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Introduction

One solution to the problems of the increasing centralization of the public sector and the following threat against the local democracy could be the construction of local forums as a frame for the dialogue between citizens in the local societies and politicians in the municipalities. 

The local forums can be defined as an open equal meeting place for all who want to develop the local society in interaction with other people. For example if some citizens want to work for a better traffic planning in their home area or if they want  to do something about vandalism, they can go to the local forum and meet people who share the same interests. Later they can raise the problem for politicians in the town hall and together they can try to solve the problems.

The local forums can also coordinate activities in the local society, and they can develop projects and new cooperative relations on many levels. 

Many of the local forums in Denmark have a formalised dialogue with the politicians in the municipalities during regularly recurring meetings and helps strengthening the participative democracy. They also make an important connection between the informal participative democracy and the formal representative democracy 
    

 

But there is also another interesting aspect about the local forums. They can be seen as local networks that contribute to the political management of the municipalities. 

Some of the researchers in the field of social sciences points out, that you can see those new local networks as an element in what they call “network governance” 

Network governance is a new way to manage the public sector and the corporation between the public sector, the private sector and the civil society.

What the researcher is talking about is that policy is changing in many European countries, because it is very difficult to manage a society that becomes more and more complex and fragmented. The traditional hierarchical political management, where the politicians manage the society from the top of a hierarchical pyramid, don’t fit to many of the problems in a modern complex society, so you have to find others ways to manage on all levels (the European, the national, the regional and the local level). 

To use network governance as a tool to solve some of the problems in a modern society is thus an alternative to the hierarchical management model, and more and more politicians see it as a powerful and democratic alternative to the traditional management forms. 

Earlier most of the politicians in the municipalities were sceptical about involving the citizens in the public management, but this scepticism is now decreasing, because they have realized it is necessary in a modern complex democracy society.  

To day network governance is used to solve many different tasks. They are used when politicians want to qualify the problem formulation; they are used when the parliaments are making politics, and when the politics are going to be implemented.

 

An interview with researcher Jacob Torfing, Department of Social Sciences, Roskilde University about Network Governance.

Professor Jacob Torfing has researched in network governance in relation to the labour marked and has written books and articles about the possibilities and problems in networking. 

Together with Eva Sørensen he has written one of the best books about the subject: “Network Governance – From government to governance”

Steffen Hartje (SH): In the book “Network Governance – From government to governance” you write, that the term network governance is not a new term, but one that has been used in different ways in the past many years in Denmark. Does the fact, that the term is now drawing a lot of attention, reflect that you are just pouring old wine in new bottles?

 

What is unique in Denmark is that we both have a strong state and a strong civil society. The state became early both strong and modern when it was build under the absolute monarchy (1661-1849).

The peaceful civil revolution in the country meant, that the democracy took over a strong state and transformed it into a democratic state of law.

In parallel to the citizens overtaking the state, a strong civilian society developed amongst other tings because of the popular movement, where the citizens organised themselves in the civilian society with lots of different types of associations. 

I see the development in Denmark as something quite unique, because it is rare to see a strong state as well as a strong civilian society in a country. In France for instance you have a strong state and a weak civilian society, and in the USA you have a strong civilian society and a weak state.

 

The situation in Denmark with a strong state and a strong civilian society has increased a need to build a bridge between the two parts of the society, and in this context networking can have a bridge building function.

This bridge building function have been called many different things through time: co-operation, involvement of citizens, corporatism, neo-corporatism and negotiation economy – a dear child has many names, but the thing is that we have had a unique basis to do transversal co-operation between the public sector, the private sector and the civilian society. 

This way there has been both formal and informal networking and network contacts in many years in Denmark. However we think, the situation today is new, because we clearly experience that public decision makers, both elected politicians and public servants have become much more positive towards the thought of regulating through network governance, as we call it.

 

They see network governance more and more, as something that can be both efficient and a legitimate way of regulating the society. We see that as an acknowledgement, which grows out of the social changes, there are going on at the moment, where our community becomes more and more fragmented, more and more complex and more and more complicated.

 

The problems lap over each other, and we have had both a decentralization of the political power to institutions and user boards etc., and a globalization that result in a centralization of the power with more power up in the system. So we operate political and regulation wise in a much more complex system, where there is a need to regulate through transversal co-operation and negotiation. This is some of the social factors that influence the political decision-makers to be more positive in involving associations, organisations, and citizens in the network governance.

