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Abstract 
There is a lot of literature and research on network management strategies. From that research 
we know that managerial strategies do matter (Meier/O’Toole, 2001; Klijn, Steijn and 
Edelenbos, 2010), but there is not much knowledge about how network managers operate in 
governance networks and how specific types of managerial strategies work out. This paper 
explores the role of network managers in governance networks. It fits in the discussion about 
managerial strategies and their effects (see Meier and O’Toole, 2001, 2007; Agranoff and 
McGuire, 2003).  It uses a large survey on respondents involved in environmental projects in 
The Netherlands. For this paper we use the data on network managers only, looking at some 
of their background characteristics, the management strategies they use and their 
effectiveness.  

The research is based on a survey in 2006/2007 on respondents involved in 
environmental projects in The Netherlands (323 respondents, 111 of them being managers of 
the projects). They were asked questions about their background (years experience etc.), trust, 
about project characteristics, about network management strategies and outcome (both 
process and content outcome).  Each of the respondents was asked to answer the questions 
with a specific project in mind.  

Our research shows that more experienced manager achieve better outcome. 
Moreover, but to a lesser extent a more varied contact of the manager with actors in the 
network will lead to better outcome. But most important insight from this research is that 
network managers that employ a high number of management strategies in the management of 
the governance network will achieve better outcome. The number of strategies seems to 
matter most: a manager with a high number of strategies is effective.  
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1. Introduction: network managers  
 
Modern societies problems are often complex and are tackled within networks of actors. 
Because problems require resources and cooperation and knowledge from a wide variety of 
actors, governance processes have become complex and have to be managed extensively. 
Today this is a commonly shared perspective in Public Administration. 
 
The need for managing networks 
Networks can roughly be defined as “more or less stable patterns of social relations between 
mutual dependent actors, which form around policy program and/or cluster of means and 
which are formed, maintained and changed through series of games” (Koppenjan and Klijn, 
2004: 69-70). Crucial to the emergence and existence of networks are dependency relations 
between actors (Benson, 1982; Alter and Hage, 1993; Hanf and Scharpf, 1978). The resource 
dependencies require actors to interact with each other and create more intensive and longer 
enduring interactions (Laumann and Knoke, 1987; Alter and Hage, 1993). 

The discussion about how to achieve socially relevant outcome in these networks is a 
prominent one in modern public administration. And it is not surprising that as a consequence 
there is a lot of attention to the functioning of governance networks but also to the 
management of governance networks mostly labelled as network management (Gage and 
Mandell, 1990; Kickert et all, 1997; Agranoff and McGuire, 2001). The basic argument of 
much of that literature is that without adequate network management strategies it is very hard 
or even impossible to achieve interesting outcome in these complex interaction processes. But 
the research to what factors contribute to a good network management and how this affects 
outcome has only just begun. And that is also the case for the way network managers function 
and influence outcome. This paper looks at network managers in environmental projects and 
how their behaviour relates to outcome in these networks. 
 
This paper: exploring effects of network management 
In this paper we explore the role of network managers in governance networks. We look at 
who they are, what network management strategies they use and under what conditions they 
are most effective. The research is based on a survey in 2006 that resulted in 323 
questionnaires of respondents involved in environmental projects in The Netherlands. They 
were asked questions about trust, about project characteristics, about network management 
strategies and outcome (both process and content outcome). Each of the respondents was 
asked to answer the questions with a specific project in mind (which they also had to mention 
in the survey). Of these respondents 111 are reported to be the managers of these projects.  

The research question of this paper is: What determines the effectiveness of managers 
in managing governance networks in the domain of environmental decision-making? In 
section 2 we deal with some basic assumptions about network management and the role of 
managers. We also suggest some hypotheses about when managers will be more effective 
based on the literature on network management. In section 3 we explain the research design. 
Section 4 presents some characteristics of the managers (who are they and what are their 
contacts) we look what determines their use of managerial strategies (experience, contacts 
background). In section 5 we turn our attention to which managers seem to be the most 
effective in reaching good outcome. We finish in section 6 with a conclusion and discussion. 
 
 
2. Network management and network managers: some assumptions 
 
As a result of the complex interactions, which by definition characterise networks, achieving 
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mutually agreeable outcome is not easy. During the interaction, sharp conflicts may emerge 
about, for instance, the distribution of the costs and benefits of a solution. But also the 
different perceptions of the involved actors on for instance the nature of the problems, the 
desired solution or the best organisational arrangements to use for cooperation can be a severe 
obstacle for achieving meaningful outcome that satisfy the involved actors. This makes the 
role of a network manager quite different from that envisaged in the standard textbook. In this 
section we deal with the role of the network manager, the available strategies he has and some 
expectations about his effectiveness that we can find in the literature. This leads us to the 
formulation of some hypotheses about the use of strategies and the effectiveness of a network 
manager. 
 
The network manager 
Since cooperation and the coordination of goals and interests do not occur on their own 
accord, it is necessary to steer interactions in policy games within networks. The (implicit) 
assumption in the literature is that a satisfactory outcome is often impossible without network 
management (Gage and Mandell, 1990; Agranoff and McGuire, 2001; Kickert et al., 1997). 
Almost all the literature on networks and inter-organizational management agree that the role 
of the network manager differs significantly from portrayals in standard textbooks. These 
present the image of an identifiable organisation, with clear hierarchy and goals and well 
defined management positions (Robbins, 1980).  

Since the network manager is dependent on the resources of other actors and most of 
the time has at best limited authority over other organizations, he operates in a divided power 
structure (Bryson and Crosby 1992). Unlike standard accounts of managerial authority, the 
network manager simply does not have the position and authority to make unilateral 
decisions. This does not mean that there are no power differences or that power does not 
matter. From a network or inter-organizational perspective, the power of an actor depends on 
the range of resources available to him and the ways in which he is dependent on the 
resources of other actors (Scharpf 1978). The more the various actors are mutually dependent 
on each other’s resources the more equal the power division in the network. But even 
powerful actors have limited authority since they have no direct authority regarding the way 
other actors use their resources. 

Much of the literature on governance networks suggests that goal seeking constitutes 
a large part of decision and co-operation processes in networks (Forrester 1989, Mandell, 
1990). It also often makes the goal structure of inter-organizational co-operations and decision 
making more like a ’menu’, where different actors find interesting elements that suit their 
interests and capacities, rather than a unified common goal (Huxham and Vangen, 2005). 

The role of the manager from a network point of view is equivalent to that of a 
mediator, a process manager or a facilitator. He or she brings people into contact with each 
other and is focused on enabling interaction and relationship building among actors in the 
network in developing and realizing a common goal or ambition. Network management is in 
essence an inter-organizational activity (see Friend et al. 1974; Hanf and Scharpf 1978; Lynn 
1981; Gage and Mandell 1990; Kickert et al, 1997). Network managers aim at initiating and 
facilitating interaction processes between actors (Friend et al., 1974), creating and changing 
network arrangements for better coordination (Rogers and Whetten, 1982; Scharpf, 1978) 
creating new content by exploring new ideas for instance (Koppenjan and Klijn, 2004) and 
guiding interactions (Gage and Mandell, 1990). 
 
