues of the consequences of
governing.

Conceptualizing governance

Conceptualization must always precede measurement (Sartori, 1970), so
before we begin to think about measuring governance we will need to be
sure of the meaning of the concept itself. This sequence of intellectual activity
is especially important for a complex concept such as governance, which
involves multiple actors and multiple activities, and also has been subject to
considerable intellectual debate (see Stoker, 1998; Pierre, 2000; Pettai and
Illing, 2004). Indeed, there are a range of alternative definitions of governance
that could have almost contradictory implications for understanding the
process and therefore for measurement.

That having been said, if an approach to contemporary political science is
to have any power, both in absolute terms and relative to contending
approaches, it could be measured. Given the generality of governance ap-
proaches, there is the danger that they become like structural-functionalist
or systems approaches that once dominated comparative politics. Governance
theory is in essence a functional theory, arguing that the function of govern-
ing must be performed and then determining what structures perform this
function, in what manner, and how well. These approaches, like governance,
were sufficiently general to cover almost any type of political system but were
also rather vague and proved to be impossible to measure in any meaningful
way and likewise proved impossible to falsify.

We will be arguing that in its most fundamental conceptual sense, gover-
nance means steering the economy and society toward collective goals (Pierre
and Peters, 2000). This social function has traditionally been allocated to the
formal institutions of government, and although contemporary conceptions
of governing tend to emphasize the importance of nongovernmental actors in
governance, the public sector must remain a central element for steering. For
purposes of measurement, the central role of formal public institutions may be
in establishing the goals, or at least in validating collective goals established
through other processes. Identifying collective goals is especially important
for governance studies because they constitute the standards against which
the outcomes of policymaking must be judged.
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This book is focusing on the interactive aspects of governance; therefore, we
must also be concerned with the extent to which these basic governance
functions involve interactions with social actors. Further, we need to assess
the extent to which aspects of governing are altered because of the involve-
ment of the social actors. That in turn involves making choices about what the
basic process of governance would be, and then what the independent impact
of interactions would be.

From simplicity to complexity in conceptualization,
and in measurement

In discussing the measurement of governance, we will begin with a very
simple, indeed too simple, model of governance based on hierarchical govern-
ment, and then muddy the waters substantially. The muddying will be the
result of attempting to include a wider range of actors in the process as well as
recognizing the dynamic and adaptive nature of any successful governance
system. Finally, we will attempt to offer some thoughts about ways out of the
extreme complexity that results from attempts to make the model of gover-
nance more or less isomorphic with the complexity of the process of govern-
ing itself.

The simple model

It would be easy to make an analogy between governance studies and imple-
mentation studies in that they both could take instances in which the actors
involved did not reach goals, or did not implement policies, exactly as
intended by the “formators” (Lane, 1983) to represent failures of the process.
This case is somewhat easier to make for implementation, however, than for
governance. If the implementors are conceived as the agents of the lawmakers,
whether they be legislatures or bureaucracies or even the courts, then the
failure to implement as intended represents some agency loss. Thus, Pressman
and Wildavsky'’s seminal work on implementation (1973) assumed that the
program needed to pass through each of the dozens of “clearance points”
unscathed for good implementation to be occurring, and this model in
essence was the basis for measuring implementation.

The simplest approach to measuring governance is to accept the analogy
with implementation and to examine the extent to which the actions taken
by the public sector, or its agents, conform to the goals that have been
selectedthrough the political process. Such an approach to measuring gover-
nance does provide a relatively unambiguous conception of governance and
therefore perhaps an equally unambiguous means for measuring governance.
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This conception, and the associated measures, also can be associated with
ideas about the success and failure of governance (Bovens et al., 2001).

We emphasized the word “perhaps” in the above paragraph because this
seemingly simple and unambiguous means of understanding governance con-
tains a number of important problems. The first of these arises from the ability, or
inability, to define the goals being pursued in the process of governance. Goals
rarely are defined in legislation or government statements in a way that would
make them necessarily measurable. The stated goals of policy may be “mother-
hood and apple pie,” stating very general, non-contentious, and pious hopes for
the future without clear standards against which to measure the achievement of
the goals. Virtually any outcome that is not totally negative can then be made to
appear to be goal achievement, and hence successful governance.

Goals also occur at a number of levels. A government may state its goals for
its term of office, and in many coalition systems may have to agree on those
goals as a part of the negotiations to form a government. For example, a new
Finnish coalition is mandated to produce a coalition statement with basic
policy intentions as well as a program statement listing the major crosscutting
priorities for the government. But beneath that level, individual ministries
will have goals, generally now made more explicit in their own management
documents and programs, and smaller organizations will also have their own
goals. Which of these goals should we be concerned about for governance,
and how should we manage the cascading of goals that occur (see below on
performance management)?

The specification of goals does not end, however, with the official actors in
the governance system because social actors involved may have their own
goals that they are pursuing through their involvement with public programs.
While the pursuit of those goals may be treated more appropriately in the
following section of this chapter, they are relevant here in that they represent
one more addition to the large and complex array of goals that may be pursued
in any particular set of governance decisions.

Although the goals of policy are important, so too are the means through
which the policy is to be achieved. Certainly, in a democratic system, citizens
may want to have some influence over the instruments through which gov-
ernments function, and (in a good garbage can manner) means may shape
ends as well as ends may shape means. Further, the availability of means may
influence the ability of any actor to have an issue placed on the active agenda
of the governance system—if there is no feasible means of pursuing a goal that
goal will be ignored. Finally, means may be crucial in defining the ability of
the governance system to achieve its goals in an efficient manner, or perhaps
achieve them at all.

The above having been said, the performance management movement in
government has tended to make programs, and governments as a whole,
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specify more clearly their goals. The specifications tend to be related to meas-
urements, and one of the standard critiques of performance management is
that the indicators used do not capture adequately the complexity of the goals
involved (see Bouckaert and Peters, 2002). Some performance management
systems, such as those used in New Zealand and Canada (OECD, 2007),
differentiate between broader strategic goals of the governance system as a
whole and the lower-level, operational goals of the organizations.

In summary, governing is about the pursuit of goals. Therefore, to be able to
measure governance we need to be able to specify the goals being pursued, and
also understand that there are multiple goals being pursued by numerous
actors within the public sector. The specification of goals becomes all the
more complex once we take into account the actors involved in interactive
forms of governance, for example, networks or partnerships, and attempt to
integrate those goals with the already large range that may be operative in the
public sector.

Increasing complexity: Accepting the multiplicity of goals and actors

Even for implementation, however, the sense of a top-down process was
softened substantially by ideas such as “backward mapping” (Elmore, 1978)—
meaning that it was desirable to identify what policy interventions were the
most feasible and then design policies around that understanding. This rather
formalistic conception of success and failure may not make a great deal of sense
given that most legislation is written in the form of enabling laws rather than in
terms of “tamper-proof legal instruments,” with the expectation that a certain
amount of discretion will be exercised as the framework for a program is fleshed
out through implementation. Thus, the discretion granted to numerous em-
ployees in the public sector street-level bureaucrats as well as more senior
officials (Meyer and Vorsanger, 2003; Page and Jenkins, 2004) often leads to
the meaning of the program being defined as it is being implemented rather
than by its formal goals.

For governance, the rather simplistic conception of defining success and
failure through the achievement of clearly and precisely stated goals may not
be appropriate. First, as already noted, modern governments do not tend to
make highly specific legislation but rather tend to draft enabling legislation
expecting the bureaucracy or other actors to fill in the details as needed, and to
be flexible in response to changing circumstances. Further, the instruments
that contemporary governments use are increasingly of the “New Gover-
nance” variety, relying more on negotiation than on command and control
(Salamon, 2001). These “soft laws” do not require point compliance but rather
tend to specify broad bands of acceptable outcomes, allowing the participants
to develop their own means of achieving the ends.
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Thus, a conceptualization of contemporary governance, and especially
democratic governance, must reflect a balance between at least two concerns.
The first of these concerns is some sense of the “primacy of the political” in
governing. That is, the actions of representative democratic institutions have
substantial legitimacy and citizens may expect that the policies adopted by
those institutions will be put into effect as planned. As noted, these institu-
tions may be considered especially important for defining the goals to be
pursued, although in contemporary governance those goals may be somewhat
loosely defined.

The second set of concerns about governance represents the changes in
contemporary governance defined in part above. In democratic terms, these
represent expansions of the conception of democracy to include an ongoing
capacity for public involvement, whether phrased in network terms (Serensen
and Torfing, 2007) or in even more direct forms of democracy (Smith, 2009).
In this conception of governing, democracy does not end when representative
institutions complete their actions, and indeed in this conception of govern-
ing the bureaucracy may become a central feature in democracy. Thus, the
goals that social actors bring to the process of negotiation have, if not the same
level of legitimacy as those posited by the representative institutions involved,
at least sufficient legitimacy that they cannot be dismissed a priori.

As well as reflecting democratic values (see below) and legitimation capacity
in governance, this more complex conception of governance as involving
adjustment to the actors involved also may serve efficiency values. As noted,
the more traditional conception of governance tended to assume that changes
in programs or policies inherently meant that the process had failed. Those
conceptions of failure were to some extent defined by normative criteria, for
example, conservatives concerned about “regulatory creep” or “bureaucratic
creep,” and the expansion of public action that is not authorized in legislative
language (Hutter and Jones, 2007).

A further complicating factor for the simplistic model of governance pre-
sented above is that the multiple organizations involved have multiple and
often conflicting goals and, therefore, some capacity for coordination or
prioritization must be involved in governance. We must assume that the
goals of all the actors involved in governance cannot be pursued simultan-
eously, but to be able to assess the success or failure of the processes we need to
understand something about the priorities and the relative weighting of the
goals. In the end, the choice of goals may depend strictly on political power,
and that attribute must be factored into the understanding of how goals
change and the legitimacy of the changes.

If we can accept that some deviations from initial goals and/or procedures
are permissible or even desirable in governance, we must then ask if all
deviations are equal. And rather obviously they are not. That is, some
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deviations from stated goals and procedures reflect the legitimate concerns of
relevant actors, or reflect an understanding by the organizations charged
with implementation concerning better ways of delivering the programs in
question. On the other hand, however, movements away from the stated
intentions may occur as the result of corruption, regulatory capture, or the
domination of bureaucratic (reflexive) objectives over the “official” policy
objectives.

Accepting the more complex assumptions about contemporary governance
as involving multiple actors, multiple goals, and relaxed standards for defining
goal achievement does reflect reality, but it also makes the measurement
process more difficult. The identification of a goal and the comparison of the
products of governance processes with that goal provide a clear, if only dicho-
tomous, standard for governance, while accepting that goals are changed or
even discovered during the process, and that some latitude that is required for
the participants in the process to alter the goals makes governance virtually
unfalsifiable.

The apparent need to discover the nature and sources of deviations from a
presumed path set by goals in governance leads toward methodologies, such
as process tracing (George and Bennett, 2005) and qualitative comparative
analysis (Rihoux and Ragin, 2008), for being able to understand governance.
As noted above, much of the effort at developing indicators for governance
has concentrated on aggregate indicators that can be gathered readily for a
wide range of countries. The methodology implied here, however, is more
qualitative and more focused on individual decisions and understanding
political interactions involved in pursuing the collective goals discussed
above.

Governance as a continuous activity

Much of the above discussion of governance considers it as a discrete activity,
with a goal selected through some political process and a set of outcomes that
can be assessed by the extent to which they conform to the original goal. Even
when the more complex version of governance is adopted, governance tends
to be considered as a set of discrete actions. This model of governance is
perhaps acceptable when considering just the implementation of a particular
policy project, but it is inadequate for studying governance processes when
conceptualized as a process of social steering. This legalistic conception is
especially questionable given the argument above concerning the primacy
of politics, and the importance of political criteria at all stages of the policy
process.

Governance might therefore be better conceptualized as a continuous and
adaptive process, with a strong element of feedback and learning involved. As

77



Interactive Governance

has been noted earlier about public policy, most governance activities are not
discrete but involve ongoing processes of bargaining, learning, and adjust-
ment (Hogwood and Peters, 1982). This conception of governance is there-
fore, to some extent, in contrast to the path dependence logic of historical
institutionalism that assumes the persistence of policy paths once established
(Pierson, 2000D).

The adaptive conceptualization of governance is hardly a recent invention.
Karl Deutsch’s Nerves of Government (1963) was an elegant conceptualization
of a cybernetic process in which governments would respond to their own
actions and adjusted their policy choices to reflect what had happened in
previous cycles of policymaking. Although not very clear about measurement,
Deutsch used the concepts of lag, lead, and gain (derived from cybernetics) to
describe the extent to which governments were able to respond to changes in
their environments and to learn from their own actions (see also Vickers,
1965; Sabatier and Weible, 2007).

Unfortunately, while intellectually appealing, the Deutsch cybernetic
model of governance is very difficult to operationalize. There may be ways
to use aggregate data, for example public spending or revenue data, to exam-
ine attempts of governance systems to respond to their environments, but
again qualitative methods may be more appropriate to trace the processes by
which these systems respond to their environment and to their own previous
actions. Further, we can assess the extent to which these systems have devel-
oped the institutional capacity to respond to their environment and to learn
effectively.

The above discussion has emphasized that the measurement of governance,
given the conception that we have adopted, will have to be more qualitative.
Even if we could develop the nominal classifications “governance” and “non-
governance,” moving to ordinal or interval levels of measurement would be
even more problematic. Despite those difficulties, thinking in those terms is
important for making the governance literature more compatible with the
large majority of the contemporary social sciences that emphasize quantita-
tive methodologies and rigorous measurement of the key concepts. So long as
discussions of governance remain almost entirely at the verbal level, they are
not likely to become central to the social sciences, although certainly the
capacity of a society to govern itself is a key concern for both the social
sciences and for real societies.

First, catch the dependent variable, but then what?

The above discussion of governance and the pursuit of goals may help to
clarify the measurement issues for governance (at least from our perspective),

78



Measuring governance

but it may appear to be a dead-end street for systematic research on gover-
nance. The emphasis on cases and process tracing does not yield the con-
venient interval level measures of our “dependent variable” that most of the
discipline now deems necessary for acceptable political science. That having
been said, however, the development of qualitative techniques for aggregating
case study materials will enable testing hypotheses and making some
generalizations.

Even if we do have a dependent variable, we have not yet done very much to
specify the independent variables that may be important for understanding
the capacity to govern (see Painter and Pierre, 2006). These variables may be
institutional, political, or may reflect the governability of the society in ques-
tion. Therefore, as the process tracing and other qualitative methods are
applied to the cases, again assuming the definition posited above, some
attention must be paid to the possible independent variables.

Types of governance and measurement

Measuring governance also becomes at once easier and more complex when
we apply adjectives to the term, and seek to identify important aspects of the
more general concept. For example, the World Bank and other international
organizations have been concerned with developing “good governance” in
developing and transitional governments (Kaufman, 1999). By this term they
have meant primarily the reduction of corruption and to some extent the
improvement of administrative efficiency. There are some reasonable meas-
ures of corruption available that do provide a picture of differences among
systems and changes across time. Likewise, other scholars have been
concerned with democratic governance (Serensen, 2006), and are able to
measure (albeit not without massive academic debates) the concept of democ-
racy in governing. Another example of this tendency to qualify the term
governance is the research on “informal governance” (Christensen and Pia-
tonni, 2003), implying that governance is conducted through actors and
processes outside formal government.

The more important question, however, is whether those terms used by the
World Bank measure “good governance” or whether they better measure the
less grandiose concepts such as reducing corruption. Both conceptually and
operationally, it is also important to distinguish governance from other
related concepts. For example, much of the discussion around this concept
has implied that governance has numerous similarities with the usual
conceptualizations of the policy process (Jones, 1984). Governance certainly
does use policy as the principal mechanism for steering, but governance is a
substantially broader concept and involves a wider range of action and actors.
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Likewise, advocates of “good governance” (Kaufman, 1999) employ concep-
tualizations and measures that focus on political and administrative corrup-
tion. Minimizing corruption is certainly an important value, but it should be
considered as a conceptual and measurement exercise in its own right, rather
than as measuring governance per se.

Dimensions of interactive governance and measurement

As we move from the conceptual level to more operational levels, there are
several dimensions of interactive governance that can be used to understand
this general concept better. These dimensions represent moving from rela-
tively simple process questions to more complex questions of actually deliver-
ing governance and being capable of steering the society. While examining
the processes is important and does tell us a great deal about how governance
occurs, in the end the real question is how well are those actors involved in
governance—both public and private in most contemporary settings—capable
of providing direction?

Processes

The easiest component of interactive governance to identify, although
perhaps not to measure, is the processes that are associated with that style
of governing. The measurement here involves not only the success and
failure of the process but also identifying who the participants are and
what difference the involvement of different actors may make. We have
already argued that one of the most important aspects of governing is estab-
lishing goals for the society. Further, there is a sense that governing requires
not only goals but also goals that are reasonably compatible and coherent so
that there is an integrated vision of governing and some common direction.
Richard Rose (1974) once described government as “directionless con-
sensus,” but the problem often is government by nonconsensual directions,
and a failure to develop goals that cut across individual programs or
organizations.

Thus, one indicator of governance is how readily identifiable are the goals of
the political system. It may be easy to find political statements of goals that are
intended largely for public consumption, but it may be substantially more
difficult to find clear statements of intentions and goals for a government. As
well as identifying goals, governance requires bringing information and
expertise to bear on the problems that are being considered. While the public
bureaucracy is often a major source of this expertise, this is also one part of the
process in which nongovernmental actors may have a major role to play in
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providing alternative sources of evidence, and perhaps especially evidence
that is less attainable for official actors, for example the reactions of the clients
of programs.

Then, at a next stage of a process of governance, we must ask to what extent
are the multiple goals that exist in the political system harmonized and
integrated? Governments have any number of policy areas in which they
must attempt to make policy, but it can be argued that governing requires
some attempt to create coherence. Creating coherence becomes all the more
difficult when stakeholders have different goals, and goals that cut across
conventional organizational boundaries in government. Thus, processes of
coordination may be crucial for creating not only unified policy responses but
also efficient mechanisms for addressing the issues facing government.

Given the above, measuring interactive governance processes is extremely
difficult (Tilly, 2001). It means identifying the internal mechanisms within
government, and between government and the private sector, that can trans-
late demands on the system into effective outcomes. As well the basic process
of governing, implementation, or the translation of the programs of the
public sector into action becomes crucial. Again, this may be complicated,
and possibly facilitated, by the involvement of nongovernmental actors.
There is already a substantial literature on implementation that does not
require repeating here (see Winter, 2003). Implementation is important, how-
ever, not only for its obvious impact on the success or failure of public
governance but also because this is the stage of the process in which the social
partners tend to be involved most legitimately.

Outputs

At a second stage, we will want to ask about the extent to which the processes
mentioned above produced the capacity to govern, or a set of intermediate
outputs that could then be related to actual governance. One of these outputs
may be the institutionalization of revenue collection and other intermediate
capacities required for governance. Some political systems encounter signifi-
cant difficulties in raising revenue from personal or corporate taxation, and
therefore must rely on indirect taxes or fees for services.

In addition to the capacity to raise revenue, governance also requires build-
ing a substantial legal and regulatory capacity. If the actors responsible for
governing have legal instruments at their disposal, they will be able to govern
with greater ease than if they have to invest in other instruments that
use money or organization to deliver. The importance of legal instruments,
however, also points to the dynamic elements in governance. The capacity to
govern with legal instruments to a great extent reflects the legitimacy of the
governing arrangements within the society, but on the other hand that
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legitimacy depends in part on how well and how efficiently governance has
been conducted in the past.

Outcomes

At the final level we might want to measure the outcomes of the governance
process. What has happened in society as a result of the interventions of
government and the social actors involved with the efforts to govern? As
noted, much of the activity of international donor organizations has been
directed at this variety of measurement. Have the goals established through
the processes established above been achieved in reality, or do social and
economic forces dominate over the attempts of the nominal political author-
ities to create a collective vision on the society? These and related questions
about the consequences of the formal and informal arrangements that exist
for governance are central to the measurement of governance. The basic
measurement question for governance, therefore, is whether governance has
been successful, and indeed whether governance, in terms of steering, has
actually occurred.

Intellectually, we might begin with entropy or anarchy as the antithesis of
governance. The complete incapacity of a political system to govern would be
associated with the type of chaos observed in some less developed countries,
or periods following war, for example in Iraq in 2004. Even though such
absolute levels of chaos may not be observed often in real life that is a standard
against which to compare the levels of guidance for society observed. At the
other end of this dimension, we might envisage some form of totalitarian
society in which there is little or no autonomous choice, whether for indivi-
duals or for social groups, and there is an attempt on the part of a dominant
State to control all aspects of life.

Some elements of the contemporary governance literature argue that gover-
nance of the type that we are using as the standard here is less and less
possible, given the increasing mobilization and influence of social actors.
Further, it is also argued that the (primarily) top-down version of governance
we are discussing is also not desirable on normative grounds, given the
(presumed) capacity of more open forms of governance to involve social actors
and enhance the democratic nature of governance.

If we refer back to the process ideas about governance, we can begin to
develop measures of outcomes based on those indicators of the processes
through which governance occurs. One can then, for example, assess at the
end of the mandate of a coalition government the extent to which the goals
that were articulated by the coalition were achieved. Likewise, if achieving
policy coherence is an important component of an adequate policy process,
then some attempts at measuring coherence are important.
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The potential danger in relying on measures of governance that are based on
the process stages, however, is that reaching any decision may be considered
to be sufficient to say that governance has occurred. We would, however,
argue that governance has not occurred unless the decisions taken are clearly
moving toward predetermined social targets and have some real chance of
reaching those targets. Alternatively, we might want to establish several levels
of governance, with decision-making that largely reflects and maintains ex-
isting relationships being ascribed a somewhat lower level in a hierarchy than
governance decisions that do move the society toward articulated social goals.

As well as the achievement of substantive goals, such as fulfilling an agree-
ment among network partners, there are also other, more transcendent, out-
comes from governance processes. For example, more effective governance
may imply the capacity to innovate and to introduce new forms of policy.
Perhaps the most important of these outcomes is the creation and main-
tenance of legitimacy for the existing governance system. Legitimacy is usu-
ally discussed with reference to the government per se, but for governance the
legitimacy question must also refer to the total set of governance arrange-
ments designed to steer the society. Thus, although academic analysts, and
many of the participants in these governance arrangements, may consider
them appropriate and desirable, if they are not legitimate among the public as
a whole, then it is difficult to argue that governance has been successful.
This distinction also reflects the difference between substantive and political
success in Bovens et al. (2001).

Normative criteria

Finally, in addition to the empirical questions about governance, we should
advance some questions about normative criteria for assessing governance. In
particular, while there is a normative element to governance, it is important to
distinguish between the empirical and the normative in the analysis. The
notion of “good governance” that has been advanced by international organ-
izations has an empirical element. There is, however, also a strong normative
element in the use of corruption as a negative indicator of governance. The use
of democracy as a crucial attribute for governance also has a pronounced
normative basis (Sgrensen, 2006).

Democracy is a crucial value for the analysis of politics and government, but
unfortunately may not be central to a concept of governance per se. We can
conceptualize governance as occurring with or without democratic inputs
into the process, and perhaps in efficiency terms governance occurring more
effectively with one or the other. Still, in normative terms we should be
concerned with the openness of the process to democratic inputs. The
involvement of democratic input is especially interesting in the context of
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the conception of governance as a continuous process, with democratic in-
stitutions potentially providing more effective means of adjusting to change.

Further, while democracy is a crucial value in governing, there may be
other equally important values that should be considered in governance. For
example, fairness and equity in the outcomes of governance processes are
important means of assessing the quality of governance processes. Gover-
nance, and perhaps interactive governance, therefore balances a number of
important values and attempts to design processes that can produce the most
desirable outcomes.

Conclusion

This chapter has explored the conceptualization of governance, and the con-
sequences that alternative views of governance may have for measurement. If
the conceptualization advanced in this chapter is accepted, then many of the
indicator systems presently available are not very useful for measuring gover-
nance. Rather than developing aggregate indicator systems, if governance is
conceptualized as pursuing goals through a political process, then measure-
ment of necessity becomes process-tracing and the use of qualitative meth-
odologies to determine how decisions are made as governance systems
attempt to govern.

The complexity involved in governance is ramified when the continuous
and repetitive nature of governance is considered. This conceptualization is
realistic but makes tracking the process and understanding the involvement of
multiple actors all the more difficult to identify in a definitive manner.
Attempts to simplify governance by adding qualifying terms like “good” or
“democratic” can ease one aspect of the tasks involved in studying governance
but may, at the same time, limit the utility of the concept as a broad approach
to political science.
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Horizontal, vertical, and diagonal governance

State-centric models of governance tend to focus on the role of political and
administrative institutions and interactions among those institutions. This is
because institutions harbor political power and control. Although that gover-
nance perspective typically argues that the sources of political power, and
indeed the power of the State, are changing, states still control considerable
power and resources. In interactive governance, on the other hand, agency is
not directly tied to institutions or institutional levels, but criss-crosses among
levels. Participation is defined by stakes, interests, knowledge, resources, and
networking capability. Agency takes place in contextually defined governance
arenas like networks, partnerships, or quasi-markets. Thus, while all models of
governance stipulate some form of interaction, the trademark of interactive
governance is its contextualization and informality of those interactions.

Interactive governance must be understood in its institutional and dimen-
sional context. As discussed in detail previously, interactive governance de-
notes a process of steering and coordination that involves a plurality of actors.
That process features connections either among actors at the same institu-
tional level, or among actors operating at different institutional levels. In
more complex cases of interactive governance, the vertical and horizontal
dimensions are both present and jointly shape the process and outcomes of
governance.

Given the interactive nature of governance, institutions become less impor-
tant as carriers of political authority and instead more important as arenas for
interaction. Interaction is driven by a search for valuable resources and com-
monality in terms of interests and objectives. This search is not confined to
official channels of communication. Just as is the case in contemporary public
administration and public management, interactive governance is about
results much more than upholding a process. Actors are not constrained by
formal rules when they engage actors with whom they can develop networks.
Thus, interorganizational relations, and also the relationship between
politicians and bureaucrats in horizontal governance, are not primarily
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characterized by command and control, but rather by shared beliefs, inter-
dependency, and cooperation.

In vertical governance, on the other hand, the political center may
not necessarily command regions and cities, but rather may only define the
rules of the governance process. Vertical governance in this perspective is thus
basically metagovernance, regulating inter-local interactions. Alongside these
institutional roles and relationships, issue-specific forms of vertical gover-
nance are frequently conducted by networks of politicians, bureaucrats, and
stakeholders at different institutional levels of the political system. The
above having been said, however, interactive governance may also occur
with subnational governments interacting with the central government.
Further, social actors may use subnational government as the locus for their
involvement with the state. Thus, the interactive element may involve a
variety of different forms of interaction with multiple points of access to the
governance process.

Moreover, in interactive governance the horizontal-vertical distinction
loses some of its significance and meaning as interaction is not defined strictly
by hierarchy or other formal competences. The two dimensions still clearly
matter although not so much in terms of how they define principal-agent
relations but rather because they accord actors different roles and resources.
Instead of horizontal or vertical governance, it is common to see patterns of
“diagonal” or “zigzagging” governance as is the case when subnational bu-
reaucrats and central government politicians exchange authority, knowledge,
and expertise on matters of policy design. A similar pattern is found when
local elected officials engage civil servants in central government, for instance
to lobby for particular policies or to mobilize resources or to convey informa-
tion about policy outcomes at the local level (Gustafsson, 1987). Both of these
types of “diagonal” or “zigzagging” interactions are common in contemporary
governance, yet our thinking about governance is still to a large extent shaped
by the traditional models of vertical and horizontal institutional relationships.
We will return to this issue later in this chapter.

These discrepancies between map and reality are exacerbated by the growing
tendency for cities and regions to escape domestic institutional constraints
and forge transnational coalitions with other cities or regions (Hobbs, 1994;
Beauregard, 1995; Betsill and Bulkeley, 2004; van der Heiden, 2010). Again,
thinking of cities and regions not as subnational but as international actors
involved in global governance calls much of our previous understanding about
the significance of domestic institutional arrangements into question and is at
the same time a valid reflection of actual processes (Dannestam, 2008). As
governance becomes less contingent on the formal nature of exchanges and
interactions among a wide variety of actors, previously important distinctions
between central and local, between politician and bureaucrat, and between
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public and private lose some of their significance in terms of how they structure
governance. Instead, governance becomes a matter of sustained exchanges and
the regulation of those exchanges in a metagovernance perspective.

In all aspects of governing, there is a complex relationship between institu-
tions and actors where institutions both constrain and facilitate agency,
which in turn and over time drives institutional change. Both horizontal
and vertical governance are characterized by a mixture of public and private
actors involved in steering and coordination. The analytical focus in the
interactive governance perspective is on the mobilization and coordination
of actors with a stake in a particular issue or set of issues. This perspective has
several important consequences for our understanding of governance. One
such consequence is the aforementioned moderate interest in formal institu-
tions; they matter but more in terms of the resources they possess than in
terms of their formal authority.

Additionally, focusing on actors and the interactions among them increases
the importance of time and context. While institutions are perennial features
of governing, actors come and go depending on their assessment of,
and interest in, specific issues. Thus, interactive governance departs from
context to a much greater extent than most other analyses of governing
and governance; context defines to a large extent which actors will be
involved and the type of interactive governance arrangement that evolves.
Also, both vertical and horizontal governance depart from a constitutional
blueprint—a metagovernance model defining the formal relationships among
the actors—and in both types of governance that blueprint provides only the
official version of how governance is organized. In interactive governance,
the constitutional roles for public actors become contextualized. Formal
patterns of command and control have less leverage than those formal rules
suggest. Instead, there is an emphasis on negotiation, bargaining, informa-
tion, encouragement, and reciprocity in the pursuit of collective goals.
Indeed, the definition of those collective goals changes, too, as the cast of
actors in governance changes.

The chapter departs from analyses of vertical and horizontal governance. It
then proceeds to show how interactive governance transcends these formal
models, both in the multilevel governance perspective and also in the more
complex diagonal governance model. Multilevel governance should be seen as
the interactive version of vertical governance; in the multilevel governance
model, agency is not derived from institutions at particular levels of the
political system but is propelled by shared meanings and objectives across
those levels. This means that agents form networks and partnerships across
institutional levels. Similarly, in horizontal forms of governance, interactive
governance suggests that the public-private distinction becomes less signifi-
cant in designing governance whereas proximity, localization, and shared
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problems and resources define new casts of governance actors. As interactions
become increasingly important in both vertical and horizontal governance,
the structuring role of institutions is weakened and agency-driven forms of
collaboration become alternative frameworks of governance.

The fundamental argument we develop in this chapter is that the inter-
active governance approach uncovers complex patterns of formal or informal
interactions that are essential to governance but which we otherwise would
not have observed. This applies to both vertical and horizontal governance.
Most importantly, interactive governance helps us understand “diagonal” or
“zigzagging” forms of governance integrating horizontal and vertical patterns
and processes of governance. The chapter first discusses the conventional
models of vertical and horizontal governance, then brings in the interactive
governance to elaborate on these dimensions and ends by discussing diagonal
forms of governance.

Vertical governance: From intergovernmental relationships
to multilevel governance

The overall argument advanced in this book is that the interactive governance
perspective offers a new and more encompassing paradigm to understand
policy, political and social agency, and institutions compared to more tradi-
tional accounts of governance. Vertical governance is perhaps the best ex-
ample of the potential of this new paradigm. Conventional analyses of the
relationship between central, regional, and local government were to a large
extent preoccupied with constitutional mandates and the formal aspects of
those relationships. Policy studies were often fragmented and tied to a partic-
ular level and could not—with few exceptions (Hjern and Porter, 1981; Saba-
tier, 1986)—observe the flow of resources, authority, and agency among
different institutional levels. Even so, however, these accounts of policymak-
ing and implementation are typically cast in traditional, top-down models of
unilateral interaction. For instance, it is intriguing to see how Pressman and
Wildawsky (1973) in their seminal study on implementation uncover the
pathologies in the process of transforming federal programs to local action,
but they do so with a rather static conception of intergovernmental relation-
ships as their benchmark.

Much of the governance literature defines vertical governance as those
processes of steering and coordination that include central government’s
interactions either downward with regions and local authorities, or upwards
with transnational institutions such as the European Union (EU) or the World
Trade Organization (WTO). However, vertical governance can also refer to
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relationships between a city and neighborhood organizations or informal
networks. More traditional analyses of vertical governance typically focus on
the formal relationship between institutions at these levels. The interactive
governance perspective suggests that these relationships are less ordered than
constitutional rules dictate. Instead, policy ideas, resources, knowledge, and
influence flow both upward and downward in the institutional system and
sometime bypass particular levels.

This perspective is typical to multilevel governance, which offers a more
challenging and complex account of vertical governance (Peters and Pierre,
2001, 2005; Hooghe and Marks, 2003; Bache and Flinders, 2004; Smullen,
2010). Multilevel governance is a more interactive way of looking at vertical
governance as it opens up for nonhierarchical relations among institutions
and the inclusion of a wider group of actors. For instance, while traditional
analyses of intergovernmental relations assume, explicitly or implicitly, that
subordinate institutions follow directives and decisions made higher up in
the hierarchy, the multilevel governance perspective suggests that institu-
tional relations are frequently negotiated and renegotiated and that indeed
policy frequently evolves in a bottom-up fashion (Rhodes, 1986; Gustafsson,
1987).

In a similar vein, Meier and O’Toole (2006: 16), observing preference aggre-
gation, decision-making, and implementation in a governance perspective
argue that “the governance perspective treats these three functions not as a
linear progression [...] but rather as a set of inter-related and temporally
overlapping functions.” This perspective on the relationship between formal
institutions and procedures on the one hand and political agency on the other
speaks very much to vertical governance as well. Thus, in the interactive
governance perspective, the institutional and functional attributes of
a political system are believed to be relevant to an understanding of how that
system works, but real-world agency may frequently divert from those formal
arrangements.

All developed states have some form of division of tasks or functions
between the political and administrative center and subnational government.
The more specific arrangements vary obviously as reflections of the unitary or
federal nature of the state and the tasks of the public sector. From an inter-
active governance perspective, these arrangements define formal roles and
competences and the relationships between those roles. We will now look at
potential conflicts in those role definitions in terms of formal jurisdictions
accorded by institutions at different levels. We will then discuss the interna-
tionalization of subnational government and, further along that perspective,
the growing importance of multilevel governance, as examples of the decreas-
ing role of institutions in structuring governance.
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Overlapping jurisdictions

One important dimension of intergovernmental relationships is the degree of
jurisdictional overlap between different institutional levels. Different
countries and even different policy sectors in the same national context
display substantive variation with regard to the degree of overlap in terms of
tasks and jurisdiction between different institutional levels. If there is signifi-
cant overlap between the central and local government jurisdictions in a
particular policy area, there will not be very much discretion for local govern-
ment and that, in turn, constrains their ability to become engaged in gover-
nance. That having been said, however, overlapping jurisdictions also open
up pathways for local government to shape the policies they are to imple-
ment. Thus, in the language of urbanists, a high degree of overlapping juris-
diction reduces the horizontal autonomy of cities, but may serve to increase
their vertical influence (see for instance Gurr and King, 1987; Pierre, 1994). By
the same token, when there is little overlap in the jurisdiction, cities have very
limited means of shaping policy, but on the other hand they are less con-
strained in developing horizontal governance.

Almost regardless of how much we relax the notion of formal political and
administrative control, autonomy remains an important precondition for the
exercise of interactive governance. Local authorities in national contexts
where local autonomy is limited, like the United Kingdom or the United States
(see Gurr and King, 1987), have substantive problems in finding the discretion
necessary for interactive governance. In the United Kingdom, local gover-
nance has typically been described as “messy” (Leach and Percy-Smith,
2001); cities have a very limited autonomy, which makes it difficult to forge
coalitions with potential governance partners, yet this is precisely what cen-
tral government expects them to do in order to enhance efficiency in service
delivery. The 2000 Local Government Act places a statutory duty on local
authorities to develop “community strategies” describing how the authority
will engage NGOs, civil society, and other societal actors in the process of
governance and public service delivery. Given the strong impetus from central
government to local authorities to use these “community strategies” as instru-
ments of governance, maybe it is not very surprising that there are now
accounts suggesting that there are now too many interactive governance
instruments in play (see Burns, 2000).

In countries where local autonomy is stronger, on the other hand, local
authorities are less constrained by state rules and can use their resources more
freely. They can decide independently in which policy sectors they want to
create new forms of governance and with whom they should do it. Further-
more, in this type of system, cities become attractive partners as they have
some degree of control over their resources and services, and some regulatory
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authority and are therefore more attractive as governance partners compared
to cities with constrained autonomy. Thus, in the interactive governance
perspective, autonomy is an institutional asset that can be used strategically
to mobilize societal actors in the pursuit of the city’s objectives. Another way
of describing this pattern is that the effective horizontal autonomy of a city is
linked to its vertical autonomy.

Transnational and domestic governance

The second aspect of vertical governance, which we will discuss in this chap-
ter, is the relationship between domestic institutions and transnational struc-
tures like the EU. The literature does not agree on what the emergence of such
transnational institutions means for the State. Some argue that international-
ization has entailed a transformation of the formal and effective capabilities of
the State (Mann, 1997; Weiss, 1998; Pierre and Peters, 2000; Sgrensen, 2006)
whereas others (see for instance Camilleri and Falk, 1992) maintain that
globalization means a significant weakening of the state. Again, in an inter-
active governance perspective, which is less focused on formal institutional
authority and capability, it would make sense to argue that while globalization
and the growing role of institutions such as the EU pose a challenge to the
state, what it means, first and foremost, is a challenge to existing modes and
models of domestic governance. And, those patterns of governance are more
flexible and adaptive than formal institutions, particularly in the short and
medium term.

In a globalizing world, networks and political entrepreneurship become
more important than they are in domestic governance. Policymaking and
administrative processes in the EU offer plenty of opportunities for national
and subnational actors to extract resources and to influence regulation, as we
will show later in this chapter. The EU governance process is less strict than
the domestic policy process in most of its member states. Information and
networks become important assets and attributes in a loose decision-making
process, as the large number of lobbyists in the EU environment suggests.
Indeed, networks and other forms of interactive governance are becoming
increasingly important aspects of governance in the EU (Kohler-Koch and
Eising, 1999).

The EU early on identified regions and local authorities more than the
member states as the key targets for structural funds, agricultural support,
and other financial resources. There is logic to that approach—structural and
agricultural issues are regional more than national issues—but the strategy
also defined EU governance as inclusive of all institutional levels, not just the
interaction between the member states as such and the EU structure. The
combination of this regional strategy and the fairly contextually defined
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style of policymaking, which is typical to the EU, has created a political
landscape that is difficult to grasp for the outside observer but which promotes
a particular style of governing, based less on transparency and formal proce-
dures but more on networks and political entrepreneurship. It is a style
of governing that easily lends itself to interpretation in an interactive
governance perspective, highlighting a decoupling of formal structure from
behavior and agency over institution.

The insertion of transnational objectives, instruments, and resources into
the domestic governance processes and the growing role of transnational
institutions in regulating domestic matters more broadly—current estimates
suggest that about two-thirds of all domestic regulation in the EU member
states is EU-harmonized—has brought a new dimension of governance into
play in the member states. This leads us to the issue of interactive vertical
governance in a multilevel institutional context.

Vertical governance as multilevel governance

In some ways, all governance is multilevel governance. It is very difficult to
think of any governance process that does not include actors, institutions, or
processes on at least two institutional levels. Even when governance appears
to be firmly located on only one institutional level, actors’ scope of action is
often defined at other levels as a shadow of hierarchy, or perhaps of interactive
governance, located at other institutional levels present in most of the gover-
nance process (cf. Scharpf, 1997). Similarly, formal issues of metagovernance
are often settled at higher institutional levels. All of this suggests that in order
to understand governance at any given level, we need to consider the extent to
which agency is constrained and facilitated by institutional arrangements.

This pattern applies not only to governance in the political and administra-
tive sphere. Local markets are embedded in national and global markets, and
local market behavior is largely a manifestation of that embeddedness
(Crouch et al., 2004). Furthermore, organizations devoted to some form of
global governance such as the UN or the WTO see their latitude and capabil-
ities defined, and constrained, by actors at the nation-state level. Embedded-
ness is thus not merely a matter of subordination to actors and institutions at
higher levels; it also refers to the relationships with lower institutional levels.
Agency and behavior at any given institutional level are shaped by inter-
actions with other actors at institutions at both higher and lower institutional
levels.

Thus, understanding contemporary governance is to a large extent a matter
of understanding not only the institutions and networks of governance
but also their embeddedness in society and other institutional structures.
Multilevel governance is the vertically organized process through which
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actors, institutions, and resources at different institutional levels are mobilized
toward specific, ad hoc projects (Bache and Flinders, 2004). It may be more or
less institutionalized—as this chapter will discuss, there are numerous empiri-
cal cases of both low and high degrees of institutionalization—and it may also
vary considerably with respect to which specific institutional levels are
involved. The key defining features of multilevel governance are not that it
involves actors and institutions from different institutional (subnational,
national, and transnational) levels but that hierarchy is replaced by bargain-
ing; that process and participation are contextually defined; that interactions
take place directly between actors at the lowest and highest levels; and that it
blurs distinctions that traditional approaches in intergovernmental relation-
ships consider important, like jurisdiction, subordination, and control.

Readers with an expertise in intergovernmental relationships might be
confused about the notion of “multiple” levels. In part, the multilevel concept
suggests that the number of levels involved in any given governance processes
often cannot be determined beforehand. Multilevel governance, put simply,
refers to governance processes involving agency and institutions on more
than one level. However, as we will argue later in this chapter, participation
in this governance process—as in many others—is contextually defined and
that means that it is also difficult to predict the number of levels involved in a
multilevel governance process. For example, in the United States, the “New
Federalism” implemented by the Reagan administration in the 1980s aimed at
drastically reducing the federal bureaucracy, in part by decentralizing tasks from
the federal level to the state level. However, many US cities depended heavily
on federal grants for urban development and renewal. With the abolition
of those grants—the so-called urban development grants or UDGs—cities
had to approach the state capitol for financial support (Mollenkopf, 1983).
Thus, a change in the relationship between the federal government and
the states pushed actors at the local level into action at higher institutional
levels.

The most prominent and elaborated case of multilevel governance is found
in the EU. The institutional setup and policy process of the EU explicitly aim
at creating strong linkages between its own transnational institutions and
subnational institutions (regions and local authorities) in the member states.
The bulk of the EU’s budget goes to agricultural support and the structural
funds, and in both cases regions and localities, not the states, are the obvious
targets. Furthermore, the EU Commission frequently allocates funds on an ad
hoc basis where states, regions, and cities are invited to apply for support. This
policy style clearly illustrates the notion of opportunity structures in multi-
level governance, which we will discuss later in this chapter.

