
PhD student Laia Martinez: lamaap@ruc.dk 
 
Paper for the PhD course about Network Governance: Theories, Methods and Practices. RUC October 2011 

 
 

1

Governance Networks as collaborative platforms for innovation in the 
public sector 

Abstract  

The aim of this paper is to explain the capacity of governance networks in building platforms for 
collaborative processes and how innovative forms of collaboration can contribute to enhance the 
quality of public policies and services in the public sector. At the same time the paper explores the 
relations between new forms of governance, innovation and the role of public managers within 
different public administration paradigms. 

In the recent years innovation has been the focus of both scholars and public institutions on central, 
regional and local governments. Governance Networks are understood as interactive forms of 
governance with the potential of bringing together a diversity of autonomous and interdependent 
actors in order to improve the public welfare by creating more effective and comprehensive public 
policies. Such networks have the possibility to solve wicked problems, create mutual 
understandings and increase legitimacy in the implementation process among the actors. However 
the success of collaborative processes is not prescribed on forehand because they most often depend 
on the deliberative process, the institutional capacity and the use of management techniques. In this 
sense governance networks are seen as new interactive forms of governance that can facilitate 
collaboration, interaction and cooperation among the actors through effective management. 

Key words: governance networks, collaborative processes, metagovernance, New Public 
Management, New Public Governance, public managers, network management and innovation. 

Suggestions on how to read the paper 

Laia Martinez became a PhD student at RUC University September 2011. Currently she is 
elaborating her PhD-plan and establishing contact with relevant municipal stakeholders for her 
investigation. The theme for the PhD is Innovative Leadership in the Public Sector. One of the main 
assumptions of this investigation is that collaboration and interaction between different actors can 
accelerate innovative processes and contribute to the creation of new ideas that solve specific public 
policy problems as for example are economic cuts or silo thinking. 

The paper has to be understood as an academic exercise leading to better understandings of 
governance networks as platforms of collaboration, and of innovation in the public sector. This 
paper is intended to form part of the PhD-plan and will therefore be further elaborated in the 
relations and implications between governance networks, innovation in the public sector and the 
role of public managers. Furthermore, the analytical part and the expected conclusions of this paper 
are not extensively elaborated because this is to be considered as a preliminary theoretical reflection 
process primarily exploring theoretical connections. 
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1. Introduction 

Danish municipalities are challenged by the appearance of new forms of local governance that 
involves the interaction of different public and private actors in delivering public welfare. Denmark 
and other Nordic countries are laboratories for studying the creation and implications of interactive 
and collaborative governance. In Denmark, the public sector and the delivery of public welfare are 
decentralized and overall, municipalities have significant political power and autonomy. 
Furthermore, Denmark has a long tradition of cooperation between state and civic society, and 
public-private collaboration is among others named the Danish model, corporatism or negotiated 
economy. Local forms of government are meant to be a supplement of parliamentary forms and it is 
interesting to study this interaction between government and governance (Torfing, 2010: 405, 414, 
420, and 422). 

This paper is written to provide a theoretical background for the systematic study of governance 
networks and innovation, and hence to reflect on their practices and the consequences. Section two 
(Brief history of networks) explains the history of networks in short within social, traditional 
political science and governance networks approaches. The main purpose of this section is to 
amalgamate the different network studies within a historical line. The Governance Network part has 
a particular relevance since this paper aims to explore the nature, causes and consequences of 
Governance Networks as new governance forms. Here, Governance Networks are defined, 
explained, contextualized and problematized. The Metagovernance concept is introduced and 
proposed as a management strategy for politicians and relevant metagovernors in the public sector 
in order to solve some of the problems that surge from Governance Networks. Another important 
aspect is the evaluation of the networks’ performance in order to analyze the institutional capacity 
of the networks. An alternative model for assessing performance of Governance Networks is 
presented. Section three (Network analysis) presents the analytical and methodological tools for 
understanding Governance Networks. Section four (Role of Public Managers) explains the role and 
strategies of public managers and network managers according to the New Public Management and 
New Public Governance approaches. In this part, innovations in the public sector are analyzed in 
relation to the two mentioned approaches. Section five defines the concept of innovation, 
contextualizing it in three different periods or public administration paradigms: Traditional Public 
Administration, New Public Management and Governance Networks. Furthermore different types 
of innovation are explained with special emphasis on collaborative innovation. Section six analyses 
the relations between Governance Networks, collaborative innovation and the role of the public 
managers. Section seven briefly explains the expected conclusions of the paper. 

