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Governance networks have assumed even greater importance in public admin-
istration practice, research, and theory since 2004, when we wrote our previous 
book Managing Uncertainties in Networks. At that time it was possible to read most 
of the network literature. Currently for students and young academics delving 
into the world of governance networks this is an almost impossible undertaking. 
Remarkably, despite the surge in publications on networks, comprehensive text 
books on governance networks in the public sector are hard to find. Most of the 
books that are available are edited volumes, often addressing researchers rather 
than students and practitioners. Consequently, a text book like this, which pro-
vides a comprehensive theoretical perspective on dealing with wicked problems 
in policymaking and service delivery in governance networks, is both necessary 
and useful. The book is aimed at a wide and international audience, but it is espe-
cially written for students in public administration, public management, public 
planning, and policy sciences and analysis. 

Wishing to serve this audience, we started working on a new edition of our 
2004 book. Soon, we realized that, although we were building upon texts and 
ideas from that book, we were actually writing a new book, which for various 
reasons should also have a new title. Most importantly, we thought that the title 
of the 2004 book did not fit the broader scope of the new book; nor did it address 
the audience and the topics that we now wanted to put centre stage. The ear-
lier book dealt with decision making and uncertainty, and we wanted to widen 
the scope to public policymaking and public service delivery, actually writing a 
text book on governance networks in the public sector, which in our view was 
missing. Whereas the 2004 book was intended for both researchers and students, 
we thought that this new book should primarily address students. This, we felt, 
required the text to be written in a more accessible way, paying more attention 
to explaining the basic concepts of the governance network approach. Of course, 
we hope that the new text is still of interest to our colleague network researchers. 
Given our international orientation, the examples in the book are drawn from 
countries all over the world. 

This book, furthermore, contains various subjects and chapters that were not 
included in the previous book, thus expanding its scope. We thought it important 
to describe the historical foundation of governance network theory. This resulted 
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in Chapter 2, presenting the intellectual history of the network approach. Also, 
we considered it essential to address developments in our thinking by introduc-
ing chapters on normative issues involved in governance networks and network 
management, notably on the democratic legitimacy of networks (Chapter 9), the 
accountability of networks (Chapter 10), and network evaluation (Chapter 11). 
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1.1  Introduction: governance networks as the answer 
to complexity

Government, business, and civil society in our contemporary network society are 
increasingly faced with complex societal problems. Attempts to deal with these 
problems may result in enduring processes of policymaking, policy implementa-
tion, and public service delivery that are hard to manage. Many examples can be 
given of such complex governance processes: 

• Complex decision-making processes in relation to realizing, operating, and 
maintaining public infrastructural works (like railways, roads, airports, water 
projects, waste incinerators, power plants, and wind turbine parks) in which 
governments are confronted with a wide variety of stakeholders (private 
firms, citizens’ groups, other public actors, environmental interest groups, 
and so on). 

• Restructuration processes of inner cities in which municipalities need to 
work together with non-profit organizations (like housing associations), pri-
vate actors (developers) and citizens’ groups.

• Attempts at developing policies and achieving outcomes in fighting crime 
and improving social security that require coordinated efforts by various 
governmental organizations like the police, justice departments, emergency 
services, information bureaus, but also the involvement of private sector 
organizations and citizens, and collaboration between various layers of gov-
ernment and among nation states. 

• Organizing integrated healthcare and social services for older people, which 
requires close cooperation between various health, welfare, social, and hous-
ing organizations that may be public, private, or non-profit, financed by, for 
instance, government or insurance companies.

• Processes of policy implementation or law enforcement, for instance in the 
food industry where governments try to regulate complex food production 
chains, in which various parties under conditions of competition may trade 
off food safety against other values.

• Processes aimed at preventing and managing large-scale accidents, crises, 
natural disasters, or large-scale social disturbances and their aftermaths, like 
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the Hurricane Katrina disaster in New Orleans, the BP oil spill in the Gulf 
of Mexico, large-scale power blackouts, or outbreaks of epidemics like Ebola, 
that require coordination in order to create resilient networks.

These examples have in common that they involve difficult issues that require 
in-depth knowledge on their nature and possible solutions; they also, however, 
involve many actors, and this may result in a chaotic process with unexpected and 
unwanted outcomes, or in a process that becomes stuck in enduring and intense 
debates and conflicts that are not easily resolved. To say it differently: these prob-
lems are characterized by a high degree of wickedness (Rittel and Webber 1973; 
Radford 1977; Mason and Mitroff 1981). Thus, the wicked nature of these prob-
lems is not only caused by the lack of information or knowledge or the techno-
logically advanced nature of the issue; but probably even more by the presence of 
various actors, with diverging or even conflicting interests and perceptions.

A further feature of these issues is that they cut across the traditional jurisdic-
tions of organizations, divisions of responsibilities between layers of government 
(local, regional, national, supranational), and the boundaries between the public, 
private, and societal domains.

In Box 1.1 and Box 1.2, two examples of wicked problems with which gov-
ernments are confronted are discussed in more detail: the worldwide debates on 
hydraulic fracturing that requires action from governments, and the challenges 
that youth care agencies encounter when providing help to so-called multiple 
problem clients.

Box 1.1  The debates on hydraulic fracturing as wicked 
problems

The shale gas revolution that occurred in the USA and Canada from the 
1990s onwards has resulted in initiatives in many countries to introduce 
hydraulic fracturing (also known as fracking). It has also led to conflicts 
among gas and oil industries proposing projects and influencing govern-
ments to adopt favourable policies, and local protestors and environmental 
groups that fear the environmental impact and require local and national 
governments to come up with strict regulations or even a ban on these prac-
tices. These debates are going on in various countries in governance net-
works at state and federal governmental levels over policies to be adapted 
or changed, and at the local and regional level regarding specific projects. 

Shale gas is obtained by drilling and creating cracks in deep-rock forma-
tions through which natural gas, petroleum, and brine are released. In the 
course of time, new techniques have been introduced, such as horizon drill-
ing and hydraulic fracturing. Hydraulic fracturing implies the injection of a 
high pressure fluid, usually chemicals, and sand suspended in water, into a 
wellbore, in order to create cracks. Applying these techniques on a massive 
scale (high volume fracturing) has increased the commercial success of this 
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way of exploiting fossil energy sources, to such a level that, in the USA, a 
shale gas revolution has been claimed. In 2012, shale gas made up 39% of 
US national gas production. 

 The technique is highly controversial though. Proponents extol the 
economic benefits in terms of increased employment, competitive advan-
tages for chemical industries, and geopolitical advantages (such as the 
USA becoming independent from the oil producing countries). Oppo-
nents express concerns about contamination of ground water, depletion 
of fresh water, emission of methane, triggering of earthquakes, noise and 
surface pollution, and falling property prices. Research on these topics is 
far from conclusive, and concerns have been raised about studies funded 
either by pro-fracturing foundations and corporations or by environmental 
groups, bringing the independence of studies in doubt. Researchers and 
media in the US have reported difficulty in doing studies and reporting on 
the results because of industry and governmental pressure.

 Whereas the attitude of governments towards fracturing in for instance 
the USA and China is positive, some countries have restricted it, and oth-
ers have banned it temporarily, awaiting results of investigations, or alto-
gether, as France did in 2011. The European Union is drafting regulations 
for risk management in industries applying hydraulic fracturing (Carr et al. 
2011; Heikkila et al. 2014; Wikipedia 2014b).

Box 1.2  Dealing with multiple problem clients in youth care as 
a wicked problem

Public services are rarely isolated. Quality is only achieved in connection 
with other services. When a youngster is referred to youth care services, 
there may be a background of problems at school, at home, with the law, 
and with psychiatric conditions, all intertwined in a way that is impossible 
to disentangle. If they are to achieve any result, the different care providers 
need to cooperate. Integration and connectivity, in other words, are impor-
tant preconditions. The various existing public service delivery institutions 
(for instance schools, youth care, neighbourhood workers, police, justice 
departments) traditionally focus on their core activities and have difficulty 
dealing with these transboundary problems. In various countries, centres 
are established for youth care, as front offices for these clients, to enhance 
collaboration. They may be regarded as an attempt to achieve network 
governance. These centres seek to improve cooperation between profes-
sionals and their institutions, and thereby make youth care more accessible 
and better aligned to demand. This has benefits for youngsters with more 
than one problem. The envisioned cooperation between care providers, 
however, has not been automatically successful as a result of these centres. 
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Authorities, often local authorities, often lack the expertise to know who 
should coordinate what, with whom, and when. The youth care centres 
struggle with their dual role – they are supposed to provide guidance in 
the care chain as a whole, as well as cooperate as one partner with other 
partners. This makes it more difficult for them to allow other care provid-
ers sufficient freedom to act and gain their trust. Moreover, the various 
care providers are not always on the same team as it were: they may also be 
competitors when it comes to scarce resources (Lemaire and Provan 2009; 
Koppenjan 2012).