The traditional view on intergovernmental relationships has problems con-
ceptualizing local strategies to influence the political center or to bypass the
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center to pursue international arenas. With only minor exaggeration, we
could say that in the intergovernmental relationships perspective, the focus
was on institutions and rules illustrated by the handling of issues and
programs, whereas in the multilevel governance perspective the focus is on
process, programs, and agency and institutional variables are considered
wherever they matter to explain those processes. A slightly different way
of describing the difference between intergovernmental relationships and
multilevel governance is that in the former approach institutional design is
the dependent variable, whereas in multilevel governance institutions are
independent variables explaining agency.

Multilevel governance, conceived of as a layering of governance processes,
highlights the previously mentioned embeddedness (domestic and interna-
tional) of institutions and actors. The multilevel governance perspective
stands in distinct contrast to the more conventional intergovernmental rela-
tionships approach in terms of how it conceives of political and administra-
tive authority. In the latter perspective, constitutional rules provide a map for
relationships between central, regional, and local institutions. This is not to
suggest that those relationships are carved in stone or that they uncondition-
ally steer agency, but it does put an emphasis on the formal structure of
the political system. Intergovernmental relationships are constantly evolving
along with changes in the political agenda and the roles given to institutions
at different levels in addressing societal problems. Also, metagovernance
issues related to decentralization or strengthening federalism reshuffle rela-
tionships between institutional levels, as countries on both sides of the Atlan-
tic experienced during the 1980s (Smith, 1985).

In the multilevel governance perspective, on the other hand, those relation-
ships and institutional roles are seen as opportunity structures or arenas for
agency. Entrepreneurial agents such as skillful local politicians, EU lobbyists,
or state senators use the institutional setup as stepping stones to promote their
interests at higher institutional levels. More than anything else, perhaps, the
multilevel governance perspective allows us to conceptualize agency much
better than the intergovernmental relationships literature. Given the contex-
tualization of governance in this vertical dimension, understanding agency is
the key to account for policy outcomes. Unlike traditional models of intergov-
ernmental relationships, multilevel governance highlights the contextualiza-
tion of institutional relationships and also the nonhierarchical nature of
governance including multiple institutional levels.

However, the weak institutional framework for multilevel governance en-
tails potentially major problems for cities and regions. This type of multilevel
governance exposes nation states and subnational institutions to global pres-
sures without the mediating effect that domestic institutions are often
believed to provide as multilevel governance creates direct linkages between
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transnational and subnational institutions. But this argument cuts both ways;
this type of governance is also a vehicle for cities and regions to escape the
confines of nation-state subordination and to explore international opportu-
nity structures.

Again, these relationships are negotiated more than constitutional. Hier-
archical relationships of command and control still certainly exist, not least
within the EU apparatus, but in the implementation of programs there is an
emphasis on negotiation and mutual accommodation in order to mobilize the
targets of the programs. Shared financial responsibilities between the EU and
the program targets are one strategy of creating incentives for local or regional
mobilization. Such mobilization is essential to successful implementation.

As is the case in much of governance theory, multilevel governance tends to
under-conceptualize agency, although it does a better job in that respect
compared to traditional models of intergovernmental relationships. If the
latter perspective downplays agency because its influence on institutional
behavior is believed to be negligible, the former approach is focused on
agency, but the contextual nature of that agency makes theory-building
difficult. In multilevel governance analysis, institutions become arenas and
stepping stones for access to higher, or lower, institutional levels. Thus, ana-
lyses of multilevel governance should to a large extent focus on actors, and
actors in these processes, not least in the EU, tend to focus on financial
resources.

Central government institutions have traditionally used financial incen-
tives like state subsidies and grants as a means to steer subnational govern-
ment. More recently, either as a result of the neoliberal “turn” in many
countries or because of the financial crisis, such incentives have become less
popular policy instruments. Instead, central government institutions have
tended to tie grants to specific tasks and sometimes to provide grants on an
increasingly competitive basis. Within the EU, this has created a higher degree of
symmetry between member states and the programs implemented by the
Union. In both cases, it is now much more up to subnational government to
actively search for financial resources rather than to receive grants automatically.

In the EU, financial resources are to some degree allocated ad hoc, for
specific projects or tasks. The main exceptions to this pattern are the agricul-
tural funds and the structural funds that are highly institutionalized. How-
ever, a large number of funds are created, and allocated, ad hoc with the intent
of inviting cities, regions, or member state governments to apply for financial
support for some specific purpose. This process of ad hoc allocation of funds
opens up for political and administrative entrepreneurship and network for-
mation. In 2007, the EU, following an initiative from the French government,
launched a “Globalization Adjustment Fund” to aid countries suffering from
massive delocalization of jobs. A massive €500 million went into the fund
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(Parker, 2007). To date, only two countries have applied for support from the
fund and only France has received support. Similarly, the EU’s “Solidarity
Fund” was set up to pool capital to be used to assist cities and regions that
have been hit by natural disasters. In 2004, only one application was submit-
ted, to cover costs for flooding in France.

The low number of applications could be explained either by too high
criteria or too little information about the funds circulated within the
Union, or both. There is currently a debate about if and how the eligibility
criteria should be changed. Even with such changes implemented, however,
the EU Commission, in its strategy to use funds to steer member states,
regions, and cities, creates and allocates funds through a process where infor-
mation and knowledge are essential. This is a very different type of process
compared to those where transparency and due process are fundamental
values and where information is shared more openly.

Multilevel governance, networks, and institutions

Before we close this discussion on intergovernmental relations and multilevel
governance, we should summarize the section by reiterating a point made
earlier in the chapter. The previous image of vertical governance among
scholars and practitioners was dominated by the intergovernmental relations
perspective. This image of vertical governance emphasizes the formal, consti-
tutional relationships among institutions at different levels of the political
system although it does not exclude the possibility of violations or transgres-
sions of those formal rules in real-world politics and administration. The
consolidation of the EU with its particular notion of vertical governance
increased the interest in multilevel governance. The point here is that the
differences between intergovernmental relations and multilevel governance
are bigger than just adding an institutional level to the equation. With only
very little exaggeration, we could say that multilevel governance, both as a
theory and as an empirical account, is the vertical dimension of interactive
governance while intergovernmental relationships as a framework offer an
account of vertical governance in a rather strict institutional perspective.
Thus, theory development has been driven by changes in vertical governance
mainly in the EU but also more broadly as a result of globalization and the
changing relationship between nation-state governments and transnational
institutions.

The metagovernance of multilevel governance is messy. If we once again
use the EU as an example, it comprises basically all conceivable governance
arrangements, ranging from firm hierarchical control to networks and
partnerships. A fair assessment could be that today there is no distinct meta-
governance arrangement for the EU model of multilevel governance. This
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represents a distinct contrast to horizontal governance where traditional and
emerging models of administration and service delivery represent different
metagovernance models of administration.

The interactive model helps us understand vertical governance primarily
because the practice of vertical governance is becoming increasingly interac-
tive. There are several developments inside and outside the State that propel
interactive forms of governance. One is the aforementioned increasing social
complexity. Another important driver is the growing professionalization of
local and regional government, which means that top-down models of policy
steering make less sense and are met with increasing resistance from below.
Perhaps the most important change over the past couple of decades has been
the emergence of contextualized multilevel governance that draws on non-
hierarchical forms of interaction among actors and institutions at different
levels.

Horizontal governance: From political control to
multi-agency governance

The constitutional storyline of horizontal governance is that of a strong,
cohesive political center directing and coordinating the actions of subsidiary
organizations in the process of policy implementation. Power, resources,
control, popular input, and accountability all lead into that political center,
which in turn redirects the flow into policy programs implemented by agen-
cies and subnational government. Today, most if not all observers would agree
that this is a highly stylized picture. It is based on the same image of the
centrality of the State, which is typical to much of democratic theory; the
notion is that of a State sufficiently strong to control its territory and to
efficiently regulate behavior and to have the internal cohesion and concord
necessary to execute those roles. The real world of governance is replete with
organizational and societal complexities that provide formidable challenges
to politicians and bureaucrats. Some of these challenges are societal in origin
while others, as we will see, seem to be the results of administrative reform and
institutional change within the State. Much of what was said earlier about
network formation in the context of vertical governance applies very much to
horizontal governance as well.

Thus, if the past couple of decades have witnessed the political center
becoming increasingly challenged and entangled in multilevel processes of
vertical governance, we can see a similar development toward contextualized
interaction in horizontal governance as well; only here it is seemingly driven
by forces other than globalization and internationalization. Multilevel gover-
nance redefines the role of the traditional political center both vertically and
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horizontally. In the horizontal dimension of governance, the past couple of
decades have seen a widespread interest in separating policy from operations
by creating autonomous executive agencies (see Pollitt and Talbot, 2003;
Laegreid and Verhoest, 2010). Thus, if the multiplicity of levels is the defining
feature of interactive governance in the vertical dimension, we could say that
multi-agency governance is the interactive governance model in the horizon-
tal dimension. The previous control by the political and administrative center
is now challenged by the sheer multitude of actors and interests, which
constitute either the targets or the actors of interactive governance, or both.
Collaborative models of service delivery transgress the border between the
public sphere and the market and define agency more according to interests
and stakes than to formal roles and responsibilities.

This development has been part and parcel of a larger campaign of admin-
istrative reform, New Public Management (NPM), aiming at separating policy
from operations and to put markets into operation within the public sector
(Hood, 1991; Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2004). In line with this type of reform, we
have seen extensive usage of the market not only in terms of privatization,
contracting out, and partnerships but also as a resource allocation mechanism
within the public sector. The driving idea in this reform has been to open up
the public sector to the market not only in terms of internal markets and
managerial expertise from the corporate sector but also in terms of public
sector discourse (Pierre, 2011).

The proliferation of private contractors, public organizations, and NGOs
delivering public service has generated a need for networks and partnerships
that can define rules for the new markets and build trust where it is under-
mined by competition. The emphasis on strategic public management has
forced managers to create networks with other public managers in similar
institutions to their own in order to exchange experiences, ideas, and re-
sources to reduce transaction costs and escape excessive competition. Thus,
like all models of public management, NPM too entails new forms of interac-
tion that may or may not have been part of the original reform plan.

To take this discussion further, we need to briefly point out some crucial
similarities and differences between the Weberian bureaucracy model, NPM,
and interactive governance. The Weberian bureaucracy and the NPM model
both (albeit for different reasons) emphasize the distinction between state and
society and between politics and administration. The key difference between
the two models is that the Weberian model of bureaucracy is a model of public
governance, whereas NPM draws on a philosophy seeking to bring public
and private governance together in the context of public administration.
Furthermore, NPM and interactive governance are uncomfortable with the
secluded and closed nature of Weber’s model. NPM wants to replace public
monopolies with competitive markets while the interactive governance
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perspective suggests that Weber’s bureaucracy model does not take growing
social complexity and fragmentation into consideration and is unable to
engage in collaborative and interactive forms of problem-solving.

Thus, the traditional (purported or real) tug-of-war between those who
make policy and those who implement it has to some extent been comple-
mented, or even replaced, by another tension in the public sector: that
between publicness and public value on the one hand and the market on
the other (Peters, 1978; Rosenbloom, 1998; Suleiman, 2003; Bozeman, 2007;
Newman and Clarke, 2009). In terms of interactive governance, NPM could
be seen as a metagovernance arrangement that defines who should be in
charge of what functions and tasks and what should be the system of norms
sustaining those functions. This metagovernance arrangement challenges the
Weberian model of administration, which—again, as a metagovernance
model—defined its norms and values of administration. In the NPM model,
a new set of interactions are described, both in terms of the nature of the
players and in terms of the nature of the exchanges.

Some observers see NPM as a depoliticization of the public bureaucracy.
To them, public administration is an integral component in democratic
governance and therefore tampering with its structure, processes, or its
exchanges with its clients has ramifications for its governance role. The signif-
icance of publicness, as opposed to markets, is one part of this argument
but there are also aspects related to values such as legality, procedural fairness,
and impartiality that define the democratic governance role of the public
administration.

Others describe these changes in governance as a diffusion of politics (Benz
et al., 1992). The argument is that the joint effect of agencification and
marketization has been a weakening of the core executive, which may explain
the recent efforts in many advanced democracies to mobilize power to the
center (see Dahlstrom et al., 2011). A common pattern among the countries
that extensively introduced NPM has been a loss of coordination and these
efforts of recentering have served to address that problem and to revitalize
leadership in the political system. To some extent, government purchased
efficiency gains in public service delivery at the price of coordination and
accountability; the creation of executive agencies created new models of
regulation and service, but it appears likely that policymakers realized that
this diffusion of public authority will cause coordination problems down the
road. Whether that was the case or not, it has been obvious that most govern-
ments are now busy redefining the center, or “rebalancing” the system (Aus-
tralia), or “joining up” government (United Kingdom), or emphasizing
“horizontality” (Canada) (see Laegreid and Verhoest, 2010).

Agencification and marketization have also driven a process in which policy
is shaped in the interaction between policymakers and policy targets. NPM
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reform has driven fragmentation and entailed a loss of coordination. Interac-
tive governance has to some degree emerged as a response to that fragmenta-
tion. Not unlike the corporatist model of policymaking (Schmitter, 1974;
Katzenstein, 1984), an interactive policy process tends to lead to better com-
pliance and smoothes the process of implementation. In the conventional
governance view, this policy process is said to favor organized interests and to
complicate redistribution and implementing policies that cater to interests
other than those immediately involved. Interactive governance emphasizes
that such interaction is typical to political life and government in general
and that the distinction between special interests and the public interest is
basically impossible to sustain.

Thus, interactive governance looks at horizontal governance as a non-linear
process where the distinction between policymakers and policy targets has
become blurred and where policies frequently emanate from implementation
rather than from elected politicians (see SOU, 1983: 39; Crozier, 2010).
The shaping of policy is a continuous process, which does not end until
implementation is completed. Interactive governance thus challenges the
Wilsonian idea of a strict division between politics and administration (Peters,
1978; Kettl, 2002) and portrays the policy process as a continuous dialogue
between politicians, bureaucrats, and societal actors (Bang, 2007). In this
dialogue, the constitutional blueprint discussed earlier defines the formal
roles of politicians and bureaucrats but their actual capacity to control the
policy process is contingent on a number of contextual factors.

What are the consequences of this drift in roles, tasks, and responsibilities in
the policy process? In a functionalist perspective, the blurring of roles and
continuous exchange between politicians and bureaucrats may somewhat
paradoxically enhance the efficiency of the process as a whole. Elected officials
and civil servants have different types of knowledge about policy and by
pooling these different types of knowledge, that is, by allowing greater bureau-
cratic influence on policy than the constitutional blueprint prescribes, policy
design may become more efficient in addressing particular problems. Simi-
larly, some political presence in policy implementation may help generate
consent among the targets of policy.

Diagonal governance

The emergence of the EU opened up a veritable Pandora’s box of interactive
governance in the previously rather tightly, hierarchically controlled
countries in Western Europe, emphasizing a multilevel, contextually defined
process of governance where elected officials and bureaucrats at all institu-
tional levels interact with each other and where the public governance process
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tends to be open to lobbyists and parochial interests, to business and NGOs,
and to regions and interest groups. Many of these actors move freely between
the subnational, national, transnational, and sometimes even global levels of
governance. In such a highly complex web of governance, upholding tradi-
tional values of governance such as representation, accountability, demos,
elective office, and administrative ethos becomes a challenge in itself. Interac-
tive forms of governance, where the focus of attention is more on results
than who, or what, is represented, becomes a strategy to cope with such
complexity.

As we have seen several times in this chapter, it is no easy task to maintain a
tight distinction between vertical and horizontal governance. Vertical gover-
nance is replete with complex processes where political, administrative, and
private actors participate. Vertical networks can be administrative or political.
As the consolidation of the EU continues in what is referred to as the vertical
and horizontal integration processes, some issues are (initially) primarily
political whereas others are left to bureaucratic coordination. At the EU
level, a cluster of new regulatory agencies have been created over the past
ten to fifteen years, thus creating new administrative interfaces between the
transnational and national levels. These constantly changing patterns of
authority, resources, and formal competences provide new opportunity struc-
tures for entrepreneurial actors to extract financial resources or to influence EU
policy and regulation.

Integrating vertical and horizontal governance

A key argument in this chapter is that governance is becoming increasingly
interactive and therefore it becomes more difficult to sustain the distinction
between vertical and horizontal governance. For instance, subnational insti-
tutions typically find themselves having to deal with the tension between
policy sectors and territorial considerations. While this is a problem that
has haunted politicians and bureaucrats for decades if not centuries and
becomes apparent even in traditional institutional analyses, placing the prob-
lem in an interactive governance perspective opens up for a partially new
understanding of the complexity. In this perspective, subnational institutions
are less monolithic and instead resemble complex “multiorganizations” where
each segment of the organization defines its own environment and external
relationships (Montin, 1990). As the local authority organization collapses
into several semiautonomous segments, each segment in the “multiorganiza-
tion” accommodates and reconciles the tension between territorial and sec-
toral policy ideas and regulations. Furthermore, these organizational segments
are much better equipped to engage in interactive governance compared to
the local authority as a whole.
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These problems have been particularly noticeable at the regional level
where in many countries, state administration institutions often coexist side
by side with elected regional institutions. Recent institutional reform in Euro-
pean regions has attempted to bridge this institutional gap and to create
institutions that are adequately designed to be able to mobilize funds from
the EU structural funds although it seems clear that there are still several
problems with this reform (Newman, 2000). In particular, the results of the
effort to design institutions that can create or revitalize regional governance
have been mixed at best.

In a more decentered perspective it might be argued that formal authority
and other constitutional arrangements are metagovernance arrangements
that have little or no bearing on the actual behavior of public or societal
actors. There is some validity to that statement; there is ample evidence that
subnational authorities either ignore central government regulation or that
there is some degree of constitutional “drift” whereby institutional
roles gradually become redefined. That having been said, however, the consti-
tutional blueprint matters also in an interactive governance perspective
because it defines the resources that various actors bring to the collective
governance effort.

Conclusion

Interactive governance is helpful to the observer in going beyond constitu-
tional roles and to uncover the real-world relationships among politicians,
bureaucrats, and societal actors. In vertical governance, institutional relation-
ships in this perspective highlight mutual contingencies and interdependen-
cies rather than command, control, and subordination. Governance reforms
in many Western countries are proof of the growing recognition of this
evolving partnership among institutions at different levels of the political
system. In horizontal governance, the classic dichotomy between politicians
and bureaucrats, which has long since given way to a more realistic under-
standing of the more complex relationship between these two roles in the
modern state, is in the interactive governance seen as a shared responsibility.
Policymaking and implementation are integrated parts of the same process.
This chapter has shown how the vertical and horizontal dimensions of
governance are not separate but closely integrated dimensions of governance.
In interactive governance, horizontal governance is a strategy to address
coordination problems. Such problems are not solved by the exercise of formal
hierarchical command; had that been possible there would not have been very
many cases of lack of coordination. Instead, coordination is attained through
webs of more informal interaction. Vertical governance, on the other hand,
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could be seen as a metagovernance strategy to facilitate and steer interlocal
and regional cooperation. Subnational government today is as professional
and capable as central government; what differs is the nature of the gover-
nance tasks. Central-local relationships have changed from a pattern of com-
mand and control toward a pattern of dialogue, interdependence, and
division of labor. Again, traditional institutional analyses do not fully capture
these developments. However, vertical governance could also take place in
interactive forms of networks or exchanges of knowledge and resources in the
process of addressing new policy problems.
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Institutionalizing interactive governance

Itis not difficult to recognize interactive governance processes once they are in
place and functioning well, but it is more difficult to identify the process by
which those governance structures are created, and become ordinary com-
ponents of the policy process. Even the processes of “traditional governing”
through formal actors must be created and institutionalized, and in some
societies—for example, failed states—that has not really occurred (see Kjar,
2011b). Some of the traditional literature in political development, for
example, argued that the most important aspect of development was building
effective institutions for managing demands from citizens and thereby
creating stability (Huntington, 1968).

Developing effective institutions for successful interactive governance may
be more challenging. This would have to occur in several different locales and
the failure of one may mean the failure of the process as a whole. The first
requirement is developing an effective government apparatus, as described
above. Further, institutionalizing interactive governance requires identifying,
and perhaps creating and supporting, the nongovernmental actors that
can function to provide governance beyond the more visible state actors. It
will also require building linkages between state and non-state actors, and
modifying the working ethos within and among public sector organizations
themselves. As we will develop in greater detail below, one of the major
challenges for building effective interactive governance capacity is the ability
to build effective policy networks and to institutionalize their role in
governing.

Institutionalizing governance, whether interactive or not, is an aspect of
forming the governance process. Even the interactive model, which by its
definition is more subject to change and is defined by the interactions of the
participants, requires some degree of institutionalization if it is going to
provide the stability and predictability needed by its members for effective
governance (see Schmidt, 2010). Likewise, even if there is an attempt to be
inclusive in involving social actors in processes of interaction, there will still
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be some need to establish boundaries defining who is a legitimate participant
in the process and who is not.

Interactive governance processes, once institutionalized, may create some
benefits, but they may well create the need to activate other levels of steering
and control. That is, successes in interactive governance may generate control
problems for government actors. The same processes of creating interactive
governance structures must be identified in building metagovernance struc-
tures, and also in converting that metagovernance into standard parts of
governing (see Meuleman, 2008). For politicians and administrators (as well
as for scholars) committed to traditionalist forms of governing that are cen-
tered on the State, building the structures for interactive governance amounts
to a significant reduction of their steering capacity. Although interactive
governance might prove valuable for politicians and administrators, this
apparent loss of central steering capacity will generate problems that in turn
will create a need for recreating some form of central steering, albeit central
steering of a substantially different sort (see Peters, 2008).

The argument is that this governance is conducted in “the shadow of
hierarchy,” meaning that formal institutions may retain the capacity to inter-
vene and to impose their own priorities (Scharpf, 1993). Greater governance
challenges may arise, however, in failed states (see Risse and Lehmkuhl, 2010)
in which there is no such hierarchy available as a backup. There may, how-
ever, be other shadows that may provide some alternative governance. There
may, for example, be a shadow of the market when multinational firms
control many facets of social and economic life that might normally be
controlled by the State, for example, mining companies in several African
countries.

This chapter will examine the factors involved in creating and dismantling
processes of governance and metagovernance. This examination will employ
the concept of institutionalization as the central lens for understanding the
construction of stable processes for managing policy and administration.
Further, we will be examining the deinstitutionalization of these processes
as well as their creation. Institutions, whether of governance or metagover-
nance, are not created once and for all, but rather take the form of continuous
processes of institutionalization and deinstitutionalization. In this particular
case, one hypothesis guiding the analysis might be that there would be an
interaction between these two aspects of policymaking—governance and
metagovernance—so that when one increases the other would wane. The
alternative hypothesis might be that the two vary together, so that effective
governance will require effective metagovernance.

While in general we will sing hymns of praise to institutionalizing processes
of interactive governance, we will also raise some notes of caution about the
possibilities of the over-institutionalization of these processes. Creating
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stability is positive, but excessive stability produces rigidity and the inability
to adapt. Further, in democratic terms, excessive institutionalization may
exclude some actors expressing new sets of demands on government. Nat-
urally, over-institutionalization may also limit innovation in the governance
processes and reduce their capacity to govern effectively. Thus, the processes
of institutionalization and deinstitutionalization must be considered in the
light of the need to find some balance between predictability and rigidity.

The concept of institutionalization

Contemporary political science has had an increased interest in institutional
explanations for politics and government. Although there has been the
increased interest in those explanations, there are multiple approaches to
explanation, related to different versions of institutional theory (Peters,
1999) and those multiple perspectives to some extent confound the institu-
tional explanations. For example, the normative approaches to institutions
focus on the manipulation of values and symbols to produce compliance on
the part of the members of the institution (March and Olsen, 1984). On the
other hand, rational choice versions of institutions focus on rules and incen-
tives that can be manipulated by institutional leaders (Ostrom, 1990). Histori-
cal institutionalists rely more on path dependency and the inertial effects of
initial policy and organizational choices (Pierson, 2000b). Discursive concep-
tions in institutionalization emphasize the creation of a common set of under-
standings, and a common language within an institution, to some extent
analogous to the logic of normative institutionalism (Schmidt, 2010).

Another of the crucial analytic questions about institutions, arising in part
from the need for institutionalization, is the extent to which they differ from
organizations. That distinction is to some extent a matter of interpretation,
but the important difference appears to be that an institution can encompass a
variety of actions and actors, while the organization is smaller and more
constrained. Douglas North (1990) and Ibn Khalil (1995) have described
institutions as the rules of the game and organizations as the teams that are
playing the game. That analogy works well for markets in which firms play the
role of the teams rather well, and for our purposes the organizational members
of networks, and the networks themselves, clearly are the participants in the
relatively institutionalized “game” of politics and governing.

This analogy of teams and the game also works well for networks and for
interactive governance. The stable pattern of interaction among the groups,
with some rules and some boundary principles, can represent the game. The
networks then in turn represent the players in the game. Perhaps the major
difference would be that although markets and politics are usually thought of
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as competitive games, the interactive governance mode is more cooperative so
that a very different type of game is occurring.

Most of the scholarly literature on institutions treats the existence of in-
stitutions as a nominal dichotomy—an institution exists or it does not. That
dichotomy may be easy to identify for some institutions—the US Congress
clearly exists while the Interstate Commerce Commission ceased to exist once
it was terminated by that same Congress that continued in existence. The
nominal dichotomy may be acceptable for these rather formalized institu-
tions, but may be deceptive for less formalized structures and for sets of orga-
nizations or individual actors who are in a process of change. For example,
many smaller political parties may virtually cease to exist between elections, but
they are able to come back to life when an election approaches, or they may
return with a different name and somewhat different members (Tavits, 2005).

In governance research, we need to think about institutions not as a dicho-
tomy, but rather as a continuum, with individual structures becoming more or
less institutionalized over time. Thus, it is important to think of institutions
not only as varying along that continuum but also as involved in a reversible
process. In terms of institutional theory, social, economic, and political struc-
tures can both institutionalize and deinstitutionalize over time, and continue
to change over time. For example, the presidency of the United States has been
both constructed, and deconstructed, as an institution over time. Franklin
Roosevelt, for example, built the institution (including the Executive Office of
the President) and left it more powerful than it perhaps had ever been. On the
other hand, the illegalities of Richard Nixon, the indiscretions of Bill Clinton,
and the limited competence of George W. Bush deinstitutionalized the struc-
ture and its role in governing.

Selznick’s sociological model of institutionalization

To be able to assess effectively levels of institutionalization of political struc-
tures will require in turn a clear conceptualization of the terms, as well as some
possibilities of measuring institutionalization. One such approach is that
offered by Selznick (1984) who argued that institutionalization involved
“infusing a structure with values greater than those necessary for the mechan-
ical achievement of its tasks” (1984: 37). Thus, in this view, an institution is an
organization that has moved beyond simply performing its basic function—
be it in the market or government—and also has meaning for its members.
This definition is conceptually clear, but still requires substantial attention to
issues of measurement if it is to be effective in doing comparative research on
institutions. The implication is that to measure institutionalization we will
have to find measures of the attachment of members to a particular structure,
and establish some threshold of institutionalization.
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In the sociological perspective represented by Selznick’s statement, institu-
tionalization involves the creation of meaning within the organization. This
concept has been elaborated as meanings, myths, symbols, and routines
within the structure that enable the members of the institution to understand
and replicate expected behavior within the institution. In the rational choice
perspective, institutionalization might mean the creation of rules, and the
willingness of the members of organizations and institutions to comply with
those rules. In this view the rules need not have any particular normative
meaning for the members so long as there is adequate compliance. Institu-
tionalization is almost inherent in historical institutionalism, given that the
assumption of path dependency involves the creation of a stable organization
or program that defies easy change.

While the sociological approach to institutionalization is the most appeal-
ing intellectually, it also presents a number of difficult questions from a
research perspective. The most obvious is that it implies a rather monolithic
conception of the values and symbols that are being internalized by the
members of the institution. A good deal of the research on organizational
culture (Martin, 2002) has pointed to the simultaneous existence of several
strands of culture in most organizations, and the same logic applies to orga-
nizations. Further, some scholars have argued that these multiple strands can
be eufunctional for the organization or institution. The presence of alterna-
tives to the dominant organizational culture may enable the organization to
relate more effectively to other organizations or institutions within its
environment.

The sociological version of institutionalism also emphasizes the importance
of emphasizing the environment of any particular institution, or in this case a
system of interactive governance composed of governance networks (see
Pierre and Peters, 2009). In interactive governance, the participants may
want to ensure that the social actors whom they want involved are also well-
structured, so they can participate effectively, and likewise that the govern-
ment itself is sufficiently institutionalized to manage the demands that may
be placed upon it by the networks. For most industrial democracies, these are
not major challenges but they may be for less well-developed systems that
may need to construct both civil society and government.

Huntington’s political model of institutionalization

Samuel Huntington (1968) developed a political model of institutionalization
that involves several dimensions that he argued were related to the structuring
of organizations, and of the public sector more generally. These dimensions
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were developed primarily to understand the capacity of the State to govern in
the context of political development, with the argument that if institutional-
ization did not proceed at least as rapidly as the creation of demands, then
stable political development was unlikely. Likewise, the various components
of institutionalization had to proceed at more or less similar paces if the
system was to maintain its overall capacity to develop and function
effectively.

Although designed for analyzing governing at the national level, these
dimensions of institutionalization have been used to analyze the develop-
ment of individual organizations. For example, Ragsdale and Theis (1997)
have used these dimensions to understand the development of the Executive
Office of the President in the United States, and Peters (2008) has used them
for discussing the institutionalization of executive structures in a number of
governments. If anything, these dimensions are more applicable for the indi-
vidual public organizations than they are for whole political systems and
interactive policy arenas.

Huntington’s analysis identified four dimensions of institutionalization:

1. Autonomy. To be an effective institution, it must be autonomous from
other institutions and have the resources available to perform its tasks.
That autonomy is perhaps especially difficult to maintain for social actors
that wish to influence the public sector but run the risk of co-optation.

2. Adaptability. A well-institutionalized structure must be able to cope with
changes in its environment and changes in the demands being placed
upon it. This criterion implies maintaining the fundamental nature of
the institution while adapting to cope with changing problems and a
changing environment.

3. Complexity. To be successful in governing an institution must be
sufficiently complex to match the complexity of the policy problems
being confronted. That said, the institutions can be overly complex and
have difficulty in responding and adapting to those problems.

4. Coherence. Institutionalization also requires that the structures in the
public sector are organized to cope with the workload they have been
allocated and to work with other organizations to manage public affairs.
To this, we might add an emphasis on work across internal divisions in
government to create more coordinated policies.

These criteria from Huntington are extremely valuable for the study of insti-
tutionalization for at least two reasons. First, they appear more readily amen-
able to measurement than are most other approaches to institutionalization
(or indeed institutions) that depend more heavily on less visible, attitudinal
aspects of change within an institution. As already noted, several scholars
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have developed operationalizations of these continua. Further, the Hunting-
ton criteria clearly imply underlying continua so that we can speak of dynamic
processes with institutions becoming more or less institutionalized across
time. Institutions can vary along these continua without any need to define
a threshold at which they become institutionalized.

Although valuable, these dimensions of institutionalization do have some
real problems in terms of measurement and the weighting of the dimensions
and these are to some extent directly related to the strengths mentioned above.
On the other hand, however, these continua do not include the very important
dimension of ideas and culture among the members of the structure, and may
only represent more or less mechanical changes within institutions.

The discussion above also implies that these four criteria may not vary
together and indeed several dimensions may be inversely related. For ex-
ample, complexity and adaptability may be inversely related, given that
more complex institutional structures will, everything else being equal,
encounter greater difficulties in responding to a changing environment. Simi-
larly, in some settings, coherence and autonomy may not covary, given that
matching the structure of an institution to its environment may undermine
the autonomy of the various sectors from the structures that they shadow. In
addition to the potential lack of covariance among the elements of institu-
tionalization, we have no clear weighting schemes that would enable us to
provide a summative measure of the degree of institutionalization.

Likewise, as indicated above, these dimensions of institutionalization can
also be taken too far for effective government. For example, institutions can be
overly autonomous and not adequately constrained. That constraint may be
exercised by other formal institutions or in the case of interactive government
that constraint may be through the social actors that comprise the networks.
Effective interactive governance therefore implies that state actors cannot
function without close connections to society. Therefore, effective interactive
governance requires some balance on all these dimensions, as difficult as that
may be to define.

Institutionalizing governance

To this point we have been discussing institutionalization largely in the
abstract, and as a process that is shared equally by almost any institution.
We now need to move to the more specific question of institutionalizing the
structures and processes of governance. This question too can be seen from a
rather general perspective, as a means of examining the capacity of the public
sector, with or without the involvement of social actors, to steer economy and
society effectively. Further, this general perspective would inquire about the
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ability to maintain internal consistency (coordination) and adequate linkages
with conditions in the environment to be able to steer effectively when
confronting changing social conditions.

Although the governance systems of most industrial democracies have been
sufficiently institutionalized to provide adequate governance capacity, there
are differences in that capacity across countries and across time. For example,
using the criteria advanced by Huntington, we could argue that the countries
of Northern Europe have achieved a relatively balanced level of institutional-
ization on all these dimensions while others, such as the United States,
have gone perhaps too far on some criteria (complexity and autonomy)
while perhaps not far enough on achieving adaptability. Likewise, some of
the countries of Southern Europe may not have developed sufficient adapt-
ability within many components of government to be effective in governing
society.

In this chapter, we will be examining institutionalization of governance
processes along three different dimensions. The first is institutionalizing the
fundamental processes of governance, including institutionalizing formal
government processes and structures. We will then consider how to institu-
tionalize governance networks and other instruments that tend to function as
the alternatives to the formal governmental processes. Finally, we will exam-
ine the institutionalization of the role of governance networks in broader
governance processes. While considering institutionalizing networks in gov-
ernance, we need also to consider the institutionalization of less benign forms
of informal governance that are more common outside the wealthy industrial
democracies (see Piattoni, 2001b; Peters, 2010). Although the description of
some aspects of these processes may appear redundant, we need to differenti-
ate these processes and also to understand how they are linked. In particular, it
may be necessary for the institutions of government to achieve some level of
institutionalization of more formal structures before networks, however well-
institutionalized they may be, can be effective in governing. In other words,
networks and other forms of interactive governance may be valuable instru-
ments, but do need some structure within which to function.

As well as these basic discussions of institutional development in those
three aspects of governance, there is an underlying question, often unasked
when discussing any aspect of institutionalization, about the appropriate level
of institutional development. There has been some tendency to assume that
higher levels of institutionalization are superior to lower levels, and further
that creating any form of stability may be superior to chaos. We will, however,
be arguing that some care must be taken in assessing the impact of institu-
tionalization on the performance of organizations and patterns of interaction
that shape our analysis of governance. Determining any appropriate level of
institutionalization ex ante is difficult if not impossible, but governance is a
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continuous process of searching for effective means of steering society with or
without the involvement of social actors.

We will be arguing, first that structures and processes can easily become
overly institutionalized and can therefore create rigidity and incapacity to
adjust to changing circumstances in the relevant environment. This rigidity
is a common negative stereotype of public sector organizations, but it may be
even more relevant for interactive structures. In those structures the patterns
of interaction and the relative power relationships may have been worked out
after substantial negotiation, so any attempt to change will be very threaten-
ing. So, it may be that the interactive structures that are often argued to be
innovative may actually be poorly situated to produce effective change. This is
especially true when the individuals work together for extended periods of
time and develop “groupthink.”

The second part of the need to nuance discussions of institutionalization is
that many social and governmental practices may become established that are
dysfunctional for governing, and especially for governing effectively. For
example, clientelism (see above) and other formats for linking state and
society may serve the participants very well, but may undermine attempts to
govern in more transparent and accountable ways. Likewise, institutionaliz-
ing corrupt practices within the public sector may solve some problems but
may then create another set of problems for citizens and for actors in the
processes of governing. Thus, we need to understand the content of institu-
tionalized practices as well as the level of institutionalism in order to make any
judgments about the impact of institutional developments.

Institutionalizing government

In the Western industrial democracies, this aspect of institutionalizing gover-
nance may require relatively little comment. Most systems have been in
operation with relatively constant constitutional and operation rules for dec-
ades, if not centuries. Outside of the CEE (Central and Fastern Europe)
countries, the last among the European, North American, and Antipodean
countries to institutionalize their governing systems were the three Southern
European systems that rid themselves of autocratic regimes in the 1970s. The
CEE countries themselves now have had almost 20 years of experience in
providing autonomous governance, and have been able to do so with rela-
tively few significant disruptions in their institutional arrangements.
Although a government may have apparently stable government institu-
tions, that does not, however, mean that the institutionalization process is
complete and has come to an end. As already noted, institutions and the
degree of their institutionalization continue to change and some new
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equilibrium must be reasserted after those changes. This raises the interesting
analytic question of whether equilibrium and institutionalization are the
same in the public sector. Much of the rational choice perspective on institu-
tions focuses on maintaining equilibrium (Riker, 1980; Shepsle and Weingast,
1981), but institutionalization appears to imply more than a simple mechan-
ical equilibrium. Thus, an equilibrium may be conceptualized as a necessary
condition for institutionalization but not as synonymous with achieving.
Therefore, governments face continuous challenges to their stable level of
institutionalization and their continued capacity to govern effectively, with
or without the involvement of social actors. Given that the individual social
actors, as well as their interrelationships, will also inevitably face some insti-
tutional questions, the task of maintaining institutionalization in such gover-
nance arrangements will be more difficult (see below).

When considering the institutionalization of government institutions, we
must be careful not to focus exclusively on the formal institutions themselves.
We will bring in the role of social actors later in this chapter, but institu-
tionalizing government structures also requires their acceptance by the public
they are meant to govern. Building the legitimacy of institutions, and public
trust in them, is a crucial aspect of institutionalization. This is analogous to
Selznick’s argument (1984) about “infusing a structure with value,” and ex-
tends the members of the institutions to include the public in general. Fur-
ther, as confidence of the public continues to wane in government
institutions (Norris and Newton, 2000), we can argue that some deinstitution-
alization of government has been taking place, a change that may open the
way for the institutionalization of networks and other less formalized means
of governing.

When thinking about the institutionalization of government, it is also
important to think about institutionalizing the relationships among the ac-
tors as well as the individual organizations. These two processes of institution-
alization may not proceed at the same pace, with some implications for
change in these governments. In most instances, institutionalizing the indi-
vidual institutions is easier to achieve than institutionalizing the relationships
among them. There is a formal structure to which members have been selected
and to which presumably they have some allegiance. For the political institu-
tions of governing, the meaning of the institutions for the participants is
reinforced by their legitimacy in governing, while for legal and bureaucratic
institutions, involvement with the law is a prime source for providing such
meaning.

As the above implies, the processes of governing require building and
institutionalizing the interactions of individual institutions and actors if gov-
ernance is to be successful. One of the fundamental notions of institutions is
that there should be some regularity of behavior. Another of the basic
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premises of institutional theory is that the environment of any one institution
is other institutions. Therefore, governance—and in this case governance
through government—requires ensuring that the individual institutions
develop mechanisms for coping positively with the other institutions
that may be their rivals for power. Further, this institutionalization involves
generating mechanisms that can reduce the friction and transaction costs
among the participants in governing so that they can govern more readily.

The budget process represents a good example of institutionalizing those
relationships and establishing stable patterns of interaction that are charac-
teristic of any form of institution. For example, some years ago Aaron Wild-
avsky (1968) discussed (albeit not in those terms) institutionalizing
interactions among Congress, the President, and administrative agencies in
budgeting. Although there were formal rules for these interactions, the infor-
mal rules that governed the transactions were even more important. These
informal norms and rules, for example, the importance of reliability and trust,
reciprocity, etc., were at least as important as the formal rules and tended to
determine the success of the players in the process. This description of the
budget process was of the United States, but other studies of budgeting have
demonstrated some of the same routinization (Heclo and Wildavsky, 1974).

If we conceptualize the public sector as being composed of a number of
these smaller institutional understandings, then it is relatively easier to under-
stand some aspects of governing. For example, individual policy areas tend to
create their own understandings among the actors about what is acceptable
policy, what are the appropriate sources of information, how decisions should
be made, etc. In part, these patterns of decision-making may be more similar
within policy areas across countries than for different policy areas within the
same country (Freeman, 1985). Furthermore, actors within these policy areas
have an incentive to maintain their exclusivity so that they can prevent their
own priorities from being undermined by other considerations, for example,
agricultural policymakers may well want to insulate their sector from pressures
from environmentalists.

Given the above, it is clear that when we move away from formal institu-
tions to examining processes of governing, that which is most commonly
institutionalized is a set of governments, rather than a single government. Some
political systems tend to institutionalize these subsystems and subgovern-
ments more readily than others, and hence may encounter greater difficulties
in producing more coherent patterns of governance. The presence of the “iron
triangles” or at least their progeny in the United States is a clear example of the
difficulties in creating coherence, but the importance of the Ressortsprinzip in
Germany may also lessen the capacity to create and impose government-wide
priorities. Many governments are emphasizing the need to institutionalize
system-wide patterns of governance within government, if not within the
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overall processes of interactive governance. Parading under the banner of
coordination or collaboration or strategic governing, these attempts to create
more systemic approaches to governing confront the problem of institution-
alization at the lower levels that minimize the systemic governance capacity.

Although it is rarely discussed in the literature on institutions, there is some
danger that the structures within the formal public sector will become over-
institutionalized (see Kesselman, 1970). This potential dysfunction may occur
at the level of the individual institution as well as at the level of the relation-
ships among actors responsible for managing one segment of governing the
society. At the level of the individual institution, the members of that struc-
ture may become so committed to the values and routines of their institution
that they have difficulty in cooperating with other institutions or noninstitu-
tional actors. This may be especially true for presidentialist regimes in which
the major political institutions are rivals for power and may not always be
inclined to cooperate with one another.

Institutions have a natural tendency toward over-institutionalization. This
can be seen more clearly when adopting the normative perspective on insti-
tutional theory, when structures with dominant routines and common
values create something like a “groupthink” (‘t Hart, 1994) within the struc-
ture so that relatively few alternatives may be considered when designing a
response to a perceived problem. Over-institutionalized structures will have
difficulty coping with new information and changes in the environment,
tending to code novel circumstances as the familiar and failing to adapt
successfully.