The problem formulation for this paper is: How can Governance Networks promote and 
facilitate the collaboration between different stakeholders in order to create innovative ideas that 
can increase the quality of the public policies and services? 
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2.  Brief history of networks 

The network approach can be analyzed through different theoretical traditions: Social Theory, 
Public Policy Making and Governance Network Theory. 

Networks according to social theory 

Claude Lévi-Strauss understood society at the end of the 60s “as a network of different types of 
orders”. These orders can be classified according to organizational principles, by showing the kinds 
of relationships between the orders and by explaining how the orders interact. For Lévi-Strauss 
networks are new forms of social organization studied through sociology, technology and 
economics (Kenis and Schneider, 1991: 25 and 26). 

The network thinking, according to the social theory is a decentralized concept of social 
organization and governance where society is no longer exclusively controlled by central units, but 
emerged and distributed among the interaction of different actors (Kenis and Schneider, 1991: 26). 

Networks according to political science tradition 

The study of networks is extendedly based on a political science tradition (public policy making 
studies) founded in the late 60s, 70s and 80s. Some facets of the networks, such as informality and 
decentralization were not really new things because they where studied by the pluralist theorist of 
policy making. Pluralists criticized the hierarchy and instrumentalist view of politics. Bentley and 
Truman for example emphasize the fluid perspective of political processes and the existence of the 
horizontal relations between government, public administrations and interest organizations. 
According to these pluralist academics, the government activity is seen a network activity for its 
matrix relations with state and non-state actors. Neo-corporatist and neo-institutional theorists 
criticized the pluralist theorist for the restricted and selective access of interests groups in political 
organization. Rokkan (1969) highlighted the importance of policy making structures besides 
traditional electoral-parliamentarian channels. Networks are seen as complementary political 
channels (not antagonistic) that can create stability and veto power in policy processes (Hans-Klijn, 
2007: 122; Kenis and Schneider, 1991: 27 and 28). 

Heclo and Wildavsky (1974) developed the notion of policy community as a cluster of personal 
relationships between major political and administrative actors in policy areas. The policy 
community approach emphasizes the role of trust, confidence and common calculations. Fried, 
Power and Yewlett (1974) developed the idea of networks as sub-elements of the policy systems 
based on a multiple actor system in the formulation and implementation of public policy. The 
relations between the actors are based on patterns of hierarchical authority and informal 
relationships like interpersonal communication. Heclo (1978) elaborated the issue specific policy 
networks as criticisms to the American political elitist approach, and to explain the interaction and 
exchange between exclusive actors. The iron triangle refers to the elite relations between congress, 
administration and interest groups. Hanf and Scharpf (1977) elaborated on the policy network 
approach with focus on the individual actor’s actions. Laumann and Pappi’s (1976) developed the 
idea of studying networks applying quantitative networks methods in policy networks studies 
(Kenis and Schneider, 1991: 28-31). 

The study of networks in political science started with the pluralist and corporatist view of networks 
and followed with the policy community and policy networks approaches. In this line of thinking, 
the focus of policy networks is most often on the decision-making and power relations. One 
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relevant research question could hence be: which actors are involved on the decision making 
process? And what are the power relations of the actors and which consequences have to the 
decision-making process? (Hans-Klijn, 2007: 123). The different understandings of networks 
exposed above all share the view of networks as a supplement to traditional governmental channels 
and the interaction between different actors based on trust and common negotiation goals. 

Networks according to inter-organizational service delivery and implementation policy 
research 

The study of networks under this approach is rooted on organizational science and inter-
organizational theory. The approach understands networks as vehicles for service delivery and 
implementation. The coordination of the actors, the creation of concrete products and outcomes and 
effective policy are central concepts of this discipline. A relevant research questions could be: How 
can complex interconnected services be coordinated? And what mechanisms are effective? 
Backward mapping technique is used in studies of implementations in order to identify the actors 
and actions of the network involved in an historical implementation process. This method is a 
bottom-up approach because it is based on the views and strategies of the actors involved in the 
policy outcomes. This approach does not focus on the goals and strategies of central actors (Hans-
Klijn, 2007:122-126). 

