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Prologue 

In November 2006, around 15 Dutch public-sector managers met in a res-
taurant in the Province of Friesland to brainstorm how to best organise re-
gional cooperation between their organisations - the police, local authori-
ties, fire brigades and health organisations - in case of emergencies and 
disasters. They concluded that the style of cooperation should follow the 
type of problems typically emerging in different phases of a large incident: 
During a crisis, a hierarchical command and control style should be in 
place, because time is crucial and quick decisions are needed. After the 
crisis, efficiency takes over as the main driving force for cooperation: all 
organisations then rely on their own remits and autonomy in order to 
‘clean up’ the remains of the incident quickly and thoroughly. Then an in-
termediate phase starts: the non-incident phase, in which parties cooperate 
in the form of a network, and work on enhancing mutual trust and under-
standing, which prepares them for the sudden switch to hierarchy when a 
new crisis happens.  

What these managers discovered was the necessity of being able to ex-
ercise metagovernance: designing and managing, shifting between and 
combining three different styles of governance - hierarchical, network and 
market governance. The term governance, as will be explained later, 
should be taken to mean the totality of interactions in which government, 
other public bodies, and civil society participate, with the objective to 
solve societal problems or creating societal opportunities.  

This example of the dynamics of multi-actor governance processes does 
not stand alone. For example in community policing – networking in the 
shadow of hierarchy and market thinking – many cases like the above can 
be found.1 Other examples have been described in the case of urban re-
newal in the UK.2 The same can be observed with strategic policy making 
                                                      
 
1  E.g. Meuleman (2008): Reflections on metagovernance and community 

policing: The Utrecht case in the Netherlands and questions about the cultural 
transferability of governancer approaches and metagovernance. 

2  Lowndes and Skelcher (1998): The dynamics of Multi-Organisational 
Partnerships: an Analysis of Changing Modes of Governance. 
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at the national level. Sometimes, hierarchy is used to stimulate network 
and market governance, in other cases, network governance prepares the 
floor for a hierarchical ‘finish’.  

These examples suggest that hierarchies, networks and markets as 
forms of social coordination these days appear together and in dynamic 
mixtures inside public-sector organisations and between the public sector 
and non-state actors. This is good news: it allows for a much richer range 
of governance combinations than when (public) managers had only access 
to one or two styles. Nevertheless, there are theoretical and practical prob-
lems with the use of such a multi-governance style approach. Public ad-
ministration literature has been rather inconclusive about the usefulness or 
even possibility of distinguishing these three governance styles. Moreover, 
with regard to the practical component: the context in which public admin-
istrators work, is a potentially confusing one.  

In the first place, the late 1990s and early 2000’s have shown a growing 
societal discontent with the performance of governments and their agen-
cies in Western European democracies. In the Netherlands, public trust in 
government decreased from 65% in 2000 to 35% in 2002.3 In 2006 it had 
increased again, but not to the level of 2000.4The success of a populist, 
anti-establishment political party led to a political earthquake in that year. 
In 1996, a Belgian poll about the functioning of the political-administrative 
system showed that 64% of Belgian citizens thought that their democracy 
was in danger at that time.5 In addition, a series of financial scandals were 
uncovered (Augusta, Dassault).6 This was accompanied by the emergence 
of a strong new populist political party. In Germany public trust in the 
government in general, and in politicians particularly decreased drastically 
in the early 1990’s and since then stayed at a low level7. France has wit-
nessed riots caused by serious discontent in suburbs in 2005 and 2006. The 
European Commission faces the same challenge. In 2003 a UK survey 
showed that only 35% of the British public had a ‘great deal or fair 
amount’ of trust that the Commission’s senior officials are telling the 
truth.8  

                                                      
 
3  SCP (Netherlands Social and Cultural Planning Office)(2003): The social 

state of the Netherlands 2003. 
4  SCP (2007): The social state of the Netherlands 2007. 
5  Hondeghem (1997: 25): The national civil service in Belgium. 
6  Woyke (2003: 409): Das politische System Belgiens. 
7  Ismayr, 2003b: Das politische System Deutschlands. 
8  Poll prepared for the Daily Telegraph (www.yougov.com). 
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A second characteristic of the current situation is what the American 
scholar Kettl names the emergence of ‘fuzzy boundaries’.9 The rather clear 
separation of roles between social actors and classical public administra-
tion has disappeared. Governments have come to realise, more than in the 
past, that they cannot solve complex societal problems on their own. They 
rely on partnerships with other public-sector organisations, private-sector 
and non-governmental organisations. Hajer even argues that an ‘institu-
tional void’ has emerged. He claims that more and more important policy 
problems are dealt with next to or across state-institutions.10 Public-sector  
organisations that are not able to adapt to the new situation are in trouble. 
Collaboration is the new imperative.11 Moreover, there is not one new 
situation. Sometimes the public and societal organisations ask for clear, 
authoritative guidance, sometimes they want efficient public services, and 
in other cases they demand to be intensively involved in the preparation or 
execution of government measures. Frequently, they want it all. 

Fuzzy boundaries and societal discontent are related phenomena in the 
sense that when it becomes unclear what public-sector organisations stand 
for and what they take as their responsibility, citizens may become more 
uncertain about who is going to solve societal problems: the fuzziness of 
administrative boundaries adds to the social discontent. ‘Repairing’ the 
vague boundaries seems an impossible mission. One of the factors that 
have contributed to civil uncertainty, globalisation, increases the fuzziness 
of boundaries between state and society, and between states. All over the 
Western world, the role and nature, as well as the institutional foundations 
of the public sector have profoundly changed12. However, this factor is to 
an extent beyond reach of (national) government interventions. Therefore, 
it is imperative to try to deal suitably with the new situation. 

Uncertainty and fuzziness have not only developed in the relations be-
tween government and society, but also inside public-sector organisations. 
The ‘inner world’ of the public sector has two typical reactions. One is a 
fatalist attitude: “Both politicians and citizens are unsatisfied with what-
ever we do”. The other reaction is a defensive managerial reaction: “If we 
cannot improve ‘customer satisfaction’, what is left to do is to improve the 
                                                      
 
9  Kettl (2002: 59): The transformation of governance.  
10  Hajer (2003: 175): Policy without polity? Policy analysis and the institutional 

void. 
11  Kettl (2006): Managing boundaries in American administration: The collabo-

ration imperative. 
12  Farazmand (2004: 1): Sound governance in the age of globalization: a concep-

tual framework. 
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efficiency of our machinery and copy as much as we can from private sec-
tor governance”. 

In this research we will look for other possible reactions. Which other 
governance reactions would be possible, and when and where may they be 
applied? 

 
 

March 2008 
 

 
Louis Meuleman 
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1 Introduction 

Public managers can, to a certain extent, choose between various manage-
ment paradigms which are provided by public and business administration 
scholars and by politicians as well. How do they find their way in this con-
fusing supermarket of competing ideas? This book explores how public 
managers in Western bureaucracies deal with the mutually undermining 
ideas of hierarchical, network and market governance. Do they possess a 
specific logic of action, a rationale, when they combine and switch be-
tween these governance styles? 

This chapter sets the scene for the book as a whole and presents the re-
search topic and the research question. 

1.1 Problem setting 

Since the Second World War, Western public administration systems have 
changed drastically. The hierarchical style of governing of the 1950s to the 
1970s was partly replaced by market mechanisms, from the 1980s on-
wards. In the 1990s, a third style of governing, based on networks, further 
enriched the range of possible steering, coordination and organisation in-
terventions. In the new millennium, public sector organisations seem to 
apply complex and varying mixtures of all three styles of what we will de-
fine as governance in a broad sense. This development has brought about 
two problems.  

Firstly, each of the three styles has an internal logic that is to a substan-
tial extent incompatible with the logic of the other styles. Authority (hier-
archy), trust (network) and price (market) are contrasting and partly un-
dermining principles. The same applies to other sets of characteristics, for 
example how actors are considered (as subjects, partners or customers), or 
regarding the type of relations (dependent, interdependent or independent).  

The second problem, which aggravates the first, is that each of the three 
governance styles is and has been considered to be a panacea: the political 
and/or societal fashion determines how the public sector deals with issues, 
rather than what works best in a given situation. A Dutch political com-
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mentator described the situation in the Netherlands in 2005 as a ‘chaos of 
order’: A fundamental confusion among politicians and civil servants 
about how to design governance mixtures that work. This confusion has 
produced new and widely criticised mixtures of governance styles, such as 
market-style competition combined with new hierarchical control mecha-
nisms in policy areas where, for example in the Netherlands, traditionally 
consent (network governance) has tended to be successful, like in the field 
of social policy.13  

It is no wonder that the performance of public-sector organisations has 
been heavily criticised. It is more surprising that there are still successful 
public-sector activities, in which the inherent style incompatibilities and 
the forces of fashion do not seem to play a central role. The question 
emerges if public managers, who are responsible for successfully dealing 
with policy issues or organisational problems, are merely lucky. Alterna-
tively, could it be that they have found ways to prevent or mitigate these 
problems? Or is it a contingent combination of both? Moreover, what is 
the logic of action of these public managers? 

This research investigates how public managers consciously design and 
manage governance style mixtures that work. We will call this metagov-
ernance, the ‘governance of governance’, a term coined by Jessop.14 With 
reference to the challenge, formulated by Davis and Rhodes, that “the trick 
will not be to manage contracts or steer networks but to mix the three sys-
tems effectively when they conflict with and undermine one another”15, the 
topic of this research is the manageability of combinations of hierarchical 
governance, network governance and market governance, occurring inside 
21st Century (Western) public-sector organisations. The influence on the 
metagovernance challenge of politico-administrative cultures is also inves-
tigated: How is metagovernance executed in a market-oriented culture like 
in England or in the Dutch consensus culture, and to what extent do the 
underlying hierarchical cultures of Germany and the European Commis-
sion influence the possibilities and limitations of metagovernance? An-
other question that will be analysed is if metagovernance is important and 
feasible in both strategic and operational policymaking. 

                                                      
 
13  Schoo (2005): De ordeningschaos (De Volkskrant, 3 September 2005). 
14   Jessop (1997: 7): Capitalism and its future: remarks on regulation, govern-

ment and governance. 
15  Davis and Rhodes (2000: 25): From hierarchy to contracts and back again: 

Reforming the Australian public service. 
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1.2 Research focus 

Governance as a public management issue appears on three levels. The 
macro level concerns the relations between government and society. The 
meso level is about top managers in the public sector and their relations 
with politicians. The micro level, also inside public sector organisations, 
concerns the work of middle and project-managers. The macro level has 
been much better investigated than the meso and the micro level.16 This 
book concentrates on governance questions inside administration: the 
meso and micro level, or the ‘Innenwelt’ of public administration. 17 The 
key managing actors on these levels are the directors-general and the sec-
retaries-general18 (meso level) and middle managers (including project 
managers) (micro level). 

We will use the existing theoretical concept of “governance styles”, 
while adding a new vision on the concept of metagovernance. Three 
‘ideal-type’19 styles or ‘modes’ of governance are distinguished that define 
the roles and lines of responsibility of public-sector and societal players in 
different ways: hierarchical, network and market governance. 20 These 
ideal-types are theoretical constructs: in reality, mixed forms tend to ap-
pear. Public administration organisations are primarily organised accord-
ing to hierarchical principles. Public managers are part of this system and 
have to deal with the characteristics of hierarchy, like authority, legality 
and accountability: they are used to hierarchy as their main style of gov-
erning. At the same time, they must deal with another governance style 
that the New Public Management movement of the 1980s has brought 
forth: market governance, characterised by the idea that public-sector or-
ganisations can be run like a business, through the application of effi-
ciency, competition, performance contracts and deregulation, to name a 
few examples. A third style of governing that public managers must handle 
                                                      
 
16  There is a large public administration literature on the governance of the rela-

tions between government and society. 
17 Müller (1986): Innenwelt der Umweltpolitik: Sozial-Liberale Umweltpolitik, 

(Ohn)Macht durch Organisation? 
18 The head of a ministry (in the UK ‘permanent secretary’). 
19  The adjective ‘ideal-type’ is used because the three distinguished governance 

styles are here considered to be theoretical constructs, that ‘in reality’ only 
appear in mixed forms.  

20  The term ‘governance’ is also used for the internal component (inside admini-
stration), because this aspect cannot be disconnected from the overall concept 
of governance and has been neglected so far. 
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is network governance: a result of the conviction that the public sector 
cannot solve complex societal problems alone anymore, and of the grow-
ing societal pressure on the public sector to co-operate and co-produce 
with, rather than rule society. Network governance is characterised by 
building mutual trust and is based on empathy, by understanding interde-
pendency and by creating consensus. 

Tensions and conflicts between hierarchical, network and market gov-
ernance occur frequently: Governance-style conflicts are a normal, daily 
phenomenon in the public sector.21 The types of tensions are influenced by 
the actual societal, political and administrative context. A common cause 
of conflicts is the fact that Western public-sector organisations are (still) 
mainly using hierarchical governance22, whereas societal actors press in-
creasingly for informal forms of governance23.  

Research on the manageability of conflicts between hierarchical, net-
work and market governance has been restricted until now to the manage-
ment of tensions between hierarchies on one side and networks and mar-
kets on the other side.24 However, the three ways of governing pose a triple 
challenge to public managers. Which characteristics of each of the three 
styles should be combined – if possible at all – to create and manage pro-
ductive mixtures of governance styles, and in which situations?  

The objective of this research is to develop a contribution to the theory 
of metagovernance, a framework for further research as well as sugges-
tions for practical use. The latter will not be given in the form of a ‘tool-
box’, but in the form of, as Bevir et al. formulated it, “an informed conjec-
ture or narrative that projects practices and actions by pointing to the 
conditional connections between actions, beliefs, traditions and di-
lemma’s.”25 

                                                      
 
21  E.g. Kickert (2003: Beneath consensual corporatism: Traditions of govern-

ance in the Netherlands), Kalders et al. (2004: Overheid in spagaat. Over 
spanningen tussen verticale en horizontale sturing). 

22  Hill en Lynn (2005): Is Hierarchical governance in decline? Evidence from 
empirical research. 

23  Peters (2004): Governance and public bureaucracy: New forms of democracy 
or new forms of control? 

24  E.g. De Bruijn and ten Heuvelhof (2004): Management in netwerken. 
25  Bevir et al. (2003: 199): Comparative Governance: Prospects and Lessons. 
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1.3 Research proposition and central question 

Most public administration scholars argue that governance style mixtures 
‘emerge’. Apparently, a governance mixture is often only post-hoc recog-
nised. The term ‘emerge’ assumes that these mixtures are usually not de-
signed before and managed during policy processes. However, other re-
searchers suggest that governance style mixtures are ‘manageable’. Taking 
this second view as a starting point, the proposition that will be investi-
gated in a qualitative way is: Designing and managing governance style 
mixtures, or exercising ‘metagovernance’, in relation to the political, insti-
tutional, and societal context and to the inherent incompatibilities of gov-
ernance styles as well as to the nature of the framed (policy) problems, 
may be an important objective of public-sector management.  

If hierarchical, market and network governance are in some ways in-
herently incompatible, then mixtures of these governance styles must 
cause problems, independent of the political and institutional context of 
public-sector organisations and of the type of tasks they execute. This 
leads to the question, if internal conflicts related to governance style mix-
tures do appear in different institutional and political settings. Furthermore, 
do they appear on the level of policymaking as well as on the level of pol-
icy implementation? This question will be investigated by reviewing the 
governance literature, and by analysing several case studies. 

If problems caused by governance style mixtures can be recognised as 
such, is it then plausible that they can, to a certain extent, be consciously 
dealt with? This leads to the central research question:   

How are internal conflicts and synergies within governance style 
mixtures managed, and what are the possibilities of influencing 
these mixtures? In other words: Under which conditions may (inter-
nal) metagovernance of governance style mixtures be applied by 
public managers as metagovernors? What is their logic of action, 
their rationale? 

1.4 Structure of the book 

The book is structured as follows (Figure 1).The first Chapter introduces 
the research topic and formulates two guiding questions for the research. 
In Chapter 2, the theoretical framework is developed. First, the term gov-
ernance is defined and the concepts of governance styles and governance 
hybrids are discussed (2.1). This leads us to the introduction of three 
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‘ideal-type’ governance styles: hierarchical governance, market govern-
ance and network governance. The argument will be that the evolution of 
styles of governing since the 1950s has not led to one new common style, 
but to complex and dynamic mixtures of governance styles in the relations 
between public-sector organisations and society, as well as inside these or-
ganisations. Some claim that the ‘old’ bureaucracies have been trans-
formed into ‘post-bureaucratic administrations’. However, this has not yet 
been shown to be a valid proposition. Nevertheless, the new ‘mixed bu-
reaucracies’ bring about important new challenges for public managers. 
Section 2.2 describes the three ideal-types more in details. Moreover, more 
than thirty differences between the three governance styles are presented, 
illustrating that they are not only very different, but also each have a dis-
tinct internal logic (2.3). It will be explained that they form complex and 
dynamic combinations inside contemporary Western public-sector organi-
sations. Several types of interactions between the ‘ideal-types’ of govern-
ance are described. Some are conflicting and undermining each other, oth-
ers show how synergies are achieved.  

Following on from this, Section 2.4 will discuss the relation between 
the concepts culture and governance. To which extent is cultural transfer-
ability of governance styles, of specific governance style mixtures feasi-
ble? Answering this question is important for two main reasons. Firstly, for 
understanding how mutual learning between different (national) adminis-
trative systems could be organised suitably. Secondly, analysing this ques-
tion may lead to better understanding the conflicts that arise in praxis when 
certain governance style mixtures are copied (from Western democracies 
to developing countries, for example). 

In Section 2.5, the concept of metagovernance is discussed, with a fo-
cus on what metagovernance means in the ‘inner world’ of the public sec-
tor. It is argued, that metagovernance as the design and management of 
governance style mixtures is a concept that is more practical for public 
managers than other concepts of metagovernance.  

In Chapter 3, the research approach is presented. The chapter begins 
with detailed research questions (3.1). A research framework is developed, 
that combines concepts from governance theory and from organisational 
science (3.2). The framework is tested in two pilot cases. Section 3.3 in-
troduces the methodology: a qualitative comparison of five case studies 
against the background of a research framework based on the theoretical 
observations of Chapter 2. The methodology combines the use of ideal 
types, case study research and grounded theory. Finally, the selection of 
cases is clarified (3.4). 
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Fig. 1. Structure of the book 

Chapter 4 describes the results of four cases studies on strategic soil 
protection policies: It aims to answer the questions of which roles hierar-
chical, network and market governance played, and if metagovernance oc-
curred. The first case analyses a crucial phase in national soil protection 
policy in the Netherlands. The second case compares this with a similar 
case on the federal level in Germany. In the third case the preparation of 
the Soil Action Plan for England in the UK is analysed, and the fourth case 
analyses the preparation of the Thematic Soil Strategy of the European 
Commission.  

Chapter 5 analyses the roles of governance styles and metagovernance 
in a case of policymaking on a ‘street level’: an example of community po-
licing in the Netherlands, and compares this tentatively with recent prac-
tice in other Western European countries. The chapter ends with a com-
parison of the findings in strategic policymaking cases in one sector (soil 
protection policies) and operational policy making in another policy field 
(policing). 

Chapter 6 discusses the occurrence of governance style mixtures (6.1) 
and metagovernance (6.2) in the investigated cases. The following sections 
compare strategic and operational cases (6.3) and different administrative 
systems from a cultural perspective (6.4). Section 6.5 discusses the ration-
ale of public managers when they act as metagovernors, including the 
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strategies they use. The chapter ends with a section on the qualifications of 
metagovernors (6.6). 

Chapter 7 presents a number of recommendations for public managers, 
resulting from this research. First it is discussed how the metagovernor’s 
qualifications can be improved (7.1) In Section 7.2, the use of manage-
ment development to improve the ‘metagovernability’ is discussed. Section 
7.3 illustrates how metagovernance may be addressed in public sector re-
form programmes. Measures announced in Western European public sec-
tor reform programmes since 2000 can be grouped into three types, each of 
which is related to one of the three governance styles. Interestingly, the 
programmes do not address conflicts or synergies between hierarchical, 
network and market types of measures. This raises the question if this is a 
structural point missing in current reform programmes.  

In Chapter 8, a number of conclusions are presented, as a contribution 
to the emerging theory on the feasibility of metagovernance. Chapter 9 
proposes a programme for further research.  



2 Theoretical framework 

2.1 Governance 

2.1.1 A broad definition of a popular concept 

How can public-sector activities be coordinated internally and externally if 
hierarchy, with its dependence on clear boundaries, has weakened? How 
can public managers be prevented from becoming confused about their 
roles and intervention capacity? These questions are dealt with under the 
banner of ‘governance’. Governance has become a buzzword, not only 
among public-administration scholars, but also among practitioners. The 
term even risks becoming so general that it becomes meaningless and, as 
Peters warns, “a tautology: something happened, and therefore governance 
occurred”.26 Governance “has become a rather fuzzy term that can be ap-
plied to almost everything and therefore describes and explains nothing”.27 

This critique is understandable: the term governance is defined in doz-
ens of different, and in some respects contrasting ways. Only some of the 
most influential examples will be mentioned here. Kettl defines govern-
ment as the structure and function of public institutions, and governance as 
the way government gets its job done. 28 In his book ‘Understanding Gov-
ernance’, Rhodes distinguishes six uses of the term governance: 29  

- Governance as the minimal state: the use of markets and quasi-
markets to deliver ‘public’ services’; 

- Governance as corporate governance: this is mainly about transpar-
ency, integrity and accountability, by means of control; 

- Governance as the new public management: the introduction of pri-
vate sector management methods and incentive structures such as 
market competition to the public sector; 

                                                      
 
26  Peters (2000: 35): Globalisation, institutions and governance. 
27  Jessop (2002: 4): Governance, governance failure and metagovernance. 
28  Kettl (2002: xi): The transformation of governance. 
29  Rhodes (1997: 47-53): Understanding governance. 
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- Governance as ‘good governance’: a ‘marriage of the new public 
management with liberal democracy’; 

- Governance as a socio-cybernetic system: interdependence among 
social-political-administrative actors; governance is the result of in-
teractive social-political forms of governing; 

- Governance as self-organising networks: networks develop their own 
policies and shape their environments.  

Stoker identifies similar definitions that are in his view complemen-
tary.30 Farazmand stresses the international dimension of governance, as 
well as the fact that concepts like ‘good governance’ are highly normative 
and value-laden.31 From a socio-cybernetic viewpoint, Kooiman defines 
governance as “the emerging pattern arising from governing.”32 Lowndes 
and Skelcher add an actor’s perspective: Modes of governance are “the 
outcome of social processes but also provide the medium through which 
actors interpret and act to shape their reality”.33 Frederickson prefers to de-
fine governance as “the attempt to comprehend the lateral and institutional 
relations in administration in the context of the disarticulated state”34 

What unites most of the definitions presented above is that governance 
is more than ‘what governments do to get their jobs done’: the term gov-
ernance refers to the relations between public-sector actors and societal ac-
tors when addressing public issues. This relational aspect of governance 
has stimulated many scholars to use the term governance as a synonym for 
what others call ‘network governance’.35 Rhodes’ list of six approaches to 
governance however also includes other types of relations than only net-
work relations, namely hierarchical relations and market-style relations. 
Such a broad perspective is required for this research, because the research 
topic is the manageability of combinations of hierarchies, networks and 
markets. A strong argument for a broad use of the term governance is 

                                                      
 
30  Stoker (1998): Governance as theory: five propositions. 
31  Farazmand (2004: 6): Sound governance in the age of globalization: a concep-

tual framework. 
32  Kooiman (ed.) (1993): Modern governance. 
33  Lowndes and Skelcher (1998: 318): The dynamics of Multi-Organizational 

Partnerships: an Analysis of Changing Styles of Governance. 
34  Frederickson and Smith (2003: 226): The public administration theory primer. 
35  Also called ‘New Governance’: Social coordination based on the logic of co-

steering and network. See also Lee (2003: 2, Conceptualizing the New Gov-
ernance: A new institution of social coordination), and Voss (2007: 36) where 
governance is ‘societal self-regulation’, in contrast to hierarchy (ibid., p.18). 
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given by Schuppert: with a narrow governance definition it is impossible 
to include the historically most successful form of governance, namely hi-
erarchical-bureaucratic governing.36 Only with a broad governance concept 
it is possible to analyse the challenge of governance which the Danish pub-
lic manager Wolf has phrased as follows:  

“What is important is to look beyond the fine-tuning of government ma-
chinery and use the wide angle to capture the way in which we organize 
our societies and the interaction between government, market, civil society 
and individual citizens.”37 

The definition of governance should not only emphasise the relational 
aspect but also the institutional aspect; public managers, who are the prin-
cipal governance actors in this research, work in and with institutions. 
Mayntz’s definition includes this wide angle:  

“Governance is the totality of all co-existing forms of collective coordina-
tion of societal issues, from the institutionalised societal self-regulation via 
several forms of cooperation between governmental and private actors, to 
the official duties of state actors”38 

Therefore, in this research the following broad definition of governance 
is used:  

Governance is the totality of interactions, in which government, 
other public bodies, private sector and civil society participate, aim-
ing at solving societal problems or creating societal opportunities.  

In this definition, the institutional dimension is included: the relations 
between these actors are influenced by their institutions (in a broad sense: 
their organisations, values and norms, and procedures). Kooiman distin-
guishes three orders of governance: first order governance (problem solv-
ing and opportunity creation), second order governance (care for institu-
tions) and third order governance or metagovernance.39 Most research on 
governance focuses on the nature of the relations between public-sector 
organisations and their societal environment. This belongs to Kooiman’s 
first order governance (the macro-level mentioned in Section 1.1). How 
governance modes emerge and are organised inside public-sector organisa-
                                                      
 
36  Schuppert (2007: 8): Was ist und wozu governance? 
37  Wolf (2007: 691): Trends in public administration. 
38  Mayntz (2004: 66): Governance im modernen Staat. (translated from German 

by the author). 
39  Kooiman (2003: 182): Governing as governance. 
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tions (the institutional aspect: second order governance, or the meso and 
micro level) in relation to first order governance, is still relatively less ill-
researched. A case study about the failed introduction of interactive poli-
cymaking in the Dutch Ministry of the Environment highlights a possible 
internal failure factor: tensions between governance approaches inside the 
organisation, on various dimensions (strategy, structure, competencies, 
processes and procedures, to name a few).40 The study suggests that public-
sector organisations apply different governance approaches for internal 
matters, such as human resources management, and for external matters, 
such as tackling societal problems. This not only adds to an unsatisfactory 
performance, but also leads to credibility problems. 

The next question is how to make this governance concept practicable. 
Is it possible to distinguish or rather construct a small number of govern-
ance approaches that are distinct and together have a large explanatory po-
tential? 

2.1.2 Three ideal-types of governance and hybrid forms 

Governance styles can be defined as “the processes of decision-making 
and implementation, including the manner in which the organisations in-
volved relate to each other”.41 Although many governance styles have been 
distinguished, they are usually grouped into three ‘ideal-types’ of govern-
ance, that are considered to have played a role in Western administrations 
since the 1950s: hierarchical, market and network governance.42  

Before the ‘discovery’ of policy networks and the mechanisms of dif-
ferent types of network governance, social coordination was considered to 
                                                      
 
40  Meuleman (2003): The Pegasus Principle: reinventing a credible public sec-

tor. 
41  Van Kersbergen and van Waarden (2004: 143): ‘Governance’ as a bridge 

between disciplines. 
42  Kaufman et al. (1986: Guidance, control and evaluation in the public sector); 

Thorelli (1986: Networks: Between markets and hierarchies); Peters (1998: 
Managing Horizontal Government); Lowndes and Skelcher (1998: The dy-
namics of Multi-Organisational Partnerships); Thompson et al. (1991: Mar-
kets, hierarchies and networks); Thompson (2003: Between hierarchies and 
markets); Powell (1991: Neither market nor hierarchy: network forms of or-
ganisation); Kooiman (2003: Governing as governance), Considine and Lewis 
(2003: Bureaucracy, Network or Enterprise?); Kickert (2003: Beneath consen-
sual corporatism); Schout and Jordan (2005: Coordinated European govern-
ance).  
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take place in two distinct forms: hierarchies and markets.43 Market coordi-
nation was the second ideal type that was described after Weber’s bureau-
cratic ideal type had become the prototype for a classical hierarchy. Net-
works were, for a long time, considered a hybrid form of these ideal-types. 
We find the fiercest defenders of the idea of a hierarchy-market dichotomy 
among economists. In a publication of 2007, Ruys et al. argue that market 
contracting (market governance) is the ‘original state of affairs’, and call 
the opposite vertical integration (hierarchical governance), while all gov-
ernance styles between these extremes are called hybrid relationships.44 
However, economists were also among the first to argue that networks 
form a separate type of social coordination.45  

Already in 1986, Thorelli stated that the network form is a distinct form 
of societal coordination, and not ‘just’ a hybrid form that combines hierar-
chy and markets. 46 Meanwhile, there is a huge public administration litera-
ture based on the idea that network governance, after hierarchical and 
market governance, has become the third ideal-type. Network governance 
as an alternative to hierarchical or market governance is not only accepted 
in public management, but is also widely applied in knowledge-intensive 
businesses47 and in private enterprises in general.48  The network concept 
has become so popular, that sometimes a new dichotomy emerges, namely 
hierarchy versus networks, while market governance is neglected.49 Others 

                                                      
 
43  Thompson (2003: 37) makes a useful distinction between ‘coordination’ 

(alignment of the elements in a system) and ‘governance’ (the regulation of 
their alignment). He places them on a continuum: coordination simply brings 
together elements in an ordered pattern, and governance does this by direction 
and design. Hierarchies, networks and markets can be used as coordination 
mechanisms and as governance structures as well. 

44  Ruys et al. (2007): Modes of governance in the Dutch social housing sector. 
45  E.g. Powell (1991: Neither market nor hierarchy: Network forms of organiza-

tion), Thompson (2003: Between hierarchies and markets: The Logic and 
Limits of Network Forms of  Organization). 

46  Thorelli (1986): Networks: Between markets and hierarchies.  
47  Roobeek (2007): The networking landscape. Navigation for the route to net-

working organisations. 
48  E.g. Assens and Baroncelli (2004, Marché, Réseau, Hiérarchie : à la recherche 

de l'organisation idéale) and Larson (1992, Network dyads in entrepreneurial 
setting). 

49  E.g. Koffijberg (2005: Getijden van beleid: omslagpunten in de volkshuisvest-
ing), Kalders et al. (2004: Overheid in spagaat. Over spanningen tussen verti-
cale en horizontale sturing). 
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reserve the term governance for what they call the ‘new modes of govern-
ance’ (i.e. market and network50) – which is a contradictio in terminis: hi-
erarchy must then also be a governance style, namely the ‘old’ mode of 
governance. Peters bridges this contradiction by bringing network and 
market governance approaches under the umbrella of ‘informal govern-
ance’, besides the ‘formal governance’ of hierarchies.51 Notwithstanding 
the overwhelming empirical evidence that the trichotomy hierarchy-
network-market has more analytical power than the hierarchy-market di-
chotomy or the hierarchy-network dichotomy, there is still a dispute 
among scholars about whether this trichotomy makes sense. This dispute is 
emotional and value-laden; not surprisingly, because different world views 
or belief systems collide in this debate. In Section 2.4 we will discuss this 
cultural dimension more in-depth.  

Before concluding that the three ideal types hierarchical, market and 
network governance cover the whole field, we have to answer two ques-
tions. The first is: should we distinguish successful hybrid forms of gov-
ernance as separate governance styles? The second question is: how plau-
sible is it that these three styles together, and in combination, cover all 
governance approaches? 

Hybrid forms of governance 

Governance hybrids do not necessarily relate to so-called ‘hybrid organisa-
tions’ exclusively. The term hybrid organisations was coined in 1995 by In 
‘t Veld.52 Usually they are somewhere on a gradient between pure govern-
ment agencies and pure commercial firms; they operate in a ‘twilight zone’ 
between public and private53. They can be defined as organisations gov-
erned by two or more ‘pure’ modes of governance.54 Hybrid organisations, 

                                                      
 
50  E.g. European Commission (2002: 7): Report from the Commission on Euro-

pean Governance. Rhodes is ambivalent too: he defines hierarchy as one of 
the governance structures besides market and network (Rhodes, 1997: 47, 
Understanding Governance) and elsewhere in the same book defines govern-
ance in a network connotation, as an alternative to markets and hierarchies 
(Rhodes, 1997: 53). 

51  Peters (2005: 1): Forms of informal governance: Searching for efficiency and 
democracy. 

52  In ‘t Veld (2005): Spelen met vuur. Over hybride organisaties. 
53  Jörgensen (1999: 570): The public sector in an in-between time: Searching for 

new public values. 
54  Ruys et al. (2007): Modes of governance in the Dutch social housing sector. 
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as intercultural entities, are able to bridge fragmented and decoupled rela-
tions in the public sphere.55 Hybrid organisations are not new: they have 
been in existence for quite some time. The British and Dutch East India 
Companies of the 17th century are often mentioned as early examples.56 
Kickert even estimates that currently most organisations in the public 
sphere in Western Europe are hybrid organisations.57  

As stated above, network governance was originally regarded as a hy-
brid of hierarchical and market governance, until it was distinguished as a 
separate form. Meanwhile, many other candidates for promotion to the 
‘Ideal Type League’ have appeared. Six hybrid forms of governance that 
are often mentioned are:  

- Oligopolies (a market form of coordination with important network 
characteristics, that is not restricted to the private sector);  

- Public private partnerships (also a combination of market and net-
work governance);  

- Chain management (a form of network governance concentrating on 
functional instead of social relations between actors, which borrows 
its structure from hierarchical thinking);  

- The Open Method of Coordination of the European Commission;  
- The related concepts of self-regulation and self-organisation;  
- An emerging type with mainly network and market features: ‘bazaar 

governance’. 

Oligopolies 

An oligopoly is a market characterised by a small number of organisations 
who realize that they are interdependent in their pricing and output poli-
cies. The number of organisations is small enough to give each of them 
some market power.58 The behaviour in an oligopoly is based upon self-
interest (autonomy, which refers to market governance), but the fact that 
actors realize their interdependency, makes them behave with more empa-
thy and moderation than in more open markets. This leads them to con-
sider each other like actors do in a network approach. Relations in oligopo-
lies are usually bilateral. They become multilateral when they have a 

                                                      
 
55  In ‘t Veld (1997: 148): Noorderlicht. Over scheiding en samenballing. 
56  Wettenhall (2003: 237): Exploring types of public sector organizations. 
57  Kickert (2001: 135): Public management of hybrid organizations.  
58  Definition OECD (http://stats.oecd.org/glossary/detail.asp?ID=3152, retrieved 

on 27 September 2007). 
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formal agreement: this is known as a cartel. A situation where there is a 
single seller in a market is called a monopoly.  

Public private partnerships 

A public private partnership (PPP) is a non-hierarchical system of govern-
ance in which public and private actors form a common venture that serves 
certain policy goals, such as public services or infrastructure development. 
Börzel and Risse distinguish two basic steering modes of PPP: bargaining 
(related to market governance) and persuasion or arguing (related to net-
work governance). They formulate four distinct types of PPP: cooptation, 
delegation, co-regulation and self-regulation in the shadow of hierarchy.59  
Klijn and Teisman criticise the PPP practice in the Netherlands during the 
1990s and early 2000s. Although PPP became popular among politicians, 
in praxis even in PPP arrangements, policymaking “continues to be based 
on self-referential organisational decisions, rather than on joint inter-
organisational policymaking.”60  

Chain management 

Chain management is a form of governance similar to network govern-
ance. The actors in the chain are interdependent, because of the functional 
interdependence of the processes that are linked. The governance of chains 
differs from network governance: a network is defined by social relations, 
a chain only by functional relations.61 The chain concept can be useful be-
cause it brings a certain order in the relations between actors in processes. 
The restriction to functional relations however is a risk: a chain perspective 
gives only part of the whole picture.62 
 

                                                      
 
59  Börzel and Risse (2002): Public-Private Partnerships: Effective and legitimate 

tools of international governance? 
60  Teisman and Klijn (2002: 197): Partnership arrangements: Governmental 

rhetoric or governance scheme? 
61  Kort, van Twist and in ‘t Veld (2000: 30): Over ontwerp en management van 

processen in ketens.  
62  Kort, van Twist and in ‘t Veld (2000: 38): Over ontwerp en management van 

processen in ketens. 
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Open method of Coordination 

Another governance style hybrid is the so-called Open Method of Coordi-
nation (OMC) of the European Union, which was identified at the Lisbon 
European Council in 2000.63 The OMC implies:64 

- Fixing guidelines for the Union and specific timetables for achieving 
set goals in the Member States; 

- Establishing indicators and benchmarks as a means of comparing best 
practice; 

- Translating the European guidelines into national policy reform ac-
tions which are integrated into national action plans (NAPs); and 

- Periodic monitoring, evaluation and peer review, organised as mutual 
learning processes. 

This approach is characterised as a ‘soft’ approach compared to hierar-
chical governance,65 and codifies practices taken from market governance 
thinking such as benchmarking, target-setting and peer reviewing.66 The 
OMC can also be seen as a form of network governance: it aims at linking 
both public and private actors in joint determination of policy.67 However, 
this participatory dimension has met much scepticism. It is often claimed 
that the OMC is a highly technocratic process involving selected actors in 
a closed policy network.68 

Self-regulation and self-organisation 

Two concepts that are often mentioned in governance literature are self-
regulation and self-organisation. Self-regulation takes the perspective of 
the politico-administrative system, self-organisation the perspective of so-

                                                      
 
63  Laffan and Shaw (2005): New modes of governance. Classifying and map-

ping OMC in different policy arenas. 
64  European Council (2000): Presidency Conclusions of the European Council in 

Lisbon, 23 an 24 March 2000. 
65  Héritier (2002): New modes of governance in Europe: policymaking without 

legislation? 
66  Hodson and Maher (2001: 719): The Open Method as a new mode of govern-

ance. 
67  Peters (2005: 8): Forms of informal governance: Searching for efficiency and 

democracy. 
68  E.g. Smismans (2006: 18): New modes of governance and the participatory 
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cietal organisations.69 Klijn and Koppenjan define self-regulation as an in-
terventionist form of steering by stimulating and sometimes compelling ac-
tors to take care of the quality of output themselves, through reward rules 
and product rules.70 Fuchs argues that self-organisation of society relies 
largely on exclusion, competition and heteronomy.71 The ‘self’ in both 
forms refers to individual autonomy. This links these concepts to market 
governance, with a touch of hierarchy (self-regulation is always regulated 
self-regulation72) and a strong network flavour (self-organisation builds on 
voluntary cooperation and trust).  

The term self-organisation is also used in Luhmann’s theory of social 
systems. Self-organising systems are autopoietic: they produce and repro-
duce the elements they consist of, with the help of those elements them-
selves. Autpoiesis is a biological model of living systems. The autopoietic 
approach to public administration stresses the limits of both the hierarchi-
cal ‘command and control’ approach and the market governance approach 
of public management as a neutral and transferable technology. 73 Kickert 
has warned that applying such a natural scientific model to a social science 
is hazardous, but can also inspire new ideas. 74 75 

Bazaar governance 

A new form of self-organisation that seems to emerge is what Demil and 
Lecocq have coined bazaar governance. 76 It was first recognised in the 
‘market’ of open source software. How the internet encyclopaedia 
Wikipedia is ‘governed’ is another example of bazaar governance. It is 
characterised by low levels of control (hierarchy), weak incentives inten-
sity (market) and a network that does not build on trust: community mem-
                                                      
 
69  Puppis et al. (2004: 9): Selbstregulierung und organisation. Schlussbericht. 
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bers seldom know each other and may enter or leave the network unno-
ticed. This form of governance scores low on key features of all three 
ideal-typical governance styles (authority, trust and price) but seems, in es-
sence, a special mixture of network governance (co-creation) and market 
governance (individual autonomy).  

2.1.3 Are hierarchies, networks and markets ‘all-inclusive’? 

The hybrid forms we have mentioned above are indeed mixtures of hierar-
chical, network and market governance. Benz differentiates ‘negotiation’ 
as a fourth governance style, besides hierarchy, network and ‘competition’ 
(market).77 However, in the broad definition of governance we use in this 
research, each of the three ideal types has its own form of negotiation. Hi-
erarchical negotiation is based on hierarchical positions and instruments; 
network negotiation is characterized by deliberation and attempts to reach 
mutual gains, and market negotiation is bargaining based on price and 
competition. Therefore, distinguishing ‘negotiation’ as a fourth style of 
governance seems not necessary and may even blur the clarity we achieve 
by using ideal types that encompass many dimensions of governance, in-
cluding the style of negotiation. 

Considine defines ‘corporate governance’ as a fourth style of govern-
ance, between ‘procedural governance (hierarchy) and market govern-
ance.78 However, the focus on management and targets suggests that corpo-
rate governance should be placed in the category of market governance. 

The six definitions of governance given by Rhodes79 are all congruent 
with combinations of hierarchical, network and market forms of govern-
ing. Another example in which the three styles are used to present a sim-
plified but complete picture of governance approaches is the ‘Global Sce-
narios 2025’ report of Shell: The three ‘utopias’ of the corner stones of 
their model are a ‘state centric world’, a ‘civil society centric world’, and a 
‘market centric world’.80 Security, coercion and regulation are key features 
of the first; social cohesion, justice and the force of community determine 
the second, and efficiency and market incentives characterise the third so-

                                                      
 
77  Benz (2006: 35): Eigendynamik von Governance in der Verwaltung. 
78  Considine (2006: 7): The power of networks: Institutional transformations in 
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79  Rhodes (1997: 47-53): Understanding governance.  
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cietal force. Trade-offs between two of the three forces are considered the 
most plausible scenarios for (global) societal development: 

- The combination of hierarchy and network leads to the ‘Flags’ sce-
nario. In this scenario, hierarchy protects communities against a dan-
gerous outside world. ‘Gated communities’ are a typical expression.  

- A trade-off between hierarchy and market results in the ‘Low Trust 
Globalisation’ scenario. Checks and control, which are top down 
measures, protect the economy. It is a legalistic scenario.  

- The combination of market and network leads to the third scenario: 
‘Open Doors’. This is a pragmatic free market scenario, characterised 
by incentives and building bridges, open standards, and open borders, 
for example. 

The ‘Open Doors’ scenario bears a strong resemblance to the current 
societal governance culture in the Western World. Figure 2 shows that the 
six types of hybrid governance that we described above, should all be pic-
tured in this scenario. This does not mean that the other scenarios do not 
reflect existing patterns. Gated communities (‘Flags’) can be found on the 
level of nations (economic protectionism), but also on the level of organi-
sations. The Dutch Ministry of Agriculture during the 1980s and early 
1990s was a gated community: Employees of the Environment Ministry 
labelled the Agriculture Ministry the ‘Kremlin’. There was little or no 
room in that ministry for differing opinions.81 ‘Low Trust Globalisation’ is 
related to New Public Management (see 2.2.2): it works with ‘carrots and 
sticks’, and combines flexibility with top down control. 

An important argument supporting the trichotomy concept comes from 
cultural theory. This is dealt with in Section 2.4.1. Finally, empirical re-
search by Considine and Lewis has shown that public officers indeed ex-
perience that there are three separate styles. For them, hierarchy is weakly 
related to both the other styles, and the market and network styles have a 
strong negative correlation.82 

It may now be concluded that hybrid forms of governance may have 
analytical value and should therefore be used in the analysis of governance 
cases. It is also possible to conclude that the use of the three ideal-types hi-
erarchy, network and market, provided that they not are presented as 
monolithic constructs but as sets of related characteristics with a distinct 
internal logic, can provide a basic analytical tool for understanding gov-
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ernance. The concepts of hierarchical, network and market governance to-
gether offer a complete enough analytical framework for explaining the 
conflicts and synergies within and between governance approaches.  

 

Fig. 2. Hybrid forms of governance and the three 2025 Shell scenarios 

2.2 Hierarchical, market and network governance 

Since we have now ‘cleared the ground’, we can take a closer look at each 
of the three ideal-types.  

2.2.1 Hierarchical governance 

During the second half of the 20th century in all OECD countries, funda-
mental changes took place in the organisation of the state and its institu-
tions and in the relations between the state and society. The ideal type of 
bureaucracy developed by the German sociologist Max Weber83 became 
the role model for public administration in the 1950s and 1960s. Weberian 
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bureaucracy changed its shape in the 1970s, a decade characterised by a 
central top-down planning euphoria – but it did not change its fundamen-
tals. Van Gunsteren described the 1970s public sector as a group of organi-
sations that relied on “regulations, obedient organisations and people, and 
if necessary on force”84. In these organisations, functionaries worked 
within a system of clear hierarchical relations, under uniform rules.85 The 
five main points of Weber’s model are:86 

- A carefully defined division of tasks; 
- Authority is impersonal, vested in rules that govern official business; 
- Employees are recruited based upon proven or at least potential com-

petence; 
- Secure jobs and salaries, and promotion according to seniority or 

merit; 
- A disciplined hierarchy in which officials are subject to the authority 

of their superiors. 

Weber’s vision of bureaucracy as a rational and objective machine was 
based on ideas of efficiency drawn from the Prussian army and the mecha-
nisation of the industrial revolution.87 He believed that efficiency and ra-
tionality would lead to the development of essentially similar bureaucratic 
structures the world over. He thus ignored differences that arose from the 
political, social and cultural environments of these organisations.88  

The Weberian bureaucracy has laid out the basic pattern for the current 
public administration in Western democracies. This pattern is hierarchical 
governance. The hierarchical mode of governance has developed in 
Europe to “replace arbitrary authoritarianism and nepotism”. It “provided a 
way for standardising government tasks”.89 It was believed, consistent with 
a mechanistic scientific model, that organisations can be built and made to 
function as a machine.90 Mintzberg91 refers to it as the machine bureauc-
racy. The primarily hierarchical public-sector organisation typically has 
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employees with a law background: they are used to reduce complexity by 
splitting complex problems into smaller sub-problems92. 

The dominance of the Weberian ideal-type in the governance mix was 
already criticized in the early 1970s. The American scholar Cleveland ex-
pected that:   

“…the organisations that get things done will no longer be hierarchical 
pyramids with most of the control at the top. They will be systems – inter-
laced webs of tensions in which control is loose, power diffused, and cen-
tres of decision plural. “Decision-making” will become an increasingly in-
tricate process of multilateral brokerage both inside and outside the 
organisation which thinks it has the responsibility for making, or at least 
announcing, the decision. Because organisations will be horizontal, the 
way they are governed is likely to be more collegial, consensual, and con-
sultative. The bigger the problems to be tackled, the more real power is dif-
fused and the larger the number of persons who can exercise it – if they 
work at it”.93 

Thus, a new view of public administration emerged, that was not inter-
nally, but externally oriented. Following this view, public administration 
was, two decades, later defined as “the whole of mediation institutions that 
mobilize human resources in the service of the state in a given territory”.94  

The hierarchical structure of Weberian bureaucracy implies a monocen-
tric system: one power centre that governs a civil service system. It is an 
instrumentalist approach: public administration with its hierarchical struc-
ture and a hierarchy of value systems is the instrument of governing. How-
ever, empirical research in the 1970s led to the conclusion that societal 
problem solving is a continuous process that is multi- and inter-
organisational, and that this necessitates a polycentric system.95 Hierarchy 
looses most of its meaning when policymaking is seen as co-production of 
interdependent policy centres within and outside of the civil service.  

The reactions of the public sector to this critique were mixed. It ad-
dressed a stereotypical Weberian bureaucracy, which in reality did not ex-
ist. However dominant the rational hierarchical paradigm was, public man-
agers had to do their job in a political, social and cultural context that was 
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pluralist and corporatist (like in Germany), and consensus-oriented (like in 
the Netherlands). Success of the civil service partially relied on co-
operation with societal partners. Herbst described four assumptions of hi-
erarchical organisations that do not match with complex, dynamic envi-
ronments: 96  

- A task can nearly always be decomposed into smaller and smaller in-
dependent parts; 

- An organisation has a simple inflexible structure which can be visual-
ised in an organigram with lines of responsibility; 

- Organisations are of a uniform type; 
- Organisational units have a single, exclusive boundary. 

In Germany, the classical Weberian bureaucratic model with its strong 
emphasis on legality and proper fulfilment of regulatory functions has re-
mained very popular.97 Therefore, especially at the federal level, there has 
been little support for changes. Federal administration was (and is) mainly 
limited to law making and not concerned with service delivery. This re-
duced the need for administrative reform. However, there were some re-
forms in the 1960s, which aimed at decentralisation as well as recentralisa-
tion. From the 1970s, the reform objective became to simplify the 
administration. This objective was citizen-oriented: better delivery of pub-
lic services.98 

Hierarchical governance lost some of its attraction in the 1980s when 
the market governance movement New Public Management (NPM) be-
came the focus of both public administration scholars and practitioners 
(see also 2.2.2, Market governance). During the 1990s, there was a revival 
of the hierarchical approach. Most OECD countries introduced the reform 
concept ‘New Public Governance’ (NPG), partly to replace New Public 
Management, and partly as an addition to the management movement.  

The banner ‘public governance’ contains an interesting dichotomy. In 
the majority of (European) public administration literature, the term ‘pub-
lic governance’ is used synonymously with the term ‘network govern-
ance.99 However, business administration literature100, finance specialists in 
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ministries and organisations like the World Bank use the term ‘public gov-
ernance’ as an umbrella for what they also call ‘government govern-
ance’101, or, rather normatively, ‘good governance’102. This, in contrast to 
network governance, is essentially a hierarchical approach. Government is 
considered the key player. Societal actors are influencers of policy imple-
mentation and they form a basis for criteria to assess the results of these 
policies103: they are not equal partners of the public sector. Government 
governance promotes accountability as a solution for the problem that the 
new service arrangements of government with external parties leads to 
higher risks for politicians.104 The mergence of this approach was a reac-
tion to societal issues such as the deficient accountability, transparency and 
control of the public sector. Its focus on accountability, transparency and 
integrity was caused by various financial scandals regarding mismanage-
ment and abuse of public money.105 The core idea is that stakeholders, 
within and outside the public sector, benefit from good (internal) control 
and good accountability106.  

Government governance has (like New Public Management) an Anglo-
Saxon origin.107 It is more tailor-made for typical public sector issues than 
NPM was. According to Hajer, government governance more or less com-
bines NPM-thinking with democratic principles such as participation, jus-
tice and equality.108 Therefore, its primary concern was to improve the 
compliance with relevant laws and regulations, and financial management 
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inside the public sector. Thus, government governance typically addresses 
internal organisational issues. 

As we will see in Section 2.2.5, hierarchical governance in its different 
forms still plays a dominant role in Western public-administration organi-
sations, and for good reasons. To quote Peters: “Although analysts have 
denigrated hierarchy and praised alternatives such as networks and mar-
kets, one must remember that there are still virtues in hierarchies”. 109 UK 
urban regeneration practice provides another example: in the ‘mix’ of 
market, hierarchy and network, hierarchy is more persuasive than net-
work.110     

To conclude: Hierarchical governance, applied inside and outside 21st 
century Western public administration, accounts for top-down decision-
making, strict internal and external accountability procedures, a hierarchi-
cal organisation structure, an emphasis on project management rather than 
on process management, strategy styles of a planning and design type, and 
a strong preference for legal measures.  

2.2.2 Market governance 

From the 1980s, the ‘managerial’111 and market-oriented reform movement 
‘New Public Management’ (NPM) that was born in a time of economic re-
cession112, stimulated the development of what has become known as mar-
ket governance. The term ‘market’ is a metaphor, which refers to market 
mechanisms and market thinking, not to be confused with the economic 
market. ‘Market governance’ is a (public) governance style, whereas ‘gov-
ernance of the market’ would mean governance of players active in the 
private market. Market governance is a way of thinking and acting that is 
used in both the public and private sector, and in hybrid organisations. The 
emergence of NPM must be seen against the background of substantial fi-
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nancial problems that governments had to deal with in the 1980s. Other in-
centives were the political scandals arising from the complicated inter-
twinement of government and several business sectors, such as the ship-
ping business in the Netherlands. These scandals weakened ties between 
government and private sector. NMP therefore had a dual focus: on service 
(market thinking) and on accountability (hierarchical thinking).113  

The core belief of NPM is that incorporating efficiency principles, pro-
cedures and measures from the private sector, and market mechanisms 
leads to better performance of public administration.114 Customer orienta-
tion is another important characteristic of NPM.115 Public choice theory is 
central to the NPM model: It implies that  

“voters are guided by economic self-interest, interest groups are rent seek-
ing, politicians are entrepreneurs interested in power and perks, and bu-
reaucrats believe in budget maximization and bureau expansion”116.  

Starting in New Zealand and spreading through other Anglo-Saxon 
countries117 to other countries and international organisations like the 
World Bank118, it did not take long before a NPM-set of administrative 
doctrines figured prominently in the reform agenda of most OECD coun-
tries.119 Osborne and Gaebler’s Reinventing Government120 became the 
worldwide icon of the movement. Accoding to Kettl121, the impact of the 
book was surprising: the authors were a journalist and a former city man-
ager respectively, not academics. The academic Hood, who described 
NPM as an “uneasy combination of individualism and hierarchism”, dis-
tinguished seven main characteristics of NPM:122 
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- Hands-on professional management of public organisation; 
- Explicit standards and measures of performance; 
- Greater emphasis on output controls; 
- Shift to segregation of units in the public sector; 
- Shift to greater competition in the public sector; 
- Stress on private-sector styles of management practices; 
- Stress on greater discipline and parsimony in public-sector resource 

use. 

In the Netherlands, as well as in the USA and Great Britain, rightwing 
politicians pressed for a NPM type of reform123. Germany was one of the 
last Western-European countries to enter the NPM-movement on the fed-
eral level. One explanation is that the German administration has a number 
of institutional features (like multi-level government, decentralisation, 
multi-functional local government system and subsidiarity) that were al-
ready ‘NPM-proof’ before NPM started as a reform movement. This, plus 
its good international reputation of performing in terms of legally correct 
and reliable conduct, served as a cognitive and normative barrier against 
an easy adaptation of NPM.124 Only after local, regional and state 
(‘Länder’) reforms were carried out, and a change of government took 
place in 1998, was a comprehensive federal reform program was 
launched.125 This was also triggered by skyrocketing public debts caused 
by the German unification.126 The reform program of 1999 builds on the 
Clinton/Gore rhetoric of NPM, with a vision of ‘an administration which 
performs better and costs less.’127  

Although New Public Management was adapted globally128, there have 
been many differences129. Countries such as Denmark and the Netherlands 

                                                                                                                          
 
123  Ingraham (1996: 247): The reform agenda for national civil service systems: 

external stress and internal strains. 
124  Wollman (2003): Public-sector reform in Germany: between continuity and 

change; Oppen (2002): From ‘New public management’ to ‘New public gov-
ernance’. Restructuring the public administration of tasks in Germany. 

125  Bundesregierung (1999): ‘Moderner Staat – moderne Verwaltung’.  
126  Wollmann (2003): Public-sector reform in Germany, between continuity and 

change – in international perspective. 
127  Ibidem. 
128  Osborne and Gaebler (1992: 328): Reinventing government. 
129  Hood (1996: 270): Exploring variations in public management reform in the 

1980s. 



2.2 Hierarchical, market and network governance     29 

had already developed variable pay (an instrument to enhance competition 
of civil servants within administration130), in the 1980s, whereas the Ger-
man public sector escaped from such reform.131 Kickert argues that, from a 
comparative perspective, the German national administration has an ‘ex-
ceptional’ ability to escape reforms.132 Only in 2005 did Germany issue a 
draft Law that aimed at making light forms of variable pay possible.133 Fac-
tors other than macro-economic performance and political preference also 
affected the degree of emphasis to NPM, such as the size of the admini-
stration. The Netherlands, a country with a ‘medium’ NPM emphasis, had 
a medium sized government at that time. Downsizing the government was 
a more prominent issue there than in Germany: a ‘low’ NPM emphasis 
country, already with a small government. 134 

Gradually the NPM movement began to receive criticism. Techniques 
that flourished in the private sector sometimes showed to be inappropriate 
for the public sector. Many NPM reform activities attempted to create a 
degree of flexibility and discretion that conflicted sharply with the rigidi-
ties created by complicated civil service laws and regulations.135 NPM was 
responsible for at least three structural problems (discovered in an interna-
tional survey on NPM in local governments):136 

- Quality management often degenerates to a simple instrument of le-
gitimising the administration; 

- Ideologically driven privatisation programs end up in short-term, non-
durable solutions; 

- Outcome-orientation often falls back to the traditional hierarchical 
steering concept. 
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A fourth problem is that NPM suggests that the private sector is, by 
definition, superior to the public sector. This contributed to a low morale 
in public administration.137 Furthermore, market thinking may threaten de-
mocratic processes; just as network governance does (see hereafter).138  

Finally, who considers citizens as customers, restricts the task of gov-
ernments to providing services and products, whereas citizens are also sub-
jects, voters and nationals, in which roles they expect more than only ser-
vice provision.139 

Despite the current critique on NPM, market governance has remained 
a very influential ideal-type governance style inside Western public ad-
ministration. In its ideal-typical form it accounts for decentralisation, the 
creation of agencies, and furthering the autonomy140 of existing agencies 
and other decentralised units. It stimulates the formation of hybrid organi-
sations (mixtures of public-sector and private-sector organisations), and 
emphasises the management competencies of staff, instead of policymak-
ing competences. It promotes competition instead of co-operation, stimu-
lates benchmarking, stimulates contract management (although contracts 
are also used in hierarchical and network governance, but not so predomi-
nantly), and advocates output instead of outcome.  

2.2.3 Network governance 

Since the 2nd World War, due to the perceived success of the Weberian 
model, governments and their administration came to be increasingly 
guided by principles of hierarchy and standardisation. In contrast, at the 
same time Western society in general developed into an open democratic 
system in which networks play an important role.141 This divergence was 
problematic because the notion of a network in which actors with different 
interests bargain, is fundamentally different from the mono-rational mode 
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of governance by a single controller.142 Long before the concept of an 
emerging ‘network society’143 became popular in the 1990s, politicians and 
societal stakeholders promoted the involvement of more parties in policy-
preparation and decision-making since the 1970s. Scholars and practitio-
ners claimed that the classic hierarchical paradigm had to be replaced – at 
least for multi-actor, multilevel policymaking - with a network or arena 
paradigm.144 Less ‘command and control’ and more ‘open processes’ were 
expected to improve the effectiveness of the governmental organisations.145 
The ‘IT-revolution’ of the last decades has also increased the importance 
of networks in social life.   

Against this background, from the 1980s (in the Netherlands) and 
1990s (in most other western European public administrations), the ideal-
type network governance developed as an alternative to hierarchical top-
down steering by government, and to market governance as promoted un-
der the banner of New Public Management. It provides a third alternative 
between top-down planning and the anarchy of the market. Whereas mar-
ket governance offered the alternative of deregulation and privatisation to 
the inefficiency of hierarchical governance in our complex societies, net-
work governance offered the alternative of horizontal coordination.146 
Network governance is considered to offer advantages for learning and in-
novation in an ever-changing environment.147 Powell describes network 
governance as “more a marriage than a one-night stand, but there is no 
marriage license, no common household, no pooling of assets”.148  

Network governance can be defined as the ‘management’ of complex 
networks, consisting of many different actors from the national, regional 
and local government, from political groups and from societal groups 
(pressure, action and interest groups, societal institutions, private and busi-
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ness organisations).149 150 Public sector reform programmes of the early 
2000s concentrate on this objective to a substantial extent. Network gov-
ernance has also become popular in public management consulting.151 
However, this does not imply that network governance has been widely 
implemented. The introduction of network governance in the public sector 
is sometimes a symbolic rather than a serious attempt (in Germany, the 
term ‘Ankündigungs-politiken’152 has been coined to describe this phe-
nomenon)153. The reason for this may be that politicians tend to (ab)use 
participatory approaches as a way of increasing support.154 An example is 
the introduction of co-regulation with societal partners by the European 
Commission. This has been analysed as an attempt to develop more hierar-
chical power, against the will of the member states.155  In the Netherlands, 
it was found that policy processes that begin with a network approach end 
with a classical top-down approach that destroys the trustful relations. This 
creates an often-seen network governance paradox: when government only 
half-heartedly invites citizens and societal partners to participate in poli-
cymaking, the result may be a decrease of citizens’ trust in government.156  

Meyer identified four key elements of network regulation: Trust, dura-
bility, strategic dependency, and institutionalisation.157 Trust is a more ef-
fective means of dealing with knowledge-intensive organisations than 
price and authority.158 Empathy should be added as key element: the will 
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and ability to understand the interests of other network partners and to act 
accordingly. Thorelli adds power, a “cousin” of trust, as a central concept 
in networks: the ability to influence the decisions of others.159  

Klijn and Koppenjan distinguish five other characteristics of network 
governance: 160 

- Mutual dependence of actors which leads to sustainable relations be-
tween them; 

- In the course of interactions, rules are formed which regulate actor 
behaviour; 

- Policy processes are complex and not entirely predictable because of 
the variety of actors, perceptions and strategies; 

- Policy is the result of complex interactions between actors who par-
ticipate in concrete games in a network; 

- Network co-operation is not devoid of problems and needs process 
and conflict management, and risk reduction. 

According to Considine there are three domains in which network gov-
ernance is making an important contribution to public governance: interor-
ganisational networks (linking public and private organisations), inter-
actor networks (linking leaders and advocates), and inter-agency networks 
(linking various agents in the provision of services).161 

The ideal-type network governance currently accounts for interactive 
policymaking, informal networks such as expertise networks in public ad-
ministration, and covenants.  

Network governance and knowledge based network organisations 

The term network governance implies a focus on a certain type (namely in-
terdependent) type of relations, for example between a ministry and socie-
tal stakeholders. A network organisation will use, or be a partner in net-
work governance, but differs from other organisations participating in 
network governance in the sense that its internal organisation is based on 
networking as the main (or even only) coordination and organisation prin-
ciple. This type of organisations has been successful in knowledge-
intensive businesses, which are sometimes called ‘knowledge-based net-
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work organisations’162. Networks work well in knowledge-rich environ-
ments because they have superior information-processing capabilities; they 
are also more adaptable and flexible than hierarchies because of their loose 
coupling and openness to information.163 Such organisations have in com-
mon that they focus on content in stead of power, and are designed in a 
way that their highly professional employees have maximum freedom of 
operation. The Dutch consultancy organisation ‘The Vision Web’ that 
emerged in the late 1990s was an extreme example. There was no internal 
hierarchy (to the extent that employees decided on their own salaries), no 
managers; everything was based on trust, people and identity.164  

Like all styles of governance, network governance also has its typical 
weak points.165 Networks are instable constructions that tend to either dis-
integrate, or convert into a formal organisation. They are not very efficient 
compared to markets and hierarchies. Furthermore, the advantage (com-
pared to hierarchies) that networks are open, can also be a threat to another 
key element, namely trust, because trust relates to team building in a net-
work (and therefore, closure is important). Sørensen argues that network 
governance marginalises politicians and thereby weakens democracy.166 It 
‘stretches’ democracy and raises issues regarding equity, accountability 
and democratic legitimacy.167 Depending on how democracy is defined, 
this may be problematic. Klijn and Koppenjan differentiate between an in-
strumental vision (democracy is an efficient way of decision making) and a 
substantive view (democracy is a societal ideal, a value in itself). Propo-
nents of participatory or direct democracy usually take latter view.168 

A final weakness of network governance worth mentioning here is in-
herent to networks. People with a higher than average number of ‘links’ 
with others, play an important role in networks. These ‘hubs’ guarantee 
high speed communication. However, if such hubs are removed, networks 
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may break down into isolated pieces.169 Moreover, hubs establish a kind of 
hierarchy in a network, and actors who find themselves in such a key posi-
tion, have an advantage over other players.170 This makes the selection of 
participants in network governance processes problematic. In addition, 
there are no commonly accepted procedures for selection, and the risk is 
that privileged actors join in technocratic decision making which may re-
sult in a decrease of citizens’ participation compared to the classical repre-
sentative forms of democratic decision-making.171  

2.2.4 Forms of network governance 

It is no surprise that a whole range of sub-forms of network governance 
have developed: large numbers of Western-European public administration 
and political science scholars have concentrated on the governance impli-
cations of Castells’ emerging ‘network society’. Each of the sub-forms 
highlights one or more characteristics of network governance. They share 
the normative idea that networks are the best way of societal coordination.  

Participatory governance (or interactive policymaking) is a normative 
concept172 that promotes individual and collective participation of state and 
non-state actors in policy-making and implementation.173 Because of the 
focus on participation this concept is usually compared with hierarchical 
governance (which is in principle not participatory), and not with market 
governance.174 During the 1990s, interactive policymaking became en 
vogue in the Netherlands.175 Around the Millennium, a revival of hierarchi-
cal thinking in the (national) political arena resulted in the end of several 
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experiments with this form of network governance.176 Nodal governance177 
is a structured form of participatory governance in which state and non-
state actors co-operate to provide public services. It operates through net-
works and partnerships of governance ‘nodes’ that include state agencies, 
businesses and NGOs.178  

Bang’s concept of culture governance179 developed in the consensus 
oriented society of Denmark and is a difficult mixture: it “represents a new 
form of top-down steering; it is neither hierarchical nor bureaucratic but 
empowering and self-disciplining”. Not only does this seem to neglect 
some of the inherent incompatibilities between hierarchies and networks, 
the normative character also includes that this approach is considered to be 
a generally applicable style combination. 

Community governance is a form of governance in which governments 
appeal to citizens to form communities that look after their own affairs, 
such as safety. This form is related to community policing (see Chapter 
5).180 

Whereas participatory and nodal governance position government as a 
key actor in processes of solving societal problems, deliberative govern-
ance 181 is ‘deliberately’ anti-statist and focuses on societal processes of de-
liberation as the crucial ‘modern’ problem-solving mechanism. It is based 
on the idealistic view of democracy, distinguished by Klijn and Koppen-
jans. 

Other approaches consider dealing with complexity as the main chal-
lenge for (network) governance. They do not concentrate on the interac-
tions between actors. Reflexive governance is a form of network govern-
ance that builds on Beck’s notion of reflexive modernisation:182 complexity 
and uncertainty require that governance approaches are reflexive, i.e. the 
governance approach and the ‘governors’ itself are influenced, or should 
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be open for influences by the governance environment. 183  In reflexive 
governance, learning is a central issue. Adaptive governance is a way of 
designing policies that can adapt to a range of anticipated and unantici-
pated conditions. A key characteristic of adaptive governance is collabora-
tive, flexible and learning-based issue management across different 
scales184. Adaptive management is a form of reflexive governance: it is a 
structured learning process designed to dealing with uncertainty.185 

2.2.5 Post-bureaucratic administration, a myth? 

The internal logic of the three ideal-types makes them so attractive that 
each of them has been considered a panacea for all administration prob-
lems: hierarchy in the post-War decades, market governance during the 
1980s and 1990s, and network governance since the mid-1990s. Bouckaert 
distinguishes three phases in the evolution of public administration in 
Western states since the 1950s.186 Between 1950 and 1980 hierarchical 
governance was central: the public sector should be above all professional 
and rational. From 1980-1995 market governance was introduced (private 
sector instruments and procedures: New Public Management (NPM)). In 
the period of 1995-2000s, New Public Governance emerged: a combina-
tion of network governance and hierarchical governance (the latter under 
the banner of ‘good governance’).  

Was this evolution also a succession of the relative dominance of gov-
ernance styles over time, from hierarchy to network via market govern-
ance? Sol argues that the idea of succession is a simplification and feeds 
the myth of progress.187 It is a simplification, because there have been sig-
nificant differences in the governance history of individual countries, dif-
ferent public-sector organisations inside the same country and even differ-
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ent organisational units within one public-sector organisation. The myth of 
progress is criticized by Hesse in the case of Germany.188 He notices that 
public administration reform is characterised by symbolic politics rather 
then by real reforms. This may be illustrated by the view of the European 
Commission on the participation of networks (i.e. in this case: non-
governmental actors). In its White Paper on Governance, the Commission 
states: “By making them more open and structuring better their relation 
with the Institutions, networks could make a more effective contribution to 
EU policies”189, which can be considered “rather paternalistic advice”.190 In 
the White Paper, stakeholder involvement is interpreted as a way of pro-
viding the Commission with information and not as a process of dialogue. 

If there has not been a succession from hierarchy to network via market 
governance, then all three modes of governance should exist together. This 
seems to contradict the popular idea that a ‘post-bureaucratic administra-
tion’ is emerging191. The term ‘bureaucracy’ is used for the politico-
administrative system of performance in modern times, which is mani-
fested in a fixed pattern of responsibilities and jurisdictions, and a hierar-
chical pyramid-shaped structure.192 The notion of post-bureaucratic ad-
ministration implies the opposite: abandon the classical bureaucracy, 
replace fixed responsibilities with fluid ones and hierarchical structure 
with a flat organisation.193 The question is: has there been a metamorphosis 
of the politico-administrative system towards a post-bureaucratic type, or 
is this wishful thinking?  

Many public administration scholars hold that a change has indeed oc-
curred. Their argument has some plausibility. Western societies are said to 
have transformed into ‘network societies’.194 In addition, it was widely sig-
nalled that public-sector organisations needed to change as early as the 
1970s and 1980s: “Bureaucracies tend to concentrate on organisational 
survival rather than on attending problems of governance”, and “Bureau-
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cratic government is a threat to those who see the central position of bu-
reaucracy in modern policy-making as a threat to traditional values. It is 
also a threat to those who desire an effective government”.195 The Dutch 
scholar Frissen argues that hierarchical governance is decreasing, because 
of the IT revolution.196 Bogason and Toonen conclude that hierarchical 
control of government over society is not impossible, but is restricted to 
politically and technologically simple fields that require simple human 
tasks of intervention.197 Moreover, they argue, “Not many areas of human 
activity meet these demands”. Others believe, that “the nature of tasks of 
governments in contemporary complex societies are confronted with will 
not allow for command and control reactions”.198 None of these authors, 
however, have produced empirical evidence for the supposedly drastic de-
crease of hierarchical governance. 

There are many more scholars who hold that hierarchy has gone, or at 
least, is weakened. Kettl identifies a fundamental shift in American public 
administration.199 He concludes that the four traditions that together formed 
the US public administration all depend upon the opportunity to draw clear 
lines defining the roles and responsibilities of each of the players. 200 How-
ever, with entering the 21st century, these boundaries have all become 
fuzzy. Traditional boundaries can no longer contain big problems.201 The 
fluidity of administrative boundaries in Western administrations has led to 
a move from the familiar institutions “to the edges of organisational activ-
ity, negotiations between sovereign bodies, and inter-organisational net-
works (…)”.202 After governments had discovered the limits of the first al-
ternative to hierarchy, namely a retreat from the public domain by 
introducing market governance elements such as privatisation and deregu-
lation, the development of network governance was perceived as a new 
opportunity.203 According to Kickert204, it was already in the Netherlands in 
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the early 1970s (long before the New Public Management movement) rec-
ognised that central top-down steering in a hierarchical organisation does 
not work in a network of independent actors with different goals, interests 
and positions. Elsewhere he argues that the early attention in the Nether-
lands to a network approach is caused by the historically underlying conti-
nuity of a corporatist-consensual model of deliberation and pragmatic 
compromise.205 

Therefore, if classical bureaucracy is labelled as out-dated, and if there 
was strong societal and political pressure to change the administration, 
why would a new ‘post-bureaucratic’ administration not have developed? 
Kettl’s ‘fuzzy boundaries’ of course do influence the possibility of design-
ing and applying certain governance style mixtures. However, this does 
not mean that any of the three ideal-types has been put ‘out of business’. 
On the contrary, it seems that public-sector organisations have escaped 
much of a transition thus far. According to Bouckaert, during the last dec-
ades of the 20th century they have developed from a hierarchical Weberian 
style towards a Neo-Weberian style that is still hierarchical.206 The Neo-
Weberian style has moved further away from the classical hierarchical 
style in Anglo-Saxon states than in continental European states. Bouckaert 
distinguishes two types: a Nordic type that emphasises the participation of 
the citizen-client in a ‘citizens’ state’ with a balance of rights and obliga-
tions, and a continental version that insists on the professional dimension 
of the state, with a citizen who is considered as a client.207 

Furthermore, recent research shows that hierarchy is still the primary 
governance style in Western public-sector organisations.208 A case study in 
Queensland, Australia, showed that its bureaucracies have not changed 
into post-bureaucratic organisations, but that public sector organisations 
have evolved “from one form of bureaucracy based on political controls 
and values, to a form of bureaucracy associated with market controls and 
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values”.209 An investigation in the UK showed empirically that “King Bu-
reaucracy is actually alive and well and, above all, absolutely necessary if 
policy is to be implemented on a national basis”210. Hierarchy is “in good 
shape”, and like the whisky brand “Johnny Walker” advertises “Born in 
1820, still going strong”211. Schofield argues that it is useful for politicians 
to have an “obedient cadre of professional managers who are the interface 
between themselves and the citizen”; in addition, managers stay obedient 
because this is rewarding for them. Hill and Lynn state that hierarchy is 
still “the primary means by which governments govern. The seemingly 
‘paradigmatic’ shift away from hierarchical government toward horizontal 
governing […] is less fundamental than it is tactical.” They conclude that 
what has taken place is the addition of new tools or administrative tech-
nologies that facilitate public (network) governance within hierarchical 
systems.212  

Similar observations have been made in Germany, where in the case of 
control over prisons and over local authority in building administration, hi-
erarchical forms of control moved from the foreground to a ‘shadow’ from 
which they still are influential.213 In the Netherlands, politicians are trying 
to re-hierarchise the public sector.214 There may have been a temporary de-
crease, but the return of hierarchy with new vigour is confirmed for the 
UK by Taylor and Kelly. They found that there has been an increase in 
rules and accountability procedures, which has “reduced the rule discretion 
of the street-level bureaucrat, which crucially, in terms of Lipsky’s the-
ory215, has reduced the policy-making element of discretion”216.  