The issues about full institutionalization, or perhaps over-institutionaliza-
tion, can also arise in the context of multilevel governance. While much of the
literature on multilevel governance has tended to celebrate the development
of this style of governing within the European Union (EU), when considered
more generally there can be important managerial and governance issues. As
we have argued elsewhere (Pierre and Peters, 20035), these systems of govern-
ing are not so open as might be thought but rather may be dominated by the
actors with clearer policy preferences, often central governments. Thus, these
structures may not be as successful in responding to the range of demands
coming from the subnational actors as might be expected, and the more
institutionalized actors that have tended to dominate the system may
continue to do so.

For the institutional structures defined by stable relationships among actors,
for example, a policy area or a particular process, the same logic may be
apparent. The commitment to one policy area, or the immersion of an actor
in a particular set of routines and norms, may prevent cooperation and
coordination. As noted above, these subgovernments may be more readily
formed, and more powerful, in some governments and may constitute
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important barriers to effective governance seen as more coherent patterns of
steering. Managing the potential over-institutionalization of these systems
will be facilitated to the extent that some actors play boundary-spanning
roles, linking different subgovernments or different institutions.

At even more of an extreme of organizational behavior in the public sector,
some “rogue organizations” in the public sector can be conceptualized as over-
institutionalized, having internalized their own values and priorities, even in
the face of other available values that would be more widely shared within
that public sector. For example, organizations such as the FBI under J. Edgar
Hoover have been extremely well-institutionalized in their own terms (Blau,
1956), but were hardly institutionalized into the larger value system of the
public sector. Thus, the full institutionalization of a contrary set of organiza-
tional values can inhibit governance taken more broadly, while at the same
time contributing to the organizational goals of the single organization.

One means of managing the over-institutionalization of one component of
a governance structure, or one policy area, can be politicians or civil servants
whose interests or organizational responsibilities are related to more than one
policy (Marchington et al., 2005). Further, civil servants who have broad
organizational experiences within government are more likely to be able to
contribute to managing across boundaries. Also actors in the private sector
organizations can play the role of boundary-spanner. As we will develop in
greater detail below, network actors can be extremely important in playing
that role given that they and their organizations often participate in a range of
networks in different policy areas and hence can provide the linkages across
those policies from the bottom up.

For the political systems outside the blessed world of the more affluent
democracies, the process of institutionalization of governments is more prob-
lematic, as indeed Huntington’s initial analysis had argued. For example, it
may be difficult for these institutions to gain autonomy from social groups
(defined by ethnic or religious groups) or from international donors who
define the goals for these structures. Likewise, achieving the resources to be
sufficiently adaptable to a changing socioeconomic environment may be
difficult, especially as those resources may be tied to global markets. The
difficulty for these countries may be, as Migdal (1988) has pointed out, that
these are weak states functioning within weak societies and hence any form of
governance may be difficult to produce.

We can sing praises to well-institutionalized systems of governance, but it is
more difficult to explain how to create such a level of institutionalization.
Perhaps the most obvious answer to that question is that leadership is
required. Political and institutional entrepreneurs may be necessary to provide
the impetus for institutionalizing interactions. In addition, there may be
virtuous cycles in the interaction of actors, both public and private, that
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generate increasing levels of institutionalization (see Peters, 2007a). That is,
initial attempts to create governance arrangements will produce positive
feedbacks that assist in creating greater institutionalization.

Similarly, the rewards of being within the governance system may be
evident, especially to social actors, so that actors may become more willing
to comply with internal controls in order to gain those benefits.

Institutionalizing interactive governance

In addition to the institutionalization of governance capacities in general, the
central focus of this book is on the role played by networks and other forms of
relationships between the public sector and social actors in providing gover-
nance. Therefore, we should focus on the more particular question of how the
governance networks that have become increasingly central to governing
become institutionalized. Much of the literature on network forms of gover-
nance assumes that these structures are self-organizing, with a generally
implicit functionalist argument that the networks form in response to a social
need to organize and control a sector of social activity that cannot be governed
by a single actor. The theoretical literature on self-organization (Luhmann,
1984; ‘t Veld et al., 1991) argues that the dysfunctions of contemporary
governments are sufficient to provoke social actors to organize and to assume
some of the regulatory functions that might be required from an effective
government. The functionalist assumption about the self-organization of net-
works is supported by some cases, but it does appear that many of the net-
works involved in governance are encouraged by actors in the public sector. As
such, Rhodes (1996) and Sgrensen and Torfing (2007) have argued that gover-
nance networks develop as a political and administrative response to failures
of the formal actors in public sector.

Attempting to organize networks may confront problems of pluralistic
ignorance (Shamir and Shamir, 1997) when neither the organizers nor the
potential members of the networks are aware of the existence of other actors
who may have the same values, or the same political aspirations. Further,
individual groups may not recognize the benefits that may accrue to them and
their members through involvement with the network and its connections to
the public sector. Finally, the possibilities of influencing the public sector
through concerted action may not be apparent to all potential members of
network structures, although this is increasingly unlikely as networks become
better institutionalized as components of governing.

The functionalist assumption about forming networks for policymaking
and implementation can be supplemented by a more economic logic in
which networks are formed in order to lower transaction costs among
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the participants, including participants from the public sector. Although
members of networks may share some common interests, that is often insuffi-
cient to guarantee the formation of an effective and enduring network. If,
however, there are gains to be made from institutionalizing the structures and
creating effective networks, then the network may persist and may even begin
to have meaning for the participants.

Whether they are produced by some functional logic or they are the product
of strategic action from the public sector, networks will face several challenges
as they are created and institutionalized. These are components of the “liabil-
ity of newness” (Stinchcombe, 1965) that any nascent organization will face.
The first challenge (Boin and Goodin, 2007) that the network will face is
developing its own internal culture and internal manner of functioning.
Given that most of these organizations tend to be formed without any specific
template and perhaps without individual leaders who can devote full-time to
managing the structure, this routinization of activities will be difficult. That
said, as these are meant to be relatively informal structures, these demands
might not be so great as they would be for a business or even one of the
constituent organizations of a network.

Boin and Goodin (2007) were concerned primarily with the managerial
elements of making a new organization function, but for networks there is
also another and more subtle element. A network needs to establish internal
values and a sense of belonging to the network. This challenge is, of course,
analogous to Selznick’s conception of institutionalization. The need to create
these values may be greater for networks than for more formalized institutions
because of their less formal nature, and their general inability to provide
incentives for membership other than the moral, solidaric benefits of belong-
ing. If networks are to fulfill their potential for bringing together potentially
disparate social and economic interests, then there must be a means of build-
ing common values, not the least of which are the benefits (intrinsic and
extrinsic) values of involvement with the networks.

The second challenge that a new organization or network will have to
overcome is establishing effective relationships with the political environ-
ment. Networks need to legitimate their role in governance and to secure a
legitimate place within the processes of governing. This task is somewhat
easier in societies with a history of corporatist and corporate pluralist forms
for interest intermediation, in which the role of social actors has already been
legitimated. The assumption for organizations operating in these societies
is that their involvement with the public sector is a natural aspect of their
being organizations with some policy relevance. That said, many corporatist
arrangements were dominated by state actors, so the shift toward greater
equality of participation and the associated indeterminacy might still need
some legitimation.
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The above discussion is premised on an assumption that networks are
indeed new, although some may have been in existence for some time and
are only adapting their behavior to become more a part of governance. To
some extent this adaptation on the part of existing structures should be easier,
given that the initial challenges of institutionalization would all have been
overcome. There should be some regular pattern of interaction as well as some
shared meaning among the members that are necessary to maintain it. As a
functioning organization, such a network should be able to transform its
performance to cope with the new tasks, but this will require some deinstitu-
tionalization and reinstitutionalization of its activities.

Although the existing networks may have the simple virtue of existing, that
does not mean that they will necessarily have the capacity to adjust to changing
pressures coming from their involvement with making policy. As noted, some
members may be involved in network activities more for social reasons than for
purposive reasons and may find the need for the network to play a more political
role to be distasteful or at least unnecessary. Thus, these members must adopt
different values or cease participating in the network. Further, the network struc-
tures may not have been able to achieve any effective level of institution on the
criteria developed by Huntington to understand institutionalization. In particu-
lar, the networks may not have any effective autonomy from their members, nor
indeed autonomy from the parts of the public sector with which they work.

Networks may also become over-institutionalized, as discussed above for orga-
nizations and institutions within the formal areas of governing. Network gover-
nance literature has the functionalist assumption that the networks are there to
serve some purposive goal, while in reality they may be more interested in
maintaining themselves rather than in achieving the goals. The tendency toward
over-institutionalization will naturally increase as these institutions remain
together longer and the social embeddedness of the actors becomes more crucial
to them, an outcome that Schaap (2007) has defined in terms of closure.

Much of the same logic of institutionalizing networks applies to the
other major instruments of interactive governance considered in this book.
For example, partnerships by definition involve the interaction of actors
that may have somewhat different values and goals. Thus, there is a need to
create effective linkages among these actors. Quasi-markets also involve some
levels of institutionalization although the more instrumental nature of the
involvement of the actors may not depend so much on institutionalization.

Institutionalizing linkages

As well as addressing the question of how networks themselves institutional-
ize, we must also be concerned with the institutionalization of the linkages
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between the networks and the formal aspects of the governance system. This
linkage is crucial for the success of network governance, but can also be highly
variable. First, we would expect the linkages between networks and formal
government institutions to be a function of their own internal institutional-
ization, and for this linkage to be non-linear over time. Newly formed and
pootly institutionalized networks may find it difficult to work effectively with
other actors, perhaps fearing that this will undermine their own developmen-
tal process (Boin and Goodin, 2007). Likewise, over-institutionalized struc-
tures will have lost some of their utility for governance.

We will also hypothesize that the success of the linkage between networks
and the formal public sector is to be a function of their internal homogen-
eity. To the extent that the network can speak with a single voice concerning
its demands for policy and involvement in governance, it is more likely to
be able to create a stable relationship with its counterparts in the formal
institutions of the public sector. That said, however, some internal hetero-
geneity within a network may enable it to function more effectively with a
range of public sector organizations, which themselves may have different
goals.

This argument is analogous to that in the organizational culture literature
that says that members of an organization who are not committed to the
dominant culture may play a positive role by linking that organization to
other organizations in its environment. Those organizations in the environ-
ment may be important for the one organization that is central to this
analysis but have somewhat different values. One of the common arguments
in institutional theory is that the environment of one institution is com-
posed of other institutions so that the capacity to work effectively with those
other institutions is crucial. This linkage is perhaps even more crucial for
interactive governance, given its very nature of the involvement of multiple
actors.

Finally, we might expect these linkages to depend also upon the nature
of the organizations and individuals within the public sector. We have
already noted that some organizations within the public sector may become
so institutionalized and committed to their particular perspectives on policy
and government that they may not be open to influences from outside their
own boundaries. Such closure within the organization may be especially true
for groups whose policy perspectives are not in full agreement with the
perspectives of the organization(s) in the public sector with which they
must work. Various versions of organization theory have discussed the
importance of boundary-spanning roles (Jemison, 2007) for the success of
organizations and for interactive governance those roles may be all the more
important.
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Conclusion

This chapter has emphasized the role that institutionalizing relationships has
in the process of governance. There are at least three sets of such relationships
that must be institutionalized if interactive governance is to be successful:
within government itself, within networks, and between networks and the
formal components of the public sector. In general, we have been arguing that
building well-institutionalized structures is a positive outcome of these
dynamics for governing, whether those dynamics are controlled from society
or from the public sector. Institutionalization is not, however, an end in itself,
but rather should be understood in the context of enhancing the capacity for
governance.

Institutionalization may, in some instances, also be an impediment to
flexible and effective governance. If government organizations or networks
are over-institutionalized and closed in on themselves, then they may not be
effective in facilitating cooperation and securing flexible adjustment in public
governance. This problem may be especially important given that so many
contemporary policymaking situations require effective cooperation across
policy areas and between the public and private (broadly conceived) sectors.
Therefore, we need to consider the logic of institutionalization in a somewhat
broader manner, recognizing not only the benefits of stability and predictabil-
ity but also the potential dangers to policymaking.
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Metagovernance: The art of governing
interactive governance

The concept of metagovernance is increasingly important for understanding
how modern governments—and other legitimate and resourceful actors—can
govern contemporary societies in the face of the current surge in interactive
governance. Quasi-markets, partnerships, and governance networks are pro-
liferating in response to rising demands, the need for resource mobilization,
and a growing complexity of societal problems (Heinrich et al., 2009). How-
ever, interactive forms of governance do not emerge spontaneously but are
often facilitated, initiated, and even designed by public authorities. In addi-
tion, the interactive governance arrangements might fail to produce effective
and legitimate ideas and solutions. Finally, elected governments must impose
some kind of direction on the interactive policy processes in order to realize
their overall objectives, enhance pluricentric coordination and policy align-
ment, and ensure democratic accountability. Hence, the attempts of govern-
ments at multiple levels to reap the fruits of interactive governance call for a
reflexive and strategic metagovernance. Metagovernance can be defined as the
“governance of governance” as it involves deliberate attempts to facilitate,
manage, and direct more or less self-regulating processes of interactive gover-
nance without reverting to traditional statist styles of government in terms of
bureaucratic rule making and imperative command.

Those politicians and public managers who fail to grasp that metagover-
nance is a new and important assignment for government will find it increas-
ingly difficult to achieve their policy goals. Although public bureaucracies are
still providing the lion’s share of public regulation, goods, services, and trans-
fer payments, a growing number of public goods and services are being
delivered by private contractors in recently created quasi-markets, and the
development of public policy is often a result of negotiated interaction in
networks and partnerships. As such, governing interactive governance arenas
is a crucial task for governments, and it requires the development of a new way
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of governing that aims to build, shape, and enhance the self-governing capa-
cities of decentered governance arrangements, while giving direction to the
policy process and holding the interactive policy arenas to account.

This chapter provides a comprehensive discussion of metagovernance that
brings together different theoretical contributions and draws on empirical
experiences from different countries and levels. The basic argument is that
metagovernance is not only a new and important task for governments and
other capable actors but also a difficult task that is prone to failure. The chapter
begins with a brief assessment of the growing concern for metagovernance
avant la lettre. As such, it is claimed that although the concept of metagover-
nance is new, it helps us to understand practices of “regulated self-regulation”
that have played an increasing role in the last few decades. This introductory
discussion is followed by an overview of different theoretical approaches to
metagovernance. The central insights from these approaches are used to create
a more elaborate definition of metagovernance. The next section aims to show
how the concept of metagovernance can help us to avoid the misguided idea
that interactive governance drastically reduces the role of the government and
to secure the democratic anchorage of quasi-markets, networks, and partner-
ships in elected politicians. The main part of the chapter analyzes the various
objectives, tools, and forms of metagovernance and critically reflects on
the limits, challenges, and dilemmas of metagovernance. The chapter is
concluded with a discussion of what it takes to become a metagovernor and
a brief discussion of the future research agenda.

Metagovernance avant la lettre

The concept of metagovernance can help us to understand the new
and emerging ways of governing interactive forms of governance and their
relation to other forms of governance. However, many ideas and practices that
we describe today as instances of metagovernance predate the notion of
metagovernance that emerged in the second half of the 1990s. The attempts
of federal governments to regulate interstate governance and the efforts of
national governments to govern the interaction between local municipalities
are clear examples of metagovernance as they involve reflexive and strategic
attempts to alter the political, institutional, and economic conditions for
interactive governance processes. The many and changing European Union
(EU) treaties are also a case in point. The aim of the consecutive EU treaty
reforms is not to solve particular policy problems but to enhance the capacities
for democratic and effective problem-solving in the face of globalization and
European diversity by means of facilitating sustained interaction between EU
institutions, member states, and an array of private actors.
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More recently, New Public Management (NPM) reforms have generated an
acute need for understanding the regulation of self-regulation (Serensen and
Triantafillou, 2009). The NPM doctrine combines market competition with
business-like managerialism, but despite this apparent marriage of opposites
(Hood, 1991), the new ideas associated with NPM have swept like a tsunami
across much of the OECD world (Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2004). David Osborne
and Ted Gaebler (1992) have fleshed out the key principles of NPM that they
believe will help governments to become more efficient and effective. First of
all, politicians and their top managers should focus on “steering” (policy
decisions) rather than “rowing” (service production). The latter should be
the task of public administrators working either in self-governing teams or in
quasi-autonomous agencies equipped with a clearly defined mission. Steering
should take the form of strategic goal setting, which should be combined
with an elaborate system of performance management that enables politi-
cians and top managers to check whether or not the predefined goals are
achieved. Second, the central executive agencies should not govern the local
service delivery agencies by means of bureaucratic rules and commands but
rather by a skillful combination of storytelling, economic incentives, and
benchmarks that aim to unleash the entrepreneurial spirit of public managers
and street-level bureaucrats within an increasingly devolved public sector. In
short, public organizations should be result-driven rather than rule-driven.
Third, public managers should contract out the production and delivery of
standardized public goods and services to private providers who will enhance
quality and spur innovation because they operate in cut-throat markets
where only the best survives. The private providers should have considerable
room for maneuvering, but their operation should be bound by contracts
that define objectives, tasks, quality standards, and prices and establish
procedures that can help to ensure negotiation and trust building. Fourth,
public organizations should be transformed into public enterprises that oper-
ate on market terms and invest in future possibilities to earn money.
This requires establishment of public enterprise boards in an arm’s length
from elected government. Finally, the users of public services should be
redescribed as “customers” and customer satisfaction rather than the public
interest should drive public service provision. To ensure this, the users should
have both exit and voice options so that they can leave bad service providers
or help to improve the quality of public services through participation in
user boards.

All these normative prescriptions seem to hinge on the creation of spaces
for relatively self-regulated practices. Public employees, quasi-autonomous
agencies, private contractors, public enterprises, and customers are requested
to use their competences, resources, and energies to achieve politically defined
objectives in new, efficient, and creative ways. Ideally, the public and private
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actors should be governed neither by bureaucratic rules nor by top-down
commands but have considerable autonomy within boundaries and con-
straints defined by political objectives, legal parameters, funding schemes,
and budget allocations. In reality, NPM tends to keep the local actors
in a strait-jacket of top-down control. Nevertheless, the new focus on
regulated self-regulation immediately throws up the questions of how these
self-regulating practices are facilitated, coordinated, and managed and how we
can conceptualize the persistent attempts to govern these practices. The NPM
discourse does not have much to offer when it comes to answering these
pertinent questions, but merely refers to the use of management-by-objectives
and the deployment of a large array of performance measurement techniques.
These management techniques are not in themselves novel. What is new is
the way that these techniques are used in attempts to manage more or less self-
regulating organizational arenas in which public and private actors are called
upon to develop and use their “entrepreneurial spirit” to improve public
performance and create public value.

Some academic commentators have noticed the new ways that public
management is exercised in the wake of the growing emphasis on self-regula-
tion implicit to NPM reforms. For example, it has become quite common to
talk about how governments are forced to swap direct for indirect controls and
how governments must learn to govern in ways that help other organizational
actors to achieve their objectives (Rhodes, 1997a). However, more elaborate
attempts to understand the new governing practices have been few and far
between. An exception is Nikolas Rose and Peter Miller who claim that gov-
ernments are becoming “dependent upon technologies for ‘governing at a
distance,” seeking to create locales, entities and persons able to operate a
regulated autonomy” (Rose and Miller, 1992: 173). This diagnosis captures
the new emphasis on how principals should govern devolved agencies by
means of hands-off governance, but it fails to conceptualize the gradual shift
from the imperative command of subordinate agencies and employees to
facilitation, management, and direction of self-regulated governing practices.
This is exactly why the notion of metagovernance is important. It offers a way
of conceptualizing the relation between devolved quasi-autonomous actors
and agencies and the reflexive and strategic attempts to govern these
actors and agencies in order to achieve particular goals, without reverting
to traditional forms of bureaucratic control and sanctions. The concept of
metagovernance helps us to understand not only the new governing practices
associated with NPM but also how partnerships and governance networks,
which are often formed as a strategic and practical response to the fragmenta-
tion caused by NPM reforms (Rhodes, 1997a), can be governed by resourceful
and legitimate actors that we will call metagovernors.
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Theoretical approaches to metagovernance

Today, there is a growing interest in the study of metagovernance. The ex-
panding literature on metagovernance comprises both theoretical contribu-
tions (Kickert et al., 1997; Jessop, 2002; Kooiman, 2003) and empirical studies
(Whitehead, 2003; O’Toole and Meier, 2004; Hovik and Vabo, 2005; Bell and
Park, 2006; Kelly, 2006; Sgrensen, 2006). However, the analytical vantage
point from where interactive forms of governance and metagovernance are
envisioned tends to differ between different groups of researchers. Hence,
when organization sociologists analyze the new interactive governance
arrangements, they tend to see them as ways of getting things done and
promoting societal transformation. In line with this view, they raise impor-
tant points about how to ensure good and constructive interaction through
the exercise of a process-oriented leadership within networks and partnerships
(Mandell and Keast, 2009). By contrast, public management researchers tend
to see interactive governance arrangements as tools for dealing with different
kinds of uncertainty (Koppenjan and Klijn, 2004). This leads them to consider
how the public managers, who are dealing with networks and partnerships,
can affect the functioning of these interactive arenas through different kinds
of network management (Kickert et al., 1997). Finally, when political theorists
look at networks, partnerships, and other interactive governance arrange-
ments, they tend to perceive them as a new and attractive mode of governance
that supplements public hierarchies and private markets. This prompts them
to raise questions about when and how public authorities should use different
interactive modes of governance and how government can hold interactive
policy arenas and governance arrangements to account (Jessop, 2002; Meule-
man, 2008; Segrensen and Torfing, 2009). Despite their different views of the
role and character of interactive governance, the three groups of researchers all
pose highly relevant questions about what metagovernance is and how it
should be exercised. Still, the main difference when answering these questions
regards how they envision and where they locate the metagovernor. As such,
the metagovernor is variably portrayed as a leading network actor, a network
manager who is simultaneously inside and outside the network, and the State
aiming to govern the interactive arenas from a distance.

In the emerging scholarly debate on metagovernance, there are four differ-
ent theoretical approaches that deserve special attention (see Serensen
and Torfing, 2007). Interdependency theorists such as Rod Rhodes (1997a) and
Walter Kickert et al. (1997) focus on networks and partnerships, which
contribute to joint problem-solving through negotiated exchange among inter-
dependent actors with diverging interests. Successful network governance
requires the inclusion of relevant and affected actors, the willingness of the
participants to exchange or pool their resources, and the development of
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common conceptions of problems, solutions, and decision-making premises.
However, many things can go wrong and lead to governance network failure.
Social and cognitive closure may exclude relevant stakeholders from the interac-
tive policy arena (Schaap, 2007). Competition and opportunistic behavior may
foster defensive and noncooperative strategies and give rise to damaging con-
flicts. Finally, the failure to build mutual trust, communication processes resem-
bling a dialogue of the deaf, and high transaction costs from networking may
erode the basis for continued interaction (Koppenjan and Klijn, 2004). These
permanent risks call for hands-on “network management” that aims to improve
and stabilize the interaction processes among the network actors (Kickert et al.,
1997). Network management involves a skillful combination of process manage-
ment and process design.

Other interdependency theorists such as Bob Jessop (2002) provide a state-
theoretical approach to metagovernance that tends to view metagovernance
as a possibility for the capitalist State to exercise power by choosing and
mixing different modes of governance, mitigating the risks of failure asso-
ciated with each of these modes of governance, and determining the overall
conditions for how they are functioning. This view, which also informs the
recent work of Louis Meuleman (2008), adds a crucial power perspective on
the exercise of metagovernance. Metagovernance is seen as a new way that the
State can exercise power in the context of interactive governance. The state-
theoretical approach to metagovernance also emphasizes the moment of
reflexive choice where state authorities carefully consider the problem or
task at hand and choose a particular combination of different modes of
governance (hierarchy, market, or network) in order to achieve a desired
outcome. No matter whether metagovernance is seen from the point of view
of the State or the point of view of public managers, interdependency theorists
tend to agree that metagovernance is a tool for facilitating interaction and
resource exchange in the face of diverging interests and political conflicts.
Governance networks are arenas for interest-based political struggles and
metagovernance is a way of reducing the risk of disruptive conflicts.

Governability theorists such as Jan Kooiman (19934, 2003), Renate Mayntz
(19934, 1993b), and Fritz Scharpf (1994) also perceive stakeholders as strategic
actors with diverging interests, but they tend to downplay the role of conflict.
Networks, partnerships, and other forms of negotiated interaction are seen as
a functional response to the increasing differentiation of societal systems and
organizational subsystems that tend to enhance the ungovernability of soci-
ety. However, due to the propensity of network actors to pursue individual
strategies and to defect from negotiated agreements, governance networks are
continuously on the brink of collapsing as a collective form of governance. As
such, metagovernance is strictly required in order to facilitate stable and
efficient forms of interactive governance. Metagovernance involves efforts to
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clarify, emphasize, and even construct relations of interdependency between
the interacting actors: the higher the level of interdependency between the
actors, the greater is their willingness to search for shared goals and to take
risks. However, clarifying interdependency through the illumination of the
specific resources of the relevant actors, or creating interdependency by
providing ad hoc funding of networked policy initiatives is not enough to
secure smooth coordination in interactive governance arenas. Hence, meta-
governance must also involve “game structuration” through institutional
design of the conditions for negotiated interaction (Scharpf, 1994: 40; Kooi-
man, 2003: 155). Game structuration can be performed in many different
ways (Scharpf, 1994). First, cooperative strategies can be furthered by institu-
tional facilitation of positive-sum games in which the network actors gain
from redistribution of material and immaterial resources within the network.
Second, the search for joint solutions in a network or partnership can be
stimulated either by providing positive incentives or by emphasizing that
the interactive governance arena operates in “the shadow of hierarchy,”
which means that the capacity for self-regulation will be reduced or removed
if the process of negotiated interaction fails to find a feasible solution to the
problem or challenge at hand. Last but not least, unwarranted cost-shifting
from the interactive arenas to third parties can be prevented by means of
regulating the distribution of costs.

At a lower level of abstraction, Adrienne Héritier and Dirk Lehmkuhl (2008)
discuss the use of contracts to regulate interactive governance arrangements
that are involved in policy regulation (networks and partnerships) or service
delivery (quasi-markets). Contracts typically define the scope of the tasks and
competences of a particular governance arrangement. They also regulate the
distribution of costs and benefits and they often provide “sticks and carrots”
that will shape the actions of the public and private actors. However, the
bounded rationality of the actors and the impossibility of including provisions
for all future contingencies mean that contracts are necessarily incomplete.
The incomplete character of governance contracts highlights the importance
of specifying a set of procedural rules for adjusting the contract to changing
conditions and resolving conflicts arising from the application of incomplete
contracts.

Whatever the concrete tools and instruments of metagovernance, govern-
ability theorists tend to agree with Scharpf (1994) that the ultimate goal of
metagovernance is to enhance positive coordination. At least, interactive
governance arrangements should foster negative coordination, which is a
situation in which the network actors avoid interfering negatively with each
other’s interest sphere and base their cooperation upon what is generally
considered as the least common denominator. In more mature networks
and partnerships, the goal is to facilitate positive coordination where the
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interdependent actors aim to exploit the possibilities for joint action by means
of arriving at a common definition of policy problems and searching for joint
solutions that are sustained and implemented even if they may incur certain
costs.

Normative integration theorists such as James G. March and Johan P. Olsen
(1995), Walter Powell and Paul DiMaggio (1983, 1991), and Richard Scott
(1995) do not talk explicitly about metagovernance. Nevertheless, they have
quite a lot to say about how to govern interactive governance arrangements
that are formed either through a bottom-up process where contacts between
interdependent actors are evaluated and extended on the basis of institu-
tionalized logics of appropriateness (March and Olsen, 1995), or through top-
down pressures to adopt new fashionable governance templates that can help
to enhance legitimacy within an organizational field (Powell and DiMaggio,
1983). According to the normative integration theorists, social and political
actors are not driven by rational calculations based on exogenous preferences
and interests; rather, they act on the basis of interpretations of the rules,
norms, routines, values, and cognitive schemes that make up the institutional
context of their interaction (March and Olsen, 1995). Therefore, metagover-
nance is not so much a matter of stabilizing exchange in the face of conflict or
of creating cooperative games through institutional design. Metagovernance
involves the development of the identities and capabilities of the public and
private actors and enhancing the accountability and adaptiveness of interac-
tive governance arrangements (March and Olsen, 1995). The development of
identities involves the shaping of the actors’ perceptions of themselves,
each other, and their joint missions. This is done through storytelling, the
production and circulation of knowledge, and the creation of institutional
rules, norms, symbols, and rituals. The development of the capabilities of the
network actors is an attempt to empower the actors to act alone and together.
Empowerment involves the construction and distribution of rights, resources,
competences, and political know-how. The accountability of interactive
governance can be enhanced through the production of narrative accounts
of the way that the actors perceive particular problems and opportunities and
the reasons they have for acting in a certain way. Last but not least, the
adaptiveness of interactive governance arrangements can be further developed
by building institutional structures that encourage experience-based and exper-
imental learning. According to the normative integration theorists, the overall
purpose of the various attempts to govern interactive forms of governance is to
form a strong democratic community within and between interactive forms of
governance. The means by which to do this is normative integration.

Governmentality theorists such as Michel Foucault (1991), Nikolas Rose
(1999), and Mitchell Dean (1999) do not use the notion of metagovernance
either, but the concept of “the regulation of self-regulation” plays a central
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role in their understanding of how advanced liberal societies are governed.
Like the normative integration theorists, Foucault and his followers tend to
see concrete governance practices as being shaped by institutionalized ideas,
norms, and routines, but unlike the integration theorists the governmentality
theorists tend to see the shaping and reshaping of identities and actions as a
practice that involves both power and resistance. Governmentality theorists
hold a decentered account of power, arguing that power does not emanate
from the sovereign center of the State but is exercised in and through a mobile
and heterogeneous network of relations and interactions (Foucault, 1990).
Governmentality theory defines government as a power strategy that involves
the “conduct of conduct” (Foucault, 1986b) and it aims to explore the histori-
cal conditions for how to govern and be governed. The historical conditions
for government in the sense of the conduct of conduct are captured by the
notion of governmentality that is defined as the institutionalized collective
mentalities, rationalities, and technologies that shape the concrete acts of
government. The attempt to “govern at a distance” is at the core of the liberal
governmentality. In the advanced liberal societies that emerge as a result of an
ongoing problematization of the modern welfare state and the neoliberal turn
to the market, we are witnessing an increasing attempt to construct and
mobilize free and responsible actors who are placed within specific conditions
of possibility that tend to ensure a certain conformity with overall policy
objectives. As such, metagovernance combines what Dean (1999) terms “tech-
nologies of agency” with “technologies of performance.” While the former
attempt to mobilize the energies, resources, and knowledge of free and self-
regulating subjectivities through the formation of partnerships, governance
networks, free choice, and participatory devices, the latter aim to regulate the
conduct of the self-regulating actors by producing and disseminating a large
array of norms, standards, benchmarks, performance indicators, and incen-
tives. In other words, metagovernance can be seen as a subtle power strategy
that involves both subjectification and subjection. Power always has a telos
and in advanced liberal societies it is to govern the population in an efficient
and legitimate way while limiting the deployment of resources and keeping
the use of force and repression to a minimum.

The various approaches to metagovernance all provide valuable insights that
can help us to qualify and elaborate the minimalistic definition of metagover-
nance as a second-order “governance of governance.” Foucault (1991) draws our
attention to the institutionalized discourses that regulate concrete forms and acts
of governance. Jessop (2002) highlights the reflexive choice and mixing of
different modes of governance and Kooiman (2003) insists that the choice of a
particular institutional system of governance invokes a series of normative values
and ideals. Scharpf (1994) and Kickert et al. (1997) provide a detailed insight
into how to stabilize and improve the functioning of interactive governance
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arrangements and give them a certain direction. Combining these insights
renders it possible to redefine metagovernance as a reflexive, higher order gover-
nance practice that involves (a) the production and dissemination of hegemonic
norms and ideas about how to govern and be governed; (b) the political, normative,
and context-dependent choice among different modes of governing, or among different
combinations of governing modes; and (c) the strategic structuring and managing of
particular institutional forms of governance in order to facilitate sustained interaction,
prevent dysfunctions, and advance particular political goals. This elaborated defini-
tion of metagovernance sets out the main themes in the study of metagover-
nance as it captures the discursive, normative, and strategic aspects of the exercise
of metagovernance.

Connecting government and governance through
metagovernance

There has been a growing body of literature claiming that traditional forms of
government have given way to a new form of “governance without govern-
ment” (Pierre and Peters, 1998). Rod Rhodes (1996) argues that NPM has
fragmented the public sector and fostered a growing demand for horizontal
coordination through networks and partnerships that seriously challenge the
Whitehall model of government. Ken Menkhaus (2002) shows that new
governance arrangements beyond government are evolving in failed states
like Somalia. Finally, at the international level, James Rosenau and Ernst
Czempiel (1992) argue that the absence of a world government creates a
space for negotiated governance within and among states, and Susan Strange
(1996) contends that the autonomy and regulatory capacities of national
states are under pressure from the global capital markets. While agreeing
that interactive forms of governance prevent states at various levels from
exercising the kind of control that they are assumed to have had in the past,
we should be careful not to paint a picture of a totally incapacitated State that
is rendered powetless by the advent of new forms of governance. The State is
not being “hollowed out” as some people are suggesting (Milward and Provan,
2000). Many traditional state powers are still in place and new powers are
developing in the face of the challenges from networks, partnerships, interna-
tional governance arenas, and global markets (Pierre and Peters, 2000). The
State in contemporary societies has in many cases and areas lost its ability to
control political decision-making through unilateral action, but it still has the
capacity to influence the different arenas of multilateral action. State autho-
rities establish, monitor, and regulate quasi-markets; they form, manage, and
participate in partnerships; and they play a central role in developing and
framing different kinds of networks. In short, governments are capable of
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influencing policymaking in the decentered world of interactive governance
through the exercise of metagovernance.

Metagovernance is an important concept for understanding how traditional
forms of government and new and emerging forms of interactive governance
are connected. Governments are still in charge of running large-scale regu-
latory and service-delivering bureaucracies, but they are also engaged in the
metagovernance of interactive policy processes involving a number of public
and private actors. Metagovernance aims to facilitate, manage, and direct
multilateral policymaking, but as the various actors have their own rule and
resource bases and can freely decide whether to exchange or pool their re-
sources, metagovernance cannot take the form of imperative command. At-
tempts to metagovern by issuing orders and commands, providing a detailed
set of authoritative and non-negotiable rules, or in other ways trying to
eliminate the room for maneuvering in the interactive policy arena will either
scare off the private stakeholders or provoke a fierce resistance giving rise to
damaging conflicts. Metagovernance cannot revert to traditional forms of
hierarchical steering as metagovernors must respect the capacity for self-regu-
lation of the interactive governance arenas in order to preserve the commit-
ment of the public and private actors. As such, the concept of metagovernance
does not, as it has been suggested, endeavor to “bring the State back in” by
insisting on its omnipotence and, consequently, reduce governance to “the
tools, strategies and relationships used by governments to help govern” (Bell
and Hindmoor, 2009: 191). Rather, the notion of metagovernance offers a way
of balancing state-centered and society-centered views on how society and the
economy are governed. It permits us to avoid erroneous ideas about the
decline or death of the state and to appreciate the role of states and govern-
ments in influencing arenas of multilateral action, while insisting that tradi-
tional forms of control and command are rendered obsolete, or least reduced
to “a shadow of hierarchy” (Scharpf, 1994), in areas where decentered forms of
policy interaction are expanding.

The concept of metagovernance is also helpful in rethinking how the
“primacy of politics” can be maintained in areas where interactive forms of
governance play an important role. The “primacy of politics” refers to the
ability of elected politicians to influence the authoritative allocation of values
in society (Easton, 1965b). This influence is supposedly gained through poli-
ticians’ pivotal role in law making and government’s right to instruct public
managers how the laws are to be implemented. Some scholars fear that
politicians’ ability to control public governance is threatened by the increas-
ing use of contracting out, networking, and other forms of “third-party”
governance. As such, Lester Salamon (1989) claims that interactive gover-
nance “puts government in the position of operating on remote control”
(1989: 8-9) and declares that the US welfare state “is not run by the State at
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all, but by a host of nongovernmental ‘third parties’” (1989: xv). By contrast,
we claim that the exercise of metagovernance permits elected governments to
maintain some kind of control over public governance in those situations in
which they are no longer in charge of public regulation and service production
(for empirical support of this argument, see Heinrich et al., 2009).

The problem with politicians’ loss of control with public governance is an
old one. The blurring of the demarcation between politics and administration
enhanced the influence of the strong and permanent executive managers and
professional street-level bureaucrats and reduced the power of elected politi-
cians. The NPM doctrine has aimed to remedy this problem by trying to
reestablish the Weberian and Wilsonian division of labor between goal-
setting politicians and service-producing administrators. However, the surge
of interactive forms of governance, which is partly induced by NPM, seems to
render the elected politicians even more powerless. They are losing out not
only to public bureaucrats but also to private firms, interest organizations, and
social movements. The kind of management-by-objectives recommended by
NPM provides a key tool for understanding how politicians can influence
interactive policy arenas, but the notion of metagovernance is even more
helpful as it expands the role of politicians to include the design of interactive
policy arenas, reflexive monitoring and occasional intervention in political
negotiations, and direct participation in the decision-making processes
through which problems are framed, goals are redefined, and solutions are
found and implemented. Hence, in contrast to the preaching of the NPM
doctrine, metagovernance is not restricting the politicians’ means of influen-
cing the deployment of “hands-off” measures, and also involves crucial
“hands-on” measures such as process management and direct participation.
Limited resources in terms of time and energy and the fear of not being able to
understand the complex relations and technical issues at stake mean that
politicians often delegate the responsibility for metagoverning networks,
partnerships, and quasi-markets to public managers who in the absence of
clear and extensive instructions from the politicians will have to rely on
intuition, institutionalized rules, norms, and values, and the anticipation of
the politicians’ reactions. However, to the extent that public managers are
acting on behalf of elected politicians, their attempt to metagovern, interac-
tive governance arrangements will, together with the efforts of the elected
politicians themselves, contribute to uphold the ideal of the primacy of
politics and ensure democratic accountability. Interactive governance arenas
are notoriously difficult to hold to account when something goes wrong
(Rhodes, 1997a; Pierre, 2000). The actors engaged in interactive governance
might be accountable to each other (horizontal accountability), but in a
representative democracy they should also be held to account by the elected
politicians (vertical accountability). It is precisely here that the notion of
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metagovernance shows its value. Metagovernance involves a reflexive monitor-
ing of the processes and results of interactive policymaking as well as deliberate
attempts to influence the interactive decision-making process and to evaluate
and sanction the outputs and outcomes of interaction and collaboration.
In other words, metagovernance provides a crucial instrument for ensuring
democratic anchorage of interactive governance in elected governments
(Serensen and Torfing, 2005b).

Obijectives, means, and forms of metagovernance

Having, thus, demonstrated the analytical value of the concept of metagover-
nance, we shall turn to discuss the objectives pursued in the exercise of meta-
governance, the means deployed in order to achieve these objectives, and the
different forms that metagovernance might take in different contexts. Such a
discussion will add some flesh and blood to the concept of metagovernance
and give a more detailed understanding of how and why it is exercised.

Metagovernance of interactive forms of governance may have different
objectives and serve different purposes. The objective can be to create a
relative stable arena for policy interaction, to manage conflicts among various
stakeholders, or to give some political direction to the interactive policy
process. Metagovernance may also aim to assess and improve the impact
and performance of networks or partnerships invoking an entire range
of normative criteria such as democracy, effectiveness, policy innovation,
coordination, mobilization of private resources, equity, etc. (Provan and
Kenis, 2008).

Whatever the objective or purpose of metagovernance, there seem to be two
different means by which to exercise metagovernance. As such, metagover-
nance can either involve “the mobilization of bias” (Schattschneider, 1960:
71) in terms of invoking, maintaining, and shaping the political, organiza-
tional, and socioeconomic structures of society, or it can involve the deploy-
ment of a variety of tools that are chosen and manipulated in order to produce
a particular impact on processes and outcomes of governance (O'Toole, 2007).

Metagovernance through the “mobilization of bias” will take the form of
more or less conscious attempts to invoke, maintain, or gradually transform
the structural context for interactive forms of governance. Drawing on the
Kiser and Ostrom (1982) model, we can distinguish among three sets of rules
that are likely to have a structuring effect on interactive governance: opera-
tional rules, legislative rules, and constitutional rules. Constitutional and
legislative rules are harder to change than the operational rules that govern
the day-to-day practices in particular policy areas. However, metagovernors
might choose to rely upon, or even accentuate, particular constitutional or
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legislative rules that define the basic conditions for governance. They may also
aim to gradually change either the actual content, or the role and character, of
constitutional and legislative rules in order to redefine rules of the game for
interactive policymaking. The increasing use of enabling laws and the prolif-
eration of independent auditing agencies are examples of how metagovernors
can enhance flexibility while strengthening accountability. Metagovernors
might also count upon, or seek to transform, particular political traditions
and socioeconomic structures that more or less indirectly determine the scope
for success and failure of interactive policy arenas. Loosening the grip of the
etatist state tradition in France might spur the formation of interactive policy
arenas and augmenting local government spending in Norway might enhance
the prospect for participatory governance at the local level as allocation of
money draws a bigger crowd than making cutbacks.

Metagovernance through the mobilization of bias involves a particular
combination of action and inaction and can be exercised by metagovernors
that are distant from a particular interactive governance arrangement. Meta-
governors that are closer to interactive governance arrangements may also
exercise metagovernance by means of deploying different managerial tools
that may contribute to improving the performance and impact of particular
governance arrangements. Institutional design of rules, norms, and procedures
determines the basic functioning of interactive governance arrangements by
means of influencing their scope, character, and composition. Goal and frame-
work steering gives purpose and direction to interactive governance and facil-
itates systematic auditing by means of defining the overall objectives, the
fiscal basis, the legal parameters, and the discursive storylines and setting up
procedures for monitoring and evaluating the performance of interactive
governance arenas. Process management helps to reduce tensions, resolve con-
flicts, selectively empower particular actors, and lower the transaction costs of
networking by providing different kinds of material and immaterial inputs
and resources. Finally, direct participation in interactive policy arenas makes
it possible for metagovernors to influence the policy agenda, the range of
feasible options, the premises for decision-making, and the negotiated policy
outputs by means of leadership, argumentation, and coalition building.