Governance Networks 

Research of Governance Networks corresponds to the public administration tradition and highlights 
the complexity of decision-making process to achieve policy outcomes. Furthermore, this approach 
is concerned about the deliberation processes between the actors (Hans-Klijn, 2007:122). 

Shift from government to governance  

The term governance has become popular in the recent years and has obtained different meanings - 
as for example in good governance, new public management or self organizing networks. 
Governance refers to a change in the meaning of government, a new process of governing, a new 
type of politics, a new way of solving policy problems and a new method in which the society is 
governed. Governance also refers to a common result or outcome achieved through the interaction 
of different actors (Rhodes, 1996: 652, 653 and 657; Van Kersbergen and Van Waarden, 2004:144-
150, Torfing 2010: 407; Dente, Bobbio and Spada, 2005: 41). This means that public policy is not 
made exclusively by the central government, but with the involvement of relevant state, regional 
and local partners. These partners can be both public and private. Central government is not 
anymore supreme because the state is polycentric and is characterized by different centers. The 
pluricentric form of governance is in contrast with the unicentric form of hierarchical structure and 
multicentric structure of markets. The function of the government is to seek and facilitate socio-
economic and political interactions between different actors in order to cope with problems. 
Government refers to the activities that are included in formal authority and in formal state 
institutions as divided into legislative, executive and judicial branches. Governance on the other 
hand refers to the activities that include a shared goal (Rhodes, 1996: 657; Kenis and Schneider, 
1991: 36; Van Kersbergen and Van Waarden, 2004:148; Torfing 2007: 1-3). 

The shift from government to governance implies “less government” but more governance or “more 
steering”. The idea of the government loosing its functions, becoming smaller and more fragmented 
is known as the “hollowing out the state”. Some of the problems for the state derived from 
governance are about: fragmentation, steering and accountability. The fragmentation of the state 
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means less control in the decision making and implementation. This is because the state is 
interacting with other actors in order to exchange resources and deliver public services. As the state 
has lost its hands-on control, the capacity of the state steering is more complex and requires new 
hands-off methods. As the power of the state is fragmented and based on negotiation processes 
between Governance Networks, actors find it difficult to know who is accountable to whom and for 
what (Rhodes, 1996: 661 and 662; Van Kersbergen and Van Waarden, 2004:144). The problems 
that Governance Networks consequently bring along are proposed solved by using metagovernance 
mechanisms in order to anchorage the democratic performance of the network and to qualify the 
bargaining processes between the actors. This concept will be explained further down in the section 
called metagovernance. 

Characteristics of Governance Networks 

The use of governance in networks makes networks self-organizing, autonomous and self-
governing. For these reasons governance networks require reputation, trust, reciprocity and mutual 
interdependence (Rhodes, 1996: 658 and 659). Governance networks are related with public policy 
deliberation, decision and implementation and offer new ways of connecting public policy-making 
to citizens and to relevant stakeholders (Hans-Klijn and Skelcher, 2007: 587 and 588). 

The main characteristics of Governance Networks are:  

§ Interdependency of actors. The term governance is broader than the term government 
including non state actors. Changing the boundaries of the state also means a change of the 
boundaries of public, private and voluntary sectors. The actors in Governance Networks are 
mutually dependent on their resources and capacities, but can operate independently. The 
interdependency of the actors does not mean that the power is equally distributed among the 
actors. 

§ The necessity of exchange for resources of the organizations is the main motor of the 
interactions between the actors. Networks are made by organizations that want and need to 
exchange resources (for example money, information and expertise) to achieve their objectives 
and to avoid being dependent on other actors. 

§ The interactions between the actors participating in a network often take the form of 
negotiating shared purposes and are described game-like. The interactions are based on trust and 
are regulated by the agreed negotiated rules of the network actors. It is crucial that the 
bargaining process is embedded in a deliberative process in order to facilitate learning, mutual 
understanding and trust. 