Another indication that bureaucratic (i.e. hierarchical) governance is 
still important is that Western governments invest a lot of energy in a bat-
tle against ‘over-regulation’. ‘Better regulation’ is the normative slogan, 
                                                      
 
209  Parker and Bradley (2004: 197): Bureaucracy or post-bureaucracy? Public 

sector organizations in a changing context. 
210  Schofield (2001: 91): The old ways are the best? 
211  Schuppert (2007: 8): Was ist und wozu Governance? 
212  Hill and Lynn (2005): Is Hierarchical governance in decline? Evidence from 

empirical research. The authors synthesized 70 journals and 800 articles on 
governance and public management over a 12 year period. 

213  Lodge and Wegrich (2005: 221): Control over government: Institutional iso-
morphism and governance dynamics in German public administration. 

214  Ringeling (2007: 22): Tussen distantie en betrokkenheid. 
215  Lipsky (1980): Street-level bureaucracy. 
216  Taylor and Kelly (2006: 639): Professionals, discretion and public sector re-

form in the UK: re-visiting Lipsky. 



42       2 Theoretical framework 

which the European Commission uses to bring and keep down the ‘admin-
istrative burden’ of legislation for businesses and citizens. Many European 
countries developed ambitious deregulation programmes in the early 
2000s. These programmes usually have two objectives: creating more 
freedom for the private sector and a better acceptance of government poli-
cies by citizens. Belgium labelled the national anti-bureaucracy pro-
gramme the ‘Kafka’ project; also in the Netherlands, ‘Kafka brigades’ 
have been established. ‘Better regulation’ targets are sometimes formu-
lated in terms of a 25 to 40% decrease of legal texts without differentia-
tion.217 However, (legal) instruments are not neutral devices: they express a 
certain idea about social control and ways of exercising it.218  

Finally, König states matter-of-factly that no interpretable material is 
yet available from which the type of a post-bureaucratic administration 
might emerge.219 He adds that even private enterprises (still) have bureau-
cratic features, because of its low transaction costs. How is it then possible 
that so many scholars deny that hierarchy is still very influential? One rea-
son may be that they are mainly interested in the non-hierarchical dimen-
sions of governance: all the world is chaos and complexity, and this leads 
to a new paradigm for public administrators.220 This focus on complexity 
alone can be criticised. In the words of Frederickson: 

“Investments in our prevailing institutions, our cities, states and nationals 
and their established governments are devaluated, as are the accomplish-
ments of those institutions. Order, stability, and predictability are likewise 
undervalued.”221 

We can conclude that there is no evidence of an emerging post-
bureaucratic public sector. There are merely complex mixtures of old and 
newer forms of governance (Figure 3), and none of them can be considered 
a panacea.222 However, the ingredients of the mixtures have always been 
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there. Even in primarily hierarchical times, consent was often strived for.223 
Hierarchy, or ‘bureaucratic management’ in a Weberian sense continues to 
exist in a complicated mixture with market and network thinking, and 
sometimes disguised as network or market governance. The ‘dinosaur sce-
nario’, which emphasises that hierarchy is undesirable and not viable, and 
that a shift toward market or network governance is inevitable, is an insuf-
ficient explanation for contemporary public-sector governance: “Bureau-
cratic organization and the success criteria in which it is embedded are still 
with us.”224  

Even in the supposedly emerging ‘network society’ of Castells225, it 
seems logical for some public-sector tasks to stick to hierarchy. The finan-
cial and salary department of a ministry should be reliable and not net-
working or entrepreneurial. Besides, bureaucratic procedures can be con-
sidered as a safeguard for effectively dealing with crises, disasters, or 
security issues. On the other hand, hierarchy has proven to not being able 
to solve multi-actor, multi-sector, multi-level problems: they are too 
‘fuzzy’. 

 
Fig. 3. Development of three governance styles in Western European nations 

Nevertheless, the arguments and the empirical findings mentioned 
above that hierarchy is still an important governance style, may not con-
vince believers in the ‘network governance is everything’ doctrine. Their 
vision “assumes that a single, context-free set of principles for organizing 
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public administration is functionally and normatively superior.”226 Finally, 
they may argue that empirical research cannot prove that they are wrong, 
because the (quantitative and qualitative) evidence produced by such re-
search is based on an analytical concept that fails to recognise that the cur-
rent society is up to its capillary vessels a network society. Frissen formu-
lates the network doctrine as follows: 

“I am no Darwinist. I think that the world is accidental, that it could have 
gone differently, that things do not have a purpose. This is a crucial point. 
When one looks at societal developments from a policy perspective, it 
makes a big difference if one believes that the world is the result of contin-
gency, or that the world has a logic which is understandable, in which one 
can intervene with predictable outcomes. That leads to a very different 
steering behaviour.”227  

To conclude, the arguments in this section suggest that taking one of 
the three ideal types as a panacea leads to overlooking important character-
istics and mechanisms of the functioning of contemporary public-sector 
organisations. Only by considering all three forms simultaneously, the 
strengths and weaknesses of each of the forms can be assessed.228 There-
fore, a multi-perspective approach (hierarchies, networks and markets exist 
together) has more analytical power. Beetham came to the same conclu-
sion when he, in 1991, compared several alternatives to the Weberian 
model of hierarchy: 

“Each of these conceptions has in its time been presented as the final truth. 
It would be more plausible, however, to see them, not as mutually exclu-
sive alternatives, either to the Weberian model or to an another, but as each 
emphasizing an essential aspect of organizational reality, all of which need 
taking into account and which together necessitate a modification in the 
strictly bureaucratic conception of organizational efficiency, rather than its 
outright replacement.”229 
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2.3 Relations between governance styles  

2.3.1 Differences between hierarchical, network and market 
governance 

The three ideal-typical styles of governance are internally consistent: they 
each have a clear and distinct internal logic. Hierarchy produces legal in-
struments because they can be controlled hierarchically. A typical network 
governance outcome like a consensus builds on mutual trust, not on hierar-
chical power play, and therefore does not fit into the logic of hierarchical 
thinking, nor in the competitive logic of market governance. As we have 
argued in 2.2.5, the ‘logic of governance’230 of the ideal-types makes them 
so attractive, that scholars and practitioners have seen each of them as a 
panacea for all administration problems. Table 1 (see also Annex 1) pre-
sents an overview of 36 differences between the three governance styles 
that have been collected to support the analytical framework of this re-
search. They are clustered into five groups (see Section 3.2.2): vision (and 
strategy), orientation, structure (including systems), people and results. 

Table 1. Differences between the three ideal types of governance 

       Governance style 
     
Organis. dimension      

HIERARCHICAL 
STYLE 

NETWORK 
STYLE 

MARKET STYLE 

VISION/STRATEGY    

1.   Culture/ 
      'Way of life' 231 

Hierarchism Egalitarism Individualism 

2.   Theoretical  
       background 232 

Rational, positivist Socio-
constructivist, 
social config. 
theory 

Rational choice, 
public choice, 
principal-agent 
theory 

3.   Mode of calcul.233 Homo hierarchicus Homo politicus Homo economicus 
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Table 1. (continued)  

                                                      
 
234  Hartley (2004): Paradigms, prizes and paradoxes in governance and public 

     Governance style 
     
Organis. dimension     

HIERARCHICAL 
STYLE 

NETWORK 
STYLE 

MARKET 
STYLE 

4.   Key concept234 Public goods Public value Public choice 

5.   Primary virtues235 Reliable Great discretion, 
flexible 

Cost-driven 

6.   Common 
      motive236 

Minimising risk Satisfying  
identity 

Maximising  
advantage 

7.   Motive of  
      subordinate  
      actors237 

Fear of punishment Belonging to group Material benefit 

8.   Roles of  
      government  

Government rules 
society 

Government is 
partner in a  
network society 

Government  
delivers services 
to society 

9.   Metaphors238 Machine; stick; iron 
fist  

Brain; sermon; 
word 

Flux; carrot;  
invisible hand 

10. Style of  
      strategy239 

Planning and design 
style; compliance to 
rules and control 
procedures 

Learning style; 
Chaos style:  
coping with  
unpredictability; 
deliberation 

Power style;  
getting  
competitive 
advantage 

11. Governors’  
      responses to  
      resistance240 

Use of legitimate 
power to coerce 
rebels to behavioural 
conformity 

Persuasion of  
rebels to engage, or  
expel them 

Negotiate deals 
with rebels, using 
incentives and 
inducements 

ORIENTATION    

12. Orientation of  
      organisations 241 

Top-down, formal, 
internal 

Reciprocity,  
informal, open-
minded, empathy, 
external 

Bottom-up,  
suspicious,  
external 

13. Actors are seen 
      as  

Subjects Partners Customers,  
clients 

14. Choice of 
      actors242 

Controlled by  
written rules 

Free, ruled by trust 
and reciprocity 

Free, ruled by 
price and  
negotiation 

management. 
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Table 1. (continued)  

     Governance style 
     
Organis. dimension     

HIERARCHICAL 
STYLE 

NETWORK 
STYLE 

MARKET STYLE 

15. Aim of stock- 
      taking of actors  

Anticipating  
protest/obstruction 

Involving stake-
holders for better 
results and 
acceptance  

Finding reliable 
contract partners 

STRUCTURE     

16. Structure of  
      organisations 

Line organisation, 
centralised control 
systems, project 
teams, stable/fixed 

Soft structure, with 
a minimum level of  
rules and 
regulations 

Decentralised, 
semi-autonomous 
units/  
agencies/teams;  
contracts 

17. Unit of decision 
      making243 

Public authority Group Individual 

                                                                                                                          
 
235  Considine and Lewis (1999: 468): Governance at ground level: the frontline 

bureaucrat in the age of markets and networks. 
236  Streeck and Schmitter (1985: 122): Community, market, state – and associa-

tions? 
237  Streeck and Schmitter (1985: 122): Community, market, state – and associa-

tions? 
238  Morgan (1986/1997): Images of organisation. Jessop (2003): Governance and 

metagovernance: On reflexivity, requisite variety, and requisite irony. 
239  Mintzberg et al. (1998): Strategy safari. A guided tour through the wilderness 

of strategic management. Knill and Lenschow (2005: 583): Compliance, 
competition and communication: Different approaches of European govern-
ance and their impact on national institutions. 

240  Dixon and Dogan (2002: 184-186): Hierarchies, networks and markets: re-
sponses to societal governance failure. 

241  e.g. Jessop  (2003): Governance and metagovernance: On reflexivity, requisite 
variety, and requisite irony. Streeck and Schmitter (1985: 122): Community, 
market, state – and associations? 

242  Assens and Baroncelli (2004: 7): Marché, Réseau, Hiérarchie : à la recherche 
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243  Arentsen 2001: 501): Negotiated environmental governance in the Nether-
lands: Logic and illustration. 
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Table 1. (continued)  

     Governance style 
     
Organis. dimension     

HIERARCHICAL 
STYLE 

NETWORK 
STYLE 

MARKET STYLE 

18. Control244 Authority Trust Price 

19. Coordination245 Imperatives; ex ante 
coordination 

Diplomacy;  
self-organised  
coordination 

Competition; ex 
post coordination 

20. Transactions246 Unilateral Multilateral Bi- and  
multilateral 

21. Flexibility247 Low Medium High 
22. Commitment 
      among parties248 

Medium to high Medium to high Low 

23. Roles of com- 
      munication249 

Communication 
about policy: giving  
information 

Communication for 
policy: organising 
dialogues 

Communication as 
policy:  
incentives,  
PR campaigns 

24. Roles of  
      knowledge250 

Expertise for  
effectiveness of  
ruling 

Knowledge as a 
shared good 

Knowledge for 
competitive  
advantage 

25. Access to  
      information251 

Partial: Segregated 
information 

Partial: Fragmented  
information 

Total, determined 
by price  

                                                      
 
244  Davis and Rhodes (2000:18): From hierarchy to contracts and back again: Re-

forming the Australian public service.  
245  Thompson (2003: 48): Between hierarchies and markets. 
246  Susskind (1999: 6-18): An alternative to Robert’s Rules of order for groups, 

organisations and ad hoc assemblies that want to operate by consensus. 
247  Powell (1991: 269): Neither market nor hierarchy: network forms of organisa-

tion. 
248  Powell (1991: 269): Neither market nor hierarchy: network forms of organisa-

tion. 
249  Rijnja and Meuleman (2004: 35): Maken we beleid begrijpelijk of maken we 

begrijpelijk beleid? 
250  In ‘t Veld (2000): Willingly and knowingly. The roles of knowledge about na-

ture and the environment in policy processes. Adler (2001: 215): Market, hi-
erarchy, and trust: the knowledge economy and the future of capitalism.  

251  Assens and Baroncelli (2004 : 7): Marché, Réseau, Hiérarchie : à la recherche 
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Table 1. (continued)  

     Governance style 
     
Organis. dimension     

HIERARCHICAL 
STYLE 

NETWORK 
STYLE 

MARKET STYLE 

26. Context252 Stable Continuous change Competitive 

PEOPLE    

27. Leadership253 Command and  
control 

Coaching and 
supporting 

Delegating, 
enabling 

28. Empowerment 
      Inside 
      organisation254 

Low Empowered lower 
officials 

Empowered senior 
managers 

29. Relations255 Dependent Interdependent Independent 

30. Roles of public 
      managers256 

‘Clerks and  
martyrs’ 

‘Explorers’  
producing  
public value 

Efficiency and 
market  
maximisers 

31. Competences of 
      civil servants  

Legal, financial, 
project management,  
information 
management 

Network 
moderation, 
process  
management, 
communication 

Economy,  
marketing, PR 

32. Values of civil 
      servants257 

Law of the jungle Community Self-determination 

33. Objectives of 
      management  
      development258 

Training is 
alternative form of 
control over 
subordinates 

Training helps 
‘muddling through’

Training 
stimulates efficient 
decisions 

                                                      
 
252  Hartley (2004): Paradigms, prizes and paradoxes in governance and public 

management. 
253  Hersey and Blanchard (1982): Management of organizational behaviors: Util-

izing human resources.  
254  Peters (2004: 2): The search for coordination and coherence in public policy. 
255  Kickert (2003: 127): Beneath consensual corporatism: Traditions of govern-

ance in the Netherlands. 
256  Hartley (2004): Paradigms, prizes and paradoxes in governance and public 

management. 
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engaging adults. 
258  Simon (1997: 13): Administrative behaviour. Termeer (1999: 92): Van sturing 
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Table 1. (continued)  

RESULTS    

34. Affinity with 
      problem types259 

Crises, disasters, 
problems that can be 
solved by  
executing force 

Complex,  
unstructured, multi-
actor issues 

Routine issues, 
non-sensitive  
issues 

35. Typical  
       failures260 

Ineffectiveness; 
red tape 

Never-ending talks, 
no decisions 

Inefficiency; 
market failures 

36. Typical types of 
      output and  
      outcome261 

Laws, regulations, 
control, procedures, 
reports, decisions, 
compliance, output 

Consensus, 
agreements, 
covenants 

Services, products, 
contracts, out-
sourcing, vol. 
agreements 

2.3.2 Governance styles, complexity and ambiguity 

Administrative organisations are, maybe even more than business organi-
sations, characterised by complexity and ambiguity. The ‘garbage can’ 
model presented by Cohen et al. in 1972 defines an organisation as “a col-
lection of choices looking for problems, issues and feelings looking for de-
cisions and situations in which they might be aired, solutions looking for 
issues to which they might be the answer, and decision makers looking for 
work”.262  

The question is how the use of ideal-typical governance styles can help 
to analyse organisational behaviour. The garbage can model with its four 
‘streams’ that are trying to find each other, predicts that ‘pure’ hierarchi-
cal, network or market governance is not feasible: a fixation on one of the 
styles would block some of the streams of problems, solutions, choice op-
portunities and actors. However, if we consider the three governance styles 
as forces influencing these streams a preoccupation with one of the styles 
would predict a certain affinity within these streams (Table 2). 

                                                      
 
259  EEAC (2003): European governance for the environment. 
260  Jessop (2003): Governance and metagovernance: On reflexivity, requisite va-

riety, and requisite irony. 
261  De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof (1995: Netwerkmanagement); Hood (2003: Ex-

ploring variations in public management reform of the 1980s). 
262  Cohen et al. (1972: 2): A garbage can model of organizational choice. 
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Table 2. Governance styles ‘inside the garbage can’. 

As we have seen in the above sections, public administration organisa-
tions, as part of the politico-administrative system, apply complex mix-
tures of three governance styles – hierarchy, network and market – within 
a dominant hierarchical frame. Such mixtures are not always productive. 
They may undermine each other, as will be illustrated in the next section. 

2.3.3 How hierarchical, network and market governance 
undermine each other 

A mixture of hierarchy, market and network may produce a variety of con-
flicts. Rhodes considers networks, markets and (hierarchical) bureaucracy 
as rivalling ways of allocating resources and co-ordinating policy and its 
implementation.263 Baltes and Meyer argue that the main source of ‘net-
work failures’ is the “dualistic pressures from both market and hierarchy” 
on the network coordination principle.264 A major reason why the conflict 
potential is high is, as mentioned before, that the three styles express dif-
ferent types of relations with other parties: dependency (hierarchy), inter-
dependency (network) or independency/autonomy (market).265 A hierarchi-
cal command and control style of leadership will seldom lead to a 
consensus (network style) – even if this was the only feasible outcome of a 
policy process, that government is not able to ‘steer’ with legal instru-
ments. Decentralisation or outsourcing (a typical market governance strat-
egy) makes actors more autonomous. They will be frustrated when detailed 

                                                      
 
263  Rhodes (2000: 345): The Governance Narrative: Key Findings and Lessons 

from the ESRC'S Whitehall Programme. 
264  Meyer and Baltes (2004: 46): Network failures. 
265  Kickert (2003: 127): Beneath consensual corporatism: Traditions of govern-

ance in the Netherlands. 

                Style 
Garbage can  

Hierarchy Network Market 

Problems Crises Unstructured  
problems 

Routine problems 

Solutions Rules, control  
procedures 

Consent, content, 
agreements 

Contracts, services 

Choice  
opportunities 

Focused on  
rule-making 

Focused on result 
via dialogue 

Focused on  
bargaining 

Actors Subordinates Partners Buyers and sellers 



52       2 Theoretical framework 

control mechanisms are (re)introduced (hierarchical governance). The co-
existence of ‘new modes of governance’ with compulsory regulation, or 
hierarchy, is problematic.266  

Other examples of possible conflicts between three pairs of governance 
styles are given below. Most examples are taken from ‘external’ govern-
ance-mixture conflicts: they emerge in the relation between administration 
and societal actors.267 However, they are usually ‘mirrored’ inside the ad-
ministration.  

Conflicts between hierarchical and network governance 

From the perspective of the classical hierarchical governance style, net-
work governance is problematic because “governments, like the church, 
will find networks messy and carp at the mess”.268 Internal competition 
with the traditional hierarchical governance style is one of the reasons that 
the introduction of network governance sometimes fails. This competition 
has led to obstruction from other public-sector organisations or other parts 
of the same organisation, and to unreliable behaviour (not keeping prom-
ises, sudden withdrawal of negotiation mandate).269 Network governance 
has also met some resistance caused by distrust and irritation, when net-
work governance is a disguise for (re)gaining control and (hierarchical) 
steering information.270 Klijn and Koppenjan concluded that experiments 
with network governance in the Netherlands often remain marginal and 
half-hearted, because government hesitates when abandoning existing rou-
tines and to giving up unilateral power.271 

When hierarchical (‘vertical’) and network (‘horizontal’) steering are 
applied at the same time by one public administration organisation, para-
doxical situations appear, in which this organisation ends up in a ‘split’. 
Kalders et al. investigated nine cases in the Dutch public sector and found 
five typical tensions between hierarchical and network governance:272 
                                                      
 
266  Eberlein and Kerwer (2004: 121): New Governance in the European Union: A 

theoretical perspective. Héritier (2002): New Modes of Governance in 
Europe. 
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269  Meuleman (2003: 39-41; 203): The Pegasus principle. 
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271  Klijn and Koppenjan (2000: 155): Public management and policy network. 
272  Kalders et al. (2004: 339-343): Overheid in spagaat. Over spanningen tussen 
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- The ‘double hat’ problem: the administration combines hierarchical 
and network governance in a way that is counter-productive. Volun-
tary agreements273 are frustrated by strict accountability procedures 
for the same policy issue; 

- The ‘steering split’: an actor wants to comply to norms and expecta-
tions that come from hierarchical and network relations simultane-
ously; 

- The ‘accountability curve’: a decentralised government is held ac-
countable for the performance of its partner organisations with whom 
it does not have hierarchical relations; 

- ‘Horizontal disguise’: a network instrument such as a covenant is 
used in a hierarchical way, when the central government unilaterally 
decides on the rules of the game; 

- The ‘vertical reflex’: (a) bottom-up, if decentralised governments ask 
central government for more direction, or (b) top-down, if central 
government forces decentralised governments to start network coop-
eration with its partners, within a very strict framework. 

Network-style ‘interactive decision-making’ can lead to major tensions 
and conflicts with hierarchy when elected politicians, who have the formal 
authority to take final decisions, reverse a consensual outcome of an ‘in-
teractive’ process.274 Edelenbos and Teisman developed governance 
mechanisms that link hierarchical and network principles in a productive 
way. 275 However, like Kalders et al. they did not include an analysis of the 
third power, the market governance paradigm with drivers like price (cost-
effectiveness) and autonomy. To take an example: one of their mecha-
nisms is improving the management of expectations about the degree of in-
fluence stakeholders will have on formal decision-making. The problem 
here may be that hierarchy (rules, formal decision power) may be predict-
able and reliable, but market thinking is not: a government agency with an 
autonomous position will be considered still part of government by the 
public, but does not have to follow hierarchical instructions anymore. In 
other words, management of expectations is feasible in the relation be-

                                                                                                                          
 

verticale en horizontale sturing. 
273  Kalders et al. consider voluntary agreements a network governance instru-

ment, but it seems to be more related to market governance: such agreements 
are forms of performance contracts.  

274  Kickert, 2003: 126): Beneath consensual corporatism: Traditions of govern-
ance in the Netherlands. 

275  Edelenbos and Teisman (2004): Interactief beleid en besluitvorming. 
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tween hierarchy and networks, but not when market thinking is also in-
volved. 

Conflicts between hierarchical and market governance 

A basic contrast between hierarchical governance and market governance 
is the respective affinity to centralisation, and to decentralisation.276 The 
wish of politicians to exercise hierarchical control over what happens in 
policy networks is, according to Sørensen and Torfing, often constrained 
by the market governance discourse that aims to establish a rigid boundary 
between the ‘steering’ of politicians and the (autonomous) ‘rowing’ of 
public administrators.277 From a market governance perspective, hierarchy 
is too inflexible. Classical bureaucracies are considered to try to organise 
and dominate markets.278 The market-oriented move to decentralisation and 
to create more agencies in the Netherlands during the 1980s and 1990s has 
had negative implications for ministerial responsibility, the political pri-
macy, and democratic control.279 Considine concludes that accountability 
procedures (hierarchy), demands of contracting-out and output-based per-
formance (market) in three Anglo-Saxon countries and the Netherlands 
were contradictory.280 

Conflicts between market and network governance  

Market governance has the potential to conflict with network governance 
on the way decisions are made. Competition in a market setting asks for 
quick decisions of independent actors, who strive to optimise their own in-
terests. Decision-making may take a lot of time in a network setting. 
Moreover, the type of decision, a consensus, may not be the optimal out-
come for actors’ competitiveness. The interdependency of actors in a net-
work governance setting may conflict with the autonomy a market ap-
proach demands. Network governance relies on trust; hierarchical and 
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market attitudes can damage the trust between network partners. 
To conclude this section: Governance style conflicts outside and inside 

public-sector organisations exist and may produce serious performance 
problems. How, and to what extent, can these conflicts be prevented and 
mitigated and how can synergy be stimulated inside these organisations?  

2.3.4 Combining hierarchical, network and market governance 

There is evidence that productive mixtures of elements of hierarchical, 
network and market governance are possible. In their analysis of the Aus-
tralian public sector Davis and Rhodes argued that “to mix the three sys-
tems effectively when they conflict with and undermine one another” is an 
important challenge. 281 Steurer argues that policy integration needs a hy-
brid administrative approach, combining hierarchical, market and network 
models.282 The possible synergy of governance styles can be illustrated 
with an analogy to similar control mechanisms in the business sector: price 
(market governance), authority (hierarchical governance) and trust (net-
work governance). These control mechanisms in economic transactions be-
tween actors “can be combined in a variety of ways”; (…) “In a so-called 
plural form, organisations simultaneously operate distinct control mecha-
nisms for the same function”.283  

Such mixtures are situational, and the factor of time plays an important 
role. Lowndes and Skelcher gave an empirical example of how governance 
style combinations differ in different phases of a process. 284 They distin-
guish four phases in the life cycle of public partnerships in the field of ur-
ban regeneration: pre-partnershop collaboration; partnership creation and 
consolidation; partnership termination and succession. In the phase of pre-
partnership collaboration, networking between individuals and organisa-
tions is emphasised. In the phase of partnership creation and consolidation, 
hierarchy is used to incorporate some organisations, and to formalize au-
thority in a partnership board and associated staff. In the phase of partner-
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ship programme delivery, market mechanisms of tendering and contractual 
agreements are applied. Hierarchy takes care of regulation and supervision 
of contractors, and networking assists in production of bids and manage-
ment of expenditure programmes. In the last phase, partnership termination 
and succession, networking between individuals and organisations is used 
as a means of maintaining agency commitment, community involvement 
and staff employment. 

The temporal dimension of successful governance mixtures is also in-
fluenced by other situational factors, such as the type of problems that are 
addressed. In 2003, the network of European environment and sustainable 
development advisory councils (EEAC) advised the European Commission 
and the EU member states to use a heuristic decision scheme for choosing 
the best governance styles combination.285 EEAC proposed hierarchical 
governance as, in general, best suited for urgent issues; network govern-
ance for complex multi-stakeholder and multi-level issues; and market 
governance for emerging issues which, as far as is known, have relatively 
little impact on other stakeholders.  

Complementarity of hierarchy and network 

A case study on policy changes in the Dutch Housing Ministry concludes 
that hierarchical and network types of strategies are often situationally 
combined.286 The initiative for a network approach often begins with a hi-
erarchical decision. Another example comes from an analysis of partner-
ships between police departments and community development corpora-
tions. It was noticed that networking strategies were used to establish the 
hierarchical structures within which action takes place thereafter.287  

Complementarity of hierarchy and market  

An example of synergy between hierarchical and market governance, seen 
in the United States, is that the promotion of autonomy within the public 
sector (market governance) was produced by a top-down method that in-
cluded detailed descriptions of the organisations that would be formed  
(hierarchical governance).288 
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Complementarity of network and market 

Synergies have also been found between market and network governance. 
The introduction of market techniques has resulted in a fragmented institu-
tional infrastructure of the public sector; networks put it back together 
again.289 Poppo and Zenger showed empirically, that managers in inter-
organisational relationships may use contracts (market) and ‘relational 
governance’ (network) as compliments: this results in more customised 
contracts.290 

When the ideal-types hierarchical, network and market governance ap-
pear in combinations, how do the movements that foster one ideal-type in-
fluence these mixtures? The introduction of both market governance and 
network governance provoked a hierarchical counter-reaction. For exam-
ple, the introduction of market techniques in the Dutch public administra-
tion contributed to the return of traditional Weberian issues in the mid-
1990s: integrity, accountability, supervision, control, trust in government 
and reliability of bureaucracy.291 And as a reaction to the emergence of 
network governance, hierarchical concepts like ‘ministerial responsibility’, 
‘democratic control’ and ‘primacy of politics’ have been reintroduced in 
the Netherlands.292 Some of these Weberian issues (for example control) 
frustrate horizontal co-operation and others (like integrity, stability, reli-
ability) may be a necessary complement to network techniques.293 

2.4 Governance: A cultural perspective 

2.4.1 Governance styles as ‘ways of life’ 

Why are the ideal types sometimes so fiercely defended? Why are discus-
sions between advocates of market governance and of network governance 
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like religious fights? Why do some consider each of the styles as a panacea 
for all problems? The answer lies in the fact that governance styles are, 
apart from politico-administrative structures, also belief systems. Govern-
ance is a form of social coordination and governance styles reflect specific 
sets of shared values and beliefs and certain patterns of interpersonal rela-
tions. This makes them cultures, or at least images of cultures.  

Culture is an important aspect of political and public administration 
science that was neglected for a long time.294 One of the reasons was that it 
did not fit in the dominant paradigm of the post-war period: rational choice 
theory. Aaron Wildavsky was one of the main scholars who focused on re-
introducing the importance of culture to political sciences. Together with 
Thompson and Ellis295, he distinguished five ‘ways of life’. Three have ac-
tive interpersonal relations, and two do not, but for different reasons. It 
seems that the three socially active ways of life align with the three ideal 
typical governance styles we have distinguished above: hierarchism (hier-
archy), individualism (market), and egalitarism (network296). Furthermore, 
Thompson et al. notice that, like the three governance styles, these three 
ways of life compete with each other, often in a hostile way, but on the 
other hand require one another, and they therefore continue to co-exist.297 
This co-existence often takes the shape of mixtures: “That what we today 
define as free societies – those with the rule of law, alternation in office, 
and the right to criticise – are a product of the interpenetration of hierarch-
ism, individualism, and egalitarism”.  

How do the two other ‘ways of life’ relate to the concept of governance 
styles? Fatalism, a ‘no trust’ style that is found in Southern Italy for exam-
ple, and is a risky culture for public administration: “Where fatalism is en-
demic, democracy cannot survive”. Fatalism relates to hierarchism: “Fatal-
ism generates (and is generated by) authoritarian political systems”298. 
However, is fatalism a separate governance style? It looks more like socie-
tal behaviour resulting from an extreme hierarchical governance approach. 
When governance styles are modes of co-ordination, then fatalism cannot 
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be a mode of governance, because it, according to Wildavsky299, denies the 
possibility of co-ordination.300 A possibly related ‘loose’ (unstructured) and 
temporary human behaviour is the phenomenon of collective empathy, 
which emerged for example in the form of the collective mourning of mil-
lions of people after Britain’s Princess Diana died in 1997.301 This was, 
among other things, a reaction to the perceived rational and hierarchical, 
unsympathetic attitude of the British Queen.  

Autonomism, the fifth way of life Thompson et al. distinguish, seems an 
extreme form of the individualism of market governance. In this way of 
life “the individual withdraws from coercive or manipulative social in-
volvement altogether”302. As autonomists or ‘hermits’ accept no social re-
sponsibility it is difficult to see how this way of life can be considered a 
governance style: governance requires dealing with public issues.  

Clientelism and nepotism are other forms of relational behaviour that 
can be found in governance arrangements, especially in developing coun-
tries in which the ruling party represents a clan or a family. Clientelism 
and nepotism require a hierarchical governance basis and a strong collec-
tivist (networking) culture. They are not ‘complete’ governance styles like 
hierarchy, network or market governance, but rather mixtures or hybrids of 
hierarchical and network governance.  

In an earlier publication, Wildavsky argues that the often used left-right 
dichotomy in political life is full of contradictions and does not hold 
against cultural theory.303 Personal preferences – of politicians, civil ser-
vants and citizens - are traceable to elements of the trichotomy of hierarch-
ism, egalitarism and individualism. Therefore, if we consider governance 
styles to be grounded in cultures, and even represent the logic of (mixtures 
of) cultures (Figure 4), this enforces the argument that it is useful to distin-
guish three ‘ideal-typical’ governance styles.  

Also Bevir and Rhodes emphasise the cultural dimension of hierar-
chies, markets and networks, where they propose to treat them alike, “as 
meaningful practices created and then constantly recreated through contin-
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gent actions informed by particular webs of belief”304. Ways of life or 
‘world views’ “serve as cognitive instruments of actors in order to select 
and to interpret events, facts, symbols, etc. [ ] Different world views lead 
to different problem definitions and to different interests of actors.”305 

 

 
Fig. 4. Relations between the five 'ways of life' (cultural theory) and the three 
ideal types of governance. 

Dixon and Dogan emphasise the incompatibility of these views: Hierar-
chical, network and market styles of governance  

“… derive their governance certainties from propositions drawn from spe-
cific methodological families, which reflect particular configurations of 
epistemological and ontological perspectives”. They “have incompatible 
contentions about what is knowable in the social world and what does or 
can exist – the nature of being – in the social world. Thus, they have in-
compatible contentions about the forms of reasoning that should be the ba-
sis for thought and action”. 306 
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It is now possible to conclude that there is a strong relationship between 
the general types of cultures in society (‘ways of life’) and governance 
styles and their mixtures. Cultures can be understood on at least four dif-
ferent levels. The first, the level of human society, has already been dis-
cussed. Two other levels will be addressed in the following section:  Cul-
tures on the level of nations, and cultures on the level of organisations. The 
fourth dimension, cultures on the level of individuals, will be addressed in 
Section 7.2.6. 

2.4.2 Governance styles and national cultures 

In political science and public administration it is not unusual to link na-
tional socio-politico-administrative cultures to certain governance styles.307 
For example, in Europe the United Kingdom has a ‘public interest’ model 
of administration with a modest role of the state within society. When 
market governance arrived on the scene in the 1980s it was only logical 
that the UK was the first European state to embrace this approach. Ger-
many has a typical Rechtsstaat administrative culture in which the state is 
central in society and the ‘natural’ governance style is hierarchy. The 
Netherlands belongs to a third category and has moved away from its his-
torical link with the Rechtsstaat philosophy (introduced by the French dur-
ing the Napoleontic occupation in the 18th century) towards a (or maybe: 
back to the older, 17th century) consensual approach. The Netherlands 
therefore have a strong affinity with network governance.   

Similar forms of governance approaches have developed in countries 
with a similar socio-politico-administrative culture. A good example is the 
fast and successful transfer of government reform ideas under the new 
Public Management banner in all Anglo-Saxon countries. Also Hesse et 
al., who compared public sector reform in twelve countries and the Euro-
pean Commission (2003), illustrate the impact of national cultures on gov-
ernance approaches. As Cepiku (2005: 32), in her comparison of the gov-
ernance of territorial (spatial) issues in seven countries, concludes:  

“Territorial governance (…) depends on the political and legal framework 
of a country, its geographical conditions and the specific policy field to be 
addressed.” 
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Developing countries show very different cultures. Morgan identified 
three types:308 

- The integral or hegemonic state, which has a monopoly on resource 
allocation; 

- The patrimonial state, with a monopoly on power and resources 
through a system of patronage: clientelism based on clan, ethnic or 
religious criteria; 

- The custodial state, in which the political environment is turbulent 
and the administration takes on a custodian character.  

 
Also sociologists have distinguished national cultures. According to 

Hofstede national cultures distinguish similar people, institutions and or-
ganisations in different countries. 309 Although Hofstede’s work is based on 
extensive empirical research, the concept of ‘national cultures’ is contested 
by Thompson et al.: “Differences within each country are at least as strik-
ing as the variation among countries”. 310 McSweeny considers Hofstede’s 
theory ‘profoundly problematic’, because of its not underpinned central 
claim of causality: that national cultures influence how we think. 311 How-
ever, Hofstede’s five dimensions of national cultures (power distance, the 
degree of individualism, gender roles, uncertainty avoidance, and long 
term orientation) do seem to help understand general differences in na-
tional cultures that public administration scholars have spotted. As stated 
earlier, in public administration it is quite common to describe politico-
administrative cultures of nations or groups of nations. The Dutch (low 
power distance: consensus-oriented) are different from the Germans (rela-
tively high power distance: hierarchical), and this is reflected in the higher 
affinity of the Dutch with network governance. A culturally mixed country 
like Trinidad and Tobago has a mixed culture on the individualism-
collectivism dimension, but at the same time a low power distance and low 
uncertainty avoidance national culture.312 Mcsweeny’s problem with the 
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lack of causality between national cultures and how nationals think is void, 
because in this research not causality is claimed, but a theoretically plausi-
ble and if possible empirically underpinned construct of correlations. 

“Reality is socially constructed, but not all constructions have equal claim 
to our credibility and certainly some constructions prove more durable than 
others. One important test is correspondence with such empirical evidence 
as may be available”.313 

Relating Hofstede’s five dimensions of national cultures with the three 
governance styles hierarchy, network and market, might produce an ana-
lytical framework for understanding general national differences in prefer-
ence of governance styles (Table 3).  

Table 3. Expected relations between governance styles and five dimensions of in-
tercultural differences (own composition, based on Hofstede and Hofstede 
(2005).314 
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 Hierarchical      
governance 

Network          
governance 

Market             
governance 

Accepted power 
distance 

HIGH (Power is 
good, privileges, 
dependence) 

LOW (Equal 
rights, pluralism, 
interdependence) 

 

Individualist/
collectivist  

COLLECTIVIST 
(Equality, 
relationship-
oriented, 
interdependence) 

INDIVIDUALIST 
(Freedom,  
autonomy, task-
oriented,  
independent) 

Uncertainty  
avoidance 

HIGH (Many 
laws, low citizen 
participation) 

LOW (Trust, high 
citizen 
participation) 

 

‘Masculine/  
Feminine’ 

 ‘FEMININE’ 
(Consensus,  
equality,  
relationships) 

‘MASCULINE’ 
(Performance, 
competition,  
equity, recognition) 

Long time/short time 
orientation 

 LONG (Learning, 
life-long personal 
networks) 

SHORT 
(Achievement, 
meritocracy,  
freedom) 
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What Table 3 shows is no surprise. Nations with a relatively low power 
distance, low insecurity reduction and a ‘feminine’ culture, like the Neth-
erlands and the Scandinavian countries, also have a tradition of network 
governance. Traditionally hierarchical nations like Germany and France 
have, compared to these Nordic countries, a higher power distance and a 
higher uncertainty avoidance Index. The US, Australia and Great Britain 
are ranking 1-3 on Hofstede’s list of most individualistic countries and 
they also score highly on ‘masculinity’. This correlates with the fact that 
market governance originated in Anglo-Saxon nations.   

To conclude: it seems plausible that governance mixtures in different 
politico-administrative national systems differ along the lines of ‘average’ 
national cultures. If we accept the premise that hierarchical, network and 
market styles of governing are each suitable for solving different types of 
problems, than the problem-solving capacity of nations may also vary. It 
may be a bit speculative, but the capability of governments to solve crises 
such as a flood disaster may, in hierarchical cultures with a ‘well-oiled 
government machine’, be better than in nations with a dominant market 
governance approach, implying a small and fragmented administration. 
‘Feminine’, consensus-oriented nations with a network style preference 
have shown to be incapable at successfully dealing with the influx of cul-
turally very different immigrants. An example is the immigration in the 
Netherlands of people from Arabic countries with a hierarchical culture. 
They are used to a relatively high power distance, a high level of ‘mascu-
linity’ and a high level of uncertainty avoidance. They are not at all con-
sensus-oriented. Attempts to make government more efficient by the use of 
market mechanisms like outsourcing and the creation of independent agen-
cies has met strong (and successful) resistance in nations with a hierarchi-
cal culture like Germany.315 

The ‘proof of the pudding’ is the role of nationality in a multi-national 
administration such as the European Commission. Hedetoft sees the 
broader polity of the European Union as “both an international organisa-
tion and a kind of European proto-state”; it likes to model itself on and be 
judged by nation-state criteria of governance”316. A study of Hooghe shows 
empirically that top Commission officials believe that Europe’s diversity 
should be explicitly recognised in the Commission. She concludes that na-
tional diversity “is and will be a fundamental feature of the European pol-
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ity for a long time to come”.317 Although this might lead to the expectation 
that the Commission applies a variety of governance styles, others have 
emphasised that the European Commission is a primarily hierarchical or-
ganisation, “half way between a French ministry and the German Econom-
ics Ministry”.318 

From the above it can be concluded that there seems to be something 
like a ‘national governance footprint’: the more or less stereotypical ‘aver-
age’ composition of the mixture of hierarchy, network and market govern-
ance. Therefore, it is questionable if governance style(s) mixtures are 
transferable from one nation to another (see Section 6.3).  

2.4.3 Governance styles and organisational cultures 

This research focuses on the exploration of governance style mixtures and 
metagovernance as a function of public administration organisations, not 
of society as a whole, or a nation. Therefore, organisational cultures and 
individual cultures seem to be the most important here. How do cultural 
theories help to reveal the capabilities of organisations and individuals to 
apply forms of governance? One way of looking at governance styles is 
that they are theoretical constructs that are expressions of politico-
administrative organisational cultures. From this perspective, 

- Hierarchical governance and market governance are related to a ra-
tional, positivist attitude. The rational public administrator uses a 
causal logic and focuses on selecting the (objectively) best means to 
achieve agreed-upon results.319 Central in Simon’s classic Administra-
tive Behaviour (1947) is the concept of purposiveness. This “involves 
a notion of a hierarchy of decisions – each step downward in the hier-
archy consisting in an implementation of the goals set forth in the 
step immediately above”.320  

- Market governance builds on rational choice theory, which views ac-
tions of citizens, politicians, and public servants as analogous to the 
actions of self-interested producers and consumers.321 
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- Network governance emphasises the boundedness of rationality in 
public administration, highlights ambiguity rather than rationality, 
and is related to a more socio-constructivist approach and social con-
figuration theory.  

Organisational cultures differ not on the level of values, but on the level 
of practices322. Fairtlough 323 uses the three active ways of life of Thompson 
et al. as metaphors for ‘three ways to get things done’ in organisations: hi-
erarchy (same as Thompson), heterarchy (Thompson’s egalitarian) and re-
sponsible autonomy (Thompson’s individualism). Hierarchy, market and 
network governance are forms of societal co-ordination that together, in 
mixed forms, define organisational cultures. This has been confirmed for 
businesses organisations, public-sector organisations and non-governmen-
tal organisations. 324  

A governance style is rooted in, and part of a culture, because it is 
based upon a certain comprehensive set of values. For example, hierarchy 
is based upon the belief that there should be a ‘subordinate’, market gov-
ernance considers others as ‘customers’ or ‘clients’ and network govern-
ance believes others to be ‘partners’ and ‘co-creators’. Governance styles 
also include behaviour rules (such as regulations and control instruments 
in hierarchy), and a preference for certain types of coordination mecha-
nisms, like trust in networks and competition in markets.  

2.5 Metagovernance as the ‘governance of governance’ 

2.5.1 Different views on metagovernance 

Each governance style has its own distinctive forms of failure.325 Combina-
tions of the three ideal-typical governance styles may lead to conflicts, 
competition and to unsatisfactory outcomes. The question is, if it is possi-
ble to design strategies that harness the benefits of these different ap-
proaches, whilst minimising the negative consequences.  How feasible is 
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Rhodes’ challenge that “The future will not lie with markets, or hierarchies 
or networks but with all three and the trick will not be to manage contracts 
or steer networks but to mix the three systems effectively when they con-
flict with and undermine one another.”? 326 If designing and managing gov-
ernance style mixtures was possible to a certain extent, then this would be 
of great importance. It would make the ‘toolbox’ of public managers much 
richer compared to when they are ‘stuck’ with only one of the governance 
styles:  

“If you only have a hammer, you tend to see every problem as a 
nail.”327  

Metagovernance as governance of hierarchies, networks and markets 

As early as 1991, Bradach and Eccles distinguished ‘plural forms’ of coor-
dination, in which distinct control mechanisms (price, authority and trust) 
may operate simultaneously for the same function (or project) in the same 
organisation.328 They point at the new possibilities managers have if they 
do not have to rely on one style alone, but can use other styles too. In 
2002, Eberlein and Kerwer329 concluded that the major question in the field 
of European governance is “how new modes of governance can be recon-
ciled with the need for binding rules”. This brings us to the term metagov-
ernance, which we will define as the ‘governance of governance’, in line 
with the common use of the prefix meta.330 Because governance is the re-
sult of dynamic combinations of the three ideal types, metagovernance is 

                                                      
 
326  Davis and Rhodes (2005: 25, From hierarchy to contracts and back again: Re-

forming the Australian public service). The same formulation appears in 
Fleming and Rhodes (2005: 203): Bureaucracy, contracts and networks: The 
unholy trinity and the police. 

327  Quote attributed to Abraham Maslov (1907-1970). Citation retrieved from 
http://www.brainyquote.com on 28 August 2007.  

328  Bradach and Eccles (1991: 288): Price, authority and trust. 
302  Eberlein and Kerwer (2004: 136): New Governance in the European Union: A 

theoretical perspective. 
330  Meta (Greek:  = "after", "beyond"), is a common English prefix, used to 

indicate a concept which is an abstraction from another concept, used to ana-
lyse the latter. "Metaphysics" refers to things beyond physics, and "meta lan-
guage" refers to a type of language or system which describes language. In 
epistemology, the prefix meta- is used to mean about (its own category). 
Metadata are data about data (who has produced it, when, what format the 
data are in and so on). (Source: www.wikipedia.org). 



68       2 Theoretical framework 

the governing of mixtures of hierarchical, network and market forms of 
social coordination.  

Metagovernance is a concept positioned ‘above’ the three main govern-
ance styles. It takes a multi-perspective, ‘helicopter view’ approach. It can 
be considered as a negotiation process between competitive governance, 
authoritative governance and cooperative governance.331 Jessop coined the 
term metagovernance in 1997 as “coordinating different forms of govern-
ance and ensuring a minimal coherence among them”.332 Later, he de-
scribed metagovernance as “the organisation of the conditions for govern-
ance”, which involves “the judicious mixing of market, hierarchy, and 
networks to achieve the best possible outcomes from the viewpoint of 
those engaged in metagovernance.”333 Metagovernance is about rebalanc-
ing market, hierarchy and networks.334 Like Jessop, Rhodes also argues 
that governments can choose between the three ‘governing structures’: hi-
erarchies, markets and networks.335 In this research the following more 
precise definition will be used: 336  

Metagovernance is a means by which to produce some degree of 
coordinated governance, by designing and managing sound combi-
nations of hierarchical, market and network governance, to achieve 
the best possible outcomes from the viewpoint of those responsible 
for the performance of public-sector organisations: public managers 
as ‘metagovernors’.  

This definition is on the one hand broad: all possible governance style 
combinations are included. On the other hand, it is deliberately narrow: In 
this research one type of metagovernors is central: line and project manag-
ers of public-sector organisations. Managers of private companies or 
NGOs may, as much scholarly literature suggests, experience a rather 
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similar challenge, although there are limitations. Wolf argues that there are 
several functions of metagovernance that cannot be fulfilled by the private 
sector, and have to be provided by the public sector:337 

- Providing and guaranteeing the constitutional legal framework for 
private self-regulation; 

- Providing a ‘shadow of hierarchy’ to keep self-regulation geared to-
wards the general good;   

- Authorising participatory claims of private actors; 
- taking part in providing normative environment and therefore legiti-

macy to goals of private actors; 
- Supporting the monitoring of self-regulation; 
- Avoiding negative externalities by linking the different sectoral self-

regulation efforts with each other.  

To what extent is this definition of metagovernance normative? As an 
analytical concept it is just as non-normative as they three ideal types of 
governance are. However, as a practical concept (hierarchy, network or 
market governance as public management), the ideal types become norma-
tive: each of the styles is used as a ‘best’ way of societal coordination. A 
hierarchical manager may judge that expensive cars are always better than 
cheap cars, because they are more reliable. A market manager will make a 
cost-benefit analysis before he decides which car is better. A network 
manager may judge that any car is good, as long as its use is not limited to 
superiors or those who are rich.  In contrast, metagovernance deliberately 
takes a situational view: what is ‘best’ is determined by a range of envi-
ronmental factors. It does have a ‘light’ normative dimension, related to 
the underlying concept of governance, which inherently has several nor-
mative assumptions, such as that (1) the intention is to solve collective 
problems, (2) not for individual profit but for the common good, and (3) 
that it supposes more or less well defined social groups with rights and du-
ties338.    

The emerging literature on metagovernance since 2000339 presents two 
other schools of thought about metagovernance.  

                                                      
 
337  Wolf (2003: 1): Some normative considerations on the potential ans limits of 

voluntary self-regulation.  
338  Risse (2007: 6-8): Regieren in Räumen begrenzter Staatlichkeit. Zur "Reise-

fähigkeit" des Governance-Konzeptes. 
339  See Torfing et al. (2003: Nine competing definitions of governance, govern-

ance and networks and meta-governance) for a short overview. 



70       2 Theoretical framework 

Metagovernance framed as network management 

The first and most prominent school of thought considers metagovernance 
to be a way of “enhancing coordinated governance” 340. They restrict the 
use of the term ‘governance’ to network governance. Jessop341 followed 
this line of thought when he called the Open Method of Coordination of 
the European Union a form of metagovernance. Metagovernance is a form 
of ‘network management’.342 Metagovernance is an “indirect form of top-
down governance that is exercised by influencing processes of self-
governance through various modes of coordination such as framing, facili-
tation and negotiation.” In this approach, metagovernance aims at enhanc-
ing self-governance (with which mainly network governance is meant) by 
using methods such as framing, facilitation and negotiation. 343 Hierarchi-
cal, and to a lesser extent market governance are not considered to be dis-
tinct and useful approaches to societal coordination: hierarchy is only used 
to increase the success of network governance as the superior style. ‘Self-
governing networks’ are the focus: they are implicitly considered as the 
best way to solve (all) societal problems. From that perspective, it is logi-
cal that there can be “too much or too little” metagovernance: Too little 
and networks risk becoming undemocratic, too much and “the self-
regulatory capacity can be undermined and the network actors loose inter-
est in and responsibility for the network activities”.344 ‘Democratic me-
tagovernance’ therefore is about governments taking responsibility for 
demanding participation from a broader set of actors and guaranteeing that 
all major interests are reflected in networks, for example.345 

This vision is also shared by scholars of the deliberative governance 
school, of whom some have a state declinist attitude. Metagovernance or 

                                                      
 
340  Sørensen (2006: 100): Metagovernance: The changing roles of politicians in 

processes of democratic governance. Sørensen and Torfing (2007: 169: Theo-
retical approaches to metagovernance. 

341  Jessop (2004: 49): Multi-level governance and multi-level metagovernance.  
342  Kickert et al.(eds.)(1997): Managing complex networks: strategies for the 

public sector; Klijn and Edelenbos (2007: 199): Meta-governance as network 
management. 

343  Hovik and Vabo (2005: 262): Norwegian local councils as democratic me-
tagovernors? 

344  Westh Nielsen (2007): Metagovernance in the Global Compact – Regulation 
of a global governance network.  

345  Hovik (2005: 15): Local network governance for sustainable development in 
Norway. 



2.5 Metagovernance as the ‘governance of governance’     71 

“smart steering” is then a means of combining instruments of network and 
market governance.346 It is a way “to sort of try to get to an understanding 
(…) of the ability of people to find open spaces (…) in which new forms 
of action are possible”. This means: “Forget about government; start with 
society, and ask yourself how as society do we steer things?”347 Laws and 
van der Heijden noticed that businesses and environmental groups, without 
the direct involvement of governmental actors, tackle societal problems 
such as environmental problems for example. Section 2.2.5 argued that 
there is no empirical evidence that the state does not play a (major) role 
anymore, and that hierarchy remains the preferred style of coordination of 
public-sector organisations. Even when hierarchical governance is only a 
vague ‘shadow’, this may be a trigger for businesses and NGOs to cooper-
ate without direct government involvement. Therefore, it is important “to 
bring government back in when analysing governance”348, as Bell and Park 
argue. 

Similar to the idea that metagovernance is ‘enhancing coordinated gov-
ernance’ is the approach of metagovernance as a mechanism that transfers 
power from politicians to public managers.349 This approach is however not 
anti-statist, but anti-political. Jayasuriya has explored this for trans-
national organisations like the World Bank. 350 He concludes that the World 
Bank – a non-political body – uses ‘metagovernance’ to ‘colonise’ civil 
society and “depoliticises social and economic life by distancing the allo-
cation of social goods from the centres of political decision making”. 

Metagovernance framed as supervising network and market 
governance 

This brings us to another school of thought, where metagovernance is a 
form of regaining state control (hierarchy) over new forms of governance. 
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It is a new form of hierarchical governance that coordinates network and 
market styles of governance. It secures governmental influence, command 
and control within network and market style governance regimes.351 Ac-
cording to Bell and Park, “metagovernance maintains a continuing role for 
hierarchical government within any governance regime”.352 They argue 
that metagovernance should be a response to the “hollowing out of the 
state thesis” of governance literature that adopts an anti-statist model as 
mentioned above.353 Kelly noticed that the UK central government uses 
metagovernance to “retain its authority and exercise central steering 
mechanisms in an era of apparent diminishing state power”.354 Damgaard 
investigated similar cases in Denmark.355 

Let us return to the form of metagovernance that will be investigated in 
this research: the organisation and coordination of hierarchies, networks 
and markets. Problematic relations between metagovernance and democ-
ratic institutions may also arise here, as Skelcher et al.356 argue. They dis-
tinguish four types of problematic relations, depending on the national 
socio-political-administrative context. Mixtures of governance styles can 
be (1) incompatible, (2) complementary, (3) part of a transitional process 
of governance, and/or (4) used instrumentally. The impact of different na-
tional contexts will be discussed in section 6.3, as well as another crucial 
issue: the question if public managers have the requisite metagovernance 
skills, capacities357 and capabilities358, which is at this moment an empiri-
cally open question (See section 6.4). 
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Metagovernance and ‘sound governance’ 

In ‘Sound Governance’359, Farazmand designs a ‘best of’ hierarchical, net-
work and market governance. The fact that he defines ‘sound governance’ 
in an abstract way makes it possible to apply the concept in different situa-
tions, in different ways. Farazmand’s concept aims at overcoming the typi-
cal failures of market governance and network forms of governance. In 
addition, he advocates the re-introduction of key, ‘sound’ elements of hier-
archical governance, such as the importance of a constitution and of robust 
institutions. He describes the characteristics of a ‘sound’ combination of 
governance styles. Metagovernance as it is used in my research is how 
public managers may achieve such useful, smart governance mixtures.  

As shown in Figure 5, all forms of governance and metagovernance 
that are mentioned in this chapter are related to each other. It is a ‘family 
tree’ of contemporary thinking about governance. This overview illustrates 
the ‘conceptual crowd’ on the middle and right side of the figure.  

2.5.2 Internal and external metagovernance 

Where should metagovernance be located? If it means dealing well with 
potential conflicts and synergies between hierarchy, network and market 
governance, then metagovernance is something that happens in the relation 
between government and societal actors, as well as inside government.  In 
literature on metagovernance the term is usually applied to the governing 
of governance relations between public administration and society, but 
Sørensen differentiates between the governance challenge inside the politi-
cal system and between public and private actors.360 She argues that me-
tagovernance should primarily be a task for politicians, and observes that 
politicians are hesitant to take up this new task, leaving it to public admin-
istrators – “at severe costs for democracy”.361 The question is which form 
of democracy is meant here. Surely, market governance with its autono-
mous agencies has produced questions of democratic control. 
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Fig. 5. Governance and metagovernance: a ‘conceptual crowd’ addressing the 
‘new modes of governance’ (own composition) 
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When public administrators are supervised by elected politicians, they 
can do anything that is considered professional, as long as it is accountable 
in the eyes of the politicians. Most policy preparation takes place inside 
administration, and politicians are usually involved in the beginning and 
the end. 

Management and organisation inside administration cannot be isolated 
from the societal and political context.362 Therefore, good ‘internal’ me-
tagovernance might be a prerequisite for ‘external’ metagovernance. Inside 
administration, governance style conflicts arising between different policy 
units, between different ministries, between different administrative levels, 
and between internally oriented units (like financial and legal departments) 
and externally oriented policy units, should be dealt with.363 

Internal metagovernance, when it succeeds in producing more tailor-
made, situational governance processes, may enhance the quality of public 
administration performance and of democratic institutions and processes. 
When metagovernance is defined as state reconfiguration, then it may have 
the opposite outcome. 

The boundaries between ‘internal’ and ‘external metagovernance are 
vague. This research focuses on how public managers deal with govern-
ance conflicts and synergies, which consequently touches both internal and 
external metagovernance.  

2.5.3 Introducing the public manager as metagovernor 

Metagovernance requires a management perspective. ‘Public management’ 
is broader than management in the private sector. The latter can be defined 
as “the search for the best use of resources in pursuit of objectives subject 
to change”.364 Private sector management “is about getting things done as 
quickly, cheaply and effectively as possible – and usually about getting 
things done through other people (‘staff’, ‘the work force’, ‘personnel’, 
‘human resources’)”.365 Management in public administration organisations 
is not a neutral, technical process, but “intimately and indissolubly en-
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meshed with politics, law and the wider civil society. It is suffused with 
value-laden choices and influenced by broader ideologies”.366 In this re-
search we will use Noordegraaf’s broad definition of public management 
as “the influencing of common activities in the public domain or by pub-
lic-sector organisations and public managers”367.  

Noordegraaf distinguishes four approaches to public management:368 

- Business management; result-oriented, coordinated and efficient 
managing public-sector organisations as if they are normal enter-
prises; 

- Organisation management: leading professional public-sector organi-
sations who operate in complex environments; 

- Policy management: organising and influencing policy making proc-
esses in order to address societal problems; 

- Political management: influencing political agenda-setting and deci-
sion making.  

The first approach will ‘flourish’ best in a market governance environ-
ment. The second and third types have more affinity with network govern-
ance, and the third can be applied following the logic of each of the three 
governance styles. From a metagovernance perspective, all four ap-
proaches to public management are useful.    

Scholars like Bevir and Rhodes have doubted the ‘manageability’ of 
metagovernance.369 The issue is too complex and the possible number of 
combinations of conflicting or synergetic elements of hierarchy, network 
and market thinking is overwhelming. Moreover “the ability of the state to 
manage the mix of hierarchies, markets and networks that have flourished 
since the 1980s” risks to undermine the bottom-up orientation of societal 
networks.370 Some have argued that applying metagovernance can only be 
done by being aware of the complexity, not by applying crucial success 
factors.371 Apart from this practical argument, there is also a theoretical 
one. Several authors point out that a governance style ‘emerges’ from a 
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certain organisational and environmental context. Styles of governance 
“are the outcome of social processes but also provide the medium through 
which actors interpret and act to shape their reality”.372 Bevir and Rhodes 
argue that “patterns of governance arise as the contingent products of di-
verse actions and political struggles”.373 This view suggests that govern-
ance styles and their combinations are not designed or chosen, but are a 
mere result of some ‘invisible governance hand’. This is a risky assump-
tion, because such an ‘invisible hand’ does not work in the free market. 
Why then is it claimed to work in government? In their article on shifts in 
governance styles during the last decades Van Kersbergen and Van 
Waarden point at external factors as causes of these shifts. They suggest 
that an important cause may be the fact that governments have to deal with 
different problems than they had to one or two decades ago.374 Internal fac-
tors such as the attempts of metagovernance are not mentioned. A compa-
rable view with regard to the feasibility of metagovernance is found with 
Bevir and Rhodes. First they observe three approaches to how the state can 
manage governance: an instrumental, an interactive and an institutional 
approach. The instrumental approach is top-down: the state is central and 
can impose imperatives to reach its objectives. The interactive approach 
focuses on managing by means of negotiation and diplomacy. The institu-
tional approach concentrates on the use of laws, rules and norms. They 
then reject these approaches as too positivist: there is not a set of tech-
niques or strategies for managing governance. The only way to ‘manage’ 
governance is “to learn by telling and listening to stories”. 375  376  

Earlier, Rhodes suggested that governance style (conflict) management 
is feasible as well as desirable. In 1997, he took the view that the choice 
between hierarchy, network and market as ‘governing structures’, is a mat-
ter “of practicality, that is: under what conditions does each governing 
structure work effectively”.377 Thus, he argued, managing the three styles is 
about coordinating difficulties. Because markets, hierarchies and networks 
are not found in their pure form, it is the mixture of governing structures 
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that distinguishes services one from the other. These governing structures 
may “mix like oil and water.”378 

A similar position was taken in an advisory report to the Dutch Envi-
ronment Ministry: The choice between hierarchical, network and market 
governance is not the selection of the one right style, but about choosing 
the situationally best role for the government, taking into account the char-
acteristics of all three governance styles.379 Lowndes and Skelcher, al-
though they define governance as an ‘emerging outcome’, consider man-
aging the interaction of different modes of governance a challenge for 
governance of partnerships between governmental and other parties.380 
Lowndes and Skelcher as well as Rhodes have proposed making choices 
between governance styles, not making combinations of elements of hier-
archy, network and market governance. However, the latter seems more 
realistic: in their pure form the three ideal-types are seldom reported to ex-
ist. Furthermore, others argue that using the characteristics of all three 
styles in combination, may lead to the best results, not only for solving 
policy problems, but also for creating a successful organisation design. 
Such an organisation would be able to use complementary modes of coor-
dination: authority, competition and mutual adjustment.381 Mixing hierar-
chies, networks and markets is analogous to a chemical reaction: “elements 
may react in different ways under different circumstances”382. Outcomes of 
such governance reactions “will be specific to particular areas and contin-
gent upon prevailing policies”.383 Linker designed a model of situational 
steering by public-sector organisations that builds on typical characteristics 
of the three governance styles: control (hierarchy), trust (network) and 
‘pressure’ (for which he advocates market instruments like performance 
contracts and benchmarking).384 
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In ‘t Veld raises doubt about the feasibility of creating a desired gov-
ernance mix.385 He illustrates this with the example of the Dutch university 
system. In the 1970s, the Dutch universities switched from a hierarchical 
towards a participatory style of governance, after students had successfully 
lobbied for such a change. However, this change did not result in improved 
services to students. The service improved in the 1980s, without a change 
of governance arrangement. In the 1990s, the old hierarchical arrangement 
was restored without a noticeable impact on the level of service. In an ear-
lier publication, a review of the Dutch Environment Ministry, In ‘t Veld 
observed different governance styles inside the same ministry, in different 
directorates and also between the top and the lower echelons.386 According 
to him, this is inevitable in a professional public administration organisa-
tion. However, he argues, the variety has to be managed, the organisation 
has to learn from the variety, and there should be a ‘general’ governance 
style on the meta-level in the organisation.  

A recent research evaluating the EU chemicals directive (REACH) 
shows that a specific governance style mixture was deliberately developed, 
consisting of regulated self-regulation and regulated standardisation.387 Pe-
ters argues that “metagovernance is not a given process that will occur 
simply through political will, and must be considered as a management 
problem”. It is a form of ‘meta-management’, which focuses more on “es-
tablishing parameters for action rather than necessarily determining that 
action”.388  

The above literature overview does not present a clear answer to what 
extent and how metagovernance is feasible. Scholars seem to be torn be-
tween a positive and a negative answer. Rhodes, for example, in 1997 (see 
above) argued that it is just a matter of practicality, and in 2001 rejected 
the notion “that there is a set of techniques or strategies for managing gov-
ernance”; instead, “no matter what rigour or expertise we bring to bear, all 
we can do is tell a story and judge what the future might bring”.389 In order 
for this question to be answered, empirical research will be needed. How-
ever, the limited literature does lead to the assumption that, to a certain ex-
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tent, it should be possible to define conditions that make the design and 
management of a desired combination of governance styles within a public 
administration organisation possible: the should be something like a ‘me-
tagovernor’s  rationale’. Jessop argues that a kind of self-reflexive irony is 
necessary, “not only for individual governance mechanisms but also for 
the commitment to metagovernance itself”: Metagovernors must realize 
that their attempts will probably (partly) fail, but should proceed as if suc-
cess were possible.390 Likewise, Svensson and Trommel warn that Rhodes’ 
argument that it is “the mix that matters”, should not be confused with ar-
guing that “anything goes”.391  

There is not yet much research on the limitations of applying metagov-
ernance. Considine and Lewis showed that there is a limit to the degree of 
variation in governance styles that can be used inside one organisation:392 
some style elements are inherently incompatible, as we have already seen 
in Section 2.3.3.   

2.5.4 Metagovernance as managing the governance trilemma 

Metagovernance is a ‘multiple-choice’ issue because choices have to be 
made on a range of governance aspects: strategy type, type of communica-
tion, type of policy instruments, etc., while securing that the resulting mix-
ture is working. It also involves solving three interconnected dilemma‘s: 
between hierarchy and network, hierarchy and market, and network and 
market. This makes it a triple dilemma or trilemma: a trade-off between 
three forces (Figure 6).’Curing’ the trilemma not only requires solving the 
dilemma between two of the forces, as the third force must also be dealt 
with, or it will endanger the trade-off between the first two forces. A good 
example is the often observed trade-off between ‘new modes of govern-
ance’ (network and market) in environmental policy, which is a threat to 
the idea that the environment should also be protected by legislation.393 
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The term trilemma is used in economic policy394 and increasingly in 
governance literature. Jessop uses the term in governance issues pointing 
at situations when “agents are faced with choices such that they undermine 
key conditions of their existence and/or their capacities to realise some 
overall interest.”395 On the level of global governance Slaughter formulates 
a central trilemma between accountability, participation and profit.396 Folke 
et al. use similar apexes of the trilemma triangle - legitimacy, participation 
and effectiveness – in their analysis of social-ecological systems.397 
Lundqvist uses the same terms in his analysis of the multilevel governance 
of Swedish water resources in relation to the EU Water Framework Direc-
tive.398 The terms they use are aspects of hierarchy (accountability, legiti-
macy), network (participation), and market governance (profit, effective-
ness), respectively. 

 

 
Fig. 6. Metagovernance and the governance trilemma (own composition) 
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How can the trilemma model be used to understand the mechanisms of 
metagovernance? A good example is how Shell uses a trilemma in its 
‘Global Scenarios to 2025’.399 (See also 2.1.3). The Shell trilemma de-
scribes trade-offs between three competing forces, that offer three alterna-
tives (scenarios) of the future that are laid out as ‘two-wins, one loss’ op-
tions. The three forces that make out the apexes of the triangle are similar 
to the three governance styles this research uses: coercion and regulation 
(more or less congruent with a hierarchical style), social cohesion and the 
force of community (congruent with a network style) and market incen-
tives and efficiency (congruent with a market style). Shell distinguishes 
three analytical layers: actors, objectives and forces. Their scenario study 
focuses on forces that shape behaviours and expectations, because actors 
react to different forces and objectives can be reached by using mixtures of 
all three forces.400  

Besides the ‘two win, one loss’ mechanism, the Shell model proposes 
to use points in the trilemma triangle to show complex policy trade-offs 
and social choices, “as competing forces pull towards the three triangle 
apexes.” 401   

2.5.5 Metagovernance, line, project and process management 

Managing the three ideal types of governance requires adaptation of man-
agers to the logic of the styles. In a hierarchical setting, the organisation 
form of change processes seldom has the form of an adhocracy402: change 
is achieved by using the standard line organisation. Management is primar-
ily line management. More flexible is the project organisation: a temporary 
team consisting of representatives of units of the line organisation. Project 
management is on the one hand a threat to the line organisation for exam-
ple because it may lead to jealousy of line managers.403 On the other hand, 
besides the different structure, project management builds strongly on the 
logic of hierarchy. It aims to control resources and typically works in 
phases towards a result that has been defined in the beginning.404 
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The logic of the ideal type market governance does not prescribe a form 
of organisation, although often a project organisation will be chosen be-
cause its flexibility. The logic of network governance requires a network 
form of organisation with an emphasis on process management. This is a 
flexible form of management, which builds on the idea that a solution for a 
certain problem can only be achieved when relevant actors are involved in 
the process between definition of the problem to the choice of a solution.405  

None of these types of management (line, project or process manage-
ment) is better than the other: it depends on the circumstances, such as the 
type of problem406, the relative influence of internal and external actors, 
and the organisational culture407. Metagovernance implies mixing the three 
forms of management in a situationally optimal way. It seems that a suc-
cessful metagovernance can be a line manager (who has the advantage of 
clear defined resources), a project manager (who has the advantage of 
flexibility ‘in the shadow of a robust line organisation) or a process man-
ager (who has the advantage of being allowed to bring together all actors 
that have vested interests in an issue).  

2.5.6 Governance, metagovernance and performance 

How are tensions and lack of synergy in governance style mixtures related 
to performance of public administration? Although the concept of public 
performance measurement has been around for at least a century, it was 
New Public Management that actively emphasized the significance of it.408 
Performance measures and indicators were meant to improve the effi-
ciency and effectiveness of producing output409 - a market governance 
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term, whereas network governance uses the term outcome. Defining objec-
tives, goals and targets was believed to motivate civil servants and help to 
restore public confidence in government.410 Recent research shows that 
administrative performance may indeed be treated as a precondition to 
trust in governance.411 

It has been shown that improving and measuring performance of public 
administration is very difficult. Bouckaert described thirteen ‘management 
diseases’ that point at possible defects in performance measurement sys-
tems.412 Others raised the question of how the impact of an individual pub-
lic administration organisation on a complex societal problem can be as-
sessed, when other organisations – public, private and non-governmental – 
also influence the results. Another problem is that striving for maximum 
performance of a single organisation may lead to a sub-optimal contribu-
tion to solving the societal problem completely.413 The causal logic of ra-
tional performance tools that fits well in a combination of hierarchy and 
market is too ‘messy’ for a reality in which organisations also work to-
gether in networks.  Uusikylä and Valovirta suggest a solution that consists 
of three spheres of performance governance: the organisation’s internal 
perspective (focusing enabling factors for successful operation), single-
organisational performance targets, and multi-organisational targets. 414 
Jackson draws a similar conclusion. He concludes that for improving pub-
lic administration performance, neither hierarchy nor market mechanisms 
provide sufficient solutions. Instead of control and competition, co-
operation and participation in networks will help administration to deliver 
added value.415 There is a growing literature on performance and network 
governance.416 The assumption that a change in the legal status of an or-
ganisation (for example from ministerial department to executive agency, a 
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market governance approach), per definition improves its performance, has 
been empirically proven to be not correct.417 

According to Skelcher and Mathur, governance arrangements, designed 
from elements of what they call the ‘hierarchy-network-market tryptich’, 
are contingent on organisational performance. A governance arrangement 
is  

“a technical fix to a problem of policy delivery, a temporary structure 
within which inter-organisational commitments can be generated and de-
livery managed. When efficiency suffers, the structure is changed. […] 
Governance arrangements, then, are subsidiary to the imperatives of organ-
isational performance.”418  

Thus, it seems plausible that metagovernance, as designing and manag-
ing mixtures of hierarchy, market and network governance, is a prerequi-
site for improvement of public administration performance. It should also 
be postulated that performance indicators have to vary with governance 
mixtures that are applied. Discussing public-sector performance raises the 
question of how (meta)governance can be measured. This will be briefly 
discussed in Section 7.3.3.  

2.5.7 Metagovernance and individual cultures 

Metagovernance requires the ability of metagovernors to look beyond their 
own perspective, in order to at least ‘see’ hierarchy, market and network 
elements as the building stones of their organisation. They also need to 
have the ability to understand tensions and conflicts between elements of 
these styles and be able to design and manage mixtures that work well in a 
certain context. Finally, politicians and public administrators when acting 
as metagovernors must be able to connect their work with the metagovern-
ance tasks of politicians. Hey et al.419 highlight this as an important lesson 
in the case of the hybrid (hierarchy-market-network) design of the EU 
chemicals policy. Therefore, metagovernance is the outcome of coopera-
tion among many actors.420 Jessop formulates three key dimensions of me-
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tagovernors’ abilities.421 Firstly, requisite variety: deliberate cultivation of a 
flexible repertoire of responses. Secondly, a reflexive orientation: regular 
re-assessment of to what extent current actions are producing desired out-
comes. Thirdly, self-reflexive ‘irony’: recognition of the likelihood of fail-
ure while proceeding as if success were possible. 

With this, Jessop acknowledges that metagovernors must be able to 
handle complexity very well. This requires that metagovernors are, among 
other things, ‘mindful’ managers. They must be able to deal well with un-
expected events, which includes the counterintuitive act of seeing the sig-
nificance of weak signals and being able to react strongly to such sig-
nals.422 Chapter 7.2.6 will discuss the implications of the individual 
personal dimension of governance and metagovernance for management 
development programmes. 

2.6 Conclusions 

In this chapter, we have analysed a large body of governance literature. 
The conclusions are: 

- Hierarchical governance is, empirically, still a major way of govern-
ing, notwithstanding the abundant literature that claims that ‘every-
thing is network’ or that ‘market concepts are the main solution for 
public-sector problems’. 

- The evidence that hierarchical, network and market governance ap-
pear in mixtures in contemporary public-sector organisations, is con-
vincing. 

- This implies that public managers have to cope with three competing 
‘forces’. 

- These forces are embedded in cultures, and maybe even more: they 
very much resemble the main ‘ways of life’ of cultural theory. 

- The question of whether conscious design and management of gov-
ernance style mixtures is feasible, and if so, to what extent, is dis-
puted. Some claim that governance mixtures are merely contingent; 
others argue that they are just a matter of practicality. 
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The theoretical framework of Chapter 2 presented the looking glasses 
through which the challenge of metagovernance of hierarchies, networks 
and markets will be investigated. This Chapter presents the approach taken 
by the empirical part of this research. It introduces the central research 
question (3.1) and a section presenting the research framework (3.2). The 
research strategy is then developed (3.3). Section 3.4 explains the selection 
of cases, and 3.5 describes how the research strategy was applied.   

3.1 Research question 

In Chapter 2, a broad definition of governance was formulated: Govern-
ance is the totality of interactions, in which the public sector, hybrid or-
ganisations and civil society participate, aiming at solving societal prob-
lems or creating societal opportunities. Three ideal-typical governance 
styles – hierarchy, network and market - were distinguished, and it was 
concluded that the often-heard assumption that hierarchical governance, 
the main pillar of the ‘bureaucracy’423, has become irrelevant, cannot be 
underpinned with empirical evidence. The three governance styles exclude 
each other in more than thirty characteristics. Together they form an ana-
lytical framework that is comprehensive enough to investigate governance 
problems inside public-sector organisations. The other styles that are 
sometimes mentioned are closely related to one of the three main styles, or 
a specific combination of two or three styles.  

Chapter 2 also showed that scholarly literature provides a preliminary 
and affirmative answer to the first question of this research: Do internal 
conflicts related to governance style mixtures appear in different institu-
tional and political settings? Furthermore, do they appear on the level of 
policymaking as well as on the level of policy implementation? In the fol-
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lowing chapters, we will discuss if this theoretical answer can be under-
pinned empirically. An affirmative answer will set the ground for ques-
tions about metagovernance. 

