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I. Introduction: Politics, Public Management and Captain Englebert’s Problem


How to integrate democratic politics into the management of public enterprises has been a central question in public administration for over a century.
 On one hand, all writers in the field recognize the critical importance of democratic political processes in legitimating state action – not only in the use of the state’s regulatory authority, but also in the use of public funds raised through taxation.

On the other hand, democratic legitimation has traditionally been seen as lying outside of the purview of the public manager. Creating and preserving democratic legitimacy is often considered to be the job of the politician, not the public manager.
 There are good reasons for this view. At a practical level, perhaps public managers should be insulated from the contentious public discussion about both the ends and the means of government in order to focus upon the important task of running agencies. At a philosophical level, the concern for democratic legitimacy necessarily engages normative concerns about the justice and fairness of governmental action as well as its efficiency and effectiveness.
  Perhaps these questions are best settled though representative rather than administrative bodies. Accounting for the public value produced by the government both different and harder than the answering the simpler question of “what works.”

Given the normative desirability of imbuing government action with democratic legitimacy on one hand, and the practical reality that doing so makes it difficult to create the objectivity, discipline and focus that successful executive management usually requires, it is not surprising that theorists of public administration and public management have tried to sweep the problem of politics under the rug.
 They did so first at the turn of the century by trying to establish a reliable distinction between politics and policy on one hand, and implementation or operations on the other. The arena of elections, political parties, and interest groups was understood to be the sphere within which democratic politics found a way to express the aspirations of the body politic. Implementation of the policy mandate was understood to be the sphere within which administrative experts found means to achieve the desired purposes with the available resources as efficiently and effectively as possible.

On this line of reasoning, the relationship of legitimation to public management is indirect (or mediated) in two senses. The public manager derives his legitimacy from his relationship to laws and policies that are constructed by politicians. His actions and ends are legitimate to the extent that they conform to requirements that emanate from the political sphere rather than from direct interaction with citizens, clients, or partners. Conversely, citizens confer legitimacy to administrative actions only indirectly through political representatives and advocacy groups.

They did so again in the 1980’s effort to create a “new public management” that focused on creating a “customer oriented government.”
 In this view, “focusing on the customer” promised to bypass the problem of politics by seeing the body politic not as a collective that had to find some way to become articulate about collective purposes and commitments, but as a set of individual members of the society who retained their right to decide what was publicly valuable for the state to do, and could make claims on the government not only for transparency, but also quality services. 

In this essay, we argue for a third approach in which public managers should sometimes engage directly with organizations and individuals in constructing the terms of their legitimacy. Sometimes, the existing structures of legislative legitimation are insufficient because their instructions are indeterminate or because they lack jurisdiction. As a practical matter, direct legitimation can bring energy and resources to the problems that public managers seek to address by involving interested actors as partners.

Before we turn to this central argument, consider the two more familiar ideas of legitimation ideas in turn.

Politics and Policy v. Administration as a Solution to the Problem of Politics
The distinction between politics and administration was created to structure the relationship between democratically elected public officials on one hand, and professional civil servants hired to do the government’s work on the other.
 The key idea was that if we, as democratic citizens, could rely on our elected officials to set out clear, coherent, and durable policy mandates, then the problem of public management could be solved technically by focusing the attention of expert, appointed government managers on finding the best means to achieve the collectively desired results.

Unfortunately, this attractive solution to the problem of integrating democratic politics successfully into the process of the administrative management of government agencies was eroded by empirical work that showed how legislatures often did too little, and sometimes too much, in their direction of administrative agencies.
 Both elected politicians enacting legislation, and elected and appointed political executives setting out particular public policies often find it very difficult — sometimes for technical reasons and sometimes for political ones
 — even to name the public values they wanted executive branch agencies of government to reflect in and pursue through their operations, let alone establish clear weights on the relative importance of one value over another.
 Without clear direction, policy makers cannot confer legitimacy to administrators.

Alternatively, policy makers sometimes find it difficult to resist the temptation to restrict themselves to the naming of values to be pursued, and often found themselves wanting to “micro-manage” – i.e. to intervene in agency operations by offering advice as to preferred means as well as desired ends. For their part, appointed public executives quickly learned that they could importantly shape ends simply by the way they implemented policies. In short, the clear theoretical line between policy and implementation was constantly muddied in practice.
 The hope that the aims of both democratic legitimation and efficient and fair administration could be achieved by separating politics from administration was a good idea in theory that routinely failed in practice.  

Customer Oriented Government as a Solution to the Problem of Politics
Once the Wilsonian solution to the problem of democratically legitimated public administration lost its grip, it became important to find another way to deal with the political problem. The answer came in the form of a new focus on what some consider to be the customers of government.
 This conception, largely associated with what came to be called the “new public management,” borrowed the idea of the individual customer as the appropriate arbiter of the value from the private sector, and applied it to governmental activities.
 

Critical to the idea of a customer oriented government was the idea that value in governmental activity lay in satisfying individuals in their transactions with government. As with consumer transactions in private markets, this view holds individual preferences to be sovereign. This notion individuals are the best (or perhaps even the only) appropriate arbiters of the value of democratic government is consistent with a strand in the liberal tradition that makes individuals and their satisfactions the centerpiece of both economic and political institutions. If only we could create a customer oriented government that could make individuals in their relationship to government feel as satisfied and as secure in their position to influence what government did as the customers in the private sector did with respect to the companies who relied on their custom for their survival, we could, by definition, create a higher performing government. After all, what could improved performance by government mean other than more satisfied individual citizens?

One difficulty with the idea of a customer oriented was that the idea encompassed, but did not differentiate among many quite different positions that individuals in democratic societies occupy with respect to governmental operations.
 One important position was the individual as a client of government: the person on the other side of the government agency’s counter who was requesting a service to which they thought they were entitled, or trying to comply with a rule that the government had established that imposed a duty on them, or simply seeking information from the government about their rights and responsibilities as individual members of the society. This role was the role that seemed closest to the idea of a customer in government, since it was in this role that individuals confronted government organizations in individual transactions that they could evaluate as being satisfactory or unsatisfactory in terms of whether they were well or badly treated. Just as business had a practical and moral reason to be focused on serving its customers, so government had both a practical interest and a moral obligation to provide high quality services to the individual citizens who showed up as clients.

A second important position was the individual as authorizer and financier of government activities. Individuals in democratic societies are not just clients of government organizations, they are also citizens (who authorize) and taxpayers (who finance) government enterprises. Often, the interests of citizens and taxpayers diverge from the interests of clients of government. Clients of government often want more convenient, higher quality services than citizens and taxpayers are willing to provide. They also want more privacy and less regulatory burden than citizens are willing to grant when the clients seek special privileges or relief from established public duties. The interests of citizens and taxpayers differ from those of clients in that their interests are more general than those of clients – they are interested in the overall performance of the governmental system, not just in how they are treated as clients. Citizens and taxpayers want to participate in making the decisions about the purposes for which commonly owned governmental assets will be deployed, in overseeing how the assets are deployed, and in calling the public agencies to account for their overall performance (including but not limited to the way that individual clients are treated.)  