 

The participants in the governance network

SH: Does this development also indicate new participants in the network governance?
 

In many years researchers characterized Denmark as a corporatist society, where there were peaking interests from the economy world (employers’ organizations and employee’s organizations etc.) which together with the public authorities “cut the cake” in many areas. Compared to this classic corporatism model, there are many more players in the field today, and at the same time these networks are often more loosely linked. They are not necessarily so formalised, and the connection between the participants neither so close as before. So we are talking about looser networking with many more different players.

 

We also see a shift in attitude towards the use of network. It’s not necessarily anymore about creating channels for interest representation. The networks are not only created, because the public authorities know, that there are interests in the society that needs to be heard and influence the politic. It’s more a question of the acknowledgment, that if you’re going to control our society today, you have to work together criss-cross, and we all have a basic need to exchange resources to be able to control anything. Today it does not so much reflect policy of interest and a mutual safeguarding of interest as an acknowledgement that you cannot govern alone. One cannot govern from a centre, but have to govern in networks between different players.

 

SH: Do the public authorities primary choose network participants from the strongest organisations?
 

There are good examples, where the emphasis is much more on the task, that needs to be solved, or the purpose that needs to be achieved than on which organisation the participants represent. For example you say: We have a job to solve the problem with the lacking integration of the refugee- immigrant group, who can help us as a public authority to solve this job? So the emphasis is more on the task or the purpose rather than approaching the organisations that are normally the trendsetters and representatives of the strongest interests. I also think this is the way to go; because in this way networking becomes a contribution to the management of the community in a way, to which there is full support.

 

Network governance and new public management

SH: Do you see a relationship between the widespread use of the idea of new public management
 in the public sector and the interest in network governance?
 

Yes. I see that in two ways:

1. Many of the new reforms in the public sector contribute to a comprehensive fragmentation. The control concept is often, that the public institutions should be independent and have independent latitude and be controlled by objectives. This leads to an increased break-up within the public sector. At the same time there is an increased use of private operators in many areas, and contracts are not only signed with private companies but also with voluntarily organisations etc. 

This control concept contributes therefore to a fragmented landscape both within the public sector and on the edge between the private and the public sector and thereby the whole management landscape in Denmark becomes fragmented. This development creates a need for cross-disciplinary networking to gather those threads that has been cut over as part of this new public management wave that sweeps across the country.

 

2. Furthermore I think that new public management reflects a new management thought, which has much to do with managing automatic control. No one can any longer sit on the top of the pyramid and manage in the detail, because neither has anyone the necessary knowledge nor the necessary resources to that kind of managing. Therefore you manage increasingly by mobilizing organisations, networks and individual citizen’s enterprise. 

In this way there is a parallel between new public management and the new understanding of network governance. They can both be regarded as a new thought of management, where you give up top-down managing and instead manage by setting the lines for automatic control. 

On one side you create free responsible organisations/network, and on the other side you manage by framework to secure that they manage themselves and use their energy and enterprise but within some limits, that secure a certain form of coordination with superior control mechanisms.

 

Wicked problems

SH: Can you give some examples of where it is especially suitable to use network governance?
 

There are some types of public tasks, where it is almost impossible not to use GN. It is what we call “wicket problems”. From the start the understanding of the problem and how it should be solved, is unclear, there are many players and needs for specialized knowledge, and there is a great potential of conflict. I can hardly see how these kinds of management tasks can be solved in any other way than through some kind of automatic control through some networks.

 

SH: Are the municipal politician afraid of loosing some of their power to the governance network?

 

Many of the more traditional politicians are probably afraid of loosing power. On the other hand my experience shows me, that when you are in a dialogue with them, they can see most of the advantages of this kind of management. Many politicians want to be relieved, so they get more time to strategically contemplations. (E.g. the question on how the municipality should be developed culturally, commercially etc.). So many realizes that it is good to be able to mobilize players in relatively self-steering networks.

Most of the municipal politicians like to work with forward-looking development tasks but often lack the inspiration on how to set up the goals, and here GN can be a tool that they can use.

It is part of the new public management thought, that politicians must take care of the superior strategically goals, and that the administration in interaction with the citizens and the companies etc. must fill out these scopes. It is hard to develop long-term strategically goals without a dialogue partner, and in this context GN is - with its relevant and involved parties - incredibly important.

