

[bookmark: _GoBack]… in Bovaird, T. and Loeffler, E. (eds) (2016) Public Management and Governance 3rd edition. Abingdon: Routledge
15
Public governance in a network society
Elke Loeffler
Introduction
There is now a huge academic literature on public governance, public policy networks and network management in the public sector – and new variations on these ideas keep being invented – but much confusion remains about these concepts and, for most practitioners, they don’t mean much at all. Does this mean that concepts of good governance are simply the abstract invention of political scientists and international organizations and are of little importance in practice?
I want to argue that the reality is quite the opposite – governance is really critically important. However, it is indeed the case that most public managers and citizens are not interested in fancy ‘wish-lists’ of governance principles – it is specific governance issues affecting perceived public outcomes and the quality of life of citizens that get their attention.
As this chapter will show, public decision-making and the delivery of public services have undergone fundamental changes in the last 15 years or so. This is partly because we now have a more fragmented state, with far more public agencies (see chapters 2, 4 and 17). It is also partly because citizens now expect different types of information (see chapter 11), better communication (see chapter 6) and, in some limited (but sometimes very vocal) cases, are keener to engage in public decision-making processes (see chapter 22). Perhaps most important of all, it has come about because of ‘wicked’ policy problems, which make partnership working (see chapter 17) and co-production with citizens and communities (see chapter 23) key for all public sector organizations and other public service providers.
As a result, public organizations no longer just have to be good at getting their internal management systems right – e.g. financial management, human resource management, ICT (information and communications technologies) and performance management – but they also have to manage their most important external stakeholders well in order to achieve the desired policy outcomes. In other words, network management has become a key competence for public sector organizations.
Learning objectives
This chapter will help readers:
· to distinguish key concepts in public governance;
· to identify the most important stakeholders in public governance;
· to understand network management as a specific mode of public governance.
Sorting it all out: key governance concepts
Governance is not a new term. Indeed, it was first used in France in the fourteenth century where it meant ‘seat of government’ (Pierre and Peters, 2000: 1). The term became much more popular when the World Bank ‘reinvented’ governance in a World Bank Report of 1989 (see Box 15.1). This use of the term governance signalled a new approach to development, based on the belief that economic prosperity is not possible without a minimum level of rule of law and democracy. At the same time, use of the seemingly apolitical term ‘governance’ was valuable in preventing criticism that the World Bank was trying to interfere in the political decisions made by debtor countries.
Today, governance is a highly topical issue for international organizations – the United Nations, the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) and the Council of Europe all produce policy-relevant advice and research on governance issues. For example, the Council of Europe recently endorsed a Strategy on Innovation and Good Governance at local level, aimed at mobilizing action by national and local authorities through a public commitment to 12 Principles of Good Democratic Governance. This initiative particularly hopes to improve public governance through external certification for local authorities – the European Label of Innovation and Good Governance (ELoGE – see the 2007 Valencia Declaration, www.coe.int/t/e/legal_affairs/local_and_regional_democracy/Main_Bodies/Conference_Specialised_Ministers/Valencia_2007/MCL-15(2007)5final_EN.pdf). Case example 15.1 shows how this good governance initiative has supported an internal drive for improving governance in the local authority of Time in Norway.
Such initiatives indicate the topicality of ‘good governance’. However, it is interesting to observe that a previous, high-profile European governance initiative, widely promoted in a White Paper on Governance (European Commission, 2001) has now been ‘archived’.
Box 15.1 Definitions of governance
The exercise of political power to manage a nation’s affairs.
(World Bank, 1989: 60)
Governance is the process whereby societies or organizations make important decisions, determine whom they involve and how they render account.
(Canadian Institute on Governance, www.iog.ca)
Public governance is how an organization works with its partners, stakeholders and networks to influence the outcomes of public policies.
(Governance International, UK, www.govint.org)