Presumably, a customer oriented government that deemed it important to satisfy individual citizens in their authorizing and financing as well as their client roles would do what it could to “delight” individual citizens in these oversight roles as well as their client roles. It would reach out to individuals whose interests were affected by particular choices it made, and consult with them about how their interests might best be protected or advanced. It would make its operations more transparent so that citizens could more easily see what the government was producing in terms of results, and how it was handling clients in individual transactions. It might resort increasingly to the development and use of a wide set of polling instruments, or complaint mechanisms that could track not only the views of citizens who had a direct encounter with a government agency, but also the views of the more general citizenry.

Determining Public Value: Deliberation or Aggregation?
The crucial distinctive feature of the contemporary idea of a customer oriented government (as opposed to the more traditional idea of a policy driven government) is that the value judgments of particular individuals and their particular more or less self-interested concerns are given more standing to make claims on government operations than in the past. Again, this view borrows from an economic model in which individuals have preferences that are taken as fixed and given. Like any other firm, the objective of government agencies is to maximize the satisfaction of consumers’ preferences. 

Given the central importance of individuals in liberal democratic and economic theory, and given the increasing influence of private sector concepts in thinking about the organization and operation of the public sector at the time, this should not be surprising.  More than a century ago, Bentham had developed his theory of “utilitarianism” to give technical guidance to democratic legislators as they faced the demanding question of what purposes were sufficiently important that they would justify the use of state authority and state money. His answer was that state powers should be used to maximize the sum of the individual satisfactions (minus the dissatisfactions!) that was created by an imagined state action. 
 More recently, modern economists had developed the techniques of benefit/cost analysis to serve the same purpose in the same way. Finally, free markets, animated and guided by individual desires had shown a remarkable capacity to generate significant economic and social development throughout the world, whereas more collectivist ideas had generated only economic stultification and political repression. Viewed from the perspective of many, it seemed about time to make individual satisfaction the centerpiece of good government. If government concentrated on satisfying its individual citizens in the same way that markets did, we could finally have good government, We would not need the messy process of politics and its hopeless effort to develop a clear statement of collective public purpose from the cacophony of individual interests, and different individually held ideas about the good and the just. 


It is critical to understand that this consumer-based view is novel and certainly not the only way to determine the values that government ought to pursue. By insisting on the dominant role of individuals in making judgments the value of governmental action, this approach shoved aside shoved aside two different and related ideas about 
about how the public value of government efforts should be determined.

One idea was the traditional idea that the purposes and values of government should be determined not simply by adding up individual transpactions, but that we should determine these ends together, collectively. Political processes such as elections, town meetings, debates in media, and legislative negotiations are all collective processes of give and take in which citizens attempt to create an articulate we from a mélange of many self-interested purposes, or idiosyncratic ideas of the public good or the just. If we held democratic elections to put popularly elected officials into government posts, if they were successful in deliberating with one another, and in opening themselves up to more detailed advice and commentary from citizens about what they were planning to do, if we had skillful public managers and administrators who could translate their democratically sanctioned aspirations into concrete delivery systems that delivered to citizen/clients what they wanted, needed, and to which they had a right; if complaint mechanisms, administrative reviews, and courts could protect the interests and rights of client/citizens; then we could assure ourselves that government money and power were being used to advance purposes that were valuable because individuals and collectives had determined them to be so.

On this view, the ordinary but quite imperfect processes of representative government produces a tolerably good conception of the public good, and tolerably efficient and fair means for pursuing that. If individuals disagreed, that wasn’t a reason to abandon the policy; only an occasion for the disaffected to engage in political action to persuade others of the justice of their cause, or to seek redress from the courts to an infringement on their rights. This was the idea that lay behind the Wilsonian ideal.
A second idea is a bit more radical. Perhaps in the process of engaging with one another, individuals do not just assert the preferences and views that they have, but transform those preferences in a more socially oriented direction. In this conception, the individuals who are the proper arbiters of public value are not just self-interested customers of public goods and services seeking to maximize their individual welfare at the expense of the collective; nor are they only materially oriented tax-payers seeking to minimize tax burdens on them; potentially, and hopefully actually, they are instead democratic citizens who would not only collect the benefits of government largesse, but also bear the burden of paying for and organizing the effort. On this view, the individuals are not simply self-interested consumers trying to get the best deal at public expense, but reasonable people who willingly obligations and shoulder their fair portion of the costs associated with collectively defining and realizing a good and just society.

A Different Solution: Creating Citizens Through Expanded Democratic Legitimation
We have a different solution. Instead of minimizing or excluding politics from public management, we argue that public managers should be centrally concerned with politics! The core idea is the individuals who really need to be satisfied by government should not be viewed as customers of government, but the citizens in whose name, with whose help, and for whose purposes, a democratic government acts. Citizens differ from customers of government not because they represent two different groups. (Many citizens are also clients. And most clients are also citizens.) Citizens differ from clients in their point of view – in the values they bring to their individual and collective valuation of the goodness and fairness of governmental action. Public managers should remind individuals of the important of this citizens’ point of view and create occasions for individuals to act as citizens.

The Distinctive Values of Citizens:  By definition, the values of a citizen included not only their immediate interests, but also the long-term interests of their best selves. They include a certain amount of empathy – even sympathy – for the plight of others more or less closely linked and identified with themselves. They include an understanding and acceptance of a set of social norms defining their obligations as members of an interdependent society, and a felt-duty to abide by those norms (for both self-interested and authentic reasons). They also include some particular individually held views about conditions in society that could be described as good and just social conditions, and understand that they have both the right and the obligation to articulate and pursue those goals in the public square.
 

We take it for granted that individuals do not always act or think like citizens. Indeed, one of the great virtues of a liberal society is that individuals are allowed to live much of their lives focused on their own individual lives. They do not have to shoulder the full burdens of citizenship very often. Yet, every now and then, like Cincinattus at his plow, they have to be interrupted by a call to public duty. In this sense, publics do not exist in nature; they have to be called into existence.
 The process that creates publics is a political one. And an important feature of this kind of politics is the processes that are used to (partially) transform self-focused individuals into a collective that can productively deliberate on what they either have to, or would like to try to accomplish together.
 