Types of network management strategies and their impact  
There is a wide variety of network management mentioned in the literature. If we want to look 
at what types of strategies have been used by managers we need a typology of these strategies. 
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Based on a review of the literature (see Gage and Mandell, 1990; O’Toole, 1988, Agranoff 
and McGuire, 2001; 2003) we distinguished earlier 4 types of network management 
strategies. Table 1 provides a summary (albeit a non-exhaustive one) of the types of strategies 
that have been identified, providing examples of each of the categories. 
 
Table 1 Overview of process management strategies 
Types of 
strategies 

Process agreements Exploring content Arranging Connecting 

Main 
strategies 
mentioned 
in the 
literature 

Rules for entrance into or 
exit from the process, 
conflict regulating rules, 
rules that specify the 
interests of actors or veto 
possibilities, rules that 
inform actors about the 
availability of 
information about 
decision-making 
moments, etc. 

Searching for goal 
congruency, creating 
variation in solutions, 
influencing (and 
explicating) perceptions, 
managing and collecting 
information and 
research, creating 
variation through 
creative competition 

Creating new ad 
hoc 
organisational 
arrangements 
(boards, project 
organisations, 
etc.).  

Selective (de)activation of 
actors, resource mobilizing, 
initiating new series of 
interactions, coalition 
building, mediation, 
appointment of process 
managers, removing obstacles 
to co-operation, creating 
incentives for co-operation. 

 
Connecting strategies like the activation of actors or resources are required in order to start 
the game. The network management literature stresses that the network manager has to 
identify the actors required for an initiative and actually create a situation in which they 
become interested in investing their resources. Scharpf (1978) calls this selective activation 
and states that the correct identification of necessary participants and the lack of opposition 
from other actors who possess the resources to block the initiative are crucial for inter-
organisational policy-making. Sometimes, the manager has to try to deactivate actors because 
their involvement is not productive. The interactions within the game itself also have to be 
managed. This can be done by appointing a process manager, who invests time and energy in 
connecting the actions and strategies of actors to one another during the interactions. 

Once the game has begun, strategies for exploring content are necessary to clarify the 
goals and perceptions of actors (Fisher, 2003) and to try to invest time and money in 
developing solutions that create opportunities for actors’ participation. However, the process 
is sometimes short of creative solutions to satisfy the various actors involved. In such cases, 
more variation is required, for instance by using different teams of experts who compete 
against one another to create solutions. 

The managerial strategy arranging means setting (temporary) structures for 
consultation, interaction and deliberation, like project organization, communication lines, etc.  
(Rogers and Whetten, 1982). The transaction costs of these arrangements must be kept as low 
as possible (Williamson, 1996), but at the same time, the arrangements have to be acceptable 
to the actors involved.  

Another important strategy mentioned in the literature are strategies of process 
agreements that draft temporary set of rules for interaction that structure the interactions and 
protect each actor’s core values (Koppenjan and Klijn, 2004). The rules can be seen as ground 
rules for behaviour and interaction in the network that the actors in the network (explicitly) 
agreed on. 
 
Outcome in governance networks 
If we want to look at which managers are more effective we need to conceptualize the notion 
of outcome in governance networks. There has been much discussion in the governance 
literature on how to measure outcome of complex decision-making processes in networks. 
The main conclusion is that measuring outcome is a difficult task. One of the reasons for this 
is that actors have different goals and it is thus difficult to pick a single goal by which to 
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measure outcome for these processes. Measuring outcome is also problematic because 
decision-making processes in governance networks are lengthy and the goals of actors are 
likely to change overtime. Goal displacement is the negative term for this phenomenon while 
learning is the positive term (see Koppenjan and Klijn, 2004). 

Another problem encountered while conducting our research is that it is not possible to 
assess the ‘objective’ outcome (realized dwellings, infrastructure, time of decision-making, 
etc) of the wide variety of projects that were mentioned by the respondents. This problem has 
been addressed in this paper by using perceived outcome as a proxy for outcome and by using 
more than one criterion to measure them. This is in keeping with the fact that goals change 
and that actors have different views about the outcome. A distinction has been made between 
content outcome (the innovative character, cost efficiency, etc) and process outcome 
(managerial effort, support of the stakeholders involved). Other scholars on governance 
networks also use this distinction where, besides ‘hard performance’ criteria, a wide variety of 
other measures are mentioned for evaluation (Skelcher, 2007), including measurements that 
include stakeholder involvement and democratic anchorage (Klijn and Skelcher, 2007; 
Sorensen and Torfing, 2007). 

The content outcome is characterized by a number of aspects derived from the 
literature on governance networks and network management. This body of literature mentions 
many aspects and elements to characterize the substance of results from governance 
processes. The first element that is used here is the innovative character of outcome. This is 
the way in which the project showed innovative results (c.f. Nooteboom, 2002). The second 
element is the integrative aspect of the solution, i.e. the way in which the plan represents 
different environmental functions (housing, recreation, etc.) (c.f. De Jong and Edelenbos, 
2007). The third element is the recognizable contribution made, which refers to the impact of 
the involvement of the stakeholders in the decision-making process (c.f. Edelenbos and Klijn, 
2006). The fourth element is the problem-solving capacity of results. This is the extent to 
which the solutions really address the problem (c.f. Innes and Boohler, 2003). A fifth element 
that is identified in the literature is the robustness of the results, i.e. the future robustness (time 
frame) of the results (c.f. Koppenjan and Klijn, 2004). The sixth element is the relationship 
between the costs and benefits of results from governance networks. This element ensures that 
the costs of the plan do not overrun the benefits of a project (c.f. Mantel, 2005).  

Process outcome can also be characterized by a number of different elements that also 
have been mentioned in the literature on governance networks and network management. The 
first is the management of the governance network, which refers to the level of satisfaction of 
the ways in which actors are involved in the project (c.f. Meier and O’Toole, 2001). The 
second element is conflict resolution, i.e. the way in which conflicts have been averted and/or 
solved (Süsskind and Cruikshank, 1987). The third element identified in the literature is the 
extent to which the process has encountered stagnations or deadlocks (c.f. Van Eeten, 1999). 
The fourth element is the productive use of differences in perspectives. This is the way in 
which differences in frame and perspective have been reconciled (c.f. Koppenjan and Klijn, 
2004). The fifth element is contact frequency, i.e. the frequency of interactions between actors 
(c.f. Meier & O’Toole, 2001). Finally, the sixth element is the support for results coming from 
governance networks. This refers to the extent to which stakeholders are satisfied with the 
results achieved (c.f. Koppenjan and Klijn, 2004).  
  