The pattern or structure that emerges in a socio-political system as a ‘common’ result or outcome of the interacting intervention efforts of all involved actors. This pattern cannot be reduced to [the outcome produced by] one actor or groups of actors in particular.
(Kooiman, 1993: 258)
In contrast to this enthusiasm for governance amongst international organizations, and national aid donors dealing with developing countries, the concept of good governance is given much less priority by most old European member countries (except perhaps in formal speeches at political gatherings). This can be seen, for example, in the fact that there are very few staff in public organizations with the job title ‘governance officer’ – and, where such a post exists (as in some UK public sector organizations), it is often a relatively junior post limited to undertaking ‘tick-box exercises’ for reassuring regulators and auditors. It appears that governments find it more congenial to recommend good governance to others than to deal with uncomfortable governance issues themselves. In particular, in times of austerity there is an even greater reluctance to invest in ‘fuzzy’ governance initiatives. Nevertheless, governance crises, such as corruption scandals or government pay discrimination on grounds of gender, ethnicity, etc., put public governance issues firmly on the political agenda from time to time. For example, the UK government gave a high profile to the Nolan Public Standards Committee after issues of ‘sleaze’ in public life achieved high media attention (see chapter 26). We can also observe the emergence of a wide range of new think tanks and consultancy organizations aimed at fostering governance in the public domain.
Case example 15.1 Improving local democracy through ELoGE: Time’s good governance journey in Norway
For the municipality Time (18,000 inhabitants) in the scenic Stavanger Region on the south-west coast of Norway, a local voter turnout of 67 per cent was not seen as good enough. The local council therefore decided to pilot the European Label of Governance Excellence(ELoGE) in 2012 to get a full picture of the state of local democracy in the municipality.
EloGE is a tool launched in 2008 by the Council of Europe in Strasbourg to promote its Strategy for Innovation and Good Governance by providing its 48 member states with an assessment framework for good governance in local government. It is based on a common vision, expressed in 12 Good Democratic Governance Principles at Local Level, agreed by the Committee of Ministers of the Council of Europe:
1. fair conduct of elections, representation and participation
2. responsiveness
3. efficiency and effectiveness
4. openness and transparency
5. rule of law
6. ethical conduct
7. competence and capacity
8. innovation and openness to change
9. sustainability and long-term orientation
10. sound financial management
11. human rights, cultural diversity and social cohesion
12. accountability.
Based on these 12 principles, the Centre for Local Democracy of the Council of Europe developed three sets of questionnaires to assess the state of good governance from the perspective of three stakeholders: local government officers, citizens and local councillors. Local authorities wishing to obtain EloGE certification have a site visit by external evaluators to verify the results provided by a self-assessment done by the local authority. If the scoring of the external assessment meets a predefined minimum standard for each of the 12 good governance principles, the EloGE certificate is awarded.
For Time municipality the key objective of piloting EloGE was to gain new insights from working with this comprehensive tool. At the same time, gaining the external certification was seen as important in motivating everybody involved to invest time, resources and commitment in delivering the resulting governance improvement plans.
Source: Adapted from Wetås de Jara and Loeffler (2014)
Many governmental and non-governmental organizations have also focused on the attributes that they believe constitute ‘good governance’ (see Box 15.2).
It might be thought that the multiplicity of views on what constitutes governance in a positive and normative sense make it a less than useful concept. However, almost all definitions contain some common elements which show that governance (Bovaird and Loeffler, 2002):
· assumes a multiple stakeholder scenario, where collective problems can no longer be solved only by public authorities but require the cooperation of other players (citizens, business, voluntary sector, media, etc.) – and in which practices such as mediation, arbitration and self-regulation may often be even more effective than public action;
· recognizes the importance of both formal rules (constitutions, laws, regulations) and informal rules (codes of ethics, customs, traditions), but assumes that negotiation between stakeholders seeking to use their power can alter the importance of these rules in specific situations.
· no longer focuses only on market structures as steering mechanisms, as in conventional ‘New Public Management’ approaches, but also considers hierarchies (such as bureaucracies) and cooperative networks as potential facilitating structures in appropriate circumstances;