While the first and second of these managerial tools are examples of “hands-
off” metagovernance, which is performed at a distance from the relatively self-
regulating quasi-markets, networks, and partnerships, the third and fourth
tools are examples of “hands-on” metagovernance, which is exercised in and
through a relatively close interaction between the metagovernors and the
individual stakeholders. In contrast to the NPM doctrine that prescribes the
use of hands-off metagovernance only, we believe that metagovernance of
interactive governance arrangements is most successful when the metagover-
nors combine hands-off and hands-on metagovernance tools. Hands-off
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metagovernance often needs to be supplemented with hands-on metagover-
nance, permitting the metagovernors to influence policy interaction in a more
direct and proactive manner. Institutional design and goal and framework
steering might be sufficient in the initial phase, where the stakeholders are
recruited and empowered and the basic parameters for policy interaction are
defined. Later, when there are signs of failures in terms of conflicts, deadlocks,
and the exclusion of key actors from the policy deliberations, or when the
negotiated policy output strays too far from what is deemed acceptable by the
metagovernors, there will be a need not only for redesigning or reframing
the network but also for a more hands-on metagovernance through process
management and direct participation.

The choice of would-be metagovernors between hands-on and hands-off
metagovernance is also likely to vary from policy issue to policy issue. Hence,
hands-on metagovernance will be deemed essential in policy areas that are
closely related to the core functions of the State, such as the safeguarding of
the national interest vis-a-vis the interest of other states, the preservation of
law and order, the protection of public health, and the allocation of fiscal
means. In these policy areas, where governance failure is likely to have fatal
consequences, close interaction with the stakeholders is required in order to
facilitate a more fine-grained, day-to-day regulation of the network or partner-
ship based on precise knowledge of the interactive processes. For much the
same reason, hands-on metagovernance will also be considerable in relation
to interactive governance arrangements operating within policy areas defined
by the political decision-makers as strategically important. Governance net-
works and partnerships established in response to the mounting pressures
from economic globalization are a case in point. This explains why local
networks in the field of active employment policy (Torfing, 2007b) and gover-
nance networks in the field of EU regulation of GMOs (Borras, 2007) tend be
subject to considerable hands-on metagovernance. However, a notable excep-
tion to this rule is those cases in which the relative autonomy of the gover-
nance network is a political goal in itself. A good example of this is the
transnational network of central bankers that produces and disseminates
rules and norms for monetary regulation (Marcussen, 2007). Politicians all
over the world tend to believe that too much interference with the network of
central bankers will potentially damage the efficient functioning of the global
monetary system.

Challenges, limits, and dilemmas of metagovernance

Although the research on metagovernance is not so well developed as the
research on governance, a number of empirical studies and practical guides
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aiming to show how interactive governance arrangements are, or should be,
metagoverned have already been proffered. Robert Agranoft (2003) draws
some important lessons for metagovernors who must recognize the shared
expertise-based authority in networks and operate through agenda orchestra-
tion, incentive creation, and the deployment of interpersonal skills. Brinton
Milward and Keith Provan (2006) define different kinds of networks (knowledge
sharing networks, problem-solving networks, implementation networks, and
capacity building networks), and insist that public managers should understand
what type of network they are managing and what its purpose is before they can
metagovern it effectively. Erik-Hans Klijn and Geert Teisman (2000) call for a
combination of goal-oriented project management and process-oriented net-
work management in the governing of public-private partnerships aimed at
innovation and improvement of public services. Ludo Struyven and Geer Steurs
(2005) draw our attention to the need for designing and redesigning quasi-
markets for the reintegration of jobseekers. Finally, Steve Goldsmith and Bill
Eggers (2004) offer an “accountability framework” that permits metagovernors
to achieve results from network-based contracting with private firms and vol-
untary organizations. All these guides, checklists, strategies, and frameworks
can be seen as a response to the growing need for reflecting on how metago-
vernance is exercised at a practical, managerial level.

However, in the light of the many attempts to “manualize” the exercise of
metagovernance, it should be emphasized that metagovernance is a difficult
and complicated endeavor, which is facing a series of challenges, limits, and
dilemmas. The challenges that make metagovernance a necessary, but tough
assignment are many. Hence, would-be metagovernors must respond to a
series of problems arising from interactive governance (Peters, 2007b). First, it
is often difficult to secure participation of the relevant and affected actors and
maintain their commitment to continued interaction and common search for
joint solutions. Second, the demand for coordination among a large number of
public and private actors with different values, norms, interests, and strategic
horizons is immense, while collective action problems such as “negotiators
dilemma” and “free-riding” are ever-present risks. Third, interactive gover-
nance of wicked problems tends to generate a tremendous need for coping
with substantive, strategic, and procedural uncertainties that make political
paralysis and indecision a constant danger (Koppenjan and Klijn, 2004).
Fourth, strategic games among the involved stakeholders tend to favor policy-
making by the lowest common denominator and this might threaten the
output legitimacy of interactive policy arenas. Fifth, the metagovernors face
a classical principal-agent problem as they will often lack sufficient knowledge
about the competences, capacities, efforts, and possible reactions of the
stakeholders. Sixth, the metagovernors might be tempted to pursue their own
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short-term interests through a combination of instrumental cooptation of
adversarial stakeholders, strategic manipulation of the policy interaction, and
blocking of controversial proposals, rather than pursuing their long-term inter-
estin enhancing the input and output legitimacy of public governance (Scharpf,
1999). The challenges come with the territory and the only way to meet them is
through a skillful combination of different metagovernance strategies.

However, even the most well-intended, innovative, and context-sensitive
metagovernance might fail due to the structural limitations to the exercise of
metagovernance. In the attempt to respect the self-regulating capacities of inter-
active governance arrangements, the metagovernors must abandon the usage of
tools that aim at exercising direct control by means of mandatory participation,
centrally fixed remits, binding objectives, and prescribed procedures. Instead
they must rely on allegedly “soft” instruments like institutional facilitation of
participation, agenda setting, storytelling, and active participation—sometimes
backed by more or less explicit “threats” of changing the composition of the
interactive arena, narrowing its scope, limiting its public resources, or replacing it
with either hierarchical command or the reign of the free market.

Evidently, the lack of direct control puts severe limits on what can be
achieved through metagovernance. Nevertheless, the soft instruments can
be quite effective when the new identities, norms, and vocabularies have
become properly disseminated and internalized by the actors. In a way, the
soft instruments, like voluntary standards, best practice, and other sermons,
are quite “hard” as they aim at influencing the knowledge, perceptions, and
preferences of the social and political actors rather than the range of feasible
options (defined by using the stick) or the reward matrix (defined by offering
carrots). This is confirmed by recent studies of the so-called Open Method of
Coordination (the OMC) within the EU. In the OMC, a transnational policy
network, consisting of member states and key stakeholders, negotiates and
agrees upon a common set of guidelines that are supposed to regulate the
policy performance of national governments and governance networks. The
national compliance with the EU guidelines is voluntary, but backed by
procedures for “naming and shaming” member states that stray too much
from the transnational standards. Although the OMC does not result in any
significant policy convergence at program level, there is a clear convergence
at the level of policy discourse that might stimulate mutual learning and
future convergence in problem definitions, policy objectives, and policy
instruments (Jacobsson, 2004; Nedergaard, 2005; Lopez-Santana, 2006; Trian-
tafillou, 2008). The backdrop of this apparent effectiveness of soft instruments
is that their effects are rather unpredictable and that it might take a long time
to produce a significant impact.

Would-be metagovernors must content themselves with the soft meta-
governance tools and learn how to make the most of them. When exercising
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metagovernance in relation to interactive governance arrangements, they will
soon come up against a number of dilemmas that call for hard choices and
difficult balancing acts. One of the key dilemmas concerns the question of
how to avoid either excessive or insufficient metagoverning (Kooiman,
1993b). If the metagovernance is too tight and strait-jackets the interactive
policy arenas, it will give rise to resistance and conflicts, pacify the network
actors, and reduce their willingness to participate and invest themselves in the
joint problem-solving. This will reduce the benefits gained from the self-
regulated policymaking or policy implementation. To illustrate, Damgaard
(2006) shows that the public metagovernance of the employment policy
networks in the Danish municipalities is so interventionist that it either
marginalizes the role and influence of the local networks or reduces them to
implementation instruments for the local government. If, on the other
hand, the exercise of metagovernance is too weak and vague, it might lead
to underperformance, stalemate, and disintegration, because the interactive
policy arena does not receive proper support in terms of discursive framing,
funding, and conflict resolution. There are many examples of insufficient
metagovernance, but they are not well documented by researchers because
the interactive arenas tend to perform badly and have a short life time.

Another important dilemma is captured by the question of how to strike the
right balance between hands-off and hands-on metagovernance (Serensen,
2007b). On the one hand, a strong reliance on hands-off metagovernance,
aimed at facilitating and framing interactive governance, might result in politi-
cal conflicts between the governance network and the democratically elected
government, because the absence of close interaction between the various stake-
holders and the public metagovernors hinders the construction of joint owner-
ship of the policy outputs and policy outcomes. On the other hand, strong
reliance on hands-on metagovernance aimed at resolving internal conflicts
and influencing the content of actual policy solutions tends to bind the public
metagovernors tightly to the policy output, leaving little scope for subsequent
policy changes. If the compromise obtained through negotiations with the
public metagovernors is not respected by the government, then implementation
resistance will rise and the prospect of continued policy interaction will be dim.
This is exactly what happened with the Water Management Committees in New
South Wales (Bell and Park, 2006). The participants in the regional committees
were appointed by the government that was also itself participating in
the governance networks. The private stakeholders worked closely together
with the government representatives and they expected to have considerable
influence on water sharing policy in New South Wales. Therefore, when the
government overruled the water-sharing plans that had been developed by the
regional networks, it created a lot of frustration and the disillusionment has
apparently ruined the prospect of future network governance.
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Finally, public metagovernors are facing a number of dilemmas in relation
to the competing objectives of metagovernance. As such, there might be a
trade-off between democracy and effectiveness as a more inclusive participa-
tion of relevant stakeholders might make governance arrangements more
democratic, while simultaneously reducing their ability to formulate clear
and sustainable compromises based on negative and/or positive coordina-
tion (Scharpf, 1994). Another potential trade-off exists between policy in-
novation and consensus-building as interactive arenas that develop a shared
understanding of the world tend to give way to “groupthink,” which is
detrimental to innovation. As such, there is a constant danger in epistemic
networks, dealing with global issues such as AIDS, poverty, and global
warming, that attempts to define a common ground and create consensus
prevent the network actors from developing new and creative ideas by
means of exploiting diversity and challenging each other’s ideas. Last but
not least, a trade-off might occur between resource mobilization and equity
as attempts to include strong and resourceful stakeholders such as big busi-
ness and large interest organizations might undermine the possibility for
weaker and less resourceful actors to be heard and to gain recognition.

In sum, metagovernance is a necessary but inherently imperfect governing
practice, which is facing a range of challenges, limitations, and dilemmas.
Metagovernors must exploit the opportunities they have for influencing the
interactive policy processes and come up with pragmatic and innovative
responses to the challenges and dilemmas they encounter. Yet, they must
be prepared to accept, and hopefully learn from, metagovernance failures
(Jessop, 2002).

What does it take to become a metagovernor?

In principle, all political actors that fulfill Christopher Hood’s NATO-criteria
by having sufficient nodality, authority, treasure, and organizational capacity
can act as metagovernors (see Hood, 1986). However, the central position,
formal authority, and democratic legitimacy of public authorities make them
particularly suited for exercising metagovernance (Klijn and Koppenjan,
2000a). The public metagovernors may be located either at the same or at a
higher level than the interactive policy arena, which they are metagoverning
(Esmark, 2007a; Jensen and Kéhler, 2007; Sgrensen, 2007b). In some cases,
public authorities will have continual fights with each other about who
is the principal metagovernor. Such cases provide a good indication of the consid-
erable power and influence that can be achieved from metagoverning interactive
governance. To save them the trouble of detailed monitoring and hands-on
metagovernance, public authorities sometimes choose to delegate the task
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of metagoverning networks, partnerships, and quasi-markets to third-party or-
ganizations that are specialized in the oversight and management of interactive
governance arrangements in which they are not themselves a member. An ex-
ample of this is found in the state of Texas that has signed a contract with a third-
party organization recruiting, managing, and evaluating a large number of child
care providers (Goldsmith and Eggers, 2004). Another example is the British
government’s delegation of the responsibility for monitoring and regulating
local governance networks to the independent Audit Commission (Kelly, 2006).

Metagovernance might also be exercised by resourceful and legitimate pri-
vate organizations that are themselves a part of the quasi-market, partnership,
or network in question. In Denmark, there are examples of large trade-union
confederations that have both the political skills and organizational capacities
to metagovern local networks in the field of social inclusion (Andersen and
Torfing, 2004). Quasi-markets, partnerships, and networks might also be
metagoverned by policy objectives, standards, and guidelines formulated
and enforced by networks operating at a higher level within a multilevel
governance system. As such, we may talk about “multilevel metagovernance”
(Jessop, 2004: 69-73) when interactive policy arenas at the local, regional, and
national levels are designed, framed, and regulated by interactive arenas and
public authorities at higher levels. This is to a large extent what is happening
in the OMC in the field of active employment policy where a transnational
governance network in and around the Employment Committee metagoverns
national governance networks that are responsible for formulating and report-
ing on national policy initiatives and for metagoverning regional and local
governance networks that are implementing the national policy initiatives
(Torfing, 2007b).

A limit case of metagovernance is when governance networks, partner-
ships, and even private contractors are required to elicit, and take into
account, the opinions and preferences of the users of public service and
regulation, for example, as a part of Total Quality Management. Although
such a requirement is a result of hands-off metagovernance from above, it
provides an example of metagovernance from below as it permits citizens,
users, and customers to influence what is happening in the interactive policy
arenas.

It has also been suggested that interactive governance arenas can meta-
govern themselves (O'Toole, 2007). This allegedly happens when networks,
partnerships, or quasi-markets engage in systematic reflections on their own
performance and find ways of improving it. Some governance networks carry
out periodic reviews of their own functioning and achievements. Such reviews
might spur processes of mutual learning and foster strategic attempts to
change the pattern of interaction. However, the conceptual difference
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between self-metagovernance and self-governance is small and difficult to
maintain in empirical analysis.

A special problem concerns how global governance networks are meta-
governed. Global networks and partnerships may attempt to metagovern
themselves and they may become metagoverned by international organiza-
tions like the United Nations, the World Trade Organization, and the World
Bank, which will often act as convenors of global networks, provide various
support functions, and define some basic institutional parameters (O’Brien
et al., 2000). However, the absence of a world government means that there is
no shadow of hierarchy cast on global networks and partnerships. Regional
powers and hegemonic nation states might try to fill the void left by the
absence of an overarching political authority, but they cannot threaten to
dismantle the network and solve the global problems through unilateral
action. Even the strongest of nation states are dependent on interaction
with other nation states and a plethora of private actors in order to find global
solutions to global problems. Hence, at best hegemonic states tend to be
primus inter pares. The situation is slightly different in the case of the transna-
tional governance networks in the EU that are metagoverned by the European
Commission and the European Council. In those areas where the EU has a
clear legal competence, both the European Commission and the European
Council are capable of casting, and tend to cast, a shadow of hierarchy over
the transnational networks (Borras, 2007; Esmark, 2007a).

As public authorities are naturally born metagovernors, it is crucial to
examine their willingness and ability to exercise metagovernance. Politicians
often appear less willing to metagovern interactive governance arrangements
than public managers who are facing the need for exchanging knowledge,
resources, and energies in their daily practices. Many politicians cling to the
traditional image of politicians as sovereign rulers. They tend to see interactive
forms of governance as messy, undemocratic, and a threat to their political
authority and prefer to remain at a safe distance from networked policy
interaction. Nevertheless, the political and discursive pressures on public
authorities at all levels to facilitate, manage, and direct interactive policy
arenas gradually force politicians to take on the responsibility for metagovern-
ing these arenas, although in many cases they will delegate the task to public
managers.

Politicians and public managers are well versed in planning, budgeting, and
concrete decision-making. As metagovernors, however, they will also require
proficiency in other tasks, such as forming, activating, arranging, stabilizing,
integrating, and developing networks (Goldsmith and Eggers, 2004: 157). To
perform these crucial tasks, the public metagovernors must possess a range of
strategic and collaborative competences. The strategic competences include
negotiated goal alignment, risk assessment, procedural and means-end
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flexibility, project management, and the ability to tackle unconventional
problems. The collaborative competences include communication skills,
storytelling capacities, and talents for coaching, cooperation, and trust build-
ing. The lists of strategic and collaborative competences can be further
expanded, and some of the competences are also relevant for carrying out
tasks other than those narrowly related to networks, partnerships, and quasi-
markets. However, the important thing to realize is that the metagovernance
of governance networks brings some particular strategic and collaborative
competences to the fore.

At the other end of the line, we can distinguish between different reactions
to the exercise of metagovernance depending on how invasive it is. Social
and political actors facing a highly intrusive hands-on metagovernance will
protest and fight back the strait-jacketing in order to protect the space for self-
regulation. If the metagovernance is less invasive but still rather strict and
constraining, the actors might try to exploit ambiguities and inconsistencies
to advance a selective interpretation of the metagovernance strategy, or adopt
a decoupling strategy, according to which they pretend to go along with the
new metagovernance measures while they are actually going about as if
nothing had happened. Metagovernance strategies that aim at facilitating
and enhancing self-regulation will be readily accepted and will often
be exploited to advance the scope, competence, and policy proposals of the
network, partnership, or contract-based collaboration in question. Given
the asymmetrical distribution of information between the metagovernor and
the metagoverned arenas and actors, there is a large room for gaming. The use of
hands-on metagovernance will reduce this space considerably. Discussing the
reactions to metagovernance, we should not forget that the most important
reaction is neither dissent nor consent but anticipation. The actors in a network
will anticipate the metagovernors’ reaction to their actions and inactions and
adjust these accordingly. This is precisely the situation that the idea of metago-
vernance “in the shadow of hierarchy” refers to. Interactive policy arenas will do
their best to deliver what they are supposed to deliver because they fear that the
metagovenor will otherwise restrict their scope and authority.

Conclusion

Metagovernance is a relatively new concept with a large analytical potential. It
helps us in understanding the efforts of federal governments to regulate
interstate governance and the attempts of national government to support
and direct local governments. It may also help us in conceptualizing the
endeavor of the protagonists of NPM to create and sustain spaces of bounded
autonomy in which public managers and private providers, infused with an
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entrepreneurial spirit, can take responsibility for developing the public sector
and providing or delivering low price and high quality services. Last but not
least, it provides a tool for understanding the role of government and other
legitimate and resourceful actors in facilitating, managing, and directing the
increasing number of interactive governance arenas. It captures the attempt of
local municipalities and third-party organizations to manage and assess net-
works of private contractors and voluntary organizations in the field of pre-
ventive health care. It covers the efforts of national governments and strong
interest organizations to influence the procedures, processes, and outputs of
policy communities and issue networks, and it sheds light on the endeavor of
international organizations, hegemonic nation states, and other would-be
metagovernors to govern the negotiated interactions in global networks and
partnerships.

Metagovernance involves “the governance of governance” and the funda-
mental challenge for would-be metagovernors is to facilitate, manage, and
direct interactive governance arrangements without reverting to top-down
command and without undermining the self-regulatory capacity of networks,
partnerships, and quasi-markets. Theories of interactive governance can help
us to understand different aspects of metagovernance and to develop a more
elaborate definition of metagovernance that perceives metagovernance not
only as a hegemonic discourse on how to govern but also as the choice and
development of particular governance arrangements. The metagovernors’
toolbox contains a variety of hands-off and hands-on tools that can be used
to pursue different objectives. In this sense, metagovernance can be seen as
a means for governments to influence interactive forms of governance.
However, as argued above, metagovernance failure is an ever-present risk
due to tough challenges, structural limitations, and inherent dilemmas facing
would-be metagovernors.

Being a new concept, metagovernance calls for further studies. The theoret-
ical research agenda is quite full. It includes exploration of the conceptual
links between the concept of metagovernance and the literature on the
“enabling state” and the “regulatory state.” It also includes detailed compar-
isons of the contributions of the different theoretical approaches to meta-
governance in order to identify common insights and complementarities.
Finally, it includes a further analysis of the reasons for choosing particular
governance arrangements and of conflicts and trade-offs between different
objectives and tools of metagovernance.
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New roles and role dilemmas in interactive
governance

The role images of public governors have been an important issue in political
science debate ever since Plato (1991 [c. 360 Bc]) advanced his ideal concep-
tion of public rulers as Philosopher-Kings. Max Weber’s prescriptive analysis
(1978 [1920]) of the role of public administrators in modern bureaucracies is a
crucial milestone in the debate, and so is Gabriel Almond and Sidney Verba's
categorization (1963) of different types of citizens. Implementation research
challenged these neat role images by pointing out how the actual role distri-
bution among politicians, public administrators, and citizens was much more
complex and overlapping (Pressman and Wildawski, 1973; Lipsky, 1980).
More recently, the New Public Management (NPM) distinction between
“steerers” and “rowers” (Osborne and Gaebler, 1992) has sought to redraw
the boundary between the roles played by politicians and public administra-
tors, and recast citizens as consumers and private firms as providers of public
services. These new role images have become important points of reference in
laying out how different groups of actors are expected to act, although the
boundaries between the roles have proven difficult to uphold in actual gover-
nance processes (Svara, 19994, 1999b; Provan and Milward, 2000). The analy-
sis of role images is important because public governance is shaped by social
and political actors who are acting on the basis of more or less sedimented
images of the role they are supposed to play.

Role images in public governance are contingent and subject to frequent
transformation. This is not least the case in advanced liberal democracies in
which traditional role images are currently being challenged by new percep-
tions of what it means to be a politician, a public administrator, a citizen, and
a private business or an NGO. New role images are taking form and are offering
themselves as points of identification as the interactive governance paradigm
manifests itself in an increasing number of governing practices and reform
programs in the Western democracies.
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Table 8.1. Traditional role images and new roles, dilemmas, and coping strategies in the interactive governance paradigm

Government paradigm

Interactive

governance paradigm

Dilemma

Coping strategies

Politicians

Public
administrators

Citizens

Private actors

Sovereign political ruler
Responsive political authority

Sovereign executive
bureaucrat

Responsive street-level
bureaucrat

The entrepreneurial citizen

The passive subject and/or
voter

The lobbyist

The passive object

Board of Directors
Boundary spanning

participant

Executive manager
Boundary spanning

and

facilitating manager

Consumer
Coproducer
Everyday maker
Service producer
Project partner
Policy producer

Involvement or
independence

Power or
legitimacy

Influence or
avoidance of
responsibility

Publicity or
privacy

Forming strong metagovernance alliances and
developing shared ownership between them
and interactive governance arenas

Forming strong metagovernance and
developing shared ownership between them
and interactive governance arenas

Downplaying their actual engagement and
influence in interactive governance

Downplaying their engagement and influence in
interactive governance




New roles and role dilemmas in interactive governance

An Italian survey of local government roles shows that politicians identify
most strongly with the role as facilitators who seek to bring together differ-
ent individual and collective interests and least strongly with the role as
policymaker that involves initiating and formulating new policies (Liguori
et al., 2010). In Denmark, a new codex for executive public managers insists
that a major objective for executives consists of “negotiating their degree of
discretion with their political leader” (Danish Ministry of Finance, 2005),
while a similar codex for mid-level managers underscores that a central task
consists in motivating “relevant actors to involve themselves,” and in
making sure that “all employees view citizens and users of public services
as collaboration partners with relevant resources and a right to influence
decisions that affect them” (Management Greenhouse, 2008). In the United
Kingdom, the government’s policy service program Working Together—Public
Services on Your Side advocates that “front line employees and citizens are
given the autonomy they need to improve the productivity and quality of
public service delivery” (British Government, 2010), and the British Home
Office (2010) has launched a huge reform program Policing our Communities
Together that aims to increase the effectiveness of policing by “involving
citizens and private actors directly in making priorities and taking action in
making communities more safe.”

These and many other programs and guidelines for public governance are
more or less explicitly remodeling our notions of what it implies to be a
politician, a public administrator, a citizen, or a private for- or non-profit
actor. Such changes in role images are significant, not because they are
bound to change the behavior of key policy actors, but because they provide
new reference points that actors can activate in their efforts to find a place for
themselves in different policy arenas and to justify and legitimize their actions
in the eyes of other actors.

In the previous chapters, we described how the surge of a new interactive
governance paradigm has gone hand in hand with the institutionalization of
a variety of governance arrangements such as quasi-markets, partnerships,
and governance networks. This chapter focuses on the impact that these
paradigmatic and institutional changes have on the role images that condi-
tion and frame efforts to justify or criticize actions taken by politicians, public
administrators, citizens, and private actors. Furthermore, we analyze the di-
lemmas that are likely to emerge when these role images guide action, and
discuss the coping strategies that can be applied in dealing with emerging
dilemmas. A study of role images, dilemmas, and coping strategies is valuable
because it helps us to understand how paradigmatic and institutional changes
at the meso and macro level influence actions at the micro level, which in turn
will transform and/or reproduce the patterns of social and political interaction.
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As such, the study of role images can contribute to explaining the complex
interrelation between structure and agency.

In order to grasp the complex relationship between paradigmatic and
institutional change and patterns of social and political action, we distance
ourselves from the traditional functionalist or systems-theoretical concep-
tualizations of roles that tend to define roles as a set of relatively fixed norms
resulting from the sedimentation of collective expectations to context-specific
action (Linton, 1936: 114ff.; Parsons, 1951: 25). Instead, we take our departure
in arelational understanding of roles that emphasize the actors’ active involve-
ment in shaping, applying, and developing role images (March and Olsen,
1989; Powell and Dimaggio, 1991).

In a relational perspective, there are a number of reasons why actors are not
only role takers, but also role makers. First, role images are viewed as sets of
rules and norms conditioning how a certain group of actors are supposed to
act in particular situations. They take the form of institutionalized “logics of
appropriateness” (March and Olsen, 1989). Actors become role makers
because rules and norms implicit to a given logic of appropriateness are
ambiguous and undecidable and their application calls for situated interpreta-
tions of their content and nature. Second, actors become role makers because
role images are multiple, complex, and conflict ridden and confront actors
with dilemmas and trade-offs that can only be tackled through the invention
of creative coping strategies. Third, those role images that offer themselves at a
given point in time draw on a complex and dynamic mix of old and new
archaeological layers of role fragments that fit different situations and con-
texts. Actors become role makers when they actively construct their own
particular role profile in concrete situations. Finally, there are blurred bound-
aries between the institutional domains of different logics of appropriateness.
This means that actors, in some situations, can legitimize their actions with
reference to logics of appropriateness that are dominant in other institutional
domains. In sum, a relational approach views role performance as a complex
process in which actors involved in public governance seek to legitimize their
actions with reference to an ambiguous, conflictual, dynamic, and multi-
layered plurality of overlapping logics of appropriateness and role fragments.

Consequently, it makes little sense to try to identify a clear causal relation-
ship between governance reform, paradigmatic transformations, and changes
in role images. The role images that are at play at a given point in time
represent a complex mix of points of identification that draws on a combina-
tion of old and new role fragments, and the choice of points of identification is
in the end made by the individual actors. This relational understanding of
roles further supports the argument made in Chapter 1 that current transfor-
mations in the way Western societies are governed should not be sketched out
as a neat shift from government to governance but as an untidy process in
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which new ways of governing become mixed up with old ones as a result of
complex strategic choices inspired by a variety of available role fragments.

The aim of this chapter is to draw the contours of an emerging set of
interactive role images, to analyze some of the role dilemmas that confront
actors who draw extensively on these emerging role images, and to consider
what coping strategies are available for actors who seek to deal with these
dilemmas. However, first we give a short description of the role images,
dilemmas, and coping strategies that are associated with the traditional gov-
ernment paradigm. This description is followed by a brief analysis of how the
governmental role images are challenged by the emergence of the interactive
governance paradigm.

Role images in the government paradigm

The ideal typical role images at play in the liberal-democratic government
paradigm were formulated in nineteenth- and early twentieth-century politi-
cal science and public administration theory (Mill, 1820; Wilson, 1887;
Weber, 1978 [1920]). These ideal types construct an image of politicians as
sovereign political decision-makers who rule by passing laws; public administra-
tors as bureaucrats who implement laws; citizens as voters and subjects in
between elections; and private firms and organizations as objects of regulation.

From the very beginning, however, these ideal typical role images were
integrated with fragments of earlier archaeological layers of thought. These
fragments include Friedrich Hegel’s image (1967 [1821]) of public adminis-
trators as actors with a particularly high moral standing and privileged access
to identifying the common good, and John Stuart Mill’s perception (1991
[1861]) of politicians as particularly capable of identifying the common good,
and citizens as being capable of developing into moral beings given the
opportunity to participate. These and other role fragments building on a
premodern conception of the common good have moderated the ideal typical
role images characterizing the modern government paradigm.

The traditional liberal-democratic role images have been further recast in
the course of the twentieth century. A growing technocratization of the
governing of society founded on a strong belief in scientific knowledge pro-
moted the image of the public administrator as an expert (Haber, 1964).
Moreover, the emergence of pluralist and corporatist strands of thought and
new insights from implementation theory assigned public authorities the
role of being responsive but firm coalition partners capable of dealing
with political pressures from citizens with strong preferences and organized
interest groups with considerable resources (Schumpeter, 1976 [1943]; Waldo,
1948; Dahl, 1961; Schmitter, 1974; Lindblom, 1977; Lipsky, 1980). Finally, as
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pointed out in several comparative studies, the ideal typical image of what it
means to be a public authority and a citizen has been affected by contextual
factors such as national political culture and institutional setup (see Almond
and Verba, 1963). Liberal democracies with an authoritarian political culture
and centralized political institutions, such as France, have developed one
version of the liberal-democratic role images in which the reference to the
common will is central, whereas countries with a more participatory political
culture and decentralized political institutions such as those located in Scan-
dinavia have developed a somewhat different version in which negotiation is
a key virtue (Rhodes, 1999).

In light of these modifications, we can conclude that the role images offered
by the government paradigm are ambiguous, conflictual, and heterogeneous.
Rather than placing the involved actors in the position as role takers that act
in line with a clear, homogeneous, and pregiven role image, the social and
political actors act as role makers who make conditioned choices among a
plurality of context-dependent role fragments in a constant search for ways to
cope with the dilemmas that go hand in hand with role performance.

The ambiguous role images offered by the government paradigm raise di-
lemmas for all the involved actors: Politicians are called upon both to make
sovereign decisions and to be responsive to the views and interests of active
citizens and interest groups. Public administrators are simultaneously expected
to follow the rule of law, act in accordance with their perception of the
common good, and bargain with active citizens and interest groups. Citizens
are assigned the role as subjects in between elections, while they are at the same
time expected to participate in local decision-making processes. Moreover,
while private business firms and NGOs are mainly viewed as objects of gover-
nance, they are also expected to do what they can to lobby public authorities.

In coping with these dilemmas, a certain differentiation into subcategories
of role positions has taken place. The role as sovereign political and adminis-
trative rulers has primarily been assigned to national authorities and in partic-
ular to high ranking politicians (A-politicians) and executive bureaucrats.
The role as responsive authority has, then, been assigned to public authorities
placed at lower levels, such as ordinary politicians (B-politicians) and street-
level bureaucrats (SLB). This distinction between the sovereign and the
responsive has created an image of leading politicians and executive bureau-
crats as a joint political-administrative leadership team with a shared task and
destiny (Svara, 19994, 1999b). Such a team, which has been so eloquently
portrayed in TV shows such as Yes, Minister, down-tones the Weberian and
Wilsonian call for a clear distinction between the politicians’ role as policy-
maker and the public administrators’ role as policy implementer.

Turning to the differentiation of the images of what it means to be a citizen
and a private actor, one can identify a similar distinction between “the capable
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and interested elite” and “the common man.” While the former role category
serves as a legitimacy basis for entrepreneurial citizens and lobbying firms and
NGOs, the latter serves to legitimize citizens who take on the role as passive
subjects and/or delimit their political involvement to voting, and small firms
and organizations, which take on the role as objects of government that
abstain from lobbyism.

Challenges to traditional role images posed
by interactive governance

The emerging interactive governance paradigm challenges the traditional
government role images and role differentiations by introducing role frag-
ments and new ambiguities and conflicts that further complicate and trans-
form the traditional ideal typical role images. The transformations in role
images are triggered by the way in which the interactive governance paradigm
destabilizes three constitutive distinctions of the government paradigm.

First, it blurs the distinction made between the governing and the governed.
In viewing governance as a complex process in which public authorities and
private stakeholders interact in the pursuit of negotiated goals, it becomes
more difficult to define some actors as governing and others as governed.
Instead, the relevant question becomes how, when, and where different actors
are expected to contribute actively to the governing of society.

Second, seen from the perspective of the interactive governance paradigm,
the distinction between public and private actors is less relevant as a point of
reference for determining whether or not an actor should be viewed as a
legitimate participant in a governance process. Hence, the legitimacy of the
various actors has less to do with their sector belonging than with the extent
to which they are affected by the governance processes or possess knowledge
and resources that are relevant for contributing to defining or solving the
governance tasks in question.

Third, the interactive governance paradigm challenges the well-established
distinction between political and administrative governance tasks and the
idea that the former precedes the latter. By pointing out that all phases in a
governance process involve political as well as administrative tasks, it becomes
much more complicated to draw a distinction between the kind of norm-
based actions that are to be performed by politicians and public administra-
tors, respectively. Although it still makes some sense to view politicians as
policymakers and public administrators as policy implementers, it is increas-
ingly difficult to set up a clear division of labor between the two parties.

The destabilization of these three distinctions in the government paradigm
has initiated a search for new role images of what it means to be a politician, a
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public administrator, a citizen, and a private actor. In the next sections, we
shall see how the interactive governance paradigm shapes a new ambiguous,
conflicting and heterogeneous set of role images for each type of actor. First,
however, we shall conclude this section by giving an overview of the tradi-
tional role images characterized above and an outline of the new and
emerging roles, dilemmas, and coping strategies available to politicians, public
administrators, citizens, and private actors.

It should be noted that the emergence of new role images does not render
the different role images provided by the government paradigm obsolete.
Rather, the interactive governance paradigm adds a new archaeological layer
of role fragments on top of the old ones, thus widening the repertoire of
possible governance roles. This new archaeological layer further radicalizes
the call for interaction voiced by the corporatist and pluralist versions of the
government paradigm. As such, the aim of Table 8.1 is not so much to draw a
sharp demarcation line between past and present roles as it is to clarify the
complex plurality of role fragments that currently offer themselves to actors in
the intersection between the government paradigm and the emerging inter-
active governance paradigm. As argued by March and Olsen (1995: 69), what
determines the legitimizing power of role fragments is the frequency with
which they are activated and applied. It is, in other words, an empirical matter
to uncover the articulation and impact of different role images and role
fragments as they take form in different contexts at a given point in time.

In the following, we present the new archaeological layer of role images that
are emerging in the wake of the interactive governance paradigm; the dilem-
mas that they establish; and the coping strategies that actors activate in their
efforts to deal with these dilemmas. Let us first turn our attention toward the
politicians.

Politicians: Roles, dilemmas, and coping strategies

Seen from the perspective of the interactive governance paradigm, the role of
politicians is to design, manage, and direct interactive governance arenas
through the exercise of metagovernance. Gone is the image of politicians as
either sovereign rulers or responsive authorities. Politicians still play
these roles, but they are under an increased pressure to take on the role as
metagovernors who create, monitor, and steer interactive governance arenas
in which they themselves may or may not participate. As mentioned in
the introduction and further outlined in Chapter 7, governance theorists
define metagovernance as the governance of governance, and this particular
form of governance can be exercised in a variety of ways ranging from
a macro-level “hands-off” shaping of the objectives and rules of the game to
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a micro-level “hands-on” process management of and participation in inter-
active governance processes. Hands-off metagovernance involves the institu-
tional as well as political, financial, and cognitive framing of the conditions
under which public and private stakeholders interact. Hands-on metagover-
nance is exercised through the direct involvement of the metagovernor
in the interactive governance processes either as facilitator of or as participant
in interactive governance processes.

Metagovernance can, however, be performed by any one actor who has the
necessary and relevant resources to frame, monitor, and manage interactive
governance arenas such as quasi-markets, partnerships, and networks. Never-
theless, role fragments deriving from the traditional role of sovereign politi-
cian place politicians in a privileged position as democratically legitimate
exercisers of hands-off metagovernance through a legal, political, and finan-
cial framing of interactive governance processes. Politicians can pass reflexive
laws that determine which stakeholders should be involved in making what
kind of decisions (Teubner, 1989), define the overall political goals that the
interactive governance arenas must pursue, and distribute financial resources
between different interactive governance arenas (Serensen and Torfing, 2009).
This privileged role as a hands-off metagovernor is more or less identical with
the role of Board of Directors that the NPM doctrine assigns to the politicians
(Hood, 1991; Osborne and Gaebler, 1992; Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2004). As
Board of Directors, politicians are expected to maintain a certain distance to
interactive governance arenas and thus refrain from engaging themselves in
hands-on forms of metagovernance.

Generally, politicians are in a less privileged position to play the role as
hands-on metagovernors in relation to interactive governance arenas. This is
partly because their direct contact with society has traditionally taken
place on the input side of the political system in connection with elections
and not on the output side that has been the domain of public administrators.
The resulting distance between the politicians and citizens as well as private
stakeholders found at the output side has been further sustained by the
aforementioned image of politicians as equal to a Board of Directors. However,
some scholars have advocated for an alternative image of politicians as hands-
on boundary spanners that engage more directly as participants in interactive
governance processes (Williams, 2002; Sgrensen, 2006).

As we shall see, the new role as metagoverning politicians is in the gover-
nance literature described a little bit differently in relation to different new
forms of governance, but the basic message is the same: politicians should take
one step back and maintain some distance to interactive governance pro-
cesses. In relation to quasi-markets, the role that is granted to politicians is
explicitly spelled out as that of a Board of Directors in a private firm. The
relationship between the politicians and the production unit—be it a private
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contractor or a public special-purpose agency—is understood in terms of a
principal-agency relationship in which the politicians act as a principal who
hires an agent to perform a particular task (Stoker, 1998: 22), and the exchange
between the two parties is outlined in a business contract. In order to work,
this contract must contain a detailed description of the task that is to be
carried out at a given price. The interaction between the parties to the contract
is supposed to be kept at a minimum. Public employees have, however,
criticized this rigid fixed contract model for leading to a postbureaucratic
standardization nightmare with very limited flexibility. This critique finds
support from a number of scholars who argue that successful contract rela-
tionships tend to call for a relatively high level of ongoing interaction between
the parties to the contract (Williamson, 1985; Provan and Milward, 1991;
Greve, 2007). This is particularly the case in relation to the governance of
complex tasks, which run over a long period of time. A recent growth in
relational contracts that set up rules for how issues and disputes are settled
in ongoing negotiations between public authorities and public and private
providers of public services emphasizes the need for such interactions
(DeHoog, 1990; Greve, 2007).

The term partnership refers to a specific form of collaboration between public
authorities and for- or non-profit organizations that relies on more or less
formalized agreements. Compared to quasi-markets, partnerships do not view
politicians as parties to a contract but as agenda setters and activators who
provide a legal, political, and financial framing that encourages public agen-
cies and private actors to engage in a shared effort to provide public services.
Since partnerships are expected to have some degree of autonomy in defining
the precise character of their assignment, politicians are also in this context
expected to stay at an arm’s length from the interactive governance processes.
As this arm’s-length principle is central for legitimizing the involvement of
private actors in governance processes, the interactions that do in many cases
take place tend to be kept at an informal level (Provan and Milward, 2000;
Baker et al., 2009).

While, in relation to quasi-markets and partnerships, the role of politicians
is restricted to that of exercising hands-off metagovernance, they are expected
to use all available means of metagovernance in governing governance
networks. As governance networks rely on a considerable degree of autonomy,
a central task for politicians consists in defining the precise character of this
autonomy through different forms of political and economic framing. To
perform this task, however, politicians must engage in an ongoing dialogue
with governance networks, as such a dialogue is expected to give politicians
both strategic knowledge that can qualify their efforts to frame governance
networks and an opportunity to influence the network activities (Klijn and
Koppenjan, 2000b; Serensen, 2006). The view that politicians need to engage
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more directly with self-governing actors is not only found among governance
network theorists. It also finds some support in principal-agent theory that
points out how the relationship between principal and agent is characterized
by a high degree of interdependency. Agents do indeed depend on choices
made by the principal, but principals are also dependent on the agents’
specialized knowledge. By participating in governance networks, politicians
get an opportunity to retrieve this knowledge and to gain information about
the complex motives that drive the actions of the involved stakeholders
(Stoker, 1998: 22).

Summing up, politicians are called upon to take on the role as metagover-
nors in relation to quasi-markets, partnerships, and governance networks.
They are, however, expected to do so in slightly different ways. While
they are first and foremost expected to rely on the exercise of hands-off
metagovernance in the governing of quasi-markets and partnerships,
they are also expected to engage in hands-on metagovernance in relation to
governance networks.

The role of metagovernors is, however, not without dilemmas. Politicians
who maintain themselves at an arm’s length of interactive governance arenas
are in danger of losing their ability to control what is going on, to make
qualified and informed decisions, and to gain support for their political pro-
gram among relevant and affected stakeholders. In contrast, politicians who
participate in interactive governance arenas risk losing their position as inde-
pendent authority capable of making overall and long-term political deci-
sions. Accordingly, one of the problems that needs to be addressed by the
emerging interactive governance paradigm is how politicians can exercise
metagovernance in a way that grants them both a certain level of involvement
in and a fair amount of independence from interactive governance arenas.

How then can politicians cope with these dilemmas? There is little doubt
that many politicians find it difficult to cope with their new role as meta-
governors. Those who have chosen the role as hands-off Board of Directors as
advocated by the NPM reforms are frustrated because they experience a loss of
influence. Those who engage themselves in hands-on metagovernance have a
hard time balancing the role as superior authority against the role as partici-
pant in horizontal interactions (Klijn and Koppenjan, 2000b; Sgrensen, 2006).
As many have pointed out, politicians need capacities to function as boundary
spanners — a capacity that is ever more important to possess in an interactive
governance context (Williams, 2002). However, two overall coping strategies
seem to be used among politicians. One strategy consists in exploiting
the already well-established distinction between A- and B-politicians. A-politi-
cians take on the role as Board of Directors while B-politicians take on the role
as boundary spanners. A second coping strategy consists in delegating the
role as boundary spanners to the public administrators. This frequently used
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strategy is strongly inspired by some of the coping strategies employed by
politicians within the government paradigm (Peters, 1987). A study of interac-
tive governance processes in the small Danish town Skanderborg envisages how
this strategy was applied with great success by a major and a public administra-
tor (Serensen, 2007b). As illustrated by this study, the success of such coping
strategies depends on the ability of those involved in metagoverning an inter-
active governance arena to form a strong alliance and work as a team. A- and B-
politicians must be on the same mission, and so must be politicians and the
involved public administrators. Alliances are needed if those involved in ex-
ercising metagovernance are to do so efficiently. Without strong metagover-
nance alliances, the capacity to metagovern interactive processes is seriously
weakened.