Trust as an outcome 
Trust can be consired as a specific characteric of networks. Actually one can even say that 
actorsz engage in networks to build trust between other actors from whom they are 
interdependent (see Klijn, 2010). But trust can also be considered as something which should 
be fostered and enhanced by managerial behavior which is the way we will treat trust in this 
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paper. (Edelenbos and Klijn, 2007). A carefully and thoughtfully designed and implemented 
governance process will lead to an increase of trust among the involved actors (Parker and 
Vaidya, 2001). Trusting another actor means that one is willing to assume an open and 
vulnerable position. One expects the other actor to refrain from opportunistic behavior even if 
the opportunity for it arises without having any guarantee that the other party will indeed act 
as expected (Deakin and Michie, 1997; Deakin and Wilkinson, 1998). Thus, the actor believes 
and expects that the other actor will take both actors’ interests into account in the interaction 
(Rousseau et al., 1998; Nooteboom, 2002). When the manager succeeds in keeping 
opportunistic behavior out of the collaboration process this will stimulate the development of 
trust in each other. The manager makes the different interests and perceptions of stakeholders 
visible and transparent throughout the process and in this seduces the stakeholders to not only 
take their own interests into account, but also that of other actors in the governance network.  
 
Issue complexity, actor contacts and management strategies 
The crucial question, of course, is how managerial strategies influence policy decisions and 
outcome in governance networks and, more specific for this paper, what determines the 
effectiveness of managers in their management of the governance network? Although a lot of 
research on governance networks has been done thus far, this question has not really been 
addressed extensively until now. Especially studies that use larger data sets (mostly surveys) 
are scarce (but not completely absent; see, for example, Meier and O’Toole, 2001, 2007).  
 One thing is clear from an observation of the large amount of, and ever growing, 
literature on networks (both case studies and larger N studies) – that governance networks are 
complex and include many different actors. Most of the literature on governance networks, 
whether case studies (see Mandell, 2001; Agranoff and McGuire, 2003; Agranoff 2007) or 
larger N studies (see for instance O'Toole et all, 2007; Meier and O’Toole, 2001, 2007), tend 
to emphasize that it is important to have good contacts with other actors within the network. 
This network contact and ‘embeddedness’ are also stressed by various studies that utilize a 
social network analysis. They show that this embeddedness is important for achieving 
outcome (see, for instance, Huang and Provan, 2007; Kenis and Oerlemans, 2008) or 
achieving innovation (see Considine et al, 2008). O’Toole et al (2007) have shown that 
networking is common among managers both in the US and on the European continent, if the 
UK, where the sample was taken from, can be taken to be representative of the entire 
European continent (see also Walker et all, 2007). This suggests also that is important for 
managers to have a wide variety and a large intensity of contacts. This facilitates their 
knowledge.  
 In the literature it is often also stressed that networks are about wicked problems, e.g. 
problems that are more complex because many actors are involved who have different views 
of the problem (Wildavsky and Tenenbaum, 1981; Mason and Mitroff, 1981; Koppenjan and 
Klijn, 2004). The character of wicked problems probably requires managers to a wide variety 
of contacts to connect with the necessary actors and acquire information and opinions of 
them. Thus, when the policy problems that are at stake are more difficult managers, will have 
wider and intensive contacts but also probably use more managerial strategies to deal with the 
problems to master the complexity of the decision-making process and achieve interesting 
outcome. This leads us to a first hypothesis, which consists of three elements): 
 
 
Hypothesis 1: If the problem dealt with in the network is more complex,  

a) network managers will have more contacts with a variety of actors (variety 
of contacts)  
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b) network managers will have more intensive contacts with actors in the 
network (intensity)  

c) network managers will employ more network management strategies.  
 
Variety and intensity of contacts and outcome 
But the variety and intensity of managerial contacts will probably also have effect on 
outcome. Agranoff and McGuire (2003: 123) conclude in their study on how city officials 
work with other layers of government and organizations to develop their city economics: 
“From the perspective of the city government, there is not one cluster of linkages to manage 
but several clusters- some horizontal some vertical, and some that include both within a 
context of a single project or program”. This statement is very much in line with the scarce 
large N studies on network management and outcome of governance networks. Huang and 
Provan (2007) have shown that network involvement, or network embeddedness, is positively 
related to social outcome. Meier and O’Toole (2001), in their well-known studies on 
educational districts in Texas, have shown that networking by district managers is positively 
correlated with the performance of the district. This leads us to hypothesis 2 and 3: 

- Hypothesis 2: managers with a larger variety of contacts achieve better results 
than managers with a smaller variety of contacts 

- Hypothesis 3: network managers with more intensive contacts with other actors in 
the network will achieve better results than network managers with less intensive 
contacts 

 
The experience of managers and outcome 
Network management is a difficult job that requires a lot of effort, interaction and 
commitment. It also requires the manager to know his network. Authors mention a wide 
variety of skills that managers have to master (Gage and Mandell, 1990; Kickert et al, 1997; 
Agranoff and McGuire, 2001; Mandell, 2001) like: 

- First of all, a network manager needs analytical skills so that he can comprehend and 
fathom a complex network of actors with different sorts of relations, perceptions of 
problems, solutions, etc (Koppenjan and Klijn, 2004). 

- Second, he must have some substantive knowledge of the issues dealt with in the 
network and knows his way around in the network. This involves being able to ask the 
right questions without personally having to come up with the right answer and 
understands the way the network is structured (Forrester, 1989; De Bruijn et al, 1998).  

- Third, a network manager must have the ability to make a workable and authoritative 
design for network interactions. He must be able to use the network analysis to 
construct a design (with process agreements) for the network interactions (Koppenjan 
and Klijn, 2004).  

- Fourth, he must have the skills to estimate, choose and implement the right network 
strategies (Kickert et all, 1997; Agranoff and McGuire, 2001). 

 
Experienced network managers probably better suited to perform this task. We would expect 
experienced managers to do better in terms of outcome. Other authors already showed that 
personnel stability is good for outcomes (see O Toole and Meier, 2003). This leads us to our 
fourth hypothesis: 

- Hypothesis 4: experienced managers achieve better results than less experienced 
managers 

 
Management activity and outcome 
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Managers with a high management activity will employ more network management 
strategies, like arranging, exploring, connecting and making process agreements. In table 1 
different management strategies and activities are shown. A manager who is very active in the 
governance network in his management put more effort in bringing actors together, exploring 
perceptions and connecting interests and perceptions together. It is likely to assume that a 
manager with a high number of employed strategies in the governance network will achieve 
better outcome. Therefore we formulate our final hypothesis as follows:  

- Hypothesis 5: managers with a high number of employed strategies will generate 
better outcome 

 
 
3. Research design: survey on outcome and management strategies 
 
The analysis in this article is based on an Internet survey held in 2006-2007 among 
respondents involved in environmental projects in the Netherlands. The problem with 
surveying a population like this is that a list of all environmental projects in the Netherlands 
obviously does not exist – let alone a list of all the respondents involved in these projects and 
the networks surrounding them. In order to acquire the addresses of people involved in 
environmental projects, the database of a large knowledge organisation in The Netherlands 
called ‘Habiforum’ was therefore utilized. This is a knowledge network in which 
professionals from the environmental domain participate. It was established in 1999 and 
incorporates practitioners (from the government, NGOs, water boards, project developers and 
builders, etc), scientists and consultants (most of who are actually involved in environmental 
projects). 