· employs reasoning not only in terms of the logic of ends and means, inputs and outputs, but recognizes that some characteristics of key social interaction processes (transparency, integrity, inclusion, etc.) are valuable in themselves;
· is inherently political, concerned as it is with the interplay of stakeholders seeking to exercise power over each other in order to further their own interests – and therefore cannot be left just to managerialist or professional decision-making elites.
The big challenge in practice is how to bring about ‘good governance’. The definitions above make it clear that it cannot be achieved by good government alone. For example, in order to reduce crime it is important that the police service has sufficient resources, that it is efficiently managed and that it behaves in a fair and honest way and avoids racial and gender discrimination. If these prerequisites are not in place, crime levels can get out of hand in particular areas and inappropriate police responses may result in riots, an increase in lawlessness and unwillingness to give the police information. However, the long-term solution to the problem of crime may not be within the power of the police or achievable even by means of better designed interventions on the part of government or other public sector organizations. At the root of the problem may be insufficient integration of immigrants, insufficient work and stimulating leisure opportunities for young people or simply a high rate of unemployment in a particular area. In this case, good governance requires the cooperation of all relevant stakeholders in tackling the underlying problem. This is likely to include actions by various public organizations such as schools, health providers and local authorities – but also by community groups, etc. As Case example 15.2 shows, the police may even involve business in order to become more effective in tackling crime.
Box 15.2 Definitions of ‘good governance’
Good governance has eight major characteristics. It is participatory, consensus oriented, accountable, transparent, responsive, effective and efficient, equitable and inclusive and follows the rule of law. It assures that corruption is minimized, the views of minorities are taken into account and that the voices of the most vulnerable in society are heard in decision-making. It is also responsive to the present and future needs of society.
(United Nations Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific, www.unescap.org/pdd/prs/ProjectActivities/Ongoing/gg/governance.asp)
Five principles underpin good governance and the changes proposed in this White Paper: openness, participation, accountability, effectiveness and coherence.
(White Paper on European Governance, http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_DOC-01-10_en.htm)
Good governance has to be defined as context-specific. Given that it is impossible fully to implement all desirable governance principles at the same time, stakeholders need to agree on strategic governance priorities.
(Governance International, UK, www.govint.org)
Case example 15.2 Police train shop assistants to reduce shop-lifting
Under a pilot scheme in the London Borough of Camden, police officers gave six staff members of two local stores from the Dixons group of electrical products the same training as the Metropolitan Police’s 765 part-time officers. The trial was judged to be highly successful. Antony Rumming, 22, a Dixons team leader in Camden, said that the training had helped him to catch 20 potential fraudsters in the last year. ‘It helps knowing what they are going to do and the patterns involved,’ he said. A recent survey estimated that retail crime costs the industry £2.25 billion annually. The police have already announced further measures to give civilians special roles in major investigations, including murder inquiries.
Source: Adapted from the Guardian (Saturday, 30 October 2004)
So government may no longer necessarily be the central actor, but only one actor in the policy process (Scharpf, 1978). As Rod Rhodes (1997: 57) puts it: ‘the state becomes a collection of inter-organizational networks made up of governmental and societal actors with no sovereign actor able to steer or regulate. A key challenge for government is to enable these networks and seek out new forms of co-operation’.
In other words, the importance of public governance means that the question ‘How much state?’ must be complemented by the follow-up question ‘Which state?’ This suggests that we have to deal with the state as the interaction of multiple stakeholders, each of whom has some public responsibility to influence and shape decisions in the public sphere.
Moreover, the move from government to governance requires all stakeholders to play a much more imaginative role in shaping the decisions in their communities or policy networks and contributing to publicly desirable outcomes. This is exemplified in relation to local governance in Table 15.1.
Table 15.1 The move from local government to local governance
	Local government needs to consider not only …
	… but increasingly also …