We have observed that the concept of metagovernance is used by 
groups of public administration scholars in different ways. The term me-
tagovernance is used as a concept that stands ‘above’ governance styles: 
Metagovernance is consciously and carefully designing and managing 
combinations of hierarchical, network and market governance. Literature 
suggests that this form of metagovernance is feasible, under conditions that 
have to be investigated more in depth. Metagovernance seems a prerequi-
site for the improvement of public-sector performance, and, as was argued 
in Chapter 2, seems feasible in principle. The central question of this re-
search, formulated in Chapter 1, was: Under which conditions may (inter-
nal) metagovernance of governance style mixtures be applied by public 
managers as metagovernors? What is their logic of action; what is their ra-
tionale? 

This leads to the following concrete research questions: 

1. Is it possible to apply metagovernance: to design and manage these 
governance style conflicts and synergies? If so, how may public man-
agers do this? And what are the limitations to metagovernance? 

2. From a comparative perspective: Have there been different metagov-
ernance attempts in different administrative cultures? If so: in which 
ways? 

3. What are the institutional conditions and other drivers for performing 
different governance styles by public managers? What is their logic 
of action? 

3.2 Research framework 

3.2.1 Analysing metagovernance: An interdisciplinary 
approach 

Organisational structure and processes were the focus of classical public 
administration scholars, until the public management movement took over, 
which emphasised decisions and interactions.424 Boonstra observes that, al-
though the relation between policy failure and the constraints of public-
sector organisations is a classical theme in the discipline of public admini-

                                                      
 
424  Kettl (2002: 10): The transformation of governance. 



3.2 Research framework     89 

stration, public administration literature pays only limited attention to 
theories of organisational change and renewal. 425 It is therefore no wonder 
that public-sector organisations often introduce network arrangements 
without much reflection on the need to reorganise policymaking processes 
and to adjust existing institutional structure in order to make network gov-
ernance feasible.426 It is also questionable if public administrators – usually 
well-trained in the competencies of hierarchical governance - have ac-
quired the competencies needed for network governance.427 

The disciplines of organisational development and of public administra-
tion are currently relatively separated. Organisational development con-
centrates on internal management and organisation and tends to neglect the 
governance dimension, maybe because the current governance debate em-
phasises the external dimension. Public administration scholars concen-
trate on polity, politics and policies and are mainly interested in the exter-
nal consequences of governance, with some exceptions like Kickert in the 
Netherlands, Rhodes in the UK and Australia, and also Jann in Germany. 
The conscious and situational use of governance style mixtures requires a 
good link between the internal and external dimensions of public-sector 
organisations, and a good understanding of organisational dimensions, es-
pecially when, as in this research, the focus lies on the internal aspects of 
metagovernance, and more specifically: the meaning of metagovernance 
for public managers. When we consider governance styles as ‘ways of life’ 
(cf. Section 2.4.1), we know that they have deep roots. They are important 
means of making sense for people: for politicians, public administrators 
and others involved in public affairs. They give or deny entrance to socie-
tal groups or networks. Changing a way of life may mean risking loosing 
many existing social relations, and putting people in an insecure position: 
who will be their new ‘peers’? This also implies that metagovernors who 
want to introduce a change of the governance style balance in an organisa-
tion have to accept that change is slow and that relapses often occur.  

Therefore, understanding the possibilities and limitations of applying 
metagovernance in the ‘inner world’ of public-sector organisations, re-
quires interdisciplinary research.428 This is relevant here, because with the 
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question: “Can governance style mixtures be designed and managed inside 
public-sector organisations?” we are crossing the boundary between the 
disciplines of public administration and of organisational development and 
change. Because we concentrate on the meso and micro level of govern-
ance (see Section 1.2) and not on the macro level of relations between pub-
lic sector and society, we need to combine analytical concepts from public 
administration (governance and metagovernance) and analytical concepts 
of organisational science (organisational structure, culture etcetera).  

3.2.2 An organisational perspective on governance 

In her dissertation on the organisation of the German federal Environment 
Ministry, Müller criticises the lack of sensitivity of politicians and civil 
servants for the influence that the internal organisation has on political de-
cision-making processes. Organisational issues are often considered to be 
of only secondary interest. The primary process of policymaking is consid-
ered separate from the so-called secondary process.429 Mayntz distin-
guished five characteristics of public-sector organisations that make them 
less flexible and less efficient than non-public organisations: dependency 
from politics, independency from market performance, specific restrictions 
in employee policy, the public budget system, and problematic perform-
ance measurement.430 These characteristics have to be taken into account 
when we investigate internal metagovernance mechanisms.  

Boonstra presented five points of view to describe the ‘stumbling 
blocks for (organisational) change’ in general: inadequate policy-making 
and strategic management, existing organisational structures, power and 
politics in organisations, organisational cultures, and individual uncertain-
ties and psychological resistance to change. 431 In ‘t Veld432 used five or-
ganisational elements in developing a heuristic model to describe the gov-
ernance approach(es) of the Dutch Environment ministry: mission (vision), 
steering philosophy (strategy), structure (including procedures), policy 
content (results: output and outcome) and – as a background element433 - 
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orientation and values (tradition). With the addition of a sixth element, 
people (staff, education, competencies), the five ‘stumbling blocks’ of 
Boonstra are more or less covered.  

 

 
 

Fig. 7. The governance pentagram (own composition) 

If we combine the themes mission and strategy, the result is a heuristic 
model in the form of a pentagram with five interconnected apexes that can 
be used to analyse competition and synergy between governance styles. 
The 36 differences between hierarchical, network and market governance 
inside administration that were presented in Section 2.3.1 and the first An-
nex can be allocated to the five points of a pentagram (Figure 7). 

For each of the three governance styles different pentagrams can be 
drawn (Figures 8, 9 and 10). For an analysis of metagovernance, all three 
models therefore are required. When hierarchy is the primary governance 
style, the phase models explains best what happens in time. When one of 
the other styles dominates, one of the other two models should be used. 
However, when there is a mixture of the three governance styles, all three 
models of decision-making are useful at the same time. 
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Fig. 8.  The hierarchical governance pentagram: rules, power and authority (own 
composition)  

 

                
 

Fig. 9. The network governance pentagram: trust, complexity and content (own 
composition) 
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Fig. 10. The market governance pentagram: price, competition and efficiency 
(own composition) 

3.2.4 Research framework 

The research framework combines three perspectives: 

- The governance pentagram with its five clusters of organisational fea-
tures;  

- The governance trilemma that presents hierarchy, networks and mar-
kets as three competing forces; 

- The combination of three analytical models on decision making: 
phases, streams and rounds; this perspective introduces the temporal 
dynamic. 

The governance pentagram offers an organisational perspective. The 
governance trilemma, introduced in Section 2.5.4, brings in a perspective 
of power conflicts. This trilemma has more analytical power than is used 
in e.g. the Shell scenario study. Apart from their ‘two wins, one loss’ solu-
tion to the trilemma, solutions such as ‘one win, two losses’, ‘three losses’ 
or ‘three wins’ are also possible, theoretically. For the governance 
trilemma this is not only theory, but is shown in practice to be possible. 
The ‘one win, two losses’ result is observed in situations in which one 
governance style is predominant. In most cases this is hierarchy, but there 
are also examples in which network governance has been so dominant that 
the other styles (hierarchy for legal frameworks and market for efficiency) 
were the ‘losers’. In the Green Heart case (see Section 3.2.5) this led to a 
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series of new possibilities, but in the BEVER project (see Dutch soil pro-
tection case, Section 4.2), this led to stagnation. Market governance is the 
‘winner’ in the currently popular tendering of research and consultancy 
projects, which has the disadvantage of loss of trust (in established rela-
tionships between principal and agent) and accountability (large firms and 
consortia may be less easy to supervise). The ‘three losses’ situation is a 
typical compromise situation: all forces have to give in to some extent.  A 
‘three wins’ situation is a possible outcome when a mutual gains approach 
to negotiation is applied.  

The governance trilemma represents the three governance styles as 
competing forces, which produce dilemmas for decision makers. These di-
lemmas can be solved by making trade-offs, which can be understood us-
ing the organisational dimensions of the three pentagrams. Pollit and 
Bouckaert define a trade-off as a situation where decision makers are 
obliged to balance between different things they want, because having 
more of one means having less of another. A dilemma is a situation in 
which the manager is faced with a choice of two or more unsatisfactory al-
ternatives; a dilemma is thus the limiting case of a trade-off.434 Sometimes 
the tensions between the apexes of the trilemma are more like paradoxes 
than dilemmas. Paradoxes or seeming contradictions may contain a par-
ticular kind of truth. For example, behind the question whether to intro-
duce hierarchical elements like ‘house rules’ in a network lies a ‘tied lib-
erty’ paradox: Networks function better when they are not completely 
unstructured. The dilemma in this case is whether the network ties should 
be weak or strong. The three decision making models (phase, streams, and 
rounds) represent a time dimension.  

With model presented in Figure 11 it should be possible to describe and 
analyse the political, institutional and organisational barriers, conditions 
and incentives that mitigate or prevent governance style conflicts, and that 
stimulate synergy between the different modes. The model also allows us 
to include historical developments, which are important influencing factors 
in the cases: Public management (as governance), 

“…cannot be separated from its institutional context, the organisation and 
functioning of a nation’s administration, and the latter cannot be detached 
from its historical development and traditions.” 435 
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Fig. 11. Research model for the analysis of governance style mixtures 

To test if the research model can be helpful in producing interesting an-
swers to the research question(s), it will now be applied to two pilot 
cases436: the Green Heart Talks (January- December 1996) and the Pegasus 
Programme (May 1997 - December 2000) in the Dutch Ministry for Spa-
tial Planning, Housing and the Environment (VROM). In both cases, the 
analysis focuses on the design and management of governance style mix-
tures as far as this happened inside the Ministry of VROM.  

3.2.5 The Green Heart Talks: Discovering network governance 

The Green Heart is a relatively rural area of approximately 1500 km2 sur-
rounded by a ring of cities. 437 It is a parallel of the Green Belt surrounding 
London. It is one of the oldest Dutch landscapes and still contains medie-
val land use and landscape patterns. The rural character has yet to be seen 
in the Dutch context: The area has about the same population density as 
the Netherlands as a whole (470 inhabitants per km2), whereas the city 
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ring (the Randstad) has 1680 inh/km2 438.  
The Spatial and Environmental Policy Programme439 for the protection 

and development of the Green Heart Area of 1992 was a one billion euro 
investment program of five Ministries and three provinces. It was an ‘inte-
grated area approach’ programme that stimulated public partnerships.440 
The objective of the 1992 Green Heart Programme was to keep the centre 
of the western part of The Netherlands an open area for agriculture, recrea-
tion and nature, as a buffer against urban sprawl from the surrounding four 
large and several smaller cities, in which more than 6.5 million people live. 

Vision and strategy 

In 1992 the original Green Heart Programme was written as a comprehen-
sive approach with a top-down design (hierarchical governance). The 59 
authorities that represent the 650.000 people, who live in the area, were not 
involved and therefore felt little commitment. The Ministries and prov-
inces who wrote the Programme concentrated on the integration of the 
content, of the societal issues related to the environment and land use, than 
on stakeholder participation and creating public partnerships. It took a re-
start in 1995 to change the process into a multi-stakeholder approach. In 
January 1995 Minister de Boer of Housing, Spatial Planning and the Envi-
ronment (VROM), signalled that the 35 years of relatively successful (and 
internationally praised) spatial policy of keeping the Green heart area a 
green and open area, was in danger. She learned that city planners and real 
estate developers considered it as too rigid a concept. They wanted urban 
development to be permitted in the Green Heart.  

The project contained an interesting paradox: it was successful because 
it failed. It started as a publicity campaign, but it turned into an informal, 
open policy making process. The focus on communication provoked the 
formulation of interests and information by stakeholders who had not been 
involved in the policymaking process. This led to a number of changes in 
the policy that would enhance the support for the overall protection policy 
for the area. One of the strategic success factors was that the minister in a 
very early phase chaired an expert meeting with about twenty experts who 
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were invited a titre personnel. The goal of the meeting was to share 
knowledge and information, in order to be able to define the strategy of the 
process. All experts were asked to describe their vision on the issue: is 
there a problem, and if so, why? With which interests is the issue related? 
Are there evident solutions? The impact of this high level meeting was not 
only so that a better process could be designed, but that the process had al-
ready begun. All experts would start talking about it with people in their 
organisations and with the organisations they had liaisons with. In this ex-
ample two forms of expertise were merged into a transdisciplinary ap-
proach: scientific expertise (for example a top professor from one of the 
universities), and practical expertise (for example a provincial governor, or 
a city alderman, or a major). 

Structure 

The Minister commissioned a small project team, which was commis-
sioned to design an interactive process of nine months at the most, with the 
objective to increase support for the existing policy of keeping the Green 
Heart ‘open and green’. The Minister believed that the fairly elitist charac-
ter of the ‘polder model’ approach that excluded many stakeholders was 
one of the reasons that the Green Heart policy had so little support from 
the public and local authorities. Therefore, The Green Heart Talks, as the 
process was named, had to be an ‘open’ process in terms of the participa-
tion of stakeholders and individual citizens. Because the project had to 
start immediately, there was no time to develop a detailed project structure, 
which in a way turned out to be a blessing in disguise: it allowed for far 
more flexibility than the usual project teams had. Another important factor 
was the authorised freedom of operation. The team reported directly to the 
minister, which resulted in a situation in which there were almost no con-
flicts with other teams or the line of organisation inside the Ministry.  

Orientation 

The project team had a shared vision on how to interact with outside part-
ners: make clear our basic policy, but keep an open mind in order to im-
prove the policy and to understand how the interests of most people could 
be served better through measures that were going to be prepared. The ex-
pertise of the internal colleagues in VROM was welcomed, but at the same 
time, it was acknowledged that outside partners had far more expertise in 
many of the issues the process covered. This open attitude towards the 
knowledge and opinions of external actors made it in the first place a net-
work governance approach.  
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People 

One of the reasons that the implementation of the Green Heart Programme 
of 1992 made so little progress was that it had been run by people who had 
the competency to develop a vision but lacked the competencies to manage 
all aspects of a complex process. The project managers of around twenty 
regional projects were content driven and technical experts: regional plan-
ners, ecologists, environmentalists, and landscape ecologists. Most of them 
did not know how to find the money to implement their plans, or to get ac-
cess to the other resources they needed. They lacked the skills and experi-
ence of working with hierarchical organisations. This conclusion was 
drawn in the Green Heart Steering Committee several times, but no steps 
were taken: the Steering Committee had little implementation power. This 
Green Heart Steering Committee (1992-1996) consisted of political repre-
sentatives of the three involved provinces and non-political representatives 
of five Ministries. The Committee had an annual budget of less than five 
million euro and no formal power. Although it supervised an ambitious in-
vestment program of almost one billion euro, this was a bit of an empty 
shell, because the budget was not yet allocated and was planned to come 
partly out of the pockets of organisations that were not represented in the 
Steering Committee. This did not prevent the Committee from meeting 
every other month and take decisions that altogether created the feeling in 
the Committee that they really were in charge. In terms of governance 
styles, the Steering Committee was a network cooperation of provincial 
and central authorities that lacked the hierarchical power and the entrepre-
neurial attitude of market governance, needed in order to fulfil its task. 
During the Green Heart Talks, the Committee acted as a sounding board, 
and became only stronger when the minister of VROM volunteered to be-
come the chair (which was accepted). 

The Green Heart Talks project team had the communicative compe-
tences necessary for a network approach, which was one of the success 
factors. Their general attitude can be paraphrased as: “We believe that the 
existing policy is sound, but we want to understand what people think is 
wrong about it. If we listen well, we might be able to change the policy in 
a way that the negative aspects (or images) can be mitigated. And maybe 
(part of) the existing policy turns out to be not as sound as we think now.” 

Results 

The original idea was that a publicity campaign would enhance the support 
for the Green Heart policy. The planned output changed drastically, but the 
aimed outcome was achieved. A majority of the Dutch parliament in 1996 
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endorsed the proposal of one of the Members of Parliament to establish ex-
tra protection for the area by declaring it a ‘National Landscape’. Local au-
thorities also started to support the existing protection policy after a change 
in housing policy was announced. The ministry’s policy was to prevent lo-
cal authorities from creating new building areas in the open landscape of 
the Green Heart. However, it was a policy with a ‘double lock’: they were 
not only denied possession of the open area, but as an extra security the 
number of new houses they were allowed to build was also restricted. This 
second lock turned out to be unnecessary in relation to the main purpose: 
keeping the open area open and green. This conclusion emerged during a 
debate with representatives of the local authorities. Within two days, the 
minister decided to do away with the ‘second lock’. Now the communities 
could begin building again, on open spots in the existing residential area, 
or change one house into two apartments for the elderly. 
The Green Heart Talks started as a communication campaign with clear 
phases. Gradually it turned into a more ‘fuzzy’ policy making process with 
several unpredicted rounds. The project team used the windows of oppor-
tunity that arose from the meeting of ideas, problems and actors.  

Metagovernance: Managing trade-offs between governance styles 

The project team had an unusually close relationship with the minister, 
with whom a weekly meeting took place. ‘This made it easier for the pro-
ject team members to act as metagovernors: it enhanced their ability to 
prevent and solve governance conflicts, for example by bypassing the in-
flexible hierarchical procedures for deciding on subsidies. In two cases, it 
was possible to stimulate stakeholder groups to better formulate their in-
terests with an ‘instant subsidy’. This happened for example with a group 
of individuals and small organisations in the field of cultural history who 
had organised them selves around the complaint that nobody listened to 
them or would ever take them seriously. They were challenged to stop 
complaining and instead deliver, within six months, an expert report on the 
cultural history of the Green Heart area. They were also ‘robbed’ of the ar-
gument that they had no money by instantly awarding them the funds they 
needed. They were surprised but delivered an influential report in time. 
The trade-offs between network governance and the other two styles were 
decided with a ‘win’ of the network approach and ‘losses’ of the hierarchi-
cal and market approaches.  

The Green Heart Talks became an unintended discovery of the power 
of network governance. There was a window of opportunity in which the 
minister, convinced that dialogue should be the main instrument, kept hi-
erarchy in the dark shadows of the ministry. Many of the lessons learned 
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from this project were applied in the following pilot case, which started in 
May 1997. 

3.2.6 Pegasus: The limits of networking in a hierarchical 
context 

The Pegasus Programme aimed to change the policymaking style of the 
Dutch ministry of VROM towards greater involvement of stakeholders in 
an early stage of policy preparation and give them (some degree of) influ-
ence.  

Vision and strategy 

The programmes mission was to promote a network mode of governance. 
The Ministry’s management team’s general mission was, however, more 
hierarchical. Pegasus used this position to ensure a basic attitude of coop-
eration: the directors-general decided that 15 policy projects would serve 
as pilots for the Pegasus project. When a new minister entered the Ministry 
with a more hierarchical vision and stated that he disliked interactive poli-
cymaking, middle and higher managers stopped supporting the project 
abruptly. The ‘political zone’ turned out to be dominating what had hap-
pened. In addition, soon the Ministry’s secretary-general who had been the 
initiator of the project, left his job. This was another signal that network 
governance was not going to be implemented as the new ‘house-style’ of 
the Ministry. The trade-off between hierarchical and network governance 
turned, in the end, into a ‘loss’ for the network style. 

The project’s strategy was in line with its mission: change through co-
creation and ‘action learning’. Besides this, elements of market governance 
were used: contracts with the 15 pilot project managers, in which they 
promised to use interactive methods and received in return e.g. free ‘inter-
vision’ service from five public administration professors, whom the Pega-
sus team had contracted. A learning strategy was not common in the minis-
try. Internal affairs and external policies were laid down in inflexible 
strategic plans. This was one reason why many of the pilot projects were 
not successful: in becoming more interactive than they were originally de-
signed. Their rigid time schedule as well as the fixed aims prohibited 
stakeholder involvement. Surprises – that often appear in network proc-
esses – were not considered an enrichment of the policy projects, but rather 
as a threat.  
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Orientation 

In an administrative tradition in which, as was jokingly told, a minister 
never started a policy development before he/she knew the ‘right’ policy 
solution, network governance was a risky adventure. Policymaking was 
not searching for an optimal outcome, but rather accommodating an al-
ready made policy decision. The field of environmental policy was a bit of 
an exception: stakeholder participation and voluntary agreements had been 
successfully applied already since the beginning of the 1990s for certain 
environmental issues. Therefore, inside VROM a relatively more external 
orientation had developed than in other ministries. However, this external 
orientation was always subsidiary to internal interests. 

Structure 

A small project team was created that reported directly to the ministry’s 
secretary-general. The ministry’s organisational structure was hierarchical, 
with some influence of market governance. The latter was reflected in the 
decentralised responsibility of managers for ‘running’ policy issues, 
budget and personnel. Strategic decision-making was hierarchically organ-
ised. Formally the minister made all decisions, but before she or he was 
involved, an intricate system of control had ensured that no proposals were 
made that would endanger the status quo. For some major issues project 
teams were installed, but they always had to compete with the line organi-
sation. The Pegasus programme had a project organisation too – but it was 
less threatening because it did not compete on the policy content – the 
‘primary’ process of the ministry. Where Pegasus intervened on issues that 
were also considered a ‘line-responsibility’, conflicts developed. This was 
the case regarding human resources management policy (e.g. training pro-
grams for policymakers), strategic agenda management (‘owned’ by the 
secretariat-general) and communication policy. These are all issues of the 
‘intra-action zone’441 of the ministry.  

People 

The people who worked in the ministry had skills in line management and, 
to a lesser extent, project management (hierarchy). Pegasus’ aim was to 
develop process management skills (networking). An external evaluation 
report of the Pegasus project described the situation in the ministry as quite 
unsatisfactory:  
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“The Ministry has no recognisable process approach based on which poten-
tial internal and external partners know how the ministry works and how it 
deals with other parties. Its amateurism and devotion to ‘hobbies’ in proc-
ess design and process management is intolerable and prohibits the build-
ing of trust with parties.”442  

The programme team put lessons learned from pilot projects (action 
learning), combined with experiences from elsewhere, together in bro-
chures about all dimensions of public process management.443 This was in 
general welcomed by policymakers who worked in the externally oriented 
‘interaction zone’, but less by their managers who thought that this would 
decrease their power. Furthermore, it was not considered right by control-
lers in the ‘intra-action zone’: they expected that more flexibility in policy 
processes would produce more budget problems and weak accountability. 
Trade-offs between hierarchical and network governance did not really 
take place: the twain never met. 

Results 

The aimed outcome of the Pegasus project was ambitious: a new adminis-
trative culture, strategy, structure, and skills. This was threatening to the 
existing organisation. On the other hand, the existence of the programme 
helped the Ministry in developing a ‘modern’ image. In the 1990s, stimu-
lating network governance was developing into a ‘standard’ advice that 
consultants and public administration scholars gave to Dutch public-sector 
organisations When the Pegasus programme ended in December 1999, the 
Ministry’s management team adopted a series of follow-up activities. 
However, they were not implemented. As soon as the programme team had 
been dismantled, the Ministry went ‘back to normal’, with a few excep-
tions. Only one follow-up proposal was realized: the establishment of a 
temporary inter-departmental expertise centre for innovative policy mak-
ing.444 An unintended result was that the Pegasus brochures were ordered 
by more than 80 local and provincial authorities.  

In terms of the governance trilemma, it was in the end a ‘one win, two 
losses’ result. Market governance did not play a distinct role because this 
style was in the first place used for internal processes and procedures (effi-
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ciency measures). Network governance did not become the new ‘main’ 
governance style of the Ministry. 

Metagovernance: Managing trade-offs between governance styles 

In this pilot case, the research framework helped to structure the story 
about essential successes and failures of the project. But does it shed a new 
light on what has happened? Does it help to answer the research questions?  

In the Pegasus case there were indeed governance style conflicts, 
mainly between hierarchy and networking. In the beginning, the secretary-
general acted as a ‘metagovernor’. He protected the project when neces-
sary – which had the downside that the project became to be considered as 
his ‘personal toy’. But the dominating governance style – hierarchy – pre-
vailed in almost all conflicts. The Pegasus project tried to ‘reconcile’ dif-
ferent governance views. An example was the initiative to create a ‘bond’ 
with another project (the project ‘Result-driven management’), that aimed 
at improving accountability and control. The Finance directorate of the 
ministry led this project. It turned out that there was no way to convince its 
project manager that co-operation might lead to a win-win situation. This 
was certainly also due to communication problems. The other project man-
ager used the terms of ‘Good governance’ – a new version of hierarchical 
governance - whereas the Pegasus team was ‘talking network governance’. 
It might have been useful if someone had intervened who understood both 
perspectives and tried to teach the two project managers to understand 
each other’s language. However, such a ‘metagovernor’ was not available. 

The Pegasus project was a reform project. Looking back, more explic-
itly addressing governance style competition, and having had a metagov-
ernor or metagoverning system in place, could have led to much better re-
sults. After the Green Heart case also, this second pilot case shows that the 
research framework can produce useful answers to the research questions.  

Both pilot cases are analysed on the basis of existing material and on 
the interpretation of an involved practitioner. The analysis of the ‘real’ 
cases in Chapter 4 and 5, are of course based on newly collected data. In 
addition, these cases will be introduced with a summary of the institutional 
and cultural (historical and actual) context, and a chronology of events. 

3.3 Research strategy 

The choice of a methodological path in a research project influences not 
only which explanations we may find, but also which mechanisms we may 
tend to neglect. The aim of this research is to derive some general princi-
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ples about metagovernance by studying a number of practical examples. 
This process is referred to as the inductive-empirical approach to theory 
building. This epistemological road has been paved in ancient days by 
craftspeople and merchants. Their international contacts had caused them 
to move away from ideologies and dogmas, more than farmers, who based 
their success on age-old traditions.445  

Research topics that are highly complex, lack structure and are ambigu-
ous, like,  the topic of the research (dealing with governance style mix-
tures), should best be investigated with a qualitative and relatively con-
structivist approach. 446 The approach would have to be primarily 
interpretative, because it aims at analysing the meanings, beliefs and cul-
ture behind social and political practices of public managers when they ap-
ply governance approaches. This cannot be explained as the outcome of 
‘law-like, causal relations as in natural sciences’.447 The choice of a primar-
ily interpretative approach implies that the result of the research will not be 
a ‘toolbox’ for the design and management of governance style combina-
tions, but will have characteristics of a narrative about how public manag-
ers exercise governance, following beliefs, traditions and dilemmas. Sup-
positions of this type “are stories, understood as provisional narratives 
about possible futures”.448 However, a structured approach was strived for 
as much as possible, in order to develop conclusions as sound and robust 
as possible, and make it possible for others to repeat the research. 

It would be a missed opportunity to completely exclude a more positiv-
ist, rational-causal approach. In a dissertation investigating the Dutch 
‘passport affair’, it is argued that both scientific lines of approach can be 
relevant for conflict management. They can be seen as supplementary, as 
two sides of the same coin.449 In the current research topic, rational-causal 
thinking is a typical phenomenon of hierarchical governance and less of 
network governance. Network governance builds on the idea that rational-
ity is bounded and on the construction of trustful relationships. Market 
governance might be in the middle: it is a combination of rational econom-
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ics and the famous ‘invisible hand’. The latter concept is not rational-
causal but rather ‘magical-causal’.  

The research also borrows from the new institutionalist approach which 
departs from the assumption that institutions have a ‘logic of appropriate-
ness’450. The existence of a dominating governance style in a public-sector 
organisation, such as hierarchical governance in the European Commission 
(see Chapter 4.5), is an illustration that such logic has far-reaching conse-
quences: it is transmitted to the people who work for the organisation, who 
then “in turn use it to structure their own behaviour”451. In a recent article 
Rhodes argues for a shift in focus from studying institutions to studying 
meanings in action, which entails listening to actors’ own interpretation of 
their beliefs and practices may reveal the contingency of governance narra-
tives and a more diverse view on state authority and its exercise.452 This re-
search tries to find a balance of the new institutional view and Rhodes’ 
‘meanings in action’ approach.  

In social sciences, it has become good practice to combine different 
methods into a “methodological mix” designed for the specific characteris-
tics of the research: no one ‘ideal way’ exists for approaching every 
topic.453 Elements of three complementary research strategies are used: 
ideal types, case study research and grounded theory. Ideal types because 
they are practical ‘measuring rods’. Case study research because it enables 
us to investigate real-life situations in a structured way. Grounded theory 
because the existing literature on metagovernance as a public management 
task does not contain empirically grounded theories, and it seems impor-
tant to gather building blocks for such a theory. 

Ideal types 

Hierarchical, network and market governance are, as we have discussed in 
Chapter 2, three ideal types of governance that seem to co-exist, though 
probably in different combinations in different administrative systems or 
organisations, and/or at different times. Peters argues that a methodology 
based on ideal types can be especially useful for comparative research. 
Ideal types “provide a stand against which real world systems can be com-
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pared”454. Ideal types integrate multiple attributes into a holistic definition. 
This makes it possible to represent synergetic effects that result form the 
consistency among the attributes that are used to describe each ideal 
type.455 The method refers to Weber’s design and use of the ideal type that 
we now call hierarchical governance. Peters warns that the use of ideal 
types may lead to normative rather than empirical constructs: an ideal type 
developed in a Western context may only be ‘ideal’ in such a setting.456   

The three ideal-typical governance styles are the measuring rods we 
will use to analyse real-life governance style mixtures. The data will be 
found by using the second method, case study research.   

Case study research 

The research questions are explanatory: How do hierarchical, network and 
market governance interrelate? When is metagovernance feasible and 
when not? Furthermore, they focus on contemporary events: the govern-
ance and metagovernance by public-sector organisations during the first 
years after the millennium. Thirdly, a research strategy based on social ex-
periments is not possible: The complexity of the research topic does not al-
low for control over events, which is a precondition for experiments. The 
combination of these three characteristics accounts for the choice of case 
study research.457 A case study is “an empirical inquiry that investigates a 
contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context, especially when the 
boundaries between phenomenon and context are not clearly evident.”458 
Studies with more than one case are able to produce more robust findings 
than a single case study. The cases that are selected, are expected to pro-
duce similar answers to certain questions, such as the need and feasibility 
of metagovernance (literal replication), and contrasting answers, to other 
questions (for predictable reasons), such as how governance style mixtures 
may differ in different politico-administrative systems (theoretical replica-
tion).459  

The complexity of the research topic makes it impossible to investigate 
complete administrative systems, or complete public-sector organisations. 
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The focus lies on selected policy processes, and the perspective is that of 
the public manager. Consequently, the embedded case study design is cho-
sen instead of a holistic case study design.460 Embedded case studies in-
volve more than one unit or object of analysis (in this research, the five 
dimensions vision, structure, orientation, people and results are units of 
analysis), and usually are not limited to qualitative analysis alone (al-
though the research is mainly qualitative, for the dimension ’results’, a 
quantitative view is presented).461  

In order to be able to generalise from case studies the description of the 
cases has to be ‘thick’. This requires triangulation: Any finding or conclu-
sion in a case study is likely to be more convincing and accurate if it is 
based on several different methods and data sources that are all used to 
analyse the research questions.462 The methods and data types used in the 
case studies include in-depth semi-structured interviews of key informants, 
internal and external documents, discussion with public administration 
scholars and comparison of the findings with similar and contrasting find-
ings in scholarly literature.  

How representative are the studied cases? A problem is that a case does 
not ‘exist’ but must by socially constructed by the researcher: “What cases 
it will be similar to will be defined by the conceptual framework that is 
chosen and how the researcher constructs the case”463. Each case is in some 
ways unique and in other ways similar to other cases. Therefore it is useful 
to investigate cases that are ‘most similar’ on the independent variable(s) 
and ‘most different’ on the dependent variable(s). That is, if variables are 
important ‘wheels’ in the ‘machinery’ of a case. The use of the term vari-
able suggests mono-causal relations in case studies that are very complex 
and in which contingency (for example the influence of the personal drives 
of the key actors), ambiguity (e.g. related to the dynamics of the political 
agenda) and personal sense-making play a role. Nevertheless, the concept 
of variables will be used because it helps structuring the research.  

The issue of representativeness refers to the question if there are many 
similar cases and if similar research results would be achieved in all or 
most of these cases. Four cases of strategic environmental policy making 
in Western Europe, Germany, the Netherlands and The UK were chosen in 
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order to see the impact of the east-west gradient described in literature 
from an underlying hierarchical style (Germany), via an underlying net-
work style (the Netherlands), to an underlying market governance prefer-
ence (UK), on similar cases of policy making (theoretical replication). A 
similar gradient may be expected to emerge if the choice had been to in-
vestigate cases from France (hierarchy), Denmark (network), and Ireland 
(market). The fourth case is a policy process in the European Commission, 
an administration that, like the Germany federal administration, is reported 
to have a primarily hierarchical style. 

The fifth case is an example of community policing in the Netherlands. 
This case is used for literal replication: it should help answering the ques-
tion of whether or not governance style interactions on a ‘street level’ pol-
icy are really different from those on a strategic policy making level in na-
tional ministries. 

Grounded theory 

In addition to using the ‘measuring rods’ of ideal types and data collection 
by case studies, the research questions require a research approach that 
provides the possibility of theory building. Therefore, the last element of 
the research strategy is the use of elements of ‘grounded theory’. 
Grounded theory is a research strategy for developing theories based on 
the comparison of cases, developed by Glaser and Strauss in the 1960s.464 
Grounded theorists continuously compare cases with themselves and with 
starting ideas in order to generate a theory. This implies a constant inter-
play between data collection and analysis. A grounded theory strategy does 
not wait until all data are collected before analysis starts. Yin argues that 
case study research and grounded theory are difficult to combine, because 
case study research starts with the construction of a preliminary theory, 
whereas grounded theory avoids this.465 Others argue that this does not 
have to be the case. Grounded theory research requires an understanding of 
related theoretical and empirical work.466 In addition, the authors of the 
original book in which they report the ‘discovery’ of grounded theory, as-
sume that this research strategy starts with some initial ideas. In this re-
search the initial idea is, that public managers have to cope with sometimes 
mutually undermining dimensions of hierarchical, network and market 
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governance, three ideal-typical governance modes which usually appear 
simultaneously.  

The original grounded theory strategy contained positivist assumptions 
like an objective, external rationality, the discovery of objective data, and 
the fact that the researcher can operate as unbiased and objective. How-
ever, even this is sometimes contested as not positivist enough to “develop 
testable hypotheses and theory which are generalisable across settings”467.  

Others argue that research in real-life social systems is always context-
bound and facts are both theory laden and value laden: knowledge about 
social processes is actively and socially constructed.468  Glaser, one of the 
founders of the grounded theory methodology, also disapproved of the 
even more positivist route his colleague Strauss had chosen later 469 and 
developed a less positivist version.470 He claims that grounded theory “is a 
perspective based methodology, and people's perspectives vary”. Charmaz 
offered an alternative approach that keeps the iteration between data col-
lection and analysis of the ground theory approach, but is more construc-
tivist in nature. 471 Glaser, however, fiercely rejected this attempt to ‘pull’ 
grounded theory in the constructivist camp.472 Notwithstanding the disputes 
around grounded theory, this approach has some valuable aspects. Two 
elements of it will be used in the research strategy: the constant iteration 
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between data collection and analysis, and the attempt to develop ‘codes’: 
“distinct units of meaning which are labelled to generate concepts”.473 

3.4 Case selection 

3.4.1 Case selection criteria 

Variables 

Three independent variables are distinguished which are similar in differ-
ent Western European administrative systems: The occurrence of the three 
ideal-typical governance styles,  the societal influences on the public sector 
in the same policy fields (because of globalisation and ICT, to name two 
main factors), and the framing of the policy problem. The politico-
institutional context is considered as the dependent variable. 

It was decided to select cases in two fields: strategic (national and su-
pranational) environmental policy and operational (local) inner security 
policy.  

Environmental policy is considered a ‘laboratory’ for policy innovation. 
This accounts for a high conflict potential between ‘old’ and ‘new’ styles 
of governance. Within the field of strategic environmental policy, soil pro-
tection was chosen, because it is a relative late-comer that had to be devel-
oped during the late 1990s and early 2000s, which was a period in which 
governance style conflict potential had reached a high level. Four cases of 
soil protection policy making were selected in different politico-
administrative systems (the UK, the Netherlands, Germany and the Euro-
pean Commission), in order to investigate the influence of the traditions 
and cultures of these systems on the feasibility of metagovernance.  

Inner security is a traditionally hierarchical policy field. Within this 
field, local community policing is a special case, because it is primarily 
based on network governance. A local case of community policing in the 
Netherlands was selected, in order to be able to compare the occurrence of 
metagovernance in (national) strategic policymaking and in (local) opera-
tional policy execution, in different policy fields but in the same national 
politico-administrative context. 

The criteria for the selection of the cases are:474 
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1. Good comparability of the independent variables; 
2. Variation in the dependent variable (the way governance style prob-

lems are dealt with in different politico-administrative systems).  
3. Conceptual equivalence; 
4. Accessibility to data and willingness of key informants to be inter-

viewed; 
5. Scientific and societal topicality of the issue. 

The case selection is confronted with the selection criteria as follows. 

Good comparability of the independent variables  

Comparative research with a small number of cases is appropriate in ‘most 
similar’ designs, when ‘the similarity of the countries selected can be 
demonstrated very clearly and convincingly’, which is the case here, re-
garding the independent variables:475  

- With regard to the existence of governance style competition in the 
Netherlands, Germany, the UK and the European Commission476 
problematic governance style competition has been observed.  

- Concerning the societal influences on governance, within Western 
Europe, Germany, the Netherlands and the UK share a long tradition 
of professional civil service, and a relatively strong post materialistic 
world orientation.477 In all three countries and in the EC, a serious de-
crease of public trust in public-sector institutions and politicians has 
taken place during the 1990s and early 2000s. The European Com-
mission “suffers” from similar governance challenges as national 
public-sector organisations, and has published comparably ambiguous 
reform programs. The European Commission is a fragmented organi-
sation without uniform administrative procedures and practices – an-
other dimension that makes it similar to most national civil services. 
The Commission has ‘matured from a small agency to an extended 
bureaucracy’, and ‘individual DG’s have turned from organisational 
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sub-sections into quasi-ministries in their own rights’.478 In all four 
public-sector systems comprehensive reform programs have started 
since 2000479. 

- With regard to the issue of soil protection, the problem is very simi-
larly framed in all four administrative systems. In all cases soil pro-
tection is a late-comer on the environmental policy agenda, and the 
main problems are similar, although the European Commission also 
has to deal with soil problems emerging in Southern European coun-
tries, such as land erosion. The selection of one policy sector (and 
within that, one policy issue, namely soil protection) is an important 
requisite, because there may be more differences in governance styles 
across sectors than there are across nations.480 

Variation in the dependent variable 

In comparative social sciences the most frequently used method of select-
ing cases is to find systems that are most similar (as opposed to ‘most dif-
ferent’) in as many ways as possible, but vary most in the dependent vari-
able (theoretical replication), which in this research is how governance 
style conflicts are dealt with. Cases were selected that were expected to 
show a clear variation in the politico-administrative context. Therefore, 
concrete cases were sought in four different administrative systems: The 
Netherland, The United Kingdom, Germany and the European Commis-
sion.   

The data Hofstede has collected about the Netherlands, Germany and 
the UK already give a first impression on general cultural differences be-
tween these three nations (Figure 12).481  
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Fig. 12. National cultures according to Hofstede 

The values and traditions of administrative systems are likely to have a 
large influence on the affinity with specific (combinations of) governance 
styles.482 Therefore, it is no surprise that in the consensual tradition of 
Sweden and the Netherlands, calls for more emphasis on network govern-
ance were heard earlier than in more traditional countries as (for example) 
Germany and France. According to Wollmann, the institutional and cul-
tural traditions of a country’s institutional world strongly influence reform 
decisions.483. Kickert states that there is a need for in-depth empirical stud-
ies to investigate the implications of a legalistic institutional situation (e.g. 
Germany) on the particular managerial reforms that were adopted. 

The Dutch public sector has an underlying corporatist-consensual style 
of deliberation and pragmatic compromise, that has stayed influential even 
during phases of relative dominance of hierarchical or market govern-
ance.484 In the Netherlands, like in Great Britain, the administration devel-
oped into a neutral and loyal body of generalists that remains in office 
when a new government is sworn in485. In the Netherlands (1988) 29% of 
the civil servants had a law degree, 30% a social science background, 19% 
a technical science and 12% an economics degree. The percentage of civil 
servants with a legal training was 75% in 1930 and has since then de-
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creased.486 In the Dutch public sector therefore, a basic cultural affinity 
with network governance would be expected.  

The German federal administration was the prototype of a hierarchical 
organisation. The German word ‘Rechtsstaat’ is internationally used to de-
scribe administrations with a strong legal tradition. In addition, the Ger-
man administration is relatively autonomous and has in the legalistic cul-
ture a specific information monopoly about procedures.487 The UK’s 
national administration has a natural affinity with market governance. The 
administration is called the public service, and the country has no basic le-
gal framework in the form of a constitution.  

The Netherlands is economically and socially intertwined with Ger-
many. Nevertheless, the Netherlands is influence more than Germany by 
Anglo-Saxon and Scandinavian culture and therefore forms an interesting 
deviation from the German ‘prototype’. The Netherlands has, like other 
small North-European countries such as Belgium, Norway and Denmark, 
three characteristics that are relevant for the type of governance (mix-
tures): (1) a consociationalist488 type of consensus democracy, (2) a neo-
corporatist type of democracy, and (3) socio-political cleavages and frag-
mented political and social subcultures.489 

Despite these differences there are also similarities. Germany and the 
Netherlands share a closely related cultural history and a relatively well-
developed civil society and degree of public participation from societal 
groups.490 The Netherlands and Germany both belong to the group of coun-
tries that have incremental reform programmes, as compared with the 
comprehensive, more radical reform programmes of the UK, Australia and 
New Zealand491. Like in Germany492, in the Netherlands local authorities 
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took the lead in civil service reforms. Germany and (to a lesser extent493) 
the Netherlands both belong to the group of continental European coun-
tries with a Rechtsstaat tradition and an accepted emphasis on the legal 
regulation and judicial review of public-sector operations (issues that re-
mained outside the limelight of New Public Management), which is differ-
ent in the Anglo-Saxon common law countries494. Whereas NPM reduced 
the role of local authorities in Anglo-Saxon countries, this was not the case 
in Germany, Sweden and other countries with a traditionally strong local 
public sector495. 

         
Fig. 13. A gradient of underlying governance style preferences in three Western-
European countries 

Together Germany, the Netherlands and the UK form an interesting 
gradient from East to West, showing preferences of respectively hierarchi-
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cal, network and market governance, though always in the shadow of hier-
archy as the main background style (Figure 13). The Netherlands lie be-
tween – and form a combination of - the ‘supermarket state’ of the UK and 
the ‘sovereign state’ of Germany496. 

The European Commission is an interesting outsider. In 2001, Trondal 
concluded that relatively “few studies have empirically penetrated the in-
ner life of the European Commission.”497 It is a multinational bureaucracy, 
with a dominance of hierarchical Rechtsstaat influences (France, Ger-
many)498 499, enriched by market approaches (UK influence) and network 
thinking (influence of the Scandinavian countries and the Netherlands). 
Nevertheless, the affinity with hierarchical governance is dominating. The 
Commission faces similar challenges and internal ambiguity as national 
public-sector organisations. Its tasks, working methods and bureaucratic 
organisation make them better comparable with national ministries than 
with other supra-national bodies.500 The Commission differs from the na-
tional public sector in the Netherlands, Germany and the UK because it has 
no elected political leaders and it not directly accountable to any elected 
institution.501  

Conceptual equivalence 

Using case studies in a qualitative comparison of public sector systems of 
different countries requires conceptual equivalence: one needs to be sure 
that compared issues are really comparable. Three types of problems can 
be differentiated and should be addressed. 

The first are linguistic problems. Translating survey instruments into 
other languages is difficult, because many concepts and words have mean-
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ings deeply influenced by culture. Therefore the vocabulary used in this 
research has to be tested for these underlying misunderstandings. 502 For in-
stance, German and some other European languages do not have different 
words for ‘policy’ and ‘politics’ as are found in English. In German, the 
term Programm is one of the equivalents used for what the English term 
‘policy’ and the Dutch term ‘beleid’ express. Another example is that in 
Germany the term ‘management’ has a connotation with the private sector: 
it stands for markets and entrepreneurs, whereas in English it is more neu-
tral and used as ‘the organisation and direction of resources to achieve a 
desired result’503, which is in German more equivalent with the term 
‘Steuerung’.504 Fortunately, linguistic problems can be solved by using the 
extensive literature in English about governance in Germany, the Nether-
lands, the UK and the European Commission, also in comparative perspec-
tive. Some of this literature explicitly addresses these problems. 

The most important problems are conceptual problems.505 Do the same 
concepts have the same meaning in different cases? To avoid this problem 
the interviews started with a short explanation of the three ideal types of 
governance. In addition, comparative literature was checked.  

The third and last problem is the travelling problem506. Are measures 
that are constructed for use in one political setting, and that are based upon 
the experience of one society or culture, necessarily meaningful or useful 
in another setting? This problem can exist in cross-national comparisons, 
especially when the concepts travel a long distance, but also when the dis-
tance is less extreme, for example, in assuming that French and German 
politics are in essence based on similar principles, since the two countries 
happen to be neighbours. Comparative literature by scholars like Kick-
ert,507 Hesse et al.508 and Pollit and Bouckaert509, which includes Germany, 
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the Netherlands the UK and the European Commission, provides a basis 
for preventing the travelling problem from blurring the analysis in this re-
search. 

Accessibility to data and willingness of key informants to be 
interviewed 

For all cases data are available, such as evaluation studies, comparative 
studies, and official publications issued by public-sector organisations. My 
work as a practitioner in both policy development510 and al change511 in the 
Dutch administration, my knowledge of, practical experience and contacts 
with the German public administration and the European Commission512, 
as well as my ability to work in German, English, Dutch and, to a lesser 
extend, French, made it relatively easy to find key informants who were 
willing to give interviews. However, some interviewees explained that 
they were not able to be speaking completely open: 

“Although one part of me wants to be sort of open and objective and step 
back, the other part of me recognises that I still have a job to do. I don’t 
want to make it more difficult to do it.” 513 

Topicality of the issue 

From a scientific perspective, the topicality of the research issue is huge. 
Most scholarly literature either concentrates on the internal organisation 
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(structure, processes, leadership, political impact, efficiency, effective-
ness), or on roles of the public sector in policy networks. Connecting in-
ternal organising and external organising has been given little attention so 
far.514 Sørensen believes that public administration scholars have not been 
interested in the issues of democracy, and students of democracy have not 
shown interest in the role of administration in democracy. According to 
her, this disciplinary split may be caused by the Weberian view than one 
can separate politics and administration.515  

Other scholars also plead for the involvement of a wider set of scien-
tific disciplines in the study of public-sector organisations than the disci-
plines of organisational behaviour and public management: these disci-
plines should be connected with political science and with practical 
knowledge from stakeholders.516 Also from a societal and political perspec-
tive, successfully understanding and managing the interactions between 
different governance styles and the possibilities and limitations of me-
tagovernance, seems important. 

3.4.2 National soil policies and local community policing 

As explained earlier, ‘simple’ questions may be solved with primarily hi-
erarchical governance, and ‘routine’ questions with market governance. 
Dealing with so-called wicked problems that are complex and persistent, 
takes place in great uncertainty about causal relations. Most authors base 
their approach to wicked problems on policy network theory.517 As was ar-
gued before, this might be too narrow an approach for a research project 
on the meaning of metagovernance for public managers: network govern-
ance takes place in the shadow of hierarchical518 and market governance. 
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Tensions between networking, hierarchical and market thinking may frus-
trate a problem-based network approach. Therefore, it seems that taking 
wicked problems as cases will provide the most useful insight in the 
(im)possibility of metagovernance. Typical examples of wicked problems 
can be found in the fields of environment, health and safety.519  

National soil protection policies 

In environmental policies, the external ‘environment’ usually plays a large 
role. Many societal interests are involved and environmental problems 
have often produced strong societal emotions. Part of these emotional and 
interest conflicts are probably mirrored inside administration.  

The issue of soil protection policy, especially when it comes to the im-
pacts of hazardous waste deposition, is no exception. The diversity of so-
cietal interests and the emotional aspect may have contributed to the fact 
that environmental policy issues have often been front-runners in govern-
ance innovation: Environmental policy has been and still is a laboratory for 
modernising governance. According to Jänecke520 a “culture of dialogue 
and consensus” is an important condition for successful environmental pol-
icy. This implies that network governance plays a critical role in the gov-
ernance style mixture. European environmental policy illustrates this: Most 
European Commission measures that can be considered ‘new modes of 
governance’ (i.e. network and market, as compared to hierarchy) around 
the new millennium were found in the areas of environmental policy and 
social policy521. At the same time, environmental policy is a relatively 
young field that has had to compete with other fields using the governance 
style of ‘power play’ – hierarchy – inside administration, and started like 
other environmental policies had done before, by building a legal frame-
work and central, uniform norms.  

 
A case of local community policing  
Another wicked case is taken from the field of inner security, and focuses 
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the shadow of hierarchical and market governance. In contrast to national 
environmental policymakers, police officers are typical operational ‘street-
level bureaucrats’: they are in direct contact with citizens and usually have 
more discretion than (national) policy maker522. However, in a recent 
study, Taylor and Kelly found that these ‘street level bureaucrats’ have 
less discretion than when Lipsky investigated them in 1980, due to New 
Public Management induced systems of accountability and scrutiny. 523   

3.5 Application of the research strategy 

The gathering of data and the analysis took place in five rounds.  

First round: Building a theoretical basis through literature analysis 

The first step was an analysis of the existing extensive literature on gov-
ernance styles and the small body of literature on metagovernance. Several 
interesting phenomena turned up: 

- Since the mid-1990s public administration research concentrates on 
the ‘new modes of governance’. Much research seems to have 
adopted a ‘network is everything’ paradigm and in general neglects 
the study of contemporary hierarchical governance. Many scholars 
argue that hierarchy is not an influential governance style anymore. 

- A great deal of current public administration literature holds that pub-
lic-sector organisations in the 2000s are only small players in the 
solving of societal problems, if at all. 

- Although governance styles are closely related to cultures, the cul-
tural dimension of governance is seldom investigated in public ad-
ministration research. 

- Furthermore, public sector organisations, including international or-
ganisations like the World Bank and the OECD, tend to believe that 
Western governance models can be applied in all countries. However, 
public administration scholars widely recognise that the politico-
administrative context influences the capability of public managers to 
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design and manage desired governance approaches. Nevertheless, this 
is also a gap in contemporary research.  

The first findings and ideas were discussed with several public admini-
stration scholars in the Netherlands, Denmark, Germany and the UK.  

Second round: Scoping by developing a research framework 

The following step was to develop a research framework, based on the 
analysis of literature presented in Chapter 2, allowed for narrowing down 
the numerous possible perspectives to a small number of dimensions. This 
was guided by the scope of this research on 

- The meaning of governance style combinations for public managers 
and not for other actors in the world of governance,  

- The ability of public managers to consciously design and manage 
situationally optimal governance style mixtures, and 

- Governance dimensions of public management as a coherent issue, 
with a focus on the interactions between vision and strategy, struc-
ture, orientation, people and results.  

The research framework thus developed (presented in Section 3.2) was 
tested for its ability to help generate new conclusions in two Dutch cases. 
Another round of testing consisted of presenting a paper, with a focus on 
management development implications, at an international conference in 
France, shortly after this.524  

Third round: Selection of cases 

The third round of interlinked data-gathering and analysis consisted of the 
selection of case studies. It begun with the formulation of criteria for case 
selection and looking for interesting cases. Because environmental policy 
making is known for its complexity (and therefore has been investigated 
more than most other policy fields), primarily cases in this area were 
sought. After rejecting case study candidates which were too young and 
dynamic (such as the national implementation of the EU directive on CO2 

emission trading), or who were institutionally too complex and diverse 
(such as sustainable development strategies525), a set of cases in the area of 
strategic soil protection policy-making was chosen.  
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A contrasting case in another policy field was found in ‘community po-
licing’: a network approach that, might show the internal tensions with hi-
erarchical and market governance inside the police organisation. Due to 
time restrictions only in the Netherlands such a case was selected.  How-
ever, a quick literature analysis (a loop back to round 2) showed that there 
is a large body of literature on community policing in almost all (Western) 
countries.  

Fourth round: Data gathering about the selected cases 

Each case study began by gathering formal and informal documents on the 
case, and holding background interviews with experts (scholars or high-
level practitioners) who had a good insight in the politico-administrative 
context of the case but had not been involved in the cases themselves. The 
next step was to find public managers who had played key roles in the 
cases, and hold semi-structured interviews with them. These interviews 
concentrated on the chronology of the case. Semi-structured interviews al-
low respondents to elaborate on themes and issues that they feel were im-
portant to their experience.526 All respondents, after the conceptual frame-
work and its terminology were explained, within 10 minutes ‘embarked’ 
on this terminology. It was close to what they were thinking, although they 
had never framed their work in these terms. The respondents who were the 
most ‘resistant’ to the governance-style terminology were those who were 
‘natural metagovernors’: they did not see the problem. Carefully designing 
and managing mixtures of hierarchical, network and market governance 
was what they did all the time.  

First, the Dutch soil protection case was investigate (June 2006). Fol-
lowing on this, the German soil protection case (October 2006), and the 
UK case (March 2007), which was in fact a case of strategic policy making 
for England.527 The last case in this series was the case of soil policy mak-
ing by the European Commission (June 2007).  

Finally, the Dutch community policing case was investigated (June 
2007).528  
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Fifth round: Analysis of the case study material and generating 
propositions for a grounded theory 

The last round focused on the comparative analysis of the case study mate-
rial. Although already a fair bit of writing was done, and every case study 
ended with a preliminary analysis of the insight it gave to answering the 
research questions, this was the time to ‘connect it all’. Bits of ‘grounded’ 
theoretical concepts had already emerged: several observations were made 
in all cases, but in this last round many new iterations had to be made be-
tween the case study material, the research questions, the research frame-
work, and the literature analysis. The process of ‘theoretical saturation’ de-
scribed by Glaser and Strauss:529 accounted for the observation that every 
new case brought fewer new insights. Examples from praxis were added, 
following the argument of Mintzberg, that “while systematic data create 
the foundation of our theories, it is the anecdotal data that enable us to do 
the building”.530    
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4 Strategic policy making: Four soil protection 
cases 

4.1 Soil protection: A late-comer in environmental policy 

This chapter analyses four cases of soil protection policy making that took 
place around the new millennium.  

Soil protection policy is usually split into two areas: prevention of new 
pollution and remediation of existing contamination. Germany and the UK, 
two of the cases that have be investigated, belong to the top 5 EU countries 
in terms of the quantity of contaminated soils.531 Several structural charac-
teristics set soil protection policy apart from air and water protection pol-
icy:532 Firstly, soil pollution is often not visible and the polluter structure is 
very complex. Furthermore, there are only a small number of acutely af-
fected parties, there are inadequate and highly fragmented governmental 
competencies, and there is a strong interdependence between politically 
and economically significant polluters. The last characteristic is the gen-
eral absence of technical standard solutions. 

Soil policy arrived relatively late on the political agenda.533 Although 
the protection of the many functions of the soil has been a topic of envi-
ronmental policy since the 1970s, until the 1990s it did not have the politi-
cal attention air and water pollution policy received. In the Netherlands, 
policies focusing on the remediation of contaminated soils were initiated 
in 1980, in Germany in 1981 and in the UK in 1990534. In the EU535 it took 
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more than 10 years longer to initiate such a policy. Soil pollution preven-
tion measures were issued even later (the Netherlands 1987, Germany 
1999, the UK/England 2004 and the EU 2006).  

One of the reasons for the delay was the so-called ‘law of preservation 
of misery’: in the early years of environmental policy, environmental is-
sues were treated as separate items, and problems were solved by shifting 
pollutants from air and water to soils536. Soils were, like the seas, the 
‘sinks’ of environmental pollution. The difficulty getting soil protection on 
the political agenda is one of reasons why soil pollution is a so-called ‘per-
sistent’ environmental problem. Soil protection is not a very ‘sexy’ politi-
cal issue. One interviewee called the responsible ministerial unit a typical 
‘graveyard unit’: not the most promising place in the administration for a 
civil servant’s career, compared to for example climate change policy 
since the early 2000s. The organisation of the politico-administrative sys-
tem in EU countries also influences the level of priority that soil protection 
receives. France and the UK are centralised states, where local concerns 
such as contaminated land are less likely to reach the national policy 
agenda.537  

In Western Europe the governance of soil pollution problems started, 
like in most environmental sectors, with legal measures and a ‘command 
and control’ pattern of governing (as Jörgensen538 observes in the case of 
Germany and Zito539 for the Netherlands). These measures were a reaction 
to the discovery of a series of heavily contaminated sites, sometimes under 
newly built houses. During the 1980s, a shift took place in the Dutch envi-
ronmental policy. Following the New Public Management ‘doctrine’, the 
use of market dynamics was considered to be necessary in order to involve 
market parties in environmental policy. Environmental policies focused on 
‘target groups’ such as consumers, industry and farmers. Another new de-
velopment, also starting in the 1980s540, involved the use of so-called (en-
vironmental) covenants – voluntary agreements that fitted well in the un-
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derlying Dutch culture of consensus-building. These agreements are, how-
ever, in the first place a product of market thinking: self-commitment of 
industries, laid down in a negotiated agreement or contract between gov-
ernment and industry.541  

The early 2000s display a mixture of hierarchical, market- and network 
style policy instruments, tailor-made to a particular context.542 Style-
mixtures not only exist in policy instruments, but also in the wider govern-
ance context. Connecting the hierarchical style of governance with net-
work- and market governance is considered to be one of the most impor-
tant questions in Dutch environmental policy during the 2000s.543 This 
challenge is reflected in the first case that is presented: the preparation of a 
revised, comprehensive soil protection policy published by the Dutch En-
vironment Ministry in December 2003.544  

4.2 Soil protection policy in the Netherlands 

The Netherlands was the first European Union country to issue a Soil Pro-
tection Act.545 An important reason for this forerunner role had been the 
Lekkerkerk scandal in 1980. The discovery of severely polluted soils under 
many houses in a newly built suburb created huge media attention546. In the 
same year, an Interim Soil Remediation Act547 was issued.  

Around 1995 this policy sector was considered to be in the last phase of 
the ‘policy life-cycle’, the ‘management phase’. The Ministry of Housing, 
Spatial Planning and the Environment (VROM) concentrates on streamlin-
ing of procedures, and monitoring of soil conditions. Although many prob-
lems have not yet been solved, most are being tackled. Developments since 
the mid 1990s include the integration of budgets for the remediation of old 
contamination cases with budgets for urban renewal. The fourth National 
Environmental Policy Plan (NEPP-4) does not include soil protection as 
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one of the seven persistent problems that it lists one of a list of seven per-
sistent problems. 548 Also, NEPP-4 does not provide any progress informa-
tion on soil policy. Gradually, an integration and coordination deficit de-
veloped. 

This case study describes and analyses the governance dimensions of 
the preparation process of the 2003 Soil Policy Letter. Interviews were 
held in June and July 2006 with nine key (managing) officers from VROM 
who had been involved in the process.  

4.2.1 Institutional and cultural context 

Understanding governance requires knowledge of a nations’ institutional 
context, as it has developed in history.549 The Dutch state organisation is 
based on a consensus model of democracy. Lijphart550 distinguishes this 
from the Anglo-Saxon Westminster or majoritorian model, in which power 
is concentrated in the hands of the majority. In a consensus democracy, 
power is shared in broad coalition cabinets, and a majority will always try 
not to exclude minorities. The Netherlands has a strong underlying corpo-
ratist-consensual model of deliberation with interest groups and pragmatic 
compromise.551 This is reflected in the existence of many advisory coun-
cils, characteristic of a ‘negotiation democracy’.552 Thorbecke, who wrote 
the Dutch constitution of 1848, aimed at developing a complex institu-
tional system for consensus building.553 The state delegates authority in or-
der to ensure social peace and order.554 Although hierarchical governance 
and market governance have had a strong influence on governance mix-
tures used by Dutch administration, historical analysis shows a remarkable 
continuity of network governance, i.e. a consensus approach, flanked by 
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two other characteristics: pragmatism and tolerance.555 This is also illus-
trated by Hofstede’s general profile of the Dutch culture: A high level of 
individuality (fourth rank, after the USA, the UK and Australia), a moder-
ate uncertainty avoidance level and a very low level of differentiation be-
tween genders (‘masculinity’) compared to Germany and the UK for ex-
ample. Hofstede places the Netherlands in a group with the Scandinavian 
countries556, which are also known to have a non-hierarchical governance 
structure.  

The Minister VROM is responsible for policies on both soil protection 
and remediation, for setting standards and producing criteria for decision-
making.557 The twelve provinces and four largest cities supervise remedia-
tion and implement several parts of the Soil Protection Act.558 VROM is 
one of the thirteen Ministries. The Environmental Directorate-General (DG 
Environment) in the Ministry was created relatively late, which accounts 
for an underlying ‘street-fighting culture’ and technocratic attitude (with 
an affinity with hierarchical governance). It has a centralised culture with a 
focus on rule making.559 At the same time, environmental policy has also 
been relying on good relations with a range of societal actors, from busi-
ness and NGOs. Network governance was needed to create coalitions with 
non-governmental partners, especially during the period when DG Envi-
ronment still occupied a low place in the pecking order of the national ad-
ministration. Elements of market governance were already applied in the 
1980s.560 In the 1990s, ‘self regulation within frames’ was introduced. This 
approach combined hierarchical goal setting, with by network governance 
(co-production of government with other parties) or market governance 
(voluntary agreements). 

Around 1995, the Ministry became aware of a need to modernise its 
steering philosophy. For example, VROM was advised to understand steer-
ing styles in relation to other organisational dimensions, to invest more in 
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interactive policy-making,561 and to mix hierarchical, network, and market 
steering depending on the situation. 562  

Involved actors 

Inside DG Environment, two units inside the Soil Directorate (the Soil 
Protection Unit and the Area Policies Unit) and one unit in the Local Envi-
ronmental Quality Directorate (the Soil Remediation Unit) were involved, 
as well as the respective directors. Other actors included representatives of 
provinces, local authorities, water boards, the Ministries of Agriculture and 
Nature, and of Transport and Water. NGOs and private sector organisa-
tions are involved from a distance. 

4.2.2 Chronology of the case 

Soil protection policy in the Netherlands has a long history. Chronologi-
cally, it is worthwhile mentioning the following steps. In 1962, a scientific 
committee was established to advise government on legal measures for 
groundwater and soil protection.563 Nine years later a draft of a Preliminary 
Soil Pollution Act564 was submitted, but due to problems that have shown 
to be typical for soil protection policy (such as the fact that soils are pri-
vately owned), this Act is not finalised. A new draft of a Soil Pollution Act 
was presented in 1980, but because this did not sufficiently deal with the 
urgent issue of contaminated soils, an Interim Act Soil Remediation was is-
sued first. Sixteen years after the first draft a Soil Protection Act565 came 
into force. This was a framework act with a general outline of how soils 
would be protected. Procedural and substantial requirements (such as stan-
dards) were presented in the form of governmental decrees (AMvBs)566. 
The Act contained a strong prevention policy, which was based on the so-
called ‘multifunctionality principle’567. The Interim Act Soil Remediation 

                                                      
 
561  In ‘t Veld et al (1996): Rapportage onderzoek Besturingsconcepten VROM. 

(This advice was implemented with the Pegasus Programme, see Ch. 3.2.6). 
562  VROM-Raad (1998: 21-25): De sturing van een duurzame samenleving. 
563  Judd and Nathanail (1999): Protecting Europe’s groundwater: legislative ap-

proaches and policy initiatives. 
564  Voorontwerp van een Wet inzake de bodemverontreiniging. 
565  Wet Bodembescherming. 
566  AMvB: Algemene Maatregel van Bestuur. 
567  Multifunctional remediation means that the soil, after cleaning, should be 



4.2 Soil protection policy in the Netherlands     131 

was incorporated into the Soil Protection Act in 1994. 
In the 1990s, provinces and local authorities grew worried about the 

impact of stringent soil policy on urban renewal that caused stagnation. 
Market parties, especially urban developers, started developing political 
pressure, because they were responsible for funding a large part of the 
costs required for the remediation of contaminated soils in urban areas. As 
a consequence, the Minister of VROM initiated the Policy renewal soil 
remediation project (named by its Dutch acronym BEVER) (1995-2000). 
This resulted in a change of policy for contaminated soils, from the ambi-
tious but not practicable multifunctionality principle to functional remedia-
tion568. However, decentred governments proposed to develop an even 
more flexible system, regarding the whole soil policy field. The new flexi-
ble approach of dealing with contaminated soils collided with the still cen-
tralised and highly complex soil protection policy.  

As an off-spring of the BEVER project, the standing intergovernmental 
committee of sub-national and national governments, ‘DUIV’569, in 2000 
started a project aiming to change soil protection policy from a ‘hindrance 
force’ towards a ‘development force’. The project aimed at making soil 
protection more flexible, at deregulation and decentralisation, and a move 
from vertical towards horizontal accountability. The project reached a dead 
end in April 2003, before a common conclusion had been reached. Accord-
ing to the decentred authorities, the Environment Ministry blocked a 
change in the governance mixture. They found that the Environment direc-
torate-general of the Ministry first had to ‘get its story together’ – and find 
a way to unite the three distinct ‘sub-cultures’ that existed in different Soil 
policy units in DG Environment. Now the initiative lied with VROM. A 
new junior Minister (Staatssecretaris) (since 2002), Van Geel, from a 
party with at that time rather market-liberal ideas, and a change of man-
agement in the Soil Directorate had then already paved the way for a new 

                                                                                                                          
 

usable for any function, such as farming or housing. It was the 
environmentalist’s “ultimate party” as one regional policy-maker said. 

568  Functional remediation means that contaminated soil is cleaned up to the 
level the projected new function requires. This is 35-50% cheaper than multi-
functional remediation, which is not an official requirement anymore since the 
2002 Cabinet statement on the conclusions of the BEVER project. (informa-
tion retrieved from http://www.vrom.nl/pagina.html?id=9735 on 5 August 
2007). 

569  DUIV: DGM, UVW, IPO, VNG: the acronyms of DG Environment, and of 
the unions of the water boards, the provinces and the local authorities. 
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attempt. In July 2003 a new project started, that aimed to produce a new, 
comprehensive, national soil protection policy, reflecting 

- A shift of focus from government to society (‘make the users of soil 
central’); 

- The introduction of a systems approach (a broader view on soil pro-
tection across sectors); 

- Better influencing and attuning to the upcoming EU soil policy – the 
announced Thematic Strategy on Soil Protection.  

The 2000 project failed to combine a network approach with a tight 
time schedule. Despite this, another attempt was made. However, this time 
the time schedule was prioritised. The terms of reference for the project in-
cludes a maximum number of pages in which the policy letter had to be 
written, and a fixed timeframe of six months (beginning in the summer 
holidays of 2003; net three months). Another requirement was that the 
other involved Ministries, the provinces and local authorities would have 
endorsed the text by the end of December 2003. A project manager was 
commissioned who reported directly to the coordinating director.  

In December 2003, the Staatssecretaris of VROM sent the result of the 
project, a ‘Policy Letter’570, to Parliament.571 A parliamentary commission 
formulated 50 questions572 in preparation for a committee meeting with the 
Minister of VROM in June 2004. One of the questions asked for an ex-
ante evaluation of the Policy Letter.573 On the request of the Staatssecre-
taris, the Dutch Environment Agency presented such an evaluation prior to 
the June meeting.574 The Parliamentary Committee endorsed the Policy 
Letter in June 2004.  

 

                                                      
 
570  A ‘policy letter’ is a document announcing (legal and other) measures, that is 

only politically binding for a Minister. In this case, commitment of decentred 
governments was also strived for. 

571  VROM (2003): ‘Beleidsbrief Bodem’. The Hague, 24-12-2003. 
572  Tweede Kamer, Commission VROM. Letter to Minister of VROM of 5-2-

2004. 
573  The idea came from the environment NGO Natuur en Milieu (Letter to Par-

liament, 16-1-2004). 
574  Tiktak et al. (2004): Ex-ante evaluatie van de Beleidsbrief Bodem. 
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4.2.3 Hierarchical, network and market governance 

After the network approach of the 2000 project had failed, pressure rose to 
stop the ‘endless’ internal discussions and reach a common standpoint 
within the Ministry as soon as possible. This led to the hierarchical inter-
nal decision-making style and the command and control leadership style 
that the coordinating director applied to the 2003 project. A fixed period 
was set that did not leave time for stakeholder participation. During the six 
months long preparation period of the Soil Policy Letter, VROM kept a 
“radio silence”: Until the very end no external communication activities 
were executed, not even the issuing of newsletters. The motto was: ‘all 
hands on deck, we will deal with comments later’. In a way, VROM used 
the distrust that had developed after the failure of the pre-project, to create 
an internal policy break-through.  

“It was difficult to find a balance: on the one hand, VROM had to take the 
lead, and on the other hand, everybody had to be involved. At the same 
time, the net production time for the Soil Policy Letter was only three 
months. In addition, we also had to do some ‘damage control’: the relations 
with the decentred governments had been disturbed.” 575 

This hierarchical approach was feasible because the decentred govern-
ment partners of the 2000 project all blamed the Ministry for the failure 
and wanted that VROM solved the problems internally first  Decentred 
governments, businesses and NGOs only received a draft text for com-
ments towards the very end, leaving only a few weeks in which to react.  

The internal hierarchical steering of the Soil project left some ‘bruises 
and scars’ inside DG Environment. An internal evaluation meeting, set up 
to ‘heal the wounds’, resulted in the following ‘lessons learned’: 

- Better formulation of the project goal and good management of ex-
pectations; 

- Clear, unambiguous commissioning of project responsibilities;  
- Awareness of the tension between the inflexibility of a project ap-

proach and the flexibility needed for process management. 

After the parliamentary endorsement of the Policy Letter in 2004, an 
implementation programme started with a programme manager who, like 
the project manager of the 2003 project, reports directly to the coordinat-
ing director. The programme manager coordinated 12 projects in which 

                                                      
 
575  Interview 8, held on 8 July 2006 (translated from Dutch by the author). 
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decentred governments and the Ministries of Agriculture & Nature, and 
Transport & Water participated. 

Although network governance was the normal style that determined the 
relations between the Ministry and external actors, this was (temporarily) 
almost absent in the preparation of the Soil Policy Letter, because of the 
lack of trust following the failure of the 2000 project. However, inside the 
Ministry, elements of network governance did play a role. Networking was 
the preferred governance style of one of the three Soil policy units – the 
Area Policies Unit that aimed towards more sustainable use and manage-
ment of soils. This unit relied on good contacts with the farmers’ organisa-
tion and other societal actors.  

Apart from the aforementioned autonomy thinking of policy-makers, 
market governance elements are found in the ‘no-nonsense’, ‘hands-on’ 
culture of the Soil Remediation Unit. Market thinking also dominates the 
policy vision of the Minister and the top management: they prefer market 
measures first, then network, followed by hierarchical as a last resort. This 
is also reflected in the measures announced in the Soil Policy letter, of 
which more than 60% have a market governance similarity (see Figure 
13). More complicated was the situation in the Soil Protection Unit. They 
acted as professsionals who typically consider hierarchy being forced upon 
them as unacceptable, because it conflicts with their ‘professional auton-
omy’. The latter is an expression of market thinking. At the same time, 
they strongly preferred the production of policy measures that impose hi-
erarchy on others – in this case societal actors and decentred governments.  

Interplay of hierarchical, network and market governance 

The next question is, whether conflicts between governance styles oc-
curred. The nine key senior VROM officers that were interviewed men-
tioned 14 conflicts that emerged during the preparation of the Soil Policy 
Letter. Four involved all three governance styles, four can be described as 
clashes between hierarchical and network governance, five as clashes be-
tween hierarchical and market governance, and one example referred to 
tensions between network and market governance. A range of organisa-
tional dimensions was involved, which can be grouped into five clusters 
(see 3.2.2): vision and strategy, orientation, structure, people and results. 

Vision and strategy 

Two types of tensions on the dimension of vision and strategy may be 
identified. The first stems from the incompatibility of hierarchical and 
network governance. Concerning the multi-level 2000 project of VROM 
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and decentralised authorities: though the process was organised as a net-
work co-operation, there was also an underlying hierarchical vision. The 
original objective was to ‘cut some remaining ties’ that had not yet been 
cut during the previous ‘BEVER’ project. This created a tension between 
speed (hierarchy) versus a slower multi-actor approach (network). In terms 
of the policy content, the 2000 project aimed to initiate a shift from hierar-
chical governance towards a more market style approach, combined with 
network elements. 

Also inside VROM, tensions emerged. Although the policy measures in 
the Soil Policy Letter are 80% market-style, within the Environment direc-
torate-general of VROM the main governance styles since the mid-1980s 
were hierarchy and network. Hierarchy was the primary governance style 
used internally by the top-management team.  

The director-general was said to apply hierarchy internally and a net-
work attitude externally. This was a situation that policy-makers and mid-
dle managers with a hierarchical preference would have preferred the other 
way around: network internally, hierarchy externally. For the policy con-
tent, hierarchy was the preferred style of soil professionals who considered 
themselves the ‘best experts’. Some top and middle managers, and policy-
makers who consider co-operation with societal actors as a success factor, 
preferred network governance. The main conflicts emerged between two 
camps: the ‘precise’ and the ‘pliable’ (in Dutch: the ‘preciesen’ and the 
‘rekkelijken)’576. The former advocated hierarchical governance: legal 
norms, permits and regulations. The latter were convinced that soil protec-
tion policy should in the first place be a negotiation process of societal in-
terests; they had a strong preference for network and/or market govern-
ance. Network and market governance both consider it important to 
cooperate with other actors - although in different ways – one aspect that 
distinguishes these styles from hierarchical governance. 

Keeping a productive balance between governance styles has been dif-
ficult over the years. Network-projects such as the ‘BEVER’ project were 
criticised because of their slowness and low cost-effectiveness. Hierarchy 
was criticised because it produced too detailed and sometimes contradic-
tory regulation that was impossible to implement. One interviewee re-
flected:  

“Although DG Environment has a modern image, hierarchy plays a role 
here. You might say that there is an invisible ‘H-limit’ to everything here. 
The problem is that you only get to know this hierarchical side when you 

                                                      
 
576  In German there are similar expressions: ‘Fundi’s‘ and ‘Realo’s’. 
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get into conflict. On the other hand, what happened with the BEVER pro-
ject, makes sense. Every advantage of a network approach has a disadvan-
tage, which provokes a hierarchical reaction.”577 

A final example of the incompatibility of hierarchical and network gov-
ernance is found in the terms of reference of the project. They reflected an 
internal tension: the tight period did not leave time for negotiation, 
whereas at the same time the endorsement of decentred authorities – who 
had blamed VROM for the failure of the 2000 project - and two Ministries 
was needed before the Letter could be sent to Parliament. As this endorse-
ment could not be forced, some kind of mutual trust had to be restored. 
The project manager tried to build new trust through informal meetings.  