Public administrators: Roles, dilemmas, and coping strategies

Turning now to the public administrators, the interactive governance para-
digm challenges the traditional images of public administrators as sovereign
administrative rulers and responsive authorities are fading and become less
powerful and new role images emerge and are activated and accepted as
points of reference for legitimizing and justifying the doings of public admin-
istrators. The most powerful way of legitimizing action is no longer to point
out that it is legal, is in line with the common good, is advocated by leading
experts, or can be seen as an expression of responsiveness on the part of
public administrators. Not to say that these criteria are suddenly irrelevant or
have lost all their credibility. Most of them still play an important role in
shaping the expectations about and self-perceptions of public administrators,
but they tend to emerge in a less distinct fashion and face competition from
new norms and standards (see Peters, 1987; Moore, 1994; Peters and Pierre,
2003).

The traditional role images are supplemented by new images of public
administrators as metagovernors capable of managing and facilitating inter-
active governance processes. These new role images tend to rank effectiveness
over legality, flexibility over regularity, and dialogue over authority, and are in
many ways parallel to those offered to the politicians. But while the politicians
are mainly expected to metagovern through the exercise of political, financial,
and legal framing of and/or participation in interactive governance arenas,
public administrators are first and foremost designated to metagovern
through the institutional design and facilitation of these arenas. Public ad-
ministrators are in other words recast as managers of interaction. Executive
public managers are offered the role as designers of interactive arenas while
lower ranking public managers are designated to facilitate such arenas. As was

156



New roles and role dilemmas in interactive governance

the case with the politicians, these new role images fit well into the overall
logic of the NPM reform program: Executive public managers steer and assist
the politicians in their role as Board of Directors while the lower level public
managers row by taking on the role as boundary-spanning moderators, medi-
ators, and facilitators of interactive governance arenas (Wiig, 1997; Williams,
2002; Marshall and Buske, 2007).

The new role as manager of interactive governance arenas is sketched out a
little bit differently in relation to different governance arrangements. Seen in
relation to quasi-markets, the role of the executive public manager consists in
designing competitive markets that grant public and private providers of
public services a clear incentive to produce politically defined outcomes as
efficiently and effectively as possible. Delivery of health care services and
social services, and infrastructure projects are areas in which quasi-markets
have proliferated. The kind of metagovernance required to regulate such
markets depends heavily on an arm’s-length development of shrewd budget-
ary models and refined evaluation systems that make it possible to reward
those who are performing well and punish those who are not. Among this
kind of performance measurement systems, we find bench-marking programs
and a variety of naming and shaming schemes (Power, 1997; Pollitt and
Bouckaert, 2004; Wright and @Orberg, 2009). While hands-off metagovernance
is mainly exercised by executive managers, lower level managers are offered
the role as hands-on metagovernors who provide administrative support
systems and help to clarify the rules of the game for those involved in the
interactive governance processes. The exercise of hands-on metagovernance is
important as it has limited impact to have designed a smart funding scheme if
the relevant actors are not notified of the new possibilities or are in need of
help in order to be able to take action.

In the case of partnerships, executive public managers are expected to design
rules of the game and formulate programs and funding schemes that stimulate
collaboration between public and private actors in an effort to solve wicked
policy problems such as unemployment, education, and regional develop-
ment. While executive public managers metagovern quasi-markets through
the design of rules of the game that triggers competition between potential
service producers, their task in relation to partnerships is to design conditions
that motivate public agencies and private organizations to pool resources,
coordinate their actions, collaborate, and share risks and gains (Lee, 2001).
This is done through the strategic construction of interdependencies between
public and private agencies under the motto: “If you work together in order to
promote solutions to politically defined policy problems, funding is available.”
Just as the impact of competitive games depends on the degree to which it is
supported by boundary-spanning facilitators so does the impact of collabora-
tion designs. The role of these lower level public managers does not least
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consist in bringing potential public and private partners into dialogue with
each other.

Finally, public managers are required to design the room for maneuvering
available to governance networks and to assist them in their efforts to collabo-
rate in ways that add to the production of public governance. There is a
potential tension between a governance network’s widespread need for auto-
nomy and public authorities’ desire to control and regulate its actions. Just
imagine situations in which public authorities involve governance networks
in developing a plan for urban development just to acknowledge that the plan
that is being developed by the governance networks is incompatible with their
own ideas and plans. This tension between the wish to control and the desire
to involve the governance networks is of course particularly strong in situa-
tions where politicians have high ambitions and the realization of these
ambitions depends on the active involvement of governance networks. In
order to deal with such tensions, the metagovernance of governance networks
benefits from a considerable degree of interaction between metagoverning
public administrators and the affected governance networks. Through this
interaction, public managers can sometimes provoke a proactive alignment of
the policy goals pursued by politicians and the governance networks. They
can also take on the more interventionist role as policymakers and campaign-
ers that sell a catchy policy narrative to politicians and governance networks
and thus bring them together in a shared endeavor to reach a common goal.
That this role as policy campaigner has become popular among public admin-
istrators is among other things illustrated by the enormous amount of policy
documents that are being produced by public administrators. While the role
of the executive managers is to design communication processes, formulate
strong policy narratives, and sell them to the politicians, the role of the
boundary-spanning managers consists in facilitating communication and/or
disseminating these policy narratives among the network actors.

Public administrators face a series of dilemmas when taking on the role as
metagoverning managers. Executive public managers at all levels of gover-
nance are confronted with the difficulty of differentiating their role from that
of the A-politicians. Hence, metagovernance exercised through a legal, politi-
cal, and financial framing of interactive governance arenas is not that distinct
from metagovernance performed through the institutional design of interac-
tive governance arenas. In practice, the distinction is further undermined by
the A-politicians’ attempt to cope with their role dilemmas through the
formation of strong alliances with public administrators. The unclear division
of labor between A-politicians and executive public managers places the latter
in a dilemma. On the one hand, they might be able to increase their ability to
metagovern more effectively if they exploit the lack of clarity to gain more
power. On the other hand, by doing so they might reduce the politicians’
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ability to gain public support for the political goals and strategies that in the
end legitimize the exercise of metagovernance. The lower level managers face
a slightly different dilemma between their role as boundary spanners between
public authorities and interactive governance arenas, and their role as facil-
itators of these arenas. While the role of boundary spanner calls them to push
interactive governance arenas in a direction desired by politicians and execu-
tive public managers, this activity might at the same time weaken their
credibility as trustworthy, loyal, and disinterested facilitators of these arenas.

Empirical studies show that public administrators involved in interactive
governance arrangements employ a host of coping strategies in dealing with
these dilemmas (Marshall and Ozawa, 2004; Sgrensen, 2004). Many executive
managers have followed more or less the same path as the politicians
and formed strong metagovernance alliances with leading politicians. The
strength of these alliances relies on the degree to which it is possible for
executive managers and leading politicians to formulate a shared vision and
strategy and on whether or not they are able to agree on how to divide the role
as metagovernors between them. This pragmatic coping strategy is explicitly
advocated in a Danish codex for top level managers (Danish Ministry
of Finance, 2005). The result of this strategy is likely to be a centralization of
political power at the national as well as local levels of governance in the
political system. Hence, it takes considerable courage for a B-politician to go
up against A-politicians who have formed strong alliances with executive
public managers. Lower level managers on their side need to find ways to
neutralize the dilemma between their role as boundary spanner and their role
as facilitator. This can be done by promoting communication between hands-
off metagovernors and the many self-governing actors that are involved
in quasi-markets, partnerships, and governance networks. This kind of
vertical communication makes it possible for them to bypass the conflicts
and confrontations that might undermine their position as facilitator of the
interactive governance processes.

Citizens: Roles, dilemmas, and coping strategies

The emerging interactive governance paradigm has also triggered a reinterpre-
tation of the role of citizens. The image of citizens as voters at the input-side
and subjects at the output-side of the political system has increasingly been
challenged by the view that citizens have a legitimate right to have a say in
governance processes that affect them and that this right should be institu-
tionally guaranteed. As pointed out in Graham Smith’s Power beyond the Ballot
(20095), the changing image of what it means to be a citizen is fueled by a
plurality of local and regional experiments with new forms of participatory
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governance. There have also been debates within the government paradigm
about the forms and degrees of citizen involvement, but these debates have
mostly concerned citizen involvement on the political input-side in between
elections (Barber, 1984). The interactive governance paradigm is significant
because it turns the focus of attention toward citizen involvement on the
output-side of the political system, and changes the role of citizens from being
subjects to being coproducers of governance. Hence, citizen involvement is no
longer seen merely as a means to ensure citizens’ democratic influence. It is
also seen as a crucial means to enhance the efficiency and effectiveness of
public governance by tapping into the experiences, demands, and ideas of
different user groups (Warren, 2009).

The citizens’ new role as co-governors, however, differs in relation to quasi-
markets, partnerships, and networks. In quasi-markets, the co-governing citi-
zen takes the form of the competent customer that makes informed choices
between competing producers of public services. Consumers vote with their
feet by exiting producers who fail to meet their demands and quality stan-
dards. Parents choose between a variety of teaching institutions for their
children, and elderly people or their relatives choose between different provi-
ders of elderly care. The aggregated outcome of consumer choice is a demand-
driven improvement of the quality of public governance (Osborne and Gae-
bler, 1992). However, as pointed out by Albert O. Hirschman (1970), the
effectiveness of demand-side pressures depends on a balanced combination
of exit and voice mechanisms. When customers are exiting, there is a huge
loss of information because the service institutions they exit will not know
why they do so. Therefore, exit options provided by consumer choice must be
combined with voice options such as those provided by user satisfaction
surveys, focus groups, and user boards.

In relation to partnerships, the role of citizens is less pronounced although it
has considerable implications for the way citizens are viewed. These implica-
tions are, however, different in relation to different kinds of partnerships.
Hence, in relation to public—private partnerships such as those involved in
the field of infrastructure provision, the citizens are placed in the role as
customers paying tolls to cover the costs of new roads, bridges, and tunnels.
In relation to partnerships between public agencies and non-profit organiza-
tions who work together on projects aiming to improve living conditions in
deprived neighborhoods by offering specialized local services, individual citi-
zens are expected to become elite activists (Bang and Serensen, 1998) who
deliver voluntary labor and thus take on the role as coproducers of public
governance. Individual citizens are also sometimes placed in this role as
coproducers who form some sort of partnership with public authorities. This
is most often seen in relation to employment and rehabilitation programs,
where citizens agree to change their behavior in return for specific benefits

160



New roles and role dilemmas in interactive governance

(Andersen, 2008). As such, the role that partnerships assign to citizens is both
vague and diverse. In some contexts, they offer citizens a role very similar to
that offered to them by quasi-markets, and in other contexts they are granted
the role as coproducers of public governance.

The new role offered to citizens participating in governance networks is more
explicit, and further promotes the view of citizens as active partakers in the
provision of public governance indicated by some partnership constructions.
Hence, although governance networks are often caputed by experts and inter-
est organizations, they frequently aim to engage relevant and affected citizens
directly in the formulation and implementation of public governance. While
the consumer role grants citizens the opportunity to evaluate public gover-
nance by means of exit and voice options, and partnerships in some cases
expect them to contribute to realizing certain policy objectives, governance
networks also involve citizens in the formulation of these policy objectives
(Fung, 2004). In governance networks, citizens are placed in the role of so-
called “everyday makers” who engage themselves in governing issues of
immediate relevance to them through ad hoc participation in interactive
governance processes (Bang and Segrensen, 1998; Rhodes, 2000b).

Although they do so in different ways, the emerging images of citizens as
consumers, coproducers, and everyday makers undermine the traditional
notion of citizens as voters and subjects. They are active co-governors
that interact more or less intensely and directly with public authorities. In
choosing between the new role images, citizens face a serious dilemma: Involve-
ment grants them influence, but at the same time it makes citizens responsible
for governance outcomes. While the consumer role might be problematic in
that it grants citizens a relatively “thin” influence, it is attractive because it does
not burden them with responsibility. The role of contributor grants citizens
more influence but simultaneously increases their responsibility. Finally, net-
work participation carries the potential of substantial influence, but with it
comes an extensive amount of responsibility. Every role entails gains and losses.

Now, what strategies are available to citizens in coping with this dilemma
between the desire for influence and the wish to avoid responsibility? One
route to take is to cling to the traditional role of voter and subject although it is
increasingly viewed as illegitimate to refuse the role of co-governor in one
form or other. Another coping strategy for citizens is to argue that the influ-
ence that they have is not really of a kind that obliges them to engage in larger
scale considerations like those dealt with by politicians and public authorities.
This line of argumentation is well known among members of school boards,
neighborhood councils, local employment councils, and consumer commit-
tees who maintain that their involvement is not political and that they
cannot be expected to consider larger political and financial prioritization
issues. It seems, however, to be increasingly difficult to keep up this
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argumentation in those interactive governance arenas that engage in a close
and ongoing dialogue with political authorities (Fung, 2004). A third, and
often successful strategy applied by citizens consists in covering up their
engagement and actual degree of influence in order to be able to maintain
influence while at the same time avoiding the suitable amount of
responsibility.

Private actors: Roles, dilemmas, and coping strategies

Turning finally to the private actors little is left of the image of private business
firms and NGOs as passive objects of government. Today, private actors are
increasingly viewed as co-governors that possess competences and resources,
crucial for formulating and implementing strategies for solving wicked gover-
nance problems. Business firms are viewed as indispensable contributors to
the promotion of economic growth, job creation, and the reduction of global
warming, and the active participation of NGOs is perceived as vital for em-
powering and activating civil society in solving social problems, youth crime,
and lifestyle-related health problems.

Quasi-markets offer business firms and NGOs an active role as producers of
public goods. A public authority employs them to perform a certain task for a
certain contracted price and to offer it to citizens who step into the role of
consumers. While both firms and NGOs are on home ground when it comes
to performing different functional tasks, quasi-markets place them in a situa-
tion that is quite different from the private market and civil society contexts
they are used to operate in. Hence, in a quasi-market they are supposed to
assist public authorities in realizing politically defined objectives and to
observe a range of rules and norms pertaining to the public sector in doing
so. Although quasi-markets aim to establish an arm’s-length distance between
politics and production, the private providers are called upon to legitimate
their actions with reference to these political objectives and public sector
values (Andersen, 2000). Consumers of public goods and services expect the
same kind of ethical values and standards regardless of whether the provider is
public or private.

The preservation of the idea that private actors are “private” is even more
difficult to maintain in relation to partnerships where public and private actors
work closely together in a shared effort to realize particular policy goals.
In partnerships, private actors play a highly responsible role, not only as
producers of public tasks but also as partners who contribute actively to the
design of concrete governance practices in close collaboration with public
authorities. This is particularly the case in partnership arrangements that are
of a certain size and run for a considerable period of time. One example of such
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partnership arrangements is huge infrastructure projects, but the same long-
term partnerships exist in relation to the running of cultural institutions and
schools. As a consequence of the active involvement of the private partners in
forming concrete policies and services, the pressure grows on them to be
willing to account for their actions and legitimize them with reference to
public values and political standards.

The transformation of business firms and NGOs into co-governors is taken
one step further in the case of governance networks where the private actors are
directly involved not only in providing and developing new services but also
in defining policy problems, in formulating policy goals, and in developing,
implementing, and disseminating concrete policy strategies. In other words,
private actors and other network participants are active in all phases of the
policy process, which makes it even more difficult to draw a clear distinction
between public and private actors.

The role of private actors as active and increasingly visible partners in
interactive governance processes confronts them with serious dilemmas. Busi-
ness firms face the dilemma that the more active a role they play in processes
of public governance, the more they are held to account for their actions and
inactions with reference to standards defined by a public ethos and contingent
political objectives (Andersen, 2000; Hebson et al., 2003). Particularly, the cost
of involving themselves in partnerships and governance networks can be
high. Multinational businesses involved in corporate social responsibility
projects cannot maintain production facilities in Burma, or overlook bad
working conditions in Chinese factories, and they have to sacrifice some of
their profits in order to make sure that local actors are empowered and com-
munities are developed when they make investments in Africa.

With regard to NGOs, they face a slightly different dilemma that has to do
with their traditional reliance on voluntary labor and their general position as
civil society actors. The reliance on voluntary labor is problematized when
NGOs involve themselves in quasi-markets and their activities are being
redefined as commodities that can be bought and sold. Accordingly, NGOs
that engage themselves extensively in the provision of public services such as
sports activities for public schools, cultural entertainment for elderly people,
or social programs for immigrants face the prospect of gradually turning into
firms that rely on the employment of a paid workforce. Engagement in
partnerships and governance networks also raises dilemmas as close collabo-
ration with public authorities involves the risk of cooptation, which might
imply that NGOs lose their footing in civil society and become partakers in the
exercise of public authority in ways that undermine their independence and
critical potential (Selznick, 1948; Lewis, 2005).

How can private actors cope with these dilemmas? The variety in coping
strategies is considerable. Some business firms and NGOs choose to stay at a
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safe distance from interactive governance processes and accept the loss of the
potential profit, influence, and prestige that could have been harvested
through the involvement in quasi-markets, partnerships, and governance
networks. Other private actors take the full step into the new world of co-
governance and brand themselves as responsible societal actors with a norma-
tive agenda and a willingness to share responsibility for the common good.
However, a third strategy consists in claiming that the involvement is of a
particular technical nature and does not involve policymaking of any kind.
Thereby, they can avoid taking full responsibility for the outcome of interac-
tive governance processes. That strategy is, however, more difficult to pursue
in relation to governance networks than in relation to quasi-markets and
partnerships as the former often involves making choices between different
policy options and making commitments to politicians.

Conclusion

The surge of the interactive governance paradigm has challenged established
role images, and brought along new ones. The traditional, but still rather
multifaceted images of what it means to be a politician, a public administrator,
a citizen, and a private actor have been supplemented with a new layer of role
images that social and political actors can refer to in order to legitimize and
add meaning to their behavior. Politicians and public administrators are
increasingly viewed as metagovernors that exercise their authority through
the metagovernance of interactive governance arenas, while citizens and
private actors are expected to play an active and responsible role in the
formulation and implementation of public policies. These emerging role
images vary to some degree between quasi-markets, partnerships, and net-
works, but the similarities across the different interactive governance arrange-
ments are larger than the differences. New interactive role images are taking
form.

However, as we have seen, it is not an easy task for the involved actors to
navigate in this messy complexity of old and new role fragments and to cope
with the dilemmas that they produce. As such, the new interactive gover-
nance paradigm does not leave politicians, public administrators, citizens, and
private actors with any clear-cut manual that they can follow when interact-
ing with each other. Rather, they are placed in a situation where they are
forced to become role makers. As noted earlier, there is always a fair degree of
role making involved in performing a role, but the need to act as role maker is
particularly acute in times characterized by paradigmatic and institutional
changes, as is currently the case. Old role images appear as less relevant
and applicable and the new layer of role fragments has not yet been fully
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developed and become sedimented. Those who are involved in public gover-
nance today are pioneers who are forming a new layer of role fragments as we
speak, and as such they play a crucial part in conditioning role performance in
the years to come.

Then, to what extent have the different groups of actors taken on the
position as role makers? Public administrators, citizens, and private actors
have shown considerable willingness and capacity to develop new interactive
role images for themselves and each other, and to deal with the dilemmas that
these role images produce. This willingness and capacity to develop and apply
new role images have been promoted by deliberate and intensive attempts by
reform makers to address these issues and by governance researchers who have
taken heed to study and debate the implications for these actors of the surge of
interactive governance processes. The widespread interest in these issues has
among other things triggered training programs for public administrators that
give them the competences needed to develop new roles, and to cope with the
many dilemmas that occur when public administrators, citizens, and private
actors interact.

The capacity and willingness to deal with dilemmas related to the role of
politicians in interactive governance processes have been much less apparent
among the involved actors, as well as among reform makers and governance
researchers. The limited interest in the role of politicians in interactive gover-
nance processes and the nature of the dilemmas they face are problematic
because the challenges politicians face and their need for new role images are
considerable. If politicians are to become more than distant and somewhat
marginalized participants in interactive governance arenas, efforts should be
made among public sector reformers as well as among governance researchers
to consider how politicians can become active and influential participants in
interactive governance arenas, and to develop training programs that promote
politicians’ capacity to develop new role images and cope with the dilemmas
they unavoidably produce.
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9

Assessing and improving effective
interactive governance

When it comes to enhancing the legitimacy of the regulatory standards of the
EU, resolving conflicts over national social policy reforms, facilitating innova-
tive regional planning, and providing tailor-made local welfare services to
elderly people, public authorities increasingly turn to interactive forms of
governance that involve negotiated exchange, coordination, and collabora-
tion among a plethora of public and private actors (Rhodes, 1997a). Conse-
quently, interactive forms of governance appear to proliferate at all levels and
within or across most policy areas (Bache and Flinders, 2004).

The proliferation of interactive forms of governance has prompted grow-
ing research focusing on the role of networks, partnerships, and quasi-markets
in public governance (Heffen et al., 2000; Hajer and Wagenaar, 2003;
Serensen and Torfing, 2007). Looking back at the last two decades, it is
possible to identify two generations of research in relation to interactive
governance. Whereas the first generation was mainly preoccupied with describ-
ing different kinds of networks, partnerships, and public—private collabora-
tion and showing how they function as mechanisms of governance (Marin
and Mayntz, 1991; Marsh and Rhodes, 1992; Marsh, 1998), a new second
generation aims to assess the normative and political impact of interactive
governance arrangements and explore how to improve their performance
(Koppenjan and Klijn, 2004; Serensen and Torfing, 2005b; Benz and Papado-
poulos, 2006). The attempt to assess and improve the functioning and impact
of interactive governance may invoke an entire range of normative criteria in
terms of equity, democracy, efficiency, goal-attainment, stability, conflict
resolution, mutual learning, etc. The question of how to choose appropriate
criteria for assessing network performance has been dealt with elsewhere
(Kenis and Provan, 2009).

Here, we shall focus on the impact of network-types of governance on
effective governance defined as a coordinated mobilization and deployment
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of resources, ideas, and energies that contribute to the solution of policy
problems or the provision of new opportunities. The assessment of whether
networks and other forms of interactive governance contribute to an effective
governing of contemporary societies is important since the formation of net-
works and partnerships is often justified with reference to the need for making
public governance more effective (Goldsmith and Eggers, 2004). Since net-
works and partnerships are typical ways of organizing interactive forms of
governance, the discussion in this chapter has a general relevance for gover-
nance in the generic sense of defining and realizing collective goals through
sustained interaction among relevant policy actors.

Interactive governance arrangements are not inherently effective or ineffec-
tive. Networks and partnerships may succeed in breaking policy deadlocks,
providing negotiated solutions to emerging problems, or turning socioeco-
nomic challenges into new opportunities. However, they may also fail to do
so. Governance failure is just as likely and frequent as government failure and
market failure. As shown in Chapters 7 and 8, there has been an increasing
focus on how politicians and public managers can prevent governance failure
and improve the performance of networks and partnerships through different
kinds of metagovernance (Kickert et al., 1997; Rhodes, 1997a; Kooiman, 2003;
Koppenjan and Klijn, 2004; Kelly, 2006). However, the attempt of the public
metagovernors to enhance the contribution of networks and partnerships to
effective governance must be guided by a clear assessment of their effectivity.
In this chapter, we claim that in order to measure the effectivity of networks
and partnerships, we must move beyond the traditional notions of cost effi-
ciency, operational effectiveness, and allocative efficiency. Alternatively, we
propose that the effectivity of network-types of governance is measured in
relation to a set of criteria that aims to capture the specific promises in terms of
effective governance that are identified in the burgeoning literature on net-
works and partnerships. The discussion of how to conduct a criteria-based
assessment of the effectivity of networks and partnerships is followed by a
brief discussion of how different metagovernance tools can help to improve
the effectivity of interactive governance arrangements.

Assessing effective governance

As Robert Agranoff and Michael McGuire rightly conclude, “the issue of
collaborative effectiveness is fundamental yet has been incompletely add-
ressed” (Agranoff and McGuire, 2003: 191). Interactive forms of governance
are often praised for their contribution to making public governance more
effective in policy settings characterized by a multiplicity of social and politi-
cal actors, vague and incomplete problem definitions, the need for specialized
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knowledge, conflicting policy objectives, and a high risk of political antag-
onism (Koppenjan and Klijn, 2004). However, we lack a clear and adequate
understanding of what “effective” means in relation to network-types of
governance. The few public administration researchers who have addressed
the question of the effectivity of interactive governance have been more
interested in explaining the differences in effectivity across networks and
partnerships than in scrutinizing the concept of effectivity and developing
a systematic framework for assessing the effectivity of network-types of
governance (Provan and Milward, 19935; Provan and Sebastian, 1998; Riccio,
Bloom and Hill, 2000; Provan and Kenis, 2008). A major exception is Provan
and Milward (2001) who provide an elaborate set of criteria for measuring
the effectivity of community-based networks in terms of their costs and
benefits for the community, the network, and the participating organizations.
Although the criteria proposed by Provan and Milward are biased toward
measuring the effectiveness of service delivery networks in a particular policy
area, they certainly provide a valuable source of inspiration for the attempt to
assess effectivity of governance networks per se.

It is commonly asserted that governance networks and partnerships provide
a distinct mechanism for governance based on pluricentric negotiations
rather than unicentric command or multicentric competition (Kersbergen
and Waarden, 2004). This means that we cannot define or assess the effectiv-
ity of these interactive forms of governance in the same way we define and
assess the effectivity of hierarchies and markets (Jessop, 2002: 236).

The effectivity of hierarchical forms of government is normally evaluated in
terms of either the cost efficiency of public policy programs, defined as the total
costs of producing a certain policy output, or the operational effectiveness of
such programs, defined as their ability to attain some predefined goals
through the operative mobilization and deployment of particular resources
(Etzioni, 1964: 8-9; Lane, 1995: 242-3). In public bureaucracies, there is an
ever-present tension between cost efficiency and operational effectiveness.
Whereas the former requires focus, discipline, and control, the latter is pre-
dicated upon experimentation, loose discipline, and relaxed control (March,
1995: 5). According to Nancy Roberts (2000: 228), however, the move toward
collaborative forms of governance through networks and partnerships may
permit public managers to achieve both efficiency and effectiveness. Network-
ing with stakeholders in the identification and use of common means will
tend to increase efficiency, and networking with stakeholders in the pursuit of
common objectives will tend to enhance effectiveness.

Nevertheless, the standard notions of efficiency and effectiveness are not
appropriate for evaluating the performance of governance networks. First,
there are serious problems with measuring the cost efficiency of networked
policy processes. The output of interactive governance arrangements can be
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very difficult to quantify, since it often includes intangible results such as joint
problem understandings, common values, future visions, enhanced coordina-
tion, empowerment of private actors, cooperative processes, etc. Moreover, it
is exceedingly troublesome to measure the total costs of networked policy
outputs, since the governance networks in question are seldom in control of
the production of the tangible and intangible policy outputs, which are often
partly the responsibility of the network actors and partly the responsibility
of a broad range of government agencies that are not part of the network.
Even if we somehow managed to measure the outputs and estimate the costs
of producing them, it would not be very interesting to measure whether
governance networks produce and deliver policies in a cost efficient manner.
Despite Nancy Roberts’ optimistic assertions about the effectiveness of gover-
nance networks, we should not expect collaborative governance to be highly
cost efficient, since there is nothing particularly efficient about making
decisions jointly (Agranoff and McGuire, 2003: 191). Collaboration with
stakeholders might help to mobilize additional resources, and negotiated
coordination might help make better use of the available resources; however,
we should not forget that the transaction costs of networking are often high
and hard-won agreements might not amount to more than the least common
denominator (Scharpf, 1988). Hence, although the commitment of public and
private resources is a critical issue in public governance, cost efficiency is
not an appropriate norm for measuring the effectivity of network-types of
governance.

The attempt to evaluate the operational effectiveness of governance networks
does not fare any better. The assessment of policy outcomes, and thereby goal
achievement, is complicated by the fact that the definition of the policy goals
is subject to ongoing conflicts and negotiations among the network actors
leading to imprecise and competing goal formulations. The presence of diffuse
and multiple objectives is a standard problem in the assessment of goal
attainment in public programs (Etzioni, 1964: 14-16; Riccio et al., 2000:
167). However, there is an additional problem in the case of the networked
policy processes, since the policy objectives are constantly changing due to
mutual learning and shifting power relations among a larger number of actors.
Indeed, a flexible adjustment of policy objectives to changing preferences and
circumstances is often one of the primary reasons why interactive forms of
governance are invoked. The occasional and momentary presence of relatively
clear, stable, and coherent objectives might facilitate the assessment of a
governance network’s capacity for goal attainment, but since governance
networks and partnerships often share the operational responsibility for
reaching the specified goals with a host of government agencies, it would be
wrong to hold the networks accountable for the failure to achieve particular
goals. Moreover, while the capacity for goal attainment of governance
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networks is surely important, the real strength of governance networks will
often lie in defining a complex set of objectives that reflects the complexity of
the policy problems rather than in delivering the outputs that produce
the desired outcomes (Kooiman, 1993a; Koppenjan and Klijn, 2004). This
observation seriously challenges the appropriateness of the notion of opera-
tional effectiveness for evaluating the effective performance of interactive
governance.

The evaluation of the kind of “quasi-markets,” which recently have been
created and expanded as part of the fashionable New Public Management
reforms, is normally carried out in terms of cost efficiency (Cutler and
Waine, 1997). Hence, the contracting-out of public services is most often
motivated by the hope that competition among private providers will lower
the costs of standardized public services. Hence, despite the secondary ambi-
tions of the politicians to encourage the development of new innovative
methods and tailor-made solutions, and despite the negotiated character of
the interaction between the public procurers and the private providers, the
key focus of performance management reports is on quality and costs of the
services produced and delivered by the private contractors. However, in those
cases in which the production of goods and services relies on the construction
and operation of allegedly “pure markets,” effectivity is assessed in terms of
allocative efficiency, defined as a Pareto-optimal allocation of costs and benefits
that ensures that the marginal utility equals the marginal costs for all actors
(Downs and Larkey, 1986: 7). Compared to the notion of operational effec-
tiveness, the Pareto criterion has the advantage of permitting an individual
assessment of costs and benefits rather than assuming the presence of a
collective utility function. However, the production of a Pareto-optimal solu-
tion does not provide an appropriate yardstick for measuring the effectivity of
governance networks either. In governance networks, the economic competi-
tion among an infinite number of independent market actors is replaced
by conflict-ridden negotiations among a limited number of interdependent
stakeholders, and the political struggles based on institutional rules and coali-
tion building are unlikely to result in a Pareto-optimal solution. Although win-
win situations are not an infrequent outcome of networked policy processes,
the existence of asymmetrical power relations will tend to produce both
winners and losers, and without the presence of an overarching state author-
ity, the compensation of the losers is unlikely.

In the search for an appropriate means of measuring the effectivity of net-
works and partnerships, we must move beyond the traditional notions of cost
efficiency, operational effectiveness, and allocative efficiency. We need an
alternative way of assessing the effectivity of governance networks that
reflects their distinctive form, functioning, and contribution to the governing
of society.
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A simple and frequently chosen solution to the problem of evaluating
effective network performance is measuring the perceived effectiveness of
governance networks through a quantitative or qualitative survey of the ex
post satisfaction with networked policy solutions (Koppenjan and Klijn, 2004).
The target of such ex post surveys can either be the different groups of citizens
affected by the networked policy solutions (Hasnain-Wynia et al., 2003) or the
public and private stakeholders who are participating in the governance
network (Teisman, 1992). The respondents are asked whether they believe
the governance network has been effective in producing and delivering par-
ticular outputs and whether they are satisfied with the content and impact of
these outputs. In order to test the comparative advantage of governance net-
works, the respondents may also be asked whether they think that collabora-
tive network governance is “better” in the sense of producing solutions and
results that otherwise would not have occurred (Agranoff and McGuire, 2003:
191). Such a counterfactual assessment helps reveal whether relevant citizens
and stakeholders prefer the networked solution to solutions provided either
by hierarchical government or competitive markets.

However, there are several problems with measuring ex post satisfaction with
networked policy solutions. The first problem is that the respondents are not
likely to provide particularly reliable answers, since the citizens are usually
ignorant of how and by whom particular solutions and services are produced,
and since the stakeholders will be strongly inclined to paint a far too rosy
picture of the process and results because they have invested a lot of resources
in finding joint solutions. Another problem is that the individual assessments
of the effectiveness of the network will tend to reflect the relative gains of the
respondents rather than the effectiveness of the governance network as a
whole, for example in breaking policy deadlocks. Last but not least, the evalua-
tion of ex post satisfaction will not tell us anything about why citizens and
stakeholders are more or less content with networked policy solutions. There
might be a thousand reasons for preferring a networked policy solution to other
solutions, and we need a systematic understanding of these reasons in order to
provide an adequate measure of the effectivity of governance networks.

The norms invoked by citizens and stakeholders participating in their evalua-
tion of effective network governance in quantitative ex post satisfaction surveys
can be studied through a qualitative, bottom-up analysis based on interviews
and document studies. This has been attempted by Denise van Raaij and Patrick
Kenis (2005) who have explored the explicit and implicit norms of effective
network governance that were articulated in four Dutch health care networks.
Although such an inductive approach improves our understanding of the
underlying reasons for being satisfied or dissatisfied with the performance of
particular governance networks, it does not provide a systematic and compre-
hensive account of what effectivity means in relation to governance networks.
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In order to provide an appropriate measure of whether interactive forms of
governance are effective or not, we suggest that networks and partnerships be
assessed in terms of whether they actually deliver what the literature on
interactive governance holds out as the particular promises of networks and
partnerships in terms of effective governance. The assessment criteria listed
below aim to capture the particular virtues and merits, in terms of effective
governance, that are commonly ascribed to well-functioning partnerships and
governance networks. These criteria include substantive as well as procedural
aspects of interactive governance. In order to avoid confusing the effective
performance of network-types of governance with the underlying conditions
for this performance, the effectivity assessment criteria are formulated in
terms of a set of norms specifying the desired impact and result of networked
policy processes, which together measure the effectivity of partnerships and
governance networks.

As suggested by Keith Provan and Brinton Milward (2001: 416), the assess-
ment of the effectivity of interactive governance should pay attention to the
quality of network-based policies; the actual ability of governance networks to
solve relevant problems; the costs of the networked solutions and their distri-
bution; and the enhancement of program legitimacy. To this list of points of
attention should be added the ability of interactive governance arrangements
to provide a flexible adjustment of policy solutions (Jessop, 2002: 228-30) and
to build capacities for future cooperation (Koppenjan and Klijn, 2004: 122-9).
As such, we shall suggest that the effectivity of network-types of governance
be measured in terms of their capacity to:

1. produce a clear and well-informed understanding of the policy pro-
blems and policy opportunities at hand;

2. generate innovative, proactive, and yet feasible policy options that match
the perception of the problems and challenges facing the network actors;

3. reach joint policy decisions that go beyond the least common denomi-
nator while avoiding excessive costs and unwarranted cost shifting;

4. ensure a smooth policy implementation based on continuous coordina-
tion and a high degree of legitimacy and program responsibility among
the involved actors;

5. provide a flexible adjustment of policy solutions and public services in
the face of positive and negative policy feedback and changing condi-
tions, demands, and preferences; and

6. create favorable conditions for future cooperation through cognitive,

strategic, and institutional learning that construct common frame-
works, spur development interdependency, and build mutual trust.
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The assessment of the effectivity of interactive governance according to these
six criteria provides a broad and relatively comprehensive picture of the
capacity of networks and partnerships to provide effective and comparatively
better policy solutions. However, not all types of networks can be expected to
deliver on all these dimensions. Hence, governance networks that are mainly
preoccupied with policy implementation and service delivery might not be
able to deliver on criteria 1 and 2. Likewise, governance networks that are
primarily concerned with policy formulation might not be able to deliver on
criteria 4 and 5. As such, the application of the effectivity assessment criteria
in empirical analysis of particular governance networks, and our evaluation of
the possible trade-offs, must take into account the role that the networks are
playing in public governance.

Explicating the six effectivity assessment criteria

The application of the six effectivity criteria in empirical analysis of networks
and partnerships in different policy areas and at different levels calls for a
qualitative analysis of interactive policy processes. As such, in the explicit
attempt to analyze the overall contribution of a whole network to an effective
governing of a particular policy field, the researcher will have to compare
information, narratives, explanations, and judgments obtained from actors
inside and outside the governance network, from official documents and
reports, and from observations of meetings and other arenas of interaction
and negotiation (Bogason and Zglner, 2007). Such a qualitative analysis of the
performance of actual networks and partnerships will not be able to produce
an exact quantifiable measure of their effectivity; rather, the analysis will aim
to establish the degree to which the network-types of governance deliver on
the six effectivity assessment criteria.

In the final instance, everything depends on how each of the six criteria are
interpreted and translated into a set of empirical indicators that can be applied
in empirical analysis. It is, therefore, necessary to establish the precise mean-
ing of the different assessment criteria and provide some further indications of
what to look for in empirical assessments of effective network governance.
This will be done here by elaborating a series of propositions that further
explicate the content of the different assessment criteria in relation to gover-
nance networks.

The first assessment criterion concerns the production of a clear and well-
informed understanding of the policy problems or policy opportunities at
hand. It is well recognized in the literature that governance networks have
their comparative advantage as mechanisms of governance in relation to
“wicked problems” arising in policy formulation or policy implementation
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(Koppenjan and Klijn, 2004). This means that the governance network faces a
diffuse and ill-defined problem that can only be further clarified by drawing on
the specialized knowledge of a wide range of actors among which there is an
imminent risk of conflict. The immediate dilemma is that the network actors
need to come to agreement about the precise nature and character of the
problems and opportunities at hand, while, at the same time, the attempt to
push through a clear problem definition is likely to stir conflicts and may result
in discontented actors withdrawing from the governance network. A possible
way forward for the network actors is, therefore, to begin with the formulation
of a broad and vague, but relatively inclusive problem conception, and post-
pone the detailing of a more precise policy agenda to a later occasion, when the
network actors have built some degree of trust and come to agreement about
some of the basic aspects of the problem. A storyline that in broad, and even
metaphorical, terms captures and defines the problems and opportunities at
hand, and signals their urgency, is an excellent means to create commitment
and unify the governance network (Hajer, 1993; Torfing, 2007a). However, in
order to provide a basis for joint problem-solving, the storyline needs to be
translated into a more precise policy agenda that specifies a more detailed set of
problem definitions, policy objectives, and policy tasks. The formulation of a
qualified policy agenda for a governance network is time consuming as it
should be based on the specialized knowledge and insights of the different
actors who may also use their contacts to bring alternative accounts and coun-
terevidence to the table. These assertions bring us to the first proposition.

The second assessment criterion concerns the governance networks’ ability to
generate innovative, proactive, and yet feasible policy options that match the
complex problems and opportunities at hand. Policy innovation is about

Proposition 1: Governance networks’ ability to produce a clear and well-
informed understanding of the policy problems and policy opportunities can
be assessed by posing the following questions:

* To what extent has the governance network formulated a broad and
inclusive storyline that captures the problems or opportunities at
hand and signals their urgency?

* To what extent has the storyline been translated into a more precise
policy agenda that specifies a detailed set of problem definitions,
objectives, and tasks?

* To what extent has the policy agenda been informed and qualified by
the specialized knowledge of actors from inside or outside the gover-
nance network?
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generating new and creative ideas by means of articulating new and exciting
forms of knowledge, experience, and practice. Governance networks that
include a diversity of actors and have a high density in the interactions are
often capable of crafting innovative solutions by bringing together actors
with different perceptions and ideas and facilitating the development
of mutual and transformative learning (Dente et al., 2005). A high degree of
mutual trust, generated in and through sustained interaction, is also important
as it reduces the risk-aversive behavior of the network actors. Preferably, the
policy options generated by governance networks should be proactive in the
sense of taking into account future conditions and trends. Bringing together a
plurality of actors with different conjectures about what the future may hold in
a trust-based community facilitates the crafting of sustainable policy solutions
that not only reflect the present policy preferences but also take future devel-
opments into account. Scenario building, for example, through the organiza-
tion of joint workshops and the use of serious games, can be a good way of
exploiting the potential for proactive policymaking in governance networks.
Nevertheless, it is not enough that policy options are innovative and proactive.
They must also be feasible in the sense that they can be implemented in a way
that ensures the achievement of the main objectives. Dreaming up ingenious
forms of public policy and governance that do not work in the real world of
economic and legal constraints, veto powers, bounded rationality, and complex
policy interactions is not of much worth. Hence, the involvement of multiple
actors in a joint assessment of the feasibility of different policy options is a
crucial way of enhancing the problem-solving capacity of governance net-
works. On the basis of these stipulations, the second proposition can be set out.

Proposition 2: Governance networks’ ability to generate innovative, proactive,
and yet feasible policy options can be assessed by posing the following questions:

¢ To what extent have the interactions among the network actors
produced innovative policy options by exploring alternative options,
further developing initial policy proposals, experimenting with new
ways of doing things, and integrating ideas from other countries,
organizations, sectors, or networks?

* To what extent has the governance network constructed scenarios for
the future development of relevant parameters in the policy field and
are these scenarios informing the formulation of policy options?