Citizens as Co-Producers of Mandated Social Outcomes: Because all government administrative action involves the use of the collectively owned assets of democratic government, and because all administrative action requires some degree of democratic legitimation, much government administrative action can provide an occasion for individuals to act as citizens. In order to do so, individuals must be called to come together as a public and to act as citizens. Part of the job of public managers, we argue, is to call these publics into existence and help to transform clients and taxpayers into citizens. The payoffs that would come from recognizing and exploiting this opportunity include not only increased democratic legitimacy for governmental actions, but also – and this is the previously unrecognized bit – an improved capacity to achieve the desired result. 

The key reason for this is nearly all government action requires the effective co-operation of many individuals beyond those who are paid by the government to produce the results.
 We cannot have public security if only the police do the work. We cannot have an educated populace if we leave it all to the public schools. We cannot have vital and secure libraries and parks unless citizens understand how to use them. In short, virtually all public purposes require citizens not only to finance the operations, and to take advantage of the opportunities that government provides, but also to make voluntary or required contributions of resources and energy to public purposes in their roles as taxpayers, co-producers, and even clients of public enterprises. This is particularly true as is nearly always the case that government seeks to use its public authority as well as its tax revenues to try to produce the desired results. For virtually all public enterprises, individual citizens are simultaneously the financiers, the authorizers, the producers, and the consumers of the results. 

In this conception of public management, then, the aim is to use the combination of politics and public administration to create democratic citizens and then respond to them, rather than simply allow individuals to see themselves and act as self-interested individuals. And it counts on the idea that the government can get help from its citizens in the implementation of its policies because they have committed themselves (at least in the short run) to taxing and regulating themselves to produce a particular desired results. 

Intellectual Sources for This Idea 
This particular idea of increasing rather than trying to reduce the role of political processes in pursuit of both fair and efficient public administration has been built from movements in the field of public administration on one hand, and the field of democratic political theory on the other. Each field has moved in a direction that seeks to embrace the other, and to produce a much thicker idea of political engagement and activity as an important part of effective and just governmental action. 

Many contemporary writers in the field of public administration have been focusing much more attention on how politics can be more successfully combined with public administration to help elected, appointed, and career public executives define and achieve important public results.
 This literature focuses close attention on the political challenge of legitimating government action through means other than national elections, and at levels of detail that could not be reached by any election. It also made the crucial distinctions among the different roles that individuals in democratic societies could have vis-à-vis government policy making and government operations. It distinguished clients from authorizers.
 It noted that there were many clients of government who received obligations rather than services from government.
 It distinguished both authorizers and clients from co-producers.
 But it also recognized that if the purpose of government were to achieve social outcomes beyond the satisfaction of individual clients, then the clients themselves would become part of the production process, and could be viewed as co-producers along with the other agents that government agencies sought to mobilize to help them achieved desired results.
 All this suggested the critical importance of politics understood as a set of processes, and leadership mechanisms, that had as their aim the creation of citizens who could help define, authorize, produce, and evaluate the collective enterprises that depended on public funds and public authority. 

At the same time, some democratic theorists have shifted their attention from concerns with the interaction between citizenship, participating in elections, and shaping legislation to concern with participation and authorization in the spheres of administration and “implementation.”
 They do so because they have noted that many of the decisions that most concern citizens are taken by administrative agencies, and that if democracy is to be nurtured and relied upon in society, it could usefully extend to, or maybe even begin with participation in administrative politics.
 In many arenas that include environment, education, planning, public budgeting, and public safety, there are emergent practices and techniques for engaging citizens directly in the work of deliberating, deciding, and acting to accomplish public objectives. 
These initiatives may enhance not just the legitimacy of public action, but at the same time make citizens more responsible, more willing to make contributions to and accept the burdens of collectively defined goals, and public action more effective, more highly valued, and fairer.

This combination yields a view of public administration that makes democratic political work – the task of simultaneously creating a public, and enabling it to deliberate on and produce public value – a critical aspect of public administration.
 It suggests that some of the most important innovations in governmental practice in the future might lie in political innovations rather than administrative innovations. It suggests that the practices of public managers have to change in a particular direction. 


The Challenge of Applying this Theory to Captain Englebert’s Problem
This is the theory we have been developing. And it is the utility of that theory that we mean to test by applying it the problem faced by Captain Englebert. 

At the outset, it seems that this theory would have relatively little to offer. After all, if a key reason for public managers to be concerned about managing democratic political processes for the purpose of building legitimacy and support for the use of governmental authority and power is to achieve a collectively desired outcome, it is hard to see how this would apply to Captain Englebert’s case. Surely, one of the most important features of the situation that Captain Englebert faces is the formal weakness of her position. Many of the social actors she seeks to influence are largely independent of existing direct regulatory authority. Indeed, some (international shippers, foreign regulators) are not even under the authority of the U.S. government! In such a situation, neither her particular formal authority within the government, nor even the government’s overall formal authority, are sufficient to mandate the production of the desired result. If she is only a small part of government, and if government is only one actor among many, the problem she faces cannot be the problem of legitimating government action. It has to be broader than this. It has to be finding some process that will not only legitimate government action, but mobilize action among actors who are independent of government authority. 

One way to conceptualize her problem is that she is trying to manage a complex network rather than either a single organization, or a group of organizations that could be forged into a cohesive operational entity through the use of public authority or contracts. But that image suggests far stronger instruments and much greater influence than she actually has. The organizations that she needs to mobilize to do the work necessary to enhance port security form a network only in the loosest sense – more of a latent or potential network than a self-consciously understood and governed network. It is true that the different organizations are functionally bound together by their combined interest in and capacity to produce improved port security. But they may be only dimly or generally aware of this. They have not had the occasion to think about their joint and several interests, much less their joint and several capacities to contribute to the goal. They have worked together in the past to take advantage of functional interdependencies associated with maritime trade, so they might have a (good or bad) legacy of prior working relations that they would bring to this new task. These facts together establish them as a latent network that has interests and capacities that allow them to help or hurt one another. But it is by no means clear whether or how that interdependence, consciousness, and legacy of past co-ordinated action can help them meet the challenge of improving port security. Nor is it clear what particular individual or group of individuals have the right, the responsibility, or the authority to develop this loose network of interdependent actors into a combined capacity that can improve port security. 

In short, no one has sufficient formal authority to take the lead in defining a purpose, committing individuals to that purpose, finding effective means of achieving the mission, and distributing the burdens and benefits fairly in the case of port security. If the theory we have been developing focuses on how to democratically legitimate the actions of state agencies that makes extensive and exclusive use the authority and money of the state in well organized projects that can achieve collectively defined purposes, it is hard to see how that theory would be of any use in a situation where there is very little state authority or money to be engaged, and where many of those actors who could help achieve the desired results are not subject to what little authority exists, or interested in what small amounts of money can be mustered. 