The second type of conflict emerged from the simultaneous use of hier-
archical and market governance. The failure of the 2000 project seems 
partly due to the fact that decentred governments (in general and also in 
this case) have difficulties developing a common standpoint. This view 
was also held by a ‘monster coalition’ of business organisations and the 
national environment NGO SNM. Both preferred doing business with na-
tional government, because they did not trust decentred governments, 
though for different reasons. The environmentalists were afraid they would 
weaken environmental regulations, while business representatives thought 
they would make regulations that were too strong and destroy the level 
playing field they found important. The latter led to an interesting paradox: 
the business-oriented neo-liberal government that entered in 2002 pro-
moted deregulation and devolution (market governance), while business 
actors preferred a more centralised approach (hierarchy). Business organi-
sations were ambivalent: on the one hand, they preferred market freedom, 
but on the other hand they pushed for a level playing field (which means 
central regulations) and complained about the low level of competencies of 
local authorities. Another cause mentioned for the failure of the 2000 pro-
ject is that it had had, as an offspring of the ‘BEVER’ project, an over-
powering network-orientation. VROM managers considered it a problem 
that hierarchical steering became difficult when their own policy-makers 
had identified themselves with the project and became separated from their 
formal line organisation.  

Orientation 

On the dimension of orientation, several examples of problematic inter-
play between the three governance styles were reported, Firstly, the 2000 
                                                      
 
577  Interview 4, held on 8 June 2006 (translated from Dutch by the author). 
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project was an expression of an open, external orientation of VROM. The 
2003 project was quite the opposite. Inside VROM, only the environment 
director-general, two directors, four unit heads and a number of policy 
makers were involved in the preparation of the Soil Policy Letter. The di-
rector of Soil Policy took a coordination responsibility. The (spatial) plan-
ning Directorate-General which is, unlike in Germany and in the UK, part 
the same Ministry as the DG Environment, was involved but not as a key 
player. From other ministries, only two directors participated (one from 
Agriculture and Nature, the other from Transport and Water). The in-
volvement of Parliament was confined to the last phase: a discussion with 
the Parliamentary Environment Committee. The range of governmental ac-
tors was limited, primarily because the project was a revision of existing 
policies into the direction of the general market-liberal political mood of 
the time. Secondly, a ‘policy letter’ is a type of policy document, which 
has no direct legal consequences. There was some involvement from the 
provinces and local authorities, through the aforementioned DUIV Com-
mittee. Due to the ‘closed shop’ approach of the project, no non-
governmental actors were involved actively. The environment NGO SNM 
was invited to comment on the final draft of the Letter. 

The second example of contrasting orientations is that inside VROM, 
distinct ‘sub-cultures’ had emerged in the units responsible for different 
aspects of soil protection policy:  

- The Soil Protection Unit reflected a hierarchical culture. With its ex-
pertise and scientific knowledge, it considered itself as the guardian 
of basic policy principles such as the precautionary and the multi-
functionality principles, and they favoured legislation. In contrast, the 
unit head had a network style of leadership. 

- The Area Policies Unit had developed a mixed hierarchical-network 
culture, in which network governance was most prominent. Stake-
holder organisations representing farmers and nature conservationists, 
as well as regional water boards, provinces and local authorities, were 
their main ‘partners’. This unit had been established from three for-
mer units during a reorganisation in 2000, and by 2003 had not yet 
found a common vision. Producing a Soil Policy Letter with a broad 
scope was expected to help establish such a vision. This unit and the 
Area Policies Unit showed a strong loyalty to protecting the environ-
ment. The unit head’s attitude was in line with the dual culture of the 
unit. 

- The Soil Remediation Unit had developed a no-nonsense culture, 
with a mixed hierarchical and market style attitude. Its ‘clients’ were 
mainly local authorities, who had to apply for subsidies for cleaning 



138       4 Strategic policy making: Four soil protection cases 

operations. This unit was not placed in the Soil directorate but in the 
Local Environmental Policy directorate, which accounts for their 
pragmatic mentality, and their understanding of problems local au-
thorities faced because of the complicated soil protection regulations. 
The unit had a pragmatic and a commanding attitude, which can be a 
source of tensions when pragmatism is the main measure used to as-
sess action. 

Structure 

The hierarchical strategy approach of the 2003 project was reflected in the 
project structure. Project management was considered the most efficient 
way to reach the objective, not process management. This is a reflection of 
market ideology578 mixed with hierarchy. Interestingly, the hierarchical ap-
proach did not lead to using the line organisation (which, in an ideal-
typical hierarchical vision, would have been considered sufficient because 
it functioned like a ‘machine’), but to establish a project organisation.  A 
project manager was appointed who had to report directly to one of the di-
rectors. This caused a decrease in the influence of the three unit heads, 
who had been involved in long discussions without being able to find a 
common approach. Despite their lead in the pre-projects, decentred gov-
ernments were not invited to participate in the project organisation. This 
was more or less acceptable for the provinces and communities, because 
they had handed over the initiative to the Ministry, which in their eyes was 
responsible for the failure of the pre-project. The two directors formed a 
steering group in which the Ministry of Agriculture and Nature and the 
Ministry of Water Management participated. 

The project manager, who had the task of getting the decentred authori-
ties to agree on the final version of the Soil Policy Letter, had to also cope 
with a lack of resources. There was, for example, not enough time to work 
according to the network approach he considered necessary in order to 
produce the required multi-level consensus.  

A general organisational ‘weaving mistake’ as one unit head called it, 
created problems from the moment the implementation of the Policy Letter 
started. Policy units have many responsibilities for the Ministry’s primary 
process, but only little authority when it comes to financial and account-

                                                      
 
578  New Public Management in the Dutch Administration gave way to a move-

ment toward ‘result-oriented management’, aiming at efficiency and showing 
a preference for a ‘lean and mean’ project organisation instead of the slow line 
organisation. 
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ability matters. Financial units are in the opposite situation: much author-
ity, but little responsibility. They tend to operate with market-governance 
efficiency objectives, and implement these through inflexible hierarchical 
control and reporting measures. This conflicts with the flexibility, which 
the policy units require because they have to work with many external par-
ties that they don’t have dangling on a string.579 The ‘weaving mistake’ of 
disconnecting responsibility and authority in a context in which different 
governance styles are applied on both sides, could be the reason for the 
endurance of these tensions. 

People 

On the people dimension, the following observations can be made. 
Whereas the higher ranks of the Ministry considered the personal govern-
ance style of the Staatssecretaris relatively influential, lower ranked man-
agers and especially policy-makers assessed this influence as low:  

“Environment Minister Pronk once said in a radio interview that he didn’t 
need his civil servants. Some time later, I told him that he only gets to see 
1% of my work, and that I decide 99% of the rest myself. Ministers or a  
‘Staatssecretaris’ are mainly notice boards for the Ministry. They primarily 
have to ensure that you have money and other resources.”580 

They therefore estimated that the switch in 2002 from the rather hierar-
chical social-democrat Minister Pronk to the more neo-liberal Christian-
democrat Staatssecretaris Van Geel had not really influenced the Soil pol-
icy renewal agenda. This different appreciation of the ‘usefulness’ of a 
Minister or Staatssecretaris is a possible source of conflict.581 However, 
the higher-ranking managers, who frequently meet the political top, have a 

                                                      
 
579  The high conflict potential in the relation between internal units such as finan-

cial and legal units, and policy units, has been mentioned as an important 
cause of policy-making failures. See Meuleman (2003: 89): The Pegasus 
Principle.  

580  Interview 3, held on 7 June 2006 (translated from Dutch by the author). 
581  This conflict potential may be relatively high in systems such as the Dutch 

administration, in which Ministers have no ministerial cabinet office to help 
them put their mark on policies. On the other hand, it could also be an argu-
ment against the establishment of ministerial cabinet offices which exist in 
Denmark and Belgium for example. There, the distance between politicians 
and bureaucrats is even bigger, even to the point where the Cabinet is consid-
ered to be the ‘real’ Ministry and the Ministry is called ‘administration’, i.e. 
turns into a kind of agency.  
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different opinion.  Their experience is that Ministers are usually not di-
rectly involved in specific issues that policy-makers are working on, but 
focus, like the top managers, on crosscutting, strategic issues. One might 
say that a ‘reversed reverence’ principle applies to the influence of the 
Minister.  

The leadership style that was usually applied in DG Environment, 
namely coaching and supporting of professional policy-makers (network 
governance), switched to a more hierarchical (command and control) style 
when the 2003 project started. This was considered to be necessary be-
cause some of the policy-makers resisted the change of policy philosophy 
from the rules-oriented hierarchical style to a decentred market-type of 
governance. Unit heads were offered a coach to help them change the cul-
ture in their units where necessary. This management development objec-
tive was in line with the hierarchical viewpoint that training is an alterna-
tive form of control over subordinates.582 In the implementation phase of 
the new soil policy, after Parliament had endorsed the policy letter, a mar-
ket-type style of leadership focusing on delegation and empowerment de-
veloped.  

It can be concluded that professionals in at least one policy unit applied 
a situational mixture of governance styles: they showed a network prefer-
ence for their internal coordination, a market attitude as far as their profes-
sional judgement was involved, and a hierarchical preference when it came 
to developing types of policy measures. 

The last type of governance style tension involved firmness (hierarchy) 
versus flexibility (market). Some of the involved policy-makers had a 
long-time experience in the soil policy field and were used to making deci-
sions based on their expertise. They were reluctant to adapt to new circum-
stances. Their willingness to change increased when a general budget cut 
within the Ministry threatened their units: it became clear to them that a 
policy field that operated in the shadow of the political agenda, was more 
in danger than one which moved along with that agenda. A director 
‘played this card’ when he started to write daily progress letters that were 
also sent to the director-general. Even the most reluctant policy-makers 
became aware that it was important that these letters should mention pro-
gress in their field. This ‘invitation’ toward a more flexible attitude was 
also strongly stimulated by the director-general, who believed that if the 
Ministry did not become more flexible, external parties (industries and 
NGOs) would work out solutions together without involving the admini-

                                                      
 
582  Simon (1997: 13): Administrative behaviour. 
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stration, which, from a political point of view, might lead to suboptimal 
outcomes. 

Results 

What were the results of the policy process? When we look at the type of 
policy measures announced in the Policy Letter, it seems that the advo-
cates of market governance were especially successful. Almost two thirds 
of the 24 measures may be classified as market governance. Table 4 con-
nects these measures with the respective governance styles. Figure 14 pre-
sents a graphical overview. 

The Soil Policy Letter explained that the old policy was too rigid and 
hierarchical and that deregulation, decentralisation, and more freedom for 
citizens and the private sector to take their own responsibility for soil pro-
tection should be strived for. These are all market governance ideas. In the 
discussion with the parliamentary committee, the Staatssecretaris states 
that there is a growing need for instruments that use market mechanisms, 
“because they are easier for citizens to understand and are more mod-
ern”.583 In line with the ‘anti-regulation’ political mood of the early 2000s, 
the Staatssecretaris of VROM opposes the European Commission’s plans 
to propose a new binding regulation. Another example of this ‘marked 
mood’ is that the Ministry of Finance criticized the draft Policy Letter dur-
ing the preparation period because it was not convinced that no new na-
tional ‘administrative burdens’ will be introduced.584    

The Soil Policy Letter announced that an in 2004 an inventory would 
be made of societal opinions on soil protection. This would be one year af-
ter the presentation of the new policy. From a network governance view-
point, it would have been more plausible to do this the other way around 
first a citizens’ opinion scan, then the new policy paper, and then im-
provement of the policy implementation. The fact that a citizens opinions 
scan was announced to be carried out after the issuing of the new policy, 
illustrates that the preparation of the Policy Letter took place in a more hi-
erarchical internal setting than the policy measures reflect.  

The Staatssecretaris explained the order of action by stating that he 
considered citizens’ responsibility in the implementation phase of the pol-
icy more important.585 The Ministry had given him the alternative of a so-
                                                      
 
583  Tweede Kamer, vergaderjaar 2003-2004, 28199 nr. 7, p. 7. : Verslag van een 

algemeen overleg op 10 juni 2004. 
584  VROM DGM/BWL dossier 1225464. 
585  VROM (2004: 2): Letter Minister of VROM to Parliament of 26-3-2004. 
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called honest answer: “We have not had time yet to ask citizens’ opin-
ions”586, which shows that it had been a matter of priorities. Also an ‘ex-
planatory’ option was presented: “We have, until now, primarily worked 
within government, the ‘soil world’ (i.e. experts) and with the main stake-
holders”.587 After the Parliamentary Endorsement of the Policy letter, the 
announced citizen’s project was carried out. 

 

 
 

Fig. 14. Governance footprint: Dutch soil measures (2003) per governance style 

During the preparation of the Soil Policy Letter strong tensions 
emerged between those who (successfully) argued that a broad, overarch-
ing vision was needed (‘all inclusive’), and those who preferred a short, 
simple policy letter (‘No Christmas Tree’). The success of the ‘all-
inclusive’ approach was partly due to the (conscious) strategy of the top 
management that, whenever a soil policy issue came up in discussions with 
the Staatssecretaris or Parliament, it was promised that the issue would be 
dealt with in the Soil Policy Letter. This gradually created a strong sense 
of urgency for the project. The promises that were made came with dead-
lines, and this in turn made the Staatssecretaris more interested in the pro-
ject. 
 

                                                      
 
586  VROM (2004): Internal dossier for the Minister of VROM, in preparation of 

the Parliament Committee meeting of 10-6-2004. 
587  The main environment NGO SNM apparently had not been among the main 

stakeholders, because in an email on 27-11-2003 to VROM they complain 
that they are only then able to react to a draft Letter (which on 16-12 was 
agreed upon in the Cabinet’s environmental sub-committee RROM).  
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Table 4. Dutch soil protection measures announced in 2003, related to hierarchi-
cal (H), network (N) and market (M) governance 

Finally, what was originally framed as a complex policy issue with 
many disputed items (which was dealt with in a networking way during the 
2000 project), had to be reframed after this project came to a halt. The 
Ministry reconstructed the issue as a clear and urgent problem (less com-
plex because of cutting it into sub-problems), which could then be ad-
dressed in a primarily hierarchical way. This illustrates that policy prob-
lems are not simple or complex, but they are constructed, framed that way. 
It is also an example of what Sørensen calls metagovernance through fram-
ing.588 
                                                      
 
588  Sørensen (2006: 101-102): Metagovernance: The changing roles of politicians 

in processes of democratic governance. 

Measure Type Style 
1.   Indicators for soil functioning Indicators M 
2.   Improve caretaking principle, with stakeholders Promotion N 
3.   Account for soil condition in land use planning Regulation H 
4.   Guidelines for soil assessment Guideline M 
5.   Reviewing societal opinions on soil value Research N 
6.   Use CAP review as incentive for sust. soil use Incentive M 
7.   Consider financial incentives for sust. soil use Incentive M 
8.   Knowledge development with farmers’ organisations Research N 
9.   Financial incentives for good soil management Incentive M 
10. Better integration soil and water policies Co-operation N 
11. More research on subterranean soil use Research M 
12. Decentralisation of soil standards; establishing  
       support organisation 

Decentralisation M 

13. Tailor-made criteria dealing with contamin.soil Indicators M 
14. More flexible rules for slush and cont.soil manag. Deregulation M 
15. Quick scan measures restoring contam.soils Research M 
16. Simplifying regulation on use of building materials Deregulation M 
17. Maximum room for self regulation private sector Deregulation M 
18. Support 'knowledge platforms' of all parties Incentive M 
19. Annual budget for knowledge and training Incentive M 
20. More research on soil and soil use Research M 
21. Integrate soil research infrastr. and programmes Restructure H 
22. Disclose all information on soil conditions Informing N 
23. Establish a central registry office for soils Restructure N 
24. Evaluation of costs contam.soil policy Budgeting H 
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4.2.4 Application of metagovernance 

Many examples of metagovernance can be observed in the Dutch Soil Pol-
icy case. Two forms emerged: metagovernance as designing and as manag-
ing a governance context.  

Metagovernance as designing governance style mixtures 

The idea that government plays a variety of roles in society – a metagov-
ernance way of formulation a vision - is clearly visible in this case. The 
core objective of the Soil Policy Letter case can be formulated as a me-
tagovernance issue: turning around the preferred order of governance 
styles from hierarchical via network to market governance toward a re-
versed order. This was no less than a ‘paradigm shift’, as one interviewee 
called it. 

The insight that a reverse order of styles was necessary had gradually 
developed among most of the involved managers within the Ministry, in-
fluenced by a changing policy environment. Firstly, the original hierarchi-
cal approach of the 1980s and 1990s had led to a complicated, confusing 
and contradictory set of legal measures and norms. Decentred governments 
and local business actors increased pressure on the Ministry to loosen the 
hierarchical ties, and commented that a gap had been developed between 
central policy preparation and decentred policy implementation. Secondly, 
experiences with the network approach during the BEVER project (from 
1995 to 2000), had created a ‘participation-tiredness’ within the Ministry: 
although this project had led to acceptable results in the end, the general 
feeling was that it had a low cost-effectiveness and had taken too long. 
Thirdly, the general neo-liberal political mood since the late 1990s in the 
Dutch government started to influence indirectly the soil policy. Market 
governance with its focus on decentralisation, deregulation and autonomy 
became the primary political governance style of the Government (the 
Balkenende Cabinet that was established in 2002). The new order of pref-
erence was transparent (it was an example of what In ‘t Veld advocates as 
a “general governance style on the meta-level in the organisation”589), but 
did not bring more flexibility: it was again a rather fixed order of govern-
ance styles, which ignored the fact that different problems may require dif-
ferent governance approaches.590 In other fields of Dutch environmental 

                                                      
 
589  In ‘t Veld (1996: 42): Rapportage onderzoek Besturingsconcepten VROM. 
590  E.g. hierarchy for crises and clear government tasks, network for complex, 

unstructured problems, and market for clear, not complex routine problems. 
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policy (energy saving and CO2 reduction policies), the same order of gov-
ernance styles was observed around 2000 as in the Soil Policy Letter: 
“competitive governance if allowed, cooperative governance if needed, 
and authoritative governance if necessary”591. 

The question of whether or not such a dramatic change in the govern-
ance mixture would have taken place with non-market-liberal government, 
cannot be answered from looking at this case study. 

Metagovernance as managing governance style mixtures 

The two responsible VROM directors decided to switch from the network 
style of the 2000 project that had failed, to a hierarchical approach. A tight 
time schedule was decided that resulted in a ‘closed shop’ approach where 
there was no time for communication with external parties (except for two 
other involved Ministries). The ‘game’ was altered from a slow and costly 
joint problem solving game in which value creation was the interaction 
mode, to a unilateral decision type of game, which is faster and has mini-
mal transaction costs.592 This is an example of metagovernance as the con-
scious application of one governance style (hierarchy) to produce policy 
measures that are characterised by another style (market governance). The 
use of hierarchy to introduce market governance is a common phenome-
non.593  

In the implementation phase of the Soil Policy Letter, a network co-
operation was restored with decentred governments and the two other in-
volved Ministries. Davis and Rhodes594 describe the phenomenon that net-
works can put the fragmentation caused by market governance back to-
gether. This also seems to apply to the restoration of trust after a 
hierarchical approach has destroyed it.  

Metagovernance also occurred in the form of structural measures. By 
the end of the 1990s, the Soil Remediation Unit, as part of a general re-

                                                      
 
591  Arentsen (2001: 512, Negotiated environmental governance in the 

Netherlands: Logic and illustration), does not consider this as the result of a 
‘paradigm shift’ but as a typical characteristic of the Dutch corporatist culture; 
he assumes that the Dutch have always preferred market governance above 
network and hierarchical governance.  

592  See Scharpf (1997: 172): Games real actors play. 
593  For a USA example see Hesse et al. (2003: 14): Paradoxes in Public Sector 

Reform. An International Comparison. 
594  Davis and Rhodes (2000: 21): From hierarchy to contracts and back again: 

Reforming the Australian public service. 
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organisation, was placed in the Local Pollution Directorate, on another 
floor in the Ministry, disconnecting it from the other Soil units. This added 
to a cultural distance. In 2006, the unit was again moved to the same floor 
that housed the other Soil units, in order to stimulate informal and formal 
contacts. 

To illustrate the relative consciousness of governance style conflicts, 
this section ends with a quote of the environment director-general. He 
found the pragmatic use of governance style elements and switching be-
tween them when necessary, to be natural: 

“In a complex and constantly changing environment a Ministry has to be 
flexible, always problem-oriented and impact-sensitive, and ask itself: does 
our governance approach deliver the expected results?”595 

4.2.5 Discussion and conclusions 

The use of the concept of governance styles, and a focus on three distinct 
styles hierarchy, network and market governance, has shown to be helpful 
in understanding the Dutch soil policy case. The interviewees considered it 
a neutral (not normative) ‘language’ for discussing what had happened. Al-
though some interviewees had a clear preference for one governance style, 
they all understood that different approaches and preferences were possible 
and could make sense in certain circumstances. They were able to name 
typical examples of hierarchical, network and market thinking inside 
VROM. The question however remains, to what extent this ‘governance 
style language’ is also applicable with respondents who are strong believ-
ers in one of the ideal-typical styles. Governance styles are often deeply 
rooted in an administrative culture. In the Dutch Soil case terms like ‘reli-
gious conflicts’ and ‘believers’ were used to describe perceived convic-
tions of actors involved in the project.  

The Dutch Soil Policy Letter case shows us that hierarchical, network 
and market governance elements did occur simultaneously. A number of 
tensions and conflicts occurred between these governance style elements. 
In the 2000 project, the 2003 project and in its implementation, different 
governance styles dominated (Figure 15). 

We have seen that metagovernance was used when the switch from the 
general political vision to an opposite order of preference had to be im-
plemented in VROM. In addition, metagovernance was applied to solve 
conflicts, by switching to another leadership style or to another type of or-
                                                      
 
595  Interview 9, held on 28 June 2006 (translated from Dutch by the author). 
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ganisation structure when this was judged to be necessary. Finally, me-
tagovernance was used to create a synergy of governance styles, by apply-
ing one style (hierarchy) to make it possible to produce policy measures 
with a strong market governance touch. 

 

 
Fig. 15. Temporal shift in dominance of governance styles in the Dutch soil pro-
tection policy 

The question regarding the influence of different administrative cul-
tures, may only be answered in connection with other cases. The Dutch 
soil protection case took place in an institutional and cultural setting in 
which reaching a consensus is usually the main governance approach. In 
the next case, we will investigate another soil protection policy case, in a 
relatively less network oriented and more hierarchical administrative cul-
ture: Germany.  

4.3 Soil protection in Germany 

In Germany, like elsewhere, soil protection policy was a latecomer within 
environmental policies. Similar reasons as in other countries were given 
for this situation in Germany. Although the German Constitution596 states 
that ownership of property comes with responsibilities, it has been difficult 
for decades to impose measures on land owners.  However, in 1999 Ger-
many was the third European country to have a Soil Protection Act in 
force, after the Netherlands in 1987 and Italy in 1989597. This Act combines 
general soil protection themes with regulations for contaminated soil 
remediation, and is partly a compromise between the integration of soil 
protection in other environment fields, and concentrating soil aspects in a 

                                                      
 
596  Article 14.2 German Constitution: Ownership of property obliges. Source: 

http://www.gesetze-im-internet.de/gg/index.html. 
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separate Act.598 The limited scope of the German Soil Act (the integration 
aspect is weak and there is no direct relation to the planning system) 
should be seen in the context of the German Federal system, which places 
the Länder in full competence of implementing soil in public permission 
regulation for zoning and construction. 

This case study investigates the last phase of the preparation, and first 
phase of the implementation of the federal Soil Protection Act of 1999, in 
the period between 1996 and 2001. Interviews were held in November 
2006 with six key (managing) officers in the Federal Environment Minis-
try and the Federal Environment Agency. In addition, three background in-
terviews were held. 

4.3.1 Institutional and cultural context 

Germany is a country with a deeply rooted hierarchical culture that goes 
back to the Prussian state. In Prussia a government developed by coercion 
and subjection599, and the centralised Prussian administration, which dates 
from around 1650, became the role model for the German State which was 
formed in 1871, and still in essence characterises the current German ad-
ministration.600 Germany became a parliamentary democracy in 1919.601 
The German public administration is therefore considerably older than 
German democracy. 

The classical German state tradition considers the state as a purely legal 
entity, with little room for political action. This is sometimes illustrated 
with the fact that the German language does not have a word for the term 
‘policy’.602 The hierarchical and legalistic orientation is, since the new 
post-war republic was constituted in 1945, softened by a new positive bias 
toward decentralised political power (see below).  

The Rechtsstaat tradition still influences today’s German administra-
tion. People with a legal training hold a large majority of the key positions 
in German ministries, as compared to economists or other social scientists, 
or natural scientists.603 The logic of this is that, “since the state is a legal 
                                                      
 
598  Heuser (2005:387): Europäisches Bodenschutzrecht. 
599  Raadschelders and Rutgers (1996: 76): The evolution of civil service systems. 
600  Mayntz (1997: 23-25): Soziologie der öffentlichen Verwaltung. 
601  Wollmann (2000: 2): Comparing institutional development in Britain and 

Germany. 
602  Jann (2003: 98): State, administration and governance in Germany.  
603  Raadschelders and Rutgers (1996: 88): The evolution of civil service systems. 
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personality, all actions are legal acts, and civil servants therefore require 
legal training”.604 In the German Ministry of the Environment (BMU), the 
number of non-legal environmental experts is relatively high, compared to 
other ministries, the reason for this being that the Ministry was only estab-
lished in 1986 and builds on the expertise of the Federal Agency (estab-
lished 1974). 

To call the style of the German public sector a pure form of hierarchy 
is, however, not correct. Other, weaker, traditions have influenced the hi-
erarchical Rechtsstaat tradition. Jann names the democratic movement that 
opened the doors for pluralism and democratic processes, the liberal tradi-
tion that opposed to the state interfering into non-public spheres, and the 
Marxist and socialist tradition that at its core believes in a hierarchical 
chain of command.605 Another sign that Germany is not a pure hierarchy is 
that the country’s federal system does not have, unlike the USA, a tiered 
administrative hierarchy with uninterrupted vertical steering possibilities 
from federal to community levels.606 The German constitution gives the 16 
Länder (States) substantial influence on the development of federal legisla-
tion and assigns substantial legal competence to them, for example con-
cerning education, culture and environment. Also local authorities have a 
high degree of autonomy: Article 28 of the Federal Constitution grants 
them the right of self-government in certain areas, and neither federal nor 
state government is allowed to intervene within this sphere.607  

When the Soil Protection Act was prepared, there were two main types 
of procedures, depending on the policy field: 

- In the case of the so-called ‘framework laws’ (Rahmengesetze), the 
federal level may determine a broader framework, which is then filled 
in by Länder legislation (Article 74 of the Constitution). 

- In the case of competing’ or ‘concurrent legislation’ (Konkurrierende 
Gesetze), the federal level has the competence for detailed require-
ments; Länder may make their own laws, as long as the federal gov-
ernment has not used its competence to make laws (Article 75 of the 
Constitution). 

With very few exceptions, federal ministries do not implement and exe-
cute legislation, as that is the responsibility of the Lander. Therefore, most 
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of the federal ministries do not have their own executive administrative 
agencies.608 Federal agencies primarily provide tailor-made information, 
data and research, and only implement (in the field of environment) se-
lected issues such as chemical regulation, pesticides and emission trading.  

Federal laws have to be agreed upon by the Bundesrat (Senate) which 
is composed of members of the governments of the Länder.609 The Länder 
are responsible for the implementation of the majority of laws.  

Toonen and Raadschelders label the German administration as ‘the ar-
chetypical example of a system that groups dynamics, flexibility and inno-
vation to a gradualist, and adaptive style of public sector reform’610. In the 
beginning of the 1990s New Public Management ideas began to influence 
German administration. The Neue Steuerungsmodell (New Steering 
Model)611 developed at the local level, in contrast to most other coun-
tries.612 The ‘corporate group style’ of the Dutch city of Tilburg (clear de-
marcations between political and managerial roles, allowing for contract 
management to be introduced, and a customer-oriented organisation struc-
ture) became internationally known613 and served as an example for Ger-
man local governments614. The Netherlands has often been regarded as a 
role model for Germany, perhaps, as Lüscher suggests, because its public 
sector is more similar than that of the UK615 and other Anglo-Saxon coun-
tries, where these ideas were born. The result was a gradual change in how 
‘the people’ were perceived, shifting from ‘subjects’ to ‘citizens’, who are 
entitled to claim services from the state and the administration.616 The 
managerial narrative, which copied from private sector management, be-

                                                      
 
608  Mayntz (1997: 91): Soziologie der öffentlichen Verwaltung. 
609  Not their parliaments, which is a unique situation (Ismayr, 2003: 454, Das 

politische System Deutschlands). 
610  Toonen and Raadschelders (1997): Public sector reform in Western Europe. 
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came quite popular617, although it competed with the hierarchical idea that 
policy making should focus on the creation of legislation.618 This competi-
tion contributed to the fact that much of the NPM-rhetoric in Germany has 
been merely a “proclamation of intent”.619  

In 1999, the red-green federal coalition government put forward the 
modernisation programme Moderner Staat – Moderne Verwaltung (Mod-
ern State – Modern Administration)620. It contained a new Leitbild, that of 
the Aktivierender Staat (Activating State): New forms of interactions be-
tween state and society should stimulate new modes of societal self-
regulation and of public-private cooperation. These are forms of market 
governance and of network governance. “The state then becomes less the 
decision-maker and producer and more the go-between, the activator of 
social development that it cannot and should not define on its own.”621  

This reform programme influenced the politico-administrative culture, 
although it did not become a dominant aspect of the ordinary political de-
bate.622 The programme also contained a section on modernisation of the 
administration623, which focused on creating new partnerships with societal 
actors (network governance), on benchmarking as an incentive for a better 
price/performance ratio (market governance) and on increasing the quality 
of administration activities and measures to improve the accountability of 
public-sector organisations 624 (hierarchical governance). After 2003, the 
‘activating state’ idea played a central role in the major reform of the so-
cial and economic system, the ‘Agenda 2010’. This also triggered the 
commission that reshaped German federalism. Combined federal-Länder 
competences were decentralised to the Länder, giving them also a broad 
veto position on federal issues.  This has led to a situation where the con-
cept of Framework legislation (Rahmengesetz Kompetenz) is not valid 
anymore: new laws are either a federal or a Länder competence. 
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A recent analysis of the impact of the German administrative reform 
movement shows that there are substantial negative effects on the capacity 
to develop and implement environmental policies, especially on the level 
of the Länder.625  The German Environmental Advisory Council SRU has 
warned that the ‘permanent reform pressure’ on the Länder and the com-
munities has resulted in a decrease in environmental governance capac-
ity:626 Market thinking has resulted in decentralisation of tasks to adminis-
trative levels where there is a lack of expertise, and efficiency operations 
have led to merging or abolishing of environmental agencies).  

It should be expected that the culture of the German administration is 
influenced by the countries’ national culture, which Hofstede characterises 
by627: 

- A high level of ‘masculinity’ (e.g. competitiveness and assertiveness; 
women are not expected to have jobs, but to take care of the family; 

- A higher level of uncertainty avoidance (tolerance for uncertainty and 
ambiguity) than in the Netherlands for example; 

- A more collectivistic attitude (people are integrated in strong, infor-
mal in-groups, and family ties are strong); there is, for example, a 
special Family Minister628). 

The conclusion we may draw from this short introduction in the institu-
tional and cultural context, is that we should expect a dominant affinity 
with hierarchical governance in German ministries, although in a mixture 
with other styles. It was in this context that the preparation and implemen-
tation of soil protection legislation took place.  

Involved actors 

The Federal Ministry of the Environment (BMU) prepared the Soil Protec-
tion Act and Regulation. In BMU the Unterabteilung Water was responsi-
ble. In this directorate, two units were involved: the Soil Protection Unit 
and the Legal Unit. Originally, the former was in charge. The unit’s head 
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chaired a soil protection working group, which was in a later phase (1993) 
assigned the task of preparing the Soil Protection Regulation. The head of 
a newly established Legal Unit629 became responsible for the preparation of 
the Soil Protection Act. The Federal Environment Agency (UBA) was also 
involved, as well as the Ministry of Justice, the Ministry of the Interior, the 
Ministry of Agriculture, the Ministry of Economic Affairs and the Länder.  

After the Act and the Regulation came into force in 1999, the division 
of authority between federal and state became as follows630: 

- BMU, is responsible for setting prevention measures for soil pollu-
tion, for setting trigger and action values for pollutants, for setting re-
quirements for the remediation of the soil and of the contaminated 
site, and for so-called deposition levels, linking air pollution regula-
tion to soil protection; 

- The Länder are responsible for executing requirements of the Act. 
They are free to bring about Länder-specific regulation, adding regu-
lation (not replacing federal regulation).  

4.3.2 Chronology of the case 

The first initiative on the federal level was a declaration in 1983 of all 
seven ministers involved in the protection of soils.631 Their ambition was to 
develop a level of soil protection that was as comprehensive as the protec-
tion of air and water.632 In 1985, the Minister of the Interior presented a 
‘Soil protection conception of the Federal Government’633. This publication 
was neither politically nor legally binding and therefore contained much of 
what soil experts in BMU and UBA have found necessary.634 In the years 
after this, BMU and UBA experts succeeded in building soil protection is-
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sues into over 50 laws and regulations.635 In the same year, BMU estab-
lished a working group to prepare a soil protection Act which had to inte-
grate soil protection and contaminated soil remediation. The Act was at 
first conceived as framework legislation. The preparation of the Act was 
difficult because of the low priority it received. In 1989, the Environment 
Minister Töpfer (1987-1994) decided to intensify the preparation of the 
Act. However, the work soon became delayed as a long dispute (1990-
1994) developed between the federal government and Länder on the de-
gree of federal authority for soil legislation. On the one hand, such debates 
occurred typically if the matter was not clearly defined in the Constitution 
(see above).636 On the other hand, some Länder in this phase had already 
issued legislation for contaminated soils637. They opposed to interference of 
the federal government in soil matters. Bayern and Baden-Wurttemberg 
especially are of this opinion.638 Under Töpfer’s supervision, in 1991 a le-
gal unit for soil protection and contaminated soil remediation was estab-
lished, that was commissioned to write a draft Soil Protection Act.639 A 
first internal draft of the Act was finalised in 1992.640  

After federal elections, Merkel became the new Environment Minister 
in 1994, and the conflict with the Länder was solved by reducing the scope 
of what would be regulated on federal level. It was decided that the Soil 
Protection Act would be a concurrent Act, not a framework Act. A new 
working group (hereafter called: the soil working group) was formed with 
participants from BMU and UBA, with the legal affairs unit of BMU tak-
ing the lead. North Rhine-Westphalia represented the Länder. Another 
working group was responsible for the preparation of the Soil Protection 
Regulation: it was considered important that this was prepared simultane-
ously with the Soil Protection Act. In 1996, the Federal Government pre-
sented a draft of a Soil Protection Act, which showed a modest use of the 
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concurrent legal authority, in order to avoid putting a strain on the relations 
between Bund and Länder.641  

Thirteen years after the announcement of a Soil Protection Act in 1985, 
the Bundes-Bodenschutzgesetz was finally issued in 1998, together with 
the outline of the Soil Protection and Contaminated Soils Regulation 
(Bodenschutzverordnung)642. Adoption of the Act by the federal parliament 
took place on 5 February 1998, and the Bundesrat adopted it one day later. 
On 12 July 1999, the Bundestag adopted the Bodenschutzverordnung. The 
Soil Protection Act came into force on 17 September 1999. 

The Soil Protection Act was a compromise between maintaining the 
soil aspects in other legislation and establishing a separate law. The act 
combined contaminated soil remediation, and prevention of contamination 
and other forms of soil degradation.643 Länder especially, with a (then) left-
wing government (like in the NRW) considered the act to be too weak. 644 
Its article on subsidiarity declared a series of other laws (with objectives 
different from soil protection) superordinate. Moreover, unlike in the air 
and water legislation, the law lacked a licence system. The NRW critique 
stopped in 2005 when a more right-wing government entered office in this 
state, with inter alia an anti-regulation attitude and a preference for coop-
eration and partnerships. 

After the first phase in which knowledge building and conceptual fram-
ing was central (1985-1992) and the partly overlapping second phase, in 
which legislation was central (1989-1998), a third phase begun. Further 
legislation was now a task of the Länder 645, and the red-green federal coa-
lition that entered office in 1998 set a new priority: prevention of soil pol-
lution. The joint soil working group of the federal government and the 
Länder (LABO)646 became a central place for discussion.  
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The following chronological steps are worthwhile mentioning. In De-
cember 1998, the new, now green Environment Minister Trittin installed 
an interdisciplinary Scientific Advisory Council on Soil Protection (WBB), 
composed of 8 soil experts.647 In 2000, this body published a report with 
advice on measures to prevent soil pollution and degradation.648 Preventa-
tive soil protection was believed to be achieved most successfully by using 
new modes ‘new modes of governance’ rather than using hierarchical in-
struments like legislation. One year later, BMU presented a policy state-
ment on preventative soil protection with 24 proposed measures.649 To-
gether, UBA and BMU initiated a Bodenbewusstsein programme (‘Soil 
Consciousness Programme’), that included the issuing of a special postal 
stamp in 2000, the publication of a ‘Travel Guide to the Soils of Germany’ 
in 2001650, a Soil Calendar in 2002 and the production of a children’s book 
on life forms in soil in 2004651. In addition, an internet portal 
www.bodenbewusstsein.de was established. In 2002, the federal govern-
ment published a progress report on soil protection policy (Bodenschutz-
bericht 2002). The Scientific Advisory Council on Soil Protection WBB 
was abolished (2003).652 In 2004, a new interdisciplinary Soil Protection 
Commission was established which advised the UBA on soil issues. The 
reports of this commission were, in contrast to the WBB reports, not pub-
lished.653 

4.3.3 Hierarchical, network and market governance 

There were many occasions where hierarchical governance was applied. 
The primary task of the BMU is to prepare laws and regulations, to be im-
plemented and executed by the Länder. The Soil Protection Act, itself a hi-
erarchical instrument, contains hierarchical measures such as prohibitions 
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and norms. Most of the interviewees however considered the Act too 
weak. They argued that the political situation since the late 1990s (a gen-
eral market-liberal attitude) did not allow for stronger hierarchical meas-
ures. Smeddinck and Tils give another reason, typical for a crosscutting 
matter like soil protection: the strong conflicts on who has a say between 
the federal ministries. They conclude that the administrative interaction 
mode during the preparation of the Soil Protection Act was ‘negative coor-
dination’, a term coined by Mayntz and Scharpf654: It was important to pre-
vent disturbances of the status quo, both in content and in terms of the au-
thority of the ministries. This led to an incremental process and a situation 
in which innovation was difficult.655 Müller argues that the soil legislators 
successfully tried to keep the influence of this ‘negative coordination’ as 
low as possible. They reduced the number of opponents in other policy ar-
eas by accepting that existing legislation on a series of soil relevant issues 
would keep its priority.656   

There were no non-governmental actors invited to participate in the 
federal working groups that have prepared the soil protection legislation: 
the general orientation of the federal administration in the mid-1990s was 
mainly hierarchical and internally directed. However, the members of the 
soil working group did not only attempt hierarchical approaches. Smed-
dinck and Tils conclude that the general attitude of the directly involved 
BMU/UBA officers was not hierarchical. Internal and external actors were 
contacted, including those in the political arena, when the soil team con-
sidered it to be necessary, without much consideration as to whether or not 
this was allowed.657 This non-hierarchical attitude was possible because of 
the high degree of discretion this working group had been given by admin-
istrative and political leaders. 

Network governance occurred in the form of the cooperation between 
federal government and the Länder and between the Länder.  

“The Länder were very successful with a bottom up approach. To give an 
example, they achieved that the building blocks of the Soil Regulation 
were discussed in the Senat (Bundesrat) before the Soil Protection Act was 
accepted. This has never happened before.” 658 

                                                      
 
654  Mayntz and Scharf (1975): Policy-making in the German federal bureaucracy. 
655  Smeddinck and Tils (2002: 211): Normgenese und Handlungslogiken. 
656  Müller (2001: 25): Ministerialverwaltung im Prozess der Normgenese am 

Beispiel des Bodenschutzes.  
657  Smeddinck and Tils (2002: 220): Normgenese und Handlungslogiken. 
658  Interview 14, held on 27 November 2007 (translated from German by the au-
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Another example of network governance refers to the meetings that the 
soil working group held with stakeholder groups, although close relation-
ships only developed with a few groups. BMU representatives participated 
in a soil protection working group of the German industry federation 
(BDI).659 Because mutual trust (network governance) had developed, it was 
possible for BMU to discuss draft texts of the Soil Act with BDI without 
too much risk of ‘leaks’. The goal was to reach acceptance among the in-
dustry. The interviewees regarded this relationship as a success: in the end 
the chair of the BDI advised the Prime Minister to support the Act. Also 
the relationship with the farmers’ association had elements of a network 
approach (building trust), but here the negotiating style was more like bar-
gaining (market governance) than reaching consensus (network govern-
ance).  

After the Soil Act had come into force, network governance became 
more important.  UBA used its relatively independent position to initiate a 
series of non-hierarchical governance actions, besides its primary task to 
contribute to new legislation with scientific knowledge. UBA had already 
built a scientific and technical expert community around annual confer-
ences since the early 1990s, and now took the initiative to establish two 
professional associations with their own magazines: one on contaminated 
soils (around 1000 members in 2006) and one on preventive soil protection 
(around 550 members in 2006).  

Market  governance was the least popular ideal type in this case. Com-
pared to the earlier Air and Water Pollution Acts, soil protection has to 
deal much more with private ownership, whilst air and water are generally 
understood as common goods, which may be regulated by government. 
This is why soil protection policy, more than air and water policy, depends 
on appeals to land owners. Problems that could not be solved with federal 
legal measures, like the prevention of soil sealing and land erosion are 
primarily addressed with voluntary measures. The possibility of influenc-
ing through taxes was discussed (but not introduced) as a way of prevent-
ing soil sealing, namely through effluent fees. Market-style instruments in 
other policy fields have been counterproductive to soil protection policy: 
the ‘Eigenheimzulage’ (federal subvention for private house builders) and 
the ‘Entfernungspauschale’ (commuter's tax allowance) encourage con-
structing new buildings in ‘unsealed’ areas. These instruments are now un-
der reconsideration, and phasing out is to be expected. 
                                                                                                                          
 

thor). Besides the Länder also the federal parliament played a role in this ex-
ample (it was an MP who proposed this procedure).   

659  Smeddinck and Tils (2002: 132): Normgenese und Handlungslogiken. 
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As mentioned before, the Soil Protection Act was the first environ-
mental law where first the federal Parliament and secondly the Bundesrat 
demanded that the related Regulation was presented in draft prior to the 
adoption of the Act itself, in order to assess if it would cause too many 
new administrative burdens. This was, as one interviewee stated, a clear 
example of the ‘Zeitgeist’ of market-based deregulation thinking. A last 
example is that market governance was used in the ‘marketing’ campaign 
of the Soil Consciousness Programme. The special stamp introduced in 
2000 was more expensive than normal ones. The funds raised (around 0,5 
million euro) were used to stimulate NGOs to raise attention for soil pro-
tection.   

Elements of all three governance styles were apparently present. What 
were the interactions like between these governance styles on the five or-
ganisational dimensions of the research framework? 

Vision and strategy: A political move away from legal (hierarchical) 
measures to ‘new modes of governance’ 

For air and water, being considered as public goods, legal restrictions were 
accepted easily. In the case of the third environment compartment, soils, 
the private ownership of soils made this much more difficult. In addition, 
since the preparation of the earlier environmental laws like the Federal 
(Air) Immission Protection Act (1974)660, the general political steering vi-
sion had changed, influenced by New Public Management ideas and the 
idea of participatory democracy. Although this relative move away from 
hierarchy already started in the mid-1990s, it became official federal pol-
icy with the presentation of the aforementioned 1999 reform programme 
‘Modern State – Modern administration’. In the Länder the political mood 
changed too, independently of the political colour of the government. The 
switch from a red-green coalition to a more conservative coalition in North 
Rhine-Westphalia in 2005 led to a promotion of ‘new modes of govern-
ance’. The reaction of policy-makers was mixed: although this would 
make their range of options broader, some feared that the new focus on 
cooperation, establishing working groups and striving for common agree-
ments would lead to saying ‘yes’ and doing nothing. “We are living in an 
area of permanent conflict”, one of the interviewees said. This move away 
from hierarchy and into market thinking (smaller government, more effi-
ciency) is, as interviewees argued, especially problematic for a young and 
relatively weak policy field like soil protection.  

                                                      
 
660  Bundesimmissionsschützgesetz.  
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“The field of soil protection already had a shortage of resources, in terms 
of money and staff. The ‘modernisation’ of the government with its focus 
on staff reduction was especially a risk for our field, much more than for 
water management, for example. If the latter have to reduce from 100 to 90 
people, and we from 2 to 1, that makes a big difference.”661 

The example of the negotiations with the farmers union illustrates this. 
The farmers formed an influential stakeholder group which together with 
the Agriculture Ministry, successfully prevented prohibitive measures and 
kept agriculture out of the Act except for one article (Article 17). The soil 
working group then reached a compromise with the farmers union on the 
content of this article: the development of a benchmark for ‘good agricul-
tural practice’ (a voluntary, market governance approach). BMU hoped 
that this would develop into more than a voluntary approach (market gov-
ernance) because in due time it would be taken up as a criterion in court 
cases (hierarchy):  

“It was clear to me and my colleagues, that this was a strategic instrument. 
When we describe the ‘good agricultural practice’ in legislation, it means 
that when conflicts arise and cases go to court, then this ‘soft law’ will be 
taken as a basis for interpretation.”662 

Towards a more external orientation 

One of the involved policy makers states that one of the main problems of 
soil protection is that in no other environmental issue are there so many 
different stakeholders, with no common interest whatsoever.663 The weak 
position of soil protection on the political and societal agendas and the fact 
that so many external stakeholders existed, required an extraordinary ex-
ternal orientation. However, the soil working group discussed draft texts of 
the Act with only three stakeholder groups intensively: the German Farm-
ers Federation (DBV), the German Industry Federation (BDI) and the 
German Federation of Chemical Industry (VCI). The participation of 
group members in the BDI soil working group as a novelty in German en-
vironmental policy making.  

                                                      
 
661  Interview 15, held on 23 November 2007 (translated from German by the au-

thor). 
662  Interview 11, held on 23 November 2007 (translated from German by the au-

thor). 
663  Bachmann (2005: 32): Die Nationale Nachhaltigkeitsstrategie und die Kom-

munen: Ein Spannungsfeld. 
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“If we had not worked with the BDI in the preparation phase, they would 
have blocked the acceptation of the Soil Protection Act with their ‘killer’ 
argument that jobs are jeopardised. I believe that it was the first time we 
involved them in an early stage. Air and water policies had been put 
through top-down. But this was different, for example because soils are 
privately owned.”664 

Other stakeholders665 were merely informed. Surprisingly, they did not 
object to the privileged position of the three stakeholder groups.666 Accord-
ing to an interviewee soil protection was not only an unpopular issue in 
politics and administration, but also with environment NGOs. The modest 
role of NGOs during the preparation of the Soil Act changed in the second 
phase, after Green Minister Trittin entered office in 1998. Involving civil 
society became a major priority of the soil working group.  

Structure: Hierarchical with some network elements  

The establishment of BMU in 1986, a few weeks after the Chernobyl nu-
clear accident, improved the position of the soil policy-makers. Inside 
BMU, several units (like the legal unit and the unit responsible for con-
taminated soils) and working groups (like the group responsible for the 
Soil Protection Act and the group responsible for the Soil Protection Regu-
lation) competed. This internal competition was one of the factors that 
contributed to the delay in the legislation process.667  

Overall, except for the formation of working groups and the establish-
ment of many informal contacts with internal and external actors, the or-
ganisational structure for the soil policy-making was close to a standard 
hierarchical approach. There was an inter-ministerial working group, but 
this did not play a major role: 

“Yes, there was something like that, but I must say that this was primarily 
meant to put oil on troubled waters.”668   

                                                      
 
664  Interview 12, held on 24 November 2007 (translated from German by the au-

thor). 
665  Germany has a wide organised stakeholder landscape, with over 30 environ-

mental NGOs active on the federal level, and more than 1000 federally regis-
tered organisations from the social and economic dimensions (Reutter, 2001: 
83-90, Verbände und Verbandssysteme in Westeuropa: Deutschland). 

666  Smeddinck and Tils (2002: 294): Normgenese und Handlungslogiken. 
667  Smeddinck and Tils (2002: 165, 219): Normgenese und Handlungslogiken. 
668  Interview 15, held on 29 November 2007 (translated from German by the au-

thor) 
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People: High level of discretion and internal tensions 

Apart from the issue of contaminated soils, soil protection stayed in the po-
litical ‘shelter’ for many years. This is a typical situation in which the level 
of administrative influence on policymaking can become quite high.669 
German civil servants (Beamten) have had a relatively strong autonomy. 
Müller argues that they are used to working according to their own inter-
ests, perception of problems, strategies and scope of actions.670 Their se-
cure Beamten status brings about a strong loyalty to serving society – 
which may conflict with the interest of the ministry or the minister.    

According to Smeddinck and Tils, the lack of political and media atten-
tion indeed led to a prominent role of administrators from BMU.671 Indi-
vidual actors, both in the administration and in private sector organisations 
were the key players, more than the responsible politicians. In addition, as 
mentioned before, the head of the legal affairs unit in BMU was given an 
unusually high degree of discretion by his superiors.672 This turned out to 
be an important success factor.  

“We had quite a lot operational freedom. It was not like we went to the 
Minister for every conflict that emerged. My personal vision as a civil ser-
vant is that ministers should only be bothered with the real political ques-
tions. I am being paid to solve all other questions myself.”673 

Smeddinck and Tils also conclude, which this case study confirms, that 
the following qualities and capabilities of civil servants support success: 
flexibility, the ability to communicate and integrate different logics of ac-
tion, the ability to act and organise in a politically strategic way, and good 
communication abilities.674  

Another factor that played a role is the ‘natural’ preferences of civil 
servants, which depended on their educational background. Legal special-
ists prefer regulation but also contracts: besides hierarchical governance 
they are also willing to use market governance approaches, whereas tech-
nical experts have more affinity with the network approach (they have 
usually a high esteem for their peers’ opinions). The general dominance of 

                                                      
 
669  Ismayr (2003: 459): Das politische System Deutschlands. 
670  Müller (1986: 12): Die Innenwelt der Umweltpolitik. 
671  Smeddinck and Tils (2002: 321): Normgenese und Handlungslogiken.  
672  Smeddinck and Tils (2002: 215): Normgenese und Handlungslogiken. 
673  Interview 15, held on 28 November 2007 (translated from German by the au-

thor). 
674  Smeddinck and Tils (2002: 322): Normgenese und Handlungslogiken. 



4.3 Soil protection in Germany     163 

legal experts in the German administration maintains the primary affinity 
with hierarchical governance. In BMU, officers with a legal training made 
out only around 30% of the civil servants, but they were influential. Beam-
ten with a business administration degree, of whom a market style prefer-
ence would be expected, were rare in the Ministry. 

From the beginning the preparation of the Soil Protection Act was con-
sidered as a multidisciplinary process: a collaboration of legal and techni-
cal experts. However in practice this was not free of conflicts (see above). 
Other tensions emerged, like in the Dutch case, between the hierarchical 
thinking of preventive soil protection officers and the rather market think-
ing of those responsible for remediation of contaminated soils. 

Results 

It may be typical for the hierarchical character of the German administra-
tion that after the presentation in 1985 of a vision on soil protection, the 
next step was not to develop a broader policy strategy or action plan, but to 
prepare the legal instruments: an Act and a Regulation. However, after the 
Soil Protection Act and the Soil Regulation had been issued, BMU in co-
operation with UBA published a comprehensive soil protection policy pa-
per in 2001 that was based on the ambition of the new government that en-
tered in 1998: a focus on prevention675.  
Table 5 classifies the sixteen measures that were announced in this paper 
in terms of their affinity with governance styles. Figure 16 presents a 
graphic overview of the ‘governance footprint’ of this document. The gen-
eral dominance of hierarchical measures is no surprise, but the absence of 
network measures does not mean that no such actions were taken (see for 
example the earlier mentioned stimulation of peer groups of soil experts). 
This should put into perspective the conclusions one may draw from inves-
tigating written policy documents: what is actually done and what is offi-
cially published, is not the same.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                      
 
675  BMU (2001): Handlungskonzeption zum vorsorgenden Bodenschutz. 
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Table 5. German soil protection measures announced in 2001, related to hierar-
chical (H), network (N) and market (M) governance  

 
 
 

 
 

Fig. 16. Governance footprint: German soil measures (2001) per governance style 

Measure Type Style 
1.   Completing precaution criteria (metals and chemicals) Legal criteria H 
2.   Implement soil precaution measures in other laws Legal/techn. 

guidelines 
H 

3.   Tendering research on other precaution criteria  Research M 
4.   Making public principles for precautionary measures Principles H 
5.   Develop variables to assess soil support function Criteria H 
6.   Research on ground water impact thresholds Criteria H 
7.   Developing erosion & soil sealing models and variables Criteria H 
8.   Scenario for regulation for decrease of soil sealing Legal H 
9.   Harmonis., standardisation and waste regulation criteria Legal H 
10. Quality indicators for 'good agricultural practice' Incentive M 
11. Regulation to decrease soil pollution via manure etc. Regulation H 
12. Research on optimum organic matter levels in soils Research M 
13. Development of good practices for fertilizers and 
       chemicals 

Research M 

14. Research on behaviour of GMO's and prions in soil Criteria H 
15. Measures against pollution via use of building  
       materials 

Criteria H 

16. Implement. precautionary soil prot. in land use plans Principles H 
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4.3.4 Application of metagovernance 

Metagovernance as designing governance style mixtures 

It seems that in the process design a deliberate combination of elements of 
hierarchical, network and market governance was absent. The process de-
sign was different in the phase of preparation of the Soil Protection Act 
(more hierarchical with elements of networking), than in the phase of im-
plementation and raising of awareness for prevention (mainly networking 
with elements of market governance). However, this seems rather contin-
gent: many factors together produced the approach that was the most fea-
sible in each phase. 

Metagovernance as managing governance style mixtures 

This contingent approach continued to determine the management of the 
preparation of the Soil Protection Act. One interviewee characterised the 
management style as ‘muddling through’. Tensions about which ap-
proaches to use emerged between the BMU and other Ministries, as well as 
inside the BMU, between legal experts and soil experts, the former con-
centrating on hierarchical measures, the latter being generally more open 
to new governance approaches. This competition led to a pressure – anti-
pressure game, in which the soil working group strived for a good balance: 
the best legal measures, but switching to other types of measures when 
these were not possible: then, voluntary measures (market governance) and 
the stimulation of network-building were applied. The soil working group, 
especially during the second phase, did not feel bound to one specific gov-
ernance style, but felt free to use elements of hierarchy, network and mar-
ket governance. One interviewee formulated their rationale as follows:  

“I believe that for some issues one type of instrument is better, and for 
other issues another type. For example, norms for pollutants in manure 
must be put in a legal framework; prevention of soil compaction is an issue 
where we cannot work with prohibition (a colleague one stated: ‘you can-
not put a policeman on every tractor’). Here we have to convince people 
that it is also in their own interest to take measures. A third example is soil 
sealing, where we can steer with taxation (in this case sewage water 
charges).”676   

                                                      
 
676  Interview 11, held on 23 November 2006 (translated from German by the au-

thor). 
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It can be concluded that to a certain extent it did apply metagovernance. 
The aforementioned unusually high degree of discretion given to the unit 
head in charge of the working group, and the strong networking and com-
munication skills of the working group member contributed to their flexi-
ble attitude. The latter factor especially helped to overcome the generally 
weak position of the Environmental Ministry in relation to other ministries, 
such as Economic Affairs.677  

4.3.5 Discussion and conclusions 

We may now conclude that during the preparation and implementation of 
the German Soil Protection Act all three governance styles were used, al-
though this occurred implicitly. The terms hierarchical, network and mar-
ket governance were not used in the policy preparation process, as those 
involved had little knowledge about governance theory. The latter is partly 
due to the fact that the debate on ‘new modes of governance’ in Germany 
only started to influence administration around the new millennium. 678  

The anticipated dominance of hierarchical governance was more or less 
realised although elements of the new modes of governance were also 
used. In fact, hierarchy was an enabler of experiments with network and 
market governance. Again here the high degree of discretion the soil work-
ing group chair was given (and of which the working group members prof-
ited), plays an important role.    

Three phases were distinguished. The first (1985-1992) was the phase 
of conceptual framing and building expertise and capacity. The second 
phase, when the soil protection legislation was prepared (1989-1998), had 
a strong hierarchical mark, not only because this phase aimed at making 
legislation and legal officers were in charge, but also because network and 
market governance were still quite new in the federal administration. There 
was some stakeholder involvement, but this was very selective. Because 
soil was not a highly profiled political issue, the ministry had to prepare 
the Soil Protection Act in a relative ‘wind shelter’. This caused the BMU 

                                                      
 
677  Smeddinck and Tils (2002: 220, 257): Normgenese und Handlungslogiken. 
678  Besides, as one interviewee argued, the soil working group consisted of legal 

and soil experts and there was not much political/administrative science back-
ground. 
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to avoid seeking the support of environmental NGOs679, who are often con-
sidered as the natural allies of environment ministries.680 

Individual politicians and political decisions strongly influenced the 
policy-making process. Smeddinck and Tils distinguish four situational 
factors that contributed to the finalisation of the Soil Protection Act in 
1998:   

- The decision of Environment Minister Töpfer in 1989 to intensify the 
work on the Act; 

- The federal coalition agreement of 1991 which contained a higher 
priority for soil protection, as a result of the German unification and 
the need to handle large scale contamination; 

- The German unification of 1990: a catalyst because of the large sur-
face of contaminated soils in the new States, and  

- The strong drive of the succeeding Environment minister Merkel 
(from 1994) to finish the project. 

The second phase (starting around 1999), showed a relatively high level 
of network governance (aiming at creating expert networks as a support for 
the implementation of the Act and Directive) and market governance (for 
example stimulating self-regulation). Both ‘new modes of governance’ 
were supported by the ‘Soil Consciousness Programme’ that was part of 
the new government’s preventive soil protection policy. This switch in 
governance approach was partly necessary because the federal government 
at that moment did not have much opportunity to make more/new regula-
tions because the Act had just been passed and needed to be implemented 
by the Länder. In addition it was also part of a broader change in govern-
ance style mixture in both the administrative and in the political arenas: 
The 1998 the red-green federal coalition agreement aimed at ‘ecological 
modernisation’, which included a partial switch from command-and-
control steering to a more cooperative style of steering including dialogues 
with stakeholders.681  

The preparation and implementation of the Soil Protection Act took 
place in a time that was in at least two aspects different from the time the 
water and air policies and legislation were developed (1970s-1980s). 
                                                      
 
679  Smeddinck and Tils (2002: 330): Normgenese und Handlungslogiken.  
680  Although they did not become very much involved in the preparation of the 

Soil Protection Act, the German environment NGO BUND had already pre-
sented a first draft of such an Act in the late 1980s. 

681  Jörgensen (2002: 5): Ökologisch nachhaltige Entwicklung im föderativen 
Staat. 
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Firstly, it was the anti-regulation political mood influenced by the New 
Public Management movement, since the second half of the 1990s and 
continuing after the 1999 left-wing government change. The second aspect 
was the growing demand of societal stakeholders to be able to participate 
in policy-making. 

We can now summarize the case in terms of the five governance di-
mensions of the research framework. The vision that the Ministry should 
involve external actors stimulated a working structure with some room for 
co-operation with stakeholders (phase 2) and a broad stakeholder participa-
tion (phase 3). This required a relatively external orientation. The results 
were what was aimed at: legislation (although not as strong as some actors 
had wished682) and a programme for preventive soil protection. Finally, in-
dividual people played a key role. As we have seen in the Dutch case and 
will see in the following cases, individual actors (politicians, administra-
tors and also stakeholder representatives) were rather influential in deter-
mining the course and the results of the policy process. Inside the BMU 
and UBA, the people who were leading the policy process were ambitious 
and apparently had the attitude, the skills and the ability to combine gov-
ernance styles where appropriate and feasible. 

The answer to the first part of the central research question (‘Did me-
tagovernance occur, and if so, how?’) seems to be positive. Metagovern-
ance mainly occurred in the form of a permanent search for all kinds of 
situationally feasible means of promoting the position of soil protection on 
the political, administrative and societal agenda. In the first and second 
phase this was done in order to building capacity and expert communities, 
in the third phase in order to keep the legislation process going (after ear-
lier attempts since 1985 had failed).  

The German soil protection case took place in a nation with an underly-
ing hierarchical culture. The Dutch case was placed against the back-
ground of the underlying networking culture of the Netherlands. The next 
question of course is: How would a similar case look like in a country with 
an underlying culture of market thinking? In order to answer this question, 
the next section takes us to the United Kingdom.   

                                                      
 
682  E.g. the aforementioned North Rhine Westphalia’s Environment Minister 

Höhn (Höhn, 2005: Etablierung des Bodenschutzes auf kommunaler Ebene). 
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4.4 Soil protection policy in the UK 

In 2004, the British Government published the first Soil Action Plan for 
England. The internal governance aspects of the creation and the beginning 
of the implementation of the plan are the subject of this case study. Four 
key (managing) officers in the responsible ministry (DEFRA) were inter-
viewed. There was one background interview with an academic involved 
in advising the government on environmental issues. 

4.4.1 Institutional and cultural context 

The UK is a unitary and centralised state consisting of four nations: Eng-
land, Scotland, Northern Ireland and Wales. The country is a representa-
tive of what Lijphart calls the majoritarian model of democracy which is 
based on the belief that majorities should govern and minorities should op-
pose. Germany, the Netherlands and the European Union belong to a more 
consensual model of democracy, in which power is shared and minorities 
participate in one way or another.683 The central government of the UK has 
not decentralised tasks to lower authorities like in Germany and the Neth-
erlands, but have devolved tasks: it is a matter of delegation. One might 
therefore say that local governments ‘are the creatures of the central gov-
ernment’.684 The UK is not a federal state like Germany or the USA. The 
UK departments in London both represent the interests of the UK and of 
England. The same officers may represent the UK view in Brussels, and 
the English view in the UK.  

When we compare the national culture of the UK with that of Germany 
and the Netherlands, the UK scores higher on ‘individuality’. Like Ger-
many, the UK has a very high level of ‘masculinity’: there is a gap be-
tween men’s values and women’s values. This is very different in the 
Netherlands, where these values are relatively mutual. The UK scores 
lower on ‘uncertainty avoidance’ than Germany: Countries with a high 
‘uncertainty avoidance index’ usually consider (legal) structuring of soci-
ety more important than other countries.685 

The UK was the first European country to implement the reform ideas 
of New Public Management (NPM). This created a paradox: “a regulatory 
                                                      
 
683  Lijphart (1999: 7): Patterns of democracy. 
684  Lijphart (1999: 17): Patterns of democracy. 
685  Source: http://www.geert-hofstede.com/hofstede_united_kingdom.shtml , re-

trieved on 13 August 2007. 
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explosion taking place under a regime ostensibly devoted to a “free to 
manage” philosophy for public services”.686 NPM ideas have led to several 
characteristics of the British central administration that influenced the way 
the Soil Action Plan was developed. An example is the almost permanent 
restructuring of the departmental organisation (aimed at more efficiency) 
which brings forth on the one hand a flexible attitude but on the other hand 
a lack of continuity and expertise inside the departments. 

The British civil service has, like in all Western countries, been a slow-
changing bureaucracy. However it has some characteristics that set it apart 
from other European countries. Firstly, its main task is ‘to serve’ (public 
service model), not ‘to control’ or ‘rule’ (Rechtsstaat type, of which Ger-
many is the prototype). Johnson describes the critical view the British have 
on the state; they see it as 

“a power external to individuals, subversive of their freedoms and, in par-
ticular, of their right to seek their own advantage in their own way.”687 

Until the Thatcher government in the 1980s the British civil service was 
an elite corps. Since Thatcher, market thinking became dominant in the 
administration, with terms like customers and consumers instead of citi-
zens. The Blair government did not really change that, but in the last years 
a communication style emerged in which terms like deliberation and par-
ticipation are on the foreground. 

The British ministries form separate ‘silo’s’. The department for Envi-
ronment, Food, and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) that is responsible for soil pro-
tection combines policy units for environment and for agriculture, which 
have two different cultures. For example, the agriculture units have always 
had their own research institutions and tend to take only advice from them. 
This means that they are rather internally orientated, and makes them in-
flexible. The environment units have never been in a stable setting, be-
cause there were many mergers with other departments. A flexible attitude 
tends to exist here. Both share an underlying hierarchical culture, often 
seen in ‘technical’ departments in which expert knowledge is a key factor. 

DEFRA was established following the general election in June 2001. It 
inherited all the functions of the former Ministry for Agriculture, Fisheries 
and Food (MAFF). It took over responsibility for the environment, rural 
development, countryside, and the wildlife and sustainability responsibili-
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ties of the former Department for the Environment, Transport and the Re-
gions (DETR). Responsibility for certain animal welfare and hunting is-
sues was transferred to DEFRA from the Home Office. Finally, DEFRA 
now sponsors a number of important non-departmental public bodies, in-
cluding the Environment Agency, the Countryside Agency, the Meat and 
Livestock Commission, Kew Gardens, English Nature, Food From Britain 
and the Royal Commission on Environmental Pollution.688 

Involved actors 

Inside DEFRA a soil team was formed for the preparation of the 2004 Soil 
Action Plan for England, in the Forestry, Soils and Uplands Division. 
Other involved Ministries included the Planning Department689, the De-
partment for Transport and the Treasury690. Commitment with the issue and 
the ability to reach agreements and implement them were the main selec-
tion criteria for inviting stakeholders into the Steering Group. The National 
Farmers Union (NFU), one of the most effective pressure groups in the UK 
(established 1908)691 represented a range of smaller groups in a Steering 
Group consisting of governmental and external actors. The building indus-
try was not represented in the Steering Group, because it was not commit-
ted to go further than existing soil protection measures in planning proce-
dures. Their representatives did not protest because they (rightly) assumed 
that the soil action plan would not contain new regulatory burdens for 
them. Also the chemical industry did not participate. It was (rightly) confi-
dent that the focus in the first soil action plan would lie on rural areas in-
stead of on urban areas. Its main concern, land contamination, was also al-
ready addressed in the planning system. The association of biological 
farmers, that wanted to join the steering group, was left out, though under 
protest. The soil team expected that this group would neither be able to add 
important new evidence, nor to play a significant role in the implementa-
tion of agreements. The same applies to the gardeners association. 
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4.4.2 Chronology of the case 

In 1996, the Royal Commission on Environmental Pollution (RCEP), an 
independent expert advisory council, advised the British government to 
start developing a soil protection policy.692 The report’s central recommen-
dations were that 

“the government should draw up and implement a soil protection policy for 
the UK which takes full account of long-term environmental considera-
tions; the Environment Agencies which start to operate in April (one for 
England and Wales and one for Scotland) must take a genuinely integrated 
view of the environment and give proper attention to safeguarding and 
remediating soil.” 

However, it took several years before soil protection appeared on the 
political agenda. One interviewee stated, that 

“The incentive for the policy certainly came from somewhere in the civil 
service. Had nobody ever popped the minister any papers on soil policy, he 
would have been quite content not to have anything on soils. But in fact, 
somebody said: There has been a Royal Commission report, and we rec-
ommend that you should do this. And because it seemed quite a sensible 
thing to do, and it didn’t have a political downside, the minister was pre-
pared to go along with that.”693 

In 2001 an external review of the impact of the RECP report was pub-
lished. It concluded, that  

“The main achievement of the Report has been not so much in action to 
implement the more detailed recommendations as in the more general pol-
icy arena of raising awareness of soil issues within government and in 
some of its agencies and other bodies (although not among the wider pub-
lic) and bringing soil further up the environmental agenda. It is clear that 
the Draft Soil Strategy for England would not have been produced if it had 
not been for the Commission’s Report.”694  

The following events were important in the chronology of the project. 
In 2001 DEFRA published a draft Soil Strategy for England for consulta-
tion. Societal groups that favoured a soil protection policy criticised the 
strategy because they found it not concrete enough. This controversy was 
one of the reasons why a final version of the strategy was not issued. In-
stead, in the autumn of 2003 the responsible junior minister commissioned 
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DEFRA to start developing a Soil Action Plan for England. A soil team 
was formed in the Forestry, Soils and Uplands Division. Wales and Scot-
land had also taken some initiatives, and because of this and the devolved 
nature of the issue, it was not considered to develop a comprehensive UK 
plan. Due to the political and administrative mood of the time the devel-
opment of a Soil Protection Act was not feasible. The liberal-market style 
of governing dictated ‘no new regulation’. Most soil-related issues were 
considered to be already covered by existing laws and regulations, and soil 
protection had a very low position in the ranking of political priorities. 
DEFRA put a priority on integrating existing ‘bits and pieces’ of soil pro-
tection policy because of the announcement in Brussels of a Thematic Soil 
Strategy with a possible Soil Directive. This would help the teams inside 
DEFRA that worked on other EU directives which encompassed soil is-
sues (such as the Water Framework Directive and the reform of the Com-
mon Agriculture Policy), to become better linked and develop an inte-
grated approach towards the expected EU Soil Directive. Overall, the soil 
action plan’s goal was to ‘get soil protection moving’ and to involve and 
commit internal and external stakeholders.  

The preparation of the soil action plan took less than a year, although 
extensive stakeholder involvement was organised. After a stakeholder con-
ference, which was attended by more than 100 participants, a Steering 
Group was formed, consisting of the most ‘willing’ stakeholders, represen-
tatives of other ministries and of academia. In 2004 the final soil action 
plan was published.695 After the publication of the plan, the Steering Com-
mittee continued in the form of an Advisory Forum which met twice a 
year. In the implementation phase of the soil action plan the soil team 
strived to get other parties on board, such as the Highways Agency on the 
governmental side and the construction industry on the non-governmental 
side. In 2005 and 2006, DEFRA published annual progress reports696 and 
in 2007 it prepared a Soil Strategy.  

4.4.3 Hierarchical, network and market governance 

The soil team, taking into account the weak position of soil protection, de-
cided to prioritise issues that were relatively simple. Therefore, they de-
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cided to concentrate on non-urban soils. This had the advantage that they 
would mainly have to deal with stakeholders they already knew well 
(farmers, environmental NGOs, soil academics). DEFRA deliberately 
choose a network approach: a relatively open process with close involve-
ment of societal stakeholders. A hierarchical approach was expected to re-
sult in a conflict-rich policy preparation process, with the risk of a poor 
outcome. For a market approach with financial incentives, the soil protec-
tion issue was not yet strong enough: the government had chosen other 
priority fields for such instruments. Regulatory market governance instru-
ments like taxes were not feasible because they were more or less monopo-
lised by the Treasury.  

“The problem actually is the tearing force between the Environment Minis-
try and the Treasury, who regard all economic instruments as their terri-
tory. They don’t want the Environment Ministry to devise new taxes and 
other market-based instruments. In fact, sometimes we don’t even get to 
hear about environmental taxes until they are announced.” 697 

Finally, as one interviewee guessed, the choice for a network approach 
may have been influenced by the fact that the responsible minister did not 
trust the issue to be ‘safe’ in the hands of his DEFRA specialists. He be-
lieved that involvement of external stakeholders would guarantee a plan 
that is easier to implement.  

To conclude, the priority was given to building bridges between actors, 
investing in trust and in mutual understanding. Hierarchical governance 
was mainly applied in the internal decision making procedures and the as-
signment of tasks. Market governance occurred in the form of the policy to 
make the ministries more flexible. An example is the periodical rotation of 
managers and policy makers between departments. 

The soil team had to cope with a number of tensions and conflicts be-
tween elements of the ideal-typical styles. As in the other cases described 
in this research, they are related to five dimensions: vision and strategy, 
orientation, structure, people and outcome.  

Vision and strategy: A contingent push towards network governance 

The three apexes of the governance trilemma (Section 2.5.4) represent 
governance styles as three forces that are active in the UK administration. 
The visions of the different Departments illustrate this. Hierarchy was the 
main vision of the (former) Agriculture Department. This conflicted with 
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the general political vision of the UK Cabinet (and also in some other EU 
countries), that agricultural policy should move to a ‘real’ market ap-
proach.  

“Agriculture was more hierarchical than market. They will shoot me for 
saying this, but the Agriculture Ministry in that time was protecting agri-
culture from the market. They more or less managed the market. The Envi-
ronmental department was pretty hierarchical too. Command and control, 
and not until the last few years looking at market-based instruments.”698 

The (former) Environmental Department had always built on regulatory 
measures (hierarchy), which had been successful for water and air quality 
policies. The issue of dealing with contaminated soils had also been sub-
ject to a regulatory approach, through planning procedures. DEFRA had an 
underlying vision of governance through hierarchy and an emerging net-
work style, but most other ministries framed their vision on a market gov-
ernance basis. Nevertheless, as stated before, DEFRA was not allowed to 
introduce (new) market-style instruments, and the soil policy field was still 
too weak to build on voluntary market-type measures. Therefore, the Soil 
team in DEFRA, being denied the freedom to base their approach on hier-
archical and market governance, had to adopt a network vision. 