Governments, businesses, and civil society are often unable to tackle these issues 
by themselves because they lack the resources or problem-solving capacities to do 
so. The complexity of these issues and interdependencies between actors result in 
intensive interactions between actors. As a result, governance networks emerge: 
networks of enduring patterns of social relations between actors involved in deal-
ing with a problem, policy, or public service (Marin and Mayntz 1991; Thompson 
et al. 1991; Marsh and Rhodes 1992; Kickert et al. 1997). 

As a consequence, traditional methods of dealing with problems, policymak-
ing, and public service delivery – which often hold complex issues to be an intel-
lectual design question, and approach them by giving research and expertise a 
central role and assigning them to specialized units within hierarchical organized 
bureaucracies – no longer suffice. The wicked problems that confront governments, 
private companies, and societal groups in the current complex society require a dif-
ferent, new approach (Koppenjan and Klijn 2004; Coyne 2005; Head 2008; Weber 
and Khademian 2008; Hoppe 2011). They require a shift from a more traditional 
top-down way of problem solving to a more horizontal cooperative approach, which 
is often referred to as the shift from government to governance (Pierre and Peters 
2000; Sørensen and Torfing 2007; Osborne 2010; Klijn and Koppenjan 2012). 

1.2  Government, governance, and governance networks: 
a conceptual clarification

Although many authors acknowledge the importance of governance, it is not 
easy to determine what exactly is meant by it. Various authors use this term in 
different ways (Kooiman 1993; Rhodes 1996; Pierre and Peters 2000; Frederick-
son 2005; Osborne 2006; Sørensen and Torfing 2007). In this section, we seek to 
clarify what actually is meant by it and present the definition that we use in this 
book. We start by specifying what we understand by government.

Government: the Traditional Public Administration Model

Government refers to public problem solving, policymaking, and service delivery 
according to the Traditional Public Administration Model that dominated the 
public administration practice in many countries all over the world for a large part 
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of the twentieth century (Hughes 2012; Koppenjan 2012). Its success resulted in 
the rise of the welfare state in Western countries, and, in particular, the bureau-
cratic organization of the governmental apparatus was copied worldwide. In this 
model, problems, policies, and services are assigned to specialized governmental 
units. Integration and coordination is realized by command and control within 
the bureaucracy, characterized by task differentiation and procedures. Within 
Western democracies, the political decisions regarding problems, policies, and 
services are taken by elected administrators at the top of the bureaucracies, who 
in turn are held accountable by representative bodies of elected politicians (par-
liaments, councils, and so on). These political decisions are implemented in a 
neutral way by civil servants who follow rules and ideally are inspired by a moti-
vation to serve the public interest. The governmental apparatus is professional-
ized and aimed at the production of effective policies and services doing justice 
to the principles of equality, legitimacy, and legality. Complexities are dealt with 
by deconstructing them and assigning tasks to specialized units, in which they 
are processed as intellectual design challenges with the input of policy analysts, 
professionals, and scientific knowledge.

The success of this model has resulted in an ever-increasing number of tasks, 
personnel, organizational units, and budgets, gradually resulting in the problem 
of ‘Big Government,’ with problems in relation to controlling budgets, motivat-
ing civil servants, coordinating units and policies from the centre, and delivering 
coherent and integral policies and services that meet the growing pluralistic and 
dynamic needs of increasingly assertive clients and citizens and of the society as 
a whole. Consequently, new ways of problem solving, policymaking, and service 
delivery have emerged; these are referred to as governance. 

What is governance?

In the literature, we identify four dominating meanings of the term governance:

• Governance as good governance or as corporate governance 
In this view, governance refers to the principles of a properly functioning 

public administration. Such an administration is characterized by the fair 
treatment of citizens and an unambiguous organization that adheres to the 
basic principles of the rule of law. The emphasis here is on the operation of 
government, rather than the manner in which it is organized.

• Governance as New Public Management, as improving performance and 
accountability, or as market governance (Hood 1991; Osborne and Gaebler 
1992; Kettl 2000; Pollitt and Bouckaert 2004; Fenger and Bekkers 2007) 

Under this definition, the role of governments is to steer rather than to 
row (Osborne and Gaebler 1992). Government should set goals and formu-
late policies. The implementation of policies and the delivery of services are 
best left to other organizations or separate public agencies that can be held 
accountable through the use of clear performance indicators and other mar-
ket mechanisms, like contracts, competition, and benchmarks.
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• Governance as multi-level governance or inter-governmental relations 
In some studies, governance is described as multi-level government or 

inter-governmental governance. Although these two strands of literature are 
different from each other and not all the literature in these fields explicitly 
uses the network concept, their common theme is the difficulty of achiev-
ing results in a multi-actor setting. This literature stresses that networks are 
needed to address these problems, because they tend to cross the boundar-
ies of public organizations and their hierarchical levels. The issues involved 
often relate to the economic regeneration of deprived areas or to environ-
mental and pollution problems (Agranoff and McGuire 2003; Bache and 
Flinders 2004; Marks and Hooge 2004). This literature focuses on specific 
types of networks in which public actors from various governmental levels 
have prominent positions.

• Governance as network governance (self-steering or non-self-steering) 
Some authors writing on governance consider the concepts of governance 

and the network to be tightly connected. Governance takes place within 
networks of public and non-public actors, and the interaction between these 
groups makes processes complex and difficult to manage. Consequently, dif-
ferent steering and management strategies are required compared with more 
classical approaches. The focus here is on the complex interaction process 
in a network of public, private, and societal actors, including individuals, 
groups, organizations, and groups of organizations (Kooiman 1993; Rhodes 
1996; Kickert et al. 1997; Sørensen and Torfing 2007).

Although these conceptualizations of governance are different, they share some 
elements. All of them emphasize the process of governing rather than the struc-
ture of government. They also acknowledge the limits of governmental power. 
This supports the notion that governments in dealing with complexities shift 
from a government approach – implying that they use their formal hierarchical 
position to unilaterally impose solutions – to governance, in which their focus 
is on the process through which outcomes are achieved. As Pierre and Peters 
(2000: 194) state, ‘The strength of the state has become contextual and entre-
preneurial rather than, as was previously the case, something derived from the 
constitutional and legal strength of the state institutions.’ This, however, is not 
enough to get a clear understanding of the concept of governance. Besides the 
commonalities between the various definitions of governance, differences also 
exist that often are not acknowledged, but that matter. The lack of clarity about 
what governance is exactly is in our opinion caused by four misunderstandings 
that confuse the debate on governance. 

Four misunderstandings about governance

If we look at the discussion on governance over the past 10–15 years, we can 
identify some misunderstandings that can account for the confusion about the 
concept.
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Governance is everywhere

This is probably the most noteworthy misunderstanding due to the prevalence 
of the concept and its exaggerative use (Frederickson 2005). One can identify 
many tasks and services that are still performed in a bureaucratic setting and in 
a fairly hierarchical way, making them adhere well to classical theories of public 
administration. Tax collection, social security and social welfare services, health 
services, law and criminal justice, military service, and other public services are 
all often organized in classical bureaucracies with all the typical characteristics of 
those bureaucracies. Because we recognize alteration more than stability, we tend 
to overvalue the new form of organization known as governance. In that sense, 
the first meaning of governance – good governance or corporate governance – 
has not much to do with governance at all. These methods are simply classical 
principles of good public organization that are important for the functioning of 
the public service. 