To us, however, the focus on the processes of democratic legitimation can be seen as being at the core of Captain Englebert’s problem precisely because there is no formal state authority that can do the entire job.  At the core of the problem of legitimating democratic government is the task of calling a public into existence that can legitimate governmental action by consenting to it. The authority of the state has to be buttressed by a process that builds the consent of those who have interests in and are expected to contribute to the achievement of the governmental purpose. The state’s authority gives public executives a chance to initiate proposals and actions. But those actions cannot be legitimated without some kind of political process that builds consent and a willingess and capacity to act collectively to achieve the desired goal.

Captain Englebert’s problem is more challenging because much of what she needs lies outside the jurisdiction of any state. But this fact makes the task of convening a public around port security more important, not less. Furthermore, the same techniques for calling that public into existence come into play. As an officer of the U.S Coast Guard, Englebert is bound by the strictures of her particular job. She is also bound by a commitment to the larger mission of the USCG. But what she finds is that she cannot do the job that she is formally required to do without finding ways to significantly stretch her influence well beyond the limits of her formal authority. To do that, she must create a political process that will mobilize both consent and a capacity to act that exists almost independently of her particular formal authority. She can help to build a movement among independent social actors that creates sufficient influence over their actions to accomplish a practical goal, but does so through the mobilization of consent and agreement rather than through her authority.

The political problem she faces is not the one associated with legitimating the actions of democratic government, but in calling into existence a group of independent actors and focusing them on the common challenge of port security. She can be helped along in this by the existence of some formal authority that gives her a platform to use – a kind of bully pulpit. But if she is to build a sufficient governance capacity to guide the network actors towards improved performance with respect to port security, she has to construct the influence and authority of that governance structure and process building it up through the active participation and consent of those she seeks to influence and whose help she needs. She cannot create a governance capacity for port security without offering assurances at each step along the way that the governance capacity that is being built and used is of the community, for the community, and by the community she seeks to create and mobilize into effective action. 

Though her task is largely a political one, she also faces technical and operational challenges. Indeed, what makes her task so hard is that she has to, in the end, meet a demanding set of technical, operational challenges. Together, she and others in the latent network have to figure out the practical means for improving port security. Unless they can meet the operational requirements of this particular substantive challenge, she will have failed. And it is this part of her job that remains operational, managerial, and technical. A good sound bite will not protect the ports, and lots of general enthusiasm. 

But the key problem for her as a manager of the effort to improve port security is that she cannot command that a particular effort be made from those who can make it happen. She can only use political tools to create a strong sense of legitimacy for the goal she is pursuing. If other independent actors come to accept that goal and the methods for achieving it as important and legitimate, they may commit themselves to accomplishing that goal as well. In order to create the collective power to act on the problem of port security she has to be prepared to act with the understanding that she must act without power over those whose efforts are necessary to accomplish the task. 

These observations suggest that far from being irrelevant in situations like those faced by Captain Englebert, our focus on the tools of democratic political management may be even more important in governance situations where state authority is insufficient to achieve the desired results. Exactly how many of the important challenges facing government managers fall into this category of insufficient authority remains unclear. There may still be many situations where government managers have adequate control over the assets they need to achieve their mandated results. Increasingly, however, students of public administration have been arguing that once one imposes on government organizations that challenge of producing social outcomes, or achieving a particular mission, rather than simply carrying out established policies and procedures, managers find themselves increasingly in circumstances where they must reach out for some kind of formal authority or informal influence over the actors who hold the solution to the problem in their hands.
 If this is true, then the political techniques associated with legitimating the actions of government may be important not only for that purpose, but for allowing the government to act effectively in the increasingly large number of circumstances where its formal authority is not sufficient. This, at any rate, is the argument we wish to make. 

We begin by rehearsing the managerial justifications for political engagement on behalf of both democratic legitimation of state action, and the mobilization of effective social action that goes beyond the capacities of the formal authority of the state. Along the way, we discuss actions taken by Captain Englebert that seem to be consistent with the theory we are developing. We then present a way of thinking about the tools available to managers for engaging their political environment – ways of calling a public into existence that can legitimate governmental action, extend its influence, and produce important social results. Finally, we conclude with observations about the strengths and limitations of our theory in helping Captain Englebert do her important governmental and public job. 

II. Democratic Political Management:  Why Building Legitimacy and Support for Governmental and Social Action is Important
An important trend in public management theorizing has been to encourage public managers – those entrusted with the authority and money of states – to focus more attention and effort on engaging rather than avoiding the political currents that swirl around them, their agencies, and their efforts to create the good and just society that citizens collectively desire. Some have viewed this advice as anti-democratic – as an invitation for public managers to subvert democratic politics for their own self-interested purposes. 

Our view is the opposite. In our view, a principal task confronting all public managers is find ways to legitimate the actions they and their agencies take in the eyes of the public. They cannot legitimate their actions without engaging the political world in ways that help them understand and enact what the public wishes them to do. Moreover, in a world in which public managers are called to account for achieving purposes that go well beyond their formal authority and depend on their capacity to mobilize a large number of formally independent social actors to help them achieve their goals, they must turn to the methods of political engagement to meet the expectations placed on them.

In the past, many have left the task of legitimating government action could be left largely to elections, and to elected officials. As we have said, elections fall short of legitimating administrative action in many ways. As a result of this legitimacy gap, much public management has to be concerned with political consultation and the mobilization of legitimacy and support. Governments of many kinds have increasingly sought to reduce the legitimacy gap in government by enlarging efforts at transparency, consultation, and other modes of citizen participation. This is largely in the interest of increasing the responsiveness of government operations not only to individual clients of government, but also to political and social communities that are smaller and different than the political communities that come into existence during election campaigns. But moves to close the legitimacy gap are also important in mobilizing action from those who can make useful contributions to the solution of public problems. Sometimes, as in the case of port security, the problems are large. Other times, the problems are small. But whether large or small, the problems all have the character that they depend on a certain amount of quasi-voluntary, public-spirited action to get the job done. And that is not available for use without doing the important political work of mobilizing a strong sense of shared responsibility for the work.

In fact, when thinking about efforts made by officials to increase the legitimacy and support they can command in pursuit of a purpose, it is useful to distinguish two broad purposes. On one hand, political engagement is important to ensure that public officials are both accountable and responsive to those who are in a position to authorize the actions that use the public assets entrusted to those officials. On the other, political engagement is important to build the capacities of government officials to achieve socially desired outcomes in situations where the material ability to achieve the desired results requires actions that go well beyond the direct authority of the government to command and control. Let’s examine the relationship between building legitimacy for an official and the cause he has been entrusted with achieving in both these domains at both an abstract level, and in the particular case of Captain Englebert.