* Towhat extent are the judgments of the relevant actors from inside or
outside the governance networks reflected in the joint assessment of
the feasibility of different policy options?
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The third assessment criterion concerns the ability of governance networks
to reach joint decisions that go beyond the lowest common denominator
while avoiding excessive costs and unwarranted cost shifting. This criterion
reflects one of the key problems in governance networks known as the
“negotiator’s dilemma” (Lax and Sebenius, 1992). Interdependent actors
need to cooperate in order to facilitate the exchange of resources and find
common solutions, but the absence of a joint utility function tends to
produce conflicts and competition among the actors. In the attempt to
avoid potentially damaging conflicts and cut-throat competition, gover-
nance networks tend to reach joint decisions that merely reflect the lowest
common denominator. They settle for an uncontroversial solution that may
not satisfy any of the network actors, but is what everybody can agree upon.
This is a situation that Fritz Scharpf (1994) calls “negative coordination”
since the actors merely aim to avoid stepping on each other’s toes. More
mature governance networks based on mutual trust, shared values, and
dialogue-based learning may aspire to produce “positive coordination”
where the ambition is to arrive at common solutions through a combination
of hard-nosed bargaining and open-minded deliberation. Joint fact-finding
may provide a good starting point in the aspiration to achieve positive
coordination as it tends to establish a common ground for policy delibera-
tion. The road to positive coordination is long and troublesome, but there is
a well-known shortcut that should be avoided. Decisions that go beyond the
lowest common denominator are often reached by means of selecting a
policy solution that is ambitious and highly expensive, but paid for by actors
who are not part of the governance networks (national or local government,
different user groups, future generations, etc.) rather than by the network
actors themselves. Cost shifting may be warranted or unwarranted. It is
warranted if a public or private funding body has signaled its ability and
willingness to provide adequate funding. By contrast, it is unwarranted if
those who are going to pay the costs would have declined to do so, if they
had had the chance to speak up. On the basis of these reflections, the third
proposition can be presented.

Proposition 3: Governance networks’ ability to reach joint decisions that go
beyond the lowest common denominator while avoiding excessive costs and
unwarranted cost shifting can be assessed by posing the following questions:

* To what extent has the governance network managed to produce a
rough consensus about major policy decisions as a result of significant
changes in the values, perceptions, and preferences of one or more
network actors?
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* To what extent has the governance network paid attention to the
observable and hidden costs of different policy options in its decision-
making process?

* To what extent are network actors prepared to contribute to the
financing of the costs implied by the major policy decisions of the
governance networks and to what extent are the costs shifted to
external actors who are either unaware of the future costs or unwilling
to shoulder the burden?

The fourth assessment criterion concerns the ability of governance networks
to ensure a smooth implementation of policy decisions so that problems are
solved, opportunities are exploited, and goals are achieved. Hence, it is one
thing to produce suitable policy options and reach joint decisions about
which policies to pursue, and quite another thing to ensure that these policies
are implemented in such a way that major obstacles are removed, serious
blunders are avoided, and the expectations of the various actors as to the
outcomes are met. There are three main reasons for expecting governance
networks to be able to ensure a smooth implementation and create acceptable
results. The first reason is that governance networks provide opportunities for
a continuous coordination of collective and individual actions, tasks, and
plans among the key actors in the policy field. Such a continuous coordina-
tion helps to ensure the coherence, sequencing, and timing of different pol-
icy-related activities and facilitates the creation of positive synergies and the
prevention of wasteful duplications of efforts. It also enhances the exploita-
tion and pooling of specific resources and competences in the network. The
second reason is that negotiation and collaboration may facilitate resolution
of practical and political conflicts arising throughout the coordination pro-
cess. Negotiated collaboration may also increase the compatibility of different
goals and prevent trade-offs between different objectives. The final reason is
that the participation of the relevant policy actors in the governance network
tends to enhance the legitimacy of the policies and thereby create a higher
level of program responsibility that serves to reduce the risk of implementa-
tion resistance. Policy actors who have invested time and energy in crafting a
new policy and feel that they have been capable of influencing the policy
decisions will tend to feel ownership to the policy output and tend to take
responsibility for ensuring that the policy output produces the desired out-
come. These assertions can be used in formulating the fourth proposition.
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Proposition 4: Governance networks’ ability to ensure a smooth policy
implementation can be assessed by posing the following questions:

* To what extent have the jointly formulated policies been implemen-
ted in a way that has reduced the number and size of obstacles,
avoided serious blunders, and created acceptable results?

* To what extent has the governance network managed to coordinate
the different aspects of the implementation process so that synergies
are created and duplications of efforts are avoided?

* To what extent have practical and political conflicts been resolved
through collaboration?

* To what extent have implementation resistance and veto powers
been mitigated by the production of program responsibility and
joint policy ownership obtained through participation in negotiated
policy interaction?

The fifth assessment criterion concerns the ability of governance networks to
provide a flexible adjustment of public policies and services in the face of
positive and negative policy feedback and changing conditions, demands, and
preferences. In a complex, fragmented, and dynamic society, public policies
and services need to be adapted to political responses from relevant actors and
to new developments and ideas. Top-down government through public
bureaucracy is often slow to adjust policies to critical feedback voiced by
experts and user groups and to new circumstances experienced by street-
level bureaucrats. By contrast, near-perfect markets are rather quick to adapt
to fluctuations in demand and supply but since the customers in the market-
place tend to use the exit rather than the voice option when they are dissatis-
fied, a lot of valuable information about the reasons for wanting to exit are lost
(Hirschman, 1970). In addition, the collective action problems among private
firms prevent them from controlling the field in which they are operating.
Compared to both hierarchies and markets, governance networks have the
advantage of combining the ability to make quick and concerted policy
adjustments with the ability to respond to criticisms voiced by a broad range
of actors and the capacity to control, or at least influence, the external envi-
ronment. The medium for flexible policy adjustment is negotiated interaction
among the network actors who provide a range of different inputs concerning
policy performance and reflect on how to respond appropriately to policy
feedback and new societal developments. The negotiated interaction leading
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to more or less profound policy adjustments might take the form of either
incremental learning or a conceptual reframing where taken for granted as-
sumptions are being problematized (Agyris and Schon, 1978). These assertions
help us to advance the fifth proposition.

Proposition 5: Governance networks’ ability to provide a flexible adjustment of
policies and services can be assessed by posing the following questions:

* To what extent has the governance network regularly assessed policy
performance on the basis of reports from actors from inside or outside
the network?

* To what extent has the governance network identified emerging
problems and translated these into minor adjustments of policies
and services?

¢ To what extent is the governance network capable of engaging in
more profound learning processes that might lead to major policy
revisions?

The sixth assessment criterion concerns the ability of governance networks to
create favorable conditions for future cooperation through cognitive, strate-
gic, and institutional learning among the network actors. Governance net-
works are capable of providing a flexible adjustment of policies and a flexible
adaptation of the network itself, but the flexibility gain is constantly
threatened by the lack of stability (Milward and Provan, 2006: 12). Gover-
nance networks do not have the same kind of institutional stability that public
hierarchies and private markets usually enjoy and this means that attempts to
stabilize governance networks and improve the conditions for future coopera-
tion become an important feature of network-governed policy processes.
Fortunately, the strategic reflexivity and learning capacities within gover-
nance networks are often deployed to improve the conditions for both
continued and future cooperation among the network actors. As pointed out
by Koppenjan and Klijn (2004), there are three critical factors in the effort to
produce favorable conditions for sustained cooperation in governance net-
works: cognitive learning, strategic learning, and institutional learning. Cog-
nitive learning refers to the network actors’ development of a joint vocabulary
and frame of reference that will help them to communicate about new policy
problems and how they are to be solved. Strategic learning refers to the
network actors’ understanding and enhancement of their mutual dependen-
cies and their consequential recognition of the need for sustained coopera-
tion. Finally, institutional learning is about the creation of institutional rules,
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norms, and procedures that build and sustain mutual trust among the net-
work actors. The listing of these factors leads us straight to the last of the six
propositions.

Proposition 6: Governance networks’ ability to improve the conditions for future
cooperation can be assessed by posing the following questions:

¢ To what extent have the network actors developed a common vocab-
ulary and frame of reference that facilitate communication across
different levels, sectors, and organizational domains?

¢ To what extent has the negotiated interaction within the governance
network helped to clarify and enhance mutual dependence and to
create a positive valuation of interorganizational cooperation despite
conflicts and failures?

¢ To what extent has the governance network formed institutional
rules, norms, and procedures that build and sustain mutual trust?

The six propositions offer a broad set of indicators that can help researchers
and practitioners to assess the effectivity of governance networks, partner-
ships, and other interactive governance arrangements. Governance networks
cannot be expected to do well in relation to all the eighteen indicators that all
together set the bar very high. Nevertheless, assessing the effectivity of a
governance network on the basis of the eighteen indicators, using an ordinal
scale (weak, moderate, and strong) to measure its performance in relation to
the indicators, permits us to assess the degree to which a particular network or
partnership contributes to effective governance. The role and function of the
governance networks will determine whether we will be satisfied with the
result of the empirical assessment.

The application of the various indicators of effective network governance in
empirical analysis requires that a governance network is delimited in time and
space. The identification and delimitation of the governance network in
question may either take a formally organized governance network as a start-
ing point, or proceed from a backward mapping of the social and political
actors involved in the production of a particular policy output. When the
network actors, the governance arenas, and the policy process are determined,
the assessment of effectivity of the governance network can be made on the
basis of different types of qualitative data.
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Metagoverning governance networks

The assessment criteria explicated above help to measure the degree to which
governance networks actually are delivering what they promise to deliver
according to the vast literature on network governance. However, the problem
is that governance networks—just like hierarchies and markets—are prone to
failure (Jessop, 2002). Governance networks rely on precarious social and
political processes that are easily disturbed by external or internal events.
The sociopolitical context might be unstable and subject to profound
changes, and the centrifugal forces within the network emanating from con-
flicts and power struggles might be stronger than the centripetal forces rooted
in mutual dependency and institutionalized norms and identities.

Attempts at increasing the effectiveness of public governance through reli-
ance on different kinds of networks are thus conditional upon the form and
functioning of these networks. In order to be effective, governance networks
must be able to adjust to changes in their environment (March and Olsen,
1995) and provide a relatively institutionalized framework for sustained ne-
gotiations that facilitate the alignment of goals, values, and cultures and
produce a stable coordination of actions in the face of diverging interests
(Goldsmith and Eggers, 2004). Ensuring the conditions for effective governing
by networks requires a careful governance of the self-regulating governance
networks. In short, governance networks must be metagoverned in order to
enhance their contribution to the effective governing of society (Kickert et al.,
1997; Jessop, 2002; Provan and Kenis, 2008).

As we have seen in Chapter 7, metagovernance is a reflexive and strategic
endeavor through which a range of legitimate and resourceful actors aim to
combine and facilitate particular forms of interactive governance and shape
and direct the way they are functioning in accordance with specific rules,
procedures, and normative standards. The centrality, formal authority, demo-
cratic legitimacy, and organizational resources of public authorities make
them particularly suited for exercising metagovernance (Klijn and Koppenjan,
2000a). As such, elected politicians and public managers can employ different
tools in their efforts to metagovern governance networks: (a) institutional
design that aims to influence the scope, character, composition, and proce-
dures of governance networks; (b) goal and framework steering that seeks to
determine the political goals, fiscal conditions, legal basis, and discursive
storyline of governance networks; (c) process management that attempts to
reduce tensions, resolve conflicts, empower particular actors, and lower the
transaction costs in governance networks; and (d) direct participation that
endeavors to influence the policy agenda, the range of feasible options, the
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premises for decision-making, and the negotiated policy outputs of gover-
nance networks.

The four metagovernance tools can in various ways be used to promote and
enhance effective network governance. Table 9.1 provides a number of styl-
ized examples of how the tools of metagovernance can be employed to
enhance effective and democratic network governance. The list is not exhaus-
tive, but it provides an overview of a broad range of options available to public
metagovernors.

The first metagovernance tool is institutional design, which is not only
important in the initial phase where the governance network is formed but
also involves subsequent adjustments to the institutional design. Institutional
design can help enhance effective network governance in several ways. First, a
governance network should be formed around a number of clearly defined
policy objectives. Focusing on policy goals rather than policy programs imme-
diately brings up the question of which actors can contribute to goal attain-
ment (Goldsmith and Eggers, 2004: 56-60). Reliance on well-established
connections with “the usual suspects” is a common source of ineffective
problem-solving, as it tends to exclude crucial policy actors capable of making
a significant contribution to the governance network while including policy
actors who might have little to offer in relation to the task at hand. To further
stimulate effective interaction and decision-making processes in the network,
the metagovernor might want to set, either unilaterally or through

Table 9.1. Metagovernance of effective network governance

Different ways to enhance effective network governance

Institutional design Keep a strict focus on objectives and innovative capacities when compos-
ing the network
Define or negotiate clear deadlines for different forms of policy output
from the network
Terminate superfluous and unsuccessful networks

Goal and framework Ensure coordination and goal alignment through political framing and
steering storytelling
Create strong interdependencies among the network actors in order to
stimulate resource exchange
Share effectiveness gains arising from network governance with the net-
work and network actors
Process Provide adequate resources that lower the transaction costs and empower
management the network actors
Reduce destructive tensions through agenda control, arbitration, joint
fact-finding and cross-frame learning
Signal that a flexible adjustment of ends and means is acceptable in order
to encourage innovation
Direct participation Facilitate sustained cooperation by producing quick victories and creating
joint ownership of them
Show trust in order to gain and build trust
Institutionalize processes that work well and learn from those that do not
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negotiation, a number of deadlines for the delivery of different kinds of policy
outputs. Hence, a number of milestones can be defined in order to keep the
network actors focused on the production of outputs in terms of reports,
conferences, plans, policy proposals, and direct interventions. Finally, the
design of appropriate procedures for cooperation and negotiation will
enhance effective governance, as it helps lower the transaction costs of net-
working and may reduce the risk of damaging conflicts caused by uncertainty
and lack of coordination. There is obviously a limit to how much the initial
design of interactive governance arrangements will impact future effective-
ness. It is therefore crucial that the metagovernors are prepared to either
terminate or sever the links to governance networks that, after careful goal
and framework steering and process management, continue to prove to be
superfluous or unsuccessful. Terminating or banishing governance networks
is troublesome, as it might be met by fierce resistance from the network actors.
However, cutting down funding, gradually withdrawing delegated powers, or
replacing obsolete networks with new ones is a viable path in most cases.

The second metagovernance tool is goal and framework steering, which is an
ongoing process aimed at shaping the arena for networked interaction
through the use of indirect means such as the formation of the overall goals,
the specification of the fiscal and legal conditions, and discursive storytelling
that defines the joint mission of the network. Effective network governance
can be enhanced by framing the overall policy objectives in ways that help
align the individual goals of the network actors and convince them that there
is an urgent need for coordination and joint action (Termeer and Koppenjan,
1997). Storytelling through the dissemination of “best practices” can also be
used to influence the means by which the network actors aim to reach
particular goals. The metagovernors might also attempt to strengthen the
interdependencies among the network actors in order to stimulate resource
exchange. This can be carried out either by clarifying or shaping the interests,
roles, and capacities of the participating actors or by offering to fund activities
and policy solutions that all of the network actors can agree upon (game
theorists will know this as a “split-a-dollar” game, see Gintis, 2000: 99). If,
finally, goals are aligned, resources are exchanged, and effective policies are
formulated and implemented, it becomes important that the effectivity gains
arising from the networked policy process are shared with the network and the
network actors in order to create an incentive for further cooperation and
effectivity gains. The governance network can be rewarded by extending its
remit and autonomy, enhancing its prestige and influence, or increasing its
funding. The network actors may be rewarded by upgrading their political
status, granting them access to other policy arenas, offering them better
service, or compensating them for the time and energy invested in the gover-
nance network.
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The third metagovernance tool is process management, which involves inter-
action and dialogue with the network, though not direct participation in the
negotiations in the network. Process management can boost effective network
governance by lowering the transaction costs of networking through the
provision of adequate support and resources and by empowering the network
actors through the funding of individual or collective learning in terms of
participation in courses, seminars, and conferences, the invitation of guest
speakers to network meetings, or the organization of future workshops with
external moderators. Process management can also contribute to the reduc-
tion of destructive tensions through agenda setting, arbitration, the initiation
of joint fact-finding, and the facilitation of cross-frame learning (Koppenjan
and Klijn, 2004: 160-83). Finally, the metagovernors must clearly signal that a
flexible adjustment of ends and means is acceptable if backed by sound argu-
ments, results from a political compromise among the key actors, and non-
involvement of heavy cost shifting. A stubborn insistence on predefined ends
and old-fashioned means will tend to strait-jacket the governance network
and prevent mutual learning and policy innovation.

The final metagovernance tool is direct participation which tends to create
a complicated situation in which the metagovernor becomes one among
many network participants but retains a reflexive gaze on the governance
network in order to monitor and improve its functioning. Effective network
governance can be furthered by facilitating sustained cooperation among
the network actors. By participating actively in the network, the meta-
governor can help produce the kind of quick victories obtainable by picking
the lowest hanging fruits and creating a sense of joint ownership for such
victories through a repeated emphasis on the contribution of the participat-
ing actors. Quick victories with joint ownership demonstrate that network-
ing matters, which in turn fosters further commitment and willingness to
share resources and risks. The sustained cooperation among the network
actors must build on some degree of trust. The strategic behavior of the
individual network actors will often depend on the other network actors.
Everybody waits to see what the others are doing and which game is being
played. In this situation, the public metagovernor will occasionally be able
to gain and build trust among the network actors via a unilateral display of
trust in the network and the different players. When first one actor has
opened up and displayed trust, other actors might follow suit, and the result
might be the development of a generalized trust whereby everyone expects
everybody else to abstain from exploiting an opening in the negotiation
game to their own advantage. Sustained, trust-based interaction might
produce successful public governance, but it might also lead to failures
and policy disasters. Here, the role of the metagovernors is to encourage
the network to institutionalize the processes that worked well and learn
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from those that failed. Interactive governance is based on a good deal of
trial and error, but it is crucial to ensure the codification of the processes
and procedures that appear to work well.

Conclusion

Despite the world-wide celebration of the merits of governance networks,
their contribution to effective public governance is seldom subjected to sys-
tematic analysis. In order to compensate for this neglect, this chapter has
aimed to further advance the debate on effective governance through net-
works. The endeavor has been achieved through the elaboration of criteria for
assessing the extent to which governance networks contribute to an effective
governing of particular policy fields. As such, it has been argued that effective
network governance cannot be assessed using the well-known concepts of
cost efficiency, operational effectiveness, and Pareto-optimal allocations that
are normally applied in evaluations of hierarchical government and private
markets. Therefore, a distinctive set of effectivity assessment criteria have been
developed and each of them has been further detailed through a series of
propositions that provide empirical indicators to be used in the concrete
analysis of the actual performance of governance networks. The extent to
which governance networks contribute to effective governance is a matter of
degrees and it can be improved through careful metagovernance. The chapter
demonstrates how different metagovernance tools can be used to enhance
effective network governance and considers the dilemmas that are facing the
public metagovernors. At a more general level, the chapter shows that the
assessment and improvement of effective planning, problem-solving, and
service delivery in a context of decentered governance provides a crucial
challenge for both researchers and practitioners. Empirical studies following
the lines of argument presented above will help to meet this challenge.
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Assessing and improving the democratic
quality of interactive governance

Over the last ten years, debates concerning the democratic implications of
interactive forms of governance have been gaining more and more momen-
tum (Serensen and Torfing, 2007). While governance researchers tend to
agree that the surge of interactive governance arenas such as quasi-markets,
partnerships, and networks have implications for the role and functioning of
democracy, there is less agreement about what these implications are
(Klijn and Skelcher, 2007). Some argue that interactive forms of governance
are democratically problematic because they undermine political equality,
and the transparency in governance processes that makes it possible for the
public to control and hold political decision-makers to account (Hansen,
2007; Papadopoulos, 2007; Bexell and Morth, 2010). Others claim that
interactive forms of governance give new life to a disenfranchised represen-
tative democracy because they provide new arenas for empowered participa-
tion on the output side of the political system (Fung and Wright, 2003;
Warren, 2009).

The aim of this chapter is to argue that there are no clear-cut answers to the
question of how interactive forms of governance affect democracy. Interactive
forms of governance are neither intrinsically undemocratic nor intrinsically
democratic. Their impact on democracy depends on their particular form and
functioning in a given context. By taking this point of departure, we hope to
add nuance to the current debate about the relationship between interactive
governance and democracy. Instead of discussing, in abstract and general
terms, the likely impact on democracy of interactive forms of governance,
the focus is shifted toward empirical studies of the democratic quality of
concrete governance arenas. Such studies, however, call for the development
of empirically applicable criteria for assessing the democratic quality of such
arenas. This chapter offers a model for assessing the democratic anchorage of
interactive governance arenas, which provides a means to draw a democratic
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profile of concrete interactive governance arenas and inform strategies aiming
to make them more democratic.

The chapter proceeds as follows: First, we justify the claim that interactive
governance arenas are neither intrinsically democratic nor intrinsically
undemocratic by showing how they can be both. This complexity is apparent
when viewing interactive governance arenas through the lenses of traditional
and new theoretical approaches to representative democracy, respectively.
Then, we present a model for assessing the democratic anchorage of interac-
tive governance arenas that takes into account both critical concerns and high
hopes, and discusses how the model can be put into use in empirical studies of
interactive governance arenas. Finally, it is considered how the democratic
anchorage of interactive governance arenas can be improved through differ-
ent forms of metagovernance.

Viewing interactive governance in light of theories of democracy

The proliferation of interactive governance arenas such as quasi-markets,
partnerships, and networks has first and foremost been seen as problematic
for democracy but voices are raised claiming that they have democratic poten-
tial. The premise for the debate is that the degree to which interactive gover-
nance arenas are to be deemed a threat or a potential for democracy depends
on their ability to organize political decision-making in ways that manifest a
set of norms hailed more or less unanimously by modern theories of liberal
democracy, that is, political equality, political competition, democratic
accountability, and individual liberty. The hegemonic position of the institu-
tions of representative democracy in the Western world rests on the widely
recognized view that this institutional model is more able than any other
available model to guarantee these norms. Political equality is accommodated
through the citizens’ equal and legally guaranteed right to vote; political
competition and democratic accountability are ensured through frequent
elections and the presence of a free press; and individual liberty is provided
by the existence of a private sphere in which individuals and local commu-
nities enjoy a considerable degree of autonomy.

Seen from the above outlined understanding of democracy that perceives
the institutions of representative democracy as highly successful and suffi-
cient means to ensure democracy, interactive forms of governance are highly
problematic because they tend to undermine this institutional setup. Four
major critiques are advanced against interactive forms of governance. First,
individuals belonging to the territorially defined citizenry are not guaranteed
equal access to political influence as interactive governance arenas privilege
functionally affected stakeholders and tend to privilege strong and capable
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actors over those with fewer resources (Hansen, 2007). Second, public
control over decision-makers is restricted because those participating in inter-
active governance arenas are seldom elected. Third, because decisions
in interactive forms of governance are made in opaque and secluded negotia-
tion processes, which depend on a considerable degree of bargaining and
coalition building among involved parties, interactive governance arenas are
difficult to hold to account (Katz and Mair, 1995; Pierre and Peters, 2005).
Finally, the systematic involvement of private actors in governance processes
threatens to undermine or diminish the sphere of individual liberty as there
are no clear limits for what societal activities such governance arenas can
attempt to regulate (Habermas, 1996; Bang, 2003). All in all, there are good
arguments for suspecting that a surge of interactive forms of governance will
undermine representative democracy.

Although the above noted dangers for democracy posed by interactive
forms of governance are recognized, a new strand of democratic theory points
out that interactive forms of governance also hold certain democratic poten-
tial. Hence, they can supplement the institutions of representative democracy
in ways that might help to remedy some of their shortcomings. Hence, these
theories explore the ways in which interactive forms of governance might
democratize the output side of the political system by further strengthening
the connection between “what governments do and what citizens receive”
(Hirst, 1994, 2000; Dryzek, 2000; Young, 2000; Etzioni-Halevy, 2003; Fung
and Wright, 2003; Fung, 2004; Serensen and Torfing, 2005a; Keane, 2009;
Warren, 2009). The new theories of democracy highlight three ways in which
interactive governance arenas can democratize the output side of representa-
tive democracy.

First, it is argued that interactive governance arenas can bring us even closer
to realizing the constitutive democratic norm that influence should be
distributed more equally with reference to affectedness than the institutions
of representative democracy have been able to do on their own (Held, 2006).

Democracy entails self-government; that is, those who are affected by deci-
sions are able to influence these decisions. Institutions of representative dem-
ocracy pursue this goal by linking affectedness closely to the status as citizen
within a given territorially defined polity, and their important contribution to
reaching this goal is indisputable. While general elections provide a superior
means to distribute influence equally among these citizens, however, the
method does not take into account that citizens are not equally affected by
decisions made by an elected government. Federal and decentralized political
systems that grant local communities the right to govern themselves can be seen
as an expression of this idea that democracy privileges those who are particularly
affected with more influence than those who are less affected in ways that do
not collide with the organizing principles of representative democracy.

188



Assessing and improving the democratic quality of interactive governance

However, patterns of affectedness do follow not only territorial but also
functional patterns: Those who have children in school are more immediately
affected by school reforms than those who have not, and those who use public
transport are more affected by changes in route plans and prices than those
who do not. Interactive forms of governance might supplement the institu-
tions of representative democracy in ways that make democracy even more
sensitive to levels of affectedness among the members of a given population.

This argument is similar to the point made by Robert A. Dahl (1989) that a
pluralistic representative democracy should allow for variations in the chan-
nels of influence available to citizens in light of variations in the intensity of
citizen preferences. Since interactive governance arenas are often organized
around a specific function or policy issue, they open the door for such extra
channels of popular influence to those who are particularly affected by certain
decisions (Dryzek, 2007; Warren, 2009). By introducing functional affected-
ness as a supplement to territorial notions of affectedness, the debate about
how to promote political equality becomes more nuanced, and attention is
drawn to the fact that interactive governance arenas might under certain
conditions contribute to further enhance the equal distribution of political
influence provided by the institutions of representative democracy among
citizens.

It should, however, be kept in mind that the introduction of decentralized
as well as functionally organized channels of political influence hold certain
dangers for democracy. Hence, such arrangements might lead the popula-
tions’ political attention away from general political issues and concerns
related to the overall governing of society. If citizens are more occupied with
local and specific functional issues, how is it, then, possible for politicians to
gain support for broad strategies that aim to deal with issues related to the
overall governance of society? What is at stake here is that interactive forms of
governance can end up undermining the “public” in public governance. That
is, if those most affected by programs are given special rights, then there is a
risk that less directly affected citizens lose the capacity to shape public policies
in the conventional democratic manner. In effect, public governance becomes
a series of particularistic and narrow-minded subgovernments described so
well by Schattschneider (1960). A final problem has to do with the question of
how it is to be decided who should be regarded as affected by a governance
process. There is a certain risk that those with the greatest verbal and organi-
zational skills will decide who will be included and who will be excluded. For
these reasons, the interactive governance paradigm maintains that represen-
tative democracy is paramount to ensuring a well-functioning democracy.

Second, interactive governance arenas provide an intermediate level of
subelites between elected politicians and citizens. Although this systematic
institutionalization of arenas in which subelites such as leaders of NGOs and
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private firms, as well as entrepreneurial and particularly knowledgeable citi-
zens, can involve themselves in governance processes raises concerns about
how to ensure the democratic legitimacy of such arenas, the presence of such
subelites might under certain conditions enhance the level of participation
and accountability in representative democracies (Barber, 1984; Hirst, 2000;
Fung and Wright, 2003). Hence, interactive governance arenas can provide
supplementary arenas that might help to enhance the political mobilization
of larger parts of the population in political discussion and participation, to
further spur political competition, and qualify the scrutiny of accounts given
by governments and other influential political elites (Etzioni-Halevy, 1993;
Esmark, 2007b).

Traditionally, the mobilization of citizens has first and foremost taken place
within the confines of political parties, but the introduction of alternative
paths into politics is likely to bring more citizens into the game. Moreover, the
presence of political subelites could increase the pressure on politicians and
other public authorities to give qualified accounts for their actions. Although
the institutions of representative democracy are doing an important job in
ensuring democratic accountability, problems remain (Schumpeter, 1946;
Behn, 2001; Keane, 2009). Interactive governance arenas consisting of well-
informed and capable subelites have the capacity to put more pressure on
political elites to give solid accounts than do ordinary citizens. Examples of
this are the important role played by Amnesty International in pressing
governments to account for their use of torture, and school boards or parent
organizations that identify and confront municipal councils with discrepan-
cies between political promises and actual outcomes.

The downside to an increased involvement of subelites is, however, that in
situations in which certain subelites tend to dominate the interactive gover-
nance arenas, it can be difficult to prevent them from subverting the policy
process for their own ends. Given that most interactive governance arrange-
ments lack the formal checks and balances provided by the institutions of
representative democracy, the capacity of these arenas to restrain such actors
is limited.

Third, by blurring the institutional boundaries between the public and the
private sphere, new governance arrangements such as quasi-markets, partner-
ships, and governance networks promote a higher level of variety in policies
and services within the public realm. By fragmenting public service delivery
into a variety of competing and collaborating public and private service
producing agencies, consumers of public services have obtained a direct influ-
ence on the character of the public services they receive. They can choose
between different service providers and they can go into dialogue with service
providers about the nature of such services. They have obtained what Albert
O. Hirschman (1970) calls voice and exit options. The other side of the coin,
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however, is that citizens might end up focusing more and more on micro-
politics while losing interest in the macro-level political battles and policy-
making which they, often mistakenly, perceive to be of limited importance for
their daily lives.

In sum, new theories of democracy make the point that although interactive
governance arenas raise serious concerns for democracy, they might also have
something to offer in supplementing representative democracy in ways that
can further strengthen democracy. The different conclusions drawn by old and
new approaches to representative democracy attest to the fact that interactive
governance arenas can undermine as well as further develop democracy. The
model for assessing the democratic anchorage of interactive governance arenas
outlined below aims to guide empirical studies that seek to assess to what
extent concrete interactive governance arenas do the one or the other. Do
they de facto weaken representative democracy or do they supplement it?
Moreover, the model aims to offer advice to those who seek to improve the
democratic quality of concrete interactive governance arenas.

Assessing the democratic anchorage of interactive governance

The basic idea behind the model of democratic anchorage is that the dem-
ocratic impact of interactive governance arenas depends on the degree to
which they are anchored in a number of relevant territorially or functionally
demarcated political constituencies and a set of rules for democratic interac-
tion that lend them democratic legitimacy (see also Serensen and Torfing,
2005b). The term anchorage is a metaphor for the presence of linkages
between an interactive governance arena and different constituencies and
norms so that each in its particular way grants democratic legitimacy to that
arena. In representative democracies, it is evident that a primary anchorage
point must exist between interactive governance arenas and elected politi-
cians. However, as suggested by other models of democracy, additional
anchorage points can further strengthen the democratic legitimacy of interac-
tive governance arenas. As such, we shall claim that interactive governance
arenas are democratically anchored to the extent that they:

are monitored by democratically elected politicians;

2. represent the membership basis of the participating groups and
organizations;

are accountable to a territorially defined citizenry;

facilitate negotiated interaction in accordance with a commonly
accepted democratic grammar of conduct.
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The first anchorage point expresses the need to establish a close linkage
between representative democracy and interactive governance arenas, which
through various forms of delegation and decentralization ensures that deci-
sions made by democratically elected politicians are not undermined by
interactive governance arenas. Thus, the potential contributions of interactive
governance arenas can be harvested without undermining representative
democracy more than other forms of political decentralization and delega-
tion. However, since this positive relationship between representative dem-
ocracy and interactive governance arenas relies on the democratic quality of
these arenas, this first anchorage point must be supplemented by other
anchorage points. Hence, they can derive democratic legitimacy from the
membership basis of the groups and organizations that are involved in
the interactive governance arenas, from the citizens affected by the decisions
made in these arenas, and from a democratic grammar of conduct that reg-
ulates the way in which those involved in these governance arenas interact
with each other.

The model builds on the assumption that none of the four anchorage points
alone can ensure the democratic quality of interactive governance arenas. The
four anchorage points compensate for each other’s shortcomings and only in
unison can they provide a strong source of democratic legitimacy. As such,
interactive governance arenas should be responsive to inputs from elected
politicians, the membership basis of the participating groups and organiza-
tions, and the general public affected by decisions that are made in these
arenas. Moreover, the interaction within the governance arenas should follow
the rules specified by an explicitly formulated democratic grammar of conduct
defining how legitimate decisions are to be taken. As we shall argue later, it is
not to be expected that actors participating in interactive governance arenas
will have an inclination to establish such anchorage points of their own
accord. They must be enforced through different forms of metagovernance.
Let us first consider, however, each of the four anchorage points in turn.

Anchorage in elected politicians

The rationale for anchoring interactive governance arenas in democratically
elected politicians takes its point of departure in the basic idea found in
traditional theories of representative democracy that government control
over delegated policy decisions is paramount in order to make sure that
these decisions are in line with the popular will expressed by the political
majority of elected assemblies (Schoenbrod, 1993). Hence, elected politicians
can lend democratic legitimacy to interactive governance arenas in so far as
they control the formation, functioning, and impact of interactive gover-
nance arenas.
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But what kind of control over delegated governance processes do we expect
politicians to have in a democracy? As described in Chapter 4, it is commonly
argued that the actual ability of politicians to control governance processes in
any deep meaning of the word is relatively restricted. This counts for hierar-
chical bureaucracies (Lindblom, 1959; Lipsky, 1980; Behn, 2001) as well as for
political systems that have been subject to New Public Management reforms
(Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2004: 99). What politicians can do is to metagovern
what they have delegated. As described in Chapter 7, a skillful exercise of
metagovernance of interactive governance processes constitutes a forceful
way in which top-down control can be exercised through strategic framing,
shaping, and monitoring of interactive governance arenas. As such, the role as
metagovernor is no less ambitious and powerful than the role as sovereign
ruler. Taking on this role might help to reduce some of the deficiencies
characterizing traditional forms of delegation through the enforcement
of what Archon Fung (2004) calls “autonomous accountability” upon interac-
tive governance arenas.

As outlined in Chapter 7, metagovernance of interactive governance arenas
can be exercised through (a) an institutional design of the rules, norms, and
procedures that condition interactive governance processes; (b) goal and
framework steering that sketches out, and evaluates performance with refer-
ence to political, fiscal, legal, and discursive room for the maneuvering of
interactive governance arenas; (¢) process management that attempts to
reduce tensions, resolve conflicts, empower and activate particular actors,
and lower transaction costs; and (d) direct participation in interactive gover-
nance processes in an endeavor to influence the policy agenda, the range of
feasible options, the decision-making premises, and the negotiated outputs
and outcomes.

The efficient and effective exercise of metagovernance calls for a mix of the
different forms of metagovernance. Not least, it is important that hands-off
forms of metagovernance a and b are supported by hands-on metagovernance
¢ and d and vice versa. As a case in point, efforts to metagovern quasi-markets,
partnerships, and networks through an exclusive use of hands-off forms of
metagovernance have tended to lead to all sorts of decouplings caused by
factors ranging from pure misunderstandings to strategic behavior such as
creaming. These problems could be reduced though an investment in hands-
on forms of metagovernance. In the same vein, efforts to exclusively metago-
vern interactive governance arenas by means of hands-on metagovernance
often prove to be obsolete if they are not supported by hands-off metagover-
nance that models the structural conditions that motivate the involved actors
to interact in the desired ways.

There are also good reasons to mix more and less interventionist forms of
metagovernance in order to avoid both over-regulation and under-regulation
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of interactive governance arenas (Kooiman, 1993a: 255). There are no ways of
precisely determining the tipping point between the two. In the case of over-
regulation, metagovernance is experienced as an unbearable strait-jacket for
the relatively self-regulating interactive governance arenas. In the case of
under-regulation, metagovernors lose their grip on the overall direction of
the governance process. Nevertheless, if the metagovernors combine
and balance the more interventionist forms of metagovernance a and d with
the less interventionist forms b and ¢, the chances of avoiding over- and
under-regulation will tend to increase.

Then, according to what criteria can we assess the degree to which interac-
tive governance arenas are controlled by metagoverning politicians? Here, it
might help to think about when and how things can go wrong. First, the
elected politicians might not be aware of the existence of a particular gover-
nance arena, which will make it impossible for them to exercise metagover-
nance. Second, the politicians may fail to clarify whether or not a governance
arena is involved in “high politics” and therefore needs a careful metagover-
nance, or whether it is engaged in “low politics” bordering on administrative
coordination or private activities and therefore needs less, or even no, meta-
governance. Third, limited knowledge about what is going on in an interactive
governance arena can prevent the exercise of effective democratic metagover-
nance. Last but not least, overburdened politicians might be tempted to leave
the metagovernance task to public administrators and thereby seriously
reduce the level of democratic control with decentered governance processes.

Proposition 1. Questions to be asked in assessing the democratic anchorage in
elected politicians

* To what extent are elected politicians aware of the presence, role, and
character of the interactive governance arena in question, and to what
extent do they have access to information about its processes,
outputs, and outcomes?

* To what extent do they assume the role of metagovernors of that
particular governance arena?

* To what extent have the politicians defined the objectives of their
metagovernance, and are they combining different forms of
metagovernance in ways that oblige an interactive governance arena
to contribute to the realization of these objectives?

¢ To what extent do the politicians take an active part in and cooperate
closely with public administrators in developing and pursuing a joint
metagovernance strategy?
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The degree to which politicians take on the role as metagovernors is, however,
in the end an empirical question.

Reversing the arguments about metagovernance failure permits us to pro-
pose a list of questions that we should seek to answer in empirical studies of
interactive governance networks. The proposed questions are summarized in
proposition 1.

Anchorage in membership basis of participating groups and organizations

The rationale for anchoring interactive governance arenas in the membership
basis of the participating groups and organizations takes its point of departure
in pluralist and associative theories of democracy (Dahl, 1961; Hirst, 1994)
that view intensely affected groups and organizations as “demoi” with a
legitimate democratic right to be involved in decisions that affect them
(Serensen and Torfing, 2003: 617). Since interactive governance arenas bring
together actors who implicitly or explicitly represent a plurality of groups and
organizations, their democratic legitimacy depends on the degree to which
these actors de facto represent the members of these different groups and
organizations. If not, interactive governance arenas will probably be even
more like organizations that turn into oligarchies (Michels, 1915).

But what does it mean to represent someone? The seminal work of Hannah
Pitkin (1967, 2004) fully illuminates the complexity of the term. Does demo-
cratic representation call for representatives who bring the substantive views
held by a certain group into the decision-making arena or should the represen-
tatives promote what they themselves view as in the best interest of those
individuals? Recent critiques have been raised against the idea that the thing
that is to be represented exists, that is, certain views or interests exist indepen-
dently of the act of representation. Representatives play an active role in shaping
what they represent (Saward, 2008).

The crucial role that political leaders play in shaping their political consti-
tuencies is among other things apparent in recent American politics where
Bush's rhetoric established a deep divide within the American people between
a “we” consisting of real Americans and a “them” who did not really belong,
and one of the promises made by Obama in the 2008 election was to reunite
the American people. In other words, the performative act of representation
plays an active role in forming not only the preferences and views but also the
political identities of the represented. Seen in this light, democratic represen-
tation is a dynamic relational act that is to be evaluated with reference to the
degree to which decision-makers and those who are affected by the decisions
they make have knowledge of and accept the relationship between them as an
instance of democratic representation (Torfing, 1999: 183ff.).
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The particular challenge pertaining to promoting the democratic represen-
tativeness of those who participate in interactive governance arenas concerns
how to avoid tying down the hands and knees of representatives participating
in interactive governance arenas through the issuing of detailed mandates.
Although the tension between the democratic need to control representatives
and the need representatives have for autonomy is also very much present in
relation to acts of democratic representation in traditional government insti-
tutions it is spoken out in relation to interactive governance arenas. As major-
ity control is not an option, the decision-making capacity of interactive
governance arenas relies completely on the willingness and ability of the
participating actors to change their position in the interactive processes.
This ability is hampered by tight mandates.

Those who argue that interactive forms of governance as well as any other
form of governance can be democratically tamed by tight mandates are mis-
taken. What can be done instead is to force those who participate in interactive
governance arenas to take on the role as representatives and to gain acceptance
as such by those they claim to represent. As pointed out by Robert Michels
(1915), this is an uphill struggle. Participants in interactive forms of governance
such as quasi-markets, partnerships, and governance networks are subelites and
efforts to bind them to certain viewpoints held by their constituencies are
bound to fail. The need to find alternative ways of establishing democratic ties
between the participating subelites and relevant constituencies are imperative.

In representative democracies, this connection between the representative
and the represented is institutionalized through general elections that grant
all citizens a right to vote and thus to appoint or discard representatives. In
comparison, the democratic legitimacy of interactive governance arenas de-
pends on their capacity to represent affected groups and organizations. While
anumber of interactive governance arenas do appoint representatives for such
groups and organizations through elections among those defined as affected
stakeholders, other arenas rely on alternative ways of ensuring the democratic
anchorage in affected groups and organizations. An effort to assess the degree
to which they do so must, first, evaluate the degree to which participants in
interactive governance arenas make claims to represent such groups or orga-
nizations (Saward, 2006: 191). The advancement of such claims must be
perceived as crucial for the degree to which they are recognized as legitimate
players by the other participants in the interactive governance arena. Second,
the groups and organizations that the participants claim to represent must be
aware of the claims to represent them that are made. Third, the status as
representative must depend on the degree to which the represented have the
capacities, information, and access to turn down representative claims.
Finally, the degree of influence granted to the interactive governance arena
must depend on the degree to which the representatives are responsive to the

196



Assessing and improving the democratic quality of interactive governance

Proposition 2. Questions to be asked in assessments of the democratic
anchorage in participating groups and organizations

* To what extent is an interactive governance arena making claims to
represent specific relevant or affected groups and organizations?

* To what extent are the represented groups and organizations aware of
the fact that these claims are made and are they actively accepting
them as legitimate?

* To what extent do the represented groups and organizations have the
capacity and opportunity to critically evaluate the way that their
interests and preferences are constructed and pursued by the
representative(s)?

* To what extent does the influence of interactive governance arenas
depend on responsiveness to criticisms, views, and interests of their
constituencies?

criticisms, views, and ideas of their constituencies. To what extent they do so
is in the end an empirical question.

In proposition 2 we list four research questions that must be asked in studies
of the degree to which interactive governance arenas are anchored in the
participating groups and organizations.

Anchorage in a territorially defined citizenry

The rationale for anchoring interactive governance arenas in a territorially
defined citizenry takes its departure from the central role ascribed to the public
sphere in theories of representative democracy. Hence, we shall claim that the
democratic legitimacy of such arenas depends not only on the degree to which
the participating actors represent directly affected groups and organizations
but also on the degree to which interactive arenas are democratically account-
able to a wider territorially defined constituency of citizens who are more
indirectly affected by the decisions taken in the interactive governance
arena. Hence, the citizens who live within the local, regional, national, or
transnational territory in which an interactive governance arena is operating
should be able to hold it accountable for the policies, policy outputs,
and policy outcomes for which it is fully or partly responsible. Of course, the
elected politicians help to anchor interactive governance arenas but the possi-
bility of holding them to account is likely to increase if concerned publics can
take a direct and active part in holding them to account for their actions.
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As illustrated in the extensive literature on how to hold elected politicians
and other public authorities to account, this is not a simple matter (Etzioni-
Halevy, 1993; Behn, 2001; Bovens et al., 2008). One central problem has to do
with the presence of complex causalities, which makes it difficult to determine
who is accountable for certain outputs and outcomes. Is a financial crisis
caused by the present government or by forces beyond its control? Another
problem relates to the question of information asymmetries: What resources
does it take to hold someone to account? While voters have the capacity to
sanction politicians on election day, the complexity of governance issues
makes it difficult for many to sanction wisely because they do not possess
the necessary degree of knowledge. One way of dealing with this problem has
been to combine vertical forms of accountability with horizontal forms of
accountability through the institutionalization of a separation of powers
among public authorities.