These environmental projects that are part of the survey are projects where 
environmental issues are handled, like realising or restructuring build environment 
(restructuring neighbourhoods, realising new dwellings), water management, business areas, 
green projects or projects where combinations of these issues are dealt with. More 
information on the population and survey can be found in the appendix. 
 
Environmental projects as governance networks 
There is also the question of whether these environmental projects match the characteristics of 
governance networks that have been mentioned in the literature (many actors, frequent 
interaction between the actors, a certain stability (networks have existed for some time), 
complex decision-making and wicket issues). As has already been indicated in the 
introduction, there is much evidence that they can be regarded as governance networks: 

- Many actors and frequent contact (see Gage and Mandell, 1990; Agranoff and Mc 
Guire, 2001; Koppenjan and Klijn, 2004); the average number of actors whom 
respondents have contact with is 12,69. The standard deviation is 4.73, which is 
considerably high. This is mainly due to the fact that there are a few respondents with 
very few contacts. However, 90% of the respondents do have regular contact with at 
least 6 or more actors and 55% with at least 12 or more actors. The frequency of 
contact is also fairly high. On average one has about once in two months contact with 
each actor in the network, with however a considerable standard deviation (2.35). 
There is a statistically significant negative correlation between variation of contacts 
and intensity of contacts (r = -.22), which implies that managers with more contacts 
spend less time on each contact in their network. 

- Existence and stability over time (Kickert et all, 1997; Agranoff and McGuire, 2003; 
Meier and O ‘Toole, 2001, 2007); the average amount of time taken to complete the 
project is more than 10 years. Most respondents filled this in as a projection, however, 
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and it is widely known that projects often take longer to complete than estimated. This 
means that there are enduring networks here; 

- Complex issues (Koppenjan and Klijn, 2004; Sorensen and Torfing, 2007); Most of 
the projects involve various environmental functions, which make the decision-
making process complex.  

 
Thus, based on the evidence above, it can be concluded that these environmental projects and 
governance networks can be appropriately considered for this research. 
 
Project and respondent characteristics 
The respondents were asked questions about several topics, including trust, project 
characteristics, management strategies, (perceived) outcome and the involvement of 
stakeholders and political parties in the decision-making process. Not all the items in the 
questionnaire are analyzed in this article as noted above. Each respondent was asked to 
answer the questions with a specific environmental project in mind.  

In terms of the demographics of the respondents and the projects they were involved 
in, they were predominantly male (87.4%), middle-aged (on average 49,5 years old) and 
highly educated (81.1% hold a university degree). They had, on average, 13.28 years 
experience with environmental projects.  
 
Next, the conceptualisation and measurement of the main variables included in the analysis to 
test the hypotheses will be explored. Table 4 provides a brief overview of the measurement of 
the main variables. A more detailed description can be found in the appendix. 
 
Table 2. Brief descriptions of the measurement of the main variables 
Variable Nature Conceptualization and measurement 
Outcome (divided into content 
and process outcome) 

Dependent variable Measured by 6 items that were added and 
divided by 6 to construct two scales ranging 
from 1 to 5. 

Trust Dependent variable Five items, frequently used in literature on trust. 
Items were summed and dived by 5 

Project complexity Control variable Number of different activities (housing, road 
development, etc) ranging from 0 to 6. 

Number of employed 
management strategies 

Independent variable 16 items measuring managerial activities 
divided into four subcategories (arranging, 
process agreements, connecting, exploring 
content). A summation of the 16 items was 
used as a measure of the number of strategies. 

Phase of project Control variable Measured by several types of activities 
performed in the project. 

Parent organization of 
respondent 

Control variable Organizational background of respondent 

Variety of contacts Independent variable Number of other actors, chosen from a list of 
24 possibilities by the respondent, with whom 
members of the organization the respondent 
have contact 

Intensity of contacts Independent variable Average contact intensity per actor – based on 
previous variable – with members of the 
organization the respondent have contact with 

  
 
 
4. Network managers and their strategies 
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We first direct our attention to the mangers and the number and type of network management 
strategies they use. For that we take a closer look at the actors that employ these strategies: 
the network managers.  
 
Complexity, contacts managerial strategies 
We first turn to our first hypothesis:  
Hypothesis 1: If the problem dealt with in the network is more complex, a) network managers 
will have more contacts with a variety of actors (variety of contacts) b) network managers 
will have more intensive contacts with actors in the network (intensity) c) network managers 
will employ more network management strategies, 
 
To test these hypotheses, we conducted a regression analysis with contact variety, contact 
intensity and number of employed strategies as dependent variables, and project complexity 
and experience as main independent variables. Parent organization and project phase are also 
included in the analysis as control variables. Table 3 give the results of these analyses. 
 
Table 3 Results of OLS regression analysis with contact variety (N=96), contact intensity (N=96) and 
number of employed strategies N=87) as dependent variables 

    
Contact 
variety 

 
Contact 
intensity 

Number of 
employes 
strategies 

 (Constant)    
 parent organization of respondent (national 

civil servants =reference category)    

  local civil servants -.08 -.22 -,22 
  private sector respondents -.25 -.26 -,44 
  Others .03 -.33* -,10 
 project phase (preparation phase = reference 

category)    

  developmental phase -.20 .18 -,06 
  building phase -.05 .14 -,01 
  Maintenance phase -.07 -.04 ,09 
 Years of experience .17 .15 .27* 
 Complexity of project .21* -.11 -.02 
     
  R2

adj = 0.04 R2
adj = 0.05 R2

adj = 0.06 
* p < 0.05 ** p< 0.01 
 
The information in table 3 shows us that the complex nature of a project is not correlated to 
contact intensity and number of employed strategies. We therefore can reject hypotheses 1b 
and 1c. We see, however, that if the problem dealt with in the network is more complex 
network managers will have more contacts with a variety of actors. Hypothesis 1a can be 
accepted, however we have to be very cautious with this result because the R2 for variety of 
contacts is very low (0.04). 
 Another interesting research result can be seen. We see that there is significant relation 
between years of experience and number of employed strategies. So an experienced manager 
seems not to have a higher number of contacts nor more varied contacts, but learns in time to 
develop a higher amount of network strategies. Again the R2 is very low (0.06). 
 
In table 4 we take a closer look at the relations between the three variables number of 
contacts, intensity of contacts and number of employed strategies.  
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Table 4. Correlations between three main ‘managerial variables’  
 Variety of contacts 

 
Intensity of contacts Number of strategies 

number of contacts 
 

1   

Intensity of contact 
 

-.22* 1  

number of strategies 
 

0,29* 0,04 (ns) 1 

* p < 0.05 ** p< 0.01 
 
We see from table 4 that there is a negative relation between number of contacts and the 
intensity of contacts. So a higher variety of contacts leads to a lower intensity of contacts. The 
contact of the manager with the actors is more superficial and less intense. Moreover, there is 
a significant relationship between the variety of contacts and the number of strategies. A 
manager has to employ more network strategies to maintain the governance network.  
 