Legitimacy for Authorization and Accountability

The importance of building legitimacy and support for officials and their causes begins with the idea that public officials have to be sure that the goal they seek is something that is, in fact, publicly valued, and not some self-interested or idiosyncratic goal of their own. Viewed from this perspective, democratic political management begins with the idea of being accountable to the body politic or to the society at large. Public managers in democratic societies are duty bound to make accurate reports about their aims and accomplishments to what has been described as their “political authorizing environment.” This requirement helps assure that their aims are closely aligned with the more or less clearly expressed aspirations of the body politic. Although we don’t often think of “accountability” as a form of political engagement, on reflection, it seems as though it is one of the most important forms of political dialogue between managers, politicians, and the public. It is through the processes of calling an organization to account that the public has to speak clearly about what it wants from the organization, and where those who lead public sector organizations can talk about what they think it is possible to achieve. 

As a commissioned officer of the US Coast Guard, Captain Englebert is, in the first instance, accountable to her immediate bureaucratic superiors. She is assumed to be competent and resourceful – an asset in any mission that might be assigned to the Coast Guard – but she cannot undertake any assignment that has not been given to her.  Her immediate bureaucratic superiors, however, are accountable to the statutes that authorize (and require) the U.S Coast Guard to pursue certain purposes with appropriated money and specific authorities, the expectations and demands of political officials in the legislature and the executive branch, and the interests of many other social actors who have concerns about both the actions and inactions of the USCG. The broadest description of Captain Englebert’s authorization is that she is expected to do what she can and is required to do to help her superiors achieve the legislatively mandated mission of the Coast Guard in today’s changing circumstances. 

Importantly, that environment has been changed by the 9/11 attacks on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon. A new and unexpected threat has appeared in the world. She and her superiors are duty bound to think about how that new threat might best be met. Englebert immediately starts to work on creating a position within the USCG that could provide some leadership in helping the USCG and other social actors search for and make a suitable response. Having put herself forward in this way, she is assigned the job.  She gets what Richard Neustadt used to call a “hunting license” from her immediate superiors to see what she can do in the wider political environment to advance the mission of the Coast Guard. This both authorizes and requires her to offer some form of leadership to the USCG and the wider society.

Arguably, this first step does not require much political management. To no small degree, the urgency of the situation has done the political work of creating the need to which Englebert is responding. To see that this is true, all one has to do is imagine how Englebert’s effort to create a position focusing on port security would have fared had the 9/11 attacks not have occurred. Still, it is worth noting that sometimes politics (in the sense of the society as a whole reacting to real substantive events) does play an important role in helping society make a useful response to conditions in the society, and that a portion of that response comes from inside the bureaucracy as well as from politicians. It is also worth noting that while the crisis creates the opportunity, Englebert will have to do a great deal of work over time to sustain her license, and to ensure that the license can be well used to enhance port security. That means not only remaining accountable and responsive to her immediate superiors, but also to a much larger public that has an interest in and a capacity to act to improve port security. 

Building Legitimacy to Enhance Effective Influence: Public managers have to be engaged with their authorizing environments to ensure both accountability and responsiveness. But if they pursue tasks that go well beyond their formal authority, they have to find the means to widen the effective scope of their influence. This means finding ways to directly legitimate the goals they seek in the eyes of those whom they hope to persuade to contribute to the cause. As noted above, that put lots of pressure on the capacity of managers to persuade independent actors that the purposes the managers seek to accomplish are sufficiently important that the other actors will agree to co-operate even though they are neither required or paid to do so – at least not at the outset. As Neustadt once observed, “the fundamental duty of a public official is to persuade other officials that what the first official wants is what the second official’s duty obliges him to do.”
 We can extend this idea to include the idea that public officials have to persuade other private officials and individuals that it is their duty to help achieve collectively desired goals as well. It is through this kind of activity that a purpose acquires a legitimacy that is beyond the formal authority of a given manager. 
Captain Englebert, for example, is given the task of orchestrating a large, highly decentralized effort to improve Port Security. In that effort, her personal authority seems pathetically small. She probably cannot effectively reach an existing, coherent structure of authority because there is none. Even if she could act with the full sovereign powers of the President, she would command only one level of government, and have limited influence over private parties, and would be second-guessed by the Congress. And that power alone would have little sway with the international governments and private corporations that she must influence. There is no election that can be held that will give her democratic legitimacy over the actors she needs to influence. She has to build her legitimacy in order to secure their cooperation. 

Fortunately, she is not without resources to do this. Most importantly, she has the acknowledged urgency of both the collective task of increasing port security, and the specific material concerns of the actors who can easily imagine themselves as victims of a terrorist attack. To some degree, she can claim to represent the interests of the US as a whole (as long as her mandate holds). But the important question for her is whether this will be enough legitimacy and effective influence to get the job done when the doing of the job might require other social actors to take losses in their own interests as well as gains, and when everyone might have different ideas about both the best and the fairest way to divide up the work. She needs a great deal of legitimacy to begin the game; even more to be influential in the game; even more to become the broker and guarantor of a bundle of agreements that could constitute a fair and effective regime for producing port security from a large number of independent actors.


Legitimating Innovations in Governance and Operations: The requirement for democratic, political legitimation lies particularly heavily on public officials when those officials consider it necessary to innovate.  From one point of view, democratic politics is entirely consistent with the idea of innovation in government policies and operations. What is a democratic election about if it is not about the voters listening to new ideas about how to use the assets of government to improve individual and collective conditions in society? That is why each election results in pressures on reluctant bureaucracies to innovate in furtherance of their new mandate. That is why political appointments are made of operating managers so that they can reach more deeply and more reliably into government operations, and pursue the new values that were ratified by the election. 
On the other hand, democratic politics is often uncomfortable with innovation. Citizens do not like to think that their officials are experimenting with methods whose results are uncertain. They would prefer that their officials know for sure what the results of their efforts will be. They don’t like gambling with the state’s money and authority, and with the welfare of individuals and collectives who are affected by the uncertain choices about how to use these assets. Indeed, one of the things that give bureaucrats whatever legitimacy they have in democratic politics is the belief that they are expert in their fields – that they know better than others about the likely consequences of using money and authority in particular ways, and whether a particular method of operation can be relied upon to achieve the desired results. Even though citizens might be dissatisfied with mediocre results, even though they might understand that improvement requires an uncertain search for the elusive production possibility frontier in government operations, even though they accept the necessity for risk and innovation in the private sector, they are reluctant to give public managers the latitude to experiment in search of improved performance.

For Captain Englebert, aversion to innovation creates two distinct problems. She is responsible for leading two distinct innovative efforts. 

