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Networked Government: Survey of Rationales, Forms, and Techniques

Mark H. Moore 

In recent years, practitioners and scholars of public management have looked to the concept of “networked government” to guide improvements in government performance.
 At the core of this idea is the belief that the old organizational form of government---a centralized executive branch consisting of large, hierarchical organizations, each with its own distinct, well-defined mission, its own appropriated funds, and its own structure of accountability---is simply not up to the substantive challenges confronting contemporary governments. To improve the performance of government---to create more public value from available assets---it is necessary to overlay that rigid, highly differentiated hierarchical structure with “networks” specially designed to scoop resources from different parts of government and the society at large and focus them on achieving desired social outcomes.
This book has offered some case studies that describe the circumstances in which networked government arrangements arise, how they are constructed, how they seem to perform, and how they can be developed and sustained. In this concluding chapter I offer some commentary, based on these cases, on the prospects for networked government. First, to show the nature of potential conflicts, I identify possible sources of tensions between the primary aims of networked government arrangements and also explore other important public values that have to be reflected in the operations of government.
 Second, I review the cases to see what they reveal about the form networks take, how well they seem to perform, and how they are constructed, operated, and maintained. Finally, I develop lessons from the cases that will be useful to government managers who seek to improve their performance by creating and using networked government arrangements. 
[1]Networked Government: Justifications and Challenges[end]
“Networked government” is a term that encompasses (or overlaps with) many other ideas about how government performance might be enhanced by improved coordination among organizations positioned to contribute to the solution of social problems. Initially, the potential for improved coordination was looked for within operating relationships among different government organizations---for example, “integrating human service operations” or treating the different agencies involved in criminal justice as a highly integrated “criminal justice system” rather than as organizations pursuing their own distinct and independent missions.
 The potential for improving operating relations via networks was also seen in improving co-ordination across levels of government to take advantage of the strengths of each level of government.
 Soon, the concept of “networked government” included not only effective coordination across government organizations but also the possible integration of both for profit and nonprofit private sector organizations into production systems designed to achieve public purposes. Thus, “networked government” came to include the “privatization of government services,” the development of “public-private partnerships,” and fostering “collaborative governance.”
 

[2]Standard Criticisms of Government Operations[end]
The various interpretations of networked government emerged as a particular critique of government operations took hold, one rooted in the frustration of ordinary citizens interacting with government at two different levels: first, as impatient clients of government operations who longed for the kind of service quality they received as customers in the private sector; second as disappointed citizens and taxpayers who had paid money into a collective enterprise in hopes that some desired social outcomes would be achieved, only to be disappointed in the results that occurred..
 This critique was powerfully influenced by an unfavorable comparison of government’s performance with the remarkable capacity of the market to satisfy customer desires, and to deliver high levels of efficiency and effectiveness in operations. This stance eventually acquired a certain ideological valence (a preference for small government and market-oriented solutions to public problems) as well as a practical side. Taken together, the practical and ideological challenge to government performance  cohered in an oft-repeated set of charges. Bureaucratic government---long held up as the ideal of a rational, fair, efficient, and effective government---had failed in four crucial respects:
[[Au/ED: Number these? Or add head level that generalizes topic, e.g.: Lack of Innovation; Lack of Flexibility; Inability to Integrate; Lack of Efficiency. Then the topic sentence would not have to be in itals.---KS  Headings would be fine.  The only difficulty is that the italicized headings are not exactly topic sentences. The basic idea here is that a common claim was made – the claim in italics. The paragraph then gives content to the claim by making it clearer and rendering it plausible. I’m happy either way.]]
[recommend dispensing with the bullets here and elsewhere when used with paragraphs as below--the italicized run-in text, indented, is all that is nec to call attention to these points. Reserve bullets for true lists. BI Press]

1. Governmental organizations were (and are) insufficiently innovative. It seemed to many that government organizations could neither keep up with newly emerging public problems, nor find ways to reduce costs while maintaining or increasing the volume and quality of government output, nor exploit particularly quickly the potential of emerging technology. Government agencies seemed to rely on the same old policies, same old processes, and same old technologies even as they faced new problems such as fighting terrorism and protecting the environment. They failed to experiment with new methods for teaching children to read and write or delivering benefits to clients in entitlement programs, even though new technologies seemed admirably suited to these tasks.

2. Government organizations were (and remain) inflexible and unresponsive, failing to adapt to local, unique, or unusual circumstances. Government organizations traditionally emphasized strict consistency in implementing policies and procedures, for three different reasons. First, because it was easier for overseers to monitor government activities than the results they achieved, the demand for accountability focused on the faithful execution of established policies. Second, because established policies were thought to embody the “best professional knowledge” about how an organization might deploy its assets to achieve desired results, compliance with policies and procedures was deemed important to ensure consistently high performance. (If, however, the policies and procedures were based on outdated knowledge, and produced mediocre results, pressures for compliance would have the opposite effect: they would keep government organizations from innovating and searching for the boundaries of their “production possibility frontier,” which exacerbated the problem of insufficient innovation described above.) Third, government organizations followed standard procedures because consistent responses to similar cases produced an ideal of fairness that was considered important in governmental operations. (Consistency in operations ensured that like cases would be treated alike, but it also caused government agencies to ignore an equally important idea of justice and fairness that insisted that cases that differed from one another in some morally or practically significant way should be treated differently---which opened the door to the kind of unresponsiveness, poor performance, and unfairness that came from relying much too much on one-size-fits-all solutions.) 
3. Government organizations could not (and still cannot) integrate their separate activities to make a whole greater than the sum of their parts. Interorganizational cooperation often proves elusive because each government agency has a distinct mission and is held strictly accountable for the use of its assets in the service to that mission. Rules designed to advance the specific purposes of particular organizations determine “appropriate” actions in a given case. The difficulty of getting different government organizations to work together often shows up at street level when various agencies try to provide overlapping or contradictory services to individuals and families in need, or when various regulatory agencies show up to inspect particular businesses for slightly different but fundamentally interrelated purposes. It also shows up at the agency level when organizational jealousies and competition for limited resources lead enforcement agencies to refuse to cooperate with one another in criminal investigations or lead intelligence agencies to withhold from other agencies information that would enrich the picture held by those other agencies. The fact that public organizations reward performance strictly along hierarchical lines also undermines the will of public officials to contribute to the purposes of other government organizations.
4. Government organizations have not (and still do not) harness and manage private capacities effectively in service of their goals. Just as demands for accountability in mission achievement challenge interorganizational cooperation, demands for organizational integrity and focus make it hard for government organizations to engage private organizations effectively. Of course, government often contracts with private organizations to provide particular services. Government also regulates the behavior of private organizations, and in so doing so deploys the authority of the state to mobilize private actors to contribute to public purposes. But these purchases of services and regulations of private conduct are generally tightly circumscribed to ensure there is no corruption or favoritism in procurement or in enforcement. Most government agencies are discouraged from informal discussions or consultations with either vendors or the objects of regulation, lest the procurement officers or the regulatory agents be unduly influenced by the interests of the private actors. The private actors are discouraged from suggesting ways they might help the government achieve its goals. In such tightly circumscribed encounters it is hard for government to discover how its goals might be achieved at a lower production cost or with a lighter regulatory burden. It also means that public managers cannot easily capitalize or build legitimacy and support for what they are doing from potential private sector contributors. 

[2]The Allure of the Private Sector: Innovation, Flexibility, and Tight Accountability[end]
Ironically, these performance problems stem in part from citizens’ persistent, urgent demands for government accountability. The bureaucratic forms that seem so inimical to performance when one is concerned about innovation, responsiveness, effective coordination, and mobilization of additional assets are generally the preferred method for ensuring strict accountability in the use of government money and authority and the achievement of a highly consistent, reliable performance in government operations. To the degree that strict accountability was judged to be an important driver of performance excellence, these forms were thought to improve, not degrade, government performance.

 As the performance problems in government mounted, however, many citizens began to look longingly to the private sector as a better model for combining their desire for strict accountability with a high degree of innovation, responsiveness, and performance. Private companies seemed to be highly accountable to shareholders and consumers yet also managed to be innovative, adaptive to niche markets, and able to mobilize and combine capacities from different suppliers to assemble complex products that satisfied their customers’ diverse desires. If only government’s social problem-solving efforts could come to resemble the dynamic, fluid processes of private markets and operate less like the rigid, apparently mindless bureaucracies so characteristic of government!