	

	Organizational leadership
	Leadership of networks and partnerships

	

	Developing organizations
	Developing communities

	Ensuring policy coherence across organizational departments and services
	Ensuring policy coherence across organizational and sectoral borders and levels of government as well as over time (sustainable development)

	Creating a set of values and a sense of direction, which leaves room for individual autonomy and creativity for mid-level managers and employees
	Creating a set of values which are consistent with the expectations of citizens, partners, firms and other stakeholders, leaving room for their autonomy and creativity

	

	Policy and strategy
	‘Politicking’: balancing strategic interests

	

	Focus on the needs of customers
	Activating civil society (through information, consultation and participation) in local policies and management

	Separation of politics and administration
	Governance as a process of interaction between elected officials, politically appointed officials, ad hoc advisors, career civil servants and external stakeholders

	Annual plans, concentrating on current expenditure
	Long-term plans, incorporating activity plans, capital budget plans and asset management for the whole community

	

	People management
	Management of the labour market and its implications

	

	Increasing labour productivity through efficiency drives
	Improving staff contribution to all the goals of the organization

	Getting staff to focus on quality of service
	Getting staff to focus on quality of life, in terms of quality of service outcomes for users and other stakeholders and also quality of working life for fellow staff

	Motivation through more objective evaluation systems and more flexible pay systems
	Motivation by allowing staff to contribute a wider range of their skills and aptitudes to the work of the organization and community

	Recruiting and retaining qualified staff through transparent hiring processes
	Recruiting, training and promoting staff in ways that increase the diversity of the public service in terms of gender, ethnicity, age and disabilities

	Making better use of staff resources within the organization
	Making better use of staff resources by increasing mobility within the public sector and also between other sectors and other areas

	

	Resource management
	Resource and knowledge management

	

	Budget formulation as a top-down exercise (with fixed ceilings on total expenditure)
	Preparation of local budgets with active participation of local community representatives, including councillors and mobilizing all assets in the community

	Measurement of unit costs for performance improvement and performance monitoring
	Measurement of money and time costs of the organization’s activities, as experienced by both the organization and its stakeholders

	Transparent financial reporting
	‘Fiscal transparency’ to communicate with external stakeholders (business, citizens, media, etc.) on the value for money of activities

	Improving technical efficiency
	Improving social efficiency, including equitable distribution of budgets and services

	Making ICT available to all staff for efficiency-enhancement purposes
	Generating and sustaining new knowledge through knowledge management, both for staff and for other stakeholders interacting with the organization (including making ICT available to all stakeholders to improve effectiveness)

	

	Processes
	Internal and external relationships

	

	Internal improvement processes (‘business process re-engineering’)
	Improved management of processes beyond organizational borders, including intergovernmental relations and constraints

	Competing for tendered tasks
	Managing multiple contracts and supplier relationships; building and maintaining accountable partnerships, with other organizations; co-production of services with users and communities

	

	Measurement of objective and subjective results
	Measurement of multidimensional performance

	

	Reporting systems based on needs of public managers and government oversight bodies
	Publishing of performance information based on the needs of stakeholders in the community (social, ethical and environmental reporting)

	Benchmarking results, internal processes or organizational performance against other local authorities
	Involving stakeholder groups in the definition of performance standards and comparison of performance against results achieved in other communities

	Use of performance information for control purposes
	Using performance data for innovation and learning at individual, organizational and network levels

	

	Improving the functioning of the local authority
	Developing good local governance

	

	Improving the internal efficiency of local authorities
	Improving the external effectiveness of local authorities and improving local outcomes and the quality of life

	Increasing user satisfaction in relation to local services
	Building citizen trust in local government through transparent processes and accountability and through democratic dialogue

	Serving the community by producing policies, services and knowledge (community leader)
	Enabling the community to plan and manage its own affairs and co-produce its own services (community developer)