First, she is responsible for introducing an innovation in the governance of the problem of port security. Prior to 9/11, the government had relied on a particular set of policies and institutional arrangements to ensure the security of the ports. Following 9/11, those institutional arrangements have become subject to review, and no longer seem adequate. They do not require enough attention or co-ordinated effort from all the network players who must contribute to the solution of this problem. Her challenge is to figure out a new process or structure of governance that can turn a latent network into an effective action network. Think of this as in institutional innovation in governance. 

Second, she has to orchestrate a complex learning process that finds the appropriate technical and operational means for ensuring port security. As noted above, Englebert and her colleagues and collaborators do not know whether the objective is to protect the ports from attack, or to use the ports to thwart attacks headed elsewhere, or some combination of the two. They do not now know, and can never be quite sure that they have imagined all the specific threats they face, nor the measures that would be cost effective in dealing with the full set of specific threats. They cannot know for sure, then, exactly what actions taken by particular actors would be effective in dealing with the threats, and fair in distributing the burden of reacting to the threats. Think of this as a technical innovation in port security.

In this world of technical uncertainty, the task of politically legitimating the actions becomes particularly urgent. The relative power of expertise to dictate a desired result goes down; and the relative power of deliberating and reaching agreements in a world of uncertainty go way up. This creates a particular problem for Captain Englebert because in the first instance, she thinks her legitimacy rests in her technical knowledge. The idea that it will have to be created by a capacity for leading a learning effort among her colleagues and collaborators imposes a special burden, and stretches her professional skills beyond what is usually required.  


Legitimacy for Operational Capacity
So far, we have focused on the role of politics and political engagement in building legitimacy, support, and commitment to a particular policy initiative, and for searching for the effective institutional and substantive means for enhancing port security. This focus on accountability, on political responsiveness, on building legitimacy and support for public causes, is the part of political management that is concerned with defining and legitimating the purposes of public managers. This is important because it ensures that public managers are doing the right thing, and because it generates a flow of fungible resources they can use in their work. It is less pre-occupied with the organizational and operational question of how best to deploy those resources in particular policies, programs, and activities designed to produce material changes in the world. Yet, a little reflection reveals that successful political engagement and management is crucial not only for building support and guaranteeing a flow of resources for a particular conception of public value, but also critical for efforts to produce that value. Two conditions make political management crucial to successful implementation as well as successful policy development.
Mobilizing Across Organizational Boundaries: As the government has developed over time – as we have made significant changes in the basic structure of government by changing the overall scope of government, decentralizing government responsibility from national to state and local and grass-roots levels, and shifting many of its functions and production processes to private sector organizations – the nature of the managerial work that focuses on operations and implementation has also changed.
 It has changed in ways that require public sector organizational managers to diagnose and condition the general political environment in which they act in order to be effective.

This trend has also been exacerbated by changes in the scope and character of the problems that government sought to solve. Part of the problem is that many of pressing issues now span organizational boundaries. The existing structures do not fit; not all the resources and capacities required to act on a given problem are held within a coherent structure of authority that can act operationally to achieve the desired results. This means that managers have to find ways to outperform the structures in which they are operating.
 As they move across boundaries trying to engage other more or less independent agencies in the doing of their work, the key role of the political context and the utility of methods of political mobilization become apparent. In simply making an approach and seeking an operational partnership, managers are to some degree undermining or transforming the structures of political accountability that previously existed.

Operational partnerships can require both political permission and political assistance in transforming the previously existing structures of accountability into forms of accountability that recognize both the new work they are doing, and the new results they are achieving. They often benefit from having a political current running that can get them into the discussions and keep them there long enough to build more effective working partnerships. In sum, successful political management could help to create a context in which agency managers could approach “key partners” for assistance in the achievement of their mandated objectives – where the work of the agency could be supplemented by contributions made by other independent social actors to the achievement of the manager’s goals.

All this is on display in Captain Englebert’s case. The threat of a terrorist attack on or through the nation’s ports is a new problem. One could say it has always been a theoretical possibility. One can also say that we have seen it before in the form of pirates and enemies who threatened our security through our ports. But surely the threat represented by terrorists willing to sacrifice their lives while delivering technologically sophisticated blows to life and property is a new one.

Not only is the threat new, it has the character not only that it challenges the old institutional framework, but would likely end up challenging any plausible institutional framework since its effective counter will inevitably span the functional capacities of any single agency. Core constitutional boundaries will have to be breached. It will involve state and local as well as federal governments. It will involve private companies as well as governments. The response will likely be strung together through a set of complex agreements, both tacit and explicit, among many different actors. The adequacy of that set of negotiated deals to deliver real safety will always be a bit uncertain until we see it succeed or fail against anticipated or unanticipated threats. 

Because port security is exactly the kind of problem that requires a networked government, or a collaborative governance response, political management is particularly important for Captain Englebert. It is only through the work of continued dialogue leading to tacit and explicit understandings that a real capacity to protect can be constructed.

Legitimacy to Mobilize Decentralized Co-Producers: Beyond mobilizing “partners” in other public or non-governmental organizations, another kind of political management seeks to motivate co-production that reaches out to large numbers of individual decentralized actors as potential contributors to social activities. The paradigm example here is the mobilization of individuals to contribute to solid waste re-cycling by sorting their own garbage.
 But other obvious examples would include such things as encouraging citizens to lock their cars in efforts to reduce auto thefts, or get flu shots to reduce the spread of an influenza epidemic, or participate in a designated driver program to reduce the chance of auto fatalities.
 

There are two key ideas here. First and most obvious is the idea that we shift from a relatively small group of actors who have to co-ordinate relatively large actions taken by the organizations they guide to a very large number of decentralized actors who are never in the same room with one another, and do not engage in face to face negotiations. They are targets of political mobilization, not collaborators with whom one is explicitly negotiating. 

Second, (and probably more important for the particular case of port security) is the idea that social actors are being persuaded to do something they are a bit reluctant to do out of a sense of public duty and obligation. In short, they are the foci of socially created obligations that pressure them to do their duty rather than actors who are entirely free of social obligation.

The easy idea here is that individuals need to be persuaded to do something that is simultaneously in their own interest, and the interests of the wider public. The question is how best to inform, how best to teach, how best to motivate.

The harder part has to do with remembering that individuals receive not only services from government organizations, but also obligations. For citizens on whom government has imposed duties – that is, citizens who were asked to do something that was not in their self-interest and not something that they would voluntarily choose to do on their own, but which were nonetheless required by government – an important task became not just helping the citizens act in their own immediate best interests, but also to reconcile those on whom duties were to be imposed with the necessity of compliance.
 We learned that obligation encounters between the state and individuals went more smoothly if individuals could be sure that their sacrifice was important and appreciated, and if they had been fairly imposed upon.
 This was a special kind of public sector marketing – the kind that focused on obligatees rather than service beneficiaries. 