 
5. Managers and their effectiveness? 
 
We now turn to the testing of hypotheses 2, 3, 4 and 5, which will be done in two regression 
analyses with trust, process and content outcome as dependent variables, the number of 
contacts, intensity of contacts, number of employed strategies and experience as independent 
variables, and background, phase of the projects and complexity of the project as control 
variables. These two concluding hypotheses were the following:  

- Hypothesis 2: managers with a larger variety of contacts achieve better results 
than managers with a smaller variety of contacts 

- Hypothesis 3: network managers with more intensive contacts with other actors in 
the network will achieve better results than network managers with less intensive 
contacts 

- Hypothesis 4: experienced managers achieve better results than less experienced 
managers 

- Hypothesis 5: managers with a high number of employed strategies will generate 
better outcome 

 
To test these 4 hypotheses, we conducted a regression analysis with trust, process outcome 
and content outcome as dependent variables, and experience, complexity of the project, 
variety of contacts, intensity of contacts and number of employed strategies as main 
independent variables. Parent organization and project phase are also included in the analysis 
as control variables.  
 First we show the regression analysis without number of employed contacts as 
independent variable (table 5) and then with this variable (table 6) as a stepwise regression. 
 
Table 5 Results of OLS regression analysis with trust (N=93), process outcome (N=85) and content 
outcome (N=85) as dependent variables.  

    Trust 

 
Process 
outcome 

 
Content 
outcome 

 (Constant)    
 parent organization of respondent (national 

civil servants =reference category)    

  local civil servants ,580* -,247 -,252 
  Private sector respondents ,371 -,301 -,310 
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  Others ,188 -,292# -,239 
 project phase (preparation phase = reference 

category)    

  developmental phase ,063 ,011 -,028 
  building phase -,032 -,140 -,278* 
  maintenance phase ,015 ,079 -,026 
 Years of experience ,247* ,215# ,227# 
 Complexity of project -,121 -,172 -,050 
 Variety of contacts ,212# ,105 ,199# 
 Intensity of contact -,018 -,080 -,095 
     
  R2

adj = 0.07 R2
adj = 0.04 R2

adj = 0.08 
# p < 0.10 * p < 0.05 ** p< 0.01 
 
In this first step we see managers from the local municipality have a significant relation with 
trust. It seems that these managers are able to develop trust in their projects. An explanation is 
not easy to find, or it could be that local managers are maybe more attached (or even 
dedicated) to the projects and therefore are able to generate more trust. But this needs further 
research. We also see a positive significant relation between content outcome and the project 
phase building phase; this is not surprising because the building phase of environmental 
projects leads to concrete results. In this phase the results become visible (if it is organized 
properly).   
 The years of experience of the manager seems also to matter. It has a positive relation 
with trust (p<0.05) and with process and content outcome (p<0.10). Variety of contacts has a 
significant relation with only trust and content outcome (p<0.10). Intensity of contacts doesn't 
seem to matter in this analysis. We have to be cautious with the results, however, because the 
R2 is very low. Weak ties matters more than strong ties between actors in the network.  
 
When we look at the second step in the regression analysis (table 6) in which the variable the 
number of employed strategies have been enclosed, we see other research results evolve.  
 
Table 6 Results of OLS regression analysis with trust (N=85), process outcome (N=82 and content 
outcome (N=81  as dependent variables. 

    Trust 

 
Process 
outcome 

 
Content 
outcome 

 (Constant)    
 parent organization of respondent (national 

civil servants =reference category)    

  local civil servants .674* -.163 -.109 
  private sector respondents .506# -.163 -.177 
  others .216 -.297* -.191 
 project phase (preparation phase = reference 

category)    

  developmental phase .125 .074 .043 
  building phase -.037 -.100 -.304* 
  maintenance phase -.014 .043 -.070 
 Years of experience .216# .158 .243* 
 Complexity of project -.131 -.178# -.040 
 Variety of contacts .069 -.105 .061 
 Intensity of contact -.043 -.147 -.096 
 Number of employed strategies .387* .564* .304* 
  R2

adj = 0.22 R2
adj = 0.33 R2

adj = 0.17 
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#p < 0.10 * p < 0.05 ** p< 0.01 
  
 
Table 6 shows us that variety of contacts doesn't show any significant relationship anymore 
with trust or content outcome (compared to table 5). Intensity of contacts also has no relation 
with trust, content and process outcome. Therefore we can reject hypotheses 2 and 3.  
 We also see that in the experience still has some significant relationship with trust and 
content outcome. Therefore we still have reason to sustain hypothesis 4. The experience of the 
manager seems to matter for trust and content outcome, but not for process outcome. 

 In this regression step we can see that the number of employed strategies has a strong 
positive relationship with trust, process outcome and content outcome. Therefore we can 
accept hypothesis 5: managers with a high number of employed strategies will generate better 
outcome. The number of employed strategies seems to turn out the most important factor for 
network outcome.  
 
 
6. Conclusion and discussion 
 
What makes a network manager effective in managing governance networks? To address this 
question we developed a number of hypotheses in which different aspects of management 
were taken into account. Is it the experience of managers, is it the variety or the intensity of 
contacts the manager has with actors in the network? From our research we can draw the 
conclusion that it is the number of employed strategies of the network manager that turns out 
to be the most important factor in realizing outcome from governance networks. A manager 
who is employing many strategies in the network is most successful in realizing good 
outcome. It leads to trust, to substantive results (for example innovation) and to process 
results (for example a smooth process of cooperation). Experience of the manager also turns 
out to be important, as well as the variety of contacts of the manager with people in the 
network. However, when introducing the variable ‘employed strategies’ the importance of 
these two factors dissolves. This research provides new insights in management of 
governance networks with respect to earlier research (see for example O’Toole and Meier, 
2001, 2007) that does find a relation between experience and effectiveness. Also the number 
of contacts (‘intensity of contacts’) seems to be of less importance, contrary to earlier research 
(O’Toole and Meier, 2001).  
 However, we have to be careful in making generalizations out of our research. First, 
this study has a focus on specific kind of governance networks; they are all concerning 
networks in the field of environmental decision-making. These results cannot automatically 
be assumed to also hold for other types of public projects or policy domains, such as service 
delivery (Meier and O’Toole, 2001). Second, the research has been conducted in The 
Netherlands, and the projects are all Dutch. Results may differ in other countries with 
different decision-making cultures. A cross-national research has to be conducted of different 
projects in different contexts and policy domains in order to be more decisive about the 
important factors in network management.  
 