[2]Key Differences between the Private and Public Sectors[end] 

Citizens, academics, and practitioners realized that government could never operate entirely like a market.
 After all, the driving force of markets is a collection of heterogeneous “customers,” all with their own needs and desires and money to spend satisfying them. In a market, individual customers with money to spend are the engines that fuel productive efforts and the arbiters of the value that is produced. Their desires create a market opportunity for any entrepreneur or supplier who can imagine and deliver products and services to meet these desires at a price consumers are willing to pay. A little success allows private companies and entrepreneurs to raise funds from private investors. Thus, socially consequential decisions about how assets can be turned into products and about which products meet the tests of the market are not made all at once by a single decisionmaker but cumulatively, over time. Failures to read the market correctly are swiftly punished, and success is quickly rewarded. Private sector organizations can also take advantage of a much smaller group of constituents (its investors and customers as opposed to the public at large) and a much more focused set of expectations (financial growth and customer service as opposed to hard-to-pin-down social values such as fairness, opportunity, and quality of life).
In contrast, the driving force in the public sector is not a collection of individual consumers making individual choices to spend their own money to buy products and services they value for themselves but is instead a single, large, collective consumer that chooses to buy a particular social outcome for every citizen and taxpayer. That collective actor is the public as a whole telling the government what it wants to buy (or otherwise achieve) through the imperfect processes of representative government. The government does not exist to maximize the satisfactions of individual customers; it exists to pursue the collective judgments and goals of the society it simultaneously serves and governs. Its financial and material wherewithal come from a collective choice by the public to tax and regulate itself in order to produce the desired results. These collective political processes occasion the creation of a particular government agency to pursue a desired objective and provide both the resources necessary to achieve the desired result and the social justification for the agency’s activities. 

The public, deciding to tax and regulate itself as a collective to achieve a broad social purpose, can never quite act like a simple aggregation of individual consumers in a market, all giving varied signals about what they want produced and how much each one would pay for it. Individual citizens, taxpayers, and clients with stakes in the use of government money and regulatory authority have to spend a lot of time talking and arguing before the choice is made; and then the choice is made all at once and for many individuals. Once made, the choices tend to persist, and large volumes of resources are poured into achieving the authorized results through the authorized means. In most bureaucracies, responding to individual clients’ desires and needs takes a backseat to executing the collectively established public policies as reliably and consistently as possible. These bureaucracies do not have competitors pushing their activities to the production possibility frontier. They do not have access to venture capital. All they have is a mandate, a rulebook, and a zillion forms to prove to any of their millions of constituents that they are playing by the rules they established.
[2]Special Values to Be Protected and Advanced in the Public Sphere[end]
Because the broader public acts not in the marketplace but in a political forum, it makes choices that reflect collective, public values. These collective public values differ in important ways from the values that guide the allocation of resources and production in the market sphere.
[[AU/Ed: Highlight main points here with shorter phrase? Points get somewhat lost in long, discursive sentence. Are you suggesting this for the paragraphs above, or those below?]] 
Achieving social goals. Government, acting as an agent of society as a whole, is less interested in satisfying individual desires than achieving socially desired outcomes[[AU: Can government be interested or seek anything? Anthropomorphism? Central to this argument is that there can be a collective will that can be expressed as a statement of the values that the collective seeks to achieve through the agency of government. Legislation that authorizes government action, or appropriates tax funds to the agency usually specify the purposes that the collective hopes to achieve through the authorizations and appropriations. Administrative rules likewise usually define the purposes they seek to achieve through the regulatory authority they deploy in specific regulations. And all government organizations suppose that they have some “mission” they are trying to pursue on behalf of the public.  From a theoretical and practically perspective, we all understand how difficult it is for any collective to become articulate as to its purposes. But if one is operating as a government manager using the collectively owned assets of government to achieve specific concrete results, one has to believe that there is some kind of collectively defined goal that justifies and guides one’s action. And often that is embodied in a particular “social outcome” one is supposed to achieve.]]. As government has sought to make itself more innovative, adaptive, and responsive, it has turned to the private sector for inspiration. Emulating private sector models, government has tried to improve the quality of service to its customers, the clients of its many agencies, and measures of client satisfaction have appeared in efforts to evaluate government operations. At the same time, government agencies increasingly have been made accountable for achieving desired social outcomes, an idea often mistakenly considered virtually identical to satisfying the government’s clients[[Au: Citizens? No. I want to make and sustain a distinction between the idea of a citizen on one hand, and a client on the other. See Creating Public Value. ]]. But it does not take much reflection to see that achieving social outcomes is very different from satisfying government clients. In welfare, drug treatment, and other public service delivery activities, the usual goal is not to make clients happy but to provide services that will cause the clients to make themselves better off and to contribute to particular outcomes thought important by the rest of the society. A welfare program nudges clients toward financial independence, which society thinks would be better for them and society overall than continued dependency. A drug treatment program attempts to enable and encourage clients to stop using drugs, stop committing crimes, get a job, and support their families. In both these cases, society is the arbiter of value, not the individual client, and society wants the achievement of tangible social conditions, not the satisfaction of individuals.

Legitimacy and accountability. Because government agencies use the collectively owned assets of the state, they have to legitimate their actions by making themselves accountable to both political oversight and the rule of law, not just to their clients.
 When government acts to produce publicly desired results, it (generally) uses either tax dollars or regulatory authority. These state assets are owned collectively by the public. They can be used only with the consent and for the benefit of the public, and to ensure this result the public managers who use these assets are made accountable to the public as a whole. They are accountable in the first instance to elected overseers in the legislative and executive branches of government and in the second instance to the courts, which are particularly interested in cases in which government officials have abused their discretion by pursuing purposes not authorized by law or have violated individual rights to due process. As a practical matter, both political authorization (public policy mandates enacted through legislation or other kinds of policy declarations) and bureaucratic rules that seek to limit (but not eliminate) official discretion exist to meet the challenge of ensuring that government action both reflects and serves the public. Traditionally, the legitimacy of government operations has been ensured by the continuity of intent from citizen aspiration, through political authorization, to operating policies and programs guided by bureaucratic rules that were thought to embody not only the most efficient and effective ways of using government assets to achieve desired results, but also ensured certain kinds of fairness and justice in the implementation of government policy. In the last two decades or so,  . government agencies have been called to account for efficiency and effectiveness in achieving the desired results and responding to the demands and needs of individuals and the interests of political groups that are smaller than the polity as a whole. This shift in public expectations toward the achievement of social outcomes and responsiveness to the needs of individuals and smaller groups is transforming the process of legitimating government action. Legitimacy is rooted not only in lawful compliance with established policies but also in bureaucratic efforts to satisfy and respond to many diverse interests that may not have been adequately represented in the established policy mandate, and in the achievement of desired social results independent of the means used in their pursuit.

Government and risk. Generally speaking, government is less authorized than its private sector counterparts to take risks with untried and untested initiatives and therefore is less able to innovate and adapt. It is not true, however, that government has no mechanisms for creating innovation.
 To no small degree, democratic politics provides a continuing incentive and capacity to innovate in the use of government-owned assets. Politicians ceaselessly campaign for change, and in so doing create an environment in which policy and programmatic innovations become authorized throughout government. Policy entrepreneurs are constantly developing new ideas about the purposes that government should pursue or the means they should rely on to achieve traditional goals. Bureaucracies are forever creating “pilot programs” to see if their assets could be more effectively deployed. Even the media give special standing to new initiatives, often at the expense of monitoring the less glamorous issues of routine operations. Still, despite these pressures for innovation, government is restrained from high rates of innovation by the widespread view that it should not “gamble with other people’s money.” When government uses the authority and money of the state in order to produce meaningful [[Au: OK, to avoid rep of significant? OK ]]improvements in the well-being of others, it should have a high degree of confidence that its efforts will succeed. If there is significant uncertainty about the likely results, particularly if outcomes might be worse than the government’s current performance, a prudent government will refrain from taking such risky action. 

Government as agent of society. Acting as an agent of society as a whole, government is interested in fairness and justice---in deciding what individuals deserve, how benefits could be fairly distributed, and how burdens could be fairly allocated---as well as efficiency and effectiveness.
 Because government uses the collectively owned assets of the state acquired by its powers to tax and regulate---money raised through taxation and the material assets entrusted to the state for the future good of the public---it has to give assurances to citizens who have been asked to give up their liberty and their money to the state. Those assurances can be made by arguments that the assets are to be used for the common good and that the means chosen to pursue societal goals are known to be efficient and effective. Government usually also has to be able to claim that its purposes are just, not merely good---that the government-delivered private benefits are guided by social conceptions of what particular individuals need and deserve as well as what they want, and that the benefits of government action have to be distributed according to some principle of fairness as well as the (potentially competing principles) of efficiency and maximum impact. Government also has to be able to offer assurances that the burdens of the collective action had also been distributed according to some commonly recognized principle of justice and fairness, as well as efficiency. 

[[AU: The following seems to recap much of the previous section. Yes. But it is also designed to elevate the standing of a normative frame that must be used to evaluate government performance: it is not only important that government meet the utilitarian goals of being efficient and effective in the achievement of desired social results, but also that it be fair and just in how it operates, and that its practical goals include bringing certain kinds of fairness and justice to the society as a whole. ]]Justice and fairness as important  government goals (not just constraints on meanss. Government, acting as an agent of society as a whole, is able to use its authority to achieve particular results. When it does so, concerns about justice and fairness take on a special prominence. Unlike private producers, government can use its authority as well as its money to produce socially valuable results. In fact, in many cases, even the money that government uses to achieve its results is raised through the use of authority. In a democracy, the authority of the state is subject to conditions of use that differ from the rules for use of privately held money. The authority of the state cannot be used for any purposes except those sanctioned by the body politic. Even then, its use is limited by the existence of some individual rights vis-à-vis the state. Concerns about the fairness and justice of the government’s use of public monies---whether it is being used to pursue just conditions in the society---and the means being applied emerge as important public values to be protected in government operations.