§ Governance Networks have a degree of autonomy from the state and are not directly 
accountable to the state because they are self-organizing and self-regulating. This means that 
networks can take their own decisions based on their own rules. Political institutions can 
structure the network scope by defining network purposes or providing legal and financial 
frames, but they can not command the actors. Although the role of the state is not supreme in 
networks it can steer the networks indirectly. 

§ Governance Networks contribute to the production of a public purpose (set visions, values, 
plans, policies, rules and actions). 

§ The relatively institutionalized framework of the Governance Network is where the interaction 
of the actors takes place. The institutional framework is constructed by the interaction patterns 

mailto:lamaap@ruc.dk


PhD student Laia Martinez: lamaap@ruc.dk 
 
Paper for the PhD course about Network Governance: Theories, Methods and Practices. RUC October 2011 

 
 

6

of the actors and conditions and guides the future network interactions (Rhodes, 1996: 660, 
Torfing, 2007: 5-6; Hans-Klijn, 2007: 130; Hans-Klijn and Skelcher, 2007: 587ff). 

§ Diversity of the actors is one of the core features of Governance Networks. The actors can be 
public or private depending if they come from government or not. Not all the actors of the 
network have the same importance. Normally the promoter and director (the actor that manages 
the process and acts as a broker) are the most relevant (Dente, Bobbio and Spada, 2005: 41 and 
50). 

Governance Network practices in Europe 

Governance Networks have different practices and understandings in Europe because they are 
embedded in different political and cultural traditions. In South Europe there is an assimilation of 
governance networks with clientelism and corrupt methods. In Eastern Europe Governance 
Networks are equally associated with informal access to power of elites as inherited by ex-
communists in some countries. In North, Western Europe and in the European Union, Governance 
Networks are understood as effective and legitimate mechanisms of formulating and implementing 
public policy (Torfing, 2007: 2). Furthermore Governance Networks are seen as a response of the 
fragmented, complex and dynamic societies and requires both vertical and horizontal coordination. 
They have the potential of facilitating political dialogue between politicians, public administrators 
and other important actors (Torfing 2007, 8 and 9). 

Different generations of Governance Networks 

The first generation of studies of Governance Networks had the purpose of explaining and 
describing the functioning of Governance Networks in different policy areas, countries and on 
different levels. Furthermore, the first studies of networks had the aim to explain the differences 
between networks, markets and hierarchies and the contributions of Governance Networks to 
effective governance. The second generation of studies of Governance Networks had the focus to 
explain the success and failure of networks, the metagovernance mechanisms and to highlight the 
democratic problems and potentials of networks. The studies of networks in this period have the 
aim to asses the normative and political impact of interactive governance arrangements and to 
explore how to improve their performance and institutional settings (Torfing, 2007: 17 and 18; 
Torfing 2011: 1; Skelcher et al 2011: 8). 

Metagovernance 

As mentioned above, Governance Networks are not perfect structures and carry problems of 
fragmentation, steering and accountability. The functioning of Governance Networks is proposed to 
improve by regulating the self-regulation through metagovernance. Metagovernance can be 
defined as the efforts of improvement of the network performance and involves both hands-on and 
hands-off techniques. Hands-on mechanisms can be network participation to allow politician, 
administrators or other relevant metagovernors to influence the decision making process, 
implementation and network agenda. In this way politicians and administrators can mobilize 
resources of the actors, facilitate mutual adjustment and built trust in order to gain trust. Hands-off 
mechanisms can be: the network design (with the purpose of influencing the rules of the game). 
This mechanism refers to the institutional design of the network with focus on the objectives, 
innovative capacities of the network, definition or negotiation of the different forms of policy 
output for the network and finish superfluous networks; Network framing (with the purpose of 
shaping the discursive framework). This mechanism wants to ensure coordination and goal 
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alignment through political and storytelling framing. A way of steering the network is through the 
reinforcement of interdependencies among the actors to activate the resource exchange of the 
actors; network management (with the purpose of activating and motivating the actors and the use 
of conflict resolution techniques). By providing adequate resources in order to decrease the 
transaction cost and to empower the actors, the function of the network can be more effective 
(Torfing, 2007: 13-14; Torfing 2011: 13ff; Torfing, Sørensen and Fotel, 2009: 287ff). 