Governance is New Public Management

There is a significant, but often unidentified, difference between New Public 
Management and governance. New Public Management theories explicitly aim 
to resolve the ineffectiveness and uncontrollability of traditional bureaucratic 
governmental organizations. Steering at a distance, using performance indicators 
and market mechanisms, and separating policy and implementation are all prac-
tices designed to improve a bureaucracy’s functioning by reducing its size and by 
subjecting it to clear market incentives. New Public Management can be consid-
ered an opposing paradigm to governance since it emphasizes the need for central 
steering. In much New Public Management literature, one can find the assump-
tion that politics should set clear goals, steer with clear and cleverly designed 
incentives, and then leave implementation to other organizations (Hood 1991; 
Osborne and Gaebler 1992). Governance, in contrast, tends to emphasize the 
horizontal relationships between governmental organizations and other organiza-
tions (for a comparison between Traditional Public Administration, New Public 
Management, and governance, see Box 1.3).

Governance is a-political or technocratic

In some governance literature (particularly from the US), we find a strong 
emphasis on performance with an implicit technical or even a-political disposi-
tion (see Frederickson 2005). Governance, then, is the way government gets its 
job done. Although this is certainly important, it must not divert our attention 
from the inherently political nature of governance processes. These processes 
are about reconciling different values as well as the different actors represent-
ing those values. Governance processes also involve struggles about the values 
represented in policymaking and policy outcomes. So, the debate on climate 
change is not simply about whether or not it is happening and what can be done 
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about it; ultimately, it is also about the preservation of, or an attack on, a way of 
life and the distribution of wealth and other positive and negative impacts that 
result from it, not only locally but also on a global level. This is precisely what 
makes this type of issue so complex and difficult to solve with classical manage-
rial instruments and skills (Koppenjan and Klijn 2004; Klijn and Skelcher 2007).

Governance is composed of self-governing networks

Although not necessarily a mistaken idea, the understanding that networks 
are self-governing is certainly a bit confusing (Kooiman 1993; Rhodes 1996; 
Sørensen and Torfing 2007). To many authors, this statement indicates that net-
works govern themselves without intervention from public actors, or, even more 
often, without the interference of political actors or without any deliberate gov-
ernance. We can readily find networks that function with minimal interference 
from political actors: for instance, professionally oriented networks, such as medi-
cal services, where chains of organizations exist to serve clients in a coordinated 
way. However, even in these networks, explicit managerial functions operate to 
provide consistent guidance to the network, including professional codes for pro-
cessing clients, agreements, and protocols regarding relations between organiza-
tions. We frequently find attempts by governmental actors to influence these 
so-called self-steering networks. Also, governance mechanisms like network 
rules, legislation, or market mechanisms may be in place (see Williamson 1979; 
Klijn 2008; Teisman et al. 2009). Often, self-governing processes get blocked or 
stagnate, because of conflicting interests, perceptions, strategies, or institutional 
barriers. In such instances, governance is needed to break through these impasses 
and arrive at cooperation and problem solving.

Conclusion: we define governance as network governance

We conclude from the above discussion that governance should be understood as 
governance within governance networks, or in other words: network governance. 
We base this conclusion on the observation that the literature shows that the 
theoretical foundations of governance and governance networks are basically the 
same. In contrast, the literature that does not have a connection to the literature 
on networks, such as that on good governance or corporate governance, is based 
on theories and concepts that are closely related to traditional government lit-
erature and addresses the question how to improve the functioning of traditional 
governmental organizations. The literature on improving performance by mar-
ket governance and performance indicators includes arguments that are strongly 
inspired by the ideas of New Public Management. These latter approaches to gov-
ernance do not contribute much to the study of governance in networks, which 
focuses on relationships with other actors and the process of handling complex 
problems, and processes of policy implementation and service delivery. In many 
ways, they are in opposition to the central ideas and theories of governance.
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Table 1.1 Three dominant perspectives in public administration

Traditional Public 
Administration 

New Public 
Management

Governance Network 
perspective

Focus Differentiation and 
coordination within 
bureaucracy

Internal functioning 
of governmental 
bodies and contractual 
relations

Relations between 
governments and with 
other actors (inter-
organizational focus)

Objectives Production of 
effective and 
uniform policies and 
services according 
to principles of 
equality, legitimacy, 
and legality

Improving 
effectiveness and 
efficiency of public 
service delivery and 
public organizations

Improving inter-
organizational 
coordination and 
quality of 
policymaking and 
service delivery

Core ideas/
management 
techniques

Using hierarchy 
and command 
and control; line 
management; 
building on rule 
following, loyalty 
and a public service 
orientation of civil 
servants; policy 
cycle as control 
mechanism 

Using business and 
market instruments 
(modern management 
techniques, market 
mechanisms, 
performance 
indicators, consumer 
boards) to improve 
service delivery

Using network 
management:
activating actors, 
organizing research 
and information 
gathering (joint fact-
finding), exploring 
content, arranging, 
process rules, and so 
forth

(Continued)

Box 1.3  Comparing Traditional Public Administration, New
Public Management, and the governance network
perspective

Whereas the governance network perspective tends to emphasize the
horizontal relationships between governmental and other organizations,
New Public Management (NPM) can be considered an opposing para-
digm to governance in many ways. NPM emphasizes central steering
and political control, showing in that respect similarities with the hier-
archical orientation of the Traditional Public Administration Model,
whereas governance tends to emphasize the limits of central control.
The title of the classical Hanf and Scharpf (1978) book on networks
is after all: Interorganizational Policy Making: Limits to coordination and 
central control. And NPM and network governance imply very different 
responses to the fact that society has become very complex. Table 1.1
summarizes some of the main differences between the Traditional Public
Administration Model, New Public Management, and the governance
network perspective.



10 Introduction

Traditional Public 
Administration 

New Public 
Management

Governance Network 
perspective

Politics Politicians set 
goals that are 
implemented by 
the executive in 
a neutral way. 
Both civil servants 
and elected 
administrators are 
held accountable 
by representative 
bodies of elected 
politicians

Politicians set 
goals. Policy 
implementation and 
service delivery is 
done by independent 
agencies or market 
mechanisms on 
the basis of clear 
performance 
indicators

Goals are developed 
and negotiated 
during interaction 
processes, with no 
sharp distinction 
between formation, 
implementation, 
and delivery of 
policies and services. 
Politicians are part 
of these processes 
or facilitate these 
processes

Complexity 
in society

Complexity is 
dealt with by 
deconstruction 
and assigning 
task to specialized 
units; dealt with as 
intellectual design 
process with input 
of policy analysts, 
professionals, 
and scientific 
knowledge

Complexity requires 
the setting of clear 
goals and allowing 
implementers 
discretionary space 
to realize outcomes. 
Keep away from the 
complex interactions 
with society. Use 
market incentives to 
govern implementing 
units

Complexity 
requires interaction 
and network 
relations given 
interdependencies. 
Taking part in 
complexity by 
interacting with 
actors in society is 
unavoidable and/
or necessary to 
reach effective and 
supported outcomes

Table 1.1 (Continued)

1.3 Defining governance networks and network governance

Governance is the process that takes place within governance networks. 
Although governance networks are conceptualized in a variety of ways, most 
definitions have certain common characteristics:

• Networks are characterized by complex policy problems that cannot be 
solved by one actor alone, but require the collective actions of several 
actors (Mandell 2001; Agranoff and McGuire 2003; Koppenjan and Klijn 
2004).

• Networks have relatively high interdependencies between actors because 
resources necessary to solve problems are owned by different actors (Hanf 
and Scharpf 1978). 

• These interdependencies cause a high degree of strategic complexity and an 
unpredictable course of (inter)actions (Hanf and Scharpf 1978; Gage and 
Mandell 1990; Sørensen and Torfing 2007) as actions of one actor affect the 
interests and strategies of other actors. 
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• Networks have complex interactions because each of the actors is autonomous 
and has its own perception of problems, solutions, and strategies (Hanf and 
Scharpf 1978; Agranoff and McGuire 2003; McGuire and Agranoff 2011). 
This leads to substantial differences in perceptions, value conflicts, and dis-
agreement about policies to be implemented and services to be delivered.

• Network interactions show some durability over time (Laumann and Knoke 
1987; Agranoff and McGuire 2003). 

We elaborate these characteristics of governance networks in Part I of the book.
In this book, we use the term governance network to describe public policymak-

ing, implementation, and service delivery through a web of relationships between 
autonomous yet interdependent government, business, and civil society actors. 
We define governance networks as more or less stable patterns of social relations 
between mutually dependent actors, which cluster around a policy problem, a policy 
programme, and/or a set of resources and which emerge, are sustained, and are changed 
through a series of interactions (compare Koppenjan and Klijn 2004).