Shaping relationships. Government, acting as an agent of society as a whole, is often interested in trying to shape relationships to achieve the goals of a just, orderly, and sociable [[AU: Word OK? Sociable = “gregarious; fond of the company of others” My Webster’s Third International Dictionary gives the following definition which captures the meaning I intend: “1) Inclined by nature to community life.”]]community and individually experienced material results. Among the tasks society entrusts to government is assigning of responsibilities and duties to particular individuals and conferring privileges and rights. This assignment originates in individuals’ needs for some way of peaceably adjudicating disputes. Disputes arise when one person feels unjustly or unfairly treated by another, and the second person disagrees with the first person’s view. They need a third party to settle the dispute fairly and authoritatively. Dispute resolution may be the most obvious instances of state intervention to structure relationships among individuals in the society, but the state’s role in structuring societal relationship is more pervasive than that. In its every rule regulating the conduct of one social actor to another, the state seeks to establish and enforce a “right relationship” among the social actors. The content of that right relationship is specified in the duties imposed and the privileges conferred on the social actors. Though conferred on individuals, the duties and privileges are guided by or entail a social idea of right relationships among citizens in a society and an idea of what each social actor owes another. When the government uses state power to structure and enforce these relationships, it is trying to move the society toward more amicable, equal, and just relationships---for example, when it establishes a rule that makes it a crime to willfully deceive the investing or consuming public or to knowingly expose workers to hazardous conditions; when it requires parents to care for their children; when it outlaws discrimination or makes hate speech a crime; when it gives new political rights to women; and when it punishes tax evaders or corrupt officials. Of course there are limits to what the state can do in seeking to create certain kinds of relationships in society. The law cannot change the human heart, but it can and does often insist that social actors present in their behavior an outward manifestation of a right relationship with others.
 

[2]Networked Government as a Balance between Government and Markets?[end]
These basic expectations of government in democratic societies tend to produce a considerably more rigid operational production system than a private market. Yet the hope persists of finding a better balance between the values democratic governments are politically and constitutionally required to protect and the adaptability and flexibility that is required to allow government to adapt to an environment that is both heterogeneous and dynamic in its demands. If only the boundaries of government could be softened a bit . . .

Perhaps the idea of networked government solutions could provide the answer. Instead of pursuing democratic accountability to the point of blotting out all variation and flexibility, perhaps the governmental system could be rigid with respect to the protection of core values but be allowed a significant amount of variability in the means chosen to advance those broad ends. Perhaps the preferences of different political communities and differently placed individuals could be given more standing in the collision of publicly defined purposes and local community or individual variation. Perhaps government could allow midlevel managers to take locally responsive and innovative initiatives and use that variability to improve its performance. Perhaps if government could make itself more responsive in the detailed purposes it sought, and especially in the means it used, it could attract more voluntary private assistance. Private parties might volunteer to accomplish purposes chosen together, accepting their duties gracefully and pursuing them aggressively. This is the idea of networked governance---a network in service to public purposes, but more innovative, adaptable, nimble than the classical organizational form.

[INSERT TABLE 9-1 ABOUT HERE]
This sort of thinking is illustrated in table 9-1. It depicts a continuum with the extremes of market and hierarchical government at either end and networked government around the middle.
 Of particular importance in this conception are two ideas. 

First, a key difference between a market and a network has to do with how much central authority exists to guide network operations. “Central authority,” however, turns out to be a complex idea. It is a functional capacity that describes how much the actions of different parts of a network can be explicitly directed and controlled by some central governing authority. It is also a normative idea about the particular institution or process that serves as the socially appropriate “arbiter of value.” As noted earlier, in markets both production and consumption decisions are highly decentralized, and the individual customer is the arbiter of value. In government, production and consumption decisions are collectivized and the public, acting through the processes of representative government, is the arbiter of value. 

In some networks the government has not exerted its full powers of command and control as an arbiter of public value and organize production; instead, it has invited other social actors to contribute to the definition and solution of public problems. In those instances, government has given up some of its capacity to control network operations and perhaps also some of its powers to define the ends to be pursued. That is the price of engaging, negotiating with, and using the resources of other independent actors in a combined and coordinated, but not centrally directed, enterprise. This loss of some operational control and the monopoly over the definition of public value is partially mitigated by the acknowledgment of shared goals and objectives and the creation of specific, more or less enforceable agreements among network members about how they will act together to achieve results all agree are better than the current conditions. In other words, an implicit or explicit contract among the parties replaces hierarchical authority. It is the deal that governs, not the government; and the government is merely a party to the deal.

Further, because the idea of central authority over network operations is complex and exists in varying degrees, networks created by public officials or otherwise incorporating government assets take on many different forms. At one extreme are government-dominated networks; at the other are privately constructed networks in which government plays a smaller role in either the network’s creation or continued management. The concept of a central authority also brings into sharp focus the important idea that a network could be conceived as a nested set of more or less explicitly negotiated deals and could be evaluated according to the degree to which the agreed deals protect and advance the public values that democratic government is charged with protecting. Indeed, one of the important challenges of networked government is to develop oversight mechanisms that allow public vetting of the deals made to create networked government arrangements, to be sure that important public values are protected and that government assets have not been improperly subordinated to private purposes. 

[2]How Broad Is the Need?[end] 

In this account networked governance emerges as a response to the challenge of improving government’s innovativeness, its ability to focus government resources on the achievement of socially desired outcomes, and its ability to mobilize assistance from the private sector while remaining true to core values of democratic government. An important and as yet unanswered question is, How broad and pervasive is the need for networked government? Will networked government need to take over 10 percent of the government’s work, or 60 percent? 

One way to answer this question is to revisit the reasons governments are reaching out for networked government solutions. If the occasions requiring networked government are understood, estimating how often it would be needed might be possible. There are at least three different views on the extent of the need for networked government. 

First, networked government can be seen as always the best way to organize government efforts to solve public problems. According to this view, these techniques were not used in the past because people erred in imagining that bureaucratic government could perform as well as networked government. The benefits of imposing a tight, centralized bureaucratic structure on government operations were simply overestimated and the costs were underestimated. One result was increased control and accountability, which boosted government performance in some ways, but too great a price was paid for that gain in terms of lost innovativeness, responsiveness, and capacity to focus all available social resources on the solution of public problems. In this view, had the principles of networked government been figured out and applied long ago, there would be far fewer public problems today. The implication of this viewpoint is  that nearly 100 percent of the government-controlled resources and activities should come to be governed by networked relationships and agreements and removed from hierarchical bureaucratic structures. Bureaucracies should be the substratum of government; government operations should be guided by networked agreements.

A second, more restrictive, viewpoint is that networked government arrangements are needed for only a select number of governmental functions, where the fit between the old government structure and the problems it sought to address have disintegrated over time. The idea is that the old responses seemed adequate---bureaucratic government continued to work well---for some problems that had long been assigned to government and that had changed little over time. Only in areas where the problems previously been assigned to government were changing in ways that rendered the old governmental structure ineffective would networked government solutions have to be sought. Networked government solutions would be needed to adapt the performance of government because old agencies could not simply be scrapped and new structures built; instead, capacities present in both the existing government and private sector would have to be cobbled together to solve these problems. Networked government emerges as a kind of temporary prosthesis to cope with a growing misfit between old structures and the changing character of today’s problems while moving toward a more satisfactory permanent structure. This perspective suggests that networked government would not be needed everywhere---only for tasks that had changed in ways that stymied the effectiveness of existing governmental arrangements. Furthermore, networked government might not be needed permanently but only on an interim basis, while policymakers figured out how to adjust the existing permanent structures.

The third, most restrictive perspective on networked government arrangements is that they are needed only for a select group of problems with special characteristics that required network solutions. The idea here is that the complexity [[Au: OK? OK]]of certain governmental tasks---protection against global terrorism, coping with environmental change, managing global health threats--- makes any bureaucratic structure less effective (particularly the old ones) than networked government arrangements. According to this view, networked government is needed only where governments can’t solve problems by traditional government means[[AU: OK to recast to fix circular reasoning? OK]].
 

[1]Creating Networked Government Arrangements[end]
However pressing the need for networked government arrangements is seen to be[[AU: Sense OK as edited? Yes. ]], if we are interested in exploiting the potential of networked government arrangements we have to think a bit about the processes by which such arrangements come into existence. Broadly speaking, it seems that networked government is called into existence through two different mechanisms: formally, from the top down, when a top-level government decision is taken to create a network to deal with an observed performance problem, or informally, from the bottom up, as individual officials, struggling to achieve their assigned purposes, realize that they need to supplement the capacities they directly control with assets and capabilities held by independent social actors. They then seek to enroll them in some kind of mutually satisfactory networked government arrangements. Examples of top-down efforts to create governmental networks include the appointment by federal, state, or local governments of “drug czars” to coordinate governmental and private action to reduce drug abuse or of a terrorism coordinator to plan for a society-wide effort to prevent or mitigate harm from terrorist attacks, and the initiation of an interagency, intergovernmental, cross-sector planning process to reduce teen pregnancies.
 In each of these cases a central-government actor acts to create a networked form of government that can call on the capacities of existing organizations and in so doing can outperform the existing bureaucratic structures.