Function, merits and criticism of Governance Networks 

The role and function of Governance Networks can be explained as public policy making and 
implementation through a web of relationships between government, private and civil society actors 
(Skelcher et al 2011: 8; Hans-Klijn and Skelcher, 2007: 587). The political world of policy-making 
and implementation seems to be full of networks. Governments across the world incorporate new 
forms of governance in different stages of the policy process. Partnerships and networks are 
instruments to achieve political goals and ways to organize the public service delivery (Hans-Klijn, 
2007: 118). 

One of the merits of Governance Networks is to involve different actors in the policy processes, as 
for example citizens that can qualify and legitimate outcomes of policies. Such interactive decision 
making is a new form of governance in which public actors involve different stakeholders in the 
formation and implementation of public policies. Furthermore, Governance Networks have the 
potential of making public governance more effective since they provide platforms for such 
interaction between different actors. However, this does not make networks ex ante effective or 
ineffective. Governance Networks can break policy deadlocks, provide negotiated solutions to 
specific problems or make socio-economic challenges into innovative opportunities. Governance 
Networks can be criticized because most of the variables seem to be at the actor level instead of at 
the network level. Other criticism of networks is concerned democracy, where networks can be 
interpreted as centers of power and privileges where specific actors have advantages, which 
endangers the public welfare and democratic performance of the public institutions. The democratic 
anchorage model developed by Sørensen (2006) is proposed to ensure the democratic performance 
of the network, by offering tangible tools to elected politicians and allowing networks the 
possibility of complementing traditional democratic practices (Hans-Klijn, 2007: 136 and 141; 
Torfing, 2011: 1; Hans-Klijn and Skelcher, 2007: 588; Torfing, Sørensen and Fotel, 2009: 285). 

The view of governance according to the institutional approach 

According to institutional studies, governance involves creating political actors who understand 
how political institutions work and who can effectively contribute to them. This implies to 
supporting the institutional culture, the rules and different identities that make a polity outcome 
possible. 

Governance Network theories put special emphasis on the interactions of the actors and hence take 
attention from the network as a structure and an institution. Institutional theories can help to 
enlighten the networks and their institutional capacity where the actors play the game. In an 
institutional perspective, institutions shape and influence the perception and construction of the 
reality where the action takes place. Institutional capabilities and structures shape the course of 
action of the actors. Rational actors make decisions maximizing their preferences and based on their 
ontological views. However their actions are conditioned and affected by the identity of the 
institutions that guide and shape the behavior and decisions of the actors. Institutions such as 
networks provide the actors with a set of rules, norms and routines making the actors act in 
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accordance with a logic of appropriateness. The logic of appropriateness can be understood as a 
match of the behavior to a situation. In political institutions rules and institutionalized rules matters 
and define what it is or not appropriate (March and Olsen, 1995: 28-31). 

Evaluation of Governance Network’s performance 

According to Torfing (2011) the assessment of Governance Networks have to be adequate and in 
coherence with the governance characteristics such as pluricentric negotiation, and not unicentric or 
multicentric as in hierarchical or market structures. Normally, hierarchical structures of government 
are evaluated through the assessment of their public programs based on cost and efficiency 
parameters. The public programs are assessed depending on the total cost spent on producing 
specific policy outcomes. However Governance Networks must not be evaluated following 
efficiency or effectiveness criteria because governance processes and results can be difficult to 
measure in this way due their informal and intangible dimension. Governance Networks can be 
evaluated following the alternative criteria based model:  1. Evaluation of the ex post satisfaction 
with networked policy solutions. 2. Assessment of Governance Networks based on what the 
Governance Network literature claim about their capacity: A. Produce a clear and well-
informed understanding of the policy problems and policy opportunities. B. Generate innovative 
and comprehensive policy possibilities in accordance with the existing problems and perceptions of 
the network actors. C. Achieve joint policy decisions based on the least common denominator and 
avoid excessive costs. D. Ensure smooth policy implementation based on coordination and 
legitimacy of the actors. E. Provide a flexible adjustment of policy solutions and public services 
based on positive and negative feedback, changing the conditions, demands and preferences of the 
Governance Network. F. Create favorable conditions for future cooperation based on strategic, 
institutional learning and mutual trust that will help to construct common frameworks (Torfing, 
2011: 2-6). 