In addition to the term governance network, in this book we use the following 
core concepts: governance network processes, network governance, and network 
management. We define these concepts as follows:

• Governance network processes are all the interaction processes within governance 
networks addressing a specific problem, policy, programme, or public service.

• Network governance we define as the set of conscious steering attempts or strate-
gies of actors within governance networks aimed at influencing interaction pro-
cesses and/or the characteristics of these networks. 

By applying these strategies, actors within networks produce outcomes 
in terms of solutions, policies, and services. They do so without conscious 
attempts at steering from a non-partial or meta perspective. In this sense, 
these processes are self-governing (compare Kooiman 1993). 

• Network management we define as all the deliberate strategies aimed at facilitating 
and guiding the interactions and/or changing the features of the network with the 
intent to further the collaboration within the network processes. 

In the literature, other terms are used for network management like meta-
governance (Jessop 2002; Sørensen and Torfing 2007), collaborative governance 
(Ansell and Gash 2008), or collaborative management (O’Leary and Bingham 
2009), which more or less refer to the same type of activities. In this book, we 
confine ourselves to the use of the term network management, which is the most 
common in the network literature (certainly in the US).

1.4 Complexity in governance networks

Complexity is an inherent characteristic of governance networks that are con-
fronted with societal problems and that try to develop policies and services to 
deal with these. 
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In defining complexity, we contrast this concept with complicatedness. Com-
plicatedness applies to a technical or social phenomenon or system that consists of 
many components that interact in a complicated way with one another. Compli-
catedness can be unravelled by decomposition and information gathering, mak-
ing an inventory, and analyzing the components of the system. The interactions 
may be complicated but can be known by calculating possible scenarios regarding 
future states of the phenomenon or system. The availability of modern computers 
with huge calculation power makes it possible to tame almost any form of com-
plicatedness (Walker 2000; Koliba et al. 2010). Complexity goes beyond compli-
catedness because it refers to dynamics within systems. Not only do components 
interact in unpredictable and ever-changing ways, but also the characteristics 
of the components themselves are hard to know and subject to change. Within 
social systems, complexity is also a result of the reflective nature of the agents 
that are part of it: actors that behave unpredictably, that can make conscious 
decisions, and that may even consciously counteract expectations. As a result, 
it is impossible to fully predict complexity, to tame it by information gather-
ing, extrapolation, and calculations (Kickert 1993; Elliott and Kiel 1999; Gerrits 
2012; Morçöl 2012). We distinguish three major types of complexity that charac-
terize governance networks: substantive, strategic, and institutional complexity. 
In this section, we briefly address these. 

Substantive complexity

Substantive complexity within governance networks is not so much caused by 
the complicatedness of problems and lack of information and knowledge. 
Rather, it is caused by the uncertainty and lack of consensus over the nature of 
problems, their causes and solutions. Problem solving, policymaking, and ser-
vice delivery within the public sector involve a wide set of actors. These actors 
have different perceptions of the situation and also interpret available infor-
mation differently. Thus, collecting information and tapping into knowledge 
cannot solve the substantive complexity of wicked problems as long as the 
meaning of information is interpreted in a different way (Sabatier 1988, 2007; 
Rein and Schön 1992). Research activities and the mobilization of expertise, 
therefore, do not necessarily lead to less substantive complexity – in fact, they 
may contribute to it (Lindblom and Cohen 1979; Hoppe 1999, 2011; Kop-
penjan and Klijn 2004).

Strategic complexity

Strategic complexity in governance networks springs from the strategic choices 
actors make with regard to problems, policies, and services (Allison 1971; Crozier 
and Friedberg 1980; Ostrom 1990, 2007; Axelrod 2006 [1984]; Kingdon 2011 
[1984]). In a complex society characterized by horizontalization and network 
formation, actors have discretion to make their own choices. Because actors 
ground their strategies in unique perceptions, which other actors often do not 
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acknowledge or are unaware of, a large variety of strategies may emerge. Further-
more, actors respond to, and anticipate, one another’s strategic moves. Because 
of these mechanisms, it is difficult to predict what strategies actors will choose 
and how unexpected strategic turns and the interaction of the various strategies 
will influence the interaction process. Thus, strategic complexity concerns the 
fundamentally erratic and unpredictable nature of interaction processes within 
governance networks (see also Teisman et al. 2009; Gerrits 2012). This strategic 
complexity is not easy to reduce and can never be eliminated completely. 

Institutional complexity

Finally, governance networks are characterized by institutional complexity. Not only 
does dealing with complex problems, policies, and services require the involve-
ment of various actors, but these actors often work from different institutional 
backgrounds (Burns and Flam 1987; March and Olsen 1989). Complex prob-
lems, policies, and services often cut across the existing demarcations between 
organizations, administrative levels, and networks. As a consequence, interac-
tions between actors are difficult since their behaviour is guided by outlooks, 
organizational arrangements, procedures, and rules of different organizations, 
administrative levels, and networks. Thus, interaction in governance networks 
is characterized by clashes between divergent institutional regimes and displays 
institutional complexity. Consequently, for all actors, there is a high degree of 
uncertainty about how the process will be handled and what rules will guide the 
interaction with other actors. Institutional complexity, like the other forms of 
complexity, cannot simply be ‘solved.’ It is often not possible to directly influence 
the existing institutional characteristics of networks since they are anchored in 
formal legal frames and in deeply rooted informal convictions and practices. Inso-
far as institutional interventions are realized, their effectiveness is highly uncer-
tain (Koppenjan and Klijn 2004).

Managing complexities in governance networks

In current complex societies, wicked problems, and the innovative and integral 
policies and services that they require, cannot be handled in a traditional way. 
Traditional policy analysis, which approaches complex problems as an intellec-
tual design activity, will not do, given the strategic and institutional challenges 
involved. Nor will traditional hierarchical forms of government, or the market-
oriented alternatives provided by New Public Management, be suitable. Mutual 
dependencies make it impossible for each of the involved actors to act in isola-
tion, or as principals and agents. Governance network processes require actors 
to coordinate their perceptions, activities, and institutional arrangements. In 
searching for ways to map and manage substantive, strategic, and institutional 
complexities, in this book we apply the concepts and ideas provided by gov-
ernance network theory. The mutual dependence of actors is a central notion 
in the network approach (Hanf and Scharpf 1978; Rhodes 1997; Milward and 
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Wamsley 1985; O’Toole 1997; Kickert et al. 1997; Klijn and Koppenjan 2000a; 
Mandell 2001; McGuire and Agranoff 2011).

The network approach provides theoretical concepts and normative starting 
points for analyzing and assessing complex processes of problem solving, public 
policymaking, and service delivery in network settings and the roles that per-
ceptions, strategic interactions, and institutions play in this. The governance 
network perspective distinguishes itself from other, more rational approaches 
to problem solving, policymaking, and service delivery by using the multi-actor 
nature of interaction settings and the presence of diverging and sometimes con-
flicting perceptions, objectives, and institutions as the starting point for analysis 
and management. It investigates the consequences of this insight for the way gov-
ernance network processes evolve and for how these processes can be designed 
and managed. Thus, the governance network approach links theory building and 
analysis closely to a management perspective. The objective of this book is not 
only to provide concepts for the analysis and understanding of complexities in 
governance networks, but also to develop recommendations for practitioners 
about how these complexities can be governed. It provides prescriptions for strat-
egies to be used by actors within networks, as well as for network management 
strategies aimed at improving the interactions between parties and the function-
ing of networks as a whole.

1.4 Contributions to governance network theory

With this book, we also aim to contribute to the further development of network 
theory. Within the literature, a number of observations have been made regard-
ing particularities and potential weaknesses of network theory. These observa-
tions include the following:

• The divide between approaches aimed at the institutional dimensions of 
networks (e.g. Laumann and Knoke 1987; Provan and Kenis 2008, and more 
specifically the social network analysis approach) and those addressing the 
interaction and governance processes of networks (O’Toole 1988; Gage and 
Mandell 1990; Kickert et al. 1997). Blom-Hansen (1997), for instance, made 
a plea for combining an institutional approach with an action perspective. 

• The lack of attention to the content of issues and debates and the role of 
framing in the argumentation games that are played in the policymaking 
process, as identified in what is called interpretive, argumentative, or delib-
erative policy analysis (Fischer and Forester 1993; Fischer 2003b; Hajer and 
Wagenaar 2003).