Examples of bottom-up efforts to create networked government arrangements that can outperform existing bureaucratic structures are not hard to find. A police precinct commander who finds that he or she cannot control youth violence without assistance from the local community to identify the most serious offenders may be motivated to create a small networked government arrangement to control and prevent youth violence.
 It may occur to a state social services commissioner who cannot find enough adoptive parents in minority communities that the development of a partnership with minority churches might help locate and recruit parents to fill the gap, and he will consider creating a networked government solution.
 A Coast Guard officer charged with guaranteeing the security of U.S. ports quickly realizes that he must try to construct a networked governance arrangement not by the use of top-down authority but by the process of persuasion, coalition building, and taking advantage of existing organizations that seem interested in the same goal.
 

Given the potential importance of networked governance arrangements for improving government performance, there is no need to choose between these two different ways of building networked government arrangements. Networks constructed both from the top down and from the bottom up can probably be used. However, in planning for evolving to a world with more networked government arrangements it might be particularly important to keep in mind the importance of networks that emerge from the bottom up. Government officials trying to do their jobs well discover over and over again that they need these new networked arrangements to achieve their assigned tasks. That will increase the number and guarantee the immediate utility of the networks created. 

Further, to support the development of bottom-up networks, managers will have to be authorized to do this work and equipped with the required skills.
 Thus, government managers would have to be asked to feel accountable not only for deploying the assets and directing the activities of the organizations they lead but also for recognizing when they need to supplement their capacities with those of other social actors. They would also have to be trained in the skills of leadership and negotiation in addition to the traditional skills of direct supervision and management of hierarchical organizations.
A little reflection also suggests that the problems of government performance are not solved by the creation of a single new networked governmental solution. The newly created network often needs to be adapted and further developed over time. And new problems requiring new networks will always arise. Thus, in a governmental system that has come to understand the virtues of operating in networks, both very senior and less senior government officials will have to learn the skills of recognizing when networks are needed, and then building, sustaining, and adjusting the networks as they go along. 

[1]The Cases: Examples of Networks and Networkers[end]
All the cases in this book describe problems that government is trying to solve and most also describe the institutional structures and processes that government relies on to alleviate the problem. Most of the described government responses take the form of a networked government solution, but there are two significant exceptions: H. Brinton Milward and Jörg Raab (chapter 8) examine the role of terrorist networks in creating problems for government but not the government’s methods for combating the networks, and William D. Eggers (chapter 2)
looks at how a single organization turned itself into a school for training government officials to become network builders but without presenting much detail on any of the networks those individuals have gone on to build. 

In a conclusion to a book that presents so many different insights about the relationship of networks to government the challenge is to decide whether to try to summarize everything offered or to narrow the focus of the summary to two key operational questions: (1) what do these cases reveal about the conditions under which networked government arrangements will outperform traditional bureaucratic structures, and (2) how can such arrangements be constructed, sustained, and operated to improve governmental performance. I have chosen the second, narrow-focus, course. 

This volume presents seven cases, only some of which have a direct bearing on the two key operational questions, so all the ideas offered here have to be treated as tentative hypotheses rather than definitive conclusions. As more cases of networked of government are developed, hypotheses can be tested and understanding improved. This book begins with what is in hand. 

[2]A Schematic Review of the Cases[end]
A starting point would be to simply catalog some features of the networks described in the cases. That seems straightforward, but in application, care has to be taken describing the network that is the focus of each case.[[AU: Highlight cases discussed? Don’t know what this means. If it means what you have done with italics and chapter heads, that’s fine. ]]
The cooperative conservation initiative (chapter 2). The case of the cooperative conservation initiative formed around the Detroit River offers evidence that networked government has become the preferred mode of operation for at least the Department of the Interior, and perhaps for the EPA as well. It is remarkable to see the degree to which the DOI in particular has shifted its mode of operations from a command-and-control regulatory regime to one that seeks to build collaborative governance capacity as the solution to particular environmental problems. Ultimately, however, the main object of analysis is not a specific network per se but rather is about how one organization, the EPA, turned itself into an entity that is committed to doing its work through networked government arrangements and is training its operating officials to build and use these networks, and about a government-wide initiative to encourage other regulatory agencies to use these same techniques. A key use of this case would be to explore the methods the organization relies on to train individuals to build networks.

California Environmental Policy network (chapter 3). The case of the California Environmental Policy network is about the challenge of developing a state-level coordinating network that can improve the performance of a series of localized or special- purpose networks that have sprung up in California to deal with specific issues. This emergent network of networks is described as the “first-in-the-world comprehensive program.” 
Chesapeake Bay Program (chapter 4). In the Chesapeake Bay Program, the relevant network is the body of social actors with interests and capacities to shape the ecological and economic character of the Chesapeake Bay region.

State benefits eligibility systems (chapter 5). The chapter on state benefits eligibility systems describes three somewhat different networks. First, single-state organizations are sometimes described more as complex networks of individual offices than as an organized hierarchy of offices delivering standardized services. Second, single-state organizations are described that reach out for effective collaborations with for-profit organizations that have considerable expertise with the information systems that could simultaneously speed up, standardize, and customize the process of eligibility determination. Third, the chapter describes the development of national practices within a network of independent state agencies joined together to some degree by the existence of common federal regulations, and a shared professional community. The most attention is devoted to the second level: how the privatization of the previously sacrosanct eligibility-determination functions was improved through the process of privatization.

Intelligence community (chapter 6). Here, the network seems to be the assorted government agencies that collect and analyze intelligence about threats to the security of the United States, particularly the threat of terrorist attack.  
Port security (chapter 7). In the case of ensuring port security, the network seems straightforward enough: it depends on the mobilization of a set of actors with the interests and capacities to protect U.S. and world ports from becoming either a target of terrorism or a conduit through which terrorist arms could pass easily.

Islamic terrorism (chapter 8). The chapter on Islamic terrorism describes not a network of government agencies dealing with a problem but the network of more or less independent actors that constitute the terrorist organization, network, or movement that is creating a major threat to governments around the world.

A quick review of these networks identifies two similar networks that represent roughly what one would expect to find when looking at networked government. The Chesapeake Bay Program and the Port Security initiative look like classic networked governance arrangements in that they seek to organize the efforts of many disparate groups---some governmental, some not---that are trying to deal with a common problem. The logic of including a specific social actor in a network rests on the interest and capacity of that actor to contribute materially and practically to the solution of a specific public problem.[[Au: Sense unclear. OK as edited? Yes. ]]
[[Au: OK to compress somewhat to avoid repetition and clarify sense? Yes. ]]The California Environmental case also looks like a classic example of networked government in that it illustrates the emergent need for a network to coordinate and focus the actions of independent government entities. The distinguishing feature of this network, however, is that it is a network of smaller networks that were created to solve problems that single organizations working alone could not solve, not of single established organizations. These smaller, more local, more specialized networks were created from the bottom up by a “virtual army of policy entrepreneurs.” Thus, the “first-in-the-world comprehensive environmental program” is not a network of organizations but of networks.

These three cases seem best to epitomize the arrangements one would expect to see in networked government. They seem like successful efforts to combine capacities from different government organizations and from the private sector, to build a capacity to perform that did not exist until the new networked relationships were built.

The case of the state eligibility system looks like a classic privatization effort, particularly if one concentrates on the state-level efforts to contract this key function out to the private sector. As such, it is a narrower kind of networked government case than those described above: fewer actors have to be knitted together to achieve the desired result. Moreover, the limited network can be dominated by government insofar as government is prepared to use its financial power and its contracting power to specify what it wants produced. There need not be much negotiation about what is to be produced, only about the price for doing the work.

The Chesapeake Bay, port security, California environment, and state benefits eligibility standards cases all describe networks built from independent organizations or, in the case of California environmental protection, from independent networks. Running through the list, however, one could argue that the governance of the networks is getting thicker and tighter. There are fewer players; the purposes of the network are being more centrally defined by higher levels of government. They are drifting toward hierarchical government relationships.

This shift continues in the networks described in the intelligence community and in the cooperative conservation initiative cases. The intelligence community case looks more like the efforts to develop more effective coordination among distinct governmental organizations facing similar, highly interdependent tasks. The means for building that coordination include not only efforts to create a shared sense of mission and better mechanisms for cooperation but also the creation of a coherent central authority to insist on as well as merely encourage cooperation. And, as noted earlier, the case of the cooperative conservation initiative looks less like a network per se than a case of an organization that has decided to operate through networks, and has focused its attention on training network builders.