Orientation: Conflicting internal cultures, and improving external 
orientation 

There were potentially conflicting cultures inside DEFRA and the minis-
tries, but the Soil team was able to avoid such conflicts by picking the ‘low 
hanging fruit’ first. DEFRA decided not to enter difficult battles with the 
Planning Department. Agriculture was already merged with Environment, 
and the Soils Team consisted primarily of officers with an Agricultural 
background, and based its knowledge largely on evidence from research 
issued by the Agriculture department. Therefore, there were relatively few 
tensions between the environmental and agricultural units.699  

Inside the division for Forestry, Soil and Uplands (a contingent cluster 
of units after one of the many reorganisations), contrasting cultures ex-
isted. Synergy increased when new over-arching issues emerged on the 
agenda, such as climate change.  The potential governance-style tension 
between the soil team and the unit responsible for contaminated soils (as 
occurred in the Dutch case) was not problematic because the first soil ac-
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tion plan focused on improving prevention rather than changing the al-
ready existing regulation on remediation. 

The management of the division considered it important that policy 
makers knew their ‘customers’: Every staff member should visit them at 
least once a year. One interviewee mentioned that the best example of an 
outward oriented government branch was the police, who have direct con-
tact with citizens. The investment in building trust with selected external 
actors led to a situation where the soil team members understood that the 
farmers’ union must occasionally be brutally honest regarding the progress 
of the soil policy in practice. The union representatives had to show their 
members that they ‘stood their ground’. 

Structure: The influence of silos and the ‘curse’ of organisational 
flexibility 

In the UK and in other national administrations, the ministries work to 
large extent in ‘silo’s’: relatively closed systems with a non-cooperative at-
titude. In such a situation, there is often an unspoken agreement of non-
intervention between organisations. A crucial step therefore for the Soil 
team was to use the soil action plan for interdepartmental agenda setting. 
Many measures are formulated in a very ‘soft’ way. The soil action plan 
contains phrases like “DEFRA will work with Department X to…”, in case 
there was not yet an agreement to talk, or “DEFRA and Department X 
will…”, when there was agreement to co-operate. 

Another structural aspect concerns flexibility. The UK Departments 
have not escaped from the New Public Management driven move to organ-
isational flexibility. Hierarchical governance relies on clearly defined and 
fixed tasks and a structure that is reliable, but not flexible. Market govern-
ance promotes a flexible view on organising. In the UK case, as in the 
Netherlands (and less in Germany), this has produced an almost permanent 
state of reorganisation. Units are established and dissolved, and mergers 
between (parts of) Departments are executed as soon as it seems more effi-
cient to do so.  

People: Environmental professionals versus elite corps 

Other than in Germany, where a legal background is the best guarantee to 
enter the ‘Verwaltung’ (civil service), a social sciences study has been the 
best background for joining the British civil service.700 However, in minis-
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tries, which require specialist expertise like in DEFRA, a large part of the 
officers has an academic background in environmental studies. This ex-
plains why they have, during a policy making process, a generally open at-
titude to external stakeholders, which is a fundament for network govern-
ance, more than in ‘classical’ ministries. Environmental specialists also 
prefer hierarchical measures as a result of the (networked) policy making 
process. 

Due to the NPM ‘dogma’ that organisations have to be flexible, policy 
officers and managers are moved or seconded to other departments every 
couple of years. This has positive effects, such as mitigation of the silo-
effect, the creation of better linkages between related policy issues, and it 
stimulates a multi-perspective attitude. There are also important down-
sides. One problem is that organisational memory has decreased, which is 
in fact inefficient. Expertise has decreased and ministries are relying more 
on external experts (consultants) than they used to. An even bigger prob-
lem in the case of the soil action plan is the fact that some linkages and 
agreements between the DEFRA Soil team and other divisions inside or 
outside DEFRA, of which a number were published in the soil action plan, 
became void because these divisions were dissolved.  

Results: Three tensions and a ‘governance footprint’ 

Three tensions occurred in the ‘results’ dimension. The first concerns a 
single-issue perspective versus the broader context. The stakeholders rep-
resented in the Steering Group were invited to draft texts on proposed 
measures themselves, through thematic working groups. However, 
DEFRA had to redraft many of these proposals because they were of a sin-
gle-interest nature. Stakeholders were driven by their own interests and 
tended to produce proposals that where unintentionally conflicting with 
other proposals or existing policies.   

The second tension regards the choice between concrete actions and 
more general agenda setting. The management of the implementation of 
the soil action plan is a bit like a ticket-box exercise: Many of the 52 ac-
tions are not distinct concrete actions but are formulated as agenda points 
and making connections between DEFRA and other departments and their 
agencies. This made the soil action plan a success in terms of agenda set-
ting, but not in being a concrete working plan.  

Another dilemma is about legal measures versus voluntary measures. 
The fact that it was not possible (other than in other EU countries) in the 
context of the soil action plan to develop or even announce an overarching 
soil protection Act, might have led to conflicts. RCEP’s advice that had 
pushed for a soil policy in 1996 had strongly encouraged such a soil act to 
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develop. However, the decision not to make a Soil Act was surprisingly 
undisputed. Several factors contributed to this. In the first place, the gen-
eral political and administrative aversion of new legislation:  

“We were being hit with this whole deregulation agenda, and the last thing 
you wanted to do is proposing new legislation. It was a conscious decision 
to get these people together: let’s get an action plan together, let’s have a 
mix of approaches, where we know we’re going to have some legislation 
based on EU directives that were coming”.701 

Secondly, soil policy had a low political priority. Thirdly, much other 
regulation already contained some soil protection measures and the policy 
sectors that were responsible for that regulation were not willing to give up 
parts of their regulatory framework.  

“The best thing is to invest where we can in encouragement and education, 
rather than writing a price of legislation of a tiny area; these things get out 
of date very quickly and are quite difficult to enforce.”702  

When we look at the ‘governance footprint’ of the measures announced 
in the soil action plan, we see that the plan contains 52 measures of which 
around 40% have a hierarchical governance ‘signature’, 25% can be char-
acterized as network governance and 35% as market governance ap-
proaches (Table 6 and Figure 17). This is, after the Dutch and the German 
soil cases, the second example that the governance style mixture during the 
preparation of a policy document (in this case to a large extent networking) 
is not a predictor of the governance ‘footprint’ of the resulting measures.  

 

 
Fig. 17. Governance footprint: UK soil protection measures (2004) per 
governance style 
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Table 6. English soil protection measures announced in 2004, related to hierarchi-
cal (H), network (N) and market (M) governance  

 

Measure Type Style 
1.   Implement CAP cross-compliance conditions for  
      farming 

Condition H 

2.   Encourage better agricultural soil management Promotion M 
3.   Inform farmers on better soil management Promotion M 
4.   Raise standards for sustainable construction practices Promotion M 
5.   Deliver improved training on soil protection Service M 
6.   Securing public commitment to govt.action on soils Coalition-

building 
N 

7.   Embed soil protection into DEFRA's budget plans Budgetting H 
8.   Ensure that all govt.agencies regard soil protection in 
      rural areas 

Regulation H 

9.   Coalition to ensure appropriate outcomes of EU Soil 
      Strategy for UK 

Coalition-
building 

N 

10. Education and awareness through partnerships Coalition-
building 

N 

11. Consensus on national soil monitoring indicators Consensus N 
12. Review soil research programme DEFRA Restructuring H 
13. Provide better access to information on soils Service M 
14. Increase understanding soil issues in regional and  
       local government 

Incentive M 

15. Guidelines for soil protection in e.g. Building  
       Regulations 

Guideline M 

16. Ensure that soil issues are incorporated in planning  
       issues 

Regulation H 

17. Commission study on soil contamination Research H 
18. Ensure necessary controls on metal and fertilizer  
       contamination 

Control H 

19. Develop soil guideline values Guideline M 
20. Negotiate the proposed revisions of the Sewage 
       Sludge Directive 

Negotiation N 

21. Negotiate for arrangements on return of organic  
       material to the soil 

Negotiation N 

22. Negotiate changes to the Waste Management  
       Licensing regulations 

Negotiation N 

23. Effective enforcement of regulations on metal  
       concentrations in animal feeds 

Control H 

24. Evaluate controls on use of metal-containing  
       veterinary medicines 

Regulation H 

25. Review impacts of contaminants transported by 
       floodwaters 

Research H 
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Table 6. (continued) 

 

Measure Type Style 
26. Ensure achievement requirements of National  
       Emissions Ceilings Directive 

Regulation H 

27. Seek agreement on need for technical material to assist 
       impact assessments 

Agreement N 

28. Cooperate on examining data sources on diffuse soil 
       burdens 

Co-operation N 

29. Seek agreement on potential impacts of veterinary 
       products on soil biodiv. 

Agreement  N 

30. Scoping study on impacts climate change on soils Research H 
31. Research soil and climate change Research H 
32. Review code of good agricultural practice, for  
       protection of soil 

Guideline M 

33. Encourage voluntary change in agricultural soil  
       management 

Guideline M 

34. Further research on relation farm soil management 
       practice and its impacts 

Research H 

35. Examine scope for inclusion soil issues in Woodland 
       grant Scheme 

Regulation H 

36. Re-examine soil management advice Guideline M 
37. Examine role soil management for flood management 
       and water catchment 

Research H 

38. Research on capacity soils to attenuate substance i.r.t. 
       groundwater 

Research H 

39. Examine policy options control sediment and soil- 
       bound nutrient losses 

Research H 

40. Identify initial list of biol./biochem. Indicators of  
       functional diversity 

Research H 

41. Consider with partners benefits of benchmark sites for 
       soil biodiversity 

Agreement N 

42. Position statement role soil management in statutary 
       Nature conservation sites 

Regulation H 

43. Guidance on use of soil information in restoration of 
       wildlife (habitats) 

Guideline M 

44. Monitor state of landscape and historic environment Monitoring H 
45. Research threats of degradation of soils supporting  
       historic landscapes 

Research H 

46. Improve knowl. importance of soils & landscape to 
       economy & life quality 

Research H 

47. Promote better understanding benefits soil standards to 
       Sustainable construction 

Promotion M 
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Table 6. (continued) 

4.4.4 Application of metagovernance 

Notwithstanding the many governance constraints, the Soil team was able 
to produce the Soil Action Plan for England within the strict timeframe of 
9 months and was also relatively successful in the implementation of the 
Plan. The soil action plan has put soil protection on the political agenda. 
The process showed signs of ‘good metagovernance’.   

Metagovernance as designing governance style mixtures 

DEFRA did not have much experience with project management, but the 
soil case was designed as a project. This made it more flexible than a stan-
dard line organisation approach. As illustrated earlier, before the prepara-
tion started there was an assessment of the governance arena: which ap-
proach (hierarchy, network, market) would be the best and which was 
more feasible? From the strength analysis, the responsible managers con-
cluded that neither a hierarchical nor a market approach would be the best 
starting point: a network governance would be the best style to start with.  

Metagovernance as managing governance style mixtures 

Although the general approach during the preparation of the plan was net-
work governance, the soil action plan document itself still had characteris-
tics of hierarchical governance. With its 52 actions and a timeframe for 
implementation (3 years) it seemed more to represent a ‘planning and de-
sign’ style of strategy than a ‘learning by doing’ style that is characteristic 
of network governance. The implementation of the soil action plan, from 
2004-2007, showed that the list of actions was too inflexible: new insights 
and priorities did not fit in easily. This endangered the status of the plan, 
internally as well as externally. Therefore, it was decided that the new 

Measure Type Style 
48. Promote recycling and composting as alternative to peat Promotion M 
49. Examine practicality of integrating minerals and waste 
       policies 

Research H 

50. Seek agreement on monitoring soils in relation to built 
       environment 

Agreement N 

51. Promote en develop guidance on minerals site  
       restorations 

Guideline M 

52. Measure and report progress on all actions in the SAP Monitoring H 



182       4 Strategic policy making: Four soil protection cases 

strategy of 2007 had to have a different approach: Not action-driven, but 
outcome-driven. The core would be the formulation of how England would 
look in 5-10 years and which soil policy and deliverables were required to 
support the desired development. Then the first steps of actions should be 
formulated, with open ends. This switch from an inflexible (hierarchical) 
type of plan to a more open, learning strategy document (network govern-
ance) can be characterised as a metagovernance intervention. 

A second example was metagovernance by framing in the process of in-
fluencing other departments. The Soil team developed the attitude to link 
with other actors through these actors’ interests. A hierarchical approach 
would have been to try to force other units to take up soil objectives in 
their policies. The Soils Team however tried to understand how a better 
Soil protection policy could contribute to the success of other sectors. It 
was not the ‘soil world’ that was central, but the farmers world, the build-
ers world, etcetera.  

“I hardly ever talked about soil; I was always talking about what good soil 
management could deliver for them. Mainly because people were too busy 
to be interested in soil. That was my approach, and that got us a lot of op-
portunity, I think, to speak to other people.” 703  

This required finding the right questions (instead of the right answers) 
and helping them to formulate new ways of including soil protection ele-
ments in their policies: an indirect way of achieving support for soil policy. 
The Soil team did not consider agriculture as an economic sector produc-
ing food, but took a broader view: they were interested in what farmers are 
doing on their farms, and what do soils mean for them.  

“Networking was probably a minority approach within DEFRA, although I 
am fairly sure that was not completely novel. I think that part of the reason 
it happened was that other ways were ruled out.”704  

A last example of metagovernance was the indirect ‘by-pass’ of the 
‘unwilling’ planning Department. The building and construction business 
are, to a considerable extent, regulated by the Planning Department and lo-
cal planning agencies. DEFRA knew that the Planning Department would 
reject a new planning regulation that would put new burdens on the (build-
ing) industries. They therefore aimed at developing a voluntary code of 
good practice for the sector, hoping that local planning agencies would 
gradually take that up in their building permits. This strategy was sup-
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ported by DEFRA’s Environment Agency, which is a statutory consultant 
to the planning agencies. The association of local authorities at first did not 
want to be involved in the preparation of the Soil Action Plan (the soil ac-
tion plan would be “another burden to local economic activities”). They 
operated from a market governance perspective (better services in stead of 
new regulation). Later, they did embark on the voluntary approach that the 
Soil team proposed. They launched an environmental campaign (also mar-
ket governance) with a website and fact sheets on soil protection, which 
the Soil team helped to draft. Finally, the Soil team also tried to increase 
commitment of the local planners through peer pressure: they built a rela-
tionship with their ‘peers’, the professional organisation of planners.  

4.4.5 Discussion and conclusions 

It can therefore be concluded that hierarchical, network and market gov-
ernance mixtures were also used in the UK case. Already in 1997 Rhodes 
concluded that the British government can choose between the ‘govern-
ance structures’ hierarchies, markets and networks.705 The English soil pro-
tection case confirms this observation: all three governance styles were 
‘available’ and used in a mixture that was pragmatic and situational. The 
merge of the departments of Agriculture and the Environment (which both 
had a relatively hierarchical governance style), taking place against the 
background of a political market governance dominance, had led to a gov-
ernance style mixture in DEFRA in which networking became increasingly 
important. The soil team was among the first in DEFRA to develop such 
an approach, for reasons mentioned earlier.  

The question, of whether or not metagovernance of governance styles 
did occur, can also be answered positively. The soil team made optimal 
use of the ‘grey zone’ of discretion by focussing on non-hierarchical/legal 
approaches. They had a common goal to put soil protection higher on the 
agenda, and a strong commitment to use their competencies. They were 
aware of the competing governance styles that worked in the policy arena 
and had the flexibility to decide on a style switch when this seemed appro-
priate. Their approach was successful. 

In 2006 of the 52 actions, 11 were completed, 40 were at ‘green or am-
ber’ to be delivered within the stated timeframe and only one action was at 
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‘amber/red’. This action suggested altering the EU thematic soil strategy to 
make it ‘appropriate to UK soils’.706 

So far, we have now seen three cases of soil protection policy-making 
in Western European countries. The cultural differences between the three 
administrations are quite evident. How would soil protection policy de-
velop in a ‘pseudo-ministry’, in an international and multi-cultural bu-
reaucracy, the European Commission? This will be the topic of discussion 
in the next section. 

4.5 Soil protection policy in the European Commission 

The publication in September 2006 by the European Commission (EC) of 
the Thematic Soil Strategy marked the end of an intensive policy prepara-
tion process, in which many internal and external actors were involved.  

For this case study, interviews were held with four key (managing) of-
ficers involved in the preparation of the Soil Strategy inside the European 
Commission, and two background interviews were held with senior EC 
managers. 

4.5.1 Institutional and cultural context 

The European Union is not only an international organisation like the UN, 
but rather also a ‘proto-state’: it models itself on nation-state criteria of 
governance, authority and legitimacy.707 It has so many similarities with 
national states, that it was included in research studies that compared 
European countries.708  It belongs to the consensus type of democracy 
rather than to the majoritarian model.709 The Directorates-General (DGs) 
that together form the European Commission, the EUs policymaking ad-
ministration, have developed into ‘quasi ministries’.710 However, there are 
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also important differences. Firstly, the European Commission is not gov-
erned by a political body that is installed based on elections: the Commis-
sioners are appointed by national governments. This leads to a certain de-
mocratic deficit. Nevertheless, the Commissioners consider themselves as 
ministers (of some kind). However, perhaps even more than ministers, they 
are in a permanent ‘power struggle’ with the leading administrators.711 An-
other difference is that, compared to national ministries, the directorates-
general of the European Commission have to cope with a very high level 
of complexity and lengthy procedures. This can be illustrated by the fact 
that there are four subsequent negotiation procedures for policymaking: the 
inter-service discussions between the DGs, the more political deliberations 
in the college of Commissioners (the European Commission sensu strictu), 
the European Council of Ministers with its 27 member states, and finally 
the European parliament.712 In all stages, negotiations may start again. 
‘Old’ points can be revisited and new arguments inserted. In addition, the 
EU Presidency rotates every six months, which brings about new priorities 
for the EU agenda. This makes the decision-making process very time 
consuming and, before a final decision is reached, years of preparation 
have often passed.  

The administrative culture of the EC has a history that goes back to the 
organisations’ roots in the 1950s. The two largest of the six EU founders, 
France and Germany, took the lead in developing the EU administration, 
more or less copying their own previous administrations.713 This resulted in 
a Rechtsstaat model of administration, with hierarchical structure, proce-
dures and culture. The French, possibly because of a post-war ‘bonus’, 
were able to introduce their language as the main working language. Ger-
man never became an important language inside the EC, although it is the 
mother tongue of 100 million Europeans (compared to 65 million English 
and 60 million French). The English language, and the Anglo-Saxon po-
litical and administrative culture, began to influence the EC in 1973 when 
the UK joined the EU. English only became the second (or even first) ad-
ministrative language when 10 new countries joined the EU in 2004: for 
many of their civil servants English is their first foreign language. It took 
many years before market thinking, the UK’s national cultural ‘brand’ be-
came influential inside the EC.  
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It is argued that, although the EC is the youngest public sector system 
in Western Europe, it is not the most modern by a long way714. The resig-
nation of the Santer Commission in 1999 triggered more coordination of 
the, until then, rather unsuccessful internal reform attempts.715 In March 
2000, the European Commission issued a White Paper on Reforming the 
commission.716 This paper, like the preceding consultative document717, is 
primarily a type of market reform programme. The Commission formu-
lates its reform objectives in four key themes: accountable, efficient and 
transparent, and guided by the highest standards of responsibility718. The 
reform program seems clearly inspired by NPM’s focus on efficiency719 
and by the Anglo-Saxon style of radical reform720. The reform White paper 
can be seen as a highly eclectic mix, with a combination of a centralist 
agenda (hierarchy) and a set of NPM (market-type) measures.721 Its focus 
on market type efficiency measures has been criticized: the real reform 
challenges would not be solved by improving the efficiency of the internal 
management systems, but with finding a new role. This role would not be 
governing Europe, but helping to govern within Europe.722  

The 2000 reform package produced some dysfunctional unintended re-
sults, including greater workload, was not universally supported in the 
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Commission, and was implemented in a bureaucratic style and delivered 
less than was claimed in its own reviews.723 

 In the final version of the 2000 reform paper the Commission added 
that apart from the administrative reform presented in the consultation pa-
per mentioned above,  

“the strategic decision was made to focus more on core functions such as 
policy conception, political initiative and enforcing Community law. This 
approach implies building new forms of partnership between the different 
levels of governance in Europe and should allow the Commission to better 
reach its key policy objectives set for the period 2000-2005”. This meant 
“promoting new forms of European governance by giving people a greater 
say in the way Europe is run and making the European Institutions work 
more transparently and effectively.”724  

The Commission in 2001 adopted the White Paper on Governance.725 
This paper proposes ‘new modes of governance’: opening up the policy-
making process to get more people and organisations involved in shaping 
and delivering EU policy. It promotes greater openness, accountability and 
responsibility for all those involved. Although the reform rhetoric uses 
many terms that are linked to network governance (such as increasing the 
involvement of civil society), the covert administrative ideology726 is that 
of NPM market governance (for example though ‘voluntary agreements’) 
and of ‘good governance’ – a new shape of hierarchy with complex control 
systems (see also Section 2.2.1). In 2002, the Commission issued a report 
on the progress made over the first 16 months after publication of the 
White Paper on Governance. The Commission concluded that the public 
consultation on the White Paper had shown “that the basis objectives and 
approaches of the White paper are supported”.727 However, public admini-
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stration scholars were quite critical from the beginning, and they stayed 
that way.728  

The Commissions attempt to modernise its governance approach re-
sulted in the introduction at the Lisbon summit in 2000 of the ‘Open 
Method of Coordination’ (OMC) (see also Section 2.1.2). The OMC pro-
motes ‘new modes of governance’ that replace or complement the standard 
community method of policymaking. It is a ‘discursive regulatory mecha-
nism’ that works at the levels of ideas, and is characterised by weak insti-
tutionalisation, limited legislative footprint and an informal constitution.729 
The OMC is an attempt to deal more successfully with the fact that the EU 
cannot operate on its own. Already before the OMC was introduced, it was 
reported that DG Environment was moving to a more participatory style, 
from which sub-central governments profited, for example in the field of 
urban environment policy.730 The popularity of the OMC has not resulted 
in the disappearance of other modes of European governance, at least in 
environmental politics. Héritier showed empirically that, in contrast to EC 
measures in social policy for example, a field in which the EU does not 
have much to say and therefore ‘soft’ forms of governance are applied, en-
vironmental policy measures of the EC are mostly hybrids of ‘new modes 
of governance’ and hierarchical governance.731 This tendency to mix the 
old and new methods of EU policy making is also reflected in a back-
ground report commissioned by the Dutch Presidency in 2004 that pro-
posed a way forward for the Thematic Strategy for Soil Protection. The re-
port identifies five ‘levels’ of policy measures: legal measures (through the 
standard Community Method); voluntary actions, guidelines, indicators 
and benchmarks (through the OMC); cooperation through intergovernmen-
tal activities; through transnational activities and through concerted (joint) 
actions. The background report however shows a clear preference for hier-
archical (legal) measures: The ‘weaker’ measures can be seen as “sequen-
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tials, rather than offering clear-cut alternatives” and as “precursors to 
community method measures”.732  

To conclude: The EC is, as one interviewee stated ‘a very hierarchical 
animal’ as far, as the internal procedures and cultures are concerned. Dur-
ing the years of the preparation of the Soil Strategy, the culture of the EC 
administration was based on a strong hierarchical fundament, but enriched 
with market and network ideas, mainly for external use. 

Involved actors 

The Directorate-General Environment (DG Environment) had the lead in 
the preparation of the Soil Strategy. The Agriculture, Forests and Soil Unit 
in the Directorate Protecting the Natural Environment was in charge. The 
other DGs involved included the DGs responsible for Agriculture and Ru-
ral Affairs, Enterprise, Regional Policy, Development, Transport and En-
ergy. An ‘inter-service’ working group connected these DGs. Good infor-
mal working relations were established between DG Environment and DG 
Agriculture, building on experience in other dossiers. The relationship with 
DG Enterprise was more difficult. Other actors included the (then) 25 
Member States. There were frequent informal contacts between DG Envi-
ronment officers and the Permanent Representations of these countries.  

Compared to the other soil cases in this research, the external consulta-
tion process was extremely complicated. In two phases extensive external 
consultation was executed. Firstly, an Advisory Forum was established in 
2003 with five working groups in which experts and stakeholder represen-
tatives participated. Secondly, after a draft Strategy was published in 2005, 
an internet consultation took place. A total of 1206 individual citizens, 377 
soil experts and 287 organisations from 25 countries replied.733 

4.5.2 Chronology of the case 

Reminiscent of most EU Member States, soil protection arrived late on the 
policy agenda. Similar arguments for this laggard position as in the Mem-
ber States apply in the EU arena. It has been argued that the issue only 
came up in EU policy making, when strong interest in biodiversity 
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emerged: soil protection and remediation are inherent concerns in any na-
ture protection policy. Furthermore, it was recognised that the diverging 
soil protection legislation in the EU member States had an impact on the 
Internal Market.734 The Commission argues that the existing differences be-
tween national soil protection regimes create “an unbalanced situation in 
their fixed costs”, and “hinder private investment”.735 It is not the first time 
that the economic ‘level playing field’ argument has supported environ-
mental policies.  

The preparation of a Thematic Soil Strategy started with the publication 
of the 6th Environmental Action Plan in 2002736: Seven thematic strategies 
were announced, of which one is a soil protection strategy. In April 2002, 
a communication “Towards a Thematic Strategy for Soil Protection”737 was 
published. In the informal meeting of environment ministers one month 
later, the ECs approach was supported, but it was pointed out that the prin-
ciple of subsidiarity limited Community action in some aspects of soil pro-
tection, because they are mainly local.738 External consultations with ex-
perts and stakeholders started with the establishment in 2003 of an 
Advisory Forum with five Technical working groups. The Dutch EU 
presidency (2004) organised the conference ‘Vital Soil’. During this con-
ference strong signals emerged that a mere strategy paper would not be 
sufficient: some kind of a legal framework, a directive, would also be 
needed. At the same time, the general political view in Europe was that the 
(EU) body of legislation was already saturated. This led to the idea that a 
very flexible framework directive should be prepared for soil protection; a 
directive that would control not the details, but the quality of the policy 
processes in the Member States.  
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“The logic of the Soil Directive is a bit self-supporting: all states are free to 
set up their own goals, but we expect that they will push, learn and stimu-
late each other.”739 

In 2005, an Internet consultation was organised on a draft Strategy, af-
ter which the EU institutions were consulted. In September 2006, the final 
Thematic Soil Strategy was published. It consisted of three publications: A 
Communication of the Commission740 containing the strategy text, a 
Commission proposal for a Framework Directive741, and an Impact As-
sessment report742. This signalled the beginning of the last phase: decision 
making by the European Parliament and the European Council.   

4.5.3 Hierarchical, network and market governance 

The basic working style inside the EC is hierarchical, and also the type of 
result that is favoured, is hierarchical: European legislation, be it in a direct 
form (through Regulations) or in an indirect form (through Framework Di-
rectives). DG Environment is no exception, and is even more hierarchical 
than other DGs because of the ‘street fighting mentality’ that often comes 
with a young policy field (see also the Dutch case). This mentality can 
make the DG Environment unpopular with other DGs.  

In the soil protection case, the Director-General (until 2005) personally 
supported the striving for legislation. Around half of the measures in the 
Soil Strategy have a hierarchical ‘signature’ (see hereafter). 

As opposed to the hierarchical internal governance, the external gov-
ernance style was dominated by networking. The main forms of network 
governance that were applied were the aforementioned use of expert work-
ing group, internet consultations, and conferences. Also, some of the 
measures announced in the Soil Strategy aim at improving co-operation, 
for example the announcement that partnerships will be sought for the im-
plementation of the Strategy. 

Market governance elements are found primarily in the general political 
‘shadow’ of the market-liberal Lisbon Strategy of 2000 and in the influ-
ence of the deregulation and ‘no new regulation’ objectives of most of the 
Commissioners. Secondly, market governance examples appear in the Soil 
Strategy itself: some of the measures are formulated as incentives. An ex-
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ample is the development of ‘best practices’ on the mitigation of soil seal-
ing. 

“Environmental policy is a young field of policy; this accounts for having 
different governance styles, which are much less hierarchical, and more 
networking. However, the problem for DG Environment was to get into the 
Lisbon process. That increased the pressure to look also at a market style, 
to focus on economic mechanisms. Meanwhile, that has become very 
popular, especially after the Dutch presidency [in 2004]: proposing market 
instruments and recently, for the first time, taxation.” 743 

Vision 

In the EC tensions on the dimension vision and strategy are frequent. 
Typical for the EC bureaucracy is the tension between rational, technical 
policy preparation and political influences. Whereas the technical policy 
officials perform the task of preparing policy proposals, the ‘political bu-
reaucrats’ in the Commissioner’s cabinets are dealing with the political di-
vision between a pro-growth coalition and a sustainability coalition, as 
Beyer and Kerremans have shown.744 In the EC Soil case this division also 
played a role: there was - on the cabinet level - a permanent tension be-
tween DG Environment and DG Enterprise, which increased when the EU 
entered a phase of relative lethargy after the negative Dutch and French 
outcomes of referenda on the European ‘Constitution’ in 2005. Inside DG 
Environment, the relation between the cabinet and the policy directorates 
was described as hierarchical, with the cabinet people in the driving seat. 

One of the interviewees reported that governance style conflicts often 
emerge during the ‘transition phase’ when a switch takes place from one 
style to another. This happened in the soil case, when the networking ap-
proach of the consultation phase ended and the normal hierarchical Com-
mission culture returned for the decision-making procedures. DG Envi-
ronment was suddenly without the influence of external partners and the 
internal pressure against the new strategy and directive intensified. The 
soil team feared conflicts with other DGs because in 2005 their ‘hierarchi-
cal’ Director-General was replaced by a much ‘softer’, more consensus 
oriented DG with a Scandinavian background. 
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Orientation 

The orientation of DG Environment seems mixed: when relating to exter-
nal actors, it is open, but concerning the internal decision making ‘ma-
chine’ it is closed. The informality of the teamwork of the soil team ends, 
stated one interviewee, immediately outside the responsible team: The 
Commission has no internal mechanisms for consensus building (network) 
or selling arguments (market): the only mechanism is hierarchy. Of course, 
like in any other formal organisation, there is a second layer of informal 
relations: 

“In the Commission a lot is being done informally; unlike in the UK, where 
you would write notes and replies, in the EC notes are often consolidation 
of agreement.”745 

Structure 

The preparation of the Soil Strategy took place in the line organisation: 
there was no formal project structure. The EC normally works with inter-
service groups for negotiation between Directorates-General. In cases 
where other DGs have strong interests, like in the Soil case, informal con-
tacts play an important role from the beginning: 

“If you believe that your issue is closely related to other issues, you start 
with other services [DGs] from the beginning. You don’t wait until there is 
a formal inter-service group decision.”746  

People  

On the people dimension the following has to be reported. The small pol-
icy preparation team had a strong support inside DG Environment. Factors 
influencing this may have been the inspired leadership of the responsible 
Head of Unit, and the relatively strong personal involvement of the DG. 
This consequently meant that the soil team had a slightly higher than usual 
level of discretion (see also the Green Heart Case, Section 3.2.4). One in-
terviewee stated that training and management development conditions are 
excellent in the Commission, but the use of them is passive. The individual 
performance appraisal system that was announced in the 2000 White Paper 
on Reforming the Commission and introduced in 2002, promotes individ-
ual development and competition (market governance).  
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“The elaborate appraisal system we have, with points for competencies as 
the basis for promotion, has the effect that people, in stead of doing what is 
also preached (networking, dialogue), are stimulated to competition be-
tween staff. The result is a motivation disaster.”747 

This leads to more self-seeking behaviour of officials in selecting train-
ing courses,748 inside DG Environment, but the same time it stimulates con-
formity to the dominant culture. Therefore, even the management devel-
opment inside the EC, although mainly promoting professionalism, also 
has some characteristics of ‘hierarchical management development’ in 
which, according to Simon, “training procedures are alternatives to the ex-
ercise of authority or advice as means of control over the subordinate’s de-
cisions”749. 

Results 

The results of the policy process were a Strategy and a Directive. The lat-
ter is, as stated before, a very flexible framework directive. All Member 
States are free to set up their own goals. However, inside DG Environment 
it is expected that Member States will learn from each other and push each 
other into a good protection policy. If we look at the ‘governance foot-
print’ of 16 measures announced in the Soil Strategy soil action plan, we 
see that more than half are hierarchical measures, about one fourth net-
work measures, the rest being market governance measures (Table 7 and 
Figure 18).  
 

 
Fig. 18. Governance footprint: EC soil measures (2006) per governance style 
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Table 7. European Commission soil protection measures announced in 2006, re-
lated to hierarchical (H), network (N) and market (M) governance 

4.5.4 Application of metagovernance  

Metagovernance as designing governance style mixtures 

Although the Soil unit in DG Environment preferred to include a Directive 
in the Strategy, it was aware that the political mood of the years (market-
liberal and anti-regulation) would make this very difficult. The unit there-
fore deliberately started with a network approach, building on the initiative 
Germany had taken to put soil protection on the European agenda. 

Its expectation that the call for a (framework) directive would then 
come ‘bottom-up’, was realised. This conscious governance mixture de-
sign is a sign that metagovernance occurred, although in a very modest 
way. External factors influence the governance in EU policy making so 
dominantly, that it is argued that a governance design is not possible: it is 
“shaped and modelled according to the incentives and constraints which 

Measure Type Style 
1.   Requirement to identify risk areas Legislation H 
2.   Establish inventory of contaminated sites Legislation H 
3.   Take measures against sealing of soils Legislation H 
4.   Research supporting knowledge for policies Research M 
5.   Public awareness rising of importance soil protection Campaigns M 
6.   Review Sewage Sludge Directive Legislation H 
7.   Review IPPC Directive Legislation H 
8.   Monitor soil in Rural Development Plans EU Monitoring H 
9.   Check soil protection in req. For good agr. Practice Requirements H 
10. Initiative development best practices on sealing  
       mitigation 

Best practices M 

11. Implementation strategy for the Soil Directive in  
       partnership 

Cooperation N 

12. Address interaction soil protection & climate change Cooperation N 
13. Assess synergies soil measures and river basin  
       management 

Cooperation N 

14. Assess synergies soil measures and coastal waters Cooperation N 
15. Ensure soil protection policy in product policy Legislation H 
16. Ensure mutual support soil strategy and international 
       initiatives 

Ensure H 
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the institutional structure of the EU sets to their emergence and evolu-
tion”.750  

Metagovernance as managing governance style mixtures 

Internal metagovernance inside the Commission bureaucracy aims at play-
ing the ‘policy game’ in line with the internal rules and procedures, no 
matter what challenge or situation emerges. This was enforced by the new 
accountability and control procedures that were introduced as part of the 
reform after the Santer Commission retreated. Although hierarchy is the 
basic style, informal network also play an additional role in the Commis-
sion. Trusted personal relations were reported to be important, both inside 
DG Environment, and between this DG and other DGs.  

An interesting feature of EC governance is that a stable internal style 
(hierarchy) does not prevent a flexible (meta)governance attitude exter-
nally. However, there is a preference of hierarchy, as one interviewee ex-
plained:  

“Hierarchy – like producing EU legislation – is what you do when you 
have an EU competence on your field. Market-style bargaining is a good 
method for dealing with a new initiative, on issues where the EU compe-
tence is not so clear or accepted, and network governance is the way you 
approach ‘soft’ issues (soft, seen from the EC side) where there is no Euro-
pean competence, like culture, health or sport.”751  

The managers involved in the Soil Strategy were aware that national 
cultures play a role in which type of policies are easily accepted. One in-
terviewee gave an example: 

“In the UK, people are used to market and network governance styles. In 
Germany, people are used to rules and orders. In the former communist 
countries a general anti-government attitude has developed, which makes 
any new EU policy difficult.”752 

The lesson the interviewee learned from the Soil case is that a starting 
point for a new EU policymaking process should be to analyse the cultural 
environment of the countries that will have the largest stake in the new 
policy. A second lesson, also from the Soil Strategy case, is that the gov-
ernance mixture of the (content of the) new policy is acceptable for most 
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countries, and that the percentage of non-compliance is small enough to 
consider negligible. 

The fact that all governance styles have their inherent limits was also 
mentioned as an argument for metagovernance. In the case of phosphates 
in detergents (in the 1980s), voluntary agreements between states and 
companies were successful, until the opening of the markets, which led to 
the import of phosphate-rich detergents. The other companies then de-
manded a switch from market to hierarchical governance: Governmental 
regulation should guarantee a level playing field. The lesson learned here 
is to never completely eliminate one of the three governance styles in your 
approach. 

Jessop has observed metagovernance in the relations between the Euro-
pean Institutions and with the Member States. He considers the OMC as an 
emerging paradigm for what he calls multi-scalar (European) metagovern-
ance: different institutions (the European Council, the European Commis-
sion, the Committee of the Regions, and the Member States) each play a 
specific role in the EC metagovernance polity.753 The often-mentioned 
concept of multi-level governance in European policymaking, according to 
Jessop, only grasps, the shift from government to governance and not the 
shift from government to metagovernance.754 Indeed, it seems that framing 
EU policy making as multi-scalar metagovernance reflects the complexity 
and variety of governance issues better than the narrower concept of multi-
level governance. 

4.5.5 Discussion and conclusions 

Yet again, in this fourth and last case study on strategic soil protection pol-
icy development, all three ideal-typical governance styles appeared, with 
hierarchy dominating internally, network governance dominating exter-
nally during the policy preparation, and market governance appearing in 
the underlying market-liberal political mood and in some of the measures 
the Strategy in 2006 presented. The analysis of Schout and Jordan can be 
confirmed: the EU has a desire to move away from hierarchical govern-
ance, but it is “notoriously lacking in market-based coordination tools”755. 
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They (rightly) argue that in the European policy making context networks 
are not self-organising, and conclude that “therefore network management 
is a generic problem in the EU”. Hey et al. analysed a similar case of envi-
ronmental policy making in the EU, the development of the European 
chemicals directive (REACH). They conclude that the three styles of gov-
ernance were applied (hierarchical, cooperative [network] and self-
regulatory [market]), however with serious shortcomings as regards the in-
terlinkages between the styles. They call for political metagovernance: a 
stronger political attention to the design of these linkages.756 

In the soil protection case, however, metagovernance did play a role, al-
though in a modest way. It was known that governance styles are linked to 
(national) cultures, to problem types and to political preferences. It was 
also consciously decided that different governance styles would be promi-
nent in different phases: networking in the consultation phase, hierarchy in 
the decision making phase. On the other hand, the willingness to practice 
metagovernance was slightly hindered by the dominance of hierarchy in-
ternally. This dominance inside the Commission is so strong that, para-
phrasing Henry Ford’s famous aphorism, one might say that the slogan is: 
“You can get whatever governance style you want as long as it is hierar-
chy".757 

Therefore, both the first and the third research questions are answered 
in an affirmative way. The following Section will deal with the second re-
search question regarding the influence of different administrative cultures.  

4.6 A comparative perspective: Theoretical replication 

4.6.1 Governance and metagovernance 

Have there been different problems and management attempts in different 
administrative cultures, and if so, in which ways?  Which role, if any, did 
metagovernance of governance styles play? In Table 8, four dimensions 
are used to compare the four soil cases (a theoretical replication, see Sec-
tion 3.3): 

- The underlying (national) culture of the main actors, which is an ‘in-
ternal force’; 

                                                      
 
756  Hey et al. (2006: 27): Better regulation by new governance hybdrids? 
757  Ford allegedly stated, after people had asked for different colors of his Model 

T: "You can get whatever color you want as long as it is black". 
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- The organisational culture of the responsible department, which is 
usually internalised by its civil servants; 

- The leading governance style (if there is one) in the policy-making 
process; 

- The main type of results (in terms of affinity with governance styles).  

On first sight, it is a confusing picture. In most cases the main style dif-
fers per dimension. However, the diversity in the policy games makes 
sense, if we look at the situational differences in actor preferences, constel-
lations and institutional settings.758  

The Soil Action Plan for England was produced against the background 
of an anti-legislation market-liberal national culture, by an environmental 
department with a classical hierarchical style. This led to a policy process 
that was internally hierarchical and externally network-style, with results 
that should be characterised as mainly network-type action points (because 
neither market instruments such as taxes nor a legal framework were po-
litically allowed).  

In the Dutch case, the underlying network culture led to a standard net-
work-type of pre-project that ended in conflicts. This enabled the environ-
mental department with its hierarchical command style (although flanked 
by a professional networking culture) to design a policy-making process 
that was hierarchical, and produced mainly market-type results (in line 
with the market-liberal political mood of these years) in the Soil Policy 
Letter.  

The German soil protection policy was prepared in a hierarchical na-
tional and institutional culture. This would have produced a hierarchical 
policy process, were it not that external and internal (political) opposition 
to strong legislation led to also use network style measures in order to cre-
ate broader support. The results were, as expected, mainly hierarchical, but 
also contained elements of self-regulation (market-style), like the ‘guide-
lines for good agricultural practice’. 

The case of the Thematic Soil Strategy (and Directive) of the European 
Commission is has similarities with the German case. A hierarchical cul-
ture in a hierarchical administration led to a policy process that was inter-
nally hierarchical and externally networking. In fact, this was the case 
with by far the most stakeholder participation. The results were a Strategy 
with mainly guidelines (for national self-regulation: market governance) 
and a Directive with legal requirements (hierarchy).  

                                                      
 
758  The two main determinants of the policy game, according to Scharpf (1997): 

Games real actors play. 
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Table 8. Comparison of soil policymaking in four European administrative sys-
tems 

 
All four cases are (by the involved respondents, but also by other (writ-

ten) sources) considered to have been relatively successful policy proc-
esses. What we can conclude now is that in all cases different governance 
style dominances occurred. Although conflicts between governance styles 
occurred, it has been possible to (in the Dutch case) produce market-type 
results in a hierarchical way, with a network background culture. 

This illustrates how large the ‘toolbox’ is if one consciously designs 
and manages governance style mixtures fit for a certain situation. It also il-
lustrates that metagovernance was (informally) applied. These cases form 
a strong argument against the idea that “everything is network govern-
ance”: not only market governance, but especially hierarchical governance 
played a prominent role.  

The multi-level aspect of policy-making played an important role in the 
EU soil protection case. It was some of the ‘old’ members who pushed for 
a common policy: first Germany, and in a later phase, the Netherlands. 
However, during the last phase of the preparation of the EU policy, both 
countries and the UK became opponents of a soil policy that would include 
legislation (a directive). For the ‘new’, mainly Eastern European EU 
Member States, soil protection is a strategic issue, because the use of soils 
in the form of agriculture is a key building stone in their economy. In addi-
tion, the Russian influence had contributed to a heritage of a lot of con-
taminated land. They brought in a great deal of knowledge about the con-
dition of soils. On the other hand, they feared the consequences of an over 
powerful EU soil protection policy, and formed a coalition against the 
‘old’ EU countries. This, an interviewee stated, was a blessing in disguise: 

 UK/England Netherlands Germany European 
Commission 

1. Underlying 
culture of  
actors 

Market Network Hierarchy Hierarchy 

2. Institutional 
culture of resp. 
Department 

Hierarchy Hierarchy & 
Network 

Hierarchy Hierarchy 

3. Dominant 
governance 
style in policy 
process 

Hierarchy & 
Network 

Hierarchy Hierarchy & 
Network 

Hierarchy & 
Network 

4. Main type of 
results 

Network Market Hierarchy & 
Market 

Hierarchy & 
Market 
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it inspired the ‘new’ Members to cooperate with each other (network gov-
ernance), which was for them, coming from the hierarchical culture of 
former communism, a rather new mechanism. Besides the Eastern coali-
tion, a Southern coalition also emerged. Portugal, Southern Spain, South-
ern Italy and Greece demanded EU funds to address typical southern759 
problems like desertification and the drying up of soils. The lobby of Ger-
many and Austria against a Soil Directive, mainly driven by their national 
(and state) farmers’ organisations, during the last phase of decision making 
(2007) concentrated on influencing the European Parliament.  

The multi-level dimension of the EU soil protection case illustrates the 
aforementioned complexity of EU policy-making. Some have argued that 
an important reason for the EC to promote governance through public and 
stakeholder participation, is that this would hopefully decrease direct 
member State influence.760 

4.6.2 Comparison of the ‘governance footprint’ 

Assessing the ‘governance footprint’ of the announced measures 

It was expected that the mix of measures announced in the soil protection 
plans or strategies would reflect the applied governance style mixture in 
the preparation of the policy documents. The analysis of key documents 
containing the new soil policies in the four cases761, were analysed based 
on the overview given in Table 9, which is based on a range of literature 
sources, but inevitably contains subjective assessments. 

The category research measures are divided into three sub-categories: 
Research is only indirectly hierarchical: research is commissioned in a hi-
erarchical way. However, when it aims at supporting regulation, it is con-
sidered a hierarchical measure. If research is commissioned in order to im-
prove participation, it is a network measure. If it aims at empowerment of 
actors, or if a research is tendered, it is placed in the market governance 
category. 

 
                                                      
 
759  However, due to climate change, these problems are also observed in more 

northern European countries. 
760  Robert (2001: 8): The European Commission and its relationship to politics. 

How and why doing politics and pretending not to? 
761  VROM (2003: Beleidsbrief Bodem (Soil protection policy letter); BMU 

(2001: Handlungskonzeption zum vorsorgenden Bodenschutz). European 
Commission (2006 : Thematic Strategy for Soil Protection). 
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Table 9. Affinity of types of policy measures with the governance ideal types 

The four policy papers share a focus on better integration of soil protec-
tion with other policies and propagate a more sustainable use of soils. Both 
the German and the EC’s policy papers promise more regulation (hierar-
chical governance) to protect soils better (Figure 19). The Dutch policy 
does the opposite. It considers the old policy too rigid and hierarchical, and 
strives for deregulation, decentralisation, and more freedom for citizens 
and the private sector to take their own responsibility for soil protection. 
These are all market governance ideas. In the Dutch policy paper, some 
measures can be considered to represent a network governance approach. 
This is not surprising, because the Netherlands has a long history of striv-
ing for consensus as a means for solving societal problems. It is in line 
with Ringeling’s argument that policy instruments are not just tools from a 
toolbox, but are normative and have to fit in a specific political and admin-
istrative structure.762  

                                                      
 
762  Ringeling (2002): An instrument is not a tool. 
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Fig. 19. Comparison of the governance style ‘footprint’ of soil protection meas-
ures announced by the England, the Netherlands, Germany and the European 
Commission in respectively 2004, 2003, 2001 and 2006)(Own composition) 

In the EC case, a contrasting internal and external governance style 
(mix) is observed. This is not unusual. Koffijberg found a conscious use of 
different styles for internal (‘back stage’) and external use (‘front stage’) in 
the Housing directorate of the Dutch Ministry of VROM.763 The Dutch Soil 
case also provided an example: with a hierarchical style backstage a policy 
document was prepared that was dominated by market governance meas-
ures. The measures in the English Soil Action Plan show a mixture of all 
three styles, with a relative dominance of hierarchical and network meas-
ures. 

                                                      
 
763  Koffijberg (2006): Getijden van beleid: omslagpunten in de volkshuisvesting.  



5 Street level policy-making: Community policing 

5.1 Networking in the shadow of hierarchies and markets 

After our analysis of governance style mixtures in (national) strategic pol-
icy-making, the question arises if and how hierarchy, networks and mar-
kets interact in similar ways and metagovernance occurred on the other 
end of the pole: the level of operational ‘street level bureaucrats’. Lipsky 
coined this term in 1980 for functionaries who work in direct contact with 
the public and are characterised by a relatively high measure of discretion 
and a relative autonomy from organisational authority.764 Examples of 
street level bureaucrats are teachers, welfare workers and the police. We 
will take the example of the police, and concentrate on a case of ‘commu-
nity policing’. 

Policing is not a public domain that is widely known for its front-
running position in modernising governance. It has the image of being old-
fashioned and inherently hierarchical. However, this image is false. Police 
organisations have not escaped the societal and administrative changes of 
the past decades. In fact, Western police organisations were already ex-
perimenting with citizens’ participation long before this became an issue in 
for example national environmental policies. 

Fleming and Rhodes765 observe a change, in an analysis of the British 
and the Australian police that has been described of Western public-sector 
organisations in general: a shift in emphasis from command and control 
bureaucracy (hierarchy) through markets to networks. One of the triggers 
to reform was the growing critique on the hierarchical style of policing. 
However, an extensive review of research on the effectiveness of policing 
in the USA found no evidence to support the common thesis that the hier-

                                                      
 
764 Lipsky (1980): Street-level bureaucracy: dilemmas of the individual in public 

services. 
765  Fleming and Rhodes (2005): Bureaucracy, contracts and networks: The un-

holy trinity and the police. 
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archical structure of police organisations is responsible for problems such 
as poor communication and unresponsiveness.766 

The market-ideology of New Public Management (NPM) brought one 
of the most significant changes in policing in the past 25 years. The police 
were forced to publish objectives, measure performance against these ob-
jectives, and link resources to performance.767 Another consequence of 
NPM is that policing is no longer monopolised by public police, but also 
offered by private companies.768  

A new form of policing evolved that became an international trend: 
Community policing. Community policing is a policing strategy and phi-
losophy based on the notion that community interaction and support can 
help control crime, and that community members should help to identify 
suspects, and bring problems to the attention of the police.769  This move-
ment already emerged in the 1960s (in the USA)770, triggered by the civil 
rights movement. It received momentum in several Western nations like 
the USA and the UK in the early 1980s. In the Netherlands, an important 
initiative was to introduce a neighbourhood team system in 1977.771 In 
Germany, the hierarchical background culture of the public sector and par-
ticularly of the police caused much resistance to the introduction of com-
munity policing initiatives772. This new way of policing became only fash-
ionable recently.773  

One of the characteristics of community policing is the geographical 
aspect: the police work in small geographical areas. This requires the 

                                                      
 
766  Committee on Law and Justice (2004: 180). Fairness and Effectiveness in Po-
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flexibility of a decentralised organisation.774 Other principles of community 
policing are: 775 776 

- A reorientation of patrol, to facilitate communication between the po-
lice and the public; 

- Close co-operation of the police with other public-sector organisa-
tions, business and civil society,  

- A pro-active or preventive attitude,  
- A local orientation with a problem-based approach,  
- Responsiveness to citizens input, and 
- A commitment to helping neighbourhoods solve crime problems on 

their own: the police and the public are ‘co-producers’ of safety. 

Ponsaers argues that community policing is one of four models that ex-
ist in a combination in each concrete police apparatus.777 The others are the 
military-bureaucratic model, the lawful policing model, and the public-
private divide model. The first and second are a reflection of hierarchical 
thinking and the last model is close to market governance. Ponsaers’ ob-
servation that these models always mix and compete for dominance, leads 
to expect that within police organisations similar tensions and conflicts be-
tween hierarchical, market and network governance will exist as elsewhere 
in public-sector organisations. Fleming and Rhodes have confirmed this 
for the UK and Australian police. They concluded that the incompatibility 
of the core ideas of each governance style produces conflicts and dilem-
mas, which make each modernisation of the police contingent.778 There-
fore, community policing should not be considered as a ‘pure’ networking 
approach, but a form of networking in the shadow of hierarchy and market 
governance. 

The incompatibility with market governance instruments such as per-
formance management and value-for-money policing is clear: community 
policing is a complex and dynamical process that is to a certain extent un-
predictable and cannot be measured in the way routine jobs can be meas-
                                                      
 
774  Van der Vijver and Olga Zoomer (2004: 258): Evaluating community policing 

in the Netherlands. 
775  Van Os (2005: 34): Community policing in Europe. Good practices kunnen 

leiden tot Europese definitie. 
776  Skogan and Hartnett (2005: 428-430): Community policing in Chicago. 
777  Ponsaers (2001: 470): Reading about “community (oriented) policing and po-

lice models. 
778  Fleming and Rhodes (2005): Bureaucracy, contracts and networks: The un-

holy trinity and the police. 



208       5 Street level policy-making: Community policing 

ured. The ‘paradigm of market governance’ that considers the police as an 
enterprise that can be steered by performance indicators has become heav-
ily criticised within the Dutch police organisation. Decreasing and increas-
ing social safety are not an outcome of a certain ‘product’, but security 
should be considered as a complex societal phenomenon that asks for a 
situational, locally differentiated approach.779  

The shadow of hierarchy is partly rooted in the fact that networking is 
not yet an integrated part of the mental ‘software’ of many police officers. 
In a Belgian case, for example, citizens criticised that in the problem-based 
approach of CP, it is still the police who define the problems to be tack-
led.780 Hierarchy has not only stayed, but also returned with new vigour in 
the Netherlands since the early 2000s. It became fashionable to prioritise 
criminal cases above the governance aspects of the police work. The first 
is qualified as ‘hard’, the second as ‘soft’. In Dutch politics, “catching 
criminals gets a higher priority than surveillance and prevention, in other 
words: the legal line dominates the administrative line”.781 The ‘hardliners’ 
consider community policing to be too soft, and there is even some con-
cern if community policing will ‘survive’ in the future.782  

Tensions between governance styles within the police are a mirror of 
tensions outside the police, and between the police and other organisations. 
Therefore, one of the main challenges of community policing is how to 
deal well with the omnipresence of hierarchical and market governance in-
side and outside the police organisation, and how this works out in multi-
ple accountability relations: bottom-up, top-down and also ‘sideways’.783  
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5.2 Community policing in the Netherlands 

5.2.1 Introduction 

The Netherlands was one of the first continental European countries to 
adopt community policing. Possibly, the nation’s underlying consensual 
style of solving societal problems fostered this. Punch et al. distinguish 
three phases in the development of community policing in the Netherlands:  

- The introduction of beat officers responsible to keep neighbourhoods 
‘quiet and safe’ (from the early 1970s); 

- The introduction of neighbourhood teams to increase the effective-
ness of the usually ‘lone’ beat officer (from the end of the 1970s), and  

- The appointment of community officers with a broader responsibility: 
organising security in his area (during the 1990s). 784 

Nowadays the philosophy of community policing has become part of 
the ‘DNA’ of the Dutch police. The 2006 policy paper ‘The police in evo-
lution’ of the Dutch Board of Chief Commissioners emphasises that in lo-
cal and regional social safety issues, the police is only one of many inter-
dependent parties that have to work together on a basis of mutual trust.785 
This leads the police to emphasise partnerships, foster self-reliance among 
citizens and sponsor the return of early social control mechanisms in pub-
lic life; they have relinquished their monopoly on safety and crime.786 The 
Chief Commissioners’ 2006 ‘Frame of reference for community polic-
ing’787 explains, that  

“Through the years, the work of the Dutch police has expanded enor-
mously. Police duties now range from mediating between local residents to 
restraining football hooligans, from solving murder cases to fining speed-
ing motorists. In the midst of all this diversity, there is a growing need for a 
clear mission, whereby its own professionalism and public legitimacy are 
formulated in modern manner. That is no easy task because the old forms 
of exercising authority in the public domain are subject to erosion. Calls 
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from the public for improved safety are loud and clear and the government 
wants to spend the scarce resources effectively. Viewed in this light, fur-
ther reflection by the police on its nature and function is necessary.” (…) 
“The police are anchored in society, with its own position between ‘street 
and state’. (…) “People are neither powerless victims nor naive utopians, 
but are seen as responsible and enterprising citizens who share a concern 
for social safety”. (…) “The police see programme steering788 as an ade-
quate means of organising coherence in the safety policy between the po-
lice and its various partners.” 

The Dutch School for Police Leadership also encourages community 
policing, framed as ‘programme steering’.789 

5.2.2 Institutional and cultural context 

After the Second World War, the Dutch police were organised in nearly 
150 independent local police forces and one national police force. In 1994 
these organisations were merged into one organisation with 25 regional 
forces and one national service for support and certain national tasks. 790 
The regional police forces are so-called ‘ZBO’s’791: organisations which 
have public tasks but are not hierarchically placed under a minister: they 
are relatively independent. The Minister of the Interior and the Minister of 
Justice share the political responsibility of the Dutch police as a whole. In 
each region the major of the largest city (in this case: Utrecht, 310.000 in-
habitants) has the responsibility for the administrative management of the 
police corps. In the Dutch institutional context, the major is appointed by 
the Queen and has special legal tasks. He/she chairs the city council and 
the college of aldermen, but is (officially) not a representative of a political 
party. Therefore, although the major is responsible for the police, policing 
is not a direct issue of municipal governance. 

The police culture is a highly professional one, which allows for a rela-
tively high level of discretion within a hierarchical, legal framework. This 
sometimes conflicts with the New Public Management paradigm, accord-
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ing to which the police organisation should be efficient, works with per-
formance contracts and has an efficient and accountable management.792 

Actors involved 

In this case, the Utrecht police district ‘Paardenveld’ was central on the 
side of the police. Other organisations involved were local health and wel-
fare organisations, the City of Utrecht, the railway police, the owner of the 
shopping centre ‘Hoog Catharijne’, and individual shopkeepers. 

5.2.3 Chronology of the case 

The Utrecht Central Railway Station is the largest station in the Nether-
lands, with around 250.000 passengers per day on weekdays. The station 
is, since the 1970s, combined with the shopping centre ‘Hoog-Catharijne’. 
This centre and the station attracted drug users and dealers, and homeless 
people. First, during the 1980s, they gathered in an expedition tunnel, 
which was officially not open to the public. When the owner closed the 
tunnel, the problem became more visible and the police and the local 
health organisation (GGD) decided to start cooperating. However, in the 
beginning both organisations operated from their own objectives: the po-
lice fined trespassers, and the GGD increased its health care service. Due 
to the police actions, a ‘waterbed-effect’ occurred: pushing in one place 
made the problem travel to other neighbourhoods. Gradually the insight 
grew that the problem was in fact a ‘multi-problem problem’: only a co-
herent approach would produce the desired results. The owner of the shop-
ping centre joined the cooperation.  

In 2001, the municipality joined in. It was decided to develop a coher-
ent social safety improvement programme. Other organisations stepped in: 
The railway company, the shopkeepers, and a housing corporation. The 
project, that had begun much earlier as an informal, bottom-up network, 
was now formally designed as a network project: a cooperation of public 
and non-public parties, based on a common goal, mutual respect and trust. 
As in many community policing projects, one of the building stones was 
the ‘broken windows theory’: If petty annoyances of modern urban life 
such as graffiti, loud music and urban decay are left untended, this signals 
that no one really cares about the neighbourhood in which they occur, 
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which fuels the downward spiral.793 Therefore, getting and keeping the area 
clean of visual signs of disorder was a permanent point of attention, al-
though not enough.794  

The common goal of the cooperation left much freedom to choose the 
situationally best instruments (and switch to others if necessary). More 
than 30 actions were agreed, which were all well attuned. Fore example, 
the improvement of the care situation for the drug users and homeless by 
establishing 24-hours care centres and two hostels would have attracted 
‘free riders’ from other cities. This was prevented by an ID-pass system. 
During the process, also elements of hierarchical governance were applied, 
such as a zero-tolerance policy, after social and medical facilities had im-
proved for the target group. An example: After the 24-hour care centres 
had opened, the entrance area of the care centres was littered. However, 
the police solved this in three weeks time with a zero-tolerance approach.  
An example of market governance was the delegation of the responsibility 
for specific tasks or sub-projects to involved parties. 

The City of Utrecht appointed an ‘area manager’ who had direct en-
trance to all relevant gremia. This enabled him to act as a metagovernor: 
detecting and resolving – or at least: putting on the agenda – governance 
styles conflicts. The Utrecht police appointed a coordinator too, with a 
high degree of discretion. The high level of trust and commitment to a 
common goal stimulated an attitude in which ‘doing what is necessary’ be-
came more important than asking if an action was not too unorthodox. Key 
players used their discretion up to the limits. This stimulated creative solu-
tions. A good example is how the police, in cooperation with the public 
prosecutor and judges, solved a vicious circle in the justice chain. The 
problem was that when the police fined users or homeless for breaching 
rules, the convicted usually could not pay these fines. Then the fine was 
doubled, which did not help much, and the next step was a court case in 
which judges again decided to fines. This approach did not impress the 
trespassers. Therefore, it was decided to systematically use the instrument 
of detention instead of the usual financial transactions as a penalty. This 
turned out to be a success. Another example is that when individual shop-
keepers complained about the enduring nuisances caused by the ‘target 
group’, a system of ‘shop-adoption’ was established: each shopkeeper was 
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assigned a policeman as a direct contact person. The police philosophy 
namely was not to forbid the target group members to be in the shopping 
centre (“they are also people”) but also to not tolerate annoying behaviour.  

The City alderman, who had already proposed measures when he was a 
town councillor, pulled all strings in order to overcome the pillarisation 
within the city administration. Until he became alderman there was for ex-
ample no cooperation between the units responsible for dealing with drug 
addicts and the unit that took care of the homeless, and there were two al-
dermen responsible. This was changed in a new coalition agreement.  

By the end of the four year programme, the crime rate had decreased 
dramatically and the perceived safety in the shopping centre and the rail-
way station had increased strongly. Continuation of the cooperation of all 
involved parties was secured by having them committed to be part of the 
‘safety chain’: parties understood that they depend on each other for fulfill-
ing their own tasks successfully. The city published annual progress re-
ports. The project received two awards in 2005: The Dutch Hein Roethof 
Award, and the European Crime Prevention Award. The ECPR jury re-
port795 concluded that the project had shown  

“(…) the determination to adopt a holistic approach to resolving the prob-
lem, which was nuisance and crime including violent crime, caused by a 
large group of itinerants, drug addicts and dealers in a public area.  By con-
centrating on both the causes and effects of the problem the Panel believed 
there was much more of a likelihood of achieving a long lasting solution. 
There was a clearly identified and quantified problem against which the 
outcomes of the project could be measured and the results were most im-
pressive across a fairly wide range of indicators. Registered assaults in the 
station area decreased by 41 percent and street robberies decreased by 28 
percent as did violent crime in total. Because projects like this tend to in-
crease reporting of crime the real decrease of violence may have been 
higher (and as stated in the project description) there has been almost no 
displacement. According to the opinions of users of the area, who were 
surveyed, safety in the area improved. They also noticed less criminal inci-
dents than before the project. The number of penalty notices issued by the 
police in the area dropped by 36%. All the drug addicts were registered 
with 24 hour centres. Added benefits of the project were that recorded 
thefts halved and the health and living conditions of addicts improved.”  

                                                      
 
795 http://www.eucpn.org/docs/ECPA%202005%20Selection%20Panel%20report 

.doc, retrieved on 1 September 2007. 
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5.2.4 Hierarchical, network and market governance 

Vision and strategy 

The vision, that public sector organisations play a variety of roles in tack-
ling societal problems, made it possible to design a delicate mixture of 
such contrasting approaches as zero-tolerance policing and voluntary co-
operation in networks. This type of vision is not unusual in contemporary 
Dutch police organisations. Take the mission statement of the Police Dis-
trict of South-East Brabant: “Together with citizens and other partners” 
(this refers to network governance) “we protect people in their environ-
ment. For this purpose we provide 24-hours high quality police services” 
(market governance), “and contribute in an incorruptible way to a just and 
safe society” (hierarchical governance). 796 The common motto of the 
Utrecht project was “Hard and social”. This requires that organisations are 
able to combine and switch between approaches. A Utrecht police manager 
confirmed this:  

“We are chameleons: We switch between styles depending on the situation 
at hand. People in our organisation have a sense for this. When an incident 
occurs, they know that there is no time for discussion. Nobody asks 
‘Why?’ ‘Shouldn’t we involve other parties?’ ‘Isn’t this too expensive?’ 
After the incident, network and market governance elements reappear. 797 

A combination of different strategy styles 798 was applied. The prime 
approaches were strategy as a common learning process with other actors 
and strategy as dealing with unpredictability (chaos school of strategy799). 
The programme managers switched between procedure, content and proc-
ess, and between strategic, tactical and operational whenever this was re-
quired. Trust between involved parties was considered crucial. Contrast-
ingly, in the beginning of the case a more hierarchical strategy type was 
applied: strategy as a formal planning process. The problem had been there 
for years but only when the new alderman in the city council put his full 
weight behind it, a coherent programme became possible. He used his hi-
erarchical power to open doors during the execution of the programme, 

                                                      
 
796  Source: website Police South-East Brabant. 
797  Interview 29, held on 3 July 2007 (translated from Dutch by the author). 
798  See Mintzberg et al. (1998): Strategy safari. A guided tour through the wil-

derness of strategic management. 
799  Stacey (1992): Managing Chaos: Dynamic Business Strategies in an Unpre-

dictable World.  
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and kept supporting the project during the whole programme period. The 
programme not only started but also ended with hierarchical governance 
elements: the formal and informal anchoring of the outcome in the ‘DNA’ 
of the involved partners. 

Although the programme strategy was a reflexive learning process 
based on a common goal, respondents argued that one of the success fac-
tors was that the goals were quite detailed. Citizens’ support was deemed 
essential and it was believed that this required clear and understandable 
objectives. For example, the goal to keep the shopping centre clean was 
specified. ‘Clean’ meant that the floors were swept three times a day.  How 
and by whom, was left open: the goals did not mention the means. Mean-
while part of the members of the target group participates in the ‘Clean 
Team’, which serves not only the cleaning objective, but also gives them a 
more structured life. 

Orientation 

The vision and strategy were mirrored in the open-minded and situation-
ally different orientation of the police towards other actors in the Utrecht 
project: authority when law enforcement was needed, interdependence 
concerning the cooperation with the public health organisations and auton-
omy as far as specific tasks could be dealt with by one actor alone.  

Structure 

The case started as an unstructured operation, and only became more struc-
tured when a common sense of urgency had developed. The case structure 
was characterised by a relatively highly formalised network approach. On 
the top level of the main participating organisations, a steering committee 
was established to address problems. This committee only convened on a 
low frequency. They represented the hierarchical element in the pro-
gramme structure. Most of the work was done by informal working groups 
(with a network style), and concrete tasks were whenever possible as-
signed to individual parties (market style). The case was organised as a 
programme (a combination of projects, processes and other activities) 
rather than as a project. This enabled a strong focus on the process quality 
and prevented a bias to typical project management factors like time and 
money.  
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People 

The people who were involved in managing the process had to be able to 
switch situationally between entrepreneurial and visible (market), punctual 
and accountable (hierarchy) and trustworthy and binding (network). An-
other lesson drawn from Dutch community policing cases is about leader-
ship styles. Chiefs of community policing teams cannot steer primarily in a 
hierarchical way, but must in the first place behave in a facilitating and 
consultative way.800 Police officers who were used to consider the drug ad-
dicts in and around the railway station as ‘losers’ were trained to treat them 
with respect, and as ‘normal citizens’ with normal rights and obligations. 
They learned to see them as ‘users’ in stead of ‘abusers’ of drugs. The idea 
behind this was that respect produces respect. This seems an extension of 
the aforementioned ‘broken windows’ theory: Not only visual order (no 
litter) helps to improve the situation, but also mental order (no stigmatisa-
tion of people).801 

Another factor on the ‘people’ dimension was that the police and the 
health organisations came to know all drug users and homeless personally. 
Even with people on the margins of society, it showed that showing re-
spect paid out. They had the feeling that the police and health people were 
the only ones that treated them like normal human beings.    

Results 

Finally, also the results of the Utrecht case were a mixture of elements of 
different governance styles. 802 The central goal was formulated as an out-
come, namely drastically improving the safety of the area, not as specific 
output. This was an acknowledgement of the complexity of the process. 
The wish to measure progress led to a series of indicators (market govern-
ance), and the wish to secure the results led to a combination of measures, 
involving regulation (zero-tolerance rules; hierarchy), covenants between 
                                                      
 
800  See also: Van der Vijver and Olga Zoomer (2004: 264): Evaluating commu-

nity policing in the Netherlands. 
801  This is an important factor. Police officers tend to identify themselves with 

middle-class respectability. This “(…) makes some officers react negatively to 
any groups whom they cannot place within it. Thus, in discussion among 
themselves, there is a derision of (…) citizens at the bottom end of society’s  
‘scheme of things’.” (Ericson, 1982: 66-67: Reproducing order: A study of 
police patrol; cited in Chan (2005: 349): Changing police culture.) 

802  City of Utrecht (2005): Voortgangsrapportage Veiligheid en leefbaarheid 
Stationsgebied. 



5.2 Community policing in the Netherlands     217 

parties (network governance), and contracts between public-sector organi-
sations and private actors (market governance). The overall outcome was a 
reduction of the crime rate of the area by more than 60%.  

Table 10 relates the main measures taken in the course of the process to 
governance styles. This analysis, summarised in Figure 20, illustrates that 
the Utrecht project has led to measures, which are typical for all three gov-
ernance styles. 

 
 

 
 

Fig. 20. Governance footprint: Dutch community policing measures (Utrecht case, 
2005) per governance style 

Table 10. Utrecht community policing measures announced in 2005, related to hi-
erarchical (H), network (N) and market (M) governance 

Measure Type Style 
1.   Opening 3 drug user staying places Organis.structure M 
2.   Transform user places into 24hrs care centres Organis.structure M 
3.   Restrict care centres to Utrecht users only Organis.structure H 
4.   Searching whole city to guide users to care centres Promotion M 
5.   Establish 1 medically controlled heroin issue place  Service M 
6.   Establish 4 hostels for drug users Incentive M 
7.   Close 1 care centre when over-capacity Organis.structure H 
8.   Covenant with neighbourhoods preventing  
      waterbed effect 

Covenant N 

9.   Issuing methadone in care centres Incentive M 
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Table 10. (continued) 

 

Measure Type Style 
10. Close 'junk tunnel' in station area Regulation H 
11. Prohibition to sleep in the area Regulation H 
12. Zero-tolerance on drugs dealing and hanging  
       around 

Regulation H 

13. Fast procedures for offenders  Organis.structure H 
14. 250 users taken off the streets and/or given care  Regulation H 
15. Stimulate new shops in area (increase  
       attractiveness) 

Incentive M 

16. Increase camera surveillance and couple systems Control H 
17. Agreement prevention measures police and  
       businesses 

Covenant N 

18. 'Shop adoption plan': police with indiv.shopkeepers Co-operation N 
19. Cooperation police/shops in camera surveillance Co-operation N 
20. Temporary closure of 1 bar Regulation H 
21. Improve public private coop. In handling calamities Covenant N 
22. 24hr camera surveillance in parking garages Control H 
23. Cooperation police/shops/railways against  
       annoyance 

Covenant N 

24. Covenant all parties on surveillance Covenant N 
25. Agreement on renovation of public places/spaces/ 
       entrances 

Covenant N 

26. Agreement on renovation of bus station Covenant N 
27. Agreement on renovation of part of railway station Covenant N 
28. Project increased daily cleaning of the area Organis.structure H 
29. Introd. polluter pays principle in keeping area clean Regulation H 
30. Increase bicycle parking lots and surveillance Service M 
31. Increase surveillance on parked bicycles Control H 
32. Covenants City and businesses for restructuring area Covenant N 
33. City: Master plan restructuring with goals and  
       conditions 

Plan H 

34. Broad participation in the making of the Master plan Participation N 
35. City: Safety and management plan for the area Plan H 
36. City: Plan minimising inconveniences during  
       restructuring 

Plan H 
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Conflicts and tensions 

In a mainly network approach problems arise when fore example one actor 
behaves – for whatever good reasons – contradictory to the common goal. 
This may damage the basis of the cooperation: consensus on a goal and 
mutual trust. In the Utrecht case such moments were seldom, but when 
they appeared, the ‘metagovernors’ intervened immediately, using the con-
flict resolution mechanism of the steering committee. An example was 
when the owner of the shopping centre suddenly decided to close the Clar-
entuin during the night, a place where the target group members stayed 
overnight, causing nuisance. This became the incentive to upgrade the 
whole operation, make it more coherent and involve also the municipality 
more intensive. The decision to close the area was postponed, until other 
measures were in place, such as the 24-hours reception/care-centres.   

Another problem was the fact that not all actors were organised in a 
way that common agreements could be made. Shopkeepers were only or-
ganised in a light way, and the biggest shops were part of a large company, 
which made their decisions depending of the discretion allowed by their 
head quarters. This problem was tackled through intensive and individual 
networking, in which the area manager who was appointed by the City 
played a crucial role. He pointed the shops at the common interests and the 
shared responsibility of all parties. Also the railway company was in the 
beginning not easy to work with: through the influence of market govern-
ance in the 1990’s the former state company was partly privatised and 
fragmented in many autonomous ‘businesses’.  

After Hoog Catharijne had become a clean area, the police noticed that 
the bus station next to the shopping centre had stayed a much-littered 
place: 

“The bus company had not been involved in the project. We had never 
thought about inviting them. We convinced them that they now also should 
cooperate with us and the other partners, and intensify their efforts to keep 
their area clean. This was only one example of actors that were temporarily 
included in the network. Temporarily, because they only stayed until an 
agreement was reached on what they should do.”803  

Conflicts between network and market governance (for example con-
tract management with targets like the monthly amounts of tickets issues 
for petty crime) did not occur in this case. Performance contracts might 
have had a perverse impact on the project: the police, to a certain degree, 
would not have had an interest in a too drastic decrease of crime rates, be-
                                                      
 
803  Interview 30, held on 11 July 2006 (translated from Dutch by the author). 
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cause this would make it impossible to reach their targets in terms of the 
numbers of fines issued. Here another aspect of market governance helped: 
the decentralisation of targets. The police in the Hoog Catharijne area were 
‘lucky’ that they could reach their targets easily: the relative crime rate in 
the area was much higher than in most other neighbourhoods of the city. 

5.2.5 Application of metagovernance 

Although there is a strong situational aspect, the success and failure factors 
that were observed in the Utrecht case, were to a large extent similar with 
several other cases of community policing in the Netherlands. This may 
imply that it is possible to put together a (meta)governance framework for 
community policing in general. However, it is also possible that these ex-
amples only apply to the typical Dutch – consensual – context.  

Metagovernance as designing a governance context 

There are two types of ‘lessons learned’804. First, regarding theoretical or-
ganisational requisites of metagovernance: how was the organisational 
context of the Utrecht case designed? This case is an example of a long-
term process. It started as an informal network approach and only after al-
most 20 years, a coherent approach emerged, when a general sense of ur-
gency had developed and all parties understood that they could not solve 
the problems on their own. The choice for a mainly network approach was 
logical. This has laid the fundament for a metagovernance approach: the 
consistency of the network approach made it possible for all actors to 
reach consensus on a hierarchical of a market governance approach when 
this seemed to be the best solution in a specific situation.  