 

When you tell the politicians, that the work with network governance is not about giving up the public management but that instead, it is about managing in a new way, and that there are many ways to manage the GN, they often become positive to the idea.   

They are not supposed to manage by making decisions that apply in every situation; they are supposed to manage by deciding in what cases to network governance:  Which tasks need to be solved? Who shall solve these tasks? How will the network be designed? Which procedures should be there? What are the deadlines?

Furthermore it is possibility to manage governance network by giving them some financial means that they can dispose of and telling them which legally limits there should be etc.

When the networks work, the politicians and the public servants should respond to what happens. Listen to what the participants have found out since last, to give response and feedback to it and maybe to mediate in conflicts etcetera. This is what we call network management. 

So the politicians should take part in the governance network. Networks are not politician free areas. 

When you distribute a task into a network, it is incredibly important for the politicians to mingle and see what happens; otherwise they may enter the process too late. They have to take part and to influence the decision premises very early.

Therefore it is important for them to understand, that they have a double role in the governance network, as somebody standing outside managing the limits, and as somebody who can also participate in the network.

 

SH: Which type of cases cannot be handled in a governance network?

There are still many classically authority tasks, which must be handled by the politicians alone (the municipal budgeting, the tax rate setting etc.) and other tasks that can be dealt by outsourcing. But at the same time there is a great amount of complicated tasks with wicket problems, where I think, the politicians can see that they don’t get far by managing alone.

In Denmark we also have network-groups, which are required by the law. These are networks that municipals are obliged to establish. This counts typically for the establishment of network groups in the handicap area, the integration area as in the senior citizens areas. The latest network-group is in the police area. Through police network-groups the police shall engage citizens and organisations in the creation of local networks, which has to do with the whole police work. So there is a long range of tasks, where the legislation takes into account, that the authorities cannot solve the problems alone.

 

Network competencies

SH: Does the GM require other kinds of skills than the majority of politicians possess today?
Yes it does. There is need for a lift in the competences of politicians and public servants to develop strategically and communicational competences. This counts for instance for competence building as to negotiation, communication and to strategically management. 

Working in a GN is different from marking ideological opinions or solving individual cases. 

Politicians that enter politic, because they have expressed opinions in individual cases, have a hard time accepting GN, because they don’t understand, that politicy can be about listening to other people’s point of view.

The experiences from the municipality of Holbaek

In Holbaek municipality we have tried to develop a new model for citizen involvement. Many models for citizens’ involvement in Denmark are built on local committees (local counsels), and are very often based on some kind of perception of the representative way of thinking.

This finds expression in the fact, that you point out a representative for some other people, and this I see as a weakness, because very easily it turns into some kind of representative monopoly, because those in the committee will say: “Now we are the peoples representatives, and maybe others would like to by active, but then they must try to be elected next time, there is an election”. This kind of thinking might compromise the citizens’ involvement, because it is not build on the spontaneity, which often characterize the citizen involvement, or on the sudden passion that can arise, if e.g. you are very upset about something (e.g. the threat of shutting down a school or a library etcetera).

Network should move on and exceed the representative way of thinking, so you open up for the establishment of open platforms for all people, who have the interest and enterprise to do something in ad hoc basis.    

 

It is also a model that suits the conditions today, where people would like to be “on and off active” according to their interests and their life.

The goal must be to get a broader citizen involvement and a larger commitment than earlier in the democracy work. I am not against having a permanent group to summon to the activities, but I am sceptical towards the representative way of thinking, because it can limit the activity in the network.

 

The new local forums in Holbaek are meant to be platforms to raise and deal with local cases. It is believed, that the citizens by cooperating with each other can often deal with many problems and visions without having the municipality’s blessing or municipal help. So the starting point is: here is a platform; come and raise the cases, and let us find out how far we can get on by our selves.
What happens then is that the local forum will inform the municipality on which cases, it wants to work. The municipality will answer the forum if this is a case that it can handle alone, or if it needs further examination, before they might be allowed to handle it, or if it is a case that it cannot handle. 

So you work with a negotiation work sharing of cases.

A lot of cases can be dealt with through self-administration in network. Other cases demands a little more sparring with the municipality and others again should be dealt with on a municipal level out of the hands of the local forums.

 

SH: Do the participants in the local forums also have a need to enhance network governance skills?
 

Yes. The associations, institutions and citizens that participate in NG, must learn, that they no longer only represent interests and say which demands they have to the municipality. 