Finally, the case of Islamic terrorism is certainly about networks. In the context of this book, that discussion serves a very important cautionary purpose, reminding us that networks in themselves are neither good nor bad; their value depends on the purposes the networks are enabling. It also suggests the potential urgency of developing network capacities in government. If it is true that “it takes a network to combat a network,” then it is true that the government will have to be able to construct a network to deal effectively with terrorism[[AU: Did the CIA use to have a network of spies?. Good question. Yes, the spies who reported to the CIA were often described as a network. But it seems that there were two ideas contained in this usage. First, that the spies were not full time employees of the government – that they were more like contractors than employees – this despite the fact that the CIA tried to maintain effective operational control over what they did. Second, that what was important about the network was its coverage. What it usually did not mean was that the individual spies had organized themselves as a network with a common purpose. They were organized as a network by the CIA. I am actually just reporting here what the authors said in their chapter. Maybe the question would be better addressed to them.]]. But to see the networked government arrangements that are being constructed to confront this network, one would have to go back to the cases on port security or intelligence.
The Chesapeake Bay project, port security, the statewide California environmental system, and the state eligibility guidelines cases seem particularly relevant for analyzing when networked government arrangements are appropriate, and how they might be constructed, largely because in those networks no central authority guides the work and because the networks reach out across many different boundaries. The intelligence community also retains enough network-like characteristics to justify treating its operations as the result of networked rather than hierarchically organized government, despite efforts to give the intelligence network a centrally directed and thus hierarchical character. Table 9-2 shows these five networked government arrangements along four dimensions that are useful in characterizing the form the network takes and what occasioned its development.
[INSERT Table 9-2 ABOUT here]
Each of the five networks just discussed heads a column whose cells describe the network in terms of four dimensions [[AU: Sense very unclear. OK to recast description of table? Yes. Be my guest.]]. The first dimension is the stage of the network’s development. One of the defining characteristics of networks is that they are ever-changing rather than fixed and determined, so no network can ever be “fully established,” but some distinctions can be made nevertheless: (1) between networks with relatively fixed boundaries and those with boundaries still in flux; (2) between networks in which the sense of interdependence and common cause is still emerging and those in which the actors have grown accustomed to thinking of themselves as interdependent; (3) between networks that have accomplished some important tasks and those that have not yet done much but talk; (4) between networks still developing most working relationships and those with some history of accomplishment. Viewed in this way, none of the networks examined in this book can be considered well established---they are all in the state of “becoming”---so it is hard to evaluate their performance or say that established networks can be managed well. These cases say more about starts than finishes. 

Second, the networks are described in terms of their scope. A network’s scope can usefully be presented in terms of geographic scale and of the number and type of boundaries crossed. Networks dealing with national security are global in scale; they are concerned with actions and conditions on an international stage, scooping up resources and capacities from social actors around the world and taking action in many different parts of the world. The environmental networks, by contrast---for example, the California and Chesapeake Bay cases---are more local in geographic scope. 

Sectoral and organizational boundary crossings are also significant in the scope dimension. Boundary crossing is one of the defining characteristics and unique challenges in creating a network. If all the social actors within a network are subject to a close-by and active common authority, they really belong to an “organization” rather than a “network.” By definition, a network combines assets and capacities from social actors that do not have a common, authoritative superior or cannot easily call upon that authority because it is distant or distracted.[[AU: Clarify this distinction between networks and organizations earlier? OK . But not sure where to put this. Perhaps Editors Kettl and Goldsmith should make this distinction in Introduction and then I can refer to it.]]] This fact makes network coordination and operation more a matter of recognizing shared interests and negotiating working agreements than of appealing to a common authority. The more boundaries crossed, the more complex is the network. The wider the cultural divide is among actors, the more challenging are the border crossings and negotiations. Viewed from this perspective, the network with the most borders to cross is the port security network. The one with the fewest might be the cooperative conservation initiative, at least when it operates simply to create networking-inclined public officials, because all the processes are within the same organization. The intelligence network is a challenge. Even though it looks as though it is run by a common authority and therefore is not a network at all, given the agencies’ historic independence and the practical necessity of tightly controlling information flows, it is quickly apparent that it is in fact closer in form to a network than a single organization because its loosely coupled agencies have to be persuaded to act together.

The third dimension on the table is the driver of development. A network can be characterized in terms of whether the drive for network development came from the top down or the bottom up. “Top-down” development means the network came into being at the behest and with the active leadership of someone in a position of authority to mandate the creation of a network that could supersede the authority of the existing organizations. “Bottom-up” development means that the network emerged from the entrepreneurial efforts of individuals or informal groups of individuals in less lofty hierarchical positions. These people, seeing a functional need for a network so they can do their jobs, begin to develop network capacity without any particular authorization to do so. Here the cases seem to divide neatly. The top-down cases are the California environmental case, the benefits eligibility standards case, and the intelligence community case. The “bottom-up” cases are port security and the Chesapeake Bay Program.

The fourth dimension on which a given network is characterized is how thin or thick its internal operations are. In a thin network contacts among network members are limited, perhaps only taking place among the individuals at the top of the organizations in the network. In a thick network, the social actors in the network are more extensively involved with one another---individuals at many different levels of the networked organizations talk frequently and act together. A related idea is that a thick network moves reasonably quickly from talk to action, and from policy to implementation. In essence, a thick network begins to look more like an organization in operational terms, even though its ownership and control functions remain distributed across organizational boundaries. 

There is a close relationship between the idea of a thin or thick network and the network’s stage of development (the first dimension in the table.) Almost certainly, a thick network takes more time to develop than a thin one, and it would be natural to say that a thicker network is more developed than a thinner network. However, some networks, even when fully developed, do not have to be particularly thick to be effective. The case of Islamic terrorism, for example, suggests that that particular network is becoming more effective as it is becoming thinner, precisely because it is less interdependent, making the whole network less vulnerable to a successful attack on a part of the system. Much depends on how often and in what ways individual actors, placed on the opposite sides of organizational boundaries, have to recognize a interdependence, pool separately held assets in a common pot, and act in highly coordinated ways to achieve the network goals. If the social actors in a network can operate independently, they do not need a thick network; if they have to make frequent, unpredictable boundary crossings, they do. In terms of its requirements for operational coordination, a relatively thin but useful port security network could possibly be produced. The main function of the network might be nothing more than keeping the attention of the key actors focused on taking steps on their own to enhance port security. In contrast, it is almost inconceivable that the intelligence agency could be successful without a very thick network. 

[2]Conditions under Which Networks Seem to Arise[end]
The cases in this book are about networks that can be characterized in the ways described in the table and paragraphs above. [[AU: What does “here” mean here? In the table?]]. What, then, do they reveal about the conditions that might encourage networks or about the places where networks might be needed? There may or may not be an important relationship between the conditions that foster networks and the places where they are needed. Although it is tempting to imagine that the need for a network might be one of the conditions favoring its development, this is only true if some agent perceives the need and takes actions that help create the network. A description of the kinds of problems for which networks might be the best answer might yield a predictive theory about where they will arise. In any case, it reveals a normative theory about where someone might want to create networks. 

From a review of both the general theory of networked government and the cases, one can hypothesize that the following conditions could be favorable to the development of networks:

---Government’s performance problems are glaring (crisis). 

---The technical requirements for dealing with a problem and the institutional arrangements governing the social response are out of sync.

---Some features of a problem could best be attacked by a loosely coupled network rather than by a large, hierarchical organization.

[3]Glaring Performance Crises[end] 
Perhaps the single most important factor favoring the development of networked government solutions is undeniable evidence of major performance problems in government---a crisis of some kind. Because government organizations do not typically go bankrupt, resources can long remain committed to failures. Bankruptcy in the private sector, though bad for a company and its investors, stops the continued waste of resources by freeing them up from old commitments. 

The closest analogs to bankruptcies in the public sector are glaring crises of performance: the destruction of the World Trade Center by terrorists or an environmental regulatory dispute that runs twenty years without any improvement in the environment[[AU: Update in light of financial crisis? This is a bankruptcy in the private sector, not the public!! The public then steps in to fix the performance of the private sector!]]. Crises create an opportunity to establish a new way of doing business.
 That opportunity consists of several key elements: a sense of urgency about a task; the discrediting of old structures and solutions so that they can no longer make compelling claims on resources; an implicit authorization for anyone with an idea about how to proceed to make a suggestion; and both top-down and bottom-up searches to invent new ways of proceeding. As a practitioner colleague once explained, “A crisis collapses all the existing structures and creates an opportunity to build something new with resources regained from the old failed solution.”
 This seems to be a perfect description of the functional equivalent of a private sector bankruptcy.

The difficulty is in establishing as an incontrovertible fact that government organizations are failing badly in some critical task. The question of how well a government organization performs is not answered by objective evidence of financial performance; it is always a politically contested claim. Some people allege government failure and crisis even when it is not evident. Making an undeniable claim that a government operation has dramatically failed is, therefore, a political task. Some highly visible event, or the publication of some key statistic, has to be amplified by means of political action. When this occurs, the chances of reorganizing or reconstituting government’s efforts, particularly from the top down, increase. 