• The variety in the focus of network approaches. Some address complex deci-
sion making or planning, whereas others address the process of policy imple-
mentation or public service delivery (Provan and Milward 1995; Meier and 
O’Toole 2001; Koppenjan and Klijn 2004) without specifying this and with-
out reflecting upon the implications of these differences (Koppenjan 2012; 
Keast et al. 2014).
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• The one-sided focus on the effectiveness of governance network processes, 
without paying attention to other (public) values involved and more specifi-
cally to the democratic nature of networks and accountability issues involved 
(Sørensen and Torfing 2003, 2007; Klijn and Skelcher 2007; van Meerkerk 
2014). 

In this book, we aim to address these particularities in the following way. First of 
all, we have the ambition to bridge the division between the institutional and 
interactionist traditions of the network approach. We do so by distinguishing 
between strategic and institutional complexity; this enables us to look at both 
factors in our analysis and prescriptions and specify the way they relate to each 
other.

By making substantive complexity, in addition to strategic and institutional 
complexity, a central concept in our analysis, we also address the criticism that the 
network approach neglects the substantive aspects of issues and policy debates.

Third, this book aims to address issues of problem solving, policymaking and 
implementation, and the design and delivery of public services, thus connecting 
the various strands of literature addressing these respective topics. We argue that 
processes of design and implementation of policies and public services in gover-
nance networks involve addressing wicked problems, for which the analytical, 
managerial, and normative approach we develop offers a generic framework. 

Fourth, this book does not see governance networks exclusively as instruments 
to arrive at effective solutions for wicked problems. A point of departure for the 
network approach that we envision is that governments have to address and safe-
guard various competing public values at the same time, including concerns on 
democratic legitimacy and accountability (Beck Jørgenson and Bozeman 2002; 
Koppenjan et al. 2008; Veeneman et al. 2009; Koppenjan 2012). This concern 
guides our analysis and recommendations throughout the book, but it is explicitly 
dealt with in Part III on the normative issues involved in governance networks. 

1.5 Objective and structure of this book

This book is inspired by the observation that many contemporary societal prob-
lems are wicked. We have seen in this chapter that wickedness is closely related 
to changes in society over the past decades. This development can be summa-
rized as the emergence of a network society that influences the nature of issues in 
society and the ways of dealing with them. In this network society, hierarchical 
relations lose relevance because authority, knowledge, and means are distributed 
across a large number of actors. Activities in the network society go beyond the 
institutional boundaries of organizations, public and private sectors, and admin-
istrative units. Complex issues and the contexts in which they are articulated 
and managed transcend boundaries, giving issues their wicked nature: they 
are characterized by substantive, strategic, and institutional complexity. An 
effective approach to wicked problems requires societal parties to learn to deal 
with these types of complexity in a satisfactory manner. The standard responses 



16 Introduction

that actors generally tend to use in dealing with complexity are not only sub-
optimal, but also often counterproductive. Instead of reducing complexity, they 
often strengthen it.

In this book, we explore more satisfactory responses to the complexities that 
characterize wicked problems in network settings. 

The central question of this book therefore is: how can the substantive, strate-
gic, and institutional complexities that characterize governance networks be analyzed 
and managed in an effective, democratically legitimate, and accountable way, given 
the features of these complexities, and the sources from which they stem?

Structure of this book

To answer this question, this book is organized as follows. In Parts I, II, and III, 
respectively, governance networks, network management, and normative ques-
tions involved in dealing with governance networks are central. We use the tri-
ads of substantive, strategic, and institutional complexity and of content, process, 
and institutions, to organize our analysis of governance networks in Part I and our 
discussion of network management in Part II. Part III deals with normative issues 
in governance networks. Part IV provides a synthesis by presenting an encom-
passing analytical guideline and a reflection upon the nature, limitations, and 
potentials of governance networks. Below, we discuss the contents of parts and 
chapters in more detail.

Part I: Governance networks

In the first part of this book, we introduce the theoretical principles and the con-
ceptual building blocks of governance network theory that help us to understand 
the nature and functioning of governance networks.

Chapter 2 presents an overview of the literature on networks as published in 
the last decades of the last century, and the sources of inspiration upon which it 
draws. This chapter sketches the theoretical and practical context of the ideas on 
governance networks as developed in this book, and it provides building blocks 
for the framework that we draw up. 

Chapter 3 deals with the manifestations and sources of substantive complexity 
that are connected to the content of interaction processes in governance net-
works. Among other things, we discuss the nature of wicked problems that under-
lie policymaking and service delivery, the presence of perceptions and framing, 
and the role of research, experts, and (scientific) knowledge in the production of 
substantive complexity.

In Chapter 4, we address the nature and sources of strategic complexity in gov-
ernance network processes. We demonstrate that the involvement of multiple 
actors, interests, and strategies results in complex and unpredictable strategic 
games, and how this complexity is strengthened by the fragmented nature of the 
policy game and the dynamics of developments in the environment.
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Chapter 5 deals with the institutional complexity of governance networks. We 
discuss networks as institutions with their own patterns of interactions, percep-
tions, and rules. Special attention is given to the nature and institutionalization 
of rules and to the role of trust. 

Part II: Network management

In Part II, we present the theoretical insights and conceptual building blocks 
that governance network theory provides regarding network management and 
the subsequent repertoire of network management strategies.

In Chapter 6, we discuss the opportunities for managing substantive complexity 
in governance network processes through the creation of substantive variety and 
facilitating mutual cognitive learning behaviour. We also address how research 
and (scientific) knowledge can be embedded in these processes.

Chapter 7 presents opportunities for managing strategic complexity through 
the initiation, design, and facilitation of interaction processes within governance 
networks.

In Chapter 8, we address opportunities for managing institutional complex-
ity by the institutional design and governance of the processes by which these 
designs are developed and implemented. We also discuss the empirical and nor-
mative limitations involved.

Part III: Normative issues in governance networks

In Part III, we deal with the normative issues in networks: their democratic legiti-
macy, their accountability, their assessment in terms of success and failure and 
the values that underlie that assessment. 

Chapter 9 discusses the relationship between networks and democracy. Networks 
are often seen as horizontal arrangements that are hard to control by the vertically 
organized institutions of representative democracy, or as forms of direct democracy 
that compete or even replace traditional forms of democracy. In this chapter, vari-
ous traditions of democracy are presented and used to examine in what respect and 
to what extent networks and network processes can gain democratic legitimacy.

Chapter 10 focuses on accountability processes in networks. The opaque and 
closed nature of governance networks has led to the conclusion that they are 
problematic from an accountability perspective. This chapter investigates in 
what respect this is the case and how governance can improve the accountability 
of governance networks. 

Chapter 11 discusses how the success and failure of governance networks and 
network processes can be assessed. We argue there that evaluation of governance 
networks is quite different from how evaluation traditionally is envisaged and 
that we need other methods and criteria to evaluate processes and outcomes of 
networks. This also implies that, in network assessment, various competing pub-
lic values are involved, including democratic legitimacy and accountability. 
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Part IV: Synthesis and reflection

The book ends with two concluding chapters. 
Chapter 12 presents a synthesis of the previous chapters by presenting a com-

prehensive stepwise analytical schedule for analyzing and assessing governance 
networks and network governance. 

We conclude the book with Chapter 13, in which we present a synthesis of 
the central ideas put forward in this book. The central arguments and concepts 
are summarized and combined into an overall theoretical framework. Finally 
we present a short reflection on the implications of the predominance of the 
network-like context of public problem solving, policymaking and service deliv-
ery in the public sector, and the extent to which the ideas proposed in this book 
align with developments towards a New Public Governance as envisioned by 
various contemporary authors. 
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Overwinnen van 

investeringsbelemmeringen

Verkrijgen van toegang tot 

nieuwe technologie

Wettelijke verplichting tot 

samenwerking of consultatie

Ontwikkelen van nieuwe 

markten en producten

Realiseren van gezamenlijke 

ondersteunende diensten

Gebruikmaken van aanvullende 

competenties van partners

Moreel appel van samenleving

of politiek

Verkrijgen van toegang tot 

nieuwe markten

Verdere efficiency en 

rationalisatie van de productie

Leren van de vaardigheden en 

kennis van partners

Bescherming tegen concurrentie Rationalisatie door betere 

afstemming in de keten

Leren van de cultuur van partners

Binding van afnemers en 

leveranciers door 

ketenintegratie en -coördinatie 

Nieuwe octrooien verwerven en 

toegang tot octrooien verkrijgen

Kaats & Opheij 2013:30
7

PRAKTIJK AAN HET WOORD: WAT ZIJN UW 
DOELSTELLINGEN IN UW NETWERK?