3. Network analysis 

Network analysis is used to measure the capacity of networks and includes a collection of 
methodological tools for analyzing relational configurations and complex structures. Furthermore it 
is not a theory in it self, but makes references to theoretical concepts. Six strategies for analyzing 
networks can be found: 1. Normative or prescriptive analysis of networks, to map the necessity 
for cooperation and coordination in policy processes. The main purpose is to develop indicators for 
the “god fit” or “unfit” of networks and identifying possible structural limitations or failures. 2. 
Cross-network comparisons in order to create or test hypothesis to explain the characteristics of 
the network on specific interactions. This can be achieved by comparing cross-national policy 
networks, policy areas or policy processes. This strategy has the objective to create indicators to 
measure the characteristics of the network such as density, centralization, asymmetry, 
fragmentation, etc. One hypothesis can be that the more asymmetrical the exchange of the network 
is, the capacity of collective action will be higher. 3. Construction of formal models of policy 
making processes where network analysis is used to operationalize the formal models. 4. Test 
hypotheses of theories on policy making. 5. Identification of policy games like the 
identification of the strategic actions of the actors. The policy outcomes and implementation in 
the network are results of complex interaction process between the actors. Games in this context are 
understood as decision-making process, and are necessary to analyze in order to understand what is 
happening and why it is happening in the network. It is necessary to identify the types of actors and 
the arenas where the actors are acting. 6. To reconstruct network dynamics based on stability or 
change. This can be done by mapping the interactions patterns through social network analysis 
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methods in order to see the frequency of interaction’ between the actors. SPPS program is a good 
option to map and visualize the interactions of the networks and qualitative interviews can go 
deeper in the analysis of the informal rules (Kenis and Schneider, 1991: 44-46; Hans-Klijn, 2007: 
137 and 138). 

4.  Role of public managers  

New Public Management  

The concept of public managers has been developed with special emphasis under the New Public 
Management (NPM) approach. The NPM includes the managerialism and the new institutional 
economics. Managerialism refers to the introduction of private sector management methods into the 
public sector and it stresses hands-on methods of professional management in the public sector. The 
new institutional economics refers to the introduction of incentive structures like for example 
market competition or consumer choice. The NPM approach is relevant to mention in order to 
understand the implications of governance in the analysis of public management, where steering is a 
synonym of governance (Rhodes, 1996: 655). Network management is not specific to the public 
sector and refers to a form of social coordination (Rhodes, 1996: 659). NPM implies a change of the 
role for elected politicians that become metagovernors. This new role of the politicians is limited 
whereas the role of the administrators has increased. This can be explained by the fact that the NPM 
separates politics and administration. Politicians should steer the public sector through the 
formulation of political objectives and leave the administrators with the policy delivery tasks. While 
the administrators have adapted to their new role, politicians have difficulties formulating the 
policies, because they are separated from the concrete governance process of formulation of the 
policies and policy delivery (Skelcher et al 2011:31; Torfing, 2007: 9). 

New Public Governance 

The New Public Governance (NPG) highlights four weaknesses of the NPM: 1. Managerialism of 
the NPM focuses on intra-organizations based on hierarchical control, clear distribution of authority 
and responsibility. 2. Managerialism has focus on objectives whereas to Governance Networks, the 
preservation of the relations between the actors is more important than the actors’ objectives. 3. The 
NPM focuses on the results but in a network perspective, no single actor is responsible of the 
outcomes because the results are achieved through the interaction and negotiation of the actors. In 
the network perspective there are many hands on the process, because many actors contribute to the 
results. 4. The NPM has a contradiction between the competition and steering aspects of the 
networks. More than compete the actors in a Governance Network are involved in interdependent 
negotiating process based on trust and common understanding. So when the NPM refers to market 
competition a problem of steering appears. Steering in this context refers to the process of setting 
the norms (Rhodes 1996: 663 and 664). 