In the case of Captain Englebert, she has no direct authority to deploy. But if she is to succeed, she must find some means of imposing unwelcome burdens on the private and public actors who make up the port community, and whose resource commitments and actions will play a decisive role in strengthening or weakening the defenses of the ports, and their capacity to thwart attacks aimed elsewhere. There is no small amount of self-interest she can call on to motivate actions to increase port security. The lives and property of private agents is at stake in port vulnerability, and the self-interest in protection can be animated. But the production of port security has many externalities and public good aspects that make it difficult to organize the production of port security through a kind of market system in which a desired level of port security is specified, a responsibility to pay for this level of security is distributed among the beneficiaries (according to their benefit), and then individual actors are invited to bid for the bits of work that will add up to the desired level of security with the resulting level of financial surplus or burden distributed once again.  Moreover, there is a great deal of technical uncertainty both about the nature of the threats facing the ports, about the opportunities the ports have for thwarting other attacks, and so on. 

This means that some kind of collective discussion and negotiation will have to occur as the port community struggles to find a way towards more security at a cost that is acceptable to the actors who are being asked to accept the financial or operational burden of making the changes. That negotiation will be shot through with material self-interest. But it will also be conditioned to no small degree by the degree of “public spirit” that can be created within the group.
 Public spirit can take many forms that include commitment to a common objective and good, a willingness to cooperate with others in the pursuit of that objective, and willingness to commit resources and even sacrifice for the sake of that good.

Captain Englebert has to help to create a forum that emphasizes the importance of collaboration, and allows members of the community to search for the particular solutions that will simultaneously meet the technical demands of increasing port security at low cost, and that fairly distributes the benefits and burdens of executing the particular solution that emerges. That process will not only be necessary to construct the agreement, it will also facilitate the implementation. Those who are part of the negotiation, will know their part in the whole, and the way that the benefits and burdens have been distributed – accelerating the commitment and capacity to implement

III. Creating Publics as an Enlargement of Moore’s Strategic Triangle

This discussion has lumped many things together under the general category of political engagement. It includes meeting the routine demands of political accountability, finding ways to increase legitimacy and support by being responsive to political aspirations and demands, creating a context in which public managers can approach other powerful organizations to help in the development and implementation of a mutually beneficial agreement about how best to advance a public purpose, and mobilizing large numbers of individuals to make contributions to public purposes through what might be viewed as semi-voluntary actions. 


The Inside Game of Political Engagement
One simple way to hold this complexity is to make a distinction between what could be described as the inside game and the outside game.
 The kind of political management that seemed appropriate to functions such as being accountable, mobilizing legitimacy and support, sustaining a flow of assets to an organization, etc. often seem a kind of close in game in which agency heads interacted with a relatively small number of formal authorizers who appropriated funds and granted them authority to act, and, in turn, called them to account for their performance. While this relationship could be conceptualized in theory as a principal/agent relationship, in practice, the relationship was often one in which a certain amount of tacit bargaining and negotiation occurrs, and in which agency managers jockey for position in a highly competitive and contested environment. 

The kind of political management that seems appropriate to such functions as the mobilization of partners and co-producers from beyond the boundaries of one’s direct authority – could also be seen as a kind of negotiation. This was particularly true as the government contracted a larger portion of its operations to the private sector (both for- and non-profit), and as the practices of regulatory negotiation gained standing as an effective device for promoting the goals of regulation at a lower economic cost. 


The Outside Game of Political Management
As managers turned their attention increasingly to enhancing the legitimacy and support granted to their policies, their programs, and their missions, they became increasingly interested in organizing different kinds of policy-making and consultative processes that reached beyond those formally authorized to be their principals. This could be understood as an effort to fill an inevitable legitimacy gap that opens up in democratic governance insofar as an election can never more than partly authorize the thousands of individual actions and initiatives undertaken by a real, functioning government. 

As pressures for increasing legitimacy and support grew – as the legitimacy gap grew wider – managers also found reasons to work harder at different kinds of policy-making and consultative processes to enhance their legitimacy. Eventually such work could be conceptualized as negotiation (as any legislative activity can), but there was often an important creative moment when choices were made about who would be at the table and who away from the table when the negotiations occurred, and how the negotiation would be constructed.

Finally, there is the challenge of mobilizing a very large number of independent, de-centralized actors to contribute to public purposes. Often, these efforts take the form of public communication and even marketing campaigns in which government provided information to citizens so that they could make their own decisions about how best to live their lives. Sometimes, however, this challenge involves convening citizens to plot new solutions to old problems and enlist their efforts in implementing those solutions. Sometimes, mobilization takes the form of imposing new duties on independent citizens: duties such as not starting forest fires, eating less fatty foods, becoming immunized against childhood diseases, and so on. When such duties are imposed, it is particularly important that those being asked to conform to a new set of expectations have confidence in the process that produced these new obligations, the reasons for the new duty, and a belief that the burden was being fairly imposed.

Table 1 presents a picture in which various functions previously lumped together in a single conception called political management designed to build legitimacy and support for a public enterprise is differentiated into four quite different functions: 1) building legitimacy and support for a public enterprise from close-in formal authorizers; 2) building legitimacy and support for a public enterprise that draws on the capacities of multiple public and private sector organizations through some combination of financial inducements, regulatory authority, or mere persuasion; 3) winning the consent of large numbers of individuals to the pursuit of policies made in their name; and 4) mobilizing the capacities of large numbers of decentralized individuals to contribute to public purposes through public marketing efforts, and the ability to reconcile individuals to new public demands made on them.

	
	Small Number, Close In
	Large Number, Widely Distributed

	Permission, Authorization, Support
	Accountability, Resource Provision to Agencies and Initiatives


	Creation of Citizens, Mobilization of Consent

	Implementation, Operational Support


	Procurement, Regulatory Negotiation
	Mobilizing Co-Production from Individual Citizens



Implications for Strategic Management in Government

The discussion so far reveals the potentially great value of successful political management in developing and executing a strategy to create public value through the use of government assets. It is easy to see how political management could be important even in relatively narrow and bounded situations where government managers are trying to position particular organizations in a complex environment. Moore has suggested that such calculations should focus on finding a fit between public value, legitimacy and support, and operational capacity. It is easy to see how a sharp focus on political management could help with each part of this strategic calculation – improving our conception of public value, helping to build legitimacy and support for the cause, and strengthening operational capacity. But it is also possible to see how this idea would be particularly valuable in less narrow and bounded situations where purposes have not yet even been formed, where no authority exists, and operational capacity is latent in an unself-conscious network of independent organizations. 
We think of the challenges and opportunities associated with political management as a fourth element of the strategic triangle;  or more exactly, an effort to enlarge the concept of legitimacy and support, and to link this to the material capacity required to deliver real operating results in a world in which only a portion of the productive capacity lies under the direct administrative authority, or even the contractual or regulatory powers of a government agency. We focus on this managerial function and the tools for performing it because we think it is increasingly important as government managers seek to cope simultaneously with a legitimacy gap, and with a performance gap that both threaten their ability to produce public value.