The troubles that create occasions for declaring public sector bankruptcies vary a great deal. In the cases in this volume, all the following events and conditions provide the occasion for a major reorganization and the creation of networked arrangements:

---A series of intelligence failures ranging from the failure to anticipate terrorist attacks to faulty intelligence about weapons of mass destruction in Iraq

---A recognition that the nation’s ports were both a tempting target for terrorists and a portal through which they or their matériel might have to pass

---A decades-long stalemate on the environmental regulation of a key natural resource

---Aggravated environmental conditions left unresolved by fragmented and stalemated environmental policy initiatives 

It takes little imagination or research to come up with many more triggers for the creation of networked government arrangements. The severe acute respiratory syndrome (SARS) epidemic, economic development of abandoned parts of cities, enhanced security for residents of dangerous urban environments--- all present the same kinds of urgent conditions that collapse existing institutional forms and create both the need and the opportunity to create new governmental responses. Joseph Schumpeter’s “gale of creative destruction” does not happen only in the private sector; it appears in a more muted and restrained form in the public sector[[AU: Document? Joseph A. Schumpeter, Capitalism, Socialism, and Democracy London, New York  Routledge, 1994, 1976]]. In such turbulence opportunities to build networked government arrangements occur. 
[3]Mismatch between Problems and Organizational Structures[end]
A second factor contributing to the development of networked government is a substantial misfit between the technical requirements for dealing with a given problem and the institutional arrangements governing the social response. This factor and the performance crisis just described overlap significantly because irrefutable evidence of performance problems often reveals a wide mismatch between significant problems and institutional arrangements for their mitigation. On many occasions “insiders” understand that there is a bad mismatch between problems and institutional means for solution, but the public at large does not know about it. In these cases the drive to create networked government solutions will probably come from the bottom up, with midlevel public officials struggling to improve structures and processes without help from top-down authorization. When the wider public comes to understand the mismatch between a problem and government’s response, the initiative to create a networked government solution will often become top-down, for public concern will trigger the action of the higher-level officials who can mandate, rather than negotiate, networked arrangements. 

A mismatch between problems and structures can take many forms. For instance, if government faces a task with changing characteristics, it may be challenged to innovate, adapt, and maintain a variety of responses instead of hanging on to “tried and true” measures. That recognition seems to have prompted the Department of the Interior to try to codify a set of practices that would allow their bureaucrats to custom-tailor responses to conservation disputes involving public lands.

Another possibility is that government may face a problem where close coordination across organizational boundaries is necessary to achieve its desired goals. The distinct organizations may have been established to develop specialized expertise of one kind or another, but that expertise has value primarily when it is closely aligned operationally with other technical expertise located in different organizations. If the organizations do not have any well-oiled means of operational coordination, there will be a misfit between operations and performance. That seems to be the case with the U.S. intelligence community.

Another possibility is that the government seeks to solve a problem without commanding enough resources for the job. The most obvious limitation is usually money. Theoretically, if the government had enough money it could buy solutions to problems through direct production and contracts with private suppliers, but government’s assigned tasks are usually much bigger than the funds available. That means that the government must find ways to mobilize other actors who control useful or necessary assets. It can use its regulatory authority to require private actors to contribute to public purposes or use its bully pulpit to exhort individuals to make “voluntary” contributions to the public purpose. Both regulatory authority and exhortation depend crucially on government’s standing and legitimacy in the eyes of those being compelled or asked to contribute to public solutions. But government may lack legitimacy as well as money or regulatory authority. If government is to succeed it must find a way to combine its money with its regulatory authority and its legitimacy to mobilize a wide set of actors to contribute to a common goal. The only way to do this is through consultation, consensus building, and continuing pressure to focus on a problem that many actors have to deal with but that no one actor feels responsible for solving. It was this situation that seems to have animated and guided the development of both the Chesapeake Bay Program network and the gradual emergence of the port security solution.

[3]Special Characteristics of Problems[end]
A third factor encouraging or facilitating the development of a networked government solution would be a problem that had some specific features that a loose network could better address than a large, hierarchical organization. Here are some features of substantive problems that might make networked government arrangements particularly useful.


First, suppose the symptoms of problems show up in places that are relatively distant from the causes of the problem. Most governments are spatially organized within geographical boundaries, but the material and social conditions that generate problems do not necessarily respect these boundaries. A problem can appear in jurisdiction X but originate in jurisdiction Y. A higher-level government unit Z that includes both X and Y could theoretically solve this problem, but suppose, as in the case of international port security, there is no Z. Or there might be a Z, but the problem between X and Y is not important enough to rank high on Z’s agenda. Or suppose that Z’s recommended solution is worse than many solutions that X and Y could develop together. In all these cases it might make more sense for X and Y to see if they can make a deal themselves, with or without the help of Z. 

Next, consider the possibility that the big problem to be solved is really an aggregation of many different smaller problems that are distinct in their location, causes, and solutions. The set of smaller, independent problems may include problems of many different sizes, ranging from pretty big problems, cutting across existing boundaries, to small problems located in a single jurisdiction. In this situation the big problem cannot be solved with a single stroke by a large actor; a solution has to be created by solving the many small problems that constitute the big one. Of course, some important things may need doing at the largest possible scale. Political pressure may have to be built and maintained to get on with the problem solving. Some causes of a problem may be structural and general, but it should not be assumed that all such problems are best handled by means of large-scale, structural solutions. There may be many big problems that can be eliminated only by first solving the many smaller component problems. 


This seems to be the characteristic of both the environmental and the national security problems discussed in this volume. The deteriorating natural environment is a problem with the characteristics of being dislocated geographically from causes and of being a big problem that is made up of many smaller, more or less independent problems. And it is this characteristic of environmental problems the suggests the wisdom of the familiar slogan that exhorts us to “Think Globally, Act Locally.”  But there might also be occasions and opportunities where the opposite slogan – “Think Locally, Act Globally” might also make sense. It is precisely this tension between the wisdom of decentralized action that can accumulate to an important aggregate result on one hand, and the necessity of having to act on larger more structural conditions to be able to make any progress on local issues that is played out in the California Environmental Regulation Case.

[1]Some Principles for Network Designers and Managers[end]
So we see that the conditions under which networked government arrangements arise are at least partially determined by functional requirements. Networks arise when they seem necessary because of dramatic performance failures or a misfit of problem to structure, or when a problem has features that make networked responses seem particularly appropriate. But this prognosis may be overly optimistic, for networked government arrangements could also arise because they have become a management fad. Even worse, they might fail to develop in cases where they are needed because there is no explicit authorization to create them or no enterprising managers to see the need and to create them.

[[AU: This 2=head doesn’t seem necessary and also, if present, would seem to require that the next head be a 3-head. Omit? OK]]These observations are a reminder that networked government arrangements do not arise spontaneously, even when there is a need. They arise when officials at the apex or midlevels of government act to create and use networks rather than organizations to achieve their purposes. This means that much depends on whether officials are authorized and encouraged to become networkers and whether they have the appropriate skills for this work. 

Because the cases in this volume are written more about networks than about the networkers who design them from the top down or build them from the bottom up, little is imparted about the leadership and management skills that go into their creation. Learning about these issues will have to await a set of cases focused on managerial action to create, sustain, or operate within networks. In anticipation of this work, we offer some ideas and hypotheses that can be tested in future research.
 
[2]The Role of Leadership and Management in Creating Networks[end]
The cases reveal networks at different stages of becoming. An important question to consider in understanding both the past history and future prospects of these networks is which particular actors are doing the work of creating these networks. It has to be assumed that there is some agency---some individuals in particular positions who are making specific efforts to transform working relations with others and through those new relationships are transforming the real productive capacities of the system as a whole. It also has to be assumed that part of the activity here entails exploring and investing in the new working relationships and that another part involves using those new working relationships to produce different material results. It also has to be assumed that any given network combines investment and development activities and operational use of the new working relationships. 

However, it should not necessarily be assumed that the development of the network is under the conscious control of any particular individual or group. The impetus to create the network can come from many different actors and can change over time. The success of the network never depends only on the main strength of a single actor, but depends on the latent potential of the network as a whole, the ability of many different actors to recognize that potential, and their willingness to cooperate to build the network. 

Consistent with this observation is the further idea that networks can be created both explicitly from the top down and more tacitly and incrementally from the bottom up. It seems likely that top-down networks can be created only when there are significant, highly visible performance problems. In contrast, the networks that are occasioned by structural misfits or special problems may be generated from the bottom up. Those bottom-up efforts will always be aided by some kind of top-down authorization to engage in the work, but the top-down authorizations need not be specifically instructive; they can be generally permissive. 