The effective manager should play a facilitative role among the actors, based on common and not 
individual purposes and actions. How can the manager create joint actions? By for example 
promoting win-win situations, change the distribution of resources, introducing new actors in the 
game and problem solving through mutual adjustment (Rhodes 1996: 664). 

The Role of network managers 

The role and characteristics of network managers can be explained through three dimensions: 
power, goal structure and management activities.  
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§ Power and authority: The network manager is dependent on the resources of the other actors 
of the network and the authority of the network manager is limited. The network manager acts 
in a divided power structure as can not make unilateral decisions. However power matters and is 
not equal among the actors. From a network perspective the power of the actors depends on the 
resources available for each actor and on the way that the actor is dependent on the others’ 
resources. The more the actors are dependent on other actors’ resources the power division in 
the network is more equal. 

§ Goal structure: In networks the goals of the actors are not totally clear because the 
interaction between different actors makes the formulation of the goals as a part of the policy 
process. Goals hence emerge during the cooperation as possibilities rather than a unified 
common goal. 

§ Management activities: In traditional management literature the functions of the manager 
are: setting the goals (planning), structuring and designing the organization (organizing), and 
getting the job done (leading). However, in network management the functions of the managers 
consist in bringing together the actors, adjusting and accommodating the goals and creating 
organizational arrangements in order to reinforce the interaction between the actors, 
coordinating, perception, mediation and facilitation. Network management is basic in inter-
organizational arrangements (Hans-Klijn, 2007: 132 and 133; Agranoff and McGuire, 1999: 
300). 

Strategies of network managers 

In order to achieve expected and qualified outcomes the network manager disposes of a set of 
different strategies, as for example: 1. the activation of the actors and their resources. The 
network manager needs to identify the type of actors in order to activate resources selectively and 
consciously. It is also possible for the manager to deactivate the actors if their performance is not 
effective or desired. 2. Coordination of goals. This strategy is based on the search of goal 
congruency in the network, creation of different solutions, influencing and explaining the 
perceptions, managing the network and collecting information. 3. Creating organizational 
arrangements to stimulate the interaction between the actors. The strategy focuses on the 
creation of ad hoc organizational activities (boards, networks, etc.). 4. Facilitate interactions 
between the actors. This mechanism includes the mediation, brokerage, removing the possible 
obstacles of cooperation and creating incentives for cooperation. Securing the access and 
participation of the actors in the policy process (especially those with difficult access) is one of the 
functions of the manager (Hans-Klijn, 2007: 132-135). 

Studies of network management show that managing network interactions have positive effects on 
the outcomes of the networks (Hans-Klijn, 2007: 135). 

5. Innovation in collaborative processes 

Innovation in the public sector has become a hot potato in the agendas of central, regional and local 
governments. If the concept of governance became a panacea in the 90s, innovation is now 
following the same way. Why is innovation so popular? Is it possible to actively promote and 
achieve innovation successfully? If it is possible, how can be done? How innovative does an idea 
have to be, for it to be called innovation? These questions are tentatively answered in the following 
section. 
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There are many definitions of innovation in the public sector and normally the term is elusive and 
imprecise. However Mulgan and Albury’s (2003) definition is particularly interesting as it 
emphasizes the idea that innovation is not just a new idea, but a new practice. This is in fact one of 
the differences between invention and innovation. Depending on the intensity of innovations they 
can be radical or incremental. Depending on the innovation scope, the type of innovation can be: 
Product innovation (new products) and service innovation (new ways in providing service to the 
users). Innovations in the public sector normally have a focus on service innovations. Other types 
are process innovation (new ways in which organizational process are designed), strategic 
innovation (referring to new goals or purposes of the organization), governance innovation (new 
forms of citizen participation and democratic institutions), rhetorical innovation (formulation of 
new languages and new concepts) and innovations through networks of professionals and managers. 
It is interesting to mention that in praxis it is possible to find more than just one type of innovation 
(Sørensen and Torfing, 2011: 7; Hartley, 2005: 27, 28 and 32; Roberts and Bradley, 1991: 212). 