Metagovernance as managing a governance style mixture 

The second type of lessons learned is about how the programme was run: 
was metagovernance applied as consciously managing a governance style 
mixture, and if so, how? The following aspects turned out to be important: 

Stakeholder involvement: The selection criteria for inviting stakeholders 
to be involved in the core programme team were (1) authoritative people 
representing organisations with (2) clear interests and (3) considerable in-
                                                      
 
804  Sources: Unpublished minutes of Workshop Programme Steering, Dutch 

School of Police Leadership, 18 May 2006; interviews with key managers in-
volved in the Utrecht case.  
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fluencing/implementation power, the latter meaning that (4) for example 
no branch organisations were invited. Other factors that were considered 
important were: 

- The involved parties will only develop co-ownership if the police are 
ready to step down from the (hierarchical) idea that, in safety issues, 
they are the exclusive problem owner.  

- Another risk that was considered important is a situation when (inde-
pendent or decentred: market-style) public-sector organisations are 
not willing to participate.  

- In the Utrecht case, it turned out to be crucial that the public prosecu-
tor prioritised cases related to the project: If he had not done this, citi-
zens could have become disappointed, which would have undermined 
the trust needed in the programme.  

- Finally, polarisation between different interest groups is a high risk in 
a process in which trust is central.  

Transparency and active listening: Transparency in the cooperation en-
hances trust. People are more willing to exchange information if the focus 
of the project is clear. Listening to how citizens perceive the developments 
in their neighbourhood has to be active listening: it has to be organised.  

Getting to results: A hierarchical task of the metagovernors is prevent-
ing a ‘waterbed effect’: It has often happened that public sector organisa-
tions and other actors agreed on solving a safety problem by pushing it to 
other parts of the city. Furthermore, the dismantling of the project is an in-
tegral part of the project: If only the police believe that ‘the problem is 
now under control’, credibility problems may arise that destroy the devel-
oped trust. On the other hand, if the project lasts too long, a ‘Christmas 
tree’ full of sub-projects may develop and quitting will become more diffi-
cult. If the police raise too high expectations, this may undermine citizen’s 
feeling of responsibility. Citizens may develop a customer’s behaviour if 
they get used to the new ‘all-inclusive’ public service. Another lesson is 
that management structures, though important, can distract from the actual 
problem.  

Securing the results: The main type of securing instrument used in this 
case was that of the covenant: a typical instrument used in network gov-
ernance. The covenants were guarded in the high-level steering committee, 
and monitored through an annual progress report, issued by the city. One 
interviewee expressed his satisfaction with this type of instrument: 
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“What I like about the covenants is that you usually do not need them 
anymore, from the moment they are decided. It is a light form of securing. 
But everybody knows that the covenants exist and who are the parties 
which endorsed them.”805   

The fact that key people stayed on their post during the implementation 
of the programme, helped considerably in securing the results: continuity 
helps maintaining trust. Another conclusion is that securing results works 
best when parties are functionally interdependent, which is stronger in a 
chain configuration than in a network.806 Framing the context of the 
neighbourhood safety programme as the ‘safety chain’ helps parties to un-
derstand that they will stay interdependent. Another success factor with se-
curing results (not from the Utrecht case, but from a case in the city of 
Eindhoven) is stimulating self-regulation through the issuing of rewards in 
the form of a hallmark (a market governance type of measure).  

Ponsaers’807 observation that different policing models form mixtures 
and compete with another, and Fleming and Rhodes’808 conclusion that in 
modern policing the mixture of hierarchy, network and market approaches 
creates problems, is confirmed by the succinct analysis of the Utrecht case 
that was given here.  

The fact that a police organisation which is basically hierarchical be-
came a crucial partner in a network approach seems paradoxical. This 
paradox applies to community policing as such. Two possible explanations 
emerge. The first is that hierarchy provides the power to take a variety of 
actions, also non-hierarchical ones. Therefore, a police organisation may 
be even better equipped to start executing a network project than a local 
authority. The second explanation may be that the police are a task organi-
sation, on quite a distance from politics. In ministries, for example, the 
permanently changing, ambiguous ‘political reality’ makes it very difficult 
to hold track, to be transparent and to keep promises. This could imply that 
metagovernance in politically led organisations is more difficult (and at the 

                                                      
 
805  Interview 29, held on 3 July 2007 (translated from Dutch by the author). 
806  Kort, Van Twist and In ‘t Veld (2000: 30): Over ontwerp en management van 

processen in ketens. 
807  Ponsaers (2001: 470): Reading about “community (oriented) policing” and 

police models. 
808  Fleming and Rhodes (2005): Bureaucracy, contracts and networks: The un-

holy trinity and the police. 
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same time maybe even more important) than in agencies and other organi-
sations on an arms-length from politics. 809  

5.2.6 Discussion and conclusions: Literal replication 

This section on the Utrecht community policing case has illustrated the 
possibilities of metagovernance of governance style mixtures on a local 
level. In the Utrecht case, elements of all three ideal-typical governance 
styles were used in a dynamical and situational mixture. The key managers 
in the police and in the municipality had a broad discretion and used this 
up to its borders in order to make unorthodox measures possible. They ap-
plied a reflexive learning strategy, and were individuals capable of manag-
ing the process situationally.  

The network governance style resulted in a situation in which the use of 
hierarchy and market approaches by the involved parties was accepted. 
This mechanism can also be observed in another field of Dutch policing: 
the cooperation of the police, fire brigades, health organisations and local 
authorities in so-called safety regions. This form of cooperation is de-
signed to tackle large incidents and disasters. During an incident, the gov-
ernance style is hierarchy: command and control, and clear lines of author-
ity. After the incident, the main style is market governance: ‘cleaning up’ 
the area in an efficient way, while all parties do their own part relatively 
autonomous. After that, the phase of non-incident recurs: Participants meet 
on a regular basis, evaluate the former phases and maintain or increase 
their mutual understanding and trust.810 The Dutch case showed a combina-
tion of community based policing pur sang, and a related though more hi-
erarchical form, problem-based policing (similar to the concept of cause 
oriented policing811): the police and the City were in the ‘driving seat’. 

The question to what extent the applied mixture of governance styles 
differed from the approaches used before or elsewhere inside the Utrecht 

                                                      
 
809  An example illustrates this hypothesis. In 1984 the UK Audit Commission 

(AC) was erected, an agency which was considered to be able to oversee local 
authorities better than central government. The AC applied a flexible mixture 
of governance approaches and functioned therefore as a metagovernor. (Kelly, 
2006: 603. Central regulation of English local authorities: An example of me-
tagovernance?).  

810  Meuleman (2007: 37): Programmasturing: Schakelen tussen netwerken, 
hiërarchie en marktdenken. 

811  Van Eewijk (2005): Cause oriented policing. 
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police force, has not been investigated. However, in the case that is ana-
lysed here metagovernance played a crucial role. In other cases of commu-
nity policing in the Netherlands quite similar success factors are reported 
as in the Utrecht case. In a railway station security project in the city of 
Heerlen, a reflexive approach was successful that was build on clear goals, 
a network co-operation, unorthodox measures and capable people.812  

The police case was investigated because it presented the opportunity 
of a comparison with the Dutch soil protection case: Are governance style 
challenges on strategic and operational level similar (literal replication) in 
the same socio-politico national context? Two differences apply: The insti-
tutional context is different (local police is, compared to a national minis-
try, much less influenced by political choices), and the actors in the game 
are different (local organisations and businesses, compared to usually na-
tional associations organisations representing their members). However, 
the importance of making the situationally best mixtures from elements of 
hierarchical, network and market governance, turns out to be the same. 
Successful police officers working on ‘wicked’ problems they can not 
solve on their own, require enough discretion, flexibility, and need to be 
active problem-solving participants in a variety of cooperation types813, 
while at the same time they need to work efficiently and exercise hierarchy 
(maintaining law and order). Their organisations form a confusing mixture 
of military hierarchy, market-based performance contracts and a network 
attitude when working with local partners.    

One aspect of the metagovernance of community policing programmes 
has not yet been mentioned: the fact that in the multi-ethnic societies we 
find in many European countries, minorities often see the police as part of 
the institutional structure of the dominant social group. This leads to a 
structural lack of confidence as regards the police on the part of minori-
ties.814 Another point is, that community policing requires a well-
established civil society. In former communist countries in Europe, and for 
example in Caribbean nations815, this condition is not fulfilled. Community 
policing in those countries therefore risks staying only an attractive politi-
cal concept. The question, whether ‘pre-fab’ governance style mixtures 
                                                      
 
812  Presentation Machiel Roorink for the conference Doorbraak in lokale 

veiligheidsaanpak, 7 March 2007, Zwolle, the Netherlands. 
813  See also: Feltes (2002: 52): Community-oriented policing in Germany. 
814  Oakley (2001): Building police-community partnerships: UK and European 

Experience. 
815  Deosaran (2002: 128): Community policing in the Caribbean. Context, com-

munity and police capability. 
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such as the community policing approach that was successful in Utrecht, 
the Netherlands are transferable to other countries, and what this requires 
of metagovernors, will be addressed in Chapters 6 and 7.  

5.2.7 Discussion and conclusions: Theoretical replication 

Although it was not possible in this research to investigate community po-
licing cases from Germany and the United Kingdom, existing literature al-
lows for a preliminary comparison. In methodological terms, this is a theo-
retical replication: We expect contrasting answers, for predictable reasons, 
when comparing governance style mixtures in different politico-admini-
strative systems. 

The question is, if the different underlying national politico-
administrative cultures of the Netherlands (network governance), the UK 
(market governance) and Germany (hierarchical governance) have influ-
enced the ways community policing is executed. In addition, examples of 
other Western countries will be mentioned. 

One reported difference between the Dutch and the German police sup-
ports the proposition that such influences occur. The German police up-
holds the principle of legality (policing is executing the law) and the Dutch 
police the principle of discretionary powers (policing is doing what you 
think fit – within a legal framework).816  Others report that the breakdown 
of the Berlin Wall in 1989 has had a paralysing effect on the German po-
lice for some time. It led to great uncertainty among police officers and an 
opposition to organisational change.817 Although Germany was a relative 
late-comer with introducing forms of community policing818, it has nowa-
days broad experience with this form of network policing. In 2001 the 
German Crime Prevention Forum was founded, a joint venture between the 
Federal Government and the 16 States, aiming at promoting crime preven-
tion as a duty of societal actors and the police together.819 It is argued that 
the rise of community policing in Germany is propelled by the conviction 

                                                      
 
816  A Dutch police commissioner reflecting on her stay with colleagues in Ger-

many. Netherlands School of Police Leadership (2005: 43): Yearbook 2005. 
817  Ewald and Feltes (2003: 198): Multicultural Context, Crime, and Policing in 

Germany: Challenges After Unification. 
818  Gramckow (1995): The influence of history and the rule of law on the devel-

opment of community policing in Germany. 
819  Jones and Wiseman (2006): Community Policing in Europe: Structure and 

Best Practices - Sweden, Frances, Germany. 
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that the State cannot guarantee security alone anymore, as well as by the 
commercialisation of inner cities, which has led to increased interest of 
market parties in co-production with the police.820 The institutional situa-
tion in Germany is comparable to the Netherlands, in the sense that local 
police has relatively much autonomy. The German federal government has 
no competences, and the Länder leave much operational freedom to the lo-
cal and regional forces. Also in Germany, New Public Management has 
changed the police, and although it met much resistance, its instruments 
such as performance contracts are a present-day reality in many European 
police organisations.821  

From Switzerland, a form of metagovernance by designing ‘smart’ 
governance mixtures is reported in the case of urban safety in the City of 
Zurich.822 In this case, the police used market governance to develop per-
formance agreements for clusters of units/teams (to overcome the internal 
pillarisation and competition) and to develop a marketing approach of 
communication. This was enforced through hierarchical steering. Network 
governance was the parole for cooperation with local partners. Such a mix-
ture can only work if the ‘paradigm of business-like management’ with its 
performance indicators, allows enough flexibility to deal with specific re-
gional and local conditions. This is often not the case.823 

In Belgium, cases were investigated that showed a similar combination 
of community based policing pur sang (network-oriented), and problem-
based policing (more hierarchical orientation), as in the Dutch case.824  

The British Crime and disorder Act of 1998 formulated partnerships 
roles for the police force. This stimulated the police to become deeply em-
bedded in various processes of government; the police are positioned at the 
‘hub’ of an informal network to suppress risk and enhance safety. 825 
Community policing is nowadays established policy in the UK: Crime 
control needs a ‘whole of government approach’ and involvement of civil 
society.826 Not surprisingly with the UK underlying culture of market 

                                                      
 
820  Beste (2004): Policing German Cities in the Early Twenty-First Century. 
821  For example in Switserland (Schedler, 2006: 119: Networked policing: To-

wards a public marketing approach to urban safety). 
822  Schedler (2006): Networked policing: Towards a public marketing approach 

to urban safety. 
823  Van Eewijk (2005: 11): Cause oriented policing. 
824  Van den Broeck (2002): Keeping up appearances? 
825  Loader and Walker (2001: 16): Policing as a public good. 
826  Fleming and Rhodes (2005: 196): Bureaucracy, contracts and networks: The 
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thinking and ‘public service’ model of state, in the UK in an early phase of 
community policing, important results were achieved with a marketing ap-
proach.827 The police have entered quasi markets (for example, British po-
lice forces are encouraged to charge for police services), but this develop-
ment has not gone as far as in the USA and Canada. In Canada, local 
authorities may choose between competing public sector providers who of-
fer policing services.828   

The problematic relation between community policing and classical, hi-
erarchical policing, can be approached from two sides. The first considers 
community policing as being hierarchical governance in a network dis-
guise: “A state-led ‘co-production’ initiative that, while involving ‘consul-
tation’ with citizens, retains the position of the police as the bastion of se-
curity expertise and knowledge and as bearers of public interest concerns”, 
and therefore has enforced the authority of the police829.  

The second does the opposite and asks if the application of network 
governance by the police does not interfere with hierarchical characteris-
tics of traditional policing. Loader and Walker, in their review of the rela-
tions between policing and the state, argue that the police should not en-
danger its “monopoly of legitimate coercion, the guarantee of collective 
provision and the symbolism of state and nation”830. A Dutch survey con-
cludes that the future of community policing is seriously questioned be-
cause in the early 2000s, politicians and citizens require a return of a more 
repressive style of policing.831 Also Fleming and Rhodes, who state that 
community policing has become established policy in for example the UK 
and Australia, conclude that hierarchy (“the Bureaucratic State”), network 
(the Network State”) and market (“the Contract State”) forms of govern-
ance are all required in situational mixtures.832  

Like in the case of soil protection policies of Chapter 4, also in the case 
of community policing it seems plausible that national cultures and institu-
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tional settings influence the ‘garbage can’ from which governance mix-
tures emerge, and the possibility to apply metagovernance, although only 
to a certain degree.  

What the above might mean for the export of policing models from one 
to another country will be discussed in Chapter 6.4. Collier already gave 
the example that the attempt to replicate English experience with commu-
nity policing in South Africa failed because of exactly these reasons.833 
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6 Possibilities and limitations of metagovernance 
as public management 

In this chapter the analysis of the case studies from Chapters 4 and 5, to-
gether with the literature review of Chapter 2, and the research framework 
of Chapter 3, are used to reach conclusions on the feasibility of metagov-
ernance, with a focus on the role of public management834. What were the 
constraints, the possibilities and the limitations of applying metagovern-
ance, and which were essential qualifications that determined the me-
tagovernance capacity of public managers in their role as metagovernors? 

In Section 6.1 we will discuss the prior questions, formulated in Chap-
ter 3: Do internal conflicts related to governance style mixtures appear in 
different institutional and political settings? Furthermore, do they appear at 
both the level of strategic policy-making and on the level of operational 
policy-making? 

From Section 6.2 onwards, the central research question is discussed: 
How are conflicts and synergies within governance style mixtures man-
aged, and what are the possibilities of influencing these mixtures? In other 
words: Under which conditions may (internal) metagovernance of govern-
ance style mixtures be applied by public managers as metagovernors? 
What is their logic of action; what is their rationale? We formulated three 
more concrete research questions: 

- Is it possible to apply metagovernance: to design and manage these 
governance style conflicts and synergies? If so, how may public man-
agers do this? And what are the limitations to metagovernance? (Sec-
tion 6.2). 

- From a comparative perspective: Have there been different metagov-
ernance attempts on different administrative levels (6.3) and in differ-
ent administrative cultures (6.4)?  

                                                      
 
834  The term ‘public management’ will be used in a neutral way, as ‘the task of 

public managers’ and not with the normative (market-type management) con-
notation that it has in the term ‘New Public Management’.  
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- What are the institutional conditions and other drivers for performing 
different governance styles by public managers? What is their logic 
of action? Section 6.5 discusses the metagovernor’s rationale, and 
Section 6.6 the metagovernor’s qualifications. 

6.1 Interaction of hierarchical, network and market 
governance  

In all of the five cases that have been discussed, elements of all three ideal 
types of governance were used. Even in a situation in which one style 
dominated, the other styles were still ‘running in the background’. In the 
community policing case, a hierarchical phase was accompanied by at-
tempts maintain trust of other partners (network governance) and, although 
hierarchies are not primarily interested in the cost-effectiveness of actions, 
other elements of market governance such as efficient management of rou-
tine issues could be observed. However, a phase of hierarchical govern-
ance, for example after a (large) incident has occurred, may also lead to 
‘abuse’: Some of the market governance mechanisms are then temporarily 
‘shut off’. Several examples were reported in which the high measure of 
discretion of people leading a crisis team was ‘abused’. Equipment such as 
computers was purchased without the usual cost-benefit analysis and other 
public procurement requirements. A temporary switch from a complex 
governance mixture towards a ‘one style’ approach creates an attractive 
environment in which much is possible. An example is reported from the 
crisis team that coordinated the emergency activities after a Boeing 747 
had crashed into a neighbourhood in Amsterdam in 1992. The team mem-
bers found this period, in which they had limitless discretion, addictive. 
Looking back, they realised that they had tried to prolong the crisis period, 
being rather hesitant to dissolve the crisis team and hand back the respon-
sibilities to the regular organisation, even when this would have been a 
wise decision.835  

A series of Dutch examples gives additional evidence that all three 
styles tend to occur simultaneously in (sometimes conflicting) combina-
tions. Twenty-two Dutch public managers were asked to describe one or 
two governance mix conflicts in their own organisation, and possible man-
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agement solutions to these conflicts.836 They work in a broad range of pub-
lic sector organisations: national agencies, local authorities, police, hospi-
tal, university, etc. Of these, only the local authorities are directly influ-
enced by politicians. All describe their organisation as basically 
hierarchical, with network and market governance emerging or already 
present in specific units or occasions. Typically, financial and coordination 
units think hierarchically. Units with highly educated professionals prefer 
networking, and often conflict with the hierarchical units (conflict type 1). 
Units with clearly defined, service-oriented tasks are sometimes driven by 
market governance thinking, via performance contracts, for example. 
However, financial units, the central management team and (if present) 
politicians, often intervene in the ‘autonomy’ of the market-oriented units 
(conflict type 2). Market and network governance sometimes conflict be-
cause of the different styles of cooperation (independency versus trust-
based interdependency) (conflict type 3). Hierarchy determined the solu-
tion of problems, in most of the reported examples. In one case, a hierar-
chical structure was considered to be necessary in order to force the begin-
ning of network cooperation on a certain issue. 

Contingent influence of the context: Governance and the garbage 
can  

The theoretical question of whether governance style interaction influences 
the performance of public-sector organisations was addressed in Chapter 2. 
However, it is very difficult to support this with empirical findings: too 
many factors influence public sector performance and similarly, a lot of 
factors determine which governance mixture actually occurs. Policy issues 
are moving targets: they appear as problems or solutions, and disappear, 
only to reappear sometimes in a different shape on the political and/or ad-
ministrative agenda. This ‘garbage can’ effect was discussed in Section 
2.3.2. From the cases described in Chapters 4 and 5 we have learned that 
soil protection only became a priority on the policy agenda after other en-
vironmental issues were solved, or at least tackled. In the Netherlands this 
led to a Soil Protection Act in 1987. It had become an urgent issue in the 
1980s because of massive soil contamination and severe threats to drinking 
water production caused by farmers polluting soil. A legal approach was 
applicable, because the late 1980s in the Netherlands were still the years 
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that hierarchical governance flourished.  
In England soil protection only arrived on the political agenda in the 

early 2000s. The policy process received momentum after its objective was 
deliberately reframed from an urgent environmental problem, into a solu-
tion for problems of other policy sectors (primarily agriculture and the 
building sector). The market-liberal political mood that had developed 
around the millennium in most Western European countries, but more 
dominantly in the UK, made it difficult to frame soil protection as an envi-
ronmental problem. However, introducing market instruments in the new 
soil protection policy was prevented by the Treasury, which had the mo-
nopoly on financial incentives and regulatory taxes. The Soil Action Plan 
for England of 2004 could not announce a Soil Protection Act (hierarchy) 
or market instruments and therefore had to announce primarily network 
governance measures.  

The production of the German federal soil policy lies in between, not 
only historically (later than in the Netherlands, and several years earlier 
than in England), but also in terms of governance style mixture. The Ger-
man federal Soil Protection Act of 1999 was a hierarchical approach, 
flanked in 2002-2004 by network and market governance measures. The 
dominance of hierarchy was due to at least two factors: the limitation of 
the federal environmental remit to federal (framework) law making, and 
the underlying hierarchical governance style of the German public sector 
which had kept market and network governance approaches at a relatively 
low level of importance.  

The EU Thematic Strategy on Soil Protection (issued in 2006) was one 
of the last of seven thematic strategies announced in the sixth EU Envi-
ronmental Action Plan, adopted in 2002. Although the internal culture of 
the Commission is primarily hierarchical, the preparation of the soil strat-
egy started as a network approach. Working groups were installed and 
conferences held. After this phase of networking, the governance mixture 
switched back to being mainly hierarchical. 

In all four cases of strategic soil protection policy-making the three 
governance styles appeared in mixtures that were influenced by the socio-
political ‘Zeitgeist’, the organisation culture, the type of problems, and the 
way public managers approached the problems. In the operational policy-
making case (community policing in Utrecht) it was the same. Hierarchy, 
network and market were intensely intertwined: The network approach 
was consciously flanked by hierarchical and market style measures. These 
findings now empirically confirm the earlier proposition of Thompson837, 
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Kickert838 and Davis and Rhodes839 that hierarchical, network and market 
governance appear in combinations. The findings also confirm the 
expectation that these mixtures are often contentious.840  

6.2 Occurrence of metagovernance 

The next question is, if style-incompatibilities were managed and syner-
gies strived for when these combinations of governance styles occurred. In 
other words: can what we observed in the case studies be explained by us-
ing the concept of metagovernance? This question can now be answered in 
the affirmative. In all investigated cases leading managers acted as me-
tagovernors. In the four soil protection cases, the responsible managers 
used various types of metagovernance strategies (see Section 5). In the 
community policing case, key managers considered it ‘natural’ to switch 
between styles when they deemed this necessary, and found that this was 
accepted by those who were involved in the project because there was a 
clear common goal. Deliberate style switches were also reported in the 
other cases. We also saw that one style (hierarchy) was sometimes used to 
solve conflicts and another to develop more solutions (network). Hierarchy 
was used to stimulate the start, and to mark the end of a network process. 
Market techniques like a public-relations campaign were used to stimulate 
civil society involvement (network governance).  

We should therefore conclude that metagovernance indeed occurred in 
the investigated cases. The managers in charge of the five investigated 
cases carefully analysed which governance style mixtures would work 
most effectively given the constraints of the issue, whilst also considering 
the internal and external context. Moreover, they were able to switch be-
tween styles when this seemed to be required, and knew intuitively which 
conditions would enhance the feasibility of metagovernance. It has also 
been shown, that they understood the limitations of metagovernance: 
sometimes a desired style was not feasible, for political or other reasons. 
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6.3 Comparison of strategic and operational policy 
processes 

The findings of the case of policy implementation (and herewith ‘opera-
tional policy making’ on a more specific level) in the field of policing are 
compared with a case of strategic policy making in another field, namely 
soil protection (literal replication). The question is: Are governance style 
challenges on strategic and operational level similar in the same socio-
politico national context? Two differences apply: The institutional context 
is different (local police is, compared to a national ministry, much less in-
fluenced by political choices), and the actors in the game are different (lo-
cal organisations and businesses, compared to classical associations that 
represent their members at the national level). However, the importance of 
creating the situationally best mixtures from elements of hierarchical, net-
work and market governance, turned out to be the same. Successful police 
officers working on ‘wicked’ problems they cannot solve on their own, re-
quire enough discretion and flexibility, and need to be active problem-
solving participants in a variety of cooperation types. At the same time, 
they need to work efficiently and exercise hierarchy (maintaining law and 
order). Their organisations form an interesting mixture of military hierar-
chy, market-based performance contracts and a network attitude when 
working with local partners. 

6.4 Comparison of four administrations 

6.4.1 The Netherlands, Germany, the UK and the European 
Commission 

In comparison (theoretical replication) the four soil protection cases have 
in common that the three ideal types occurred simultaneously and in dy-
namic mixtures. Moreover, attempts to design and manage specific gov-
ernance style mixtures could be observed. However, the actual ‘govern-
ance footprint’ of the policy process and of the policy results (instruments, 
measures, and impact) was apparently determined to a large extent by en-
vironmental factors and particularly the specific socio-political context of a 
case. 
In this section, we take a closer look at the impact of the socio-politico-
administrative cultures of the four administrative systems. The case studies 
show that national cultures are an important factor, but not a direct predic-
tor of certain governance mixtures and metagovernance attempts. The 
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governance trilemma model with the three ideal types as competing 
‘forces’ (Section 2.5.4) may assist in explaining what happens in a certain 
national culture. It seems that in each administrative system the public sec-
tor first attempts to apply the ideal-typical governance style that is closest 
to the underlying culture, before trade-offs with the two other styles are 
made.  

In the Netherlands, people are used to a consensual approach. The 
trade-off with hierarchical governance takes place in a culture that accepts 
hierarchy only as a (sometimes) useful or even necessary tool, not as a 
fundamentally useful mechanism like in Germany. In the Netherlands, 
market governance, which strives for autonomy and individualism, is only 
accepted as long as it does not lead to people being able to ‘stick their 
heads above the mowing field’. An example is the heated political and so-
cietal discussion about the high salaries that the directors of former priva-
tised state organisations receive. Toonen found an interesting paradox in 
Dutch public-sector reform policies: 

“The paradox which the Dutch model represents is that in a consensus sys-
tem, normally only the most controversial reform proposals may reach the 
status of official national public sector reform policy. Given their contro-
versial status, these “official” reforms – surrounded by all the political 
hype – are the ones that are most empty in terms of substance or least likely 
to succeed in terms of implementation”.841  

In terms of Hofstede’s ‘mental images’, the Netherlands belongs to the 
network model of society: “Highly individualistic, `feminine´ societies 
with low power distance like Scandinavia and the Netherlands. Everyone 
is supposed to be involved in decision-making”.842 

The UK belongs to what Hofstede calls the ‘contest model’: “Competi-
tive Anglo-Saxon cultures with low power distance, high individualism 
and masculinity, and fairly low scores on uncertainty avoidance. Exam-
ples: Australia, New Zealand, UK and USA”.843 The state is primarily a 
provider of services, and hierarchy is only appropriate if it contributes to 
better services. In England, developing soil protection legislation was 
never seriously considered. Network governance is only applied when 
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market and hierarchical governance are not feasible in a certain situation, 
which was the case during the preparation of the 2004 Soil Action Plan for 
England. Although British governments of both Labour and Tories have 
been “ostensibly devoted to a ‘free to manage’ philosophy for public ser-
vices, Hood observed the paradox that at the same time a “regulatory ex-
plosion” took place.844  

Germany is placed in another mental image group: “The well-oiled ma-
chine (order), which is found in societies with low power distance and high 
uncertainty avoidance, carefully balanced procedures and rules, with much 
hierarchy. Examples: Austria, Germany, Czech Republic, Hungary, Ger-
man speaking Switzerland”.845 In Germany, hierarchy is the point of depar-
ture (notwithstanding the ‘new modes of governance’ rhetoric). We could 
observe this in the German soil protection case. Market governance is sus-
picious because it undermines the authority of the state. Network govern-
ance has some attraction in Germany because it refers to a pluralistic soci-
ety with its wide landscape of stakeholder organisations. Nevertheless, 
long-lasting trustful relations between public sector and industry in Ger-
many are an exception. The paradox Hesse formulates for German public 
sector reform is that a determined search for stability may lead to instabil-
ity: The remarkable stability the German public sector achieved after the 
Second World War “has turned into a seemingly insurmountable obstacle 
to reform” and an “inability to react in time to changed conditions”.846 

The European Commission is, as was expected, an interesting ‘beast’ 
that is by definition intercultural because of the composition of its offi-
cers.847 The dominance of hierarchy – historically grown under a strong 
French/German influence - is, regarding external relations, countered by 
the wish to involve societal stakeholders and even the wider public in pol-
icy preparation. Some consider the Commission’s increased emphasis on 
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participation as a ‘trick’: it undermines the power of EU Member States, 
and therefore leads to more hierarchical power for the European Commis-
sion.848. The hierarchical style of the EU administration, an organisation 
that is “apparently impervious to major radical change”, is surprisingly 
successful: “it works in a way that is especially surprising for the student 
of public administration”.849  

The conclusion is that national cultures and related underlying govern-
ance styles influence the composition of governance style mixtures to a 
certain extent. This factor is one of the metagovernor’s framework condi-
tions (see Section 6.5.6). 

6.4.2 Problems with the transferability of governance 
approaches  

To which extent is the tryptich hierarchy-network-market a Western con-
cept?  Would an approach like in the Utrecht policing case, a governance 
style mixture based on networking in the shadow of hierarchy and market, 
be applicable in non-Western countries? And if not, why not? What about 
the transferability of specific governance style mixtures from one Western 
country to another? Finally: What could be the consequences of the grow-
ing multi-cultural composition of Western-European countries on the suc-
cess rate of certain governance style mixtures? 

The socio-politico-administrative context in a country has an influence 
on which governance style mixtures are feasible. The market culture of 
Anglo-Saxon countries, the network culture of the Netherlands and Scan-
dinavian countries, and the hierarchical culture of Germany and France for 
example, play a role in the direction and acceptance of public-sector mod-
ernisation programmes, and in how policy-making processes are designed. 
Our comparison of the cases in the Netherlands, England and Germany 
showed that the actual governance mixture that develops is situational, 
even in countries with a rather similar development of democratic institu-
tions, and even for the same policy problem. It is useless to try to copy a 
German approach and transfer it to the Netherlands. Moreover, even 
within a small country like the Netherlands, there are contrasting ap-
proaches. Community policing in Amsterdam, a city of individualists, has 
a more ‘market governance’ flavour than in Rotterdam, a city with a cul-
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ture of ‘all hands on deck’. There, a network approach supported by hier-
archy works better. 

Also in other policy fields, such as health, the governance mixtures that 
have developed in different countries are often only indirectly related to 
their cultures and traditions. Kümpers et al. compared the health systems 
of England and the Netherlands. They showed that in England a central hi-
erarchical framework-setting was combined with local network govern-
ance. The ‘single actor’ (majoritarian) and centralistic Westminster tradi-
tion made such a strong top-down role possible. In contrast, in the multi-
actor tradition of the Netherlands, the health care system is traditionally 
shaped by independent actors: Government influences this through market 
incentives and some governmental regulation.850 Kümpers et al. conclude 
that “it is not possible to deduce from the failures and successes in England 
or the Netherlands, that one strategy or the other is the very best”.   

If the transfer of governance mixtures between Western countries is al-
ready difficult, why would Western ‘pre-fab’ governance approaches then 
be successful in developing countries? This seems highly implausible, 
even in developing countries that have a relatively well developed democ-
ratic institutional setting. Developing nations have different governance 
problems than developed countries.851 Nevertheless, many politicians and 
public managers seem to believe that the export of a governance approach 
that is considered to be successful in one country, to other countries, is fea-
sible. The introduction of market concepts in the Anglo-Saxon public sec-
tor (New Public Management) in the 1980s led to a worldwide enthusiasm 
for this approach. Public administration scholars believed that the histori-
cal development of governance approaches was a succession from hierar-
chy to ‘new modes of governance’ (market governance and network gov-
ernance), and that this evolution would lead to convergence. In the end, all 
countries would have a similar governance approach. This however seems 
to be an illusion852, fuelled by an international vocabulary with terms such 
as ‘progress’, ‘efficiency gains’, ‘performance management’ and ‘partici-
pation’ that is fostered by organisations such as the World Bank and the 
IMF, national governments and by academics. This illusion is an exaggera-
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tion and carries a normative ‘charge’.853 The World Bank and IMF have 
stimulated developing countries to base their public service on business 
sector norms, eroding public service norms like equality, public interest, 
human dignity and justice.854. United Nations Commissions like the Eco-
nomic Commission for Africa (ECA) promote New Public Management 
reforms such as a panacea for African governments. In a 2003 publication 
of ECA855 an unbalanced selection of scientific sources was presented: only 
pro-NPM articles are cited, neglecting the huge literature critical for NPM. 
In this publication, the cultural context of individual African countries is 
not considered to be a factor worth dealing with, which has empirically 
shown to be a risky assumption.856 At the same time, these international 
governance approaches have not helped to ‘repair’ the damage done by 
earlier, namely colonial transfers of governance systems. For example, the 
British majority system that was installed in all former colonies creates 
huge problems in countries where the majority is an ethnic group. In Trini-
dad and Tobago, the result is a form of ‘donkey governance’: Any ‘don-
key’ can win the elections if he is on the right party ticket.857  

Schuppert holds that Western governance approaches are not “Reise-
fähig” (able to travel), because two-third of the states in the world have a 
weak statehood. They are societies in transformation, degenerated or frag-
ile states, modern protectorates like Afghanistan, Bosnia and Iraq, or colo-
nial and semi-colonial areas. 858  When the state is weak, transferring gov-
ernance tasks to private actors becomes difficult, because the ‘shadow of 
hierarchy that all Western states have, and which acts as a kind of watch 
dog, is absent.859 There are countries in which the state consists of 
“Räuberbande” (gangs of robbers) and where state making is “a form of 
organised crime”860.861   
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The problem of the transferability of governance approaches is also ob-
served in the field of community policing. Brogden862 challenges the mo-
tives and consequences of the export of community policing as a Western 
model to transitional societies. Copying this approach may even lead to 
“deepening social schism in the country of import”. The failure of ex-
ported Western policing models has become an urgent issue for police 
studies.863  

The problem also has a broader scope. The insight, that Western gov-
ernance approaches and tools are not easily applicable in non-Western so-
cieties, has taken quite some time to become more broadly accepted. 
Hofstede864 recounts of the stormy history of an article he wrote in 1980 
about the applicability of American management theories in other coun-
tries. In this article he holds that, because we are all culturally conditioned, 
theories reflect the cultural environment in which they are written. 865 Ac-
cording to him, Maslow’s hierarchy of human needs is a description of the 
value system of the U.S. middle class.866 Farazmand states that globalisa-
tion has meant that American values and administrative systems are spread 
over the world by means of coercion and cooptation. He compares this 
with the destructive results of standardisation by the Roman Empire, and 
argues that this trend can be reversed if public-sector education pro-
grammes acknowledge diversity and cultural differentiation.867 

The World Bank, an advocate of the use of Western governance styles 
in developing countries, has recently acknowledged that there is a tension 
between these models and configurations in developing countries with a 
clientelist governance pattern in which informal systems of authority 
dominate.868 A fundamental critique is given by Jayasuriya, who concludes 
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that the World bank stimulates ‘new modes of governance’ and in particu-
lar participation and ownership of civil society in developing countries, in 
a way that “requires by-passing formal political institutional processes 
which represent interests such as political parties and trade unions in fa-
vour of ambiguously defined communities”.869  

A related question is, to what extent such a cultural bias is also posing 
problems in increasingly multicultural Western (urban) societies? In the 
Dutch city of Utrecht (283,000 inhabitants), 24% of the citizens have a 
non-Western background – a percentage that is expected to grow to 31% 
by 2025.870 Different groups of immigrants have different cultural back-
grounds and will therefore probably react differently to specific govern-
ance mixtures. In the city of Amsterdam an often reported problem is that 
the common Dutch consensus style does not work with young Moroccans: 
they are educated to only have respect for hierarchical steering. However it 
is difficult to approach different groups with different policies, because it 
conflicts with the (constitutional) argument that all people have the right to 
be treated equally.  

The examples we gave of attempts to transfer governance approaches 
were all about prescribing governance style mixtures. ‘Good governance’, 
the approach the World Bank prescribes transitional countries, is a specific 
mixture of hierarchical and market governance, with some network gov-
ernance elements. However, what about transferability if we consider hier-
archy, market and network as building blocks for a situational governance 
approach, and metagovernance as the way to design and manage these 
mixtures? This question can be explored in two ways: from the angle of 
sociology and cultural theory, and from a political science point of view, 
as Jayasuriya does.  

A preliminary conclusion after this section is that it seems implausible 
that Western governance approaches will work in non-Western countries 
without applying metagovernance: adjusting a governance design to na-
tional socio-politico-administrative cultures and other situational factors. It 
is like Olsen argued: “no one-size-fits-all recipe will do”871. Also Schick 

                                                                                                                          
 

deputy permanent secretaries in Trinidad and Tobago) for illustrating this with 
the introduction of a competency system for senior civil service. 
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870  Source: Bevolkingsprognose 2005-2025. De bevolking van Utrecht in de 
toekomst.  http://www2.utrecht.nl/smartsite.dws?id=90535. 
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concludes that seeking short cuts risks sending developing nations into 
dead ends.872 

6.5 Metagovernance as public management: The 
metagovernor’s rationale 

How do public managers in their role as metagovernor assess, estimate or 
maybe even calculate the expected impact of a certain mixture of govern-
ance styles? Do they have underlying principles or reasons on which their 
decisions, beliefs and action are based, in other words: do they have a clear 
rationale? Do they have a notion of efficacy? The case studies suggest that 
there are a number of factors, which together may constitute the ‘metagov-
ernor’s rationale’. 

6.5.1 Public management: Making sense and acting 
accordingly 

All handbooks on business management and public management are influ-
enced by the ‘Zeitgeist’ of the time they are written. Management hand-
books of the 1950s and 1960s were based on rational choice theory and 
presented management tools that were applicable to world that was con-
sidered to be relatively predictable. Management was hierarchical, and fo-
cused on developing and executing authority. During the 1980s and 1990s, 
the New Public Management movement became fashionable. Inspired by 
business management, the ‘toolkit’ for public managers became a mixture 
of market techniques and in addition new, more refined, hierarchical con-
trol mechanisms. The NPM management doctrine for public-sector organi-
sations was still based on rational choices. Planning change, for example, 
was a matter of getting the details ‘right’. The book ‘Reinventing govern-
ment’ from 1990 was a “rough map of the new world of governance”, the 
follow-up ‘Banishing bureaucracy’ “laid out the major routes”, and “Rein-
ventor’s fieldbook” finally “explains in detail the terrain”.873 By the end of 
the 1990s, a transition phase began in which it became accepted that ra-
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tional information, like financial figures expressing efficiency, was no 
longer sufficient. Intangible resources – in business as well as in public 
management – became a second focus of attention. Kaplan and Norton’s 
book ‘The balanced scorecard’874 became an icon of this phase. Contempo-
rary management books teach public managers how to make sense of am-
biguity, uncertainty and complexity.875 This approach already started to de-
velop in the 1950s876 and continued through the 1960s and 1970s.877 It 
includes, to name a seminal book, Senge’s work on organisational learn-
ing878 and more recent books on network management879 and network or-
ganisations880.  

The evolution in management literature to an extent reflected the 
changing (Western) societies. However, just like we have seen with gov-
ernance style ideal types (Chapter 2), the evolution has not ‘deleted’ any of 
the three approaches to management. Public managers actively use them 
all. From a metagovernance perspective, this seems important. Hierarchi-
cal management has the advantage of quick decision making and clear 
lines of responsibility, which are essential features of crisis management. 
Market management focuses on efficiency and appeals to empowerment 
and individual responsibility, which is good when efficiency is strived for. 
Network management has become an indispensable ingredient of the man-
agement mixture, because it is often the only way to achieve success when 
dealing with ‘wicked’ problems. O’Toole et al. call this managing out-
ward, compared to managing upward (in the hierarchy) and managing 
downward (to subordinates, through hierarchical and market forms of co-
ordination).881 A perspective for public management therefore would be to 
work situationally, combining hierarchical, network and market ap-
proaches on all of the 36 dimensions of governance that were identified in 
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Section 2.4.1 (see also Annex 1). This might be less difficult than it seems. 
According to McGuire, “network management and hierarchical manage-
ment are fundamentally alike in some very important aspects”882 For ex-
ample, if there is management, then there is a manager, who is not “just 
another actor in the collaborative process”, but is often the responsible 
party.  

The terms ‘designing’ and ‘managing’ governance style mixtures are in 
the next sections used neither in a hierarchical meaning, nor in a network 
or market meaning.  These terms will be used as artists would: their deci-
sions are based on hard facts (in this metaphor for example the physical 
properties of different types of paint) as well as on soft factors (such as in-
tuition, creativity, and ‘vision’). The more a management challenge has 
process instead of project characteristics, the more ‘design’ becomes a 
“process of perpetual construction”883. In that case, the difference between 
design and management disappears. Van der Heijden therefore calls me-
tagovernors of complex problems ‘recombination managers’, who com-
bine elements of different governance ‘instruments’884. 

Of course, the ‘Zeitgeist’ argument mentioned before, also applies to 
the reflections on public management in this book. They are written 
against the background of a globalised world with fuzzy boundaries eve-
rywhere, and with confusing and contradictory sets of ‘recipes’ for manag-
ers. Metagovernance is a model that may help to combine these recipes, 
and to make more sense of the management environment, in cases where 
deliberate ‘combining’ is impossible.  

Before we focus on the metagovernor’s strategies for designing and 
managing governance style mixtures, the next section discusses several 
views on decision-making. Metagovernance as decision-making is meta-
decision-making: the process of organising decision-making.885 
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6.5.2 Three views on the metagovernor’s decision-making: The 
phase, the stream and the rounds model 

We have defined metagovernance as designing and managing mixtures of 
hierarchical, network and market governance. How we present the differ-
ent intervention strategies of metagovernors depends on which conceptual 
model of decision making we use. Teisman distinguished three models 
with different assumptions on what decision making is: the phase model, 
the stream model and the rounds model.886 The phase model is the classical 
model of decision making that supposes a commanding focal actor, pre-
dictable and rational policy environment. This model aligns best with hier-
archical governance. The stream model, in which streams of participants, 
problems and solutions connect, emphasizes the contingency of the proc-
ess environment and the autonomy of actors. It may therefore be loosely 
linked to the market governance ideal type. The rounds model focuses on 
the interaction between actors, while they introduce combinations of prob-
lems and solutions and create progress. This last model is linked to the 
ideal type of network governance; it supposes some degree of interdepen-
dency of actors.  

 A metagovernor therefore would use all three models in combination. 
A decision making process has a start and an end, if alone because of the 
availability of resources (time, money, people, instruments). The most 
simplified version of the phase model is to distinguish only two phases: 
divergence (the number of actors, problem definitions and solutions in-
creases) and convergence (the respective numbers are decreasing).887 The 
rounds model reflects the consequences of the fuzziness of boundaries be-
tween public-sector organisations and societal groups: there are virtually 
no decision making processes in which informal networks do not play 
some role. The stream model stresses the independency of actors. There-
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fore this model is useful for understanding some of the market governance 
mechanisms.  

 
 

 
Fig. 21. Interventions of metagovernors (own composition)888 

In Figure 21, three central interventions of metagovernors are presented 
in a model that combines the phase, the stream and the rounds model: 

1. When a new round starts: (re)designing the governance style mixture. 
This includes the choice of a main style for the next round, creating 
new linkages and cutting old linkages; optimising the possibility that 
windows of opportunity arise. In the phase of divergence it may be 
useful to involve more participants and create more linkages than in 
the convergence phase. 

2. During a round: managing the governance style mixture. This implies 
a permanent trade-off between control (in case of urgency), dialogue 
(in case of unstructured issues) and efficiency (for routine issues, for 
example), and an awareness for windows of opportunities. It may also 
require switching to another style889 or using a contrasting style inter-

                                                      
 
888  1: Start of new round; 2: During a round; 3: End of a round. 
889  However, a new round may start immediately after a complete style switch. 
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vention. In the divergence phase participants may not yet trust each 
other, for example because ‘old wounds’ from other rounds or proc-
esses have not yet healed. Managing therefore includes stakeholder 
management and conflict management. 

3. At the end of each round: harvesting and securing the results of the 
round. This may require forms of negotiating techniques.  

6.5.3 The metagovernor’s strategies 

In all cases, public managers acted as metagovernors. They managed style-
incompatibilities and strived for synergies when combinations of govern-
ance styles occurred. They situationally applied three metagovernance 
strategies:  

1. Combining styles and managing linkages between different 
governance styles 

One style (hierarchy) was sometimes used to solve conflicts and another to 
develop more solutions (network). Hierarchy was used to stimulate the 
start and to mark the end of a network process. Market techniques like 
public-relations campaigns were used to stimulate civil society involve-
ment (network governance). Although in a hierarchical approach cost-
effectiveness of actions tends to be neglected, sometimes other elements of 
market governance such as efficient management of routine issues could 
be observed in a primarily hierarchical setting. A specific challenge of 
combining governance styles is creating style synergy, for example by in-
vesting in trust in order to increase the acceptability of hierarchical inter-
ventions when crises occurred. In the policing case, a hierarchical phase 
was accompanied by attempts to maintain trust of other partners (network 
governance). 

Turning conflicts into synergies may be achieved through a network 
governance intervention, such as investing in trust and empathy and con-
vincing actors to join in a mutual gains approach. Another strategy is to 
decide, negotiate or bargain with involved actors in order to implement the 
use of different ‘governance footprints’ for different phases and/or subpro-
jects  This may cause actors to feel increasingly that their  ‘culture’ is rec-
ognised as useful, or at least, ‘that their time will come’. The EC soil pro-
tection case illustrated this. Several directorates-general opposed to the 
idea that emerged from the networked consultation phases, namely that the 
Soil Strategy should include a legal measure (a directive). However, they 
knew that their time would come in the last phase (decision making inside 
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the Commission), which would take place behind closed doors and in a hi-
erarchical style.  

If governance styles usually appear in mixed forms, and such mixed 
approaches emerge inside and outside public-sector organisations, and be-
tween them and other societal actors, then the concept of linkages, coined 
by the economist Hirschman in 1958890, should be an important part of the 
metagovernor’s rationale. Linkage is a sociological concept that identifies 
a pattern of relationships between an organisation and its environment. 
Hirschmann distinguished backward and forward linkages in the economic 
production chain: Backward (‘upstream’) linkages are channels through 
which information, material, and money flow between a firm and its 
suppliers, forward (‘downstream’) linkages relate to the distribution chain 
connecting a producer or supplier with the customers. Aveni identified two 
key dimensions of linkage: strength (how intimately the organisation is 
connected with any other group) and breadth (how extensive is the sup-
port).891 Linkages are more permanent than two other types of relations be-
tween governance systems, interpenetration and interference.892  

Table 11. Examples of linkages relevant for the metagovernor’s rationale (own 
composition) 

In Section 4.5.5, we mentioned that metagovernance should produce ef-
fective linkages between the three governance styles, both in the design 
and in the management phases of a specific governance mixture. Linkages 
are possible avenues for influence893, and hierarchies, networks and mar-
kets produce different, types of avenues. As we have seen, in the five in-
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        Gov. styles: 
Linkages between: 
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Problems Causal relations Unstructured 
relations 

Financial  
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vestigated cases, all three ideal types of governance were used, in different 
combinations in different situations. As one might have expected, also dif-
ferent forms of linkages that are affiliated with the ideal types, could be 
observed (Table 11). A hierarchical approach, like in phases in which the 
Utrecht police considered a zero tolerance approach necessary, depended 
upon legitimacy on the institutional level, acceptance (subordinacy) on the 
actors level and a rational, causal logic on the problem level. A network-
dominated approach such as in the English soil protection case, relied on 
consensus between the Ministry and other organisations like the planners 
organisation, regarding several issues: inclusion (membership, for exam-
ple) on the individual actors’ level, and the conviction on the problem level 
that the problem of soil protection was a complex and value-laden issue. 
The market approach that was dominating the measures announced in the 
Dutch Soil Policy Letter, produced linkages in the form of voluntary 
agreements with and between organisations, and indirectly to individual 
actors belonging to branch organisations. The problem was partly framed 
as a financial problem: who is going to pay for the costs caused by the pol-
icy measures?    

The metagovernors responsible for the cases had to prevent or solve 
conflicts arising from incompatibilities between different types of linkages.  
For example, when the European Commission, after the extensive external 
consultation period, ´closed the doors´ and switched back to hierarchical 
governance in order to finalise the internal decision-making process, it was 
important to communicate (which was done on the EC website) the switch 
of linkage type from informal and ad hoc to formal procedural linkages 
(management of expectations).   

The examples above illustrate that the concept of linkages may be a 
useful concept in the rationale of metagovernors, although further research 
seems to be required. 

During the start of a new (policy) project in which a public-sector or-
ganisation has a leading role, the project and process architectures are de-
signed. A redesign may take place between two phases or rounds of the 
project. As mentioned above, ‘design’ is not meant as using a blue-print, 
but developing a tailor-made approach. Based on the case studies in this 
research, it can be concluded that the following governance failures should 
be prevented: 

1. An inflexible and internally oriented design that is not sensitive to 
alarm bells and weak signals; 

2. An informal organisational design. This may make the ‘rules of the 
game’ and responsibilities unclear. The 2000 Dutch soil protection 
project that was set up as a network process, came to an end after a 
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dispute on who was responsible for the existing contradictory regula-
tion for local soil protection and remediation. 

3. A design that is too different from the dominant internal governance 
style will create conflict and will not be understood. The network 
governance Pegasus programme (pilot case described in Chapter 
3.3.2) encountered trouble after a new Minister entered with a hierar-
chical style. 

4. A design that is not suitable for the type of problem that has to be ad-
dressed will in most cases produce unsatisfactory results. In some 
cases the ‘correct’ main governance style is easy to determine: in cri-
sis management it is hierarchy, for routine issues it is market, and for 
‘wicked’ problems it is network governance. However, often it is not 
this simple. In any case, the framing of the problem to an important 
extent determines the type of governance mixture that will be chosen 
or develop. 

5. A design that does not address all apexes of the governance penta-
gram of Chapter 3.2.2 may also fail. There should be a mutually 
compatible governance ‘footprint’ on vision, structure, orientation, 
people and results. 

6. A design that does not allow the possibility of creating synergies be-
tween elements of different governance styles may be less than ideal.   

The Shell 2025 scenario approach (see Section 2.5.4) illustrates that it 
may be important during the design process, to pay attention to possible 
trade-offs between the three ideal types, that may dominate the ‘govern-
ance environment’. The authors of this scenario study believe that ‘two 
wins, one loss’ outcomes of the trade-off between three governance forces 
are more plausible than other possible results.  We have seen that most of 
the currently distinguished hybrid forms of governance result from the 
trade-off between market and network thinking. This is Shell’s ‘Open 
Doors’ scenario, which is apparently close to the current (global) main-
stream thinking of leading people on the government, business and civil 
society level. In Section 6.5.6 however, the conclusion will be that real-life 
governance mixtures are also influenced by national, organisational and 
individual cultures. Nevertheless, thinking along the lines of ‘two wins, 
one loss’ scenarios may help to understand the possibilities and plausibility 
of certain governance combinations, during the process of designing a 
governance approach. Using the analytical power of such scenarios may 
lead to more ‘robust’ designs. For example, it seems useful to ask a ques-
tion like: How would my governance design cope with a situation that 
looks like a ‘Flags’ scenario (communities that protect themselves through 
hierarchical measures)? Do ‘gated communities’ exist inside public-sector 
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organisations? How to deal with such ‘flag’ communities when addressing 
them as a public manager? Furthermore, how would my governance design 
deal address a situation that looks like the ‘Low Trust Globalisation’ sce-
nario (a trade-off between hierarchical and market thinking, in which hier-
archy is used to secure market interests)? 

2. Switching to another style, for example from hierarchy to network, 
or the other way around 

Style switches were executed within and between process phases or 
rounds. In the community policing case, key managers considered it ‘natu-
ral’ to switch between styles when they deemed this necessary, and found 
that this was accepted by those who were involved in the project because 
there was a clear common goal. Deliberate style switches were also re-
ported in the other cases. A hierarchical intervention was observed when a 
network process resulted in ‘never-ending talks’, and a network interven-
tion like a stakeholder dialogue was decided when a hierarchical process 
did not lead to a broadly accepted problem definition.  

The switch from a hierarchical to a market style dominance in the in-
strument mixture of the Dutch soil protection policy, was a political inter-
vention. Inside the Environment Ministry it was put through with a hierar-
chical intervention (levelling up the daily responsibility from a unit head to 
a director). The switch from hierarchy in the law-making phase of the 
German soil protection case, to a more network approach in the implemen-
tation phase, was necessary because the Federal Government at that mo-
ment had no other interventions strategies available: the Länder were in 
charge of the implementation of the Soil Protection Act in their state legis-
lation. 

When a public manager is confronted with tensions inside the chosen 
governance style mixtures, an intervention using a contrasting style may 
cause a breakthrough. This happened in the Dutch soil protection case, 
where a hierarchical intervention was used to restart the policy making 
process. The English soil team used the network intervention of a dialogue 
with (local) planning agencies in order to convince them that they should 
use their hierarchical power to include soil protection requirements in their 
planning system. In the Dutch Green Heart pilot case, the market govern-
ance intervention of a public-relations campaign was used to trigger a net-
work process. 
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3. Maintenance of governance style mixtures 

Maintenance is a second order strategy that complements the combining 
and the switching strategies. One example is style conflict mitigation by 
temporarily ‘closing the doors’: (temporarily) separating the sources of the 
conflict. This strategy may also be used as a prevention method. The latter 
was used in the aforementioned Green Heart case, though not as a con-
scious design but by granting the project team a high degree of discretion. 
This prevented conflicts with financial divisions and it kept the conflict 
level low with a competing policy department in the same Ministry, in this 
case the Housing Directorate-General. A switch from a network to a hier-
archical style was made acceptable by the announcement that this period 
would only last six months.  

Also managing dilemmas and paradoxes was part of the ‘maintenance’ 
strategy, for example the dilemma of creating strong or weak network ties. 
A phase of hierarchical governance, after a (large) incident has occurred, 
may lead to ‘abuse’: Some of the market governance mechanisms, like 
cost-benefit analysis and other public procurement requirements, are then 
temporarily ‘shut off’. Several examples were reported in which the high 
measure of discretion of people leading a crisis team was ‘abused’: A tem-
porary switch from a complex governance mixture towards a simple ‘one 
style’ approach creates an attractive environment in which much is possi-
ble.  

Earlier (3.3.3), the example of the ‘tied liberty’ paradox was given, 
which lies behind the question of whether to introduce hierarchical ele-
ments like ‘house rules’ in a network. Networks function better when they 
are not completely unstructured. The dilemma in this example is whether 
the network ties should be weak or strong. Paradoxes and dilemmas can be 
very useful mental constructs when addressing tensions between the three 
governance styles. Dilemmas are situations in which a manager must 
choose between two or more unsatisfactory results; paradoxes are seeming 
contradictions such as “more haste, less speed”894. Public sector organisa-
tions are full of them.895 Hesse et al. state that ways of solving public-
sector paradoxes may include shocks, crises, policy reversals or simply the 
passage of time.896 There is a large literature on how public managers may 
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solve dilemmas897 and paradoxes898, however not with a focus on govern-
ance style conflict resolution. This might be an interesting area for further 
research.  

6.5.4 Dealing with the limitations of metagovernance 

Jessop argued that all three ideal types of governance show typical fail-
ures, and that the same must apply to metagovernance899: also metagovern-
ance itself probably has typical failures. Dixon and Dogan, who analysed 
the philosophical background of the three styles, gave a series of nine sug-
gestions for dealing with these failures, of which the following seem the 
most important:900 

- “There are no a priori ‘correct’ (or failure proof) governance proposi-
tions, merely governance suppositions; 

- Governance problems may not be solvable, but they must be man-
aged; 

- Governors must learn to comprehend and evaluate the intended mean-
ing of arguments based on a diversity of methodological perspectives; 

- Conflict is normal and necessary, with a degree of tolerable conflict 
determined by the willingness and ability (…) to join together (…); 

- Achieving ‘good governance’ is an iterative process that involves 
learning-by-doing and learning-from-experience about what is the 
right thing to do and how to do things right.” 

We can find other limitations of applying metagovernance in the ab-
sence or insufficient level of the three qualifications mentioned in Section 
6.6: willingness, discretion and capability. Metagovernance also requires 
that to some extent, agreement is reached about the course that will be fol-
lowed. However, the inability of managing agreement is one of the major 
sources of organisation dysfunction: “groups tend to embark on excursions 
that no group member wants” (the Abilene Paradox).901   
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6.5.5 Feasibility of metagovernance on national, sectoral, 
process and individual levels 

What are the possibilities and limitations of metagovernance on different 
levels of decision making? 

On the national level (or the level of a supra-national administrative 
system such as the European Union), we have seen that the underlying cul-
ture influences the feasibility of metagovernance. Usually one governance 
style is the first to be considered. Awareness of this mechanism creates 
opportunities but also limitations. In a consensus society like the Nether-
lands a hierarchical style is difficult to implement, even when the problem 
at hand is urgent. However, a consensus culture is a good fundament for 
network governance, an ideal type, as we have concluded, that is espe-
cially useful for dealing with complex and unstructured problems.  

The sectoral level refers to the fact that every policy sector has its own 
tradition and preferred governance approach. A ministry of economic af-
fairs may have a market governance tradition, whereas environmental min-
istries, in most countries, have a tendency towards hierarchy: standards, 
norms, legislation. Unorthodox approaches (including contrasting style in-
terventions) may not be accepted, but on the other hand lead to surprising 
results. Knowledge and awareness of the dominating culture of the sector 
seems to be required for successful metagovernors.  

On the process level, a metagovernor would have to be informed about 
the history, the current dynamics, and possible futures of a decision mak-
ing process.  

The individual metagovernor would have to have a notion of efficacy (a 
rationale), a reasonable level of willingness, discretion and capability, and 
should be experienced in applying strategies such as switching (styles), 
linking, and conflict resolution.  

6.5.6 The metagovernor’s framework conditions 

The public managers in the five cases analysed which governance style 
mixtures would work most effectively given the possibilities and limita-
tions of the policy issue, whilst also considering the internal and external 
context. They knew intuitively which conditions would enhance the feasi-
bility of metagovernance, and understood that sometimes a desired style 
was not feasible for several reasons: 
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1. The politico-administrative culture, traditions and history of the 
administrative and societal system:  

National cultures and related underlying governance styles influence the 
composition of governance style mixtures to a certain extent, although they 
do not predict a specific style (mixture): they predict the first style that is 
to be considered. In all investigated administrative systems, the first reflex 
is to try the underlying style, which is (as we have seen before) market 
governance in the UK, network governance in the Netherlands, and hierar-
chical governance in Germany. The other styles are only applied when the 
underlying style turns out to be inappropriate.  

There was an awareness of the constraints and opportunities linked to 
this factor in all five cases. The Dutch Environment Ministry only shifted 
its main approach from network to hierarchy when all involved actors were 
‘fed up’ with never-ending talks with very modest results. The UK Envi-
ronment Ministry explored the possibilities of using market instruments 
and switched to a network approach when they found out that the Treasury 
would not cooperate along that track. The German task force responsible 
for the preparation of the Soil Protection Act started in a classical hierar-
chical way – making a legal unit responsible – and gradually widened their 
governance toolbox with network and market ideas. The European Com-
mission internally applied a hierarchical style, as was to be expected, but 
embarked on the ‘new modes of governance’ train while designing their 
external governance approach, for various reasons.     

2. The personal conviction of the responsible politician  

In all investigated cases, the personal conviction of a minister (in the soil 
protection cases) or a city alderman (in the policing case) accounted for in-
terventions matching with their ideas about how to solve the problems at 
hand. We have seen the influence of a new Minister coming in (in the 
cases of Germany and the Netherlands). We have also seen how influential 
it is when political and/or administrative leaders believe that it is important 
to allow their policy makers much discretion (observed in the cases of 
German, Dutch and English soil policy making, and in the Dutch commu-
nity police case). 

In the three national strategic policy-making cases, the responsible min-
ister played an important role. In the UK case, the ministers were not di-
rectly involved, because soil protection was not a politically hot issue. In 
Germany three consecutive ministers each intervened on crucial moments, 
although also in this case the responsible managers had a great deal of dis-
cretion, partly because they could work in a similar political wind shelter 
as their UK colleagues. The first (Töpfer) was responsible for the estab-
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lishment of a legal soil protection unit, the second (Merkel), who was a 
good negotiator, resolved the competence discussions between federal and 
Länder level, and the third (Trittin) stimulated a ‘soil consciousness’ pro-
gramme after the Soil Protection Act had been issued, based on his convic-
tion that public support is important. In the Dutch soil protection case the 
responsible (junior) minister primarily played a role in convincing his 
Ministry that the policy measures and instruments should be mainly based 
on market governance ideas. 

The respondents of the EC soil protection case did not report a strong 
role for their Commissioner – which is not surprising if we consider that, 
especially in low priority issues, the Commission has a tradition to ‘work 
around’ the ‘political level’ as much as possible902, and frame their prod-
ucts as ‘technical advice’ rather than policy proposals.903  

The Dutch policing case took place at a distance from national policies, 
although the project indirectly profited from the decentralisation fashion of 
the 1990s and early 2000s: the local police managers had a great deal of 
freedom to operate. Local politics however played an important role: with-
out the enduring support of one of the city aldermen (Spekman) the whole 
project would not have developed into such a prize-winning success. 

3. Societal expectations of the role(s) of governmental organisations 

Civil society might lobby for network arrangements, whereas enterprises 
may strive for either market governance or hierarchical governance (for 
example legal measures to guarantee a ‘level playing field’). When exter-
nal actors are (politically) influential, they will require involvement in pol-
icy making processes, be it in a market style (bargaining to get the lowest 
possible ‘administrative burden’), or in a network style (negotiating to 
achieve mutual gains).  

Societal expectations can be considered as a force that may be used. 
Going with the flow would mean, for example, that at least the vocabulary 
of the metagovernor is aligned with a mainstream governance style. The 
German soil case shows how the societal pressure towards a more open, 
less hierarchical policymaking process was used to develop unorthodox 
flanking measures, like supporting the establishment of soil expert com-
munities. The second way of using expectations is to do the opposite: cre-
ate interventions that contrast with what is fashionable. 

                                                      
 
902  Eppink (2007): European mandarins. 
903  Robert (2001: 8): The European Commission and its relationship to politics. 
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4. Organisational characteristics 

For example, what is the organisational culture (open or closed, profes-
sional or task-oriented), what is the dominant style of leadership (com-
mand and control, coaching or enabling), and what is the educational 
background of policy officers (legal, technical, social sciences)? For ex-
ample, Ministries of Justice typically prefer a hierarchical governance 
style. This makes sense because their core business is producing legal in-
struments. The problem is that the belief system of policy-makers in such 
departments does not allow for network or market governance when a spe-
cific situation would require this. In 2002 when the directorate for the co-
ordination of (ethnic) minorities moved from the Dutch Ministry of the In-
terior to the Ministry of Justice, this led to a reframing of their task to a 
focus on immigration and asylum issues (in which hierarchy is essential), 
away from the earlier focus on integration issues (for which network gov-
ernance is essential).904 

The director of soil policy of the Dutch VROM Ministry concluded that 
one of the factors that prohibited the establishment of a new comprehen-
sive strategy was that the three soil units had conflicting cultures. He used 
the hierarchical ‘window’ that had been opened after the failure of the 
network governance approach, to realign the internal preferences into a 
new hierarchy of governance styles: first market instruments, then network 
instruments and only then hierarchical instruments. Officers who were not 
willing to follow this new line were offered another job or an early pen-
sion. 

5. The type of policy problem 

On the one hand this factor determines which style should ideally be 
dominant, but on the other hand, if this style is not feasible, the problem 
may be reframed to one for which the ‘preferred’ governance style is pos-
sible. For example, soil protection can be framed as an integrated, complex 
and even ‘wicked’ problem. This requires an approach with a strong net-
work emphasis. If soil protection is framed as cleaning the most polluted 
bits of land, this may be approached with a mixture of hierarchy (using 
project management and command and control leadership), and of market 
governance (making polluters co-responsible and let them co-finance the 
operation). In case soil protection is defined as a gap in the environmental 
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legislation fabric, then hierarchy should be dominant. Framing soil degra-
dation as irresponsible behaviour of independent landowners may result in 
using market governance instruments like financial incentives and volun-
tary agreements that guidelines of ‘good practice’ will be used.  

If the policy problem is defined as an urgent matter, the rationale is to 
choose a hierarchical approach. However, such a frame can be ‘devel-
oped’: urgency can sometimes be organised. In the Dutch soil case some 
informants suspected that the Ministry had purposely caused the consensus 
approach to fail, because this would increase the call for a top down ap-
proach. The UK soil protection managers reframed the problem from ‘pro-
tecting the soils of England against polluters’ into ‘helping soil users to 
protect their own interests in clean soils’. This new frame fitted better into 
the network style they had chosen as their main approach, and at the same 
time appealed to the autonomy (market thinking) of the polluters. Also the 
Utrecht police used problem (re)framing: in order to prepare their street 
level officers for networking, they trained them to respecting the ‘objects’ 
of the programme (drug addicts and homeless people) more than they used 
to do. A last example: The European Commission officers responsible for 
soil protection stimulated an external strong call for standardisation (and 
therefore legislation) by supporting expert conferences, such as the 2004 
conference in the Netherlands. They used outside forces to frame the prob-
lem into one for which, apart from a strategy, also a (framework) directive 
was required, against the deregulation mood of the early 2000s.  

These are all examples of ‘internal framing’: framing by or within the 
governing system. Of course, also the external environment may have a 
dominant influence on how the problem becomes defined. A strong stake-
holder lobby may successfully push for a certain problem framing. For 
many years, the powerful farmers’ lobby in the Netherlands, Germany and 
France, for example, prevented being politically framed as polluters. 

It is impossible to divide the above mentioned factors into two clear 
groups based on systems theory: characteristics of the ‘governing system’, 
and characteristics of the ‘governed system’. All factors are mixed in this 
respect. This is not surprising if we follow Kettl’s observation that the 
boundaries between and inside all politico-administrative systems have be-
come fuzzy.  

6.5.7 Conclusion: The metagovernor’s rationale 

Although they were aware of the constraints, the managers in charge of the 
five cases, applied Davis and Rhodes’ recommendation that “the trick will 
be to mix the three systems effectively when they conflict with and un-
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dermine one another”905. They had a characteristic logic of action or ration-
ale, which consisted of mainly (a) understanding the constraints and oppor-
tunities offered by the governance environment (the framework condi-
tions) and (b) situationally applying specific intervention strategies, based 
on combining, switching and maintenance.  

This specific rationale is probably different from the logic of action of a 
politician who acts as a metagovernor: In the first place, concerning the 
type of framework conditions (the political metagovernor may be less de-
pendent on organisational characteristics). Secondly, with regard to the 
relative feasibility of the different strategies: style conflict mitigation in-
side a ministry would be primarily a task for a public manager, for exam-
ple.  

6.6 The metagovernor’s qualifications 

The next question concerns the conditions that qualify public managers as 
metagovernors. The managers in the investigated cases applied metagov-
ernance because it had a ‘logic of action’ to them. They considered the me-
tagovernance of hierarchies, networks and markets, as working with a rich 
set of options: richer than any of the three styles alone could offer. What 
made them see things in this way? Why were they successful in applying 
metagovernance? 

From the analysis of the five case studies, three key qualifications of 
metagovernors have emerged. They are variations of three general condi-
tions for innovative action in social life, formulated by Behrends in Ger-
man as “Wollen, dürfen und können”906 (Figure 22).  

Willingness, discretion and capability may play different roles in dif-
ferent phases of policy or organisation processes and for different objec-
tives (conflict prevention and resolution or creating synergies). How did 
these concepts emerge and why do they seem important? 

Willingness 

The first common characteristic of the respondents that was observed in 
the five cases was their willingness to do what they found important. The 
                                                      
 
905  Davis and Rhodes (2000: 25): From hierarchy to contracts and back again. 
906  Behrends (2001): Organisationskultur und Innovativität. Eine kulturtheoreti-

sche Analyse des Zusammenhangs zwischen sozialer Handlungsgrammatik 
und innovativem Organisationsverhalten. 
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involved managers were highly motivated people who believed in what 
they did, and that their work could make a difference. They had a strong 
drive to achieve their objectives. Moreover, many were willing to apply 
unorthodox measures. The question is whether or not this was exceptional? 
Are all public managers like this? According to the research done by 
Noordegraaf and Abma907, ‘t Hart908 and others, this does not seem plausi-
ble. Therefore it was, at least to a certain extent, a special feature. The re-
spondents distinguished themselves through their conviction that in a dy-
namic environment one has to learn from what is happening, and to apply 
the lessons learned. The metagovernors were willing to reflect on what the 
best governance mix was depending on the situation. They had a learning 
attitude, tenacity and the courage to make mistakes. 
 

 
Fig. 22.  Three qualifications of metagovernors 

Discretion 

It was surprising that, although there is a lot of literature about governance 
style conflicts and about the inherent incompatibility of hierarchical, net-
work and market governance, the respondents in the five cases reported 
relatively few incidents. One reason might have been that they were work-
ing with one ‘pure’ governance style with its internal ‘flawless’ logic (see 
Ch. 2.5). However, this was not the case. Another reason could have been 
that they simply did not wish to report conflicts. In a pre-interview, a re-
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spondent of the case that was not investigated in the end, gave the follow-
ing answer when he was asked if there had been any conflicts in his pro-
ject: 

“No, it was a great success and there were no conflicts at all. Besides, if 
there had been conflicts, I would not have told you: in our organisation we 
don’t wash our dirty linen in public”.909  

Nevertheless, in the investigated cases the respondents were very open. 
Of course this does not prove that they disclosed everything that might 
have been interesting for this research. However, it may be concluded that 
the most plausible reasons why so few governance style conflicts emerged 
was that they had enough discretion to prevent and solve most conflicts.  

Discretion is a condition that Lipsky reported as essential for street-
level bureaucrats.910 It seems to be equally important for strategic policy-
makers. Public managers find that the complexity of their environment 
makes it impossible to ask permission for every action that they deem nec-
essary. In all five cases they used their discretion up to its limits. Discre-
tion therefore is the second condition for metagovernance. With enough 
discretion it is possible to handle governance style mixtures ‘willingly and 
knowingly’, to paraphrase the title of a book on the relations between sci-
ence and policy.911 

In the Utrecht policing case, special project managers, such as an area 
manager, were appointed with an unusually high level of discretion. They 
were expected to act on all levels with all involved parties. This is also the 
case in Rotterdam, where so-called ‘city marines’ are appointed who report 
directly to the major. In the Dutch soil case, the final responsibility was put 
on the organisational level where the amount of discretion was high 
enough, namely at the level of a director. In the soil policy cases in Ger-
many, England and the European Commission the project responsibility 
was on the level of a head of unit. They had a lower level of personal dis-
cretion than directors, but increased this by finding informal ways, ‘dirt 
roads’ if necessary, along which they could work without having to ask for 
permission all the time. For example, in the German case they used net-
work governance elements (like investing in network building among soil 
experts) and market governance ideas (such as a public awareness cam-

                                                      
 
909  Interview 34, held on 2 July 2006 (translated from German by the author). 
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paign supported by the issuing of a special stamp). These were ‘unortho-
dox measures’ (a term used by several interviewees) that were not covered 
by their remit – and therefore considered to be feasible. This, however, re-
quires an innovative, exploring attitude (willingness).  

The exercise of discretion involves four activities: sense making (from 
tacid and explicit knowledge), thinking, judging and acting.912 The degree 
of discretion required to create a situationally optimal mixture of govern-
ance styles can conflict with legitimacy and democratic control. This is an 
important dilemma. According to Ponsaers, in the more hierarchical police 
models, the ‘military-bureaucratic’ and the ‘lawful policing’ police model, 
discretion is usually very low. Market thinking in the ‘private-public di-
vide’ police model leads to the highest discretion levels: “Outside legal 
limits, everything is allowed”913. Some have proposed to introduce forms 
of public participation, to oversee public administrators, in order to reduce 
the risks of abusing discretion.914 Hupe and Hill distinguish three types of 
public accountability. They can be related to the three governance styles:915 

Kelly reports from an investigation on discretion of UK welfare and 
education street level workers, that the public sector reforms of the last 
decades tend to have decreased the measure of discretion on three dimen-
sions: rule discretion, value discretion and task discretion.916 The main 
cause to which she relates this decrease is the introduction of additional 
accountability systems. This not only causes a lot of paper work, but also 
forces officers to report on virtually everything that they do. The latter is, 
as Lipsky917 already had observed, almost impossible: there are too many 
variables to take into account. It is plausible that the new constraints also 
apply to public managers who work at a strategic level in ministries, for 
example: they also had to become ‘managers’ in the first place and have to 
deal with additional control procedures. However, in the five investigated 
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cases, the leading managers were allowed just enough discretion to do 
their job well. 

Capability 

The interviewees were less aware of the third characteristic that emerged, 
than of discretion and willingness. They were all highly educated (aca-
demic background) and well-trained (management courses), and had at 
least five years experience in line or project management jobs. The ques-
tion is, if the fact that they ‘knew’ how to apply metagovernance was an 
exception. Was it a key success factor? It may be useful to approach this 
from the opposite side. There are public managers who are ‘caught’ in one 
governance style or specific style mixture. They are not capable of switch-
ing between styles and style mixtures. Some have a belief system that is 
hierarchical. A legal or financial academic background fosters this type of 
management. Others have a strong affinity with market governance. They 
are economists that side with the political mainstream of the early 2000s: 
market-liberal politics. A third category: Public managers, who strongly 
believe in a network approach, are much less common. They may be ex-
pected in environmental and welfare policies for example, where public-
sector organisations are relatively dependent on co-operation with NGOs 
and businesses.  