Holding interactive governance arenas to account calls for a similar mix
of forms of accountability. First, they should be held to account by know-
ledgeable and resourceful public authorities through different forms of meta-
governance such as naming and shaming and outcome assessments (Bovens
et al., 2008). Second, they must be made subject to intense public contesta-
tion. Promoting democratic accountability through a high level of political
contestation between interactive governance arenas and the affected public is
paramount in order to avoid such arenas degenerating into closed and secret
clubs that operate in the dark and without public approval (Fox and Miller,
1995; Newman, 2005; Dryzek, 2007; Bexell and Morth, 2010). Public contes-
tation basically involves public debate and critical scrutiny of the ways policy
problems are defined; the listing and framing of feasible options; the proce-
dures that lead to the choice of a particular policy; and the direct and indirect
results of its implementation. As such, interactive governance arenas must
provide public accounts of why, how, and with what result they do what they
do, and they must engage in public dialogue with their opponents and be
responsive to the criticisms that are raised. What we are talking about here is a
new kind of narrative accountability whereby the interactive governance
arenas’ accounts are publicly contested by critical counter-accounts (March
and Olsen, 1995: 141ff.).

The relevant counterpart of the interactive governance arena is the citizens
within the territory bound by the decisions of the interactive governance
arena, but we should not be under the illusion that all citizens will have their
eyes tightly fastened on the decision-making, policy outputs, and policy out-
comes of vast numbers of interactive governance arenas in order to criticize
what they find problematic, wrong, or wanting. We will have to content
ourselves with the critical engagement of concerned publics in terms of
mass media, scientific and professional experts, interest organizations, social
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movements, competing interactive governance arenas, and politically inter-
ested and empowered individuals. Public audit and critical scrutiny of interac-
tive governance arenas at multiple levels require a certain amount of resources,
capacities, and political interest, which we cannot commonly expect to find
among ordinary citizens, and least of all in unorganized groups of citizens with
low education and income. The public contestation of the narrative accounts
produced by an interactive governance arena is therefore often carried out by
different kinds of subelites such as researchers and other experts, think tanks,
and NGOs with specialized knowledge related to a certain policy field (Etzioni-
Halevy, 1993).

There are three crucial requirements that must be fulfilled in order to facili-
tate a public contestation of the narrative accounts produced by interactive
governance arenas. The first requirement is transparency. Interactive gover-
nance arenas and their tasks, remit, and composition should be fully visible to
the general public, and they must produce regular public accounts for why
and how they arrived at particular decisions, and what the results have been
(Fung, 2004). As pointed out in Chapter 11, some level of secrecy and closure
can be necessary in order to ensure democratic decision-making, but in those
cases the need for secrecy must be explicitly explained and justified in the eyes
of relevant publics through the formulation of narrative accounts. Second, the
wider citizenry must be in ongoing dialogue with members of the interactive
governance arenas through public hearings, press conferences, and mass media
coverage. Finally, the interaction between interactive governance arenas and
the citizens must be characterized by mutual responsiveness. One of the ways of
promoting this kind of two-way responsiveness is to ensure that ongoing

Proposition 3. Questions to be asked in assessing the democratic anchorage in a
territorially defined citizenry

* To what extent are the tasks, remit, and composition of an interactive
governance arena transparent to relevant publics?

* To what extent are the goals and strategies, and audit of the outputs
and outcomes of interactive governance processes publicly accessible?

e To what extent does an interactive governance arena produce
narrative accounts that aim to justify its decisions, actions, and
results in the eyes of the broader citizenry?

* To what extent do the participants of an interactive governance arena
engage in an ongoing dialogue with citizens who contest their
decisions, actions, and results, and show responsiveness to criticisms
and alternative proposals raised in the public debate?
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dialogue between citizens and interactive governance arenas is taken into
account in the day-to-day procedures of interactive governance arenas.

With reference to the three above-mentioned requirements, we propose
that an assessment of the democratic anchorage of interactive governance
arenas must take the questions listed in proposition 3 into consideration.

Anchorage in democratic rules and norms

The rationale for anchoring interactive governance arenas in democratic rules
and norms is found in participatory and deliberative theories of democracy.
They argue that the legitimacy of political decisions depends not only on the
extent to which decision-makers are linked to a series of external political
constituencies but also on the degree to which the interaction between those
participating in decision-making adheres to particular generally accepted
norms and rules of conduct (Cohen, 1989; Mouffe, 1993). While there is a
high degree of agreement about what democratic norms to apply, it is far more
difficult to agree on how these norms are best translated into concrete behav-
ioral rules and procedures. This is among other things witnessed by the varia-
tion of institutional forms we find in different representative democracies
(Lijphart, 1999).

Just as we accept that there is not one but plural ways in which democratic
norms can be translated into concrete rules of conduct in representative dem-
ocracies, it must be accepted that there will exist different democratic rules of
conduct in interactive governance arenas. Therefore, a measurement of the
extent to which interactive governance arenas are anchored in democratic
rules of conduct must focus on the extent to which they have formulated a set
of concrete behavioral rules and procedures that can be said to realize generally
accepted democratic norms for democratic participation and deliberation.

Three democratic norms appear to be of particular relevance in evaluating
the degree to which interactive governance arenas are democratically
anchored in democratic norms and rules. The three norms that must be
translated into concrete rules of conduct relate to the formation, the function-
ing, and outcomes of interactive governance arenas, respectively. The first
norm demands an equal inclusion of the affected and thus for the formulation
of rules and procedures that institutionalize a continuous debate among the
participants about who should be included with direct reference to the ques-
tion of affectedness. The larger public should be informed about such rules
and procedures (Young, 2000). The second norm concerns the demand for
democratic deliberation based on an agonistic respect for the other partici-
pants’ right to voice their opinions and their willingness to commit them-
selves to reaching a negotiated agreement despite differences in views and
interests (Mouffe, 2005). The third norm demands for rules and procedures
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Proposition 4. Questions to be asked in assessing the democratic anchorage in
democratic rules and norms

¢ To what extent are inclusions in and exclusions from an interactive
governance arena being justified with reference to explicit normative
criteria and to what extent are these criteria subject to ongoing
negotiations?

* To what extent are inclusions and exclusions made with reference to
degrees of affectedness?

¢ Towhat extent are the deliberations taking place within an interactive
governance arena based on agonistic respect and the participants’
commitment to contribute to reaching negotiated agreements?

* To what extent do interactive governance arenas function in ways
that promote democratic innovation and renewal?

ensuring that the interactive governance arenas are engaged in a constant
effort to renew and improve the democratic functioning of interactive gover-
nance arenas through a self-reflexive search for ways to further democratize its
way of governing. Democracy never reaches a final form, neither as a perfect set
of institutions, nor as a regulative idea. Democracy must be constantly devel-
oped through a plurality of creative, partial, and experimental methods, and
interactive governance arenas should be judged on their ability to facilitate
such a development (Dewey, 1927; Dahl, 1989). The degree to which actual
interactive governance arenas do live up to such norms is largely unknown.
One might suspect that arenas such as quasi-markets and partnerships that
tend to be involved in commercial enterprises do not live up to such norms.
However, empirical studies are needed in order to obtain more knowledge
about these issues.

The three general norms described in proposition 4 determine the questions
that are to be asked in assessing the degree to which interactive governance
arenas are democratically anchored in a democratic grammar of conduct that
can be said to enact these rules in a concrete context.

Applying the model
The four sets of criteria outlined above aim to translate the key dimensions of
the model of democratic anchorage into empirically assessable standards for

evaluating the democratic quality of interactive governance arenas. As a
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general rule, the more politicized an interactive governance arena is, the more
important it is that it performs well on all the different dimensions and norms.
As such, the first step in contextualizing the anchorage model consists in
assessing the degree to which a specific governance arena is operating in a
highly politicized environment and is contributing to the making or imple-
mentation of controversial political decisions. A high level of democratic
anchorage is comparably less important in case of interactive governance
arenas operating in sedimented governance contexts with few disagreements
and political conflicts. However, a democratic anchorage of interactive gover-
nance arenas is never unimportant because there are political issues at stake in
all governance processes, and because a low level of politicization can some-
times be caused by a low level of transparency that hinders disputable issues
from becoming politicized.

The next consideration concerns the question of whether all anchorage
points are equally important and relevant in relation to different types of
interactive arenas: Should the model be applied in the same way and to the
same extent in studies of quasi-markets, partnerships, and networks? The
general answer to this question is that it is impossible to make hard and
fixed rules about the relevance of the different anchorage points. In the final
instance, the relevance of the anchorage points depends on a concrete assess-
ment of the form and character of the interactive governance arenas that are
under scrutiny. In other words, the model cannot be applied in a mechanical
way, but must be conceptualized so as to make sense in relation to what is
being studied.

Nevertheless, it is possible to set up some general guidelines for how the
model could be applied in relation to different types of interactive governance
arenas such as quasi-markets, partnerships, and networks. Table 10.1 suggests
ways to operationalize the model in relation to these three kinds of interactive
governance arenas.

Table 10.1 illustrates that different interactive governance arenas are dem-
ocratically anchored in slightly different ways. The most significant difference
is to be found in how quasi-markets, partnerships, and networks are anchored
in elected politicians. While quasi-markets require a relatively tight top-down
metagovernance where goals and economic conditions are clearly defined in
advance and outcomes are evaluated with reference to pregiven standards,
partnerships and networks entail more horizontal forms of metagovernance.
Partnerships are metagoverned in ways that leave considerable space for them
to set and pursue their own more detailed and situated goals while networks
bring public authorities and other network actors together in a shared effort to
define and implement policies. As such it could be argued that although all four
anchorage points are important for quasi-markets, partnerships, and networks,
they are more so in the case of the two latter than in the case of the former.

202



Assessing and improving the democratic quality of interactive governance

Table 10.1. Assessing the democratic anchorage of quasi-markets, partnerships, and networks

Anchorage in Anchorage in Anchorage in Anchorage in
elected politicians  participating groups  territorially democratic rules
and organizations defined citizenry  and norms
Quasi-markets Clear and detailed Voice options Public scrutiny of  Relational contracts
political goals, promoting the goals, that rely on
contracted dialogue between a procedures, democratic rules
budget, and producer and those and outcomes and norms
frequent claiming to of market
performance represent the arrangements
assessments consumers and exit

options allowing
consumers to go

elsewhere
Partnerships ~ Clear but general  Voice options that Public scrutiny of  Partnership
political goals, encourage the goals, agreements that
and funding dialogue between procedures, rely on
schemes that partnerships and and outcomes democratic rules
give those claiming to of partnership and norms
partnerships represent affected projects
incentives to stakeholders, and
pursue these exit options that
goals allow stakeholders
to reject
partnership
arrangements
Networks Intense, ongoing  Voice options that Public scrutiny of ~ Network
dialogue grant the affected the goals, constitutions that
between access to be procedures, rely on
politicians and represented and to and outcomes democratic rules
network actors reject of networks and norms
representative

claims, and exit
options that allow
them to reject
network
arrangements

Improving the democratic anchorage through metagovernance

The model for assessing the democratic anchorage of interactive governance
arenas is important because it paves the way for obtaining new and more detailed
knowledge about the relationship between interactive governance and dem-
ocracy. First, the model encourages comparative studies of interactive governance
arenas that can provide important knowledge about the impact of institutional
and contextual factors on the democratic quality of interactive governance.
Second, the model makes it possible to draw democratic profiles of particular
interactive governance arenas and thus to develop tailor-made strategies for
increasing their democratic anchorage through different forms of metagover-
nance. Hence, it should be stressed that metagovernance can not only be used
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to enhance the effectiveness of interactive governance processes (Koppenjan and
Klijn, 2004; Sgrensen and Torfing, 2009) but can also strengthen their democratic
anchorage. Although metagovernance of interactive governance arenas can in
principle be exercised by many different actors, the main responsibility for pro-
moting the democratic quality of such arenas rests on the shoulders of the
politicians who have the democratic legitimacy to do so. As such, politicians
have a double task of metagoverning the policies as well as the processes through
which these policies are formulated in and around the interactive governance
arenas.

As mentioned above, the metagovernance of quasi-markets relies heavily on
top-down hands-off forms of metagovernance that operate through an insti-
tutional design and political and economic framing of public service pro-
viders. These forms of metagovernance, however, can not only be applied in
ways that ensure that quasi-markets act in accordance with predefined politi-
cal goals and objectives but can also enhance the democratic anchorage of
quasi-markets. One of the means to do so is the contract. Politicians could
insist on including in the contract that no restrictions must be made that
delimit the consumers’ exit options or exclude particular groups from requir-
ing a service; that user boards or other interactive arenas are established,
which facilitate an ongoing dialogue between service providers and consu-
mers; and that the content of the assignment given to the service provider and
evaluations of performance are publicly accessible on a homepage or other-
wise. Moreover, politicians can design a competitive context that gives service
providers an incentive to be responsive to customer demands. However,
hands-on forms of metagovernance can also contribute to enhancing the
democratic anchorage of quasi-markets. Relational contracts can institution-
alize regular evaluations of the democratic performance of the service pro-
viders and public or semi-public naming and shaming events that make it
prestigious to do well in terms of democratic anchorage.

In the case of partnerships, metagoverning politicians can set up as an
explicit goal that partnership arrangements add to the democratic anchorage
of public policymaking. This goal formulation can be supported by the design
of incentive structures that motivate public actors to form partnerships not
only in light of the resources that potential partners possess but also with
reference to whether these partners can be said to represent affected stake-
holders. In addition, a requirement for obtaining funding could be that part-
nerships present an elaborate strategy for how they intend to make their
activities transparent to the affected stakeholders as well as to the wider
public. Finally, metagoverning politicians could develop a set of norms and
guidelines for how public authorities who participate in partnerships are to
manage or otherwise influence partnership activities in ways that enhance
their democratic anchorage.
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Finally, in the case of networks metagovernance by means of institutional
design, network management, and network participation seems promising in
enhancing their democratic anchorage. As political framing becomes more
negotiated, hands-on forms of metagovernance must take over. Skillful net-
work management and strategic network participation become central tools
for promoting the formation and realization of democratic norms, standards,
and procedures within the network as well as between a network and the
constituencies it claims to represent. These hands-on metagovernance activ-
ities can be supported and enforced through institutional designs and eco-
nomic incentives that construct interdependencies between network actors in
ways that promote the democratic inclusion of representatives for affected
stakeholder groups in the formation of new networks as well as in the activ-
ities of well-established networks.

Democratic anchorage in the light of globalization

Although the model for the democratic anchorage of interactive governance
arenas is helpful in pointing out how to assess the democratic anchorage of
interactive governance arenas and indicate how it can be improved, it leaves
us with unfinished business. Hence, the model relies on the assumption that it
is possible to identify a body of politicians that has the undisputed legitimacy
and authority to metagovern interactive governance arenas. However, this
assumption is challenged by the fact that not all societies have political
authorities that are strong enough to take on the role of metagovernor. This
counts for a number of Western democracies but in particular it is the reality in
many third world countries (Migdal, 1988; Atkinson and Coleman, 1989;
Milliken and Krause, 2002; Lauridsen, 2004; Lund, 2007).

The idea that it is possible to identify authoritative metagovernors is, fur-
thermore, challenged by the increasing political globalization that has led to
the establishment of a plurality of multilevel governance arrangements (see
Chapter 5) and transnational governance arenas (Ansell, 2000; Bohman,
2005; Keane, 2009) that operate above the nation state. Among these more
or less formalized and politically authorized governance arenas, courts, media
arenas, and NGOs count the UN, WTO, G20, EU, Mercosur, the World Bank,
the International Court of Law, and a series of human rights associations.
While a few of these transnational institutions have been in existence for a
considerable number of years, many have recently been established and/or
have gained prominence and influence. As transnational governance arenas
grow in numbers and influence, it becomes ever more difficult to determine
who has the responsibility, legitimacy, and capacity to take on the role as
metagovernor.
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The question that needs to be addressed in this context is to what extent and
how the democratic anchorage of interactive governance arenas in metagoverning
politicians can take place in the case of either one weak metagovernor as in the case
of failed states or many competing metagovernors as is the case on the global
political scene. In line with Jan Kooiman’s famous statement, that no one
actor has the capacity to govern on their own (Kooiman, 1993a: 4), we shall
argue that in today’s globalized system of governance there are few situations
in which individual political authorities—local, national, or transnational—
have the capacity to metagovern interactive governance processes effectively
on their own. In order to be effective, metagovernance initiatives aiming to
direct interactive policymaking and policy implementation as well as
enhancing the democratic anchorage of such processes must in most cases
be exercised by intergovernmental networks consisting of two or more
political authorities.

Currently, there is an urgent need to conduct studies of to what extent and
how the many intergovernmental networks at play on the global political
scene are seeking to metagovern interactive governance arenas in ways that
promote their democratic anchorage. Such studies can gain inspiration from
the rapidly progressing theoretical debate about what a transnational or global
democracy might look like. While some push for the establishment of a world
government capable of metagoverning interactive governance processes
(Held, 2006), others put their faith in the establishment of a complex plurality
of public authorities and network-based forms of intergovernmental gover-
nance capable of monitoring interactive governance arenas (Bohman, 2005;
Keane, 2009).

Although the model for the democratic anchorage of interactive gover-
nance arenas does not address this issue head on, it highlights the need to
institutionalize points from which elected politicians—be they elected by the
same or different political constituencies—are capable of metagoverning
interactive governance arenas in ways that promote their democratic anchor-
age. The danger of globalization does not so much spring from the growth in
interactive governance arenas at the transnational level as from the lack of
intergovernmental institutions or networks capable of metagoverning them.

Conclusion

The relationship between democracy and interactive governance is full of
tensions. In this chapter, we have argued that interactive governance arenas
are neither intrinsically democratic nor intrinsically undemocratic. They defi-
nitely challenge traditional ways of understanding and institutionalizing well-
established democratic norms such as political equality, political competition,
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democratic accountability, and individual liberty. However, at the same time,
interactive governance arenas provide new mechanisms for exploiting the
democratic potentials not only on the input side of the political system but
also on its output side, for distributing political influence equally with refer-
ence to territorially as well as functionally defined patterns of affectedness, for
instating a level of active and well-informed subelites who have the capacity
to contest accounts given by political elites, and for developing democratic
political identities capable of taking part in collective decision-making in
contexts characterized by diversity and difference.

The complex relationship between democracy and interactive governance
highlights the need to stop discussing whether or not interactive
governance arenas are democratic at a general level and begin to study the
extent to which concrete governance networks function in a democratic way.
In support of such studies, we have proposed a model for assessing the
democratic anchorage of interactive governance arenas. The model points
out four anchorage points that must be in place if an integrative governance
arena is to qualify as democratic. In addition, we have proposed a set of
research questions to be asked in assessments of the extent to which the
four anchorage points can be said to be in place. Moreover, it has been
considered how the model can be applied in studies of different kinds of
interactive governance arenas, for example, quasi-markets, partnerships, and
governance networks and how their democratic anchorage can be advanced
through different forms of metagovernance. Finally, we have pointed out that
a shortcoming of the proposed democratic model is that it takes departure
from the assumption that interactive governance arenas operate in a context
in which it is possible to identify a body of elected politicians who can take on
the task of metagovernors although this is not always the case and is less and
less so in an increasingly globalized world.

As such, the model does not solve all problems in clarifying the relationship
between democracy and interactive governance. However, by proposing a set
of concrete standards for assessing the impact of interactive governance arenas
on democracy, the proposed model highlights the need to find ways to exploit
the democratic potentials that are to be found both on the input side and on
the output side of the political system, and to form networks of those elected
politicians who are relevant for metagoverning a concrete interactive gover-
nance arena. One of the ways ahead in dealing with these challenges is to do
more empirical studies. Such studies will hopefully, as is often the case, show
avenues to take in developing new forms of democracy that can assist the
institutions of representative democracy in carrying out the difficult task of
ensuring the democratic quality of current governance processes.
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Transparency and governance

In 2010, Wikileaks disclosed hundreds of thousands of classified government
documents and diplomatic reports, causing embarrassment to political leaders
around the world. To Wikileaks, the disclosure served to reveal to the public
the consequences of an opaque government, as manifested in the rather
significant differences between the public rhetoric and the candor that char-
acterized the classified documents. Political leaders, in their defense, main-
tained that much of the jargon in diplomatic reports should not be taken too
seriously and, more importantly, that some degree of seclusion is a prerequi-
site for complex problem-solving and ultimately necessary to democratic
governance.

The Wikileaks disclosures highlight one of the perennial problems in almost
all forms of democratic governance: the balance between efficient governance
on the one hand and the need for democratic transparency and accountability
on the other. Those values tend for the most part to be tied to traditional
government institutions that can be regulated to uphold those values. Interac-
tive governance makes the call for transparency more challenging to meet due
to the lower degree of institutionalization of procedure, and there are arguably
better opportunities than in conventional government processes for avoiding
disclosure and public accountability. However, interactive governance pro-
cesses that are secluded from the public do not thyme very well with core
democratic values. In much of democratic theory, it is considered a fundamen-
tal Rosseauian right of the people to have access to information about govern-
ment’s decisions and actions (Hood, 2006a). Indeed, it is difficult to see how
transparency and the sharing of information could have any other than posi-
tive values for governance and society.

At the same time, however, history is replete with examples of opaque
forms of governance where seclusion appears to have been integral to a
positive outcome. This has been the case not least in relation to sensitive
negotiations aiming to settle conflicts. The Oslo negotiations to start up the
Middle East peace process and the Good Friday agreement in Northern Ireland
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are two good examples of extremely sensitive negotiations, which quite likely
would have failed had the negotiations been continuously reported in the
media. Transparency forces negotiators to speak their organization’s line in
public, which significantly complicates the search for compromise and com-
mon ground (Fung et al., 2007). This counts for governments as well as for
interactive governance arenas.

The need for secrecy and seclusion occurs not only in such historically
defining moments but is present also in the day-to-day mundane political
process. For governments, some degree of seclusion is needed in bargaining
processes in foreign policy or defense policy, and in negotiations among
political parties in a coalition government. In interactive governance pro-
cesses, the same can be said about the negotiations that take place between
public and private actors in quasi-markets, partnerships, and governance net-
works (Stone, 1989; Naurin, 2007) or among politicians and senior civil
servants in the government office, and so on. Thus, as much as democratic
discourse heralds openness, information, and involvement, there are stages
in the process of governing where such transparency would be dysfunctional
or even detrimental to governance. Indeed, too much transparency at
sensitive stages of the governance process harbors an explanation of gover-
nance failure, particularly if such openness was insisted upon in the early
stages of the policy process.

In order to escape this dilemma, we will argue that there is an important
difference between transparency in process and transparency in outcomes. It
may be acceptable, from a democratic theory point of view, to have transpar-
ency in outcomes while certain details of the policy process are withheld from
the public. If the public, elected officials, and affected parties can assess the
final outcome of a governance process and even reverse the policy decisions if
they are deemed unacceptable, such an arrangement would at least to some
extent allow for an opaque process. Furthermore, it is important to understand
the differences between secrecy that is implemented to protect an autocratic
government on the one hand and secrecy that indirectly serves to promote
efficiency or democracy in the interactive governance processes, on the other.

Interactive governance draws to a significant degree on the availability of
information. In order for actors to become involved in a meaningful way in
the governance process, they must possess some knowledge about the plans
and intentions of the major players, and not least in the involved public
authorities. In interactive governance settings where participation, and subse-
quently influence, is not a given condition but is contextually defined and
subject to ongoing power struggles, the policy process could be seen as a series
of opportunity structures for societal actors. In that perspective, transparency
becomes a prerequisite for interactive governance. At the same time, gover-
nance processes that are fully transparent in terms of policy objectives and the
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scope of financial and other resources easily become overloaded by actors with
a stake in the policy issues or the resources to be allocated. Here, strategically
structured seclusion becomes a powerful instrument for shaping policies and
for the distribution of funds. Thus, in interactive governance processes,
knowledge is a powerful resource and actors have an interest in holding on
to important pieces of information. Indeed, information is a commodity that
can be traded for access or influence.

Transparency is an idea in vogue and it is integral to the information
society. There is an assumption in this line of reasoning about the blessings
of transparency in governance arrangements that need to be tested empiri-
cally. There has been some interesting work in this respect reported lately.
Naurin (2007), in a study on lobbyists in Stockholm and Brussels, concludes
that the positive aspects of publicity and transparency on democratic gover-
nance could well be exaggerated. The key point to understanding lobbyism is
not the difference between publicity and seclusion, he argues. Instead, lobby-
ists must learn to accept and subscribe to the rules, norms, and practices
pertaining to public deliberation as opposed to those pertaining to secluded
negotiation and bargaining. Hood and Heald and their associates give a broad
assessment of different aspects of transparency and find that as much as
transparency is central to democratic governance, it is not without problems
or contradictions (Hood and Heald, 2006). Interestingly, although transpar-
ency is often believed to be essential to restoring the public’s trust in politi-
cians and the political process, the empirical evidence of the linkage between
trust and transparency is surprisingly weak (O’Neill, 2006).

Perhaps the key value of transparency is that it is a prerequisite for account-
ability. Advocates of transparent governance will emphasize that without
transparency there cannot be accountability. Furthermore, transparency is
believed to contribute to other positive aspects of government. It is common
today to use indicators on government transparency as key indicators of
“good governance” and the overall quality of government and democracy,
as is done by Transparency International. Transparency is believed to curb
corruption, promote democracy and accountability, and to foster good rela-
tions between the state and the citizens although the empirical evidence
suggests that transparency alone does not reduce corruption (Lindstedt and
Naurin, 2006; Kolstad and Wiig, 2009).

By ensuring transparency, actors are assumed to choose, democratically
speaking, a better course of action than they would otherwise have done.
Only very few observers put forward the proposition that transparency can
impede governance, or even democracy, and be detrimental to good gover-
nance. To some extent, this pattern could be explained by different notions
about where in the policy process, and why, transparency can be dysfunc-
tional. As this chapter will suggest, most observers would probably agree that
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transparency as a rule is desirable but also that there are instances and specific
contexts where transparency can in fact work against the very objectives it is
said to promote.

The chapter thus explores the argument that some degree of seclusion,
perhaps even secrecy, in particular stages of the policy process or in particular
political contexts may not only be functional to democratic governance but,
in fact, a prerequisite for such governance. Interactive governance is in many
ways a more efficient model of governance in this respect as it represents a less
formalized model of governance. The chapter also argues that the recent
tendency to measure public sector performance, while central to public man-
agement, is a type of transparency that not only facilitates choice among
service producers but also potentially undermines institutional trust. In
order to elaborate these arguments, the chapter first discusses transparency
and seclusion in a democratic theoretic perspective and the special features of
secluded governance as compared to more traditional models of governance.
Following that discussion, the chapter assesses the political and democratic
significance of the differences between transparent and secluded governance.
As is the case throughout this book, the analytical focus is on interactive
governance and the particular issues this form of governance raises as opposed
to other forms of governance.

More specifically, we raise five questions related to transparency and
secrecy. First, is transparency always a blessing for democracy? Second, how
valid is the argument that there is a trade-off between democracy depending
on transparency and efficiency depending on seclusion? Third, given the
stakes and power games that characterize politics, is transparency a realistic
possibility? Fourth, given the contextual incentives for actors to mobilize
external actors and the growing importance of new social media, is seclusion
a realistic possibility? And, finally, what can be done to balance transparency
and secrecy in realistic and democratically desirable ways?

The blessings and perils of transparency

Democratic theorists, the media, concerned citizens, and participants in Cana-
dian citizen’s panels all seem to agree that democratic governance requires
transparency and information on all aspects of government activities. Such
openness serves several core democratic objectives. First of all, citizens and
voters will be in a better position to hold elected officials to account if they
have detailed knowledge about their bargaining, decision-making, and ac-
tions. Recent empirical evidence suggests that countries with “attentive”
citizens, that is, where social norms dictate that citizens should pay
close attention to government action, are characterized by more effective
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government and higher-quality governance compared to other countries
(Geissel, 2008). Knowing what goes on within government is also believed
to foster societal trust in those institutions. To some extent, the recent cam-
paign for increased transparency is a sign of lack of societal trust in traditional
mechanisms of accountability. Concerned citizens do not seem to trust politi-
cal parties or judicial institutions to monitor and evaluate the behavior of
politicians or bureaucrats; instead they want to be able to collect information
about their performance themselves and assess to what extent that perfor-
mance is acceptable.

Furthermore, there seems to be a theory that transparency leads to anticipa-
tory behavior among politicians; if elected officials know that they are being
closely monitored, they will not abuse public office. By allowing the public to
closely scrutinize politicians’ behavior, the risk of politicians being corrupted
by political power is minimized. The politicians’ knowledge that citizens and
the media observe their behavior becomes a safeguard against abuse of public
office. Similarly, it becomes politically difficult to advocate seclusion because
it suggests that government is contemplating action that it does not want its
people to know about, presumably because had they known, they would have
disapproved of it and tried to prevent it from happening. Again, information
is a valuable asset in the governance process; we need only think of politicians
or bureaucrats “leaking” information to the media in order to change the
direction of a policy process.

The position that transparency is inherently good for democracy and that
secrecy is inconsistent with democratic governance would not be an issue had
it not been for two intriguing problems. One issue that complicates the matter
is that transparency is not always conducive to democratic governance; in
some ways, there appears to be a trade-off between transparency and effective
governance (Scharpf, 1999). This is particularly the case at sensitive stages of
the policy process. Negotiating and bargaining in public is an obvious ex-
ample of how transparency can distort the political process; making conces-
sions and reaching compromises is far more difficult when conducted with the
media watching and reporting. An opaque decision-making process is consis-
tent with democracy as long as citizens have constitutionally sanctioned that
certain phases of the governance process take place in seclusion and that they
have the information necessary to be able to assess the outcome of that
process and hold politicians to account. Interestingly, studies of intraparty
negotiation and bargaining during politically sensitive time periods suggest
that there are only very few instances where the party leadership has argued
one thing in camera and another thing in public. Although deliberation
within the party leadership does not fall under what constitutionally speaking
should be public discourse, there was a high degree of correspondence
between what the party leadership discussed among themselves and what
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they told in public (von Sydow, 1978). Later, we will return to this issue in
more detail.

The other issue related to transparency is that it can be downright dysfunc-
tional; it may create a behavior among those involved in governance processes
that is not in the interest of either the observers or the observed. This problem
is more common in relation to public service delivery than when it comes to
controlling elected officials although to some extent the basic problem applies
to both contexts. A case in point is the proposal put forward by the British
National Health Service (NHS) in 1995 to install closed-circuit TV cameras in
operating theaters. The Sunday Times (March 19, 1995; quoted in Tsoukas,
1997: 835) was critical toward the idea, suggesting that “some doctors fear that
faith in their work would be undermined if people discovered that operating
theatres were in reality relatively relaxed places, often full of laughter and
joking—some of which were at the expense of the patient—and that intricate
life-threatening surgery is being performed to the accompaniment of heavy
rock music or streams of oaths at every unexpected gush of blood.” Thus,
public monitoring of experts in action may be counterproductive, if not
downright detrimental, both to public trust in the service and to the execution
of the service.

The idea that human performance improves when being subjected to mon-
itoring is not new. It is the basic meaning of the Hawthorne effect observed in
the late 1920s. The effects of monitoring on trust in a particular service,
however, is more novel and takes on a special meaning in the information
society. Tsoukas argues that “not only is [transparency] illusory, but...the
very process for allegedly reaching it undermines the trust that is necessary for
an expert system to function effectively...the paradox is that the more
information on the inner workings of an expert system observers seek to
have, the less they will be inclined to trust its practitioners; the less practi-
tioners are trusted, the less likely it is for the benefits of specialized expertise to
be realized” (Tsoukas, 1997: 835).

How does this apply to political life? Except for politicians’ memoirs and the
odd in-depth study of political leadership, we do not know very much about
the inner life of political elites. Former US President Nixon's tapes of informal
discussions in the White House could have been a source for such analysis had
it not been that they became a political weapon, ironically used against Nixon
himself in the Watergate affair. However, there is good reason to expect that
closer and more continuous scrutiny of elected officials would have an impact
on their behavior, but it might not be to the intended effect. As there is always
need for candid and unrestricted conversations in small closed circles of
participants, it is likely that if a system of more continuous transparency
were to be set in place, essential discussions and de facto decisions would
find a venue secluded from that scrutiny as well.
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Thus, for all the values that we accord open, transparent, and accountable
government, it is only logical to acknowledge that some elements of the
political process are better performed in camera. Such seclusion is not harmful
in the larger scheme of holding politicians to account; rather it is a precondi-
tion for efficient policy bargaining and collective decision-making. These
issues, in turn, speak not only to the degree to which governance is democratic
but also to its efficiency (Scharpf, 1999). To quote a phrase, to govern is to
choose, and choosing is for the most part easier to do protected from scrutiny,
which can serve as a catalyst for political pressures. Also, to govern is to
execute and implement decisions and, again, while transparency is a pre-
requisite for accountability that transparency need not involve all stages of
policy implementation as we will see later.

Understanding secluded governance

The tension between transparency and seclusion is to some extent one between
the democratic and the executive dimensions of the political process. In conven-
tional models of governance, institutional control mechanisms seek to ensure
that the executive branch of government is held to democratic account. Thus,
although the executive exercises some degree of discretion and integrity in
relationship to other branches of government, some degree of accountability is
still built into the system. In reality, however, such democratic control can be
difficult to exercise. Ascertaining what the government is responsible and not
responsible for is often itself a task worthy of a political science research program,
yet the traditional accountability mechanisms expect the electors to be able to
clarify that. Transparency, publicity, and access to information are important
instruments in that process but even with public records and free media execu-
tive institutions can, and have incentives to, conduct governance with only
limited outside control. In order to address these issues, some countries, not
least in Scandinavia, appoint ombudsmen or similar institutions to support
citizens’ claims against government, including the provision of information.

In interactive governance processes, accountability occurs among the parti-
cipants as an informal and internal form of checks and balances that are more
oriented toward the evaluation of relationships and performance outcomes
than toward matters of formal procedure. In these often relatively informal
settings, secrecy is easier to achieve compared to that in strictly formalized
governance arenas and “going public” becomes a bargaining chip in negotia-
tions within interactive governance structures such as quasi-markets, partner-
ships, and governance networks.

The systemic requirements for transparency are obstructed by incentives for
those participating in interactive governance processes to avoid publicity. As
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mentioned earlier, some governance issues may be extremely sensitive and
publicity can jeopardize efforts to deal with them. Other matters require
seclusion because they include mobilization of external resources with poten-
tial political consequence and while the final outcome of such resource mobil-
ization can be made public, the process of mobilization itself must be secret.
Emerging interactive governance arrangements—quasi-markets, partnerships,
and networks—aiming to enhance the executive capacity of political institu-
tions draw to some extent on at least partially secluded governance. They
accord the political executive significant degrees of freedom vis-a-vis elected
assemblies and therefore tend to entail democratic deficits. In return for
pooling resources, NGOs and private businesses will want some input on the
policy, something that would give them a privileged position in the gover-
nance process. Finally, policies that are believed to be unpopular, at least in
the short term, are likely to be treated with as little publicity as possible
(Pierson, 1995; Ross, 1997). As pointed out in Chapters 7 and 10, ensuring
some degree of transparency in these interactive governance processes can
only be attained through metagovernance rulings to that effect.

Whether an interactive governance process is conducted in public or in
camera affects the role of the institution(s) within which the interaction
takes place. This is true for government institutions as well as for interactive
governance arenas. The party congresses of the Swedish Social Democratic
Party were closed meetings from the creation of the party and well into the
1960s when frequent leaks from negotiations called the secluded nature of
the congresses into question. In 1964, a new policy was adopted according to
which the media should have full access to the congresses. This new
policy changed in many ways the role of the congress internally and, obvi-
ously externally, from having been loci of candid debate on party policy
to media-driven manifestations of party unity and strength (Pierre, 1986). In
the same vein, efforts to make contract negotiations in quasi-markets or
negotiations in partnerships and governance networks more transparent
would push sensitive debates to other arenas. The conclusion of this analysis
speaks to different governance arrangements; insisting on transparency may
remove sensitive elements of political discourse from those arrangements to
more secluded settings.

In a democracy, the issue of whether different stages of the policy process
should be transparent or secluded from the public is not entirely in the hands
of the politicians. Given the overarching value of transparency in govern-
ment, exceptions from that rule need to be specifically justified in the eyes of
the public. Furthermore, the logic of the media is that the more secluded the
process, the stronger are the incentives for each individual media to extract
information about what goes on behind closed doors, since that would give
that particular media a unique scoop. Interestingly, those incentives coincide
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with the incentives of potential losers in secluded negotiations to provide that
very information to the media, as we will see below.

Thus, the issue of whether the policy process should be transparent or
secluded is not just a matter of normative democratic discourse. It also has a
significant influence on the capacity and integrity of involved actors and
interactive governance arenas where deliberations and decision-making take
place. The capacity of government institutions to implement policy or to steer
society depends to some extent on the integrity of those institutions vis-a-vis
the policy targets (Rockman and Weaver, 1993). If that integrity is compro-
mised during the bargaining phase, it will be difficult for the institution to
reclaim that integrity during the implementation phase. This pattern applies
to essentially all governance instruments, ranging from obtrusive regulation
to quasi-markets, partnerships, and governance networks.

That having been said, the linkage between transparent policy deliberation
and institutional capacity plays out somewhat differently in different political
settings. The corporatist model of governance assumes that societal involve-
mentin policy deliberation enhances compliance with policy in the implemen-
tation phase (Schmitter, 1974; Pierre and Peters, 2005). However, this pattern is
consistent with the notion of a negative relationship between transparent
policy deliberation and institutional capacity. In the corporatist model, cor-
poratist organizations’ acceptance of policy is purchased at the price of political
and institutional integrity since those organizations are given influence on the
policies they will later be subjected to in the implementation of policy.

Transparency and seclusion in the policy process

Let us now look more closely at how these issues play out in different stages of
the policy process. The stages model is not intended to suggest that policy
necessarily evolves through these stages or in this order. As other chapters in
this book have shown, in interactive governance policymaking and imple-
mentation processes can be more or less parallel or integrated. We will briefly
comment on participation, resource mobilization, deliberation and decision-
making, implementation and service delivery, and accountability and legiti-
macy as different aspects of the policy process in order to provide a somewhat
more detailed account of how the purported tension between transparency
and secrecy manifests itself there.

Participation

Some governance actors can be quite informal and prefer to operate behind
the scenes—the esse non videre of governance—whereas others work hard to
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market their existence in order to engage other actors and interests. The
influence of actors may be tied to their strategy with regard to how they use
the transparency-seclusion issue. If interactive governance is a process that
occurs “in the shadow of hierarchy” (Scharpf, 1997), there could be actors in
that shadow who might not wish to have their involvement disclosed to
outside actors. Partnerships between political officials and senior corporate
players could be one example of governance arrangements that can remain
unofficial, perhaps in the interests of both parties.

Deciding who should participate is a key dimension of secluded gover-
nance. Formal political decision-making regulates participation in some detail
in order to ensure that only accountable actors are involved and that those
actors have an equal say. In more secluded and informal settings, participation
is determined mainly by resources, which is an arrangement that entails a
greater risk of political inequality that relates to the actors’ strength, centrality,
and resources (Peters and Pierre, 2004).

In interactive governance, the demarcation of the participating actors tends
to be less formalized and the boundaries that are drawn between players and
spectators more blurred. That circumstance makes it difficult to arrange and
sustain a pact of silence where all actors in a governance process agree not to
go public until the final decisions have been made. That, however, does not
necessarily mean that interactive governance is more transparent than con-
ventional governance arrangements.

Resource mobilization

The mobilization of external resources tends to be a cause, not an effect, of
secluded governance. Resource mobilization increasingly involves market
actors who control financial resources and can manage those resources
under less scrutiny than public actors. Hence, coalitions of different types
are forged between public and private actors with a primary view of mobiliz-
ing resources for joint projects. Again, public-private partnerships often
revolve around the idea of joint mobilization of political and economic
resources and there are incentives not to be too public about such trans-
actions as they might call the integrity of political officials into question.
Also, the process of mobilizing such resources itself would probably be signif-
icantly impaired if conducted under media scrutiny. Interactive governance
arrangements are less constrained by regulations in resources mobilization
compared to more conventional arrangements, and financial and other
resources brought to the table by public and private actors can therefore be
pooled more easily.
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Deliberation and decision-making

Conducting political deliberation and decision-making in an accessible and
transparent process does not only feed the public with information about the
process but also opens the process to external information. Seclusion can be
seen as a gate-keeping safeguard against excessive, unintelligible, and incon-
sistent information. As Hood (2006b: 223) puts it, “since the quantity of data
generated can easily drive out the quality and intelligibility of that data. .. the
pursuit of transparency can indeed become self-defeating for the goal of
advancing democracy through demystifying government.” Furthermore, if
we think of policy negotiation and decision-making as a process through
which competing options are eliminated, that process is easily disturbed if
conducted “in the open,” as all options have some constituency that will
scramble to make sure it stays alive. Thus, seclusion is essentially a strategy
to simplify decision-making. This is more relevant to conventional gover-
nance arrangements than it is to interactive governance where there is less
regulatory pressure for transparency. In interactive governance, since there are
few rules dictating a certain degree of transparency, deliberation and decision-
making are as transparent or secluded as the actors involved in governance
want them to be.

There are, of course, many other reasons why political decision-makers in
traditional forms of government as well as in interactive governance arrange-
ments would want to avoid publicity. Transparency complicates the search for
compromise; the process of finding tit-for-tat accommodation and saving
political face is infinitely easier if not continuously covered by the media,
and so are implementation processes that involve a concrete downsizing of
particular tasks. Opaque models of governance also allow political actors to
discuss more freely and develop shares, ideas, and strategies. It is also easier to
hide that some are winners and others are losers, and sell a decision as a win-
win situation to different constituencies.