 
References 
 
Alter, C., J. Hage, (1993), Organizations working together, Newbury Park: Sage 
Agranoff, R., M. McGuire, (2001), Big questions in public network management research, Journal of Public 

administration research and Theory, vol 11 (2001), no. 3: 295-326 
Agranoff, R. and M. McGuire (2003) Collaborative Public Management; new strategies for local governments, 

Washington, D.C.: Georgetown University Press. 



 14

Benson, J.K., (1982), A framework for policy analysis, in: Rogers/Whetten(eds.)  
Bryson, J.M. and B. Crosby, (1992) Leadership for the Common Good; Tackling Public Problems in a Shared 

Power World, San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
Considine, M., J.M. Lewis and D. Alexander (2009), Networks, innovations and public policy; politicians, 

bureaucrats and the pathway to change inside government, Houdmills basigstrole: Palgrave Macmillan 
Cropper, S.,  M. Ebers, C Huxham and P. Ring (2008), The Oxford handbook of inter-organizational relations, 

Oxford: Oxford University Press 
 
Deakin, S., J. Michie (eds.), (1997), Contract, Co-operation, and competition; studies in economics, management 

and law, Oxford: Oxford University Press 
Deakin, S., F. Wilkinson, (1998), Contract law and the economics of interorganizational trust, in: Lane and 

Bachman (eds.) 
De Bruijn, H., E.F. Ten Heuvelhof, R.J. in ’t Veld, Process management (in Dutch), Schoonhoven, 1998. 
De Jong, M. & J. Edelenbos, 2007, An insider’s look into policy transfer in trans-national expert networks. in: 

European Planning Studies, vol.15(5), pp.687-706.  
Edelenbos, J. and E.H. Klijn, Managing Stakeholder Involvement in Decision Making: A Comparative Analysis 

of Six Interactive Processes in the Netherlands, Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 
16(3), 2006, pp.417-446. 2006 

Edelenbos, J & E.H. Klijn (2007) Trust in Complex Decision-Making Networks: A Theoretical and Empirical 
Exploration, in: Administration and Society, vol.39(1), pp.25-50. 

Eeten, M. van, (1999), Dialogues of the Deaf. Defining New Agendas for Environmental Deadlocks, Delft: 
Eburon. 

Faulkner, D., (1995), International strategic alliances,  Mc Graw Hill Book company 
Fischer, F. 2000. Citizens, experts and the environment. The politics of local knowledge. Durham: Duke University 

Press. 
Forester, J. (1989) Planning in the Face of Power, Berkeley: California Press. 
Friend, J.K., J.M. Power & C.J.L. Yewlett (1974), Public Planning: the Inter-corporate Dimension, London: 

Travistock Publications.  
Gage,  R.W., M.P. Mandell (eds.), (1990), Strategies for managing intergovernmental policies and networks, 

New York/London: Preager 
Graeber  G. (1993), The embedded firm; understanding networks: actors, resources and processes in interfirm 

cooperation, London: Routledge 
Hanf, K, and F.W. Scharpf (eds.) (1978), Interorganisational Policy Making, London: sage 
Huang, K., K.G. Provan (2007), Structural embeddedness and organizational social outcomes in a centrally 

governed mental health service network, Public Management Rieview, vol 9 nr.2: 169-189 
 
Huxham, C. and S. Vangen (2005), Managing to collaborate; the theory and practice of collaborative advantage, 

London: Routledge 
Innes, J.E. and D.E. Booher (2003) Collaborative policymaking: governance through dialogue, in: Hajer, M.A. and 

H. Wagenaar (eds.) Deliberative policy analysis. Understanding governance in the network society, 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.   

 
Kaufmann, F.X., G. Majone and V. Ostrom (eds.) (1986) Guidance, Control and Evaluation in the Public Sector: 

The Bielefeld Interdisciplinary Project, Berlin: Walter de Gruyter.  
Kenis, P., L. Oerlemans (2008), The social network perspective: understanding the structure of cooperation in:: 

Cropper et all (2008): 289-312 
Kickert, W.J.M., E.H. Klijn, J.F.M. Koppenjan (eds.) (1997), Managing Complex Policy Networks. London: 

Sage 
Klijn, E.H. and C. Skelcher (2007). Democracy and governance networks: compatible or not? Public 

Administration. 85(3), pp.587-609. 
Koppenjan, J.m.F.,  E.H. Klijn (2004), Managing uncertainty in networks, Routledge: Londen 
Laumann, E.O., D. Knoke, (1987), The organisational state: Societal choice in National Policy Domains, 

Wisconsin,WI: University of Wisconsin Press 
Mandell, M.P. (ed.), 2001, Getting results trough collaboration, Westport: Quorum Books 
Marsh, D. (ed.), (1998), Comparing policy networks, Buckingham: Open University Press 
Marsh, D., Rhodes, R.A.W. (eds.), (1992), Policy networks in Britisch Government, Oxford: Clarendon Press 
Mason, R.O. and I.I. Mitrof (1981) Challenging strategic planning assumptions: theory, cases and techniques, New 

York: Wiley. 
Meier, K.J. and L.J. O’Toole (2001) ‘Managerial strategies and behaviour in networks: a model with evidence from 

U.S. public education’, in:  Journal of Public Administration and Theory (11) 3: 271-293. 



 15

Meier, K. L.J. O’Toole (2007), Modelling Public Management: empirical analysis of the management-performance 
nexus 

Milward H. Brinton, K.G. Provan, (2000), Governing the hollow state, Journal of public Administration 
Research and Theory, vol 10 no. 2 pp. 359-379 

Nooteboom, B. (2002). Trust: Forms, foundations, functions, failures and figures. Cheltenhal:Edgar Elgar. 
O'Toole, L.J. (1988) Strategies for Intergovernmental Management: Implementing Programs in Interorganizational 

Networks, in: Journal of Public Administration, 11 (4): 417-441. 
O Toole, L.J., K. Meier (2003) Plus ca change: Public management, personel stability, and organizational 

performance, Journal of Public Administration research and Theory, vol 13 (1): 43—64 
O’Toole, L.J., R.M. Walker, K. Meier, G. Boyne (2007), Networking in comparative context: Public managers 

in the USA and the UK, Public Management Review, vol 9, nr.3: 401-420 
 
O’ Toole, L.J. (1997), Treating networks seriously: practical and research based agendas in public 

administration, Public Administration Review, 57: 1 (pp. 43-57) 
Parker, D., K. Vaidya, (2001), An economic perspective on innovation networks, in O. Jones, S. Conway, F. 

Steward (eds.), Social interaction and organisatonal change; aston perspectives on innovation networks, 
London: Imperial College Press 

Rhodes, R.A.W., (1981), Control and power in central-local Government relations, Farnborough: Gower 
Rhodes, R.A.W. (1997), Understanding Government, Open University Press, Buckingham. 
Rogers, D.L., D.A. Whetten (eds.), 1982, Interorganizational coordination: theory, research and implementation, 

Iowa: Iowa State University Press 
Rousseau, D., S.B. Sitkin, R.S. Burt, C. Camerer, (1998), Not so different after all: a cross discipline view of 

trust, Academy of Management Review, vol. 23 (3): 393-404. 
 