Source: Adapted from Bovaird and Loeffler (2002: 21–23)
Important stakeholders in public governance
If governance is much more than government, does this mean that governments no longer have an important role to play in local politics and service delivery? Or, as the public governance experts Jon Pierre and Guy Peters (2000) ask provocatively: ‘Does government still matter?’
Such questions are misguided, as they consider governance issues out of context. More meaningful governance questions are rather: When does government still matter? What functions could public organizations share with other stakeholders – and which can they not share? What are the roles of different stakeholders, including the public sector, in solving different problems in society?
The concept of stakeholders originally just included people who have a stake (or share) in a particular issue, service or organization – i.e. those who are affected in some way by the actions of the organization. However, the concept of stakeholder is nowadays usually widened to cover also people whose actions affect the organization concerned. Stakeholders can be groups of people, organizations or individuals.
Typically, public governance issues are likely to involve the following key stakeholders (amongst others):
· citizens (as individuals);
· community organizations that are loosely organized;
· non-profit organizations (including charities and major non-governmental organizations), which are often quite tightly organized;
· business;
· media;
· public agencies (e.g. different levels of government/Parliament, including international levels);
· elected politicians;
· trade unions.
Obviously the stakeholders who are most important in any public governance issue will vary, depending on the policy area, the geographic area and the community concerned.
In order to solve ‘wicked’ policy problems successfully it is important to identify the most relevant stakeholders – one powerful way to do this is by drawing up a stakeholder power-interest matrix (see Figure 6.1 in chapter 6). The first step is to brainstorm all stakeholders who are believed to have a stake in the organization concerned or to be affected by the organization’s actions. The second step is to allocate these stakeholders into one of four categories by determining:
· their power over your organization/service/project (are they powerful enough to do your organization harm? Or are they so weak that your organization does not care much what they think about your organization?);
· the interest that they have in your organization/service/project.
The position of stakeholders in the matrix helps managers to understand how best to engage with them.
Clearly, not all stakeholders are equally important and relevant in relation to a given action by the organization. This insight may seem contradictory to the principle of ‘equal treatment’ which is commonly associated with ‘good governance’. However, the fact is that effective governance requires priority-setting, including deciding which of your stakeholders matters most to any decision that has to be taken in a given situation.
This is all the more important, but also more difficult, because there is still great uncertainty about the relative role of different stakeholders in improving quality of life, solving the ‘wicked problems’ in society and ensuring that public governance processes are improved. We cannot yet be clear about ‘what works, where and when’ in addressing these issues. It is important, therefore, that we make appropriate use of the evidence available, and take steps to improve that evidence on public governance (see chapter 27), including, for example, experimentation around alternative approaches.
As part of this learning-based approach, public sector organizations increasingly recognize that they have to work together with their key stakeholders at all stages of the policy cycle in order to improve services and outcomes. This means that policy-making is no longer seen as a purely ‘top-down’ process but rather as a negotiation between many interacting policy systems. In practice, this means that public sector organizations have to share the activities of service commissioning, design, management, delivery and assessment with relevant stakeholders. When these other stakeholders are organizations, we will call such joint activities ‘collaboration’ or ‘partnership’ (see chapter 17). Similarly, services are no longer simply delivered by professional and managerial staff in public agencies, but rather co-produced by users and their communities (see chapter 23).
Networks as a specific mode of public governance
For some academics, public governance refers to ‘self-organizing, inter-organizational net-works’ (Rhodes, 1997: 53). Yet, as Pierre and Peters (2000: 14–26) point out, although networks have become an increasingly important aspect of public governance, they are only one specific mode of public governance. There are also other governance mechanisms that remain significant in the public, private and voluntary sectors, so that the list should read:
· hierarchies
· markets
· organizational networks
· communities.
This means that public governance not only involves cooperation but also competition and conflict management. The key governance issues are not simply how to develop and maintain networks, but which governance mechanisms are appropriate in which context.
However, we must ask: what do we mean by ‘networks’? In general, policy networks consist of a variety of actors who all have their own goals and strategies but who are dependent on each other to achieve the desired public policy outcomes. There is no single actor who has enough power to ensure the achievement of the policy outcomes himself/herself. Obviously, the operation of networks will differ depending on the distribution of power and the institutional context, which determines incentives or obstacles for cooperation (Kickert and Koppenjan, 1997: 41ff.). One famous categorization of policy networks comes from Rhodes (1997) (see Table 15.2). Policy communities are at one end of the continuum and involve close relationships between a limited number of participants, while issue networks are at the other end and involve loose relationships between many participants with fluctuating interactions.
Table 15.2 The ‘Rhodes typology’ of policy networks
	Type of network
	Characteristics of network

	

	Policy community/ territorial community
	Stability, highly restricted membership (usually including strong political links), vertical interdependence, limited horizontal articulation

	Professional network
	Stability, highly restricted membership (usually with very weak political links), vertical interdependence, limited horizontal articulation, serves interest of profession