Their ability to take multiple perspectives, to stand ‘above’ the three 
governance styles and combine them in a way that did not conflict with 
their own values, distinguished the metagovernors from their colleagues in 
the investigated cases. Important in this context is Laske’s differentiation 
between capability and competences: Capability is linked to personal de-
velopment stages, and is an enabler of competences. Capability represents 
what somebody is, while competence indicates what somebody has.918 This 
differentiation is important for management development programmes that 
aim to enhance the metagovernance-capability (see also Section 7.3). 

Four dimensions of metagovernance-capability that were observed in 
the case studies were also formulated earlier by Jessop919. He distinguished 
a reflexive orientation; the recognition of complexity and variation; self-
referentiality, and ‘requisite irony’. A last dimension that seems to be im-
portant is casting ability. 
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Reflexivity: Understanding that knowing about a system changes that 
system is one of the key principles of change in social relations.920 Jessop 
defines reflexivity in the context of governance as follows:921 

“(…)  the ability and commitment to uncover and make explicit to oneself 
the nature of one’s intentions, projects, and actions and their conditions of 
possibility; and, in this context, to learn about them, critique them, and act 
upon any lessons that have to be learnt. In relation to governance, this in-
volves inquiring in the first instance into the material, social, and discursive 
construction of possible objects of governance and reflecting on why this 
rather than another object of governance has become dominant, hegemonic, 
or naturalized. (…) And it requires learning on about how to learn reflex-
ively.” 

Flexibility: The ability to switch between alternative governance styles 
is an expression of flexibility. A crisis enhances flexibility: an old saying 
goes that under pressure everything becomes fluent. This happened in the 
Dutch soil case. A crisis was necessary to make it possible to switch from 
the viscosity of the preceding network phase to a hierarchical approach. 
Flexibility is important in situations that are dynamic and uncertain. How-
ever, Starkey et al. warn against the rhetoric of flexibility: there are and 
will be situations where flexibility is not a useful concept.922 The example 
of the salary department clarifies this: it has to be reliable, not flexible or 
even worse, creative.  

Self-referentiality: Dunshire coined the term collibration for the active 
intervention to reach balances in complex systems: “introducing a bias or 
compensator into such a field so that it arrives at a steady state where oth-
erwise it might not”.923 Starting from autopoietic theory924, he distinguishes 
two key problems for what we call metagovernors: (1) how to cope with 
other actor’s self-referentiality, and (2) how to cope with their own self-
referentiality. Collibration “makes use of the built-in checks and balances 
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of a particular kind of social subsystem or action arena”. Furthermore, “A 
relatively small use of power, as stick, carrot, or sermon, may then tip the 
balance of self-policing tensions already manifest in the pair system”. This 
approach recognises that there are three governance styles or approaches, 
stick (hierarchy), carrot (market) and sermon (network) that can be used to 
influence unsatisfactory (‘unbalanced’) situations with a binary focus.  

Self-irony: Jessop argues that because of the inherent failures of each of 
the ideal types and of metagovernance, it is important that metagovernors 
possess a self-reflexive ‘irony’: recognition of the likelihood of failure but 
proceeding as if success were possible.925 Designing and managing govern-
ance style combinations is an ‘art’ more than an act, and requires that the 
‘artist’ has a certain degree of self-irony. 

Casting ability: ‘Good casting’ has been distinguished as a requisite for 
community policing,926 but it also seems to apply to strategic policy-
making. The personal conviction of key players in the policy game is an 
important factor. Good casting is difficult when it concerns politicians. 
There may be many reasons why they are appointed, but usually a man-
agement assessment is not part of the procedure. However, the personal 
governance style of a minister or a regional or local politician may domi-
nate the capacity of the public sector to exercise metagovernance. Around 
the year 2000, a Dutch Environment Minister who believed in hierarchy as 
the best means of societal coordination, unexpectedly established a net-
work cooperation on important environmental issues (the ‘Green Polder 
Model’). However, he was not prepared to invest in trust between the part-
ners and wanted to stay in control. Soon disappointment and distrust arose, 
and some actors left the network. Not much later, the ‘Green Polder 
Model’ was history.927  

Relations between discretion, willingness and capability 

The case studies showed that the three qualifications of metagovernors are 
interrelated (Figure 23). The willingness to metagovern requires enough 
discretion, insight and know-how (capability). Capability requires the will 
to apply the insights and the discretionary power to act. Finally, discretion 
with out the will or capability to use it is pointless. It seems that if one of 
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the three cornerstones for metagovernability is absent, metagovernance is 
not possible. 
  

 
 
 
Fig. 23. Relations between three qualifications of metagovernors 

Willingness is linked in two ways to the concept of discretion. A US 
study on how public managers use the organisational ‘grey zone’ (areas 
where the law is ambiguous or silent on the actions they can take), showed 
that those who increased their discretion in this way, were willing to push 
the boundaries of the law to achieve their purposes, or tried to change the 
rules that restricted their discretionary power.928 The other way around, 
discretion creates the freedom to act according to ones beliefs: to do what 
is important, what is of value.  

Willingness and capability are also linked. A willingness to invest in re-
flexive learning and in other competences which enhance the metagovern-
ance capacity is required. In the UK soil protection case, the fact that UK 
public managers and policy officers are used to being seconded to other 
ministries stimulated them to have an open mind for other perspectives. 
The capability to use multiple perspectives is important for directing one’s 
‘drive’ to reaching results that are based on a multiple governance (me-
tagovernance) approach. Many of the interviewees in the five investigated 
cases seem to have this capability that complemented their strong willing-
ness. 
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Finally, capability is linked with discretion. Public managers have to be 
able to understand that the ambiguity of many rules and regulations is an 
opportunity rather than a constraint in creating strategic action. A back-
ground in law may be an advantage, because people with a legal back-
ground are taught that (most) law is ambiguous. 929 An adequate level of 
discretion is required to decide whether or not to use innovative or unusual 
training methods and objectives. An example is the training that police of-
ficers in the Utrecht case received, that helped them to change how they 
perceived the target group: In stead of labelling them ‘useless drug abus-
ers’, they came to see them as ‘drug using citizens’ who were entitled to 
basic respect.  

These findings are in line with what Lowndes and Skelcher concluded 
in their study on urban renewal projects in the UK.930 In these projects an 
optimal form of switching between governance styles was observed when 
a new project phase begun. The project managers had the willingness, the 
discretion, as well as the capability. 

Counter-cases: Do unsuccessful projects score low on the three 
requirements? 

The argument that the three variables are requirements for the exercise of 
metagovernance would be stronger if we could illustrate that in unsuccess-
ful policy processes the managers did not possess (all) these qualifications. 
This seems to be the case in the following examples, although empirical 
research should follow to confirm this.  

A well-documented931 failure is that of a policy process that was carried 
out in the Netherlands from 1995-1997: the ‘Environmental and Spatial 
Planning’932 Project. This project had no output (there was no final report) 
and a very low outcome (in terms of the aimed better relations between 
these policy fields). It showed fundamental flaws in terms of metagovern-
ance. The objective of the project was to decrease the permanent tensions 
that existed between the two fields that were housed in the same Ministry 
of VROM, and at the same time increase the Ministry’s pecking order in 
comparison with other Ministries. In order to achieve this, the idea was to 

                                                      
 
929  Landsbergen and Orosz (1996: 254): Why public managers should not be 

afraid to enter the “gray zone”. 
930  Lowndes and Skelcher (1998): The dynamics of Multi-Organisational Part-

nerships: an Analysis of Changing Modes of Governance. 
931  Vrakking et al. (1998): Evaluatie project Milieu & Ruimte. 
932  ‘Milieu en Ruimte’. 
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try to combine environmental policy and spatial planning into a new policy 
field. The first problem was that this objective had to be reconstructed af-
terwards: there was no starting document. The two directors-general in 
charge were both unmotivated: it was the Minister’s idea and even she had 
no clear picture of the desired result. Other ministries were left out on pur-
pose although they had a lot at stake. They successfully obstructed the 
Cabinet from making decisions on the matter, although the Minister for the 
Environment attempted such. The project lacked hierarchical leadership 
and good project management. Furthermore it lacked network forms of 
dialogue that might have helped bridge the wide cultural gap between the 
environment and spatial planning directorates-general.933 Finally, it lacked 
efficiency incentives that would have come from a market governance per-
spective: three years of extensive resources were wasted. In this example 
there was no common vision in the Ministry, and there were no shared 
values: two factors that are considered to be better success factors for 
bridging differences than just connecting internal structures.934 The project 
manager had a low degree of discretion: Two directors-general above him 
were opposing the project. Nevertheless, in some of the working groups of 
the project a learning attitude developed. The members of the working 
groups were in fact unaware of the unwillingness of the top management.  

The ‘culture’ of the environment department was mainly hierarchical935, 
whereas the spatial planning department had a more networking attitude. 
The environmental officers mocked these “poor colleagues” for having to 
do their work by networking, because spatial planning lacked a centralised 
legal system. The capability of the key managers to frame the issue as an 
opportunity in which to combine the best of different governance styles 
may be doubted. At least, the external evaluation study found no signs. 
However, it is possible that the lack of discretion of the project manager 
and the lack of willingness from the top may have covered an existing ca-
pability. 

Other examples of metagovernance failures are mentioned by Entwistle 
et al. They highlight the inefficiency of attempts to combine hierarchical, 
                                                      
 
933  This cultural gap had been widened by the enthusiastic introduction in the 

Ministry of the market-governance idea of integral management: managers 
from both sides were responsible for their own policy and resource manage-
ment, not for the interlinkage of policies (In ‘t Veld (ed.), 1996: III).   
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‘command and control’.” Ringeling (1997: 4): Sturing van het milieubeleid.  
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network and market governance in all dimensions: this would produce a 
significant waste of resources, because some arrangements would be coor-
dinated more than once. “Governments cannot have the best of all worlds. 
High levels of trust and reciprocity entail relatively low levels of hierarchy 
and market coordination and their co-relative benefits.”936 Entwistle et al. 
found in 6 out of 10 case studies of partnerships in Wales, that a mix of hi-
erarchical and market dysfunctions emerged (because the cases relied on 
these styles and not on trust, equality and reciprocity). They suggest that 
the more a partnership depends on one ideal-typical coordination style, the 
more likely is it that dysfunctions of that style will influence the success.937 
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7 Practical implications: Increasing the 
metagovernance capacity 

Chapter 6 concluded that metagovernance played an important role in the 
five investigated cases, and that public managers acting as metagovernors 
had a characteristic logic of action. We will now discuss the practical im-
plications of the concept of metagovernance for public managers, regard-
ing three themes. Chapter 6 proposed that willingness, discretion and ca-
pability are three main qualifications for metagovernors. It is desirable to 
improve them, by increasing the willingness to take multiple perspectives, 
by optimising the level of discretion, and by selecting and training manag-
ers with metagovernance capabilities. This is addressed in Section 7.1. 

Increasing the capability to apply metagovernance is a challenge for 
management development. Section 7.2 discusses what role management 
development may play in increasing the capacity of public-sector organisa-
tions as a whole, and of individual managers, to apply metagovernance. It 
will be argued that public managers should learn to manage all three styles. 
Personal development models may help to reach a level in which managers 
are able to take multiple perspectives.  

Willingness and discretion are both linked to the culture and traditions 
of the organisation for which the metagovernor works; increasing these 
qualifications seems a matter of organisational change. What might the 
concept of metagovernance contribute to organisational development and 
change? Should metagovernance be an issue in public sector reform pro-
grammes, and if the answer is positive, how may this be addressed in such 
programmes? (Section 7.3).  

7.1 Optimisation of the metagovernor’s qualifications 

7.1.1 Increasing the willingness for metagovernance 

The cases illustrate that the willingness of public managers to develop and 
manage a governance approach that was appropriate for a policy process, 
and of their team members to accept this, depended on several factors. 
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Firstly, the motivation to work in a reflexive and creative way, and the 
drive to find solutions for problems, even if this means that unusual roads 
must be travelled. This requires that the ‘right’ people are selected and ap-
pointed to lead processes, and a reflexive attitude is rewarded. Secondly, 
the objective of a policy process should be clear to all involved, and there 
must be a shared sense of urgency. In the Dutch policing case this was re-
ported as the key factor that made it possible to switch between govern-
ance styles with complete acceptance from the staff. Taking these factors 
into account may be useful when willingness seems to be the bottle-neck. 

7.1.2 Optimisation of the level of discretion 

When there is enough willingness, the discretion must be optimal in order 
to make the willingness effective. The challenge is to reach a high enough 
level of discretion which is still accountable and legitimate. The case stud-
ies and other examples provide the following strategies: 

- Create ‘short-cuts’ in the line organisation: linking managers directly 
to (very) high levels. This was a success factor in the Dutch police 
case, in the Dutch soil case and in the German soil case. In the Green 
Heart pilot case it was the same: the project team had weekly meet-
ings with the Minister, without the presence of the director or direc-
tor-general. 

- Give trust to the responsible managers: Trust that they will not cross 
‘sound’ levels of accountability and legitimacy, and that if they make 
a mistake, this is accepted. Mistakes are considered as an investment 
in learning. This played a role in all cases. 

- Inform internal financial, HRM and legal units as to what level of 
discretion the responsible manager is given. In the Pegasus pilot case, 
this was a failure factor: The financial unit was not informed about 
the budget that the top management team of the Ministry had allo-
cated to the project. This caused a delay of several months. 

- Allow for a flexible use of budgets: ‘miracles’ have been done with a 
little ‘multiplier money’. The Dutch Environment Ministry in 1993 
spent 25.000 euro in order to transport contaminated soil from a na-
ture and recreation development area. This initiated the break-through 
for a 5 million euro development programme that had been blocked 
because none of the other (public-sector) parties had the discretion to 
allocate their funds for hiring trucks for the removal of the contami-
nated soil. 

- In order to prevent inconvenient surprises, it is worthwhile to develop 
an internal code of conduct for dealing with external actors, espe-
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cially for the degree to which, and the type of agreements that may be 
made. 

In her analysis of a series of debates between Dutch police managers, 
including those involved in the Utrecht case described in Chapter 5, de 
Graaff names several of the above mentioned critical factors for the will-
ingness dimension, but also presents other factors that are important to 
guarantee an adequate measure of discretion:938  

- A careful selection of partners; in any case, those who feel the prob-
lems most, or are involved in one way or the other (between being in-
formed and co-deciding); 

- A clear leadership and direction; 
- Attention to the different ‘logic of appropriateness’ of the involved 

organisations; 
- A clear process design; 
- Results are ascertained so that continuity is guaranteed; 
- There is an intention to create a balance between ‘soft’ and ‘hard’ ap-

proaches. 

Landsbergen and Foley argue, based on case studies in US public-
sector agencies, that a ‘grey zone’ of discretion has to be negotiated, and 
that “rather than running from the gray zone because of fear, public man-
agers should jump into the gray zone because of the opportunities”.939 
These negotiations about discretion take place between higher and lower 
level public managers, but also between managers and their political supe-
riors. The Dutch director-general Frequin, in his reflections on his coop-
eration with more than twenty ministers and junior ministers, emphasises 
the importance of a clear division of tasks. Public managers must combine 
options and prepare proposals, whereas the job of politicians is to make 
choices.940 Hansen and Ejersbo explain the sometimes difficult relationship 
between politicians and administrators as a ‘logic of disharmony’. Politi-
cians approach issues case by case and have an inductive logic of action, 
whereas administrators approach issues by referring to general laws and 
objectives, thus having a deductive logic of action.941  
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Scholarly literature on discretion concludes that there are two chal-
lenges for management development. Firstly, it is important to create the 
organisational learning and support environment in which an optimal 
measure of discretion is possible.942 Secondly, managers should develop a 
good insight in jurisprudence and in the ambiguity and ‘silence’ in the law, 
before they can start using the law in their strategies.943 

7.1.3 Increasing the metagovernance capability 

Chapter 6 concluded that the third qualification of metagovernance is the 
capability of responsible managers to ‘stand above’ all governance styles, 
including the one they may have a personal preference for. This is a qual-
ity that is relatively scarce in any (professional) organisation, because gov-
ernance styles are related to deeply rooted cultures. Laske estimates that no 
more than 10% of the people in (professional) organisations are at this 
‘Stage 5’ level of development (see also Chapter 7.3.6).944 Strategies to im-
prove the metagovernance capability might focus on selection of people 
with this ability and consider putting them in charge. Although the manag-
ers involved in the successful case studies apparently found this a ‘natural’ 
capability, in other projects this may not be case.  

Laske argues that being at this development level does not imply that a 
management position has been reached. If the main organisational culture 
is either hierarchical, market or network oriented, promotion to manage-
ment levels may even be untypical for these people. Therefore, when pub-
lic officers who are at this ‘Stage 5’ level are ‘spotted’, it might be worth 
considering providing specific training facilities to develop their manage-
ment competence. In general public-sector training programmes, the im-
portance of the ‘Stage 5’ ability should become a key issue, as well as the 
competences required for applying each of the ideal-typical governance 
styles. 
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7.2 Metagovernance and management development 

In this section we will first look at the ‘state of art’ of management devel-
opment in public-sector organisations from a governance perspective 
(7.2.1), and proceed with the requirements of management development 
(MD) as a basic training in all three ideal types (7.2.2-7.2.4), as training in 
analysing the governance environment (7.2.5), and as stimulating personal 
development (7.2.6).  

7.2.1 Introduction: Management development in the public 
sector 

The human dimension is the key to the quality of public-sector organisa-
tions.945 What would optimisation of the qualifications for metagovernance 
require of management development programmes in the public sector?  

Firstly, it would help managers to develop governance styles towards 
which they feel no ‘natural’ affinity. This lack of affinity may have been 
caused by their academic background: for example, background in law 
tends to promote an affinity towards hierarchy, and a dislike of ‘sloppy’ 
network approaches. It may also be a personal preference linked to their 
moral values. An MD programme that is ‘fit for metagovernance’ would 
therefore have to consist of a mixture of ingredients: training in line and 
project management (for hierarchy), in business management (for market) 
and in process management and other forms of network management (for 
network).  

Secondly, it would encompass training in investigating and assessing 
the governance environment: problem frames, actors, interests and risks, to 
name some of the factors. 

Thirdly, such an MD programme should focus on personal develop-
ment, aimed at developing a ‘metagovernability’. This addresses the ques-
tion of how to become someone who is able to reflect on all governance 
styles and has enough self-insight to understand one’s own biases.  

The education and selection of (senior) public officials has a history as 
long as that of the public sector itself. Already in the 1940s, Simon argued 
that organisational problems cannot be seen apart from recruitment and 
training of employees.946 Education and selection were focused on develop-
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ing hierarchical thinking, because public-sector organisations have been 
mainly hierarchical for decades. The term ‘management development’ 
emerged from the New Public Management movement during the 1980s. It 
comprises a range of activities that facilitate the development of manage-
rial skills. The influence of New Public Management extended the classi-
cal training of public officials to management issues: performance meas-
urement, delegation, and contract management, to name a few. Since then, 
senior officials who are responsible for an organisational entity are not 
only administrators but also ‘managers’. MD in the public sector has since 
then essentially followed the topics that were fashionable in the business 
sector, like accountability in the late 1990s and leadership and network 
abilities in the early 2000s. Furthermore, many MD-programmes have 
broadened their scope from the original target groups (managers and po-
tential managers) towards all civil servants. In this section, we will concen-
trate on management development challenges sensu strictu: selecting and 
training (potential) public managers.   

If we look at the public sector in a more narrow sense, the civil service, 
two distinct systems can be distinguished: a ‘career’ and a ‘position’ 
model.947 Civil servants in the first category follow a specific career path, 
and will get a life-long position. This system, that is primarily hierarchical, 
existed as an ideal type in Germany, France and Spain, for example. In the 
second system civil servants are, in contrast, appointed to certain tasks, 
and do not have a life-long position (like, in principle, in the Netherlands, 
the United Kingdom and Scandinavian countries). In administrations of the 
career type, mobility is usually low and civil servants are trained by special 
(state) schools. In position type systems mobility is usually high, and there 
are often no special schools for the training of public managers. Both mod-
els may have advantages for MD, depending on what the objectives of MD 
are. The career model has the advantage that certain training is compul-
sory. The position model has the advantage of flexibility. 

The two systems seem to develop into a mixed situation: the extremes 
are moving towards each other. In countries like the Netherlands, top man-
agers of the national administration, are trained by a ‘Senior Public Ser-
vice’948. A (non-state) ‘National School of Public Administration’949 pro-
vides training courses (and has to compete with other schools). Germany 
meanwhile stimulates the mobility of (top) civil servants. The European 
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Community Institutions were a late-comer in management development: 
The 2001 Reform Programme of Commissioner Kinnock stimulated de 
development of training facilities for EU officials. In line with the similar-
ity in the underlying governance style preferences, the European Adminis-
trative School (EAS) which was established in 2005, introduced a master 
programme in 2006 that is based on a co-production of the French Minis-
try of Administrative Affairs and the German Federal Ministry of the Inte-
rior.  

However, although a mixed form is emerging, this is not one single 
model. Training and education of civil servants reflects national traditions 
and each country has found its own, individual solution.950 

A dominant culture inside a public-sector organisation may directly in-
fluence the character of civil servant training. During the 1990s, the Dutch 
Ministry of VROM obliged all policy-makers to take part in a 3-day train-
ing programme in network negotiation based upon the Mutual Gains Ap-
proach951. This ended with the New Millennium, when the politico-
administrative climate turned back from a dominating market ideology to-
wards a focus on hierarchy. Most policy-makers of this Ministry still fol-
low a basic training in project management (aimed at controlling resources 
during a project), whereas network governance would ask for training in 
process management and network abilities.  

It is important to acknowledge that management development may have 
different, even mutually undermining objectives, depending on the type of 
governance style reflecting the dominant belief system of the top managers 
in a public-sector organisation:  

- From the viewpoint of hierarchical governance, “training prepares the 
organisation member to reach satisfactory decisions himself, without 
the need for the constant exercise of authority or advice. In this sense, 
training procedures are alternatives to the exercise of authority or ad-
vice as means of control over the subordinate’s decisions”952. 

- Market governors will prefer MD training to produce management 
tools that help making decisions that are more efficient. 

- Training for network governance aims at helping public officials to 
learn how to ‘muddle through’953 in an irrational, permanently chang-
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ing multi-actor organisational environment, in which solving societal 
problems involves managing societal learning. 954 Network govern-
ance and related forms such as deliberative governance, may need to 
establish learning communities and other informal alliances that al-
low people to learn from each other’s experience. 955 

This illustrates that it is risky if management development is purely 
‘demand-driven’, although this is often promoted following the introduc-
tion of market thinking in the public sector. As shown in the above section, 
individual public managers may have a strong preference for one govern-
ance style, according to their academic background (legal, financial and 
natural sciences versus social sciences) and personal preference, combined 
with the predominant style of their organisation. They therefore may tend 
to prefer a type of training that matches with their ‘beliefs’. This leads to 
the expression of training needs that may or may not reflect what the or-
ganisation requires. Purely demand-driven MD may not attract many ‘cus-
tomers’ to training (module) in metagovernance: they would not know 
what to expect. Moreover there may be a strategic organisational need to 
train managers in metagovernance capability; in that case, voluntary 
courses may be the wrong measure.  Therefore, a precondition seems to be 
that top officials consider raising awareness about the problems and oppor-
tunities of metagovernance as a strategic issue.  

7.2.2 Hierarchical management: Line and project management 

Although the Utrecht community policing case (Chapter 5) was in the first 
place characterised by network management, hierarchical management 
was used in case incidents occurred. The police were able to switch imme-
diately to hierarchy, because they had a hierarchical management system 
‘running in the background’. The main aim of this hierarchical manage-
ment system is to be able to command and control subordinates (and other 
actors, if possible). This requires a top-down vision and a planning and de-
sign type of strategy. Blue-printing may be a good design approach. The 
orientation is mainly internal, and is only externally directed as far as re-
quired to reduce risks, ambiguity and uncertainty. The structure should be 
inflexible and therefore predictable. The line organisation is the prototype 
for this. A matrix organisation or a project structure, are slightly more 
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flexible forms, but they still aim at creating the best possible conditions for 
command and control. People management consists of top-down steering. 
Training subordinates aims at creating more discipline. Results should be 
controllable, which leads to a preference for developing legislation instead 
of ‘soft agreements’.  

Project management is an approach that is developed as a means to 
maintain control on the financial, HRM, time and other resources of pro-
jects, and to keep them accountable. Table 12 highlights the main differ-
ences between project management (used also in market governance) and 
process management (a requisite of network governance, see also hereaf-
ter). A project approach is suitable for the building of a house and for fi-
nancial management, for example. The objective is clear and undisputed, 
as is the sequence of steps to be taken. A process approach is required for 
creating universal solutions to complex problems. The problem and the ob-
jective are the object of a dialogue, and it is not clear at all what the out-
come will be. 

Both approaches have their advantages and disadvantages. De Bruijn et 
al. investigated the failure of an attempt to introduce a new sport television 
channel in the Netherlands, and concluded that the main failure factor was 
that a project approach was chosen for a problem in which many autono-
mous stakeholders, with contrasting interests, appeared: here, process 
management would have been better.956 Process management provides bet-
ter opportunities for dealing with controversies that arise when a new actor 
enters an existing network, than project management.957The same happened 
with the failure of an attempt to establish a common ‘water-chain com-
pany’ in one of the Dutch provinces.958 These examples illustrate that pro-
ject management is still the ‘reflex’ of hierarchical organisations, even 
when they have to deal with complex problems. In the Utrecht policing 
case, project and process management were combined, although the proc-
ess was the main focal point. The fact that project management was also 
applied made it easier to return to a ‘controlled situation’ when this was 
deemed necessary: it enhanced the metagovernance-capacity.   
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Table 12. Differences between project and process management.959 

7.2.3 Market management: ‘Public’ business administration 

When the management environment in public-sector organisations is con-
sidered as comparable with a market environment, public managers will 
have to be trained in business administration, as in MBA programmes for 
example. Since market thinking became popular in the public sector, espe-
cially for junior managers, acquiring an MBA degree has been encouraged. 
This teaches them to maintain a vision in which competition, autonomy 
and price (efficiency) are important. Their strategy will focus on creating a 
competitive advantage (‘positioning school’ of Mintzberg), and their ori-
entation to other actors will be mixed: both internally and externally, as 
long as this leads to more efficient projects. Market managers may accept 
the structure of a line organisation as long as this comes with enough dis-
cretionary power (autonomy), but tend to prefer the relative autonomy of 
projects or of decentred organisations. Their people management will aim 
at empowering and they will introduce merit systems for promotion, per-
formance contracts and other incentives. Their preferred results are bar-
gained contracts or voluntary agreements that leave enough flexibility, in-
stead of ‘inflexible’ legislation or ‘weak’ covenants. Finally, they count on 
the ‘invisible hand of the market’ as a mechanism for checks and balances. 

The market governance paradigm only indirectly influenced the five in-
vestigated cases, but it was not an unimportant factor. Market managers in 
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Project management Process management 
Focus on content Focus on stakeholders 
Clear objectives, good plan Good process; objectives and plans 

 result from this process 
Push for action: Quick and clear  
decision making creates better results 

Keep options open: stakeholders must 
continue to find the initiative attractive  

Communication with stakeholders is 
mainly explaining and convincing of the 
quality of the plan, and follows  
after decision making 

Communication is a process of  
discussion and negotiating; decision 
making is the result 

Focus on execution of the decision;  
dynamics make the execution difficult 

Focus on generating a win-win  
situation, resulting in dealing with  
dynamics 
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the Financial and Economic Departments in all cases investigated in Chap-
ter 4 tried to prevent the Environmental Departments from developing new 
soil protection legislation.  

7.2.4 Network management: Network abilities and process 
management  

The application of network governance requires knowledge of network 
characteristics and experience with networking. A network manager must 
understand what networks are, how they function and what is expected of 
members of a network and of a ‘network moderator’.  

Network managers act from the vision that other actors are partners that 
are interdependent. They apply the ‘learning school’ of strategy; blue-
printing is out of the question. This was clearly the case in the Utrecht po-
licing case: the process developed in an incremental way, the problem was 
reframed several times, and gradually more actors became involved and 
added their ideas. Network managers have an orientation that is mainly ex-
ternal, but internal actors are also considered to be important. They tend to 
structure their work in the form of essentially regulated networks; a project 
team may support this and become the ‘network motor’. The ‘structure’ is 
run using process management. People management primarily involves fa-
cilitating and coaching, and the intended results are a consensus or a more 
formalised form, such as a covenant. Network managers have adopted new 
roles, such as the ‘webber’ (designing and maintaining network infrastruc-
ture960), and the ‘human portal’ and ‘T-shaped manager’ (connecting verti-
cal and horizontal thinking).961   

Several handbooks on ‘network management’ have been published that 
address most of these issues. Not surprisingly many have been written by 
Dutch scholars, who live in a country with deeply rooted network values. 
Koppenjan and Klijn concentrate on the management of networks as a bet-
ter answer to dealing with uncertainties than the New Public Management 
solution of using markets and contracts, because the requirements of mar-
ket governance “are not always realistic”.962 They consider hierarchical 
governance, the “standard response of public actors”, as “increasingly dys-
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functional”, especially when dealing with the uncertainties of ‘wicked’ 
problems.963 Taking this view, their book offers a thorough analysis of 
network management. Nevertheless, their approach has limitations for the 
tasks of public managers. Firstly, they only look at complex, unstructured 
problems, whereas public managers also have to deal with many structured 
and routine issues. Secondly, they frame society as a “complex network 
society”. This is one of three possible points of departure, the others being 
society as a market and society as a hierarchy. If we take the view that hi-
erarchies, networks and markets appear in dynamic mixtures and that the 
management of networks, or markets, or hierarchies is not the main chal-
lenge, but the design and management of these mixtures, then ‘network 
management’ is only part of the solution. Concentrating on network man-
agement may even lead to using this approach for approaching problems 
for which a hierarchical or market approach would be better suited. De 
Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof depart from the network metaphor for the de-
velopment of public management strategies and the introduction of net-
work instruments.964. In a more recent book they take a view that is close to 
the understanding of metagovernance in this research. They argue that 
working in a network process requires a good balance with hierarchical 
thinking, and hierarchy should be used as a means to overcome network 
failures by introducing a degree of structure, such as rules for the behav-
iour of network partners.965 However, they propose governance styles as a 
dichotomy: hierarchy and network, and do not distinguish market govern-
ance as a third force. 

Framing the problems of public managers as networking challenges has 
shed a new light on how complex societal problems can be solved. How-
ever, this is only part of the picture. One of the risks of taking the ‘network 
paradigm’ as the basis is that this may cause all problems to be framed as 
network problems, and to reframe issues that are difficult to deal with, as 
an extension of the paradigm. The concept of ‘power networks’ in ‘adap-
tive governance’966 might be an example of this. From another perspective, 
power networks are essentially hierarchical governance structures. Another 
risk is that non-network structures are considered to have become ‘void’, 
as in Voss et al., who use the concept of ‘reflexive governance’, as an al-
                                                      
 
963  Koppenjan and Klijn (2004: 99): Managing uncertainties in networks. 
964  De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof (1995): Netwerkmanagement. Strategieën, 

instrumenten en normen. 
965  De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof (2004: 86): Management in netwerken. 
966  Nooteboom (2006): Adaptive networks. The governance for sustainable de-

velopment. 
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ternative to all other forms of governance, because “of the gap which (…) 
control-oriented management approaches have left”967. 

When comparing process management, introduced in Section 7.2.2 
with project management, it is a key requisite for network managers, espe-
cially if they are dealing with unstructured and dynamic problems. In such 
cases, there is no objective information available and the value and norms 
of the involved actors are different.968 ‘Wicked problems’ such as soil pro-
tection and local safety are examples. De Bruijn et al. distinguish between 
the design (‘process architecture’) and the management of processes. Proc-
ess management is sometimes framed as an approach to replace hierarchi-
cal relations.969 However, in all real-life policy and organisational proc-
esses, elements of network governance are present, even in seemingly pure 
hierarchical cases: It might therefore be suboptimal to confine the use of 
process management to ‘pure’ network governance alone.   

The examples in Section 7.2.2 showed what may go wrong if project 
management is applied in a dynamic environment, where process man-
agement would have been more suitable. The opposite situation can also 
occur. For example, applying process management without awareness of 
how to responsibly use resources and to reach an objective may produce 
unsatisfactory results. The ‘BEVER’ project that preceded the Dutch soil 
protection project (4.2) suffered from ‘endless talks’ and created a resis-
tance against ‘time-consuming’ network governance. From a metagovern-
ance perspective, it is therefore important to always combine project and 
process management.970 Interestingly, handbooks on project management971 
as well as handbooks on process management972 tend to disregard ‘the 
other perspective’.  

The application of metagovernance does not imply a choice for an ad-
hocracy (project groups, networks) as organisation type: it requires mixing 
line, project and process management in a situationally optimal way. Me-
                                                      
 
967  Voss et al. (eds.)(2006: xiv): Reflexive governance for sustainable develop-

ment. 
968  De Bruijn, Ten Heuvelhof and In ‘t Veld (1998: 2-6): Proces management. 
969  Termeer and Königs (2003): Vitaliserend procesmanagement. 
970  See also Spaink (2005): Handboek Public Management. 
971  E.g. Kor and Wijnen (1997): Projectmatig werken bij de hand. 
972  Also the seminal work of De Bruijn, Ten Heuvelhof and In ‘t Veld (2004: 

Process management: Why project management fails in complex decision 
making processes) concentrates on the importance of process management 
and does not advise to combine this with project management, probably be-
cause they focus on complex problems.  
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tagovernance as management can be applied in a line organisation, in a 
project organisation, and in a network organisation. This does not imply 
that each type of organisation can solve problems and be innovative in the 
same way. Innovation in a hierarchical organisation may focus on chang-
ing the organisation structure; a network organisation may emphasise the 
organisation of optimal processes of cooperation and co-creation; in a 
market organisation typically the mechanisms of competition and price 
will be used to stimulate innovation. 

7.2.5 Training in analysing the governance environment 

Each governance approach requires that the governance environment is 
adequately understood. Who are the players? What are their interests and 
relative power position? What are the risks they have to deal with during 
their work, etcetera? For a hierarchical approach it is important to under-
stand which actors would not acknowledge the hierarchical position of 
government: they may frustrate the implementation of new policies. For a 
network approach it is mandatory to make an inventory of which actors 
would like to be involved in the policy network: actors who feel left out of 
the network could ‘pop up’ in the game anytime. For a market approach it 
is important to know the capabilities and willingness of actors in order to 
be reliable contract partners. 

There is a range of complementary methods to assist in answering these 
questions:973 

- Factor analysis (What is the problem? Whose problem is it? Why is 
it a problem now? Is it a simple or a complex problem?); 

- Actor analysis (making a list of the stakeholders that may be inter-
ested/needed; discussing their possible roles, assessing their interests 
and standpoints, and how to select their representatives); 

- Strength analysis (identification of power and positions of actors. Can 
we trust them?  Are their interests opposite or congruent with gov-
ernment’s interests?); What are the strategies for dealing with ‘ene-
mies’, ‘opponents’, ‘coalition partners’ and ‘friends’? 

- Network/relation analysis (what are the relations between the stake-
holders; are they involved in other networks/co-operations?); 

- Argumentation analysis (what is the present state of the debate? Who 
argues on an ideological level, on a technical level, on a problem 
level, etc.?); 

                                                      
 
973  Meuleman (2003, Ch. 6-8): The Pegasus Principle. 
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- Risk analysis (what are the risks during the policymaking process or 
internal project? Are these risks important, and can they be influenced 
or not?); 

- Organising meetings: Examples of types of meetings for specific 
situations include: an internal start-up meeting (internal partners, such 
as other ministries, also have interests), an external start-up meeting 
(if this is about creating many ideas, the ‘open space’ technique could 
work well), an expert meeting, an opinion-forming meeting, a reflec-
tion meeting, a decision-making meeting and an evaluation meeting. 

- Negotiation methods. In the classical method of negotiating, govern-
ments and other actors try to create a compromise. However, in a 
compromise, everybody looses a bit (or more than a bit). A compro-
mise often results from a situation in which there is little trust be-
tween parties. This is normal in a hierarchical governance approach: 
some partners (in this case: governmental actors) are ‘more equal’ 
than other partners. In a market approach trust is a delicate thing. In-
volved parties are, in principle, autonomous and will strive for their 
own interests. If one chooses a more participatory approach, then 
building trust is required. Networks rely on mutual understanding of 
interests, and on the notion that actors are more or less interdepend-
ent. This context requires a type of negotiation that concentrates on 
creating a consensus (everybody may win, to a certain extent. In the 
early 1990s Harvard University in the USA developed the so-called 
Mutual Gains Approach (MGA), which does exactly this.974 This ap-
proach is especially suited to complex issues in which many stake-
holders involved, such as sustainable development. A core concept of 
MGA is to make a distinction between positions and interests: Inter-
ests open up a wider range of possible actions than positions. Another 
interesting difference with the classical ‘compromise’ approach is 
that one starts not with trying to simplifying the issue, but on the con-
trary, to make the problem more complex. Looking at the interests of 
stakeholders outside the direct focus of the policy issue may provide 
more interesting package deals in the end. The strength of this ap-
proach is “the acknowledgement of the participants’ conflicting inter-
ests as a natural fact”.975 Negotiating techniques for a multi-

                                                      
 
974  E.g. Susskind and Field (1996): Dealing with an Angry Public: The Mutual 

Gains Approach to Resolving Disputes. 
975  Levin (2004: 80): Organising change processes. Cornerstones, methods, and 

strategies. 
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stakeholder environment such as the MGA approach requires excel-
lent communication skills of the involved public officials. 

7.2.6 Metagovernability and personal development 

The ability to take a metagovernance perspective requires insight in the in-
compatibilities and synergies of the three management approaches de-
scribed in Sections 7.2.2, 7.2.3 and 7.2.4, along with experience with 
methods for the analysis of the governance environment (7.2.5). Besides 
competences, a personal capability to view the world from different per-
spectives is also necessary.  

Competences 

Governance styles not only encompass organisational visions, strategies 
and leadership forms, but many more aspects of organising and coordinat-
ing. A metagovernor must have all three ideal typical management ap-
proaches ‘running in the background’. We might compare this with com-
puter software packages like Office, in which a word processor, a spread 
sheet programme and a presentation device run at the same time, and 
switching between them is quick and easy. Which ‘competences’ does an 
effective metagovernor require? 

Competences and ‘competence management’ have become a central 
theme of public management development. It would be interesting to know 
how contemporary lists of key competences for public managers match 
with the competences required for the application of the three governance 
styles and of metagovernance by public managers. One example is the list 
of 42 competences for the 900 senior managers who work for the Dutch 
ministries and their agencies, compiled by the Dutch Senior Public Service 
department (ABD).976 These competences are tentatively linked to the three 
governance styles and to metagovernance in Table 13. This table shows 
that, although the ABD presents its list in an alphabetical order, the com-
petences can be grouped into four categories. The list is ‘metagovernance-
proof’: it contains essential competences for hierarchical, network and 
market management and for metagovernance. Therefore, this list seems a 
good fundament for management development with a focus on metagov-

                                                      
 
976  ABD (2003): Competentiemanagement Algemene bestuursdienst. 
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ernance. However, Van der Meer and Toonen warn against too much op-
timism about the practical value of this (type of) competence systems:977 

“Because competency management links personnel development to pay 
and career decisions, it could well elicit strategic behaviour by staff mem-
bers; at worst, it could run the risk of becoming a self-defeating initiative.” 

 
Table 13. Relation of 'ABD-competences' with governance approaches (own 
composition).978  

Capability 

A vital competence needed for the successful use of metagovernance is the 

                                                      
 
977  Van der Meer and Toonen (2005: 839): Competency management and civil 

service professionalism in Dutch Central Government. 
978  Based on a comparison of the description of 42 competences with characteris-

tics of the 3 ideal types of governance and of metagovernance.  

Hierarchical 
competences 

Network 
competences 

Market competences Metagovernance 
competences 

Anticipation 
Decision  
making ability 
Political  
sensitivity 
Objective  
oriented  
management 
Giving  
direction to  
organisation 
Sensitivity to  
organisational 
rules 
Planning and  
organising 
Task-oriented  
management 
Tenacity 
Control of  
performance/ 
progress  

Involvement 
Maintaining  
integrity 
Learning ability 
Listening 
Motivation of  
others 
Network ability 
Team leadership 
Cooperation 
Stress resistance  

Willingness to  
delegate 
Initiative 
Interpersonal  
sensitivity 
Client oriented 
Oral presentation 
Development  
employees 
Conviction power 
Motivate to  
performance  

Anticipation 
Adaptability 
Conceptual  
flexibility 
Courage 
Energy 
Flexible behaviour 
Information  
analysis 
Judgement from  
diff. perspectives 
Situational  
management 
Vision of future 
Self-insight 
Invest in self  
development 
Self-confidence  

ability to take different perspectives. It is not a new insight that this is im-
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portant. Morgan elaborated the idea that organisations should be perceived 
using a series of metaphors, each of which explains a specific ‘image’ of 
the same organisation.979 Mintzberg et al. used the story of six blind men 
who all describe a different part of an elephant, believing that they have 
the whole ‘picture’, to illustrate that strategy formation should combine 
different approaches that together are more than the sum of the parts. They 
advocated a multi-perspective approach, a ‘configuration school’ of strat-
egy formation that ‘reconciles’ the tensions between the other ‘schools’.980 
This hybrid pattern of strategy formation is also advocated for dealing with 
complex issues such as sustainable development.981 A last example that vir-
tually every (public) manager knows is that of Hersey and Blanchard’s 
concept of ‘situational leadership’: applying a different approach in differ-
ent situations.982 Again, individual public managers may have a preferred 
personal style. An example illustrates the impact of such a style difference 
that may or may not be a mismatch. Suppose that a public official has 
made a mistake that implies a loss of 1 million euro. A hierarchical man-
ager may relieve him of his post, stating: “I can not rely anymore that you 
won’t make such terrible mistakes”. A market manager may say: “You can 
keep your position if you refund the loss by taking efficiency measures in 
your project”. Or: “There is no question that I would remove you from 
your post: I have just invested 1 million euro in your education!” Finally, a 
network manager may react: “Let’s see what we can learn from this: 
Please give a presentation about what you have learned from this experi-
ence in our team meeting next week”. 

This brings us to the dimension of personal development, which is 
more than just trying to change the habits and behaviour of employees. 
The capability to work as a metagovernor requires more than learning to 
master competences. Behaviour is the “observable manifestation of a spe-
cific development position”983. Therefore, it seems important to train peo-
ple to reach the ‘right’ development position.  

                                                      
 
979  Morgan (1986/1997): Images of organisation.   
980  Mintzberg et al. (1998): Strategy safari. A guided tour through the wilderness 

of strategic management. 
981  Steurer and Martinuzzi (2005): Towards a new pattern of strategy formation 

in the public sector. 
982  Hersey and Blanchard (1982): Management of organizational behaviours: 

Utilizing human resources. 
983  Laske (2004: 44): Can evidence based coaching increase ROI? 
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Table 14. Comparison of three development levels of Graves et al., the three ideal 
typical governance styles, and three ‘ways of life’ of Thompson et. al..  

Two human development models are briefly introduced below. The 
first is Graves’ model of human development in eight levels985, which was 
adapted and further developed by Beck and Cowan986, and is relatively 
popular in the Dutch police organisation, for example. The three most 
commonly occurring development levels in (Western) societies and or-
ganisations are ‘blue’, ‘orange’ and ‘green’. They are closely related to hi-
erarchical, market and network governance respectively, and to the three 
most common ‘ways of life’ Thomson et al. have distinguished in their 
‘Cultural Theory’987 (Table 14). It is interesting to note that the historical 
emergence of hierarchical, market and network since the 1950s took place 
in the same sequence as the development stages ‘blue’, ‘orange’ and 
‘green’. 988 

                                                      
 
984  This is network governance with a focus on trust and partnership (related to 

the Dutch ‘polder model’, which is a corporatist model). Network governance 
with a focus on content is more related to the yellow than to the green value 
system. 

985  Graves (1965): Value systems and their relation to managerial controls and 
organizational viability. 

986  Beck and Cowan (1996): Spiral Dynamics: Mastering Values, Leadership, 
and Change (Developmental Management).  

987  Thompson et al. (1990): Cultural Theory. 
988  This is in interesting coincidence. A critical question would be: Is it possible 

that Graves’ development model is rather an expression of the development of 
(Western) society since the 2nd World War, than a universal model? However, 
how could he then have predicted (in the 1960s) the emergence of market 
thinking in the 1980s and network thinking in the 1990s? On the other hand, 
Laske’s development model shows a sequence that is different (Table 15). 

Graves/Beck/Cowan dev. levels Governance styles ‘Ways of life’ 
Green  (Communitarian, equality, 
learning from others, openness and 
trust, leaders are facilitators) 

Network governance984 Egalitarism 

Orange (Entrepreneurial, rational, 
personal success, money rather than 
loyalty, competition, autonomy) 

Market governance Individualism 

Blue (Authoritarian, loyal to truth, 
obedience, discipline, pyramidal  
organisation structure) 

Hierarchical governance Hierarchism 
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Like governance styles, these development levels may occur simultane-
ously in mixtures, but these mixtures may be inherently conflicting. If 
there an apparent relation between governance styles and development 
levels, where should we position metagovernance? Thompson et al. do not 
differentiate a separate ‘way of life’ in which people look beyond their 
own perspective. Graves et al., however, did distinguish a ‘higher’ level (in 
terms of being able to deal with more complexity) that reflects the capa-
bilities that metagovernors need: the ‘yellow’ level (Table 15).  

Table 15. Metagovernance and the 'yellow' development level.  

This level of development represents a ‘quantum shift’ in capacity to 
take multiple perspectives in life. Other than in blue, orange and green lev-
els, ‘yellow’ people do not consider their value system as ‘the’ value sys-
tem. ‘Out of the box’ thinking is a natural capacity of ‘yellow’. Uncer-
tainty, ambiguity and paradoxes are challenges instead of problems.989   

Thompson’s ‘ways of life’ are not positioned in a developmental man-
ner. Grave’s model, however is a development model: the higher the level, 
the more efficiently the problem of complexity can be dealt with.  

Understanding the different development levels may contribute to the 
understanding of (public) management challenges.990 This was illustrated 
during a conference on governance styles and immigrant integration poli-
cies in 2004.991 The participants, who had filled in a questionnaire that 
linked them with a dominant ‘colour’, were placed together in groups of 
the same colour. All groups had to answer the same question: What should 
the Minister tell the press about a recent ‘honour killing’ in immigrant cir-
cles of a young woman, that had shocked the nation? The ‘green’ groups 
(network) urged that the Minister should radiate ‘togetherness’: “We have 
to solve this problem together with the immigrant groups”. The ‘blue’ 

                                                      
 
989  Herold (2005: 107-113): Denkfundamenten onsluierd! 
990  Besides Beck and Cowan (1996), also Herold has published on the manage-

ment perspectives of ‘Spiral Dynamics’ (Herold, 2005: Denkfundamenten 
onsluierd!). 

991  Conference ‘Showing one’s colours’, (‘Kleur bekennen’) organised by VOM, 
March 2004, The Hague. 

Graves/Beck/Cowan dev. levels Governance styles ‘Ways of life’ 
Yellow (Multi-perspective ability, dealing 
with complexity, chaos and change;  
leadership without dominance) 

Metagovernance ? 



     291 

groups (hierarchy) stressed that immigrants should respect the Dutch law 
and that there could not be any compassion with such cultural practices. 
The ‘orange’ group (market) advocated a rational and entrepreneurial reac-
tion: “I will take immediate action to get to the bottom of this problem”, 
and stressed that, for public relations reasons, the Minister should not for-
get to mention that “We have to stay together”. A ‘yellow’ group (me-
tagovernance) was not formed: too few participants had this as their domi-
nant style. What this example shows is that if teams are composed of 
people with different ‘colours’, the range of (policy) options may be much 
richer than when there is a dominance of one colour/style only.  

The second human development model (for example used by the Euro-
pean Commission) is Laske’s model of individual adult development. 992 It 
builds on the models of Graves, Wilber and Kegan and distinguishes so-
cial-emotional and cognitive development. Adults develop over their life 
span in two different but related ways: in terms of their social-emotional 
capability to make meaning of their experiences, and their cognitive capa-
bility of thinking systemically and critically, Laske distinguishes adult ca-
pability from capacities and competences. Capacities refer to pre-adult 
‘character structure’ (personality), while competences refer to skills and at-
titudes that have been learned throughout life. Capabilities are central: ca-
pacities and competences derive from capabilities. 

Laske’s model may help in ‘discovering’ good metagovernors and de-
veloping the metagoverning capabilities of public managers. He argues, 
that the social-emotional capability of adults develops in four stages (stage 
1 or S-1 is pre-adult and therefore not included) (Table 16). In this model, 
development also follows patterns that resemble elements of the govern-
ance style ideal types, although not as ‘neatly’ matching as with the 
Graves’ model. The S-5 level is the most important one for metagovern-
ance. This is again a level (like the ‘yellow’ level of Graves et al.) in which 
people are capable to think in a systemic, multi-perspective way and have 
a very high level of self insight. This leads to the expectation that me-
tagovernance needs people developing into the direction of S-5. As Laske 
puts it993:  

“It seems to me that metagovernance as you define it heightens the ac-
countability burden of those inside the public organisation, and thus re-
quires not so much new ‘competences’ but more solid ‘capabilities.’ For 
one thing, conflict of any kind cannot be well negotiated by people at de-

                                                      
 
992  Laske (2006): Measuring hidden dimensions. The art and science of fully en-

gaging adults.  
993  Otto Laske, personal communication by email, 3 July 2006. 
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velopment level S-3 of other-dependence because they don’t have suffi-
cient ‘backbone’ to act from their own values and will try to please others 
they depend on. Principled action in the face of conflict will be difficult or 
impossible for people of that developmental culture. Better conflict resolu-
tion can be expected from more highly developed people at development 
level S-4 since they are ‘marching to their own drummer’, following prin-
ciples they believe in. However, this culture has its own pitfalls, since level 
S-4 persons tend to reinforce their own values and principles and take them 
to be that of the bureaucracy or organisation. This blind spot can only be 
overcome by a few people moving into development level S-5.”  

Table 16. Changing orientations across adult stages994 

                                                      
 
994   After Laske (2006, Measuring hidden dimensions). Last row: own interpreta-

tion. 

Orientation S-2 (10%)995 S-3 (55%) S-4 (25%) S-5 (10%) 
View of others Instruments of 

own need 
gratification 

Needed to 
contribute to 
own self  
image 

Collaborator, 
delegate, peer 

Contributors to 
own integrity 
and balance 

Level of self  
insight 

Low Moderate High Very high 

Values Law of jungle Community Self-
determined 

Humanity 

Needs Overriding all 
others’ needs 

Subordinate to 
community, 
work group 

Flowing from 
striving for 
integrity 

Viewed in 
connection with 
own obligations 
and limitations 

Need to control Very high Moderate Low Very low 
Communication Unilateral Exchange 1:1 Dialogue True  

communication 
Organisational 
orientation 

Careerist Good citizen Manager System’s leader 

Link with  
governance style 
ideal types 

Hierarchical 
governance 

Network  
governance 

Market  
governance 

Metagovernance
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Therefore, it seems that the capability of applying metagovernance not 
only requires a certain social-emotional development stage, but also a high 
degree of cognitive development. It requires dialectical thinking996. It is 
also a matter of “systemic thinking, thus cognitive development, whether 
somebody can negotiate a network and a hierarchical model.” 997 According 
to Laske, usually only 10% of adults reach level S-5. These people are not 
only found at the (management) top of organisations, because they have 
capabilities that are not always asked for. If we follow the argument of 
Graves et al. and of Laske, that capabilities that are essential for metagov-
erners can be developed to a certain extent, then this implies an important 
challenge for management development in public-sector organisations.  

This leaves us with important questions for further research. How to 
train politicians, who are usually only ‘passers-by’, often laymen, and in 
some countries have developed a problematic relation with the core execu-
tive: a “climate of mutual caution and sometimes upright suspicion”?998 
This question also takes us back to the problematic democratic anchorage 
of metagovernance, discussed in Chapter 2. Last but not least, it will be 
important to further investigate the intercultural transferability of organisa-
tional and human development models. How culturally neutral are they? 
Are the values behind metagovernance, such as ‘leadership without a 
dominance’ (Graves’ yellow level) and with humanity (Laske’s S-5 level), 
universal values that are required for dealing with high complexity and 
chaos: Do they also apply to developing countries? It is, however, not un-
thinkable that applicability of these models is more or less confined to 
Western democracies. 

                                                                                                                          
 
995  Percentages indicate the proportion of people attaining one of the develop-

ment stages indicated, and are based on empirical research of the Kohlberg 
School at Harvard University Graduate School of Education. 

996  Basseches (1984): Dialectical thinking and adult development. 
997  Otto Laske, personal communication by email, 5 July 2006. 
998  ’t Hart and Wille (2006: 144): Ministers and top officials in the Dutch core 

executive: living together, growing apart? 
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7.3 Metagovernance, reform and organisational change 

7.3.1 (Meta)governance in public-sector reform programmes 

A large body of public administration literature is dedicated to the analysis 
of the public-sector reform programmes of the last decades. These reform 
programmes have addressed a dual challenge, consisting of the introduc-
tion of market values and of network values in the public sector, which ap-
plies to the ways public-sector organisations function as well as to how 
they operate in society. This dual challenge can be observed worldwide – 
at least in the Western world and in countries with governance structures 
that are influenced by international institutions like the World Bank, the 
OECD and the UN. Therefore, a convergence of reform objectives and re-
sults has been expected.999 However, a convergence may have developed in 
the reform rhetoric, but not in real-life reforms. In different countries, dif-
ferent types of reform have taken place, although they can be grouped ac-
cording to certain types: Anglo-Saxon countries combine the ‘marketiser’ 
(introduction of market mechanisms) and ‘minimiser’ (small state) type. 
Continental-European countries have chosen a combination of the ‘pre-
server’ (marginal changes) and the ‘moderniser’ (integrated changes) 
types.1000 

What do recent reform programmes of Western European public ad-
ministration since 2000 say about governance style management? First, 
most reforms programmes (of the UK, NL, D, EC, OECD for example) 
have in common that they stimulate network governance as well as market 
governance, and on top restore elements of hierarchical governance that 
are considered to have become too weak, such as control and accountabil-
ity procedures. Figure 24 illustrates this for reform programmes in three 
administrations: the Dutch ‘Programme Different Government’ (2003), the 
German ‘Modern State, Modern Administration (1999), and the two re-
form programmes of the European Commission (the White Paper on Re-
forming the Commission, 2000, and the White Paper on Governance, 
2001). 

These reform programmes have all been heavily criticised. The Dutch 
programme was reproached for a lack of direction and a focus on process 
only.1001 The German reform attempts have been considered to be rather 
                                                      
 
999  Pollit (2001): Clarifying convergence. Striking similarities and durable differ-

ences in public management reform. 
1000  Bouckaert (2004: 23-24): Die Dynamik von Verwaltungsreformen.  
1001  Kickert (2005: 29, Overheidshervormingen - Lessen uit het verleden) inter-
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embellished. “Like everywhere, the question is what has effectively 
changed, beyond glossy brochures and official reports of success”1002. The 
EU White Paper on Governance emphasised the need for a stronger culture 
of voluntary cooperation. However, was this because hierarchical steering 
was not working well enough anymore? ‘New modes of governance’ such 
as the Open Method of Coordination, are almost always introduced after 
legislative deadlocks.1003 The White Paper’s statement that networks ‘self-
organise’ and ‘self manage’ is questionable. Schout and Jordan argue, that 
in the case of complex, cross-cutting policy challenges such as sustainable 
development and the implementation of the environmental policy integra-
tion (EPI) principle in the EU member states, more active forms of gov-
ernment involvement are necessary.1004 The poor results of the internal im-
plementation of the EPI principle in all EU-policies since its introduction 
in the treaty of the European Community in 1987, was already noticed 
long before the White Paper on Governance was published. Malek and 
Hilkermeijer relate this to the incapability of the European Commission to 
develop into a learning organisation.1005 

Robert claimed that the European Commission conceals the creative 
and the ideological dimensions in its work, “by presenting them as dictated 
by a certain rationale (juridical, technical) and/or compelled by European 
common interest”.1006 In line with this, Follesdal criticized the hidden po-
litical theory of the White Paper on Governance. The five principles on 
which the Paper builds are sometimes contradictory and often unclear in 
their consequences. Some examples:1007 

- Openness: it is overlooked that this might come at the price of ‘effi-
ciency’, one of the other principles; 

                                                                                                                          
 

viewed 18 experts (scholars, former politicians, top public managers) on 
Dutch reform programmes of the last decades and of the then running pro-
gramme ‘Different Government’. 

1002  Jann (2004: 102): Verwaltungsmodernisierung auf Bundesebene. 
1003  Eberlein and Kerwer (2004: 125): New governance in the European Union: A 

theoretical perspective. 
1004  Schout and Jordan (2004: 203): Coordinated European Governance. 
1005  Malek and Hilkermeijer (2001: 2): The European Commission as a learning 

organization? Theoretical considerations and empirical ideas. 
1006  Robert (2001: 8): The European Commission and its relationship to politics. 

How and why doing politics and pretending not to? 
1007  Follesdal (2003: 76-82): The political theory of the White Paper on Govern-

ance: Hidden and fascinating. 
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- Participation: the White Paper seems to assume that any increase in 
participation also increases the legitimacy of the process and/or the 
result; 

- Accountability: Some of the measures diminish rather than enhance 
accountability. The European Parliament should not carry out a de-
tailed scrutiny of the Commission but rather should maintain broad 
oversight.  

- Effectiveness: The White Paper gives the impression that it is the 
Commission who defines the goals according to which effectiveness 
has to be assessed – not the Council of Ministers. 

 

 
Fig. 24. Affinity with hierarchy, network and market governance of reform meas-
ures of the Netherlands, Germany and the European Commission (own analysis) 

Because these reform programmes stimulate all three governance 
styles, and because we have seen that conflicts and potential synergies be-
tween hierarchical, network and market governance are bound to emerge 
in public-sector organisations, it should be expected that the reform pro-
grammes comprise proposals about how to deal with such conflicts and 
synergies. However, this is not the case. The post-2000 reform pro-
grammes of the Netherlands, Germany and the European Commission, do 
not address governance style interactions. Consequently, the question how 
to deal with these interactions (the question of metagovernance), is also 
not addressed. Apparently, the people who were responsible for drafting 
the reform programmes were neither aware of the (inherent) incompatibili-
ties of governance styles, nor conscious of the importance of situational 
mixing governance styles.  
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Would using the metagovernance model have increased the chance that 
the reform programmes became more successful? There is no empirical re-
search available yet, but it seems plausible. Firstly, because a metagovern-
ance perspective would have implied an awareness of the conflict potential 
of governance mixtures. Secondly, such reform programmes would have 
discussed the requirements for a metagovernance approach in the imple-
mentation phase of the programmes (willingness, discretion, and capabil-
ity). Finally it would have added an awareness of the limitations of reform 
programmes. This might have led to explicitly addressing the stumbling 
blocks for public-sector reform, including those resulting from governance 
style interactions. 

7.3.2 Metagovernance and organisational change projects 

Reform programmes are usually overarching: they contain a (large) num-
ber of concrete change projects. For example, the Dutch ‘Different Gov-
ernment’ programme contained around 60 actions. The modest to bad per-
formance of many organisational change projects has been widely 
discussed in scholarly literature. In Section 3.2.2 we saw that Boonstra 
formulated five general ‘stumbling blocks for (organisational) change’: in-
adequate policy-making and strategic management, existing organisational 
structures, power and politics in organisations, organisational cultures, and 
individual uncertainties and psychological resistance to change.1008 

Bennebroek Gravenhorst and In ‘t Veld distinguished four explanations 
for the lack of effectiveness of many change projects in Dutch public-
sector organisations: 1009 

- The tendency to focus on single issues and ignoring complexity; 
- The dominance of the perspective of top managers; 
- Focus on content and neglecting the process of changing itself; 
- The use, in general, of a top-down approach.  

Would a metagovernance perspective contribute to mitigating these fac-
tors? It seems that a metagovernor’s view indeed might do this. Ignoring 
complexity, the dominance of one perspective, neglect of the process and 
choosing only one style of steering (top-down), are all ‘sins’ against the 
concept of metagovernance. The pilot case described in Section 3.2.6 (the 
                                                      
 
1008  Boonstra (2004: 1-2): Dynamics of organizational change and learning. Intro-

duction. 
1009  Bennebroek Gravenhorst and In ‘t Veld (2004: 318-319): Power and collabo-

ration. Methodologies for working together in change. 
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Pegasus programme), a change programme in the Dutch Environment 
Ministry, was an example of an overly narrow focus on one style. Its ob-
jective was to promote network governance, and it aimed at managing the 
change process accordingly. However, we already saw that the programme 
mainly reached those who were already (almost) convinced that network 
governance would enrich the ‘governance toolkit’.  

A change process that is fuelled by metagovernance may successfully 
prevent the four pitfalls that are mentioned above, but there is no guaran-
tee. To a certain extent, all governance is contingent: there are always fac-
tors which can not be influenced. However, a metagovernance approach 
might at least result in a better ability to make sense of what happens in the 
change process, and to make better decisions. 

In addition, a metagovernance approach to organisational development 
and change: 

- Encourages the change objective to be framed in a way that makes 
sense to the people who are the ‘subject’ (from a hierarchical view), 
‘partner’ (from a network perspective) or ‘customer’ (the market 
term) of the process; 

- Helps keeping the process accountable (H), empathic (N) and flexible 
(M); 

- Encourages a reflexive attitude of the ‘change agents’. 

In 2006, Hovestadt analysed the conditions for a planned change of the 
‘business operations’ (which focuses on managing the ‘overhead’ or ‘sec-
ondary process’) of the Dutch Ministries towards a concern-like model. 
She used the concept of metagovernance from an earlier paper1010 to help 
develop an architecture for the change process, and to develop propositions 
for the management of the change process. Most of the 35 top managers 
she interviewed, expected that a conscious mixture of governance styles 
would produce much better results than having only one of the styles 
dominating.1011  

Should the metagovernance model, when used in the design and man-
agement of change projects, be adjusted to the type of public-sector or-
ganisations? The answer seems to be negative, because metagovernance is 
a situational approach. However, in ministries, the political arena may 
have a negative impact on the metagovernance capacity. This applies to 
policy change more than to change of business operations. In agencies and 
                                                      
 
1010  Meuleman (2006): Internal metagovernance as a new challenge for manage-

ment development in public administration. 
1011  Hovestadt (2007: 289): Concern over het Rijk of het Concern Rijk? 
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organisations such as the police force, the relative distance from political 
intervention may therefore account for rather better qualifications for me-
tagovernance. In hybrid organisations, which are positioned between the 
public domain and the private sector and therefore are not always balanced 
mixture of cultures1012, a domination of the market paradigm may lead to a 
tendency to rush through a change process (‘time is money’). This may re-
sult in a lower willingness to implement careful change management.    

7.3.3 Measuring governance and metagovernance 

The last question that has to be addressed is how governance and me-
tagovernance can be measured. In 1999, the World Bank published a list of 
indicators to construct an overall governance measure.1013 The IMF also 
published a list.1014 A team commissioned by the United Nations University 
addressed several methodological problems with this approach and con-
cluded that it is important to distinguish between performance indicators 
and process indicators.1015 In addition, they promote a human rights based 
approach, and assessment of the criteria by local experts rather than by 
outside experts. Since then, their ‘World Governance Survey’ continues to 
produce further discussions papers1016 and comparative country reports. 

Most methodological work on measuring governance has until now 
been done by international institutions like the World bank, the IMF and 
the United nations, and by NGOs like the World Peace Foundation1017 and 
the Freedom House.1018 Their research concentrates on developing coun-
tries, although sometimes developed countries are also included.  

Measuring governance quality is still an ill-researched area.1019 Re-
search on how to measure metagovernance capacity and capability has yet 
to start.  
                                                      
 
1012  In ‘t Veld (1995: 9): Spelen met vuur. 
1013  World Bank (1999): Governance indicators.  
1014  Kaufmann et al. (2000): Governance matters: from measurement to action. 
1015  Court et al. (2002): Assessing governance: methodological challenges. 
1016  Hyden et. al. (2003): The bureaucracy and governance in 16 developing coun-
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A theory produces generalisations about observations, and consists of an 
interrelated, coherent set of ideas and models. In Chapter 2 we saw that the 
existing theoretical notions on metagovernance have not yet resulted in a 
robust theoretical framework. Would the conclusions we have drawn up 
until now, provide some new building blocks for a ‘grounded’ theory of 
metagovernance? More specifically: What can now be concluded on the 
metagovernor’s rationale? Five conclusions can be generalised as theoreti-
cal propositions.  

The first proposition that emerges from the empirical data is that mix-
tures of mutually competing governance styles (hierarchy, network and 
market), occur irrespective of different national or organisational cultures, 
although the composition of these mixtures is influenced by this cultures to 
a certain extent. The theoretical expectation that the three ideal-typical 
governance styles always form combinations was confirmed in all of the 
five investigated case-studies. The four similar cases of strategic environ-
mental policy-making that were investigated have shown very similar in-
ter-style tensions and synergies, but the resulting governance mixtures 
which were applied in the process (phases) were, despite being influenced 
by the underlying macro-styles (market governance for the UK, network 
governance for the Netherlands and hierarchical governance for Germany 
and the European Commission), also the result of a range of other situ-
ational factors. These factors include the type of problem, the topical po-
litical ‘mood’ and the affinity of public managers with one of the govern-
ance styles.  

This explains why the export of ‘pre-fab’ Western governance models 
to non-Western countries is difficult, if not impossible, as is argued by 
several scholars (see Chapter 6). A governance-mixture should be situ-
ational. The proposition is: 

1. In the five investigated cases, all three governance styles were used in 
situationally determined combinations. As this confirms what gov-
ernance literature leads to expect, the generalised proposition would 
be that in all socio-politico-administrative systems, complex and dy-
namic processes (on strategic, tactical and operational levels) are in-
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fluenced by three competing governance styles (hierarchical, network 
and market governance), but in different ways. The underlying pre-
ferred style in a specific system tends to be the starting point of trade-
offs between the governance styles. 

The second proposition argues that public management requires me-
tagovernance-capacity: the means to “mix the three systems1020 effectively 
when they conflict with and undermine one another”1021. Therefore, it is 
important to also address metagovernability in public-sector reform pro-
grammes (which is until now not the case in recent reform programmes of 
the four administrative systems that the cases were taken from):  

2. Focussing public management (reform) solely on hierarchical man-
agement, or network management, or market management, risks 
achieving suboptimal results: Metagovernance, defined as con-
sciously designing and managing situationally optimal mixtures of 
governance styles, should become an essential part of public man-
agement.  

Proposition 2 may sound like a critique to scholars who invest their 
time in doing research on optimization of one of the three governance 
styles. However, it is not meant like that. For example, in a given situation 
in which network governance is the main style, such as with community 
policing, optimisation of network management is important, though, ac-
cording to our findings, not enough. 

In Chapter 2 it was argued that framing metagovernance broadly as the 
governance of combinations of hierarchical, network and market govern-
ance is closer to what public managers recognise as a requirement than 
other forms of metagovernance, such as metagovernance as managing 
networks. Indeed, in the five cases studies this broad form of metagovern-
ance was observed and seemed to make sense to the interviewed public 
managers. Other forms of metagovernance, like enhancing network gov-
ernance, may be useful for specific issues, such as when the focus lies on 
the democratic quality of (new modes of) governance. The case studies 
have shown that public managers, to a certain extent and under certain 
conditions, are able to act as metagovernors. The third proposition is: 

                                                      
 
1020 I.e. hierarchical, network and market governance. 
1021  Davis and Rhodes (2000: 25): From hierarchy to contracts and back again: 

Reforming the Australian public service. 
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3. In practice, public managers have the opportunity to act as metagov-
ernors: to a certain extent, they consciously design and manage situa-
tionally optimal mixtures of governance styles. 

The fourth proposition concerns the logic of action of public managers 
as metagovernors. The case studies suggest that there are a number of fac-
tors which influence the ‘metagovernor’s rationale’: The politico-
administrative culture, traditions and history of the administrative and so-
cietal system; the personal conviction of a political leader; organisational 
characteristics; societal expectations of the role(s) of governmental organi-
sations. The metagovernor’s logic of action seems to consist of under-
standing the governance environment and situationally applying interven-
tion strategies: 

4. Public managers acting as metagovernors dispose of a characteristic 
rationale that consists of (a) understanding their specific internal and 
external governance environment, and (b) situational application of 
three strategies: (1) combining governance style elements, (2) switch-
ing between governance styles, and (3) maintenance of the govern-
ance mixture. 

The last theoretical point is that the metagovernance-capacity depends 
on the ‘right’ combination of three variables: willingness, discretion and 
capability. These variables form the metagovernor’s qualifications. If one 
of these three is absent or insufficient in a specific situation, the results of 
public managers’ actions will be compromised. From this, it follows that 
public-sector organisations should invest in all three factors, and direct 
their management development programmes towards these factors: 

5. The metagovernance-capacity of public managers in a specific case 
(Ms) is a function of the situational optimum of three qualifications: 
willingness (Ws), discretion (Ds), and capability (Cs). In a formula: 
Ms = Ws * Ds * Cs.  

The aforementioned generalisations will require further research. Sug-
gestions for a research programme to follow up are given in Chapter 9. 



9 Further research questions  

This research confirmed the claims of existing governance literature that 
hierarchical, network and market governance are interlinked, and in prac-
tice do undermine each other but also can be applied in a synergetic way. 
Important interdependencies include: 

- Hierarchy is sometimes used to stimulate network and market gov-
ernance;  

- Networking is sometimes used to optimise hierarchical and market 
governance; 

- Market governance is sometimes used to make hierarchical govern-
ance more efficient and effective and network processes shorter and 
less costly.  

The five investigated cases were all successful examples of policy-
making and implementation, all having taken place in a complex policy 
field and environment, where tensions between different governance styles 
were likely to occur. The conclusion that metagovernance was applied, and 
that the public managers who acted as metagovernors used a characteristic 
metagovernance rationale, should be further investigated in other cases. 

This leads to proposing further research in five areas. The research pro-
posals given below do not prescribe which disciplines should be involved. 
However, the issue of how to further investigate the practicality of the 
model of metagovernance, should be of interest to public administration, 
political science, organisational development, change management, cul-
tural theory, cultural anthropology, organisational psychology, sociology, 
discourse analysis, behavioural sciences and economic theory. Interdisci-
plinary cooperation and the inclusion of practical knowledge through 
transdisciplinary approaches, seem to be important.  

The preference of scholars to investigate certain (mixtures of) govern-
ance ideal types seems to be related to the nature of the politico-
administrative systems they concentrate on. The study of public admini-
stration is, as Kickert states, “dependent on the object of study”1022. He 
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points towards an underlying ‘watershed’ between continental Europe and 
the Anglo-Saxon world (“the legalistic difference between public and 
common law”), which has a great influence on the focus of the study of 
public-sector organisations and governance. This might provide an argu-
ment for international research teams. 

On the occurrence of metagovernance 

1. Would metagovernance also happen in policy fields that are less di-
rectly societally oriented, and would this imply a different rationale 
for metagovernors? 

2. How and to what extent is metagovernance applied in other cases of 
strategic policy-making? Is soil protection policy an exception or not? 

3. How and to what extent is metagovernance applied in other cases of 
operational policy-making? Is community policing an exception or 
not? 

4. Is metagovernance of governance style mixtures absent in ‘failed’ 
policy cases? 

Metagovernance as “the ability of the state to manage the mix of hier-
archies, markets and networks that have flourished since the 1980s”, risks 
undermining the bottom-up orientation of societal networks.1023 Therefore, 
the question is: 

5. How can the apparent incompatibility of metagovernance as state 
steering and network governance as a bottom-up societal form of co-
ordination be overcome? 

On the logic of action of metagovernors 

6. The ‘governance trilemma’ is a concept that draws our attention to 
three connected dilemmas and trade-offs that should be made be-
tween the ideal types. What is the practical value of the governance 
trilemma for the application of metagovernance?  

7. We have seen that scenarios based on trade-offs between governance 
styles, can be powerful analytical tools, at least on the global level. 
What could this scenario approach mean for the development of me-
tagovernance on a national, local, or organisational level?  

                                                                                                                          
 
1023  Rhodes (2007: 1257): Understanding Governance – Ten years on. 
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8. There is a large literature on how public managers may solve dilem-
mas and paradoxes, however not with a focus on governance style 
conflict resolution. This might be an interesting area for further re-
search. 

On the qualifications of metagovernors 

9. What are the conditions for creating ‘just enough’ discretion to exer-
cise metagovernance, balanced with problems of legitimacy and de-
mocratic control? 

Section 3.3 mentioned that Rhodes argues for a shift in focus from 
studying institutions to studying meanings in action: Listening to actors’ 
own interpretation of their beliefs and practices may reveal the contin-
gency of governance narratives and a more diverse view on state authority 
and its exercise.1024 His argument can be interpreted as a plea for more re-
search on the ‘willingness’ of public managers and other officials to mix 
governance styles.  

10. What are the conditions for stimulating the willingness to apply me-
tagovernance and what are the risks of being ‘willing’ to such an ex-
tent that this damages other policy objectives? 

11. What are the conditions for improving the metagovernance capabil-
ity? How may management development and organisation develop-
ment scholars and professionals enhance the metagovernability of 
public managers and public sector organisations? 

12. What are the differences in the qualifications for metagovernors in 
politically-led organisations like ministries and in organisations that 
are relatively independent from politics, such as agencies and hybrid 
organisations? 

13. How can adequate training be developed for politicians, who are 
usually only ‘passers-by’, often laymen, and in some countries have 
developed a problematic relation with the core executive (a “climate 
of mutual caution and sometimes upright suspicion”)?1025 

14. How may public-sector reform programmes deal with the metagov-
ernance of hierarchies, networks and markets?  
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On the cultural perspective of (meta)governance 

15. Would EU metagovernance be more successful when the constraints 
and opportunities of national and regional ‘underlying’ governance 
styles were better understood? 

16. What are the negative impacts of the ‘export’ of Western pre-fab 
governance approaches to developing countries? Is it possible to for-
mulate a set of conditions for developing countries that help minimise 
the damage done by the obligated ‘standard’ governance models?  