̶ Betere & efficiëntere dienstverlening
̶ Efficiëntie & effectiviteit verbeteren (processen, betere informatie-

uitwisseling; ook naar burgers toe)
̶ Met verzamelde gegevens beleid voeren
̶ Leren (informatie, kennis aanboren, benchlearning)
̶ Administratieve vereenvoudiging via gegevensdeling
̶ Vertrouwen creëren
̶ Een voet in huis bij sommige organisaties (invloed)
̶ Realisatie eigen doelstellingen via netwerk
̶ Gedeelde visie & synergie ontwikkelen
̶ Promotie/reclame eigen diensten en organisatie
̶ Draagvlak vergroten bij toekomstige gebruikers

8
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POTENTIËLE VOORDELEN
̶ 1+1= 2,5
̶ Inbreng van hulpbronnen van andere actoren (geld, informatie, 

legitimiteit, personeel, bevoegdheden)
̶ Groter draagvlak 
̶ Groter bereik
̶ Meer/betere dienstverlening voor evenveel/minder geld
̶ Meer/beter personeel
̶ Meer/betere instrumenten
̶ Meer/betere lobbying
̶ Extra motivatie personeel (netwerking & ‘fun-factor’)
̶ …

9

PRAKTIJK AAN HET WOORD:

“Don’t do it unless you have to…

…but if you do it, go for it!” (Van Garsse 2012)

10

WETENSCHAP AAN HET WOORD:
“Organisaties die overleven of zelfs floreren in deze 
‘eeuw van de samenwerking’ zijn precies diegene die 
kiezen voor een strategie van samenwerking met 
anderen!” (Vrij naar Agranoff 2007 en Daft 2013)
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SAMENWERKING ALS OPLOSSING (?)

11

(Vlaams regeerakkoord 2014-2019)

SAMENWERKING ALS OPLOSSING (?)

12

(Federaal regeerakkoord 2014-2019)
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SAMENWERKING ALS OPLOSSING (?)

13

(beleidsnota Vandeurzen 2014-2019)

SAMENWERKING ALS OPLOSSING (?)

14

(Gents bestuursakkoord 2013-2018)
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SAMENWERKING IN STIJGENDE LIJN

Bron: ABB 2013
15

SAMENWERKING IN STIJGENDE LIJN

16
Bron: ABB 2013
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VB. WELZIJNSBELEID: SAMENWERKING IKV:

17

• Bijzondere jeugdzorg
• Thuiszorg
• 1stelijnsgezondheidszorg
• Geestelijke gezondheidszorg
• Intrafamiliaal geweld-

ouderenmis(be)handeling
• Mensen met schulden
• Gedetineerden en 

geïnterneerden
• Thuislozen

• Zorginfrastructuur

• Onderzoek & internationale 

valorisatie

• Jongerenwelzijn

• Kinderopvang

• Interbestuurlijk (fed-reg-prov-lok)

• Intrabestuurlijk (WVG & WVG-

andere)

• …
(beleidsnota Vandeurzen 2009-2014)

VB. WELZIJNSBELEID: NETWERKEN IKV:
1. Sociaal netwerk
2. Meetnetwerk
3. Netwerk rond opvoedingswinkels
4. Vlaams Netwerk van 

Verenigingen waar armen het 
woord nemen

5. Gegevensinformatienetwerk
6. Crisisnetwerk
7. Netwerken om kansengroepen te 

bereiken
8. Netwerkpleeggezin
9. Woonzorgnetwerk

18

10. Palliatieve netwerken

11. Zorgnetwerken

12. Netwerkvorming ikv

ouderenmis(be)handeling

13. Netwerkvorming rond 

verkeersslachtoffers

14. Referentienetwerken

15. LOGO-netwerken

16. Netwerk van aanspreekpunten 

kinderrechten

17. Euregha

(beleidsnota Vandeurzen 2009-2014)
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VB. RUIMTELIJK BELEID

19

“Voorwaarden:
Projecten moeten bijdragen aan de uitvoering van het Ruimtelijk 
Structuurplan Vlaanderen. Ze moeten een impact hebben op Vlaams 
niveau, vertrekken vanuit bestaande visies en de samenwerking van 
ruimtelijke actoren in een gebied stimuleren.
Het project moet onder meer aan volgende voorwaarden voldoen (zie 
toelichting in het aanvraagformulier):
1. Bovenlokaal niveau en gerelateerd aan een ruimtelijk 

planningsproces
2. Voorbeeld- en signaalfunctie
3. Integraal karakter (meerdere aspecten)
4. Stimuleert een vernieuwingsproces
5. Vergroot de functionele verwevenheid
6. Administratieve en institutionele complexiteit ”

https://rsv.ruimtevlaanderen.be/RSV/Ruimtelijk-Structuurplan-
Vlaanderen/Strategische-projecten/Oproep

SAMENWERKING ALS DAGELIJKSE KOST

̶ “Mensensmokkelbende opgerold in Gent” (DS, 28.09.19)

̶ “Daadkracht voor het klimaat” (Trends, 26.09.19)

̶ “Vier Hagelandse gemeenten gaan nauwer samen-

werken” (DS, 26.09.19)

̶ “Hoe redden we onze gezondheidszorg?” (Knack, 18.09.19)

20
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SAMENWERKEN � ANDERE STRATEGIEËN

Markt/

Competitie

“buy”

Samenwerken met 

anderen om de

toegang tot

middelen te

verzekeren of 

onzekerheden te 

reduceren, etc.

Samenwerken

“ally”

Organisatie-

netwerk

“join”

Netwerk als productiesysteem.

Er wordt waarde

gecreëerd op het niveau

van het netwerk. 

Hiërarchie

“make”

Regelgeving en 

bureaucratie

Kenis 2014

NETMAN

21

SAMENWERKEN IN NETWERKEN?

KENMERK NIET INDIEN WEL INDIEN

Probleem Eenvoudig, vaag Complex

Oplossingsstrategie Eigen oplossingen Openheid – leren

Steun van top Afwezig Aanwezig

Mandatering mensen Afwezig Aanwezig

Investeringsbereidheid Afwezig Aanwezig

Gelijkwaardigheid Dominante opstelling Open opstelling

Resultaten Enkel KT KT & LT

(Naar Agranoff 2012)
22

IS SAMENWERKEN IN NETWERKEN STEEDS DE BESTE/MINST SLECHTE OPLOSSING?
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POTENTIËLE NADELEN

̶ Algemeen belang bedreigd (koehandel, praatbarak, minder 
goede dienstverlening, …)

̶ Verhindering beleidsinnovatie
̶ Niet-transparante besluitvorming
̶ Onvoldoende democratische legitimiteit
̶ Uithollen eigen organisatie
̶ Nieuwe monopolies
̶ Hoge transactiekosten
̶ …

23

2. SAMENWERKEN IN 
NETWERKEN 
GEDEFINIEERD

24



22/04/2020

13

A. DEFINITIES
SAMENWERKING =

̶ breed: “alle gemeenschappelijke inspanningen van personen gericht op bepaald doel”

̶ Focus NETMAN (1): in de eerste plaats gericht op organisaties, dwz samenwerking =

̶ “Een doelgerichte relatie tussen minstens 2 onafhankelijke actoren betreffende de uitwisseling, 

het delen of het samen ontwikkelen van hulpbronnen of capaciteit om wederzijds relevante 
voordelen te bereiken” (vrij naar Gulati 1995)

̶ Focus NETMAN (2): samenwerking in functie van publiek doel

̶ Focus NETMAN (3):
̶ NIET: bilateraal, 1 op 1, principaal-agent 
̶ WEL: SAMENWERKING IN NETWERK = 3 of meer actoren, met min. 1 publieke actor & met oog 

op publiek doel

25

NETWERK = 

̶ Horizontale relaties…
̶ Met zekere stabiliteit/duurzaamheid
̶ Met zekere graad van structurering

̶ Tussen min. 3 actoren…
̶ Die relatief autonoom zijn
̶ En die afhankelijk zijn van elkaar 

̶ Waarin hulpbronnen* worden uitgewisseld
̶ Door onderhandelen 
̶ Om een publiek doel te bereiken

* = financiële capaciteit, bevoegdheden, informatie, legitimiteit, productiecapaciteit

26
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NETWERK � ORGANISATIE?