	Intergovernmental network
	Limited membership (usually including political representatives), limited vertical interdependence, extensive horizontal articulation

	Producer network
	Fluctuating membership (usually with weak political links), limited vertical interdependence, serves interest of producer

	Issue network
	Unstable, large number of members (usually including political representatives), limited vertical interdependence


Source: Adapted from Rhodes (1997: 38)
As the public sector has become more fragmented and the boundaries between public, private and non-profit sectors have become more blurred, the nature of networks has changed. In the UK, functional policy networks based on central government departments have expanded to include more actors, most notably from the private and voluntary sectors (Rhodes, 1997: 45). At the same time, the number of networks has increased significantly.
As a result, the implementation of public policies has had to adapt, placing more emphasis on the need for integration and coordination. Hierarchical, top-down policy-making typically does not work in networks, particularly as they have no obvious ‘top’ (see chapter 19). In the academic literature, network management is seen as consisting of two major elements (Kickert and Koppenjan, 1997: 46):
· direct management of interactions within networks (so-called game management);
· influencing the institutional arrangements in order to improve conditions for cooperation indirectly (so-called network constitution).
If public policies are the result of the interactions (‘games’) between several actors with different goals and perceptions, improvements in public policies can be achieved through the effective management of these games. Klijn and Teisman (1997) identify three key network management strategies to improve the game management and the network structuring – see Table 15.3.
Given that the actors of a network have different goals and perceptions, there is a need to create some degree of alignment between the perceptions of different actors in relation to what needs to be done, which resources can be used and the circumstances in which certain actions are acceptable. This process of identifying similarities and differences in actors’ perceptions and the opportunities that exist for goal convergence is referred to as ‘covenanting’. Whether or not a network achieves the jointly agreed outcomes depends on whether or not it includes all those actors who possess indispensable resources and also those actors who have the power to undermine achievement of the network’s goals, if they have been left out (see Scharpf, 1978). Last but not least, actors have to agree on institutional arrangements that facilitate the coordination of their activities. These arrangements may be highly formalized (e.g. covenants between different levels of government) or informal (e.g. agreements on working procedures within project teams).
Table 15.3 Key network management strategies
	
	Perceptions
	Actors
	Institutional arrangements

	

	Game management
	Covenanting
	Selective (de)activation
	Creating and implementing rules of the game

	Network constitution
	Reframing perceptions
	Formation of new networks
	Changing the rules of the game