17. How culturally neutral are organisational and human development 
models? Are the values behind metagovernance, such as leadership 
without a dominance (Graves’ yellow level) and humanity (Laske’s 
S-5 level), universal values that are required for dealing with high 
complexity and chaos: Do they also apply to developing countries? 

18. What are the strengths and limitations of a cultural perspective on 
(meta)governance? Pollit and Bouckaert suggest that an approach 
from cultural theory neglects factors such as specific service charac-
teristics and dominant technologies.1026 What other factors may be o-
verlooked? 

From a meta-perspective on public administration research 

19. To which extent does the ‘conceptual crowd’ regarding new modes 
of governance hinder the further development of metagovernance 
theory? Why do so many public administration researchers concen-
trate on (the management of) network governance (as in the Nether-
lands) or on academic critiques of ‘new public management’ (as in 
the UK)1027, whereas in practice all three governance styles play influ-
ential roles?1028 

20. Would combining different public administration approaches like 
(neo) institutionalism and narrative and discursive approaches lead to 
a better understanding of actual governance processes in public-sector 
organisations?   

 

                                                      
 
1026  Pollit and Bouckaert (2000: 186): Public management reform. 
1027  Kickert and Toonen (2006: 984): Public Administration in the Netherlands. 
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for an integration of institutional, managerial and network concepts in the 
study of public administration. However, the network and the market para-
digm seem to be still attractive fields of study on their own.  



Summary 

1. Theoretical part 

Problem setting and research question 

This study investigates how public managers deal with the internal and ex-
ternal dynamics of public-sector organisations in contemporary (Western) 
societies, from a governance perspective. Characteristic of the current 
situation is that the roles of governmental institutions have become con-
tested, unclear and vague. It seems that there are no longer any clear 
boundaries between public and private, between levels of government and 
between national and supranational constructs. The same applies to the in-
ternal organisation of public-sector institutions. Since the 1980s, market 
and network thinking have affected the alleged robustness of the classical 
hierarchical bureaucracies. The result is that public managers have to cope 
with a permanent clash of paradigms. They work with, and amidst, three 
competing ideas about steering and organising that to an extent undermine 
each other: hierarchical governance, network governance and market gov-
ernance. This does not only apply to complex and unstructured problems, 
but to the entire range of problems they have to deal with, including rou-
tine issues and matters of emergency. 

This development has brought about two problems. Firstly, each of the 
three styles has an internal logic that is to a substantial extent incompatible 
with the logic of the other styles. Authority (hierarchy), trust (network) and 
price (market) are contrasting and partly undermining principles. The same 
applies to other sets of characteristics, for example how actors are consid-
ered (as subjects, partners or customers), or regarding the type of relations 
(dependent, interdependent or independent).  

The second problem, which aggravates the first, is that each of the three 
governance styles is and has been considered to be a panacea: the political 
and/or societal fashion determines how the public sector deals with issues, 
rather than what works best in a given situation.  

It is no wonder that the performance of public-sector organisations has 
been heavily criticised. It is more surprising that there are still successful 
public-sector activities, in which the inherent style incompatibilities and 
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the forces of fashion do not seem to play a central role. The question 
emerges if public managers, who are responsible for successfully dealing 
with policy issues or organisational problems, are merely lucky. Alterna-
tively, could it be that they have found ways to prevent or mitigate these 
problems? Or is it a contingent combination of both? 

I have taken a meta-paradigmatic view of governance: what if none of 
these three approaches are a panacea? Is it plausible that each of them con-
tributes to the management of certain types of coordination and steering 
problems, and that the total is more than the sum of the parts? This brings 
forth the central question of this research: What is the rationale of public 
managers when dealing with internal conflicts and synergies within gov-
ernance style mixtures? More specifically: to which extent and under 
which conditions are public managers able to apply metagovernance: to 
design and manage situational mixtures of the three ideal-typical govern-
ance styles? Do they have a characteristic logic of action - a rationale - for 
metagovernance and if so, what is this rationale? How, when and why do 
metagovernors choose a specific governance style combination? How, 
when and why do they switch from one style to another? What are their 
limitations in applying metagovernance? What are the conditions that en-
able them to be a metagovernor? From a comparative perspective: Have 
there been different governance style interactions and metagovernance at-
tempts in different administrative cultures? If so: in which ways? What are 
the institutional conditions and other drivers for applying different govern-
ance styles by and inside a public-sector organisation?  

Governance styles  

The scope and analytical approach of this study require that I develop a 
broad definition of the term governance: Governance is the totality of in-
teractions in which governments, other public bodies, private sector and 
civil society participate, aiming to solve societal problems or create socie-
tal opportunities.  

Until the mid-1980s, two ideal types of governing were distinguished: 
hierarchies and markets. They formed a dichotomy and networks have, for 
a long time, been considered a hybrid form of these ideal types. Mean-
while, there is a huge public administration literature based on the idea that 
network governance should be distinguished as a third style: the dichot-
omy has become a trichotomy. There are also hybrid forms, like public 
private partnerships, chain management, the EU Open Method of Coordi-
nation and a recently emerged form, called bazaar governance. The latter 
was first recognised in the ‘market’ of open source software and is also ob-
served in the way the internet encyclopaedia Wikipedia is governed. How-
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ever, analytically, all these hybrid forms can be considered to be specific 
mixtures of the three ideal types. The concepts of hierarchical, network 
and market governance together seem to offer a complete analytical 
framework for explaining the conflicts and synergies within and between 
governance approaches. 

Hierarchical governance is the style of governance based on the ideal 
type of bureaucracy developed by the German sociologist Max Weber. It is 
based on authority, clear division of tasks, rules, rationality and objectiv-
ity. This was the main approach that public sector organisations applied 
until it became contested in the 1970s. Hierarchies depend on clear 
boundaries, uniformity and an inflexible structure, which restricted the op-
tions of public managers when dealing with complex societal problems.  

During the 1980s in many Western countries, New Public Management 
(NPM) became the focus of scholars and practitioners. Driven by eco-
nomic recession and financial scandals, this Anglo-Saxon movement in-
troduced techniques and organisational principles of the business sector 
into the public sector. For the first time the second governance style, mar-
ket governance, became part of the governance of the public sector. How-
ever, NPM at the same time reinforced certain hierarchical characteristics, 
such as accountability and control mechanisms. The core belief of market 
governance is that efficiency principles and market mechanisms like com-
petition and customer orientation lead to better performance of public sec-
tor organisations. Some European countries, like the Netherlands and 
Denmark, were keener to embrace market thinking than others, such as 
Germany.  

Both market governance and hierarchical governance build on a ra-
tional perspective of people and societies. During the 1980s and 1990s 
network governance became popular as a means to deal with complexity 
and dynamics. The IT revolution, better education and individualisation 
had begun to make boundaries between government and society and inside 
public sector organisations fuzzy. The conviction developed that a rational 
perspective (alone) would be unsatisfactory. Networks became an impor-
tant factor in policy making and implementation processes. Network gov-
ernance considers the relations between actors in a policy ‘game’ as mutu-
ally dependent. It builds on the idea that features like trust and empathy are 
more effective than authority (hierarchy) and price (market) when dealing 
with complex, unstructured and ambiguous problems. Network governance 
has also been criticised: networks are said to be instable constructions that 
tend to disintegrate, and are not very efficient. In addition, making net-
works central would threaten to undermine the democratic institutions; 
questions of that kind are however not addressed in this study. 
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Governance style mixtures 

The evolution of styles of governing since the 1950s has led to complex 
and dynamic mixtures of governance styles in the relations between pub-
lic-sector organisations and society, as well as inside these organisations. 
Some claim that the ‘old’ bureaucracies have been transformed into ‘post-
bureaucratic administrations’. However, this has not yet been shown to be 
a valid proposition. There is empirical evidence that hierarchy is still the 
main governance style of Western governmental institutions and likewise 
of their public managers; however, they apply network and market mecha-
nisms too. Therefore, taking one of the three styles as a central concept 
leads to overlooking important characteristics and mechanisms of the func-
tioning of contemporary public sector organisations. For an analytical pur-
pose, a multiperspective approach is more appropriate.  

The three ideal types are internally consistent: each of them has a clear 
and distinct internal logic. Scholarly literature of the last three decades has 
produced insight in their differences regarding 36 dimensions of govern-
ance. These dimensions are grouped in five themes: vision and strategy 
(for example theoretical background, common motive, virtues, strategy 
style), orientation (how are other actors seen, how are they selected), struc-
ture (organisational structure, control and coordination mechanisms, type 
of transactions, roles of communication, roles of knowledge), people 
(styles of leadership, relations, competences and values of civil servants) 
and results (affinity with problem types, typical governance failures, typi-
cal types of output and outcome). The existence of three different logics 
accounts for the observation that certain mixtures of governance style ele-
ments are unproductive and inherently undermining each other. For exam-
ple, trust (network) and price (market) are undermining mechanisms, and 
combining a command and control style of leadership (hierarchy) with 
self-determination and autonomy (market) also accounts for trouble. How-
ever, well-picked combinations of elements of different governance styles 
can be successful. Network governance often profits from a top down de-
cision to start a policy process (hierarchy) and financial incentives (mar-
ket) can be used to prepare the ground for legal standards (hierarchy).  

The cultural dimension of governance styles 

Governance styles reflect specific sets of shared values and beliefs, and 
certain patterns of interpersonal relations. This makes them cultures, or at 
least images of cultures. Hierarchical, network and market governance 
align with the three main ‘ways of life’ of cultural theory: hierarchism, 
egalitarism and individualism, respectively.  This might be the reason why 
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each of the three ideal types has its ‘believers’ who fiercely defend their 
paradigm. Cultures can be distinguished on national, organisational and 
individual levels. If governance styles are also cultures, it is plausible that 
the underlying national cultures and traditions influence the applicability 
of specific governance style mixtures. This explains scholarly claims that 
specific governance approaches cannot simply be copied from one nation 
(or organisation) to another.  

Metagovernance of hierarchies, networks and markets 

In order to design and manage productive governance style mixtures – to 
the extent that this is possible – we need a concept ‘above’ the three para-
digms: the concept of metagovernance. What metagovernance means de-
pends on how the term governance is defined. Some consider metagovern-
ance as the governance of networks; others define metagovernance as 
supervising networks and markets. The broad perspective on governance I 
use here, which includes hierarchies, networks and markets, leads to the 
following definition: Metagovernance is a means by which to produce 
some degree of coordinated governance, by designing and managing 
sound combinations of hierarchical, market and network governance, to 
achieve the best possible outcomes from the viewpoint of those responsible 
for the performance of public-sector organisations: public managers as 
‘metagovernors’. 

This is not a mainstream view in public administration science: the 
overview of governance and metagovernance approaches (Figure 5 in 
Chapter 2) shows that there is a ‘conceptual crowd’ embracing the ‘new 
modes of governance’, leaving the study of hierarchies somewhat in the 
dark.  The question whether metagovernance, as I have framed it, is a fea-
sible concept for public managers, is a subject of scientific dispute. To 
which extent and under which conditions is their role as metagovernor fea-
sible? Some argue that it is impossible to ‘manage’ governance style mix-
tures because of the complexity and contingency of the public-sector envi-
ronment. Others claim that it is possible and merely a matter of 
practicality.  

2. Empirical part 

Methodology and case selection 

In social sciences it has become good practice to combine different meth-
ods into a ‘methodological mix’ designed for the specific characteristics of 
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the research, as there is not one ‘ideal way’ for approaching every topic. A 
qualitative approach is taken for the empirical part of this study, and ele-
ments of three complementary research strategies are used: ideal types, 
case study research and grounded theory. Ideal types because they are 
practical ‘measuring rods’. Case study research because it enables us to in-
vestigate and compare real-life situations in a structured way. Grounded 
theory because the existing literature on metagovernance as a public man-
agement task does not contain empirically grounded theories, and it 
seemed important to contribute to the further development of such a the-
ory. 

Three independent variables are distinguished which are similar in dif-
ferent Western European administrative systems: The occurrence of the 
three ideal-typical governance styles,  the societal influences on the public 
sector in the same policy fields, and the framing of the policy problem. 
The politico-institutional context is considered as the dependent variable. 

Five cases were selected on the basis of the following criteria: good 
comparability of the independent variables, variation in the dependent 
variable, conceptual equivalence, accessibility of data, and the scientific 
and societal topicality of the issue. I decided to select cases in two policy 
fields: strategic (national and supranational) environmental policy and op-
erational (local) inner security policy.  

Environmental policy is considered to be a ‘laboratory’ for policy inno-
vation. This accounts for a high conflict potential between ‘old’ and ‘new’ 
styles of governance. Within the field of strategic environmental policy, 
soil protection was chosen, because it is a relative latecomer which devel-
oped during the late 1990s and early 2000s, a period in which governance 
style conflict potential had reached a high level. Four cases of soil protec-
tion policy making were selected in different politico-administrative sys-
tems (the UK, the Netherlands, Germany and the European Commission), 
in order to investigate the influence of the traditions and cultures of these 
systems on the feasibility of metagovernance. Together Germany, the 
Netherlands and the UK form an interesting gradient from East to West, 
showing underlying national preferences of hierarchical, network and mar-
ket governance respectively, though always in the shadow of hierarchy as 
the main background style. The Netherlands, in some respects, lie in be-
tween and form a combination of the ‘supermarket state’ of the UK and the 
‘sovereign state’ of Germany. The European Commission as a suprana-
tional administration is an interesting outsider, with a strong affinity for 
hierarchical governance. The Commission faces similar challenges and in-
ternal ambiguity as national public-sector organisations, and has a multi-
level policy environment that partly overlaps with the (also multi-level) 
policy environment of national administrations in the European Union, as 
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in the field of soil protection. Its tasks, working methods and bureaucratic 
organisation make it better comparable with national ministries than with 
other supranational bodies. 

Inner security is a traditionally hierarchical policy field. Within this 
field, local community policing is a special case, because it is primarily 
based on network governance. A case of local community policing in the 
Netherlands was selected, in order to be able to compare the occurrence of 
metagovernance in (national) strategic policy making with (local) opera-
tional policymaking, in different policy fields but in the same national 
politico-administrative context. In contrast to national policymakers, local 
police officers are ‘street-level bureaucrats’: they are in direct contact with 
citizens and usually have more discretion than national policymakers. 
However, these ‘street level bureaucrats’ have less discretion nowadays 
than during Lipsky’s investigation in 1980, due to New Public Manage-
ment induced systems of accountability and scrutiny. 

The (meta)governance of strategic soil protection policy-making in 
four administrative systems  

Four cases of soil protection policies are analysed. The first covers a cru-
cial phase of policy-making at national level in the Netherlands, the second 
explores a similar case at the federal level in Germany, the third deals with 
the preparation of the Soil Action Plan for England in the UK, and the 
fourth finally examines the preparation of the Thematic Soil Strategy of 
the European Commission.  

In comparison (theoretical replication) the four cases have in common 
that the three ideal types occurred simultaneously and in dynamic mix-
tures. Moreover, attempts to design and manage specific governance style 
mixtures could be observed. However, the actual ‘governance footprint’ of 
the policy process and of the policy results (instruments, measures, and 
impact) was apparently determined largely by environmental factors and 
particularly the specific socio-political context of a case. 

In the Dutch case the underlying network culture led to a standard net-
work-type of a pre-project that ended in conflicts. This enabled the envi-
ronmental department with its relatively hierarchical command style (al-
though flanked by a professional networking culture) to design a policy 
process that was hierarchical, and produced mainly market-type measures 
(in line with the market-liberal political mood of these years) in the Soil 
Policy Letter. Metagovernance occurred when a switch was decided from a 
network to a hierarchical approach, and, internally, when related units in 
the Ministry were physically placed together in order to help overcoming 
their cultural differences.  



316       Summary 

 With the German underlying hierarchical national and institutional 
culture, one would have expected a hierarchical policy process. However, 
external and internal (political) opposition to strong legislation led to also 
using network style measures in order to create broader support. The re-
sulting measures were, as expected, mainly hierarchical, but also contained 
elements of self-regulation (market-style), like the ‘guidelines for good ag-
ricultural practice’. Metagovernance occurred in the form of a flexible, 
permanent agenda setting exercise that used all practicable governance 
elements. 

The Soil Action Plan for England was produced against the background 
of a market-liberal national culture with an anti-legislation attitude, by an 
environmental department with a relatively hierarchical style. The policy 
process was internally hierarchical and externally network-style, with re-
sulting measures that can be characterised as mainly network-type action 
points (because neither market instruments such as taxes nor a legal 
framework were politically feasible). Metagovernance occurred in the de-
sign of the process (choice for a primarily network governance), and by re-
framing the project objectives in ways that made them interesting for other 
departments and societal actors like farmers, with the aim to jump on the 
bandwagon of the autonomy and self-interest of these actors (market gov-
ernance). 

In the case of the Thematic Soil Strategy (and Directive) of the Euro-
pean Commission, a hierarchical culture in a hierarchical administration 
led to a policy process that can be characterised internally as hierarchical 
and externally as networking. In fact, this was the case with by far the most 
extensive stakeholder participation. The results were a Strategy with pri-
marily guidelines for national self-regulation (market governance) and a 
Directive with legal requirements (hierarchy). Metagovernance occurred 
for example by deciding that different process phases would have a differ-
ent governance approach. 

The (meta)governance of community policing in the Netherlands  

Also in the case of community policing in the Netherlands, elements of all 
three ideal-typical governance styles were used in a dynamical and situ-
ational mixture. The key managers in the police and in the municipality 
had a broad discretion and used this up to its limits in order to make unor-
thodox measures possible, which they found appropriate. They applied a 
reflexive learning strategy, and were, as individuals, capable of managing 
the process situationally. This case showed a combination of community 
based policing pur sang, and a related, more hierarchical form, namely 
problem-based policing: the police and the City were in the ‘driving seat’. 
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The network governance style resulted in a situation in which the use of 
hierarchy and market approaches by the involved parties was accepted.  

This mechanism can also be observed in another field of Dutch polic-
ing: the cooperation of the police, fire brigades, health organisations and 
local authorities in so-called safety regions. This form of cooperation is 
designed to tackle large incidents and disasters. Participants meet on a 
regular basis and work on their mutual understanding and trust (network-
ing). During an incident the governance style is hierarchy: command and 
control, and clear lines of authority. After the incident, the main style is 
market governance: ‘cleaning up’ the area in an efficient way, while all 
parties do their own part relatively autonomously. Thereafter, a phase of 
non-incident recurs, which includes the evaluation of former phases. 

Comparison of strategic and operational policy processes 

The findings of the case of policy implementation (and herewith ‘opera-
tional policy making’ on a more specific level) in the field of policing are 
compared with a case of strategic policy making in another field, namely 
soil protection (literal replication). The question is: Are governance style 
challenges on strategic and operational level similar in the same socio-
politico national context? Two differences apply: The institutional context 
is different (local police is, compared to a national ministry, much less in-
fluenced by political choices), and the actors in the game are different (lo-
cal organisations and businesses, compared to classical associations that 
represent their members at the national level). However, the importance of 
creating the situationally best mixtures from elements of hierarchical, net-
work and market governance, turned out to be the same. Successful police 
officers working on ‘wicked’ problems they cannot solve on their own, re-
quire enough discretion and flexibility, and need to be active problem-
solving participants in a variety of types of cooperation. At the same time, 
they need to work efficiently and exercise hierarchy (maintaining law and 
order). Their organisations form an interesting mixture of military hierar-
chy, market-based performance contracts and a network attitude when 
working with local partners.   

Possibilities and limitations of metagovernance as public 
management: Three metagovernance strategies 

In all investigated cases elements of all three ideal types of governance 
were applied. Even in a situation in which one style dominated, the other 
styles were still ‘running in the background’. The cases form a strong ar-
gument against the idea that “everything is network governance”: not only 
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market governance, but especially hierarchical governance played a 
prominent role.  

In all cases, leading managers acted as metagovernors: They managed 
style-incompatibilities and strived for synergies when combinations of 
governance styles occurred. They situationally applied three metagovern-
ance strategies: 

1. Combining styles and managing linkages between different govern-
ance styles: One style (hierarchy) was sometimes used to solve con-
flicts and another to develop more solutions (network). Hierarchy was 
used to stimulate the start and to mark the end of a network process. 
Market techniques like public-relations campaigns were used to 
stimulate civil society involvement (network governance). Although 
in a hierarchical approach cost-effectiveness of actions tends to be 
neglected, sometimes other elements of market governance such as 
efficient management of routine issues could be observed in a primar-
ily hierarchical setting. A specific challenge of combining governance 
styles is creating style synergy, for example by investing in trust in 
order to increase the acceptability of hierarchical interventions when 
crises occurred. In the policing case, a hierarchical phase was accom-
panied by attempts to maintain the trust of other partners (network 
governance). 

2.  Switching to another style, for example from hierarchy to network, or 
the other way around; such switches were executed within and be-
tween process phases or rounds. In the community policing case, key 
managers considered it ‘natural’ to switch between styles when they 
deemed this necessary, and found that this was accepted by those who 
were involved in the project because there was a clear common goal. 
Deliberate style switches were also reported in the other cases. A hi-
erarchical intervention was observed when a network process resulted 
in ‘never-ending talks’ and a network intervention like a stakeholder 
dialogue was decided when a hierarchical process did not lead to a 
broadly accepted problem definition.  

3. Maintenance of governance style mixtures, a second order strategy 
that complements the combining and the switching of strategies. One 
example is style conflict mitigation by temporarily ‘closing the 
doors’. A switch from a network to a hierarchical style was made ac-
ceptable by the announcement that this period would only last six 
months. Also managing dilemmas and paradoxes was part of the 
‘maintenance’ strategy, for example the dilemma of creating strong or 
weak network ties. A phase of hierarchical governance, for example 
after a (large) incident has occurred, may possibly lead to ‘abuse’: 
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Some of the market governance mechanisms, like cost-benefit analy-
sis and other public procurement requirements, are then temporarily 
‘shut off’. Several examples were reported in which the high measure 
of discretion of people leading a crisis team was ‘abused’: A tempo-
rary switch from a complex governance mixture towards a simple 
‘one style’ approach creates an attractive environment in which much 
is possible.  

The metagovernor’s framework conditions 

The public managers in the five cases analysed which governance style 
mixtures would work most effectively given the possibilities and limita-
tions of the policy issue, whilst also considering the internal and external 
context. They knew intuitively which conditions would enhance the feasi-
bility of metagovernance, and understood that sometimes a desired style 
was not feasible for several reasons: 

1. The politico-administrative culture, traditions and history of the ad-
ministrative and societal system: National cultures and related under-
lying governance styles influence the composition of governance 
style mixtures to a certain extent, although they do not predict a spe-
cific style (mixture): they predict to a certain extent what is the first 
style to be considered. In all investigated administrative systems, the 
first reflex is to try the underlying style, which is market governance 
in the UK, network governance in the Netherlands, and hierarchical 
governance in Germany. The other styles are only applied when the 
underlying style turns out to be not appropriate. 

2. The personal conviction of the responsible politician: In all investi-
gated cases the personal conviction of a minister (in the soil protec-
tion cases) or a city alderman (in the policing case) accounted for in-
terventions matching with their ideas about how to solve the 
problems at hand. 

3. Societal expectations of the role(s) of governmental organisations: 
Civil society might lobby for network arrangements, whereas enter-
prises may strive for either market governance or hierarchical gov-
ernance (for example legal measures to guarantee a ‘level playing 
field’).  

4. Organisational characteristics, for example, what is the organisational 
culture (open or closed, professional or task-oriented), what is the 
dominant style of leadership (command and control, coaching or ena-
bling), and what is the educational background of policy officers (le-
gal, technical, social sciences)? 
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5. The type of problem determines which style should ideally be domi-
nant, however, if this is not feasible, the problem may be reframed to 
one for which the ‘preferred’ governance style is possible. If the pol-
icy problem is defined as an urgent matter, the rationale is to choose a 
hierarchical approach. However, such a frame can be ‘developed’: 
urgency can sometimes be organised. In the Dutch soil case some in-
formants suspected that the Ministry had purposely caused the con-
sensus approach to fail, because this would increase the call for a top 
down approach. The UK soil protection managers reframed the prob-
lem from ‘protecting the soils of England against polluters’ into 
‘helping soil users to protect their own interests in clean soils’. This 
new frame fitted better into the network style they had chosen as their 
main approach, and at the same time appealed to the autonomy (mar-
ket thinking) of the polluters.  

The metagovernor’s rationale 

The managers in charge of the five cases, although not aware, applied 
Davis and Rhodes’ recommendation that “the trick will be to mix the three 
systems effectively when they conflict with and undermine one an-
other”1029. They had a characteristic logic of action or rationale, which con-
sisted of (a) understanding the constraints and opportunities offered by the 
governance environment (the framework conditions) and (b) situationally 
applying specific intervention strategies, based on combining, switching 
and maintenance.  

This specific rationale is probably different from the logic of action of a 
politician who acts as a metagovernor: In the first place, concerning the 
type of framework conditions (the political metagovernor may be less de-
pendent on organisational characteristics). Secondly, with regard to the 
relative feasibility of the different strategies: style conflict mitigation in-
side a ministry would be primarily a task for a public manager, for exam-
ple.  

The metagovernor’s qualifications: Willingness, discretion and 
capability 

From the analysis of the five case studies, three key qualifications which 
metagovernors require have emerged. They can be considered as variations 

                                                      
 
1029  Davis and Rhodes (2000: 25): From hierarchy to contracts and back again: 

Reforming the Australian public service. 
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of three general conditions qualifying for innovative action in social life:  

1. One has to want to do something and understand the reasons (willing-
ness). The public managers in the investigated cases were willing to 
reflect on what is the best governance mix according to the situation. 
They had a learning attitude, tenacity and the courage to make mis-
takes.  

2. One has to be allowed to do something (discretion). Discretion is a 
condition that Lipsky reported as essential for ‘street-level bureau-
crats’. It seems to be equally important for strategic policymakers. 
Public managers find that the complexity of their environment makes 
it impossible to ask permission for every action that they deem neces-
sary. In all five cases, they used their discretion up to its limits. With 
enough discretion it is possible to handle governance style mixtures 
“willingly and  knowingly”. 

3. One has to be capable of doing it (capability). The involved public 
managers were capable of taking multiple perspectives, of standing 
‘above’ the three governance styles and combining them in a way that 
does not conflict with their own values. The term capability as I use it 
here is linked to personal development stages, and is an enabler of 
competences. Four dimensions of metagovernance-capability that 
were observed in the case studies had also been formulated earlier by 
Jessop.1030 He distinguished a reflexive orientation, the recognition of 
complexity and variation, self-referentiality, and ‘requisite irony’. 
Another dimension that seems to be important is casting capability: 
how to select the actors for different roles in policy processes. 

Willingness is linked in two ways to the concept of discretion. A US 
study on how public managers use the organisational ‘grey zone’ (areas 
where the law is ambiguous or silent on the actions they can take), showed 
that those who increased their discretion in this way, were willing to push 
the boundaries of the law to achieve their purposes, or tried to change the 
rules that restricted their discretionary power. The other way around, dis-
cretion creates the freedom to act according to ones beliefs: to do what is 
important, what is of value.  

Willingness and capability are also linked. A willingness to invest in re-
flexive learning and in other competences that enhance the metagovern-
ance capacity is required. In the UK soil protection case, the fact that UK 
public managers and policy officers are used to being seconded to other 
                                                      
 
1030  Jessop (2003): Governance and metagovernance: On reflexivity, requisite va-

riety, and requisite irony. 
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ministries increased their capability to act with an open mind regarding 
other perspectives. The capability to use multiple perspectives is important 
for directing one’s ‘drive’ to reaching results that are based on a multiple 
governance (metagovernance) approach. Many of the interviewees in the 
five investigated cases seemed to have such a capability that comple-
mented their strong willingness. 

Finally, capability is linked with discretion. Public managers should be 
able to understand that the ambiguity of many rules and regulations is an 
opportunity rather than a constraint in creating strategic action. A back-
ground in law may be an advantage, because people with a legal back-
ground are taught that (most) law is ambiguous. An adequate level of dis-
cretion is required to decide whether to use innovative or unusual training 
methods and objectives. An example is the training that police officers in 
the policing case received, which helped them to change their perception 
of the target group: Instead of labelling them as ‘useless drug abusers’, 
they came to see them as ‘drug using citizens’ who are entitled to basic re-
spect.  

Increasing the metagovernance capacity 

It is desirable to improve the qualifications of metagovernors, by increas-
ing the willingness to take multiple perspectives, by optimising the level of 
discretion, and by selecting and training managers with metagovernance 
capabilities.  

Willingness and discretion are both linked to the culture and traditions 
of the organisation for which the metagovernor works; increasing these 
conditions seems a matter of organisational change. This should also be 
addressed in public sector reform programmes. Measures announced in 
Western European public sector reform programmes since 2000 can be 
grouped into three types, each of which is related to one of the three gov-
ernance styles. Interestingly, the programmes do not address conflicts or 
synergies between hierarchical, network and market types of measures. 
Given the results of this study, it seems that this is a structural point miss-
ing in current reform programmes. 

Increasing the metagovernability is a challenge for management devel-
opment. Public managers should learn to manage all three styles. Personal 
development models may help to reach a level in which managers are able 
to take multiple perspectives.  
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3. Conclusions and further research questions 

Conclusions 

From the concepts emerging from the empirical results of this research, 
and with the support of the reviewed literature, the following conclusions 
can be drawn, which are meant to contribute to the emerging theory of me-
tagovernance as public management: 

1. In the investigated cases, all three governance styles were used in 
situationally determined combinations. As this confirms what most 
governance literature leads to expect, the generalised proposition 
would be that in all socio-politico-administrative systems, complex 
and dynamic policy processes (on strategic, tactical and operational 
levels) are influenced by three competing governance styles (hierar-
chical, network and market governance).  

2. Therefore, focussing public management (reform) solely on hierar-
chical, network, or market management, risks achieving suboptimal 
results: Metagovernance, defined as consciously designing and man-
aging situationally optimal mixtures of governance styles, should be-
come an essential part of public management (reform).  

3. In practice, public managers act as metagovernors: to a certain extent 
they consciously design and manage situationally optimal mixtures of 
governance styles. 

4. Public managers acting as metagovernors dispose of a characteristic 
rationale that consists of (a) understanding their specific internal and 
external governance environment, and (b) situational application of 
three strategies: (1) combining governance style elements, (2) switch-
ing between governance styles, and (3) maintenance of the govern-
ance mixture. 

5. The metagovernance-capacity of public managers in a specific case 
(Ms) is a function of the situational optimum of three qualifications: 
willingness (Ws), discretion (Ds), and capability (Cs). In a formula: 
Ms = Ws * Ds * Cs.  

Further research questions  

This research confirmed the claims of existing governance literature that 
hierarchical, network and market governance are interlinked, and in prac-
tice do undermine each other but also can be applied in a synergetic way. 
The five cases investigated were all successful examples of policy-making 
and implementation, all having taken place in a complex policy field and 
environment, where tensions between different governance styles were 
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likely to occur. The conclusion that metagovernance was applied, and that 
the public managers who acted as metagovernors, used a characteristic me-
tagovernance rationale, should be further investigated in other cases. This 
leads to proposing further research in five areas (with exemplary ques-
tions): 

1. The occurrence of metagovernance: Would metagovernance also 
happen in policy fields that are less directly societally-oriented, and 
would this imply a different rationale for metagovernors? 

2. The logic of action of metagovernors: Might instruments like scenar-
ios and the governance trilemma model contribute to the metagover-
nor’s ‘toolbox’?  

3. The qualifications of metagovernors: How to increase the degree of 
willingness, discretion and capability?  

4. The intercultural perspective: What are the strengths and weaknesses 
of a cultural perspective on (meta)governance? 

5. Public administration research: To which extent does the ‘conceptual 
crowd’ regarding new modes of governance hinder the further devel-
opment of metagovernance theory? 



Epilogue 

An epilogue implies stepping out of the book, looking back a bit and trying 
to look ahead. In retro perspective, the question of what is a successful 
project should be readdressed. It was my aim to investigate the rationale of 
public managers who seem to successfully overcome the inherent tensions 
between hierarchical, network and market governance, both inside their 
organisations and in relation to other societal actors. I found that in the five 
cases, they understood their policy environment (framework conditions), 
they used three strategies (combining, switching and maintenance), and 
possessed three key qualifications (willingness, discretion and capability) 
for metagovernance. The investigated cases were considered to be success-
ful. However, looking back now, such a qualification is time-specific. It 
depends on the part of the policy process one looks at. New phases or 
rounds may start at any moment, and what was at first a success, may turn 
into a failure. The EU’s Soil Strategy, issued in 2006, contained a Soil Di-
rective. However, in December 2007, the European Parliament voted 
against having such a directive. 

When looking ahead, I would like to address the issue of situationality 
again. I formulated research questions: replication of this research in other 
countries (the cultural aspect), in other policy sectors, in both ‘successful’ 
and ‘failed’ cases, seems to be required in order to further the theory of 
metagovernance as public management. I have argued that ‘sound’ me-
tagovernance is by definition situational: it is about designing and manag-
ing governance style mixtures in dynamic environments which are influ-
enced by many contingent factors. Although tempting, it is therefore 
impossible to prescribe a ‘best governance style mixture’ for specific types 
of societal problems. However, some mechanisms may be useful: 

- We have concluded that each ideal-typical governance style has its 
typical failures. When one style dominates a specific policy or change 
process, improvements may occur when elements of the other styles 
are introduced. Take the example of the dominance of market gov-
ernance that developed in Western European countries in the health 
sector: efficiency is the key word. Here a correction might be to in-
troduce more empathy and trust (network governance), and quality 
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guarantees (hierarchical). In that case the situation described in the 
BBC series ‘Yes, Minister might be prevented, in which a new hospi-
tal was awarded the prize for the most efficient health organisation, 
after they had decided that the 500 staff would not allow patients to 
enter the hospital.  

- The structure and framing of a problem should lead to investigate first 
the feasibility of the congruent governance style. If the problem is 
complex, unstructured and value-laden, like the development of sus-
tainable development strategies, network governance will be an im-
portant part of the mixture. When a complex problem becomes more 
urgent, like climate change, and in the Netherlands the protection 
against rising water levels, then it should be considered to increase 
the amount of hierarchy in the governance mixture.  

- In multi-level processes, it is worth considering differentiating the 
governance mixture level by level. To take the example of the Dutch 
Randstad 2040 programme of the current government, it might be 
wise to develop a hierarchical framework on the national level, to as-
sign the provinces as intermediate level with primarily network gov-
ernance, and to challenge the local authorities to be as entrepreneurial 
(market governance) as possible.  

In Chapter 1.1 an example was given of a widely disputed development 
in the governance footprint of Dutch social policy: The introduction of 
market-style competition combined with new hierarchical control mecha-
nisms in a policy area where, in the Netherlands, traditionally consent 
(network governance) has been successful.1031 Although we have seen that 
politicians in general do not have the power anymore to force a specific 
governance style mixture upon a society that opposes such, there are many 
exceptions. The market-liberal political mood of the early 2000s in West-
ern European countries has enormously influenced the content of new 
policies. Even traditionally regulation-oriented social-democratic parties in 
Germany, the Netherlands and the UK, have embarked on the anti-
regulation ‘train’. The risk, of course, is that problems that would be much 
better (and more efficiently) solved with a hierarchical or a network ap-
proach than with a market approach are burdened with suboptimal to very 
unsatisfactory solutions. The privatisation of energy infrastructure has 
caused sky-rocketing prices of natural gas and electricity, for example in 
Germany. A societal reaction is, apart from protest, to start bottom-up en-
ergy subsistence initiatives, which is happening for example in Germany. 

                                                      
 
1031  Schoo (2005): De ordeningschaos (De Volkskrant, 3 September 2005). 



Epilogue     327 

In the Netherlands, there is a broadly supported public opinion that the pri-
vatisation of health care insurances has brought higher prices instead of 
better services, such as shorter waiting lists.  

I have argued that market governance is a fine approach for routine is-
sues and for improving efficiency in organisations. However, in many 
complex societal issues there are so many interests at stake, that elements 
of network governance would be required. The question of integration of 
immigrants is such an issue: In the Netherlands, the responsible ministerial 
unit was moved from the Interior to the Ministry of Justice in 2002, as the 
result of a political reframing of immigration policy from a complex, un-
strucured (network governance) into a security issue (hierarchical govern-
ancen). In 2007, when a new government entered office, the unit was 
moved again, this time to the Housing Department, as a result of a new po-
litical framing process: network governance became the imperative again. 
Furthermore, urban renewal projects and the development of rural areas 
profit from a network approach. Hierarchy stays the best way to deal with 
calamities, air traffic control, other high risk activities, and basic environ-
mental regulation.  



Annexes 

36 Differences: Hierarchical, network and market 
governance 

Table 1 in Section 2.3.1 of this book presented 36 differences between the 
three ideal types of governance. This Annex clarifies the differences. They 
are clustered in five groups: vision and strategy, orientation, structure, 
people and results. 

Dimensions of vision and strategy 

One of the main reasons why hierarchical, network and market governance 
are such persistent styles is that they are (rooted in) human cultures. The 
three relationally active ‘ways of life’ of Thomson et. al.’s Cultural Theory 
are surprisingly congruent with the three governance styles. In Section 2.4 
and 6.4 this cultural perspective is analysed for national and organisational 
cultures, whereas the relation with individual cultures is addressed in Sec-
tions 2.5.7 and 7.2.6. One of the most important conclusions of consider-
ing governance styles as cultures is that transferring governance ap-
proaches from one country to another is very difficult, if not impossible 
(see Section 6.4.2). National cultures1033, history, and tradition1034 influence 
the context in which certain governance mixtures will work. 
 
 
 

                                                      
 
1032 Thompson et al. (1990: xiii): Cultural Theory. 
1033  Hofstede (2001): Culture’s consequences: Comparing values, Behaviours, In-

stitutions and Organisations across Nations. 
1034  E.g. Kickert (2002): Public governance in small continental European states. 

1. Culture/’Way of life’ 1032 Hierarchism      Egalitarism Individualism     
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The three governance styles have “incompatible contentions about what is 
knowable in the social world and what does or can exist – the nature off 
being – in the social world”. Moreover, they “derive their governance “cer-
tainties” from propositions drawn form specific methodological families, 
which reflect particular configurations of epistemological and ontological 
perspectives”.1036 Politicians and public managers who are committed to 
hierarchical governance see the social world though a naturalist-
structuralist lens, those committed to network governance see the world 
through a hermeneutic-structuralist lens, and those committed to market 
governance through a naturalist-agency lens.1037 

Governance styles have been described as being constructed from 
within very different narratives.1038 Bevir and Rhodes define narratives as 
forms of explanations of human actions in terms of the belief and desires 
of the actors. They argue that network governance often has a “symbiotic 
relationship” with institutionalism, and market governance with rational 
choice theory.1039 Rational choice theory views actions of citizens, politi-
cians, and public servants as analogous to the actions of self-interested 
producers and consumers.1040 Also hierarchical governance is related to a 
rational, positivist attitude. The rational public administrator uses a means-
end logic: he focuses on selecting the (objectively) best means to achieve 
agreed-upon ends.1041  

Central in Simon’s classic Administrative Behaviour is the concept of 
purposiveness. This “involves a notion of a hierarchy of decisions – each 
step downward in the hierarchy consisting in an implementation of the 
                                                      
 
1035  Dixon and Dogan (2002: 184-185): Hierarchies, networks and markets: re-

sponses to societal governance failure. Bevir and Rhodes (2001: 1): A decen-
tred theory of governance: Rational choice, institutionalism, and interpreta-
tion. 

1036  Dixon and Dogan (2002: 191). 
1037  Dixon and Dogan (2002: 184-185). 
1038  Bevir and Rhodes (2001: 1): A decentred theory of governance: Rational 

choice, institutionalism, and interpretation. 
1039  Bevir and Rhodes (2001: 7). 
1040   Frederickson & Smith (2003: 185): The administration theory primer. 
1041  Frederickson & Smith (2003: 162). 
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goals set forth in the step immediately above”.1042 Network governance 
emphasises the boundedness of rationality in public administration, high-
lights ambiguity rather than rationality, and is related to a more socio-
constructivist approach and social configuration theory.   

It could be argued that the positivist background of both hierarchical 
and market governance has made the introduction of New Public Man-
agement ideas (market governance) in public administration from the 
1980s relatively easy, but the introduction of network governance in the 
1990s a difficult task. The often-used dichotomy between rational logic 
and social construction or the interpretation of meaning does play a role, 
but should also be relativated. “Subjectivity need not rule out regularity as 
long as different sorts of people feel subjective in similar ways with regard 
to similar objects”.1043 

Two different forms of neo institutionalism emerged in the 1980s, with 
different influences on governance styles.1044 The first is rational choice in-
stitutionalism, an important source of New Public Management (a combi-
nation of market governance and hierarchical accountability and control 
mechanisms). The second is sociological institutionalism, which was a 
source for actor-oriented institutional approaches (network governance). 

 

Jessop distinguishes three stylized ‘modes of calculation’. The homo hier-
archicus judges on the basis of effective goal-attainment and legitimacy. 
The homo politicus, who has a network orientation, uses reflexivity and 
dialogue in order to achieve an estimation of what would be a wise deci-
sion or action. The homo economicus calculates primarily with criteria 
such as efficiency of resource allocation.  
 
 
 
 

                                                      
 
1042  Simon (1997: 4): Administrative Behaviour (Fourth Edition). 
1043  Thompson et al. (1990: xiii): Cultural Theory. 
1044  Schedler (2006: 114): Networked policing: Towards a public marketing ap-

proach to urban safety. 
1045  Jessop (2003: 3): Governance and metagovernance: On reflexivity, requisite 

variety, and requisite irony. 

3. Mode of  
    calculation1045  
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Hierarchy is often legitimised with the argument that it is a necessary ap-
proach for the protection and delivery of public goods. Network govern-
ance is more value-driven: the outcome of a networking process should re-
flect the shared values of the community that forms a network. Market 
thinking bases relations on individualism and autonomy, and therefore has 
public choice as a key concept.   
  

According to Considine and Lewis, all three styles have their ‘virtues’. Hi-
erarchies are reliable, and markets are cost-driven. Networks have the 
benefits of greater discretion and flexibility than hierarchies, combined 
with clearer forms of accountability than markets. Markets are more flexi-
ble than hierarchies, but their focus on price makes them the most cost-
driven of the three. 
 

Which motives hold people together? In a hierarchical approach this might 
be minimising risk. A network, based on empathy and trust, is motivated 
by the achievement of a satisfying identity of the group/community. Mar-
ket players have in common that they are motivated by maximising (com-
petitive) advantage.  
 
 
 
 
 

                                                      
 
1046  Heartly (2004): Paradigms, prizes and paradoxes in governance and public 

management. 
1047  Considine and Lewis (1999: 468): Governance at ground level: the frontline 

bureaucrat in the age of markets and networks. 
1048  Streeck and Schmitter (1985: 122): Community, market, state – and associa-

tions? 

4. Key concept1046 Public goods Public value Public choice 

5. Primary virtues1047 Reliable Great discretion, flexible Cost-driven 

6. Common motive 1048 Minimising risk Satisfying identity Maximising  
advantage 
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In every governance setting there are leaders and followers, although the 
difference between them is much clearer in a hierarchical than in a net-
work context. Hierarchy motivates subordinates through fear of punish-
ment. Stepping out of the lines is risky. Participants in network governance 
are motivated by the reward of belonging to a specific group (social inclu-
sion1050). Customers of market governance select their providers on the ba-
sis of material/financial benefits.  
 

The typical hierarchical vision of the relations between government and 
society is that government ‘rules’ society. A network governance vision 
formulates the central role of governments as that of a partner in a network 
society. A market approach has a basic vision that government delivers 
services and products to society. This vision is mirrored inside administra-
tions: hierarchically lower placed units have per definition less influence in 
a hierarchical setting. Network governance takes the position that all inter-
nal parties are, in principle, equal. A market approach creates competition 
between administrative units, uses financial and other incentives and disin-
centives, and defines relations in terms of producers and buyers of internal 
products and services.  
 

Gareth Morgan’s presentation of different views on organisations by use of 
metaphors has contributed highly to the understanding of complex organi-
sations.  

He compares a hierarchical organisation with a machine: a well oiled 
structure that requires central control, but on the other hand, “Much of the 
                                                      
 
1049  Streeck and Schmitter (1985: 122). 
1050  Termeer (1999): Van sturing naar configuratiemanagement. 
1051  Morgan (1986/1997): Images of organisation. Jessop (2003): Governance and 

metagovernance: On reflexivity, requisite variety, and requisite irony. 
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apathy, carelessness, and lack of pride so often encountered in the modern 
workplace is thus not coincidental: it is fostered by the mechanistic ap-
proach."  

He compares network organisations with brains, because of the reflex-
ive variety, learning and feedback mechanisms. Market governance relates 
more or less to Morgan’s metaphor of organisations as flux and transfor-
mation: constant change and self-organisation are key characteristics. Oth-
ers, like Jessop, compare the ways hierarchy, networks and markets exer-
cise influence with respectively a stick, a sermon and a carrot. The 
‘invisible hand’ of the market can be compared with the ‘iron fist’ of hier-
archy.   

 

Strategy can be defined as a course of action leading to the allocation of an 
organisation’s finite resources to reach identified goals. Mintzberg et al. 
(1998) differentiated 10 strategy ‘schools’.1053 In addition, an 11th relevant 
approach has to be mentioned, the ‘chaos school’, which considers that 
management has to address complexity and unpredictability.1054 Eight of 
these 11 schools have specific assumptions on both the internal (organisa-
tional) and external (environment) situation.  

Hierarchical governance is related to the design school, the planning 
school and the positioning school. These strategy types are designed for 
structured, manageable, clear problems with a low external impact. It is 
believed that targets can be reached by planning and design, and by focus-
sing on how to develop an optimal (hierarchical) position. These types of 
strategy are often found with line- and project managers who consider the 
environment as not very complex. Financial and legal experts typically 

                                                      
 
1052  Mintzberg et al. (1998): Strategy safari. A guided tour through the wilderness 

of strategic management. Knill and Lenschow (2005: 583): Compliance, 
competition and communication: Different approaches of European govern-
ance and their impact on national institutions. Stacey (1991): Managing 
Chaos: Dynamic Business Strategies in an Unpredictable World. 

1053  Mintzberg et al. (1998): Strategy safari. A guided tour through the wilderness 
of strategic management. 

1054  Stacey (1991): Managing Chaos: Dynamic Business Strategies in an Unpre-
dictable World. 
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have a preference for this approach. Their internal and external organisa-
tional environment is relatively simple, rational and stable.  

The chaos school of strategy sometimes provides useful insights on 
how to cope with the unpredictability of complex, target-led, policy proc-
esses. This approach deals with situations in which the internal and exter-
nal problem environment is so complex, that the system cannot be 
‘steered’. This can lead to a strategy that aims at determining (or better: 
discovering) the rules under which the system can operate successfully. In 
many complex policy issues the problem environment is not so ‘chaotic’ 
that it is impossible to exercise influence. Besides the chaos school of 
strategy, the learning school is also useful for network governance: the 
idea that actors are mutually dependent makes them open to collective 
learning. 

From a market governance perspective, the best school of strategy is 
the power school: creating competitive advantage. The chaos school may 
also provide useful strategic insight in self-regulation processes. Further-
more, the learning school is important: the main aim of public market gov-
ernance is not to influence but to stimulate and enable societal actors to 
collectively learn from experiences and apply these experiences autono-
mously. 

A questionnaire about preferred strategy styles among Dutch top civil 
servants showed an interesting paradox: most of them considered the pol-
icy environment of their ministries as complex and multi-actor, and at the 
same time stated that they believed in hierarchical (planning and design) 
styles of strategy.1055 Koffijberg concluded that the Dutch Ministry of 
Housing used three ways or patterns in which hierarchical and network 
strategic actions can effectively be combined: (1) Combine elements of hi-
erarchy and network, (2) alternate the two styles and (3) apply a dual strat-
egy: hierarchy front-stage and network back-stage.1056 

To conclude: awareness of the idea that there are different strategy ap-
proaches may improve public sector performance because it creates a basis 
for mutual understanding of actors within the public-sector organisation, 
who may not be fully aware of the strategy belief systems different col-
leagues have. In addition, it may increase effectiveness when applied situa-

                                                      
 
1055  Meuleman and Steilberg (2004: 15): Strategiedenken bij de rijksdienst. Pei-

ling onder hoger management rijksoverheid. 
1056  Koffijberg (2005: 363): Getijden van beleid: omslagpunten in de volkshuis-

vesting. 
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tionally and in combination. Different views on strategy do not exclude 
each other: a balanced synthesis may create the best results.1057 

 

Dixon and Logan investigated the philosophical assumptions of the three 
governance styles. They show that the commitment of ‘governors’ (those 
who are responsible for governing) to one of these styles leads to very dif-
ferent strategies to deal with ‘rebels’. A hierarchical governor will first try 
to use legitimate power to force rebels to compliance. If that does not 
work, their fall back strategy is to threat with sanctions or try other ways to 
make non-compliance impossible. 

When a network governor cannot persuade rebels to engage in a net-
work, their last resort is to expel them from the network. A market gover-
nor would, of course, first try to bargain an agreement with rebels, using 
rewards and other incentives. If that does not succeed, the hard-liner 
counter response he may try is to use economic power to make it difficult 
for rebels to not comply. 

Dimensions of orientation 

Public-sector organisations with dominance of hierarchical governance, 
have a top-down, formal and internally oriented orientation. Network gov-
ernance is informal, empathic, open-minded and reciproque. Because for-
mal boundaries are not that important, a network organisation is both ex-
ternally and internally oriented.  

                                                      
 
1057  De Wit and Meyer (1999): Strategy synthesis. 
1058  Dixon and Dogan (2002: 184-186): Hierarchies, networks and markets: re-

sponses to societal governance failure. 
1059  E.g. Jessop  (2003): Governance and metagovernance: On reflexivity, requi-

site variety, and requisite irony. Streeck and Schmitter (1985: 122): Commu-
nity, market, state – and associations? 
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The latter also applies to a market governance style. In addition, the 
market orientation of autonomy brings about a bottom-up orientation, self-
interest as a main value, and the predominance of competition makes the 
organisation to a certain extent suspicious. 
 

The difference in terms of the dependency of actors leads to different ‘la-
bels’: hierarchy requires rulers and subjects, networks build on partners 
and market governance frames actors as producers and consumers. The 
correct use of such terms is important regarding the management of expec-
tations. A ‘partner’ expects a rather equal position, whereas a ‘customer’ 
expects a product or service with a good price. 
 

The logic of hierarchy leads to choose actors according to written rules. If 
there is a law that prescribes that certain NGOs or businesses, or govern-
mental levels shall be involved, than that happens.  

In a network logic, the rules for choosing partners are looser. However, 
there are quite strict criteria: trustworthiness and reciprocity, the latter 
meaning that partners must be willing to share ideas, knowledge and in-
formation. A market logic is different. Partners are chosen which can – in 
the end – contribute to one’s competitive advantage. Price is an important 
variable. 
 

A hierarchical administration needs to be informed about possible protest 
and obstruction by societal actors – and internal agents inside administra-
tion. Finding out who are the main stakeholders is, from a network per-
spective, important because of the practical knowledge they have and be-
cause involvement is a good means to enhance the acceptance of the 
                                                      
 
1060  Assens and Baroncelly (2004: 7): Marché, Réseau, Hiérarchie : à la recherche 
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solution. Market governance investigates who will be good contract part-
ners: who is reliable, professional and not expensive?  

Dimensions of structure 

Most public administration organisations have a hierarchical, ‘pyramidal’ 
structure. In a hierarchical organisational structure power is centralised and 
project teams may be established for issues that are cross-cutting. When a 
network approach is chosen inside such an organisation, typically a proc-
ess team (with a horizontal orientation) is installed, that profits from and is 
supported by a (vertically oriented) hierarchical structure. A typical market 
style organisation has business or profit units that compete with each other 
to get hold of the available resources. In several Dutch ministries nowa-
days, internal services have to be paid for by policy units. This market 
concept is an attempt to lower the total costs. 
 

The main coordinating unit according to market governance is the individ-
ual: individual players compete against each other. Network governance 
presumes collective decision making among a group of actors. Hierarchi-
cal governance requires a (public, if the issue is a public issue) authority to 
take decisions. 
 

Hierarchies are controlled through authority, networks through trust and 
markets through prices.1063 Jessop characterises these governance styles as, 
respectively, the ‘iron fist (perhaps in a ‘velvet glove’)’, ‘dialogue’ and 
‘anarchy’, showing the normative significance of this trichotomy.1064  

                                                      
 
1061  Arentsen, (2001: 501): Negotiated environmental governance in the 

Netherlands: Logic and illustration. 
1062  Davis and Rhodes (2000:18): From hierarchy to contracts and back again: Re-
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Hierarchy controls through oversight (inspections, directives, legal 
powers of intervention), network governance controls through mutuality 
(cooperative interaction, informal consultations, negotiating) and market 
governance relies on control through rivalry (competition, benchmark-
ing).1065  
 

Public administration literature describes different co-ordinating mecha-
nisms for each of the three modes:1067 Hierarchies coordinate activities via 
rules, networks via diplomacy, and market governance uses competition. 
The typical conceptualization of co-ordination in government is top-down 
steering. This can work well in successfully integrated organisations but is 
ineffective when the organisation deals with complex, multi-stakeholder 
policy issues. Hierarchical coordination is ex-ante coordination through 
imperatives, using rules and regulations.  

In market governance, co-ordination can be achieved ‘by the invisible 
hand of the self-interest of participants’; this works well when ‘buyers’ and 
‘sellers’ can be differentiated. In general, according to Peters, market co-
ordination is not accepted in countries with strongly legalistic administra-
tive cultures.1068 Market coordination is ex post coordination through ex-
change. Competition plays an important role.  

Network coordination is coordination through reflexive self-
organisation. Less pluriform networks are less likely to co-ordinate effec-

                                                                                                                          
 

forming the Australian public service.  
1063  Davis and Rhodes (2000:18): From hierarchy to contracts and back again: Re-

forming the Australian public service. 
1064  Jessop (2002): Governance, governance failure and metagovernance. 
1065  Lodge and Wegrich (2005: 222): Control over government: Institutional iso-

morphism and governance dynamics in German public administration. 
1066  Thompson (2003: 48): Between hierarchies and markets. 
1067  Davis and Rhodes (2000:18): From hierarchy to contracts and back again: Re-

forming the Australian public service. Jessop (2002: 5): Governance, govern-
ance failure and metagovernance. Kaufman et al. (1985): Guidance, control 
and evaluation in the public sector. Thompson et al. (1991): Markets, hierar-
chies and networks. 

1068  Peters (1998: 298-299): Managing horizontal government: The politics of co-
ordination. 
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tively than others. Diplomacy is an important prerequisite of network co-
ordination. 

 

Hierarchy is characterised by unilateral transactions. In a network ap-
proach transactions are multilateral. The logical type of negotiations is a 
mutual gains approach (MGA) to reach consensus. Essential is the differ-
entiation between interests (what each participant in a group process seeks 
to achieve) and positions or demands (what people say they must have).  A 
method like the mutual gains approach (MGA) aims at building a consen-
sus (a unanimous agreement) on the basis of creating value according to 
the interests of the participants.1070 Market governance logic leads to both 
bilateral and multilateral transactions.  
 

The discipline and stability of a hierarchical organisation has the downside 
of a low level of flexibility. In a network context, flexibility may be me-
dium to high, depending on the strictness of the agreed network rules. 
Loose ties in networks are more flexible, but the mutual commitment is 
lower. Market thinking also can be associated with medium to high levels 
of flexibility. Entrepreneurship implies that one is constantly looking for 
new opportunities. However, contracts may lessen this flexibility. 
 

Actors involved in hierarchical governance may have a medium to high 
commitment. Medium, because their creativity and knowledge may not be 
used. High, when they (have no choice than to) accept the rigid authority 
of superiors.  

                                                      
 
1069  E.g. Susskind (1999: 6-18): An alternative to Robert’s Rules of order for 

groups, organisations and ad hoc assemblies that want to operate by consen-
sus.  

1070  Susskind (1999: 6-18): An alternative to Robert’s Rules of order for groups, 
organisations and ad hoc assemblies that want to operate by consensus.   

1071  Powell (1991: 269): Neither market nor hierarchy: network forms of organisa-
tion. 

1072  Powell (1991: 269): Neither market nor hierarchy: network forms of organisa-
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22. Commitment among parties 1072 Medium to high Medium to high Low 

tion. 



Annexes     341 

Network partners may also have a medium to high level of mutual 
commitment: the level of commitment depends on the interests at stake, 
their ‘BATNA’1073, and the level of trust in the network. Market govern-
ance actors may have a low level of commitment. Their commitment de-
pends on the competitive advantage that the cooperation with (contract) 
partners produces. 
 

Stakeholders are organisations (private-sector or non-governmental) that 
have ‘something at stake’ in a given policy case. Their interests are in-
volved, and therefore they try to influence government decisions. Also in-
side administration, actors try influencing each other. Three approaches for 
communication with involved actors are distinguished, each with an affin-
ity to one of the governance styles.1075 In a hierarchical governance ap-
proach stakeholders are kept outside the decision-making process. Com-
munication is confined to giving information about policy. In a market 
approach, governments may be looking for societal parties that can take 
over a specific public task. Communication may be used as a policy in-
strument: communication as policy, such as a PR campaign in order to 
stimulate self-organisation of society. In a network approach (also called 
participatory governance, which includes interactive policymaking), gov-
ernments try to involve societal stakeholders in the making and execution 
of policies. This involvement can range from influencing the decision to 
real co-decision. In this case, communication is a means to improve the 
quality of the participation process: communication for policy. Communi-
cating with(in) networks, is influenced by the fact that groups of people 
who share a large part of their definitions of reality, together, form a ‘fam-
ily’. They show what Termeer calls social or cognitive fixation. 1076 People 

                                                                                                                          
 
1073  BATNA: Best Alternative to a Negotiated Agreement. The term was coined 

by Fisher and Ury (1981: 104): Getting to Yes: Negotiating Agreement With-
out Giving In.  

1074  Rijnja and Meuleman (2004: 35): Maken we beleid begrijpelijk of maken we 
begrijpelijk beleid? 

1075  Rijnja and Meuleman (2004: 35): Maken we beleid begrijpelijk of maken we 
begrijpelijk beleid? 

1076  Termeer (1999): Van sturing naar configuratiemanagement. 
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in one ‘configuration’ primarily talk with people from their own group and 
the group as a whole stops developing and acts defensively to outsiders.   

Most communication officers have been trained in the first two types: 
giving information, and designing public relations campaigns. But the third 
type is relatively new and asks for new skills and training.  

 

A hierarchical governance style usually builds upon accepted clear facts 
and expertise. There is no time (during calamities) or no need (with well-
defined, structured problems, consensus about values and knowledge) to 
involve many parties in the knowledge basis for decision-making. Knowl-
edge is an expert issue, and is used to enhance the effectiveness of top-
down steering. Hierarchical governance to a large extent builds on a posi-
tivistic approach of knowledge. 

If one is convinced that scientific and other knowledge for complex 
policy and decision-making processes should be organised together with 
relevant participants1078, then in a network governance style joint fact find-
ing and transdisciplinary knowledge development are useful approaches. 
Knowledge is a shared, common good. An illustration: The Dutch prov-
ince of North-Brabant in the early 1990’s concluded that a directive ap-
proach was not successful in convincing the local authorities that they had 
to modernise their land use plans. The province established a team of spe-
cialists which acted as a flying brigade that helped local authorities on the 
spot with their land use plans. The specialists did not just bring standard 
methods and knowledge but took part in a joint process.1079 

According to Adler, it has been shown that compared to trust (network 
governance), price (market governance) and authority (hierarchical gov-
ernance) are relatively ineffective means of dealing with knowledge-based 

                                                      
 
1077  In ‘t Veld (2000):  Willingly and knowingly. The roles of knowledge about 

nature and the environment in policy processes. Adler (2001: 215): Market, 
hierarchy, and trust: the knowledge economy and the future of capitalism.  

1078  In ‘t Veld (2000):  Willingly and knowingly. The roles of knowledge about 
nature and the environment in policy processes. Bert de Wit (2003): New 
governance ideas and their consequences for knowledge management, re-
search and innovation in the European Union. 

1079  Meuleman (2003: 235): Flexibly organising governance styles. 
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assets.1080 This is an argument for developing a high network governance 
profile in governance mixtures in knowledge based organisations and in 
knowledge-intensive policy issues. 

Market governance considers knowledge as a good that has a price. It is 
not a common good, but is owned and is used to enhance competitive ad-
vantage, for example by product innovation. As market governance, like 
hierarchical governance, builds on a rational vision on human actions, a 
positivist approach of knowledge is predominant. 

 

The ‘subjects’ of a hierarchical approach have limited access to informa-
tion. The power of the hierarchical governor is partly based on an exclu-
sive access to certain information. In a network governance setting, infor-
mation is in principle shared among the partners, however, it is 
fragmented: there is no procedure or mechanism that guarantees that all 
relevant information is shared. Market thinking does not exclude power 
games with information, but the main difference with the two other styles 
is that information has a price, and if one is prepared to pay that price, the 
‘buyer’ may have a total access to information. 

 

A hierarchical governance approach requires a stable environment. Such a 
stable context (or rigid, depending how one values this) is strived for using 
clear and detailed instructions, rules and procedures. In a network govern-
ance approach it is not accepted that the context continuously changes, but 
this is considered an advantage compared to rigidity: it offers more new 
and unexpected opportunities. The context of a market governor is flexible 
and dynamic; however, it is ‘ruled’ by the mechanism of competition. A 
market approach would typically decline the option to invest time and re-
sources in consensus building. 
                                                      
 
1080  Adler (2001: 215): Market, hierarchy, and trust: the knowledge economy and 

the future of capitalism. 
1081  Assens and Baroncelly (2004 : 7): Marché, Réseau, Hiérarchie : à la recherche 

de l'organisation idéale. 
1082  Hartley (2004): Paradigms, prizes and paradoxes in governance and public 

management. 
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Dimensions of people 

Most public sector managers and politicians have a preferred style of lead-
ership. Hersey and Blanchard1084 differentiated four styles of leadership for 
different situations: directing (s1 type), coaching (s2), supporting (s3) and 
delegating (or enabling; s4), that should be applied situationally.  

These styles can be related to the three governance styles. A command 
and control leadership style relates well to a hierarchical governance style. 
A network style of governance relates to coaching and supporting styles of 
leadership. A market governance style typically relates to an empowering 
and delegating leadership style. 

 

One of the results of a leadership style (see above) is a certain degree of 
empowerment. A hierarchical organisation can delegate tasks, but only to a 
certain degree and with sufficient control. An organisation which uses 
network governance requires that officers involved in network processes 
are empowered to take decisions within a relatively broad range: they must 
possess a high level of discretion. In an organisation with primarily market 
governance, also the senior managers must have the freedom to take far-
reaching decisions that make the organisation more efficient. 

 

The three ideal-typical modes differ in several relational aspects, like the 
dependency of actors, the type of societal interactions and the type of co-
ordination mechanism.  

                                                      
 
1083  Hersey and Blanchard (1982): Management of organizational behaviors: Util-

izing human resources.  
1084  Hersey and Blanchard (1982): Management of organizational behaviors: Util-

izing human resources (4th ed.).  
1085  Peters (2004: 2): The search for coordination and coherence in public policy. 
1086  Kickert (2003: 127): Beneath consensual corporatism: Traditions of govern-

ance in the Netherlands. 
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In terms of the relative dependency of actors, Kickert observes the fol-
lowing differences.1087 Hierarchical governance puts public administration 
in a central role: other actors are dependent. Market governance is the op-
posite: societal actors are in principle independent, autonomous. In net-
work governance, actors are interdependent. This leads to a projection of 
hierarchy and market as two extremes, with the network mode more or less 
in between. Mayntz1088 already considered networks as a synthesis of hier-
archies and markets, and also in economic transaction cost theory networks 
are considered a hybrid coordination form between market and hierar-
chy.1089 

Kooiman distinguishes three different types of societal interactions, re-
lated to the three governance styles: interventions (hierarchy), interfer-
ences (self-governance, closely related to market governance) and inter-
plays (co-governance, closely related to network governance).1090  

 

Hierarchical public managers are classical bureaucrats: they are servants, 
they are responsible for legitimacy and for administrating (‘clerks’), and 
are ‘martyrs’ because, for the ‘public cause’, they have to fulfil their job in 
a command and control culture which may only to a certain extent require 
their creativity and entrepreneurship. Network managers are required to be 
explorative, always looking for added value through processes of dialogue 
and consensus building. Market managers must focus on efficiency and 
maximisation of their organisation’s ‘market’.  
 
  

 

                                                      
 
1087  Kickert (2003: 127): Beneath consensual corporatism: Traditions of govern-

ance in the Netherlands. 
1088  Mayntz (1993: 44): Policy-Netzwerke und die Logik von Verhandlungssys-

temen. 
1089  Meyer and Baltes (2004: 36): Network failures – How realistic is durable co-

operation in global governance? 
1090  Kooiman (2003: 23): Governing as governance. 
1091 Hartley (2004): Paradigms, prizes and paradoxes in governance and public 

management. 
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Hierarchical governors tend to prefer staff with a legal or financial back-
ground, and line managers or project managers who focus on risk man-
agement and clear lines of command and control. Network abilities have 
meanwhile been added to the list of competencies public managers have to 
master (for example in the Dutch civil service1092). This includes not only 
being informed about the findings on the functioning of policy networks in 
public administration literature, but also about general characteristics of 
complex networks, such as the meaning of ‘strong’ and ‘weak’ ties in net-
works1093 and the function of ‘hubs’ as hierarchical elements in networks 
and other recently discovered aspects of networks.1094 Market governance 
requires that people focus on efficiency. A business administration or mar-
keting background is useful.  
 

Laske’s individual development stages S2, S3 and S4, which were related 
to hierarchical, network and market thinking respectively (Section 7.2.6), 
are characterised by the law of the jungle, community and self-
determination. According to Graves’ system of values, hierarchical people 
are authoritarian, loyal to truth, obedient, disciplined, and use a pyramidal 
organisation structure (‘blue’ level).  

                                                      
 
1092  ABD (Netherlands General Administration Service) -list of competencies. 
1093  Granovetter (1973, The strength of weak ties) argues that it is important to 

have ‘weak ties’ (acquaintances) besides ‘strong ties’ (friends) because the 
former are able to provide information from distant parts of the social sys-
tems. See also: Granovetter (1983): The strengths of weak ties: A network 
theory revisited. 

1094  Barabási (2003): Linked. How everything is connected to everything else and 
what it means for business, science and everyday life. Watts (2003): Six De-
grees: The Science of a Connected Age. 

1095  Laske (2006: 32): Measuring hidden dimensions. The art and science of fully 
engaging adults. 
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People with a network attitude are communitarian, and highly value 
equality, learning from others, openness and trust; leaders are facilitators 
(‘green’ level). People with a predominant belief in market governance are 
driven by other values: being entrepreneurial and rational, striving for per-
sonal success, emphasising money rather than loyalty, valuing competition 
and autonomy (‘orange’ level).  
 

Individual public managers may have a strong preference for one govern-
ance style, according their type of academic background (legal, financial 
and natural sciences versus social sciences) and personal preference (com-
bined with the predominant style of their organisation). They therefore 
may tend to prefer a training programme that matches their ‘beliefs’. This 
leads to the expression of different training needs. 

From the viewpoint of hierarchical governance, “training prepares the 
organisation member to reach satisfactory decisions himself, without the 
need for the constant exercise of authority or advice. In this sense, training 
procedures are alternatives to the exercise of authority or advice as means 
of control over the subordinate’s decisions”.1097 Market governors will pre-
fer training programmes that provide management tools that help them 
making more efficient decisions. For network governance, training is 
aimed at helping public officials to learn how to ‘muddle through’1098 in an 
irrational, permanently changing multi-actor organisational environment, 
in which solving societal problems involves managing societal learning.1099 
An example is the method of learning communities: informal alliances or 
networks that allow people to learn from each other’s experience.1100 

                                                      
 
1096  Simon (1997: 13): Administrative behaviour. Termeer (1999: 92): Van sturing 

naar configuratiemanagement. 
1097  Simon (1997: 13): Administrative behaviour. 
1098  Lindblom (1959):  The science of muddling through. 
1099  Termeer (1999: 92): Van sturing naar configuratiemanagement. 
1100  Scott et al. (2004: 20): Deliberative governance: Renewing public service and 

public trust. 
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Dimensions of results 

Each of the three ideal types hierarchy, network and market is typically 
more usable for dealing with certain types of problems than the other 
types. Hierarchical governance, with its carefully defined division of tasks, 
is successful in dealing with problems that can also be divided into clear 
sub-problems. This approach is for example useful when catching crimi-
nals or tackling a disaster. Government agencies who together are respon-
sible for safety, for instance usually work with detailed emergency plans 
with a clear command structure. Complex, unstructured problems are bet-
ter dealt with through some form of network governance. Dealing with un-
certainty requires trust, empathy and dialogue between partners. Routine 
issues are the best example of problems that can be tackled successfully 
through market governance. Efficiency is a prominent objective.  
 

                                                      
 
1101  E.g. EEAC (2003):  European governance for the environment. Van der Ent 

(1996: 5): De rol van de procesbegeleider in onderhandelend bestuur. 
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Jessop has rightly argued that all governance styles have their own charac-
teristic failures. Much of the critique on each of the styles (see Section 2.2 
and 2.3) is related to such failures. A hierarchical organisation can operate 
like a well-oiled machine, without producing the impact that is needed. 
The fascination for procedures (‘red tape’) may make such an organisation 
slow. Networks can be very slow too, as regards coming to conclusions 
and decisions. A typical failure is that the deliberations inside a network 
become ‘never-ending’. Market governance relies on economic mecha-
nisms like the ‘invisible hand’. However, we know that no ‘market’ is per-
fect and the results of competition may be quite unpredictable. A typical 
market governance failure is that the focus on efficiency leads to insuffi-
cient attention to the expected results. For example: the introduction of 
market governance in the Dutch health sector has produced efficient or-
ganisations which are criticised because they do not ‘produce’ care any-
more. 

 

What does a public-sector organisation ‘make’? This depends on the ap-
plied mix of governance styles. Public policy instruments are not inert: 
they present a particular representation of the issue at stake, and a specific 
problematisation of the issue.1104 Typical products of a hierarchy are laws, 
regulations, control mechanisms, procedures, accountancy reports, deci-
sions and compliance. These products are ‘output’ that can be measured. 

Network governance does not aim at producing ‘products’ but at creat-
ing change in a consensual way. Kettl describes the StarLink case – a 
problem with genetically modified corn in the US – in which government 

                                                                                                                          
 
1102 Jessop (2003): Governance and metagovernance: On reflexivity, requisite va-

riety, and requisite irony. 
1103  E.g.: Van den Berg et al. (2001: Professional judgement), De Bruijn and Ten 

Heuvelhof (1995: Netwerkmanagement) and Hood (2003: Exploring varia-
tions in public management reform of the 1980s). 

1104  Lascoumes and Le Gales (2007: 10): Introduction: Understanding public pol-
icy through its instruments. 
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agencies “could not truly solve, or even manage the problem. At best, they 
could collaborate in framing a response”.1105  

Market governance typically produces services like social security and 
products like passports. Sometimes the result of a market governance ap-
proach is the out-sourcing of some of these services and products. Volun-
tary agreements of governments and market parties are a typical result of 
market governance. The Netherlands has a long history of using voluntary 
agreements in environmental policy.1106 

                                                      
 
1105  Kettl (2002: 5): The transformation of governance. 
1106  Hommes and Smit (1989): Milieuconvenanten en de schijn van partnership. 
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Interviewees 

Soil policy case the Netherlands 

Case interviews: Fred Kok (former project manager pre-project), Gerard 
Lommers (Min. Env., program manager implementation Soil Policy Let-
ter), Ruud Cino (Min. Env., unit head), Jan Roels (former Min. Env. unit 
head), Hugo von Meyenfeldt (then Min. Env. director Soil, Water & Rural 
Areas), Kees Plug (then Min. Env., director Local Env. Quality), Jan van 
Vliet, Min. Env., unit head), Niek de Wit (former project manager Soil Pol-
icy Letter), Hans van der Vlist (then Min. Env. director-general Environ-
ment). 

Soil policy case Germany 

Case interviews: Dr. Günther Bachmann (then member of the Soil WG, 
representing the German Environmental Agency UBA), Prof. Dr. Wilhelm 
König (then representative of the Länder in the Soil Working Group), Dr. 
Volker Franzius (German Environment Agency UBA), Dr. Frank Glante 
(German Environment Agency UBA), Prof. Dr. Joachim Sanden (then 
working at the German Environment Agency), Dr. Fritz Holzwarth (Fed-
eral Ministry of the Environment).  

Background interviews: Prof. em. Helmut Wollmann (Humboldt Uni-
versity), Dr. Albert Statz (then Federal Ministry of the Environment), Dr. 
Christian Hey (SRU) and Helge Jörgens (SRU). 

Soil policy case UK 

Case interviews: Ian Davidson (then head of unit and leader of the Soil 
Team in DEFRA), Judith Stewart (project manager in the Soil Team in 
DEFRA) (30 March 2007, London), Sharon Ellis (then head of unit Soil, 
implementation phase, DEFRA), Alan Taylor (then head of division For-
estry, Soil and Uplands in DEFRA).  

Background interview: Prof. Susan Owens (member of the RCEP and 
professor at Cambridge University. 

Soil policy case EC 

Case interviews: Paul Brouwer (advisor Legislation and other Inter-
Institutional activities, office of the director-general Environment, Euro-
pean Commission), Leo Majer (head of unit Environment, GMO and ge-
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netic resources, DG Agriculture and Rural Development, European Com-
mission), Ladislav Miko, director Protecting the natural environment, DG 
Environment, European Commission), Niek de Wit (project manager/desk 
officer, Soil Unit, DG Environment, European Commission).  

Background interviews: Alexander Italianer (deputy secretary-general, 
European Commission, David Walker (director European Administration 
Academy). 

Community policing case the Netherlands 

Ad Heil (Chief commissioner District Paardenveld, Utrecht), Martien van 
Zutphen (programme manager Police Utrecht, District Paardenveld,), Hans 
Spekman (then responsible alderman, Utrecht City Council). 
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