Brief explanation of innovations in a historical perspective 

Innovation can have different practices and understandings depending on the periods and 
approaches of the studies of political science. It is possible to classify innovation within a historical 
perspective depending on the public management and the governance conceptions. Following this 
categorization there are three periods, where innovations are framed: in traditional public 
administration, in New Public Management and in Governance Networks. These three periods need 
to be understood as paradigms connected to particular historical periods, ideologies and contexts. In 
praxis though the paradigms can coexist and represent particular conceptions and assumptions about 
the role of the politicians, managers, leaders and political studies.   

§ Traditional public administration: From the post-war period to early 80s. This period is based 
on a legislative, bureaucratic and rule-based approach. The role of the population is understood 
as clients, the role of policy-makers is as commanders and the role of public managers is as 
martyrs. The power and authority are in the hands of the government that through impassive 
officials controls that the policies are implemented. Innovation is seen as national and universal. 

§ New Public Management: From the 80s onwards. Characterized by neo-liberal economics and 
management theory. The role of the population is customers. The role of public managers is 
based on efficiency and market forces. The role of policy-makers is announcers. Innovations 
coming from this approach are mainly from organizational forms and are politically radical in 
that period. Innovation processes focus on executive agencies in central and local governments 
and with a customer focus. Due to the managerialism of NPM, the role of politicians is reduced 
to commissioners of servicers or announcers of change. 

§ Governance Networks: The role of the population is co-producers. The role of public 
managers is explorers. The role of policy-makers is leaders or interpreters. According to this 
approach, the public goals can be spread through collaborative arrangements to create, share, 
adapt and embed the good practice. Innovation can be found on central and local levels. 
Innovations under the Governance Network approach revitalize the leadership role of politicians 
lost it with the managerialism of the NPM. The role of politicians in New Public Governance is 
to translate the new ideas into new forms of action (Hartley 2005: 27, 29, 30). 
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Innovations in the public sector and innovations in the private sector 

The innovations in the public sector are created with and for different purposes than innovations in 
the private sector and the driving mechanisms are different. In the private sector for example, the 
focus is on managers and staff as the main sources of innovation, while the focus on the public 
sector is on policy-makers and policy advisors. The diffusion and dissemination of innovation in the 
public sector is particularly important in order to create an innovation culture in the public sector 
and to adapt innovation practices into different contexts and cultures (Hartley, 2005: 28, 32 and 33). 

Collaborative innovation in the public sector 

Collaborative innovation in the public sector is one of the last popular types of innovation. As it has 
been explained above it is possible to find many types of innovations. Collaborative innovations are 
well connected with Governance Networks since both terms refer to interactive processes in 
elaborating and working together. The question then arises, if collaboration between different 
stakeholders can generate new ideas and develop innovative policy suggestions to policy makers? 
(Roberts and Bradley, 1991: 211 and 212). 

6. Analysis 

The failure or success of Governance Networks depends on their institutional capacity, their ability 
to motivate and activate the actors to participate in the processes, solve the possible conflicts, 
coordinate the actors and create a share understanding. 

The problems of Governance Networks (fragmentation, steering and accountability) are 
consequences of the governance nature of networks. The problems are caused by the complex 
interactions and bargaining between different actors in the network that make power fragmented 
and goals unclear. Furthermore, the steering mechanisms of the network are based on coordination 
and consensus among the actors more than hierarchical commando mechanisms. Since power is 
fragmented, the actors are autonomous and interdependent to each other, the network is self-
regulating and self-organizing, the network gives rise to democratic problems. In hierarchical policy 
processes the shadow of the government is present directly in the policy process by organizing, 
planning and imposing a clear set of goals and ideas to be executed and implemented by the actors. 
In this situation the democratic values of the public institution are secured by powerful actors and 
representativeness is on hands of the power actors. However in Governance Networks the 
individual and rational performances of public and private actors diffuse the public value putting in 
danger the principles of the representative democracy. 

Collaborative processes can accelerate and promote innovation in the public sector and network 
management and leadership techniques can facilitate complex process of interactions. 

7. Expected conclusions 

The expected conclusions of this paper are based on the assumptions of Governance Networks as 
platforms of collaboration and that a proper strategic management of these interactive processes can 
accelerate innovation in the public sector. 
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