First of all they must learn that they can not go straight to the politicians. They have to go around a local forum first. Many have not liked this. Especially not the representatives from the associations and organisations that are in good contact with the political system: “Why do we sudden have to enter a dialogue with others?”

These are some of the new terms, because you have to argue for your case in front of other local players. That’s one thing. The other is that you can no longer just set up demands; but you also have to play along. You have to be a part of the solution and not just be the one that express demands.

 

The Holbaek experience started as a competences development project, where we were making courses for politicians, public servants and for citizens. In these courses the participants should learn to understand their roles in governance networks. We also enlightened how the participants need to learn to depend on each other, when they are working in a network. 

The politicians expected that the head of the public institution in the local area would participate active in the governance network for two reasons: They had important resources, and they could stabilize the work in the network (they will not go in and out of the network but be a constant partner). It would also be important for them to learn to negotiate and to develop co-operation relations with the other members of the network, but it was not all the directors who were happy with these demands.

SH: Do the local forums also have impact on cases that does not have directly relations to their local area but are a part of the general politic development in the municipalities?

Yes and they can also make an agreement with the municipality about solving special tasks.

For instance we face an increasing problem that more and more people are getting fat, and it is huge problem, when it is children we are talking about. The municipal must do something about this problem, but it is a very complicated subject to deal with. In this case it would be relevant to ask the local forums, if some of them are interested in working with this kind of health problem. If there is a local forum, that wants to help with this task, the municipality can offer a contract and give the forum resources to help dealing with the work. (It could be money, help from a public servant etc) In this way the local forums will be a contract partner with the municipal.

But it is only something the forum should do, if they want to. 

SH: Will the local forums get operation costs from the municipal of Holbaek?
They only get at very small amount for expenses in relation to their meeting, but they can apply for money to some of their concrete activities, and then it is up to the municipalities to decide if they want to support the application.  

Dialogue Councils

SH: Many politicians in the municipalities complain about not having enough time to all the work. Do they have the time to participate in governance network?
In Holbaek they have made, what they call “dialogue councils”. The members of the councils are politicians from the town hall. 

After the dialogue councils had been working for some time, the politicians should make a priority if the work in either the traditional councils (e.g.. the committee for economic, the committee for technique and environment) or in the new dialogue councils should have the highest priority.

The conclusion of this decision was that the work in the dialogue councils was given the highest priority. 

I think they made this choice, because it is more interesting to work in a dialogue council, because they are in contact with many more citizens, when they work in these councils, and it is inspiring to be together with the citizens in the governance network. 

You can’t make good political decisions in a vacuum. The politicians need to have support and input from the citizens to develop new ideas, and that is what they have experienced in the network. 

This is indeed an interesting statement, because we can see how the representative democracy has been developed through the involvement of the citizens.
SH: Do you see the governance network model as a way that the citizens can get more impact on the political decisions process?
Yes. I can, because you have to remember, that the management of the public sector is a long process with many different stages.

The first stage is when you realize, that there is a problem. The second stage is where you had to find out who should try to solve the problem. In the third stage there will be made a proposal. In the forth stage some one will see the proposal and maybe try to find alternatives. In the fifth stage committee work shall identify the consequence of the proposal. In the last stage you implement the proposal.

With governance network it’s possible to influence the whole process of managing. With many of the traditional citizen involvement tools – e.g. public hearings and public meetings – the citizens are not involved before the decision phase. In contrast to this with governance network, the citizens are involved in all phases, and this gives the participants in the governance network the possibility to monitor and influence a case from the beginning to the end:”We wanted a system of paths to reach our green areas. I was working with the task from the start. From we got the idea, to it was implemented, and I saw all the changes, that where made along the way.”

The young generations’ interest in governance network

SH: Do you think that governance network will have a better change for attracting young people than the representative democracy?
I think there is a change to attract young people, because it doesn’t require, that they have first been elected into a board of directors. It matters, that the way to influence can be very shorter. If young people are unhappy about the way problems with alcohol and criminal damage are being handled, then you can give them the possibility to create a working group or joining an already existing one. I think this is a much more acceptable way for the young to be active.

The citizens’ way of being active has changed in the recent years. To day we are talking about that “the everyday activists” are replacing “the elite activists”. The everyday activists are the ones that are interested in the overall political questions, like: “How can I be active in the area, where I live”, and who is active in a more random way – from case to case. Among young people there are lots of everyday activists that have the possibility to influence decisions through governance network which are not the case in the classical organisation work.