Source: Adapted from Klijn and Teisman (1997: 106)
In contrast to the game management strategies, changing the constitution of existing networks involves longer-term strategies. Where different actors with indispensable resources are unwilling to cooperate, or even to communicate with each other (as has happened sometimes, e.g. in Belfast or in Jerusalem), it may be necessary to engage in activities to change the perceptions of these actors. In other cases, there may be a need to reconstitute a network and to bring in new actors. This is typically a problem in citizens’ consultation exercises, which may be dominated by ‘the usual suspects’. In many cases, minorities and ‘inarticulate’ groups find it hard to get a platform and to make known their perceptions (see chapters 22 and 25). Furthermore, existing institutional arrangements may prove to be weak in protecting the interests of the actors of a network. For instance, in e-government the major players may be ‘techies’, fascinated by the technology requirements to make e-government work, and ‘marketeers’, driven by the desire to promote government services online to their current users. In this case, a serious digital divide can open up, in which non-users of ICT services (often very vulnerable people who are actually high-priority clients of the services concerned) are seriously disadvantaged in the debate about service design and service delivery mechanisms (see chapter 10).
Assessing public governance
I start from the belief that any definition of public governance has to be context-specific and is likely therefore to differ between stakeholders and countries. However, for the purposes of this chapter, I will use a specific definition of public governance which makes it particularly easy to explore how different stakeholders can be involved appropriately in the assessment of the quality of public governance – the Governance International definition from Box 15.1:
Public governance is how an organization works with its partners, stakeholders and networks to influence the outcomes of public policies.
Furthermore, by ‘good governance’ I will mean:
the negotiation by all the stakeholders in an issue (or area) of improved public policy outcomes and agreed governance principles, which are both implemented and regularly evaluated by all stakeholders.
From this definition of good governance it is clear that there are two key areas in which assessment is required:
· improvements in public policy outcomes; and
· implementation by all stakeholders of a set of principles and processes by means of which appropriate public policies will be designed and implemented.
Consequently, we should try to measure the success of public interventions in terms of their ‘outcomes’, i.e. the quality of life changes that they bring for those affected by them, rather than the quality of the activities themselves. This means, for example, that we should assess:
· the level of community safety as seen by citizens, rather than the quality of policing;
· the level of income and conditions of working life, rather than the performance of economic development programmes;
· the level of health and social well-being experienced by citizens, rather than the quality of health and social care services;
· the quality of environment which people experience rather than the quality of environmental protection services;
· the level of access which people enjoy to facilities that they wish to experience, rather than the quality of the roads or public transport services;
· the comfort which people enjoy in their homes, rather than the quality of housing management services;
· the quality of the leisure and cultural experiences which citizens enjoy, rather than the quality of the recreation, sports and arts services provided.
Of course, this does not mean that there is no longer an interest in the quality or quantity of services provided by the public sector. However, these must be seen as instrumental, rather than as ends in themselves.
Building on categorizations of the main public governance principles and processes by Kooiman (1993), Rhodes (1997), Bovaird and Loeffler (2003) and ELoGE (see Case example 15.1), we suggest that there is a need to assess at least the following principles of ‘good governance’:
· citizen engagement
· transparency
· accountability
· human rights
· the equalities agenda and social inclusion (gender, ethnicity, age, religion, etc.)
· ethical and honest behaviour
· equity (fair procedures and due process)
· respect for the rule of law
· fair conduct of elections, representation and participation
· ability to compete in a global environment
· ability to work effectively in partnership
· staff competence
· organizational efficiency
· openness to change
· sustainability.
It is important to note that these principles and processes of public governance are not absolute – their importance is likely to vary between contexts and over time, and different stakeholders are likely to have differing views on what they mean and how important they are in practice.
One example of how this approach can be used to assess the quality of public governance in practice is shown by the case of local governance in social housing estates in Carrick, a district council in the south-west of England (Bovaird and Loeffler, 2007). The methodology required measuring the gap between what local stakeholders expected and the performance of local agencies, both in terms of quality of life (against four key dimensions, namely liveable environment, community safety, health, social well-being and disability issues, and education and training) and principles of public governance (including transparency, partnership working, sustainability and honest and fair behaviour). These dimensions of quality of life and principles of governance were selected as being high priority in discussions with the Board of Carrick Housing and were subsequently confirmed in focus group discussions.
The core of the methodology was discussion in 12 focus groups with different stakeholders, centring around one quality of life issue and one governance principle, selected as particularly relevant to that focus group. Four key questions were addressed to each focus group in relation to each topic:
· the current state (e.g. ‘How safe do you feel on your estate?’);
· the trend (e.g. ‘Has safety on this estate improved or got worse in the last couple of years?’);
· proposals (e.g. ‘What do you think communities and organizations in your area can do to deal with the community safety problems you have identified?’);
· commitment of participants (‘What would you be prepared to do in order to help these proposals to get implemented?’).
The results of the discussions about the current state of the quality of life and governance issues are shown in Figure 15.1. The multi-stakeholder assessment process provided greater insights than are available from most measurement approaches and also brought the stakeholders into the process in such as a way as to increase their commitment to find solutions to the problems identified.
The governance scorecard approach in Figure 15.1 has the conceptual advantage of covering the two key areas of governance identified earlier in this section where assessment is required, namely improvements in public policy outcomes and implementation of a set of agreed governance principles and processes. However, in practice evaluations of outcomes have been undertaken rather more frequently than evaluations of how well governance principles have been implemented. Moreover, in the UK the move during the last decade to outcome-based commissioning (Bovaird et al., 2012; Willis and Bovaird, 2012) has given a strong impetus to the determination of outcome frameworks and assessment of outcome achievement, but there has been not been a corresponding formal move towards assessment of government principles.
However, it is interesting to observe that these two different dimensions of governance have not been so easy to divorce in practice. For example, an early set of broad outcomes for adults proposed by the UK government included, along with such quality of life outcomes as improved health and economic well-being, some ‘outcomes’ which are more obviously ‘implementation of governance principles’ – e.g. freedom from discrimination or harassment; exercise of choice and control (DH, 2005). More recently, Lord Darzi in a major review of the National Health Service (NHS) echoed this duality of what a service is designed to achieve and how it is experienced: ‘High quality care should be as safe and effective as possible, with patients treated with compassion, dignity and respect’ (Darzi, 2008: 11), where these final attributes of treatment clearly relate to governance principles. Finally, the outcomes framework for adult social care in England has for some years contained the outcome ‘carers feel that they are respected as equal partners throughout the care process’ (DH, 2014), which is clearly a governance principle rather than a quality of life outcome.