That having been said, the deliberation of policy is a process where there are
considerable tensions between collective interests and individual actors. On
the one hand, there is a collective interest and also an institutional interest in
keeping negotiations and discussions during this stage of the policy process
protected from the public, since seclusion probably is conducive to formulat-
ing coherent policies that are able to address the problem at hand. On the
other hand, however, negotiating parties may sometimes have an interest in
promoting their objectives by mobilizing voters, or, alternatively to discredit
opponents by “leaking” information to the media. The tighter the lid on
negotiations, the stronger the incentives for potential losers in the negotia-
tions become to score political points by mobilizing external opinion.
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Implementation and service delivery

We will discuss below the ways in which public management reform that
introduces interactive forms of governance has entailed greater transparency.
Here, we look more closely at policy implementation and public service
delivery. Implementation is an interorganizational process that requires trans-
parency. Interestingly, the introduction of quasi-markets that make use of
market-like mechanisms for customer choice in public service delivery appears
to have both increased and decreased transparency. On the one hand, as a
result of management reforms the degree of transparency in policy implemen-
tation and public service delivery is today higher compared to that a few
decades ago in terms of the general knowledge about the performance, qual-
ity, and costs of the services provided by competing service providers. De-
cision-makers evaluate their performance and potential consumers have
access to data of this performance on websites and elsewhere in ways that
help them make informed choices. On the other hand, however, much of that
service is delivered by market actors who are not obliged to conduct their
business in a transparent fashion. This has created a new type of problem in
terms of safeguarding the rights of whistle blowers or in terms of assessing the
quality of market-delivered services. Thus, while transparency and market
solutions are both popular ideas, there is to some extent an inverse relation-
ship between those two objectives.

Accountability and legitimacy

Are public and transparent governance models better at generating legitimacy
for their actions compared to more spontaneous, informal, and less transpar-
ent arrangements? To what extent are interactive arrangements of governance
that tend to be more informal such as, for instance, the proverbial smoke-filled
rooms more suited for efficient capacity building and action than traditional
governance arrangements in which the call for transparency is formally
ensured? Are public governance arrangements impaired by having to deal
with the media and political actors outside the arrangement?

In some ways, the perceived need for transparency is derived from tradi-
tional models of representative democracy and input legitimacy, that is, itis a
model of democracy where elected politicians are held to political account.
However, there is much to suggest that output-based legitimacy is becoming at
least as important as input-based legitimacy. Increasingly complex governance
processes, not least in the EU, challenge the prospect of holding political
actors to account in terms of programs and decisions (Scharpf, 1999; Papado-
poulos, 2003). Outcomes are more easily assessed and granted with the same
degree of complexity in terms of assigning credit or blame as is the case
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with input-based models of legitimacy. There is, of course, an important
distinction to be made between process and outcomes in this respect, but
the transparency advocates are not content with only assessing outcomes.
Thus, traditional transparency rests on the assumption that elected officials
have sufficient control over executive institutions to also assume responsibil-
ity for their actions. With recent administrative reform, however, that control
has been largely surrendered to autonomous managers. Also, models of cus-
tomer choice and other market-based models of public service delivery have to
a considerable extent shifted the channels of accountability from the input-
side to the output-side of the political system.

If this pattern persists, we need to know more about how issues of transpar-
ency, seclusion, and accountability play out on the output-side of the system.
Let us now turn to that discussion.

Transparency and public management

A keystone element of New Public Management (NPM) reform is to measure
outputs and make data available both to managers and decision-makers and
also to the public. The “naming and shaming” model of identifying and
publishing underperforming public service facilities as a means of making
consumer choice more informed is a strategy that epitomizes the idea of
bringing in transparency as a means of enhancing the quality of public
services. More broadly, market-like models of public service delivery have
powerful incentives for presenting performance data on websites and to the
media, so much so that there have been several instances where schools
present grade averages that exaggerate student performance. Performance
measurement and management are key elements of current public manage-
ment models. While knowledge about public sector productivity is essential to
public management, performance measurement has been severely criticized
on several accounts, including the use and abuse of productivity statistics and
focusing public services on what can be measured and “naming and shaming”
service providers rather than responsible politicians and bureaucrats (Radin,
2006).

The new type of disclosure that comes with public management reform is
important because it turns transparency and information into instruments of
governance (Fung et al., 2007). In a governing context where participation is
contextually defined, information becomes hard currency. Therefore, claims
for increased transparency somewhat paradoxically lead to stronger incentives
for public officials to control the flow of information and to “spin” that
information to ensure that it is interpreted in certain ways. We should also
reflect on Marilyn Strathern’s intriguing question: “What does visibility
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Table 11.1. The contributions of transparency and secrecy in enhancing democracy and
efficiency

Input Throughput Output
Democracy
Secrecy Gate-keeper Efficient decision-making Prioritize
Transparency Legitimacy Deliberation Accountability
Efficiency
Secrecy Reduced Creative and dynamic Shared responsibility
pressure bargaining
Transparency Social Public understanding Informed
knowledge implementation

conceal?” (Strathern, 2000: 310). All measurements, and, indeed, all informa-
tion made available by government institutions, highlight certain features of
the public sector at the same time as they conceal others. Performance meas-
urement and management have shown us that measurement is a powerful
steering instrument since those being measured will prioritize that which is
being measured. Moreover, the selection of those measurements, criteria, and
assessments serves as a powerful steering signal for public sector institutions.
Thus, controlling measurement and the management of information is essen-
tially a way to control them.

Table 11.1 summarizes the different ways in which democracy and
efficiency are being promoted by transparency and secrecy in different steps
of the policy process.

Transparency can promote democracy in a number of ways. By making
decision-making processes transparent, policymakers can ensure legitimacy,
deliberation, and accountability. However, secrecy also plays an important,
albeit less expected, role in the context of democracy. An opaque process
provides for gate-keeping and more efficient decision-making and enables
government to formulate and implement policies that balance between views
and interests carried by different political and social constituencies.

Transparency promotes efficiency by raising the level of social knowledge
about the problems facing the political system and popular understanding of
and respect for the complex challenges facing politicians, and commits public
employees and citizens to policy implementation. Secrecy, too, can enhance
efficiency in the policy process, for instance, by reducing pressure on the
input-side and ensuring that social demand for a given program is low because
few know about it. Secrecy also paves the way for creative and dynamic
bargaining and shared responsibility.
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Transparency and secrecy in different
governance arrangements

The tension between transparency and seclusion confronts all governance
arrangements but the issue plays out somewhat differently in different models
of governance. This depends in part on the cast of actors, which is typical to
each of those arrangements. It also in part depends on the degree to which
political institutions are the primus inter pares of governance, or merely one
type of actor among many other types, or not at all involved in a particular
governance context. Furthermore, the manifestation of the tension between
transparency and seclusion is related to the extent to which the issues to be
coordinated relate to more formal, political issues or whether they are of a more
self-regulatory nature. If there are significant amounts of public funding being
allocated by the governance structure, there are likely to be pressures for public
control in some form. Similarly, governance arrangements operating as dele-
gated authority tend to be required to be transparent in terms of their actions.

We mentioned earlier that public management reform in some ways has
indirectly promoted transparency by focusing on performance and quality.
However, other elements of the NPM model of administration seem to pull in
the opposite direction. The separation of policy formulation and policy imple-
mentation and the creation of operative structures have created problems of
ensuring transparency in these new devolved, executive structures. This prob-
lem becomes most obvious in those cases where executive agencies interact
with private business, for instance in the research and development or eco-
nomic development areas. Many private businesses will only engage with
public institutions if they have some form of assurance that corporate secrecy
and intellectual property are safeguarded. In these sectors, insisting on trans-
parency becomes an obstacle to public—private joint ventures. The same basic
problem emerges in collaborative projects between public authorities and
NGOs who do not want to subordinate themselves to the same transparency
requirement that most public institutions are subjected to. Autonomous or-
ganizations are formed precisely in order to avoid transparency (Peters, 1998).

Insisting on transparent governance means that private actors must be
willing to accept that some of their privacy becomes compromised. Since
governance arrangements typically seek to bridge the public—private border
in society, valued rules of conduct that are rooted in these spheres tend to be
transmitted across that border. It is extremely difficult to think of a gover-
nance arrangement where some of the participating actors subscribe to prin-
ciples of transparency while other actors do not. Thus, the quest for
transparency, which is common today, not only opens up government to
society but also makes society more transparent to government.
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In state-centric governance models, with their tight institutional control of
the policy process, one would predict that both transparency and secrecy are
easily achieved; if anything, secrecy is almost too easily achieved. In authori-
tarian countries, secrecy is treated rather arbitrarily such as in the Chinese
secrecy laws, where the government lists all the specific items that are to be
classified and, in addition, “anything else that ought to be secret” (Burns,
2010). There is no risk of leakage from private governance partners because
interactive governance is orchestrated by political institutions. If, on the other
hand, it is politically desired that as much as possible of government matters
should be made available to the public, there is very little chance of obstructing
such transparency. Thus, the degree of transparency of state-centric gover-
nance is very much controlled by the government itself. The most prominent
exception to this rule is Wikileaks, which circulated classified government
documents to the media. Such disclosure is, however, not related to the gover-
nance model per se but could happen in any governance arrangement.

In pluralist or corporatist governance arrangements (Pierre and Peters, 2005)
where political institutions blend with organized interests, however, ques-
tions about the relationship between and the role of transparency and secrecy,
are far from self-evident. Institutional actors are required to uphold values of
transparency and accountability but as this chapter argues that requirement
may sometimes be neither productive nor feasible. The history of corporatist
governance is one of peak-level negotiations in which the state is either an
actor in tri-partite arrangements of interest mediation or a more passive actor
mediating conflict among societal actors. Thus, this is a model of governance
that draws on negotiation, bargaining, and accommodation, something that
would suggest that important processes are secluded from the public. The
participating organizations’ rank-and-file membership can only hold their
leaders to account after the bargaining process is concluded and outcomes
are presented to the public. Accountability in a broader, electoral perspective
is more complex, something that has been a source of continuing critique
against this form of governance.

In interactive governance models, finally, those involved in partnerships
and networks are linked together by a shared purpose or objective. If it is
believed to be disadvantageous to the collective pursuit to go public, there is
every chance to keep the activities of the network secluded from public
scrutiny. However, as we have argued earlier, bringing societal actors into
the public policy process greatly complicates the quest for secrecy or seclusion.
The actors involved in these governance arrangements may either obstruct
transparency demands, or, conversely, seek to use publicity when that is
assumed to promote their interests. Unlike most public actors, private actors
have a choice regarding transparency; they can open up to the media or other
external actors if they so choose or they can stick to a more opaque strategy if
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they believe that to be in their interest. This means that governance arrange-
ments that blend public and private actors, paradoxically, can be both more
and less transparent than a constellation of purely public actors all depending
on context and the strategies selected by the involved actors. It is difficult
for metagovernors to impose transparency on cohesive partnerships and
networks if all participants agree to keep their deliberation and decisions to
themselves.

Thus, the three governance arrangements differ in terms of how they
safeguard transparency and in what might jeopardize openness. Interactive
governance arrangements have the option to avoid transparency if they believe
it tobein their interest to do so and if the arrangement is sufficiently cohesive to
ensure collective action. However, both more or less formal and informal
governance arrangements can prevent disclosure. Formal arrangements can
do so by relying on what could be called legitimate procedural secrecy—that
is, allowing for opaque political or administrative behavior during sensitive
stages of the policy process but where there is accountability at the final stages
of the process. Informal governance arrangements can allow joint interest
within the network to obstruct transparency. Thus, the decisive factor support-
ing or obstructing transparency is not so much the degree of formality of the
governance arrangement. It seems to be more a matter of the extent to which
actors can use transparency as a bargaining chip, whether there are strong
collective pressures to either promote or obstruct transparency, or whether
governance arrangements are under democratic pressure to open up to society.

To sum up this brief discussion of the relationship between forms of gover-
nance and the role of transparency and secrecy in them, it seems clear that
both have their virtues and pitfalls and both relate to efficiency and dem-
ocracy objectives in governance (see Table 11.2).

The efficiency dimension of governance can be sustained by both transpar-
ency and secrecy. Policy implementation requires a great deal of transparency;
if we think of implementation as a case of interactive governance, we under-
stand that withholding information is detrimental to efficient implementa-
tion. Bargaining in the policy process benefits from seclusion, as we previously
discussed; conducting negotiations in the open makes compromise much
more difficult to attain. With regards to democratic objectives, accountability
is conditioned on transparency while complex negotiations benefit from some

Table 11.2. Transparency and secrecy related to efficiency and democracy objectives

Transparency Secrecy
Efficiency Implementation Bargaining
Democracy Accountability Deliberation
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degree of seclusion. If we bring in the analysis of transparency and seclusion in
different stages of the policy process, we find that seclusion in certain stages of
the process and transparency in outcomes seem to be the most effective
arrangement, which serves both the public’s right and need to be informed
as well as the political leadership’s need to deliberate and bargain in opaque
contexts.

A key aspect of the issue of transparency and secrecy—and a very common
argument in the political debate on these issues—is the instrumental aspect of
transparency; as voters we need information about who is responsible for
what. While accountability is a very complex process of assigning responsibil-
ity to agency, that process becomes even more difficult without transparency.
In state-centric models of governance, accountability is de jure tied to hierar-
chical political leadership and voters can vote out leaders who they believe
have not done a proper job in office. In interactive governance, the level of
institutionalization is less distinct and stable. Accountability becomes a pro-
cess involving stakeholders and other participants in the governance arrange-
ment but no one outside the governance structure. Even where transparency
can help uncover malfeasance, assigning that malfeasance unambiguously to
agency remains difficult. Transparency requires metagovernance that un-
covers the role of interactive governance arrangements and makes support
and funding contingent on the degree to which the public is informed about
decisions and outcomes.

Conclusion

The chapter departed from what appeared to be a complex, possibly zero-sum
relationship between the democratic claim that the public should be informed
about what transpires in governance processes on the one hand and the
decision-makers’ need for some degree of secrecy in order to do the job they
are expected to do in an efficient way on the other. A closer inspection shows
that there is not necessarily a trade-off between democracy’s call for transpar-
ency and an efficiency call for secrecy. Transparency can in fact enhance
efficiency just as secrecy can advance the democratic quality of governance.
Democratic governance requires secluded spaces to accommodate collective
decision-making in light of conflicts, and secrecy during some stages of the
policy process does not necessarily become a democratic problem as long as
voters, clients, and stakeholders accept the existence of those moments of
secrecy, and have the opportunity to assess the final outcomes and means to
sanction those who are responsible for those outcomes. As several of the
previous chapters show, such sanctions can take a variety of different forms
in relation to different governance arrangements.
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Let us return to the specific questions about transparency and secrecy in
governance raised in the beginning of this chapter. We asked if transparency is
always a blessing for democracy and we have found that it is generally a good
thing but that seclusion is also needed in certain phases for democracy to
function well. Second, we pointed out that the debate has stipulated a trade-
off between democracy depending on transparency and efficiency depending
on seclusion. We answer now that such a trade-off does not exist as both
democracy and efficiency demand a balancing of the two. Third, we asked
whether transparency is a realistic possibility and answered that it is not realistic
in any comprehensive meaning as those involved in governance—be it in
traditional state-centric, corporatist, or new interactive forms of governance—
are in need of some level of secrecy in order to be able to govern. Fourth,
we asked if secrecy is a realistic possibility and answered that this is just as
unrealistic as, and more and more so, in political systems in which interactive
governance arrangements play a more considerable role than in monolithic
state-centered regimes. Fouth, we asked if secrecy is a realistic possibility and
answered that it is just as unrealistic in interactive governance arrangements as
it is in state-centric models of governance.

These five general conclusions need to be elaborated somewhat and placed
in the context of different reform campaigns in the public sector. The grow-
ing interest in transparency is linked to two waves of reform in the public
sector, which have both promoted interactive forms of governance. One
wave consists of market-based reforms that are predicated on providing the
public with information about the performance of competing service pro-
viders. If clients, or “customers,” are to make informed choices among
different providers of medical care or education, it is essential that they are
provided with relevant information. This information is usually not
provided independently but by the service producers themselves and, like a
private market, competing providers of public goods and services have
strong incentives to boost their data.

The other waves of governance reforms are related to modernizing dem-
ocratic processes, opening new avenues for popular involvement, and increas-
ing transparency and accountability. Transparency is heralded in all sorts
of assessments of governmental performance and is frequently used as a
key variable in research on good governance or democratic consolidation.
Countries that score low on Transparency International’s indices are not
considered to be fully democratic.

The general expectation is that governance processes should be transparent
and that exceptions to that rule are allowed only when they clearly serve
political purposes and where there will be some form of accountability at a
later stage in the process. Another way of formulating this would be to suggest
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that outcomes, not process, should be the main consideration when assessing
transparency in governance. There are, however, several problems with that
position. It is hardly tenable in a strictly democratic perspective that pays
attention to process and the people’s right to know how that process evolves
and what is happening at various stages; nor is it acceptable from an efficiency
perspective since it focuses only on what can be measured and not on broader
aspects of the quality of public policies and services. Thus, although opaque
behavior often—but not always—serves benign political projects, ex post
accountability is not an entirely satisfactory arrangement. Alternatively, polit-
ical elites acting in camera in the pursuit of collective goals may claim that
they are acting under delegated authority in which case delegation, not the
exercise of political power, becomes the key criterion for assessment and
accountability.

A secluded process becomes difficult to sustain when societal actors are
present at several key stages. NGOs and private companies participate under
quite different circumstances compared to ex officio, public sector partici-
pants who are professionally obliged not to circulate information. Indeed,
the whole idea of lowering the threshold between the public sector and the
surrounding society makes the distinction between public and secret informa-
tion difficult to sustain.

Political actors have a collective interest in ensuring that deliberation and
negotiation are conducted in camera. However, individual actors can also have
incentives to “leak” information if they believe that to be in their interest.
Also, there are, as we have seen, systemic aspects that seem to justify and
necessitate informal and secluded models of governance. That having been
said, however, it is difficult to conceive of truly democratic governance with-
out a considerable degree of transparency in governance. If political processes
benefit from some degree of seclusion from the public and the media, there
will have to be opportunity for the public to evaluate the outcome of those
processes and hold decision-makers to account.

The Rousseauian model of governance caters to core democratic objectives
such as participation, debate, and legitimacy. It is not, however, a model of
governance that performs well when it comes to efficiency and governance
capacity. Thus, essentially, all systems of government search for a point of
balance between seclusion and transparency. The current political trend—also
reflected in much of contemporary administrative reform—to maximize trans-
parency is thus likely to have a negative effect on the capacity to govern.
Measurement not only reflects behavior but also steers behavior and the
gathering of information necessary to manage the system or to inform the
public might not be the appropriate signal for the steering of the system. Public
schools in a competitive market have incentives to present good grades for
their pupils, something that becomes a signal to the staff to allow high grades.
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Again, this is not to suggest that secluded governance is entirely functional
or dysfunctional. It clearly serves some systemic needs; at the same time it will,
if taken too far, be detrimental to the democratic foundation of governance.
Should those values collapse, it is little help that the political system is
efficient and of high capacity. Democratic governance is built on transparency
and accountability as well as on some institutional capacity of governance
institutions (March and Olsen, 1995). Short of such capacity, governance
arrangements cannot deliver services or implement public policy, something
that is also fatal to democratic governance. Thus, the diffusion of information,
either from decision-making processes in government or from public service
institutions, becomes essential to democratic governance at the same time as
it significantly complicates that governance.

The increasing emphasis on output legitimacy in democratic governance
speaks directly to these issues. If citizens and voters are less concerned with
trusting elected officials or political parties and more interested in assessing
the specific services they receive at the output end of the political system,
politicians would be under less pressure to conduct transparent deliberation. It
would, however, mean increased scrutiny of public service quality, something
that presents a different set of problems. Again, governing becomes a chal-
lenge of balancing efficiency against democracy. Finally, as pointed out by
Almond and Verba in their huge study of the linkages between institutional
setups and political culture, a one-sided reliance on output-side forms of
accountability would transform the political culture in Western democracies
in ways that are likely to reduce their long-term stability and legitimacy
(Almond and Verba, 1963).

Most important, perhaps, is the issue of how new or emergent forms of
interactive governance relate to the issue of government transparency. The
value of transparency as a means of ensuring accountability is almost exclu-
sively tied to the public sector. Interactive forms of governance seeking to
bring together public and private actors in a joint effort to solve pertinent
governance tasks become to some degree vehicles for spreading the need for
transparency. In public—private partnerships, it is difficult for the public part
to insist on transparency while the private part opposes it. Interactive gover-
nance thus not only tends to promote transparency—regardless of its costs
and benefits—but also forces private actors to embrace similar values.
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Conclusions

Fiscal pressures emanating from the economic repercussions of the credit
crunch, the changing demographics in the aging Western societies, and the
rising cost of state-of-the-art public services in health, education, and transport
put a significant strain on the public sector in advanced industrial societies.
However, the challenge to practitioners and researchers in the field of public
policy and public administration appears much larger than the current fiscal
constraints. Many central decision-makers and academic scholars feel that they
have lost the ability to navigate in, and make sense of, public policymaking.
There is a deep and growing frustration summarized in persistent complaints
about how complex and complicated it is to govern society and the economy.
The frustration is largely caused by the multiplication of relevant actors, sectors,
levels, sites, arenas, governance modes, policy tools, target groups, and publics.
In addition, there are a growing number of “wicked problems” (Koppenjan and
Klijn, 2004), cumulative feedback mechanisms, and perceived risks that make it
difficult to narrow down the range of feasible policy options. Last but not least,
we have seen a gradual widening of the temporal and spatial horizons for
strategic action in the field of public policymaking. As such, it is becoming
increasingly clear that many policy problems are ill-defined and that public
problem-solving involves a growing number of choices about who to involve,
when, where, and how. In those cases, when agreement about the nature and
character of policy problems is reached and decision-making processes are
propetly structured, the problem is that the impacts of many policy solutions
are either delayed and uncertain (global warming) or have complex global and
regional repercussions (agricultural subsidies).

In the face of this predicament, the traditional model based on political
decision-making in governments and parliaments and bureaucratic imple-
mentation through command and control seems neither to provide an all-
inclusive way of governing society and the economy nor to offer a compre-
hensive understanding of how such a governing might be facilitated in our
increasingly fragmented, complex, and multilayered societies. Relying only
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on formal political and administrative steering will not suffice for government
in its efforts to solve governance problems and, by the same token, only
looking at formal governance arrangements will not allow the observer to
capture the full picture of contemporary governance.

The new focus on governance, which is supported and informed by the
emergence of a broad and multidisciplinary governance research in the social
sciences, aims to address the growing frustration and the sense of dislocation
among academics and practitioners by urging us to focus on processes rather
than institutions. Instead of beginning the analysis of public policymaking
with an account of the actual and prescribed role of the formal institutions of
government, we can benefit from envisioning the more or less institutional-
ized processes through which different actors from different sectors and levels
come together at different sites and in different arenas where they combine
governance modes and policy tools in ways that target a variety of groups and
communicate with different publics. The process perspective implicit to the
governance paradigm brings forth the complementary, iterative, and some-
times integrated practices of problem definition, goal setting, policy formula-
tion, implementation, and evaluation and connects these practices with
different constellations of actors and particular institutional sites and arenas.
The process perspective also draws attention to the structural and institutional
factors that influence the policy process as well as the reflexivity of the actors.
Finally, the process perspective emphasizes the search for and creation of
context-specific solutions rather than the dissemination of generic policies
in terms of best practice. These different focus points all seem helpful in
mapping the non-linear trajectories of public policymaking.

While hierarchies and markets continue to play a crucial role in public
governance processes, both as an overall framing of governance and as specific
policy tools, interactive forms of governance based on sustained negotiation
between public and private actors have received growing attention. They
have been considered not only as practical alternatives to hierarchical and
market-based forms of governance but also as a cognitive and scientific model
for understanding multilateral action that blurs the distinction between the
public and the private and connects different levels and separate localities.
Despite the growth of the research on interactive governance, it is still a new
paradigm in need of further consolidation and development. This need for
clarification and bolstering of the paradigm explains why we have devoted
this entire book to the study of key aspects of interactive governance, rather
than adding to the well-established literature on the role of governments and
public bureaucracies or the experiences with the introduction of market forms
of governance in the public sector.

The interactive governance paradigm helps us to understand the prospects
for collective action in areas where more formal institutions of governance
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either fail, or do not provide an adequate framework for collective action and
where the nature and character of the policy tasks make reliance on the market
forces inappropriate or misguided. However, different forms of governance
frequently coexist. Interactive forms of governance do not necessarily have to
evolve as substitutes for more traditional forms of governance but will often
rather provide a complement to those governance forms. Indeed, there are
numerous examples of interactive governance arrangements being promoted
by traditional hierarchical organizations in order to meet specific governance
requirements. Nevertheless, interactive governance adds to our general think-
ing about governance by showing how multilateral action is organized either
in the shadow of hierarchy or out of sight from hierarchy. At the same time, it
raises important questions about the degree to which governance arrange-
ments operating at some distance from elected officials can provide effective,
democratic, and transparent governance. Previous chapters have addressed
these issues in detail.

Advancing the interactive governance paradigm

The chief aim of this book has been to advance the interactive governance
paradigm that has emerged as a subset of the broader research on governance.
We have pursued this ambition by identifying a number of gaps and lacunae
in the interactive governance paradigm and by attempting to fill these gaps
with theoretical reflections combined with empirical examples and references.
Throughout our discussions, we have used governance networks, public—pri-
vate partnerships, and quasi-markets as ideal-typical examples of interactive
governance arrangements. We use them as shorthand for instruments and
arenas for collective action, which tend to be more temporary and more aimed
at specific problems of policy and governance than traditional governmental
structures.

We shall not reiterate all the arguments and conclusions from the previous
chapters, but merely highlight some of the ways that we have attempted to fill
the gaps in the emerging interactive governance paradigm. In response to the
lack of conceptual clarity, the incomplete understanding of the societal and
intellectual background, and the Eurocentric bias of the governance debate,
Chapter 1 has defined governance and interactive governance, reconstructed
the genealogy and theoretical roots of the interactive governance paradigm,
and provided a global perspective on the governance debate that reveals the
different ways that governance and interactive governance are discussed in
different parts of the world.

Chapter 2 aimed to provide a much needed overview of the cross-disciplin-
ary debate on governance in the social sciences. It shows that political science
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and public administration are far from the only strands of the social sciences
that are doing research on governance, but it also revealed that governance is
defined in many different ways across the social science disciplines. As such,
the chapter clearly demonstrates that the governance debate is truly a cross-
disciplinary venture and that there is a good prospect for cross-fertilization.
Hence, despite notable problems in some of the other social science disci-
plines, political science and public administration can learn from the insights
they convey and the questions they are asking.

The role and impact of politics and power in interactive governance are
often neglected both in the managerial discourses on governance and in some
strands of the scholarly debate on interactive governance. Chapter 3 has aimed
to compensate this neglect by offering a multifaceted approach to the analysis
of the intrinsic link between power and interactive governance. The analysis
calls for a broad analysis of the power relations in interactive governance
arenas, the power effects of interactive governance, the endeavor to exercise
power over interactive governance, and the attempt to see interactive gover-
nance as a new form of power. The analysis shows not only how interactive
governance is pervaded by politics and power but also how our understanding
of power is transformed by the study of interactive forms of governance.

Although there are many attempts to measure the outputs and outcomes of
different forms of governance, there have been few endeavors to measure
governance and interactive governance as a process of collective decision-
making. Chapter 4 fills this gap in the existing literature by means of discuss-
ing, first, the problems relating to the measurement of traditional forms of
governance, and second, the even greater problems related to the measure-
ment of interactive forms of governance. The analysis of measurement con-
cludes that process analysis and comparative case studies based on qualitative
methods that defy interval scale measurement seem to be the only way
forward in measuring interactive governance.

The research on interactive governance has paid a lot of attention to the
collaboration between public and private actors. As such, interactive gover-
nance is claimed to invoke a blurring of the public—private divide. Interactive
governance also cuts across different levels and jurisdictions, but this spatial
dimension of interactive governance has received only scant attention. Chap-
ter 5 attempts to compensate this neglect by analyzing interactive governance
along the vertical and horizontal axes. This analysis has demonstrated
the need for recasting of our previous conception of governance in terms of
a well-ordered system of hierarchical levels and clearly defined and separated
domains and jurisdictions.

Despite the fact that most governance theories draw on some version of the
new institutionalism, there have been few attempts to analyze the institution-
alization of different forms of governance. Perhaps the problem is most
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pronounced in relation to interactive forms of governance, where some
scholars have suggested that governance processes take place in an institu-
tional void (Hajer, 2003). Although it might be true that interactive forms of
governance initially lack a common constitution and seldom take the form of
formalized institutions, we believe that both government and interactive
forms of governance must be institutionalized in order to provide stable and
well-functioning governance. In order to address the issue of institutionaliza-
tion head on, Chapter 6 discusses what institutionalization can mean from the
point of view of a process-oriented governance perspective and analyzes the
institutionalization of government, interactive governance, and their mutual
linkages. Among other things, the analysis highlights the problems associated
with under-institutionalization and over-institutionalization of both govern-
ment and interactive governance.

The research on interactive governance has emphasized the need for net-
work management, institutional design, and metagovernance, but the debate
has been somewhat fragmented and has mainly focused on the tools for
metagoverning interactive governance arenas. Chapter 7 aims to bring
together the different bodies of literature and to refocus the debate on meta-
governance. In doing so the chapter has demonstrated how metagovernance
connects governments at different levels with interactive forms of gover-
nance. It also discusses and compares different theoretical approaches to
metagovernance and provides an overview of the different objectives,
means, and forms of metagovernance. The main claim is that metagovernance
is a new assignment that governments cannot afford to pass over if they want
to be able to take advantage of and direct the new forms of interactive
governance.

We all have an idea of what it means to be a politician, an administrator, a
citizen, or a private actor, and these ideas are to a large extent inspired by role
images associated with liberal-democratic government. However, these highly
institutionalized role images are challenged and likely to change as the use of
interactive forms of governance increases and interactive governance is
becoming a part of the standard repertoire of governance modes. Chapter
8 advances our understanding of the new role images that are relevant in
relation to interactive forms of governance and provides a much needed
discussion of the role dilemmas that are facing the actors in interactive gover-
nance settings and the coping strategies that they might apply. The chapter
has shown that all the different groups of actors are confronted with a number
of challenges when operating in interactive governance arenas, but it has also
shown that new role images and coping strategies are in the making.

The first of three chapters discussing the normative assessment of interac-
tive governance focused on the contribution of interactive governance to
effective governance. Although effective governance has been intensely
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discussed in relation to more traditional governance forms such as hierarchies
and markets, this is not the case for interactive governance. Chapter 9 com-
pensates for this neglect by discussing how the effectiveness of governance
networks and other interactive policy arenas can be measured and improved
through metagovernance. The chapter has provided a multidimensional
measure of the effectiveness of interactive forms of governance and shown
how different metagovernance tools can enhance it.

Democracy is the Achilles’ heel of interactive governance. Although inter-
active governance has a democratizing effect, it also fails to live up to some of
the democratic values and principles cherished by liberal democracy. While
this dilemma has been widely debated in the literature, there has been little
discussion of how to measure the democratic performance and quality of
interactive forms of governance. Chapter 10 attempts to close this gap by
offering a detailed discussion of how to assess the democratic anchorage of
governance networks, partnerships, and quasi-markets. The further elabora-
tion of the concept of democratic anchorage is helpful in guiding empirical
analysis of democratic network governance.

Transparency is a core value of liberal democracy and it applies both to
government and new forms of interactive governance. Whereas most discus-
sions of transparency have hitherto focused on transparent government and
readily assumed that full transparency is a goal that should never be compro-
mised, Chapter 11 draws a much more complicated picture of the relationship
between seclusion and transparency in hierarchical government and interac-
tive forms of governance. The chapter shows that there are always limits to the
quest for transparency, and that seclusion, under certain circumstances, can
enhance effective governance and may even serve democratic purposes in
government as well as in interactive forms of governance.

The analytical reflections, conceptualizations, and arguments advanced in
the previous chapters are not meant to provide conclusive answers to the yet
unanswered questions within the interactive governance paradigm. Rather, it
has been our goal to open up new scholarly debates and take some further
steps in advancing our current thinking about interactive governance. There
are loose ends and unexplored avenues in our attempt to fill the gaps in the
rapidly expanding field of interactive governance, but at least we hope that
this book will provide a platform for further research on interactive
governance.

Interactive governance and the role of the State

One of the most controversial questions in the debate on interactive gover-
nance is how to perceive the role and character of the State. As we have argued
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throughout this book, we are convinced that the role of the State has changed.
Local, regional, and transnational agencies and organizations have become
increasingly powerful and nongovernmental actors are challenging govern-
ment authority at all levels. At the same time, the historical contingent
“territorial synchrony” of political institutions, cultural adherence, and eco-
nomic development has been dislocated (Hajer, 2009). As such, the culturally
defined communities that are the source of legitimacy and the regions of
socioeconomic growth and development are no longer congruent with the
regulatory space of the nation state. This development poses a tremendous
challenge to the State, which on top of its usual functions and tasks is forced to
take on the task of metagoverning and of participating in vertical, horizontal,
and diagonal arenas of interactive governance. It is not easy for government
officials to cope with these new tasks since they are used to possessing all the
political and administrative power and all the responsibility for societal gov-
ernance. To share power and responsibility with other actors in a constructive
way requires a different mindset. Furthermore, managing interaction among
internal as well as external actors calls for the development of new compe-
tences and capacities of public officials. Devolution of power to lower level
managers who are both participating in and metagoverning interactive gover-
nance arenas is also necessary, and might trigger a turn toward more central-
ized control systems that can monitor and coordinate the many arenas of
decentered, empowered, and interactive governance (Dahlstrom et al., 2011).

The State is changing in the face of the rise of new and more interactive
forms of governance, but we do not like to think of this change as a “shift from
government to governance” as government remains an essential player in
public governance and even in interactive forms of governance. That having
been said, there is considerable distance between Stephen Bell and Andrew
Hindmoor’s account (2009) of contemporary governance as still firmly in the
hands of government and Rhodes’ image (1996) of the “new governance” that
seems to involve “governing without government.” We have in this book
distanced ourselves from both of these polar extremes and insisted that the
relation between government and interactive forms of governance is not a
zero-sum game where one of the two sides must necessarily diminish for the
other side to expand. The role and impact of interactive governance arenas is
growing either because such arenas are promoted by traditional hierarchical
organizations or because other actors see a need for coordination that is not
satisfied by the formal institutional of government. However, the surge of
interactive governance is both supplementing and supplanting government
action and in both instances government agencies tend to play a vital role in
terms of facilitating, managing, and participating in interactive policy arenas.
Government and interactive forms of governance tend to coexist, and even to
presuppose each other. On the one hand, there are things that governments
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can do better, or that they appreciate is being done, through interactive forms
of governance. On the other hand, interactive forms of governance are em-
powered, stabilized, and coordinated by government agencies. That being
said, we recognize that there also many cases of conflict and rivalry between
government and interactive forms of governance, but that does not imply that
there is a zero-sum game.

It is the coexistence and coevolution of government and interactive gover-
nance that force the State to change along the lines described above. As such,
the result of the surge of interactive governance is an increasingly circum-
scribed State that is rapidly developing new competences, capacities, organi-
zational forms, role images, and mechanisms for centralized and decentralized
coordination. Through these transformations, the State is not only regaining
some of its lost power but also developing new powers through the deploy-
ment of new ways of governing that might be described as “regulation of self-
regulation” (Serensen and Triantafillou, 2009).

Likely scenarios for the future development of governance

The State will continue to play a pivotal role in governing society and the
economy, but the combination of governance modes has been changing over
the past couple of decades, and there is hardly any reason to suspect that the
current combination of governance modes represents the end of that devel-
opment. Social complexity and globalization, often considered the two main
drivers of changes in governance, are not likely to play any lesser role in the
future governing of states, regions, and cities.

Perhaps the most important issue in the future development of governance
modes is what we should expect in terms of the relationship between the
formal institutions of government and the interactive forms of governance
discussed in this book. Here, we can identify several scenarios that will have
different consequences for our ability to govern society and the economy.

One future scenario would be a growing skepticism toward interactive
governance. The displacement of accountability, opaque decision-making,
and the sheer messiness of interactive governance processes might drive
citizens and political parties to demand a reaffirmation of the role of represen-
tative institutions and public bureaucracy. To some degree, this would mean
strengthening the role and position of formal institutions and actors whose
capacity to provide governance in a complex society and a global economy
has previously been called into question. Such concerns might be considered
as secondary to the broader objective of reinstating traditional forms of
government, but the result of such a “re-formalization” of governance might
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well be a lack of flexibility, innovation, resource exchange, and program
ownership in public governance.

An alternative scenario would be a development driven by an overenthusi-
astic embrace of interactive forms of governance, potentially leading to policy
failure and democratic deficit. Interactive governance would in many cases
provide more efficient problem-solving than the formal institutions of gov-
ernment and would help work across sectors and jurisdictions, thus offering
more coordinated efforts to govern policy problems. However, there would
also be a risk that problems that are not amenable to interactive governance
are becoming subject to networking and the formation of partnerships; that
the same few policy actors are overwhelmed by the burden of participating in
an endless number of interactive governance processes; that the responsibility
for fundamental tasks and services ends up falling between many different
chairs; and that key actors are excluded from the elusive and secluded arenas
of interactive policymaking. In such a situation, traditional institutions of
government would seek to maintain a supervisory role and act as a hierarchi-
cal “shadow,” but such a position would over time prove increasingly difficult
to sustain as hierarchical rule will be conceived as “ineffective” and “obso-
lete.” As a result, there will be frequent interactive governance failures, and a
growing disparity between the formal roles of government institutions and
their de facto governing role, as governance is moved to interactive, contex-
tualized, and temporary arenas.

In the third and final scenario, we see a cautious expansion of interactive
forms of governance based on reflexive and pragmatic choices between dif-
ferent governance modes in relation to particular policy problems and policy
tasks. Even a cautious expansion of interactive governance would entail some
redefinition of the role and function of the representative and executive
institutions of government. However, there would continue to be much
formal power vested in the traditional institutions of government that will
not be surrendered to interactive governance arenas without opposition. The
point here is that interactive governance would not assume all the roles we
today accord representative institutions and public bureaucracies at different
institutional levels. Rather, this scenario would suggest that interactive gover-
nance instruments come to play a more prominent role alongside those
traditional government institutions. The vain hope might be that a balancing
of formal government and interactive governance will make it possible to reap
the fruits of both of these modes of governance while mitigating the problems
associated with a one-sided reliance on one of them.

Today, we see scattered evidence of all three scenarios. Struggles between
different storylines, institutional interests, and political projects will deter-
mine which of the scenarios will win out in the long run. Hence, a preference
for the last of the three scenarios is no guarantee that it will be realized.
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Unfinished business and future challenges

The aim of this book has been to consolidate and advance the interactive
governance paradigm that will continue to be an important tool for under-
standing governance in the future, no matter which of the three above-
mentioned scenarios will be realized. Although we believe that we have
come some way in advancing the interactive governance paradigm, there is
still a good deal of unfinished business and some crucial analytical challenges
that will need attention in the years to come.

First, since we have not been able to fill all the gaps in a single volume, there
is some unfinished business in relation to a number of classical political
science themes that need to be addressed and possibly rethought from the
perspective of interactive governance. One such theme is authority and how it
relates to power (a subject we have examined). What happens to authority
when it is not only exercised de jure but also exercised de jure in a multi-actor
arena? Maarten Hajer (2009) offers some helpful reflections on this topic that
could serve as a starting point for further investigations. Another theme is the
rule of law and the whole question of the role and character of law in relation
to interactive forms of governance. As mentioned in Chapter 3, the new ideas
of procedural, or reflexive, law are interesting in this respect (Teubner, 1986),
but they need to be linked to theories of interactive policymaking. A last
theme concerns the question of political change and policy reform that will
have to be reconsidered since the whole debate on path-dependence and path-
shaping might look slightly different in an interactive governance perspective
since the degree of institutionalization is lower and the possibility of forging
alliances supporting change, or aiming to revive old and rejected policy paths,
might be bigger. Mark Considine and Sylvain Giguére (2008) have reflected on
this issue, but much more work is required to fully grasp the prospect for
political reform in a context of multilateral action.

Practical experiences with policymaking in interactive governance arenas
have also highlighted some urgent topics that are not covered in this book.
Some people have noted the huge influence of mass media in interactive
governance processes (Bennett and Entman, 2001; Cook, 2005; Crozier,
2007). Others have begun to explore the impact of negotiated interaction
and governance networks on public innovation (Hartley, 2005; Considine
et al., 2009; Eggers and Singh, 2009). Questions have also been raised about
the nature and character of policy interaction and how to make collaboration
work (Straus, 2002). Finally, there seems to be a growing need to explore the
gray zones where interactive governance overlaps with hierarchy and market
(Meuleman, 2008).
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There are also some crucial theoretical, methodological, and empirical chal-
lenges to the advancement of the interactive governance paradigm. The first
challenge is that the research on interactive governance continues to be
undertheorized. Recent attempts to provide an overview of different theories
and schools of thought (Serensen and Torfing, 2007) cannot hide the fact that
there is a profound lack of scholarly discussions about suitable theories
and their problems and merits. In future debates it might be timely to add
new theories such as systems theory and complexity theory to the present
theoretical toolbox that mostly consists of theories subscribing to different
strands of the new institutionalism. We might also explore how theories of
learning, innovation, and communication can help us to illuminate what
goes on in interactive policy arenas.

Another challenge is found at the methodological level. There is a persistent
need for critical reflection on how different qualitative, and perhaps quantita-
tive, methods can be used in studying interactive governance and how new
methods can be developed (Bogason and Zglner, 2007). There is also an urgent
need to bridge the gulf between qualitative policy network analysis and
quantitative social network analysis. A few studies have aimed to cross the
bridge, but a huge unexplored potential remains.

Last but not least, we need empirical studies that go beyond single-case and
single-country studies and permit concept development, hypothesis testing,
and theory building through multiple and comparative case studies of inter-
active governance. Reflecting on the impact and variability of political and
institutional contexts will be crucial when comparing cases across countries
and policy areas, but comparative case studies are important in order to
generate a deeper understanding of interactive governance and its conditions,
development, and impact.

With growing interest in interactive forms of governance, we are confident
that these theoretical, methodological, and empirical challenges will be met in
the near future. Interactive governance is here to stay and so is the research on
interactive governance that seems to grow stronger and stronger as new
challenges are taken on and the conceptual and argumentative framework is
refined and supported by solid empirical analysis. We hope this book will
prove helpful in this collective endeavor.
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