Today lots of young people are unorganised. In the local forum you don’t have to represent an organisation or an association. You can represent yourself. This gives the young people a change to participate in the democratic processes. A lot of the work in many governance networks is project based. This might also attract young people, because they are familiar with this way of working from the educational system.

I think that young people prefer an intense but short project rather than meeting 3-4 times a year over a period of 2 years. 

SH: Does the IT-technology provide new possibilities to the governance network?
There are many possibilities in the new technology to support networks. It is very easy to get in touch with each other, and there are some very open facilities (e.g. discussions-groups), where you can ask, who wants to be a part of something.

At the same time it is interesting, that there are governance network in many levels: E.g. the EU is one of the most governance networked political systems that we have. Related to all the EU-committees there are networks with representatives from expert organisations, interest organisations and civil community organisations.

If you want to apply for money from the Structure Funds you have to form a partnership to be granted financial means and in the so-called open co-ordination method you also form learning network (e.g. within the employment area), where you discuss the development of politics with others.
So you find the network way of thinking on all levels. 

What prevents people from being active citizen?

Interview with Mette Hjaere

Researcher at The Volunteer Centre in Denmark 

In a discussion with researcher Mette Hjaere we have tried to find further information on the question why people become active in the voluntary work and what – on the other side - prevents them from being active citizens in the local society (participate in local network etcetera).
The discussion is a follow up on chapter 3 in desk study 1.1. 

Interview with Mette Hjaere

Researcher at The Volunteer Centre For Social Work in Denmark 

The researchers at The Centre for Voluntary Social Work have done several studies and projects which examine different aspects of voluntary work in Denmark. 

In the period from 2003 to 2006 the centre has collaborated with other Danish institutions in conducting an extensive study of volunteering and voluntary work in Denmark. The study included the whole civil society sector, e.g. the fields of culture & recreation, environment, civic & advocacy, religious worship and social services. 

In order to get further details about the study and The Centre’s knowledge of voluntary work, we have talked with Mette Hjaere, who works at The Centre as researcher.

SH: Why do people participate in voluntary work?

There are three common reasons why people become volunteers:

1. Many people are asked directly by people they know or by local associations, organisations or sports clubs which need volunteers. 

2. Some people become volunteers because they simply get enough. E.g. if the public debate about the situation of refugees and immigrants in Denmark gets harsh and biased, then voluntary participation increases in favour of Dansk Flygtningehjælp (Danish Refugee Council) and other humanitarian organisations. You can say that people commit themselves to a case because they are fed up with a situation. People are affected by other people’s disease or social inequalities. So they become volunteers and are determined to change things for the better. 

3. People with children often become involved in and gain influence on their children’s school life and school-related matters, e.g. be on the parents’ board of the day-care institution, kindergarten or primary and lower-secondary school. If the children participate in voluntary athletics the parents often lend a hand in doing practical work or help to arrange activities for the sports club. 

These are three typical ways to become involved in voluntary work. 

In general, people volunteer because they are affected by something either related to them selves or related to their nearest relations. Therefore it is not surprising that research shows that the citizens, who are most active in volunteering, are between 30-49 years old. This is due to the fact that this age group is active in many respects. They have children so they are active in dealing with public institutions. They are active on the labour market, so they have many social and personal contacts with colleagues, customers, patients etc. Because they have this broad contact to different areas of the community they inevitably get in contact with places where voluntary work is done and thus they are more often than other people recruited. This implies that the more active you are and the more contacts you have, the more you participate in voluntary work.

This way of recruiting people to voluntary work means that it is difficult to appeal and to motivate people to a common commitment to voluntary work. 

Recruitment of new volunteers in Denmark works best from citizen to citizen. It is important that there is a case or a situation which arouses a person’s indignation or interest so he or she wants to volunteer or to get involved in volunteering. 

SH: Does the researching of voluntary work indicate why some people do not volunteer?
People who do not volunteer say they have not been asked. That is a typical explanation of non-involvement.

SH: Could you possible amplify this point a little?
Yes, people who are not involved in voluntary work to the same extent as e.g. families with small children are not active in the local community either. Are people not active in their locality, it may very well be difficult for them to get in contact with voluntary organisations. This counts especially for groups without contact to the labour market (e.g. unemployed, receivers of special needs payments). They are not in contact with so many people as people in work. These groups are not very active in voluntary work because they do not show up at public or social occasions where people are recruited to voluntary work. 