[2]Focus on the Problem Rather Than the Organization[end]
The examples in this book make it clear that one key principal followed by the “networkers” whose actions form the central focus of the cases is to keep their attention riveted on the problem they want to solve rather than on the position they occupy or the organization they lead. This distinction may seem trivial. After all, most government operating managers hold positions that make them accountable for the solution of some social problem, or the production of some kind of public value. They have been entrusted with public assets---money and authority---to achieve those results, and they often are responsible for managing an organization whose operations have been developed over time to allow them to achieve the desired results. Indeed, it has long been a principle of good public administration that public managers should be given sufficient authority and resources to fulfill the responsibilities entrusted to them. Consequently, it has long been assumed that the idea of a manager’s accountability for achieving social objectives was closely aligned with the objective of efficient and effective use of assets under his direct control---in other words, with efficient and effective organizational management.

These cases do, however, reveal a mismatch between the problems for which a given manager feels responsible and his ability to solve them with resources directly under his control. The system that assigns public managers the task of achieving desired results often does not give them the authority and resources needed for the task.
 In this situation, public managers have two options: they can retreat into seeing their problem as managing the assets and organization entrusted to them while knowing that such efforts will be insufficient to deal with the problem, or they can move forward, remaining committed to the solution of the problem and searching for assets not under their direct control that they can use to achieve their purposes. The networkers in these cases take the latter approach. They seek to enlarge the effective scope of their influence to tap into assets they do not directly control. Thus, they can bridge the gap between the problem they think they have been asked to solve and the resources that have been entrusted to their direct control. 

It is not clear what moves the entrepreneurial networkers described in these cases take on this kind of responsibility. There are many reasons for them to take the first rather than the second approach. The traditions and culture of public administration make it a virtue for public officials to stay narrowly focused on their own responsibilities, a tendency reinforced by the reluctance of other public officials to have their judgments second-guessed or their turf invaded by a bureaucratic colleague. Tradition and culture also make it a virtue for public officials not to engage in the development of working partnerships with organizations outside the boundaries of government. Close engagement or active negotiations with private for-profit or nonprofit groups can suggest corruption. If public officials seek to develop a bit of independent political power so that they can negotiate with private actors from a strong position and thus avoid the perception and reality of corruption, they run into norms and rules that discourage them from developing any kind of independent political identity. The only reason for public managers to take the second approach---to seek to widen their scope for action by entering into working relations with other organizations---is that they feel accountable for achieving substantive results, not for doing their duty as it is ordinarily and narrowly understood.

The idea that the duty of public officials includes achieving substantive results beyond the actual capacities of the assets entrusted to them has been bolstered in recent years by a determined effort to focus officials’ attention on the achievement of results, not simply on organizational activity. Organizations have come under strong pressures to measure their performance in order to enhance both their accountability and performance. Those pressures have urged managers to go beyond measuring organizational activity and output to measuring the degree to which the organization achieved the social outcome that provided its ultimate raison d’être. These social outcomes often occurred far down a causal chain from the organization’s own activity, so many factors other than those under the control of the organization could come into play to shape the organization’s ultimate success. Consequently it is natural for organizational managers to begin thinking about how they could get more control over the factors that influence the success of their organization but are not directly under their control. The natural result of that kind of thinking is to consider the development of a network that extends the influence of the organization to factors that are now beyond its control. Thus, the pressure to achieve social outcomes creates both a pressure and a justification for organizational managers to creating wider networks of capacity that allow them to have a broader, deeper, and more durable impact on the social conditions they seek to change.
 
<<B>>Imagining the Network [[AU: Sense of head is a bit obscure. Is this Clearer as a principle for networkers? Yes. Change to that level of subordination.]]
The ability to imagine what the valuable network would be is a key skill to develop and deploy in the process of creating networked government. A relatively simple method, called “mapping backward” that was developed a several decades ago, in principle is useful for producing effective networks.
 The method involves the following steps: 
---Imagine the social outcome sought.
---Formulate a set of actions that could produce the desired result

---Identify the existing social actors who could plausibly take the required actions and the motivations that might encourage them to do so.

The key idea was to use the idea of reverse engineering---the logic of manufacturing production[[AU:Is this the sense? Yes. ]]---to identify the specific social actors to be recruited to the network because of their control of assets or capacities that were necessary or helpful to produce the desired result.

The reason I stress the method as being available “in principle” is that in practice, using this reverse-engineering logic to visualize the required network is more difficult than it first appears. A major part of the difficulty is that as an analyst begins “mapping backward” from a desired social result to the required action of social and government agents, is that the analysis tends to sprawl out of control. Once a desirable social outcome is defined, the real work starts. A way of producing the result has to be imagined. But there are often many different ways, and each method leads to a focus on a different set of social actors. If all possible methods are investigated, the analysis very quickly gets very complex. Finally, the empirical work has to be done to identify the social actors who can contribute to the solution of the problem, and to see how they might be motivated to do so. This last step is particularly difficult because the effects of the actions of a particular social actor effectively engaged in a productive network are not always limited to the targeted problem, which forces a redefinition of the problem to be solved.

Although it is difficult to do a complete analysis of the network actors needed to achieve a desired result, it is not hard to use this logic to get started on the task of imagining and building the network. The key is to look beyond the capacity of one’s own organization to see who else can make a useful contribution.
[2]Organizing and Aligning the Network[end]
Once the network is imagined according to a logic of production, the next step is to think about how best to call the network into existence so that its latent potential to produce desired social results can be activated and ensured. A person who holds a powerful position in a social or institutional hierarchy and thus can exert strong political pressures to improve results can easily imagine a top-down approach to creating a network. Indeed, a new organization designed to achieve the desired result might simply be formed by fiat, and the necessity of network creation dispensed with altogether! 

More commonly, though, individuals trying to build an efficacious network from a weak position must start negotiations with potential network participants. There is much to be learned about how to carry out such negotiations: the role that shared goals can play in facilitating the negotiations; the extent to which agreements should be explicit and written down versus left implicit and generally understood; the sequence in which network participants might best be approached; deciding when there are enough actors in the network to be able to begin producing results and the likely impact of that fact on future negotiations; and others. The important thing to understand is that the network is likely to develop through a series of more or less explicit deals struck among network participants---partly to achieve the common goal of improving network performance and partly to achieve other goals of the social actors. The participants will all have their own mix of reasons for joining, staying in, and operating on behalf of the network. 

[2]Animating, Driving, and Disciplining the Network[end]
Eventually, networks in the process of development have to act to produce the desired results. Let’s assume that the negotiations among the actors have provided a general rationale for joint action, identified the actors’ key contributions to the common goal, and created specific incentives for particular actors to do their part in the network. If that skein of deals works, the network will perform. In the real world, however, things rarely go this smoothly, and most networks do not perform as expected, so they suffer crises of confidence and erosions of trust. The bonds that hold them together will be tested and will have to be recreated. 

Thus, an important test of a network and an important focus of someone trying to create a network has to be the development of mechanisms that protect the operational discipline of the network and allow for the settlement of the conflicts that inevitably arise. These mechanisms could be thought of as the network’s governance process, which guides the recruitment of new actors into the network, keeps track of the implicit and explicit deals, seeks to mediate or arbitrate disputes among members of the network, and so on. Learning how networks get through difficulties as well as how they are created should be a key focus of future research.

[2]Evaluating the Performance of the Networks: The Idea of Leverage[end]
The final principle for network designers and managers is the evaluation of network performance.
 From an academic point of view it is important to see whether the dividends delivered by the networked government arrangements match predictions. Practically, evaluation is important to the designers and builders of networks because it provides assurance that they are moving in the right direction and measures their contribution to the solution of public problems. 

Indeed, one of the most important tools to sustain and discipline a network is a continuing capacity to monitor its performance and accomplishment. Negotiated arrangements among network participants, tracked by performance measurement and evaluation systems, can produce a functional equivalent for centralized authority in disciplining and focusing the actions of the network. If networks are held together and act through a set of negotiated deals within which the overall performance is one large part of the motivation to stay in the network, it is important to network members’ morale and continued enthusiasm for them to see the imagined results of their action realized. Agreement about shared goals combined with a performance measurement system provides a record as to whether the desired results are being achieved and whether particular actors are doing their agreed part, and substitutes for central authority. An organization that has a central authority, a core identity, and accustomed patterns of interaction can get along largely on tradition and the repetition of past actions. A network, in contrast---lacking the support of a central authority, a shared culture, and a history of joint action---has to be held together through a continuous demonstration of the networks’ value to each independent network member. Key to demonstrating that value is a strong capacity to monitor the activities and results of the network. Performance measurement may be even more important in networks than in organizations, because it forms much of the glue that keeps the network together.

From an academic perspective, the key evaluative question concerns the degree to which the creation of the network improved government’s or society’s overall ability to deal with a social problem. How does the network’s ability to create net public value compare with that of operations prior to the creation of the network? To measure the degree of improvement, one must imagine what the world would have been like if a particular network had not been developed. 

The focus of this evaluation is on improved performance, but the problem is that that the improvement could have been produced in two different ways: [[AU: OK, to clarify the two alternatives? Yes. ]](1) via the development of new methods for achieving the old result or a better alignment of existing capacities. These could be counted as programmatic or technical improvements---inventions in products, services, or processes that changed the deployment of a stock of assets to achieve better, more socially valuable results. Or (2), the improvements in performance could have come from the mobilization of new assets for the solution of the problem. It may be that nothing much changed in how a given problem was approached and that the whole difference lay in finding new resources and assets to apply to the problem.