Figure 15.1 Governance scorecard of quality of life and governance principles in Carrick public housing estates.
Source: Bovaird and Loeffler (2007) (unpublished annex)
Summary
This chapter has stressed that the concepts of ‘governance’ and ‘good governance’ are contestable, but that they are central to an understanding of the way in which government and the public sector relate to their society.
Government is not enough, since governance is enacted by many other stakeholders. However, good governance in society and in the polity will usually require good government. By the same token, of course, good governance will require positive contributions from all other important stakeholders.
The key question for government is: Which role should it adopt in which context? Whereas in some situations it may be appropriate to take a leadership role, there may be other contexts in which stakeholders do not trust government sufficiently, or where government does not have the necessary competence. In such cases, it may be more effective for government to adopt the role of a collaborator, e.g. as a co-producer enabling users and their communities to be part of service planning and delivery.
The other question for government (and any other stakeholder) is to choose the right mechanism – market, hierarchy, organizational network or community – to deal with a problem. In some cases, the problem at stake can be solved through market mechanisms; in other cases, the problem should be delegated to groups in the community or other networks. But there are still problems, such as national defence, that are best dealt with by hierarchies.
Questions for review and discussion
1. What does ‘good governance’ mean for you? Try to think of a number of attributes of good governance and how each of them could be operationalized in order to allow you to assess the quality of public governance.
2. Describe how network management differs from the management of hierarchical organizations.
Reader exercises
1. Choose an organization with which you are familiar (e.g. your college or your employer). Undertake a stakeholder analysis for that organization by identifying all the stakeholders who have affected it or may be affected by it. In a second step, decide who are the stakeholders to whom most attention needs to be paid by allocating them into a power-interest matrix.
2. Think of one key public policy area that concerns you. What are the main mechanisms by which non-governmental stakeholders can influence the outcomes? What are the main ways in which their influence could be strengthened?
3. Take a copy of a serious newspaper (note: be careful, this exercise could reveal a lot about you!) and identify the major public governance issues that surface in its stories (e.g. transparency, integrity or honesty of staff in public agencies; engagement of non-governmental stakeholders in policy decisions; ability to work in partnership with other agencies, etc.). Do the stories suggest any mechanisms by which these governance issues might better be tackled?
Class exercises
1. Identify in class an important ‘wicked’ public policy problem that affects your quality of life (such as high pollution in your city, high levels of crime in your neighbourhood, discriminatory behaviour against the group to which you belong, etc.). In groups, discuss which stakeholders are likely to be most successful in solving this problem. Then discuss the obstacles that exist to giving these stakeholders the power needed to allow them the opportunity to implement their solution. In the class plenary session, compare your analyses.
2. In groups, discuss which stakeholder(s) should take the lead in producing a healthier population in your city and why. Compare your answers in a plenary session of the class.
Further reading
Tony Bovaird and Elke Loeffler (2002), ‘Moving from excellence models of local service delivery to benchmarking of “good local governance”’, International Review of Administrative Sciences, 67 (1): 9–24.
Tony Bovaird and Elke Loeffler (2003), ‘Evaluating the quality of public governance: indicators, models and methodologies’, International Review of Administrative Sciences, 69 (3): 313–328.
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