SH: What do your studies tell us about the group of refugees and immigrants?

We do not know much about this group because they rarely fill in our questionnaires or take part in our survey. I once made a research that showed that this group is engaged in various activities in their leisure time, but the activities are often related to their ethnic background and are carried out together with people with same background. They are, on the other hand, not involved in associations different from their own cultural background. 

If refugees and immigrants are going to be involved in volunteering or be on boards of associations which are predominantly Danish in interests and culture we have to be aware that our associations give room to people with different sets of values and expectations than the classic Danish ones.

First generation Danes see the associations as a way of building bridges between the Danish community and their own culture. Second and third generation Danes will probably pass into the Danish associations within a short time.

SH: Does it reduce their political influence in the municipals that they mainly establish 

associations for themselves?

Well, there are people of the immigrant communities who think so. Therefore some ethnic associations are working together in order to strengthen their influence on public matters. 

Voluntary work at the national, regional and local level 

SH At which level – national, regional or local – does voluntary work have the strongest impact?

The study shows that the extent of people’s voluntary participation increases with the length of their living in a local community. This indicates that connection and contacts to one’s locality is very important. 

The voluntary social work differs from voluntary work in other fields in which it is strong at national level. This is largely due to difficulties establishing health organisations or patient groups locally because there are not enough people with a specific mental or physical disability in the local area. Generally, I think the question about where commitment is strongest depends on what kind of association in question.

SH Does the Internet have an effect on the way associations are organized? 

Yes, of course. Any association, say the small patient groups, benefit from e.g. the chat rooms in order to keep in contact with each other. A couple of years ago an Internet-based matching service was established: a so-called jobbank. It has its own website: www.frivilligjob.dk 

Here the voluntary organisations can place vacant jobs which they want volunteers to do. As a volunteer, you can use the website to tell about what kind of voluntary work you are looking for, what skills and experience you have to offer, how much time you can devote to a task and so on. 

The jobbank has become a great success. There are more and more organisations which recruit volunteers from such national jobbanks. 

Further information

The Volunteer Centre in Denmark/Center for frivilligt socialt arbejde

http://www.frivillighed.dk
Mail info@frivillighed.dk
The website for the study of the voluntary work

http://www.frivillighedsus.dk
 

New Public Management is a �HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Management"��management� philosophy used by �HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Government"��Governments� since the 1980s to modernize the �HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Public_Sector"��Public Sector�. New Public management is a broad and very complex term used to describe the wave of public sector reforms throughout the world since the 1980s. Based on public choice and managerial schools of thought new public management seeks to enhance the efficiency of the public sector and the control that government has over it. The main hypothesis in the NPM-reform wave is that more market orientation in the public sector will lead to greater cost-efficiency for governments, without having negative side effects on other objectives and considerations.


Some modern authors define NPM as a combination of disaggregation (splitting large bureaucracies into smaller, more fragmented one), competition (between different public agencies, and between public agencies and private firms) and incentivization (On more economic/pecuniary lines) (see Dunleavy, Margetts et al, 2006. Defined in this way NPM was the dominant intellectual force in public management outside the USA from the early 1980s to the early 2000s.


NPM, compared to other �HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Public_management"��public management� theories, is more oriented towards outcomes and efficiency through better management of public budget. It is considered to be achieved by applying competition, as it is known in the �HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Private_sector"��private sector�, to organizations of �HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Public_sector"��public sector�, emphasizing economic and leadership principles. New Public management addresses beneficiaries of public services much like customers (another parallel with the private sector) and conversely citizens as shareholders.


Problems that become causes of this management school have less clarity (the need for greater inspection and supervisory) and miscalculation of public opinion, which does not always seek for mere efficiency but rather political solutions and, more or less always, for a �HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Compromise"��compromise�.�HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikipedia:Citing_sources"��[citation needed]� (“citation needed”)


Critics like Dunleavy et al (2006) also now proclaim that NPM is ‘dead’ and argue that the cutting edge of change has moved on to �HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Digital_era_governance"��digital era governance� focusing on reintegrating concerns into government control, holistic (or joined-up) government and digitalization (exploiting the Web and digital storage and communication within government).


From Wikipedia. 2007
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