≠ met klassieke organisatie?

̶ Onduidelijk machtscentrum

̶ Interdependentie

̶ Nieuwe werkelijkheid

̶ Heterogeniteit

Kaats & Opheij 2013:34-37
27

VERWANTE BEGRIPPEN

̶ Verwante labels: Samenwerkingsverbanden, publiek-

publieke samenwerking, publiek-private samenwerking, 

allianties, partnerschappen, shared service centres, 

ketens, …

̶ Verwante thema’s: vertrouwen, leiderschap, prestaties, 

management, planning, …

28
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VERWANTE BEGRIPPEN: KETENS < 
NETWERKEN 
= een netwerk van weliswaar autonome organisaties die in onderlinge samenhang de voortbrenging van 
een product/dienst tot stand brengen 

= Zijn een specifieke vorm van interorganisationele samenwerking

= Verbinden de handelingen van organisaties die samen iets kunnen betekenen voor een cliënt. 

= Willen verantwoordelijkheden die over autonome organisaties versnipperd zijn, verbinden tot een 
sluitend en werkend geheel 

= samenhangend geheel van geschakelde input- en outputprocessen, gericht op de voortbrenging van 
een product of dienst

Schakel:
= processtap in de keten die waarde toevoegt aan de keten in het geheel en voor de cliënt in het 
bijzonder

(Van der Aa en Konijn, 2001; De Bruijn & Ten Heuvelhof, 2004)
29

KETENS: VB. STRAFRECHTKETEN (NL)

https://www.pwc.nl/nl/assets/documents/pwc-maatschappelijke-ketens.pdf 30
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VERWANTE BEGRIPPEN
̶ Collaborative governance:

“Een bestuursarrangement waarin één of meerdere publieke actoren niet-
publieke stakeholders direct engageren in een gezamenlijk

besluitvormingsproces dat (a) formeel is, (b) consensusgericht is en (c) 
deliberatief is en (d) gericht is op het maken of uitvoeren van publiek beleid of 

het managen van publieke programma’s of ‘assets’” (vrije vertaling uit Ansell & Gash
2008:544)

̶ Collaborative management:
“betreft de processen van het faciliteren en opereren in multi-organisationele

arrangementen om problemen op te lossen die niet of moeilijk door één 
organisatie opgelost kunnen worden” (vrije vertaling uit Agranoff 2012:2)

31

B. HET ENE NETWERK IS HET ANDERE NIET
Dimensie 1 - partners:
̶ Aantal: enkele – veel
̶ Aard: 
̶ [Privaat-privaat]
̶ Publiek-privaat 
‒ publiek-non-profit
‒ Publiek-social-profit
‒ Publiek-profit

̶ Publiek-publiek (interbestuurlijk)
‒ Horizontaal (tss zelfde bestuurslaag, bv. IGS)
‒ Verticaal (over bestuurslagen heen, bv. Vla-gem)

32
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B. HET ENE NETWERK IS HET ANDERE NIET

̶ Dimensie 2 – structurering - graad van formalisatie 

(formeel-informeel)

̶ Dimensie 3 – tijd/duur: lengte v/d relaties

̶ Dimensie 4 - intensiteit: mate van gezamenlijk beslissen

Gomes-Casseres 2003 geciteerd in Kaats & Opheij 2013:32

Intensiteit van samenwerking 

Weinig intensief                                                                                       Zeer intensief 

 

 

 

Coöperatie 

Vrijblijvend 

Coördinatie 

Afstemming van 

activiteiten 

Collaboratie 

Delen van 

hulpbronnen 

Integratie 

Gemeenschappelijke 

verantwoordelijkheid 

voor eindresultaat 
 

(Naar Sandfort & Milward 2007)

33

B. HET ENE NETWERK IS HET ANDERE NIET

Dimensie 5: doel/activiteiten

̶ Beleidsontwikkeling 

̶ Dienstverlening 

Dimensie 6: domein

̶ Sectoraal - geïntegreerd 

Dimensie 7: juridisch statuut

̶ geen, vzw, DIS, OCMW-vereniging, …
34
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B. HET ENE NETWERK IS HET ANDERE NIET

VB. regioscreening 

̶ http://lokaalbestuur.vlaanderen.be/verzelfstandiging-

en-samenwerking/regiovorming/interactieve-

beleidsrapporten-lokale-samenwerking

35

36

C. WETENSCHAPPELIJKE TYPOLOGIËEN
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C. WETENSCHAPPELIJKE TYPOLOGIËEN

(Keast & Mandell 2014) 37

3. SAMENWERKING IN 
NETWERKEN MANAGEN = 
NETWERKMANAGEMENT 
WETENSCHAPPELIJK 
GESITUEERD

38
=> ZIE OOK HST. 1 & 2
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TACKLING CHALLENGES IN THE NETWORK 
SOCIETY (?)

“It’s the management, stupid” (Klijn, 2008)

39

(Klijn & Koppenjan, 2016) 40

NETWERKEN ALS PERSPECTIEF GESITUEERD
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DEFINITIES KLIJN & KOPPENJAN (2016) 

̶ Governance network (p. 10):

“more or less stable patterns of social relations between

mutually dependent actors, which cluster around a policy 

problem, a policy programme, and/or a set of resources 

and which emerge, are sustained, and are changed

through a series of interactions”

41

DEFINITIES KLIJN & KOPPENJAN (2016) 

̶ Governance network processes (p. 10):

= “all the interaction processes within governance networks

addressing a specific problem, policy, programme, or public 

service”

̶ Network governance (p. 10): 

= “a set of conscious steering attempts or strategies of actors 

within governance networks aimed at influencing interaction

processes and/or the characteristics of these networks”

42
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DEFINITIES KLIJN & KOPPENJAN (2016) 

̶ Network management (p. 10):

= “all the deliberate strategies aimed at facilitating and 

guiding the interactions and/or changing the features of 

the network with the intent to further the collaboration

within the network processes“

43

44

(Klijn & Koppenjan, 2016)

NETWERKEN? 
THEORETISCHE 
WORTELS
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D. INHOUDELIJKE DIMENSIES

Allerhande uitdagingen volgens de praktijk:
̶ Strategie
̶ Management
̶ Prestaties
̶ Macht 
̶ Structuur
̶ Multi-actor proces & de menselijke factor
̶ Omgeving
̶ Temporele component

=> uitdieping doorheen semester & in groepsopdracht

45

NOG MEE?

̶ Ga met laptop of smartphone naar 

app.gosoapbox.com

̶ Vul de code in die in de les gegeven wordt

46
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4. NETWERKEN IN DRIE 
SOORTEN 
COMPLEXITEIT 
ONTRAFELD

47

=> Zie ook HST, 3, 4, 5

NETWERKMANAGEMENT = MANAGEN VAN 
COMPLEXITEIT IN GOVERNANCE NETWORKS

Drie soorten complexiteit:

(1) Substantive complexity ≈ INHOUD

(2) Strategic complexity ≈ PROCES

(3) Institutional complexity ≈ STRUCTUUR & REGELS

48
Klijn & Koppenjan, 2016
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A. SUBSTANTIVE 
COMPLEXITY IN 
GOVERNANCE 
NETWORKS

49Zie ook hoofdstuk 3

HOE ‘WICKED’ ZIJN PROBLEMEN?

50(Klijn & Koppenjan, 2016)

Type 1

Type 3

Type 2

Type 4
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SUBSTANTIVE COMPLEXITY? PROBEER EVEN 
ZELF

̶ Duurzame mobiliteit?

51

OORZAAK 1: BELANG VAN PERCEPTIE?