Both of these sources of improvement could be viewed as socially valuable. It is good if better ways can be found to achieve desired results using the same amount of social resources. It is good if additional resources can be found to help deal with an urgent social problem. The key difference between them is that only the first is unambiguously good. The second is good only if the new resources applied to the problem are not particularly valuable in alternative uses. If the new resources are voluntarily contributed from many decentralized actors without their noticing that they have shifted their attention to the solution of a public problem, the flow of new resources to the solution could be considered relatively “free.” If, however, the resources have to be shifted from another urgent social task, the improved performance in dealing with the problem of current interest has to be discounted because it leads to some lost capacity in dealing with other important public problems.

Thus, when we are evaluating network performance, it is not enough to notice whether overall success in dealing with the problem has gone up or not. We must also evaluate how much of the improvement came from the mobilization of new resources and how much value those new resources would have had in alternative uses. Only then can the net value of the network be calculated. 

In practical terms the key evaluative question includes the academic question but is not limited to it. At the practical level, the key issue is whether the network helps network participants achieve their desired objectives[[AU: Change OK, to avoid “his”? Yes. ]]. Each network participant has some interest in seeing the overall social goals achieved but may have other goals different from the social outcome that the academic evaluator would define. For example, a network participant might want to leverage her assets by engaging the assets of the other network participants. That is one of the motivations that draw participants to the network. Left to herself a network participant may be able to produce only a small impact on a problem, whereas the results could be much better with the help of the network. If individual participants can leverage their resources through use of the network, their own performance will be much better than when they are acting without the help of a network. 

That way of thinking, though helpful to a network practitioner, can lead to misunderstanding, however. The real social leverage produced by a network is only the net difference observed in overall results, adjusted for the likelihood that they have been achieved partly by applying to the problem previously undeployed resources. There may well be synergies that can exploited through improved coordination in a network. A network may also be able to tap otherwise unused or wasted resources, and real social performance goes up to the degree that this is true and network members can take credit for a better results than they could have achieved had they done nothing but add their own resources to the common pot. But if each member of the network claims for himself the full value of the network, and the social value of the network is reckoned by totaling up each network participant’s claims, we may significantly overestimate the value of the network, as each network participant double-counts the contribution made by all the other network participants. Part of being a good network participant is learning to remain humble about one’s particular role in network development and operation. 

[1]Summary and Conclusions[end]
Much accumulated experience suggests that many of government’s most troubling problems cannot be handled by a single government organization acting alone, no matter how efficient and effective the organization and skilled its leader. Problems such as environmental degradation or terrorist threats cannot be met by a single organization located at one level of government. For problems like these and others, action is usually required from different government agencies, operating at different levels of government. Action may also be required from private enterprises, civil society, and nonprofit organizations. Often, action is also required from thousands or millions of ordinary families and citizens mobilized to contribute to a public cause by a complex blend of self-interest and public spirit.

If effective action to deal with important substantive problems is needed from many social actors distributed across a society, reliance cannot be placed only on effective action by a single organization, led by a single authoritative individual. Instead, a network of capacities has to be developed and exploited to draw assets, connections, knowledge, and motivations from social actors spread across and nestled in key points in the social firmament. 

From this realization grew the idea of networked government as a new and improved approach to handling difficult social problems. This approach is different from and more promising than the traditional, conventional approach, which relies on equipping leaders to drive their organizations toward increased efficiency and effectiveness in achieving relatively narrow and well-defined preset missions.

The idea of networked governance is intuitively appealing. It is tempting to think that some of government’s most important limitations might be overcome by creating entities with more capacity to mobilize, align, and coordinate the actions of others than to command and control them. Although the theoretical reasons for being enthusiastic about networked government are persuasive, empirical evidence that networked government arrangements outperform traditional arrangements is still scant. Networks are being formed, and their potential for improving performance is promising, but so far no networked government arrangements that have been in place for a long time have been solidly evaluated. Equally important is the lack of any strong empirical base to guide the actions of public officials wanting to design networks from the top down or build them from the bottom up.

[[AU: OK to compress this graf somewhat to avoid repetitions? Yes. ]]The seven cases presented in this book sharpen and focus conceptual understanding of why networked government might be important and when it is particularly urgent. They also raise important questions about the conditions in which networked government arrangements are likely to be created, about how network designers might think of going about it, and about how best to evaluate established networks. This is a large accomplishment for one volume, and much more work remains to be done to lay a solid empirical basis for gauging the potential of networked government and understanding how public officials can spot and exploit that potential.
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�. For basic introduction to these concepts, see Goldsmith and Eggers (2004), Milward and Provan (2006), and Agranoff (2007).


�. Examples of the aims of government arrangements are increased innovativeness, enhanced responsiveness to citizens’ aspirations, sharpened focus on achieving desired social results, improved coordination among separate agencies contributing to the same desired results, and more extensive and creative use of private motivations and capabilities in the pursuit of public purposes. Examples of public values are tight accountability over the use of government assets, reliability in performance, and fairness in the handling of individual cases.


�. On operating relationships among government organizations, see Bardach (1998); “integrating human service operations”: Weiss (1981); “distinct and independent missions”: President’s Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of Justice (1968).


�. Donahue (1997).


�. On “privatization of government services”: Donahue (1989); “development of “public-private partnerships”: Brooks, Liebman, and Schelling (2004); “collaborative governance”: Donahue and Zeckhauser (forthcoming 2009).


�. For a discussion of the key distinctions among the concepts of citizens, clients, and taxpayers see Moore (1995, chapter 2).


�. Herbert Kaufman may have been the first to identify this fundamental tradeoff between the desire for accountability and consistent performance on one hand, and responsiveness on the other. See Kaufman (1963).


�. Moore (2000).


�. See also the discussion by Stephen Goldsmith and Tim Burke in chapter 5 of this volume.


�. Moore (1995, chapter 2).


�. Altshuler and Behn (1997). 


�. Mashaw (1983).


�. Ibid.


�. Moore (1997).


�. In this passage I follow the lead of Woody Powell (TKTK, 295–-336).[[AU: Please add year 1991]]


�. Sometimes it seems that this is the position of Goldsmith and Eggers (2004): government performance can always be improved by thinking more about building networks of capacity to achieve desired outcomes than focusing narrowly on the performance of a single organization in its assigned mission.  


�. Viewing networked government arrangements as a temporary adaptation of government structures and processes to deal with a growing mismatch between old structures and either changing problems or new problems reminds us that the alternative to networked governance is often a major structural reorganization of government. There is a great deal of evidence to suggest, however, that wholesale structural reorganizations of government do not work very well. See, for example, Moore (1978). Consider also the problems that government now faces in realizing the potential of the reorganized Department of Homeland Services, or the reorganized intelligence community. See Kettl (TKTK) [[AU: Year? 2003]], and G. Edward DeSeve (chapter 6 this volume). 


�. This seems to be the claim of Milward and Raab with respect to Islamic Terrorism (see chapter 8, this volume). 


�. Reduce drug abuse: Buntin and Heymann (1998); terrorist attacks: KSG Case on European Terrorism Coordinator [[Au: PLease supply complete note]];  reduce teen pregnancies: Sarhill and Harmeling (2000).


�. Scott and Zimmerman (2007).


�. Altshuler, Warrock, and Zegans (1988). 


�. See Anne M. Khabadian and William G. Berberich (chapter 7, this volume).


�. This seems to be the conclusion reached by the Department of the Interior. See William Eggers’s discussion of the DOI’s “Co-operative Conservation Initiative” (chapter 2, this volume).


�. The “virtual army” of social entrepreneurs who created the small scale networks that become the focus of the “world’s first comprehensive approach” whose Word TK [[AU: Something missing?]]can be seen in two quite different lights. They could be seen (and applauded) as busy networkers who, acting independently but within the same broad domain, were laying the basis for networks that would allow each to solve its own problem and enable all of them together to make progress on solving the big problems that none of them alone could handle. Or they could be seen as the problem itself that someone operating at a higher level of governmental authority and with a wider perspective would have to resolve.


�. Moore (1969).


�. Ed Hamilton (Kennedy School of Government), personal communication, Date TK, 1972. [[Au: Provide date if possible. Cannot Provide. Too long ago.]]


�. This discussion follows the path---even retraces the steps---of Milward and Provan (2006).


�. Usually the problem is “not enough.” Sometimes the problem is too much, and or not the right kind. Both present problems. And both reflect the continuing struggle to align fixed structures---distribution of authority and money to particular managers---with a dynamic set of problems, and varying opportunities for dealing with the problems. There has to be more flexibility---opportunism---than is usually contemplated by those who would like their systems to be more consistent and reliable. 


�. Moore (2002).


�. Allison and Moore (1978). 


�. For a start, see Provan and Milward (2001). 


�. An extremely valuable start has been made by Eugene Bardach (2008) in the context of intergovernmental relations. 