Scharpf, F.W. (1978) Interorganizational Policy Studies: Issues, Concepts and Perspectives, in: K.I. Hanf and F.W. 

Scharpf (eds.): 345-370. 
Scharpf, F.W. , (1997), Games real actors play; actor centred institutionalism in policy research; Westview 

Press, Boulder (Co). 
Skelcher, C. (2007). Does Democracy Matter? A Transatlantic Research Design on Democratic Performance and 

Special Purpose Governments, Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, vol.17(1), pp.61-76. 
Sorensen E., J. Torfing (eds.) (2007), Theories of democratic network governance, Cheltenham: Edward Elgar 
Süsskind, L. and J. Cruikshank (1987) Breaking the Impasse. Consensual Approaches to Resolving Public 

Disputes. London: BasicBooks. 
Teisman, G.R. (2001) Creating Space for Cooperative Government (in Dutch), Erasmus University Rotterdam. 
Walker, R.M., L.J. O’Toole, K. Meier (2007), It’s where you are that matters: the networking behaviour of 

English local government officers, Public Administration vol. 85, nr.2 :739-756 
Wildavsky, A. and E. Tenenbaum (1981) The Politics of Mistrust, Estimating American oil and Gas Resources, 

Beverly Hills: Sage. 
Williamson, O.E., (1996), The mechanisms of governance, Oxford: Oxford University Press 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 16

Appendix: Conceptualising and measuring the variables 
 
This section provides a more detailed description of the survey and conceptualization and 
measurement of the variables that are used in our analysis. 
 
Population and survey 
Table 2 describes the population used for the survey, and the number of respondents who 
have returned a usable questionnaire. 
 
Table 1. Population and Survey 

Number of people on Habiforum List (after 
removing researchers) 

1592 

Returned questionnaires  547 
Analyzed questionnaires 
Respondents with a managerial position 

323 
111 

 
The original list contained 1592 names (after removing university researchers, since the 
interest was only in practitioners). E-mail was sent in November 2006, with a (secured) link to 
a webpage containing the questionnaire. It was known beforehand that this list included many 
people with only a broad interest in spatial projects and without ‘real’ involvement in such 
projects. Therefore, one of the first questions in the questionnaire was about a specific project 
the respondents were involved in. It was meant to select only those respondents who are really 
involved in these projects. In total, 547 completed questionnaires were returned. Many of 
these, however, were incomplete.1 In fact, 188 people did not provide any information about a 
project they were involved in, and quit the survey after the questions about these projects 
began to be asked. Many of these respondents indicated in an open question that they were in 
fact not involved in such a project. These respondents were therefore deleted from the 
database. Another 36 respondents were also removed, because they were missing on most of 
the variables. This left 323 respondents who answered most of the questions in the 
questionnaire and indicated that they themselves were involved in environmental projects.  

In relation to the number of e-mails sent, the response rate can be estimated to be 21%, 
although in relation to the number of people who are involved in environmental projects this 
response can be estimated to be substantially higher. The number of 188 incomplete 
questionnaires is an indication of the actual population, the following rough estimation of the 
actual response can be made: Of the 547 returned questionnaires, 188 or 34% are missing. If 
this same proportion holds for the total sample, then the actual number of people involved in 
environmental projects is 1056 (.66*1600). If this assumption is true, the actual size of the 
response is about 33% (347/1056). It is possibly even higher, as people not involved in 
environmental projects will probably not have bothered to take part in the survey 

The above implies that care must be taken in interpreting the data, as: a) the actual 
population of people involved in environmental projects is unknown and b) it is therefore 
impossible to find out whether the response is representative of this population. However, 
there is reason to believe that this sample provides a reasonable overview of all environmental 
projects in the Netherlands (see note 2). 

The survey included two questions about the position of the respondents in the project. 
It was asked a) whether there was a ‘formal’ manager, and if so, whether the respondent was 
that manager of the project, and b) which role the respondent had within the project. One of 
these roles was ‘managing the project’. Respondents, who indicated that they were the 
manager of the project or managing it, are defined in this paper as belonging to the subsample 
of managers. This holds for 111 of our 323 respondents. 
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Conceptualizing and measuring outcome: process and content outcome 
Table I provides an indication of these two dimensions of outcome and the (five category 
Likert) items that were used to measure them. 
 
Table 2. Measurements of outcome 
Content outcome Items 
1. innovative character Do you think that innovative ideas are developed during the project 

 
2. integral nature of solution Do you think that different environmental functions have been connected 

sufficiently? 
 

3. involvement of actors 
(content) 

Do you think that in general the involved actors have delivered a 
recognizable contribution to the development of the results? 
 

4. effectiveness solutions Do you think that the solutions that have been developed really deal with 
the problems at hand? 
 

5. effectiveness in the future Do you think that the developed solutions are durable solutions for the 
future? 
 

6. Relation costs and benefits 
 

Do you think that - in general - the benefits exceed the costs of the 
cooperation process? 
 

Process outcome Items 
1.  level of management Do you think that the involved actors have contributed substantively to the 

management of the project? 
 

2. conflict resolution  Do you think that conflicts and differences of opinion have been solved 
adequately during the project?  
 

3. deadlocks Did you witness any disturbing deadlocks during the project? 
 

4. productive use of 
differences 

Do you think that the involved actors have made use of the existing 
different perspectives and insights (among the actors) in an adequate way 
with regard to solutions and problems in the project? 
 

5. contact frequency Do you think that the involved actors had frequently contact with each 
other during the project? 
 

6. support Do you think that the results from the project can expect the support of the 
involved actors? 
 

 
The Cronbach’s alpha of the six items measuring process outcome is 0.81, so that they can be 
considered as forming one scale measuring the perception of process outcome. The scores on 
the six items were added up, and divided by six. The items were also recoded, so that a higher 
score on the scale indicates a more positive perception of the process outcome. The resulting 
scale has a mean score of 3.48 and a standard deviation of 0.61.  