52
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53
(Klijn & Koppenjan, 2016)

PROBEER EVEN ZELF

VB. GENTSE KANAALZONE

̶ http://gentsekanaalzone.be/

54
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“FRAMING & NAMING THE PROBLEM”
= “selecteren, organiseren, interpreteren en begrijpen van een complexe 
realiteit die richtlijnen geven voor weten, analyseren, overtuigen en 
handelen” (Rein & Schön 1992 in Klijn & Koppenjan, 2016:50)

Leidende ‘principes’:
̶ Dramatisering & personalisering
̶ Gebruik facts & figures
̶ Nieuw en dringend
̶ Culturele aanvaardbaarheid
̶ Politieke correctheid en economische relevantie
̶ Actiegericht en toegewijd

55

PERCEPTIES WIJZIGEN? FRAME SELECTION & REFRAMING

̶ Percepties zijn taai = geworteld in waardensystemen
̶ Policy coalitions = “groepen van actoren binnen een 

subsysteem of netwerk die ene waardensysteem 
delen” (Sabatier, 1988, in Klijn & Koppenjan, 2016:54).

MAAR:
Percepties kunnen wijzigen => frame reflection & 
reframing
Q: Oorzaken?

56
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OORZAAK 2: INFORMATIE & KENNIS

57

̶ Response type 1: complexiteit = probleem van gebrekkige kennis van feiten => data 
verzamelen, experten betrekken, onderzoek laten uitvoeren (‘neo-positivistisch’) => 
“evidence-based policy”

OORZAAK 2: INFORMATIE & KENNIS
̶ Response type 2: contra-expertise = “elk zijn studie”

“Tegenstrijdige rapporten over beschikbaarheid zwavelarme 
brandstof”
Twee studies naar de beschikbaarheid van zwavelarme scheepsbrandstof 
tegen 2020, wanneer de zwavellimiet van 0,5% van kracht wordt, spreken 
elkaar tegen. De IMO zegt dat er voldoende zal zijn, BIMCO en de 
oliesector geloven van niet. (Flows, 11.08.2016)

Q: oplossing?

58
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VB. OOSTERWEEL

̶ http://www.ademloos.be/factchecker

̶ http://www.ademloos.be/onderzoek

̶ http://www.ademloos.be/mer

59

LEESVOER (OPTIONEEL)

60
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KENNISPRODUCTIE & INTERACTIEPROCES

61

(Klijn & Koppenjan, 2016)

ZIE TER ILLUSTRATIE: https://www.vrt.be/vrtnws/nl/2018/09/30/opinie-trudo-dejonghe-waarom-

belastinggeld-voor-multinational/

WICKED PROBLEM = RESPONSE TYPE 3?

̶ Bewustzijn & aanvaarding van ≠ percepties & waarden 

̶ Gezamenlijke kennisopbouw in het netwerk via 

gezamenlijke interactie met netwerkactoren

62
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COMPLEX OF GECOMPLICEERD?

63
(Klijn & Koppenjan, 2016)

B. STRATEGIC 
COMPLEXITY IN 
GOVERNANCE 
NETWORKS

64Zie ook hoofdstuk 4
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PROBLEEM?

̶ ≠ actoren => ≠ percepties => ≠ acties & strategieën EN 

veranderen tijdens het proces (‘non-lineair’) 

̶ Strategische complexiteit = hoe krijgt het governance

netwerk vorm als een proces en hoe komen er 

beslissingen tot stand?

65

VB. INTEGRALE JEUGDHULP
“Jordy stierf 3 jaar geleden in tentje in Gent, ex-begeleidster: 
"Maatschappij laat jongeren op dool nog steeds vallen”“ (deredactie.be, 
27.09.2019)

“Hoe het kon dat Jordy alleen in een tentje eindigde. Goede gast, 

geboren voor het ongeluk” (DM, 03.09.2016)

“Instelling treft geen schuld aan tragische dood Jordy” (DM, 01.10.2016)

“Ook meerderjarige moet op jeugdhulp kunnen rekenen” (DM, 

13.03.2017)

66



22/04/2020

34

EVEN TERUG IN DE TIJD: HET FASENMODEL

67(Klijn & Koppenjan, 2016)

68
(Klijn & Koppenjan, 2016)
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STRATEGIC COMPLEXITY
1) ACTOREN

2) HULPBRONNEN (vijf types)

3) (ONDERLINGE) AFHANKELIJKHEDEN => MACHT

4) PERCEPTIES & STRATEGIEEN

(cfr. eerdere definitie)

69

AFHANKELIJK? WIE VOOR WAT?

70(Klijn & Koppenjan, 2016)
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71(Klijn & Koppenjan, 2016)

DE ENE ACTIE IS DE ANDERE NIET

1) Go-alone

2) Coalition-building

3) Conflictual

4) Avoidance

5) Cooperative or collaborative

6) factilitating

72
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BELANG VAN ARENA’S

73

VOORUITGANG IN RONDES (IPV FASEN) 

74(Klijn & Koppenjan, 2016)
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VOORUITGANG IN RONDES (IPV FASEN) 

75
(Klijn & Koppenjan, 2016)

VB. GENTSE KANAALZONE

76



22/04/2020

39

MEERVOUDIGE PROCESSEN

77
(Klijn & Koppenjan, 2016)

VOORUITGANG = KOPPELEN VAN ‘SPELLEN’

78

(Klijn & Koppenjan, 2016)
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C. THE INSTITUTIONAL 
COMPLEXITY OF 
GOVERNANCE 
NETWORKS: PATTERNS, 
RULES & TRUST

79Zie ook hoofdstuk 5

ARENA’S, REGELS & INTERACTIEPATRONEN

80(Klijn & Koppenjan, 2016)
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INSTITUTIONALISME? – EVEN OPFRISSEN

81(Klijn & Koppenjan, 2016)

INSTITUTIONALISME? – EVEN OPFRISSEN

82

(Klijn & Koppenjan, 2016)
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SOORTEN REGELS

83(Klijn & Koppenjan, 2016)

HET BELANG VAN VERTROUWEN

̶ Reductie transactiekosten

̶ Beter investeren in & meer stabiele relaties

̶ Leren en kennisuitwisseling stimuleren

̶ Innovatie stimuleren

=> Vertrouwen als voorwaarde voor & als resultaat van 

governance netwerken

84
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BEINVLOEDENDE FACTOREN VERTROUWEN

̶ Eerdere interacties

̶ Reputatie van andere actoren

̶ Verwachtingen over toekomstige voordelen

̶ Aanwezigheid en aard van bindende netwerkregels

85

5. TOT SLOT

86
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PRAKTIJK AAN HET WOORD: UITDAGINGEN 
MBT NETWERKEN? (1/2)
̶ Organisatiestructuur (vb. veelheid overlegplatformen)

̶ Weigering medewerking van anderen

̶ Interne politieke spelletjes

̶ Spanning autonomie-aansturing

̶ Hoe het netwerk versterken? 

̶ Gemeenschappelijke scope & objectieven identificeren

̶ Voldoende informatie-uitwisseling organiseren

87

PRAKTIJK AAN HET WOORD: UITDAGINGEN 
MBT NETWERKEN? (2/2)
̶ Bevoegdheden & verantwoordelijkheden
̶ Regisseren & motiveren
̶ Verschillende beleidsopvattingen
̶ Kost veel tijd (uitbouw & onderhouden)
̶ Verschillende timing
̶ Verborgen agenda’s 
̶ Geen budget
̶ Stroomlijning diensten
̶ Andere, nl… 

88
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VOORBEELD:

̶ Samenwerken in de context van ouderenzorg

̶ Kijkvragen: 

1) Welke kenmerken van samenwerking komen aan 

bod?

2) Welke actoren komen aan bod?

3) Welke kritische succes- en faalfactoren komen aan 

bod?

89
Meer weten? Zie ook:

NA VANDAAG…
̶ Weet u waar samenwerking en netwerken vandaan komt en wat die trend 

inhoudt
̶ Kunt u aangeven waarom zoal samengewerkt wordt en dat concreet 

illustreren
̶ Kunt u het nodige reliëf in vormen en types van samenwerking in netwerken 

onderscheiden
̶ Kunt u het voorgaande met concrete voorbeelden illustreren
̶ Kunt u samenwerking ook kritisch bekijken en bespreken
̶ Kunt u samenwerking in netwerken in de ruimere bestuurskundige literatuur 

situeren
̶ Bent u in staat om de drie complexiteiten uit te leggen en de brug te leggen 

naar het managen ervan
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WERK NU AL VERDER DOOR

̶ Deel I van het boek te lezen

̶ De cursus en lessen te verbinden met de 

groepsopdracht

91


	Cover
	Title
	Copyright
	Contents
	List of figures
	List of tables
	List of boxes
	Preface
	1 Governance networks in the public sector: an introduction