The Cronbach’s alpha of the six items measuring content outcome was 0.80. Again, 
the six items were recoded, added up, and divided by six, resulting in a scale with a mean 
score of 4.05 and a standard deviation of 0.56. In both cases, the scores are above the 
theoretical mean (3), which indicates that the respondents are on average positive about the 
outcome. Comparing both means, it also appears that they are somewhat more positive about 
the content outcome compared to the process outcome. 
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Trust 
Many authors have used trust as a concept in their research, with many of them coming from 
a background of business or organizational studies, not public administration. To measure 
trust within the network, we used five items derived from this literature. One item (benefit of 
the doubt) is a fairly generic item and refers to the fact that ‘giving the benefit of the doubt’ is 
an important characteristic of trust (see Rousseau et al, 1998; Sako 1998). The other four 
items are frequently mentioned in the literature. This especially holds for these three items: 
goodwill trust, agreement trust and absence of opportunistic behavior. Sako’s work (1998) is 
critical in this respect. She distinguishes between contractual trust (will the other party carry 
out its contractual agreements), competence trust (is the other party capable of doing what it 
says it will do?) and goodwill trust (will the other party make an open-ended commitment?). 
However, we do not consider competence trust to be a dimension of trust. Instead, we argue 
that competence can cause trust but is not part of trust itself. We substitute contractual trust 
with agreement trust, because, in many of the governance networks we studied, either few 
formal contractual arrangements were made or projects were in a preliminary phase where 
contracts had not been signed. Agreements and the way individuals abide by them is a 
reasonable ‘proxy’ for contractual trust. According to Sako, goodwill trust is based on the 
idea on fairness. Goodwill trust and contractual trust can be found as dimensions of trust in 
the work of many other researchers, although sometimes different terms are used (Lane and 
Bachman, 1998; Deakin and Michie, 1996; McEvily and Zaheer, 2006). 

Sako also notes that the absence of opportunistic behavior is a requirement for the 
development of trust. Others have also made this point. Nooteboom (2002), for instance, calls 
this trust in loyalty and sees it as a dimension of trust. Other authors argue that trust means 
that actors do not exploit other actors’ vulnerability (Rousseau et al, 1998; Nooteboom, 2002; 
Deakin and Wilkinson, 1998). Thus, it seems logical to use these three dimensions: goodwill, 
agreement, and an absence of opportunistic behavior. 

To these three, we added the notion of reliability, which McEvily and Zaheer 
(2006:88) called “the degree of consistency in intended behavior and the expectation that an 
exchange partner can be relied on to fulfill obligations”. Trust may be defined as confidence 
in the reliability of a person or system, regarding a given set of outcome or events. Five items 
were chosen to measure trust, as shown in Table 3. 
 
Table 3: Measurement of trust 
Measurement Item 
1. Agreement trust  
 

The parties in this project generally live up to the 
agreements made with each other 

2. Benefit of the doubt The parties in this project give one another the 
benefit of the doubt 

3. Reliability The parties in this project keep in mind the 
intentions of the other parties 

4. Absence of opportunistic behavior Parties do not use the contributions of other actors 
for their own advantage 

5. Goodwill trust Parties in this project can assume that the intentions 
of the other parties are good in principle 

 
The Cronbach’s alpha of the five items measuring process outcome is 0.71, so that they can 
be considered as forming one scale measuring the perception of process outcome. The scores 
on the five items were added up, and divided by five. The items were also recoded, so that a 
higher score on the scale indicates more trust. The resulting scale has a mean score of 3.47 
and a standard deviation of 0.55.  
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Project complexity 
In the second hypothesis, project complexity figures as a control variable. An environmental 
project was considered to be more complex when it dealt with more activities. Six different 
activities were identified: the building of houses, industry development, commercial 
development, environmental development, road development and water management 
(compare with Table 2). Based on the responses, we measured for each project whether one or 
more of these activities were performed. This resulted in a complexity scale ranging from 0 to 
6. According to the mean score, the projects involved 3.09 activities on average, with a broad 
diversity given a standard deviation of 1.53. 
 
Variety of contact 
We gave the respondents a list with 24 possible actors with whom members of the 
organization of the respondent with respect to the project could be in contact. They were 
asked whether the contact frequency with each of these possible contacts was a) never; b) at 
least once a month; c) at least once in a three month period; d) at least once in a 6 month 
period; e) at least once in a year. The answers of the respondents were dichotomized, and we 
counted for this variable the number of actors with whom the respondent indicated contacts 
existed. 
 
Intensity of contacts 
Based on the previous variable, we first recoded the contact frequency, counting ‘at least once 
a month’ as 12, ‘at least once in a three month period’ as 4, ‘at least once in a 6 month period’ 
as 2, and ‘at least as once in a year’ as 1.2 Next, we calculated the average contact frequency 
per existing contact. 
 
 
Number of strategies employed 
As indicated in Section 2, four types of activities were identified based on the available 
literature: 

- arranging; this includes strategies to organize the interactions in governance networks 
in temporary organizational structures 

- exploring content; exploring different views of actors and possible new solutions, and 
connecting the ideas of different actors 

- connecting; securing contacts between actors, improving relations, etc 
- process agreements; agreements about process rules and methods of interaction 

between the actors 
 
Four items were created for each of these strategy types. A factor analysis of these 16 items 
showed that these 16 items were fairly strongly correlated with one dimension dominating the 
solution (for more information please contact the researchers). We therefore concluded that 
‘good’ management involves the use of all available strategies. In fact, if a reliability analysis 
is performed on all sixteen items measuring the network strategies, a Cronbach’s alpha of 
0.91 is obtained, indicating a strong correlation between management strategies employed. 
To measure the number of strategies employed, the sixteen items measuring the strategies 
were first dichotomized3, and then the number of strategies that were actually used in the 
project were counted. The resulting variable ranges from 1 (1% of the respondents) to 16 
(8%), with a mean of 10.21 strategies used (standard deviation 3.75). 
 
Project and respondent characteristics as control variables 
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The above variables measure the main concepts included in the hypotheses. In the analysis, 
also some control variables were included, with respect to both characteristics of the 
respondent as well as to relevant project characteristics.  
 
Phase of the project 
The projects the respondents discussed were not all in the same phase. This obviously 
influences perception on outcome. For instance, almost by definition there will be fewer 
outcome in the first phases of an environmental project. The respondents were not directly 
asked which phase they were in, but a number of activities were listed (from initiating ideas to 
implementation of actual maintenance activities) and the phase was deduced based on the 
level of activities respondents indicated they were involved in. Four different phases were 
discerned: 1) preparation phase (20%); 2) developmental phase (41%); 3) building phase 
(12%); 4) maintenance phase (27%). 
 
Parent organization of the respondent  
The respondents come from different backgrounds. As it is possible that this background 
influences the perception of democratic anchorage and/or the outcome perception, this is 
controlled for in the analysis. Four different background types can be discerned: 1) national 
civil servants (7%); 2) local civil servants (including counties and water board) (32%); 3) 
private sector respondents (51%); 4) ‘others’ (9%). The last group mostly included 
respondents from stakeholder organizations like environmental groups. In order to incorporate 
this variable into the analysis, three dummies were included. National civil servants serve as 
the reference category. 
 
 
Endnotes 
 
                                                 
1 This is a normal situation with internet surveys since a number of people only glance through the questionnaire 
as they would have done if it was a paper version, and then decide that the survey is not relevant to them, or 
decide that they do not want to answer it. In this case, the fact that they had to answer the questionnaire for a 
specific project probably inflated the number of people who only filled in a very limited number of questions  
2 We also tried other recoding procedures in the analysis, but that didn’t make any difference. 
3 The scores 1 and 2 (indicating that the strategy was (certainly) used) were scored as 1, while the other three 
categories were scored as 0. 