The concrete managerial work associated with extending and deepening the legitimacy and support that government agencies can rely upon in the pursuit of their aims seems worth more attention and more differentiation than it has been given – particularly the part that lies somewhere between the routines processes of managing an agency’s accountability to its formal authorizers on one hand, and the processes of social marketing on the other. Let’s call this the process of mobilizing legitimacy, support, and operational capacity through a more or less broad process of political deliberation and mobilization in which those affected by a given government policy or organization are invited to share in the design and/or achievement of organizational policies that can help organizations achieve purposes that initially seem well beyond their capacities, and/or involve significant uses of authority over the conduct of private actors.


On this view, Captain Englebert’s problem is to call into existence a public that can recognize and then act upon its own collective interests. She has to help the imperfect community that now exists in the ports, and guide them through a process that keeps the common problem in front of them as they seek a joint solution to it. She has to stand for procedural fairness. But also for the substantive importance and requirements of dealing with the threat of terrorism. And, she has to stand for substantive fairness as well as efficiency in the way that the collective agreement that constitutes the way forward can be constructed.


Functions to be Performed by Political Management in Unbounded Contexts

One useful way to think about this process (and the managerial work associated with it) is to see this process in terms of a particular set of functions that have to be performed to enable the government to be effective in spotting and dealing with specific problems – both large and small in fluid circumstances when much is potential but not yet organized into purposefully defined structures and processes. Consider the following distinct functions.

1. Framing a problem and nominating it for collective action, and having others accept the nomination. (This problem is handled in the case by the drama of terrorist attacks)

2. Increasing and extending consciousness of which social actors might be affected by the problem – either because the problem affects them, or because they are potentially part of the solution even if the problem does not directly affect them – (This is an important part of Englebert’s job)

3. Through some combination of fact-finding, focal points, negotiation OR deliberation, reach agreement about the characterization of the problem and perhaps even some ways of addressing it. (This is the most important part of Englebert’s management techniques) 

4. Based on more or less shared understandings of the problem and how it might best be addressed, the participants in this “public” must then allocate among themselves the burdensome tasks necessary to address the problem in a way that they regard as both fair and effective. 

All this could happen informally, but often happens formally. In the port security case, the constellation of venues that are invented whole cloth – like the Coast Guard public meetings and the redeployment of existing venues – such as the relevant international organizations.It is worth looking in detail at each of these functions as an important part of Englebert’s work.

Focusing on Social Problems and Conditions Rather than Organizations: The work begins with the identification of some social problem to be solved. In general, there is no simple or single method by which conditions in society are nominated for public attention.  There may be legislative action, or court action, or executive action that identifies new social conditions to be transformed, or new dimensions of value that must be recognized in government’s existing efforts to deal with certain problems. Such initiatives that re-define the public value to be produced by government agencies could also come from a sudden change in material or objective conditions in the world; or it could come from explicit promises associated with electoral victory; or an emergent political or public aspiration that happens in the interstices of democratic elections. It could even happen at the initiative of some official in the executive branch of government exercising their discretion to define some new purpose to be achieved, or some new value to be recognized (or given new prominence) in old operations. The key point is that something changes in the political world that defines a new social problem to be solved, or a new value to be pursued, and some individuals in particular social positions or offices are either assigned to take up on their own initiative the new problem to be solved. 

Collectively Defined Problems Create New Relationships Among Actors: As soon as some condition of the world is recognized as a “public problem,” and someone begins thinking about how it might be solved, a certain kind of functional interdependence that always existed but was never much remarked arises among different social actors – at least from the perspective of the person who is trying to solve the problem. Assume for now that that person is that a government official charged with dealing with some problem without adequate resources of organizational capacity, money, or authority over others to get the job done. That official inevitably starts looking for resources and capacities to solve the problem, and finds them distributed across different organizations. What links them together in the official’s mind is precisely their functional importance to the solution of the problem. They may be linked in no other way. The capacities needed may exist with different government agencies. They may exist across different levels of government. They may exist within private organizations of various kinds. The only thing that links them together is that in the mind of the public official charged with solving a problem, they are functionally linked. There is no necessity at this stage that all the other actors who are seen to be linked to a particular problem will think of themselves as part of a functionally interdependent system. 

Creating Awareness of Functional Relationships Among Actors: Indeed, an important task for the public manager who takes responsibility for managing the problem is to begin to develop the consciousness of this interdependence among the members of the system. One could say that the effort to create a certain kind of self consciousness among the actors in the system begins to change the system into a kind of network, and the consciousness is the beginning of some capacity for governing the network
At the outset, this system of governance (now enhanced by a perception of interdependence with respect to the solution of a given problem spawns various forms of action and co-ordination. In one form, there is simply mutual adaptation. In another, some explicit bargaining may break out to deal with the co-ordination. These are still well below the level of collective acceptance of responsibility for dealing with a given problem in the most collectively explicit, and socially efficient and effective way. There is a knitting and cobbling together of capacities built for one purpose that are partially and gradually being turned to another. (Nota bene: it is not just operational capacities that are being combined. It is often new sources of financing, or more broadly resourcing (which includes in-kind contributions and networks and connections as well as material resources) that can be brought to bear.)

Formal or Informal Governance of the Connected Social Actors: Additional work and effort can bring more explicit and more powerful forms of governance to this network. The government can step in with money and authority specifically attached to these new social purposes, and can directly engage private capacities through both purchase and/or command. Or, government can stay at the periphery, simply calling private agencies and existing government agencies into some kind of forum in which they are encouraged to focus attention on a given problem, and make mutually satisfactory deals that help deal with the problem. 

In the case that the government steps in, its effects might be leveraged by a perceptual change in ideas of what it means to be a good citizen in the face of a given problem. In the case that the government stays in its more facilitative role, or backs out of the situation entirely, some social or civic capital may arise that aligns actors behind the cause, and unites them in some kind of shared understanding and commitment to a voluntarily accepted purpose. (Nota Bene: That sense of citizenship or civic engagement can be quite limited to this specific purpose, or it can spread out, and be used for other activities as well. It may grow or shrink over time.  It may become explicit in network of contracts, or in the creation of formal governance arrangements for a network, with lots of pooled resources, and lots of discussion about how those pooled resources are to be used.

The boundary between deliberation, legislation, policy making on one hand, and implementation operations on the other is blurred in these processes, as is boundary between legislative functions and executive functions. It is simultaneously political and operational. 

IV. How to Convene a Public

Exactly how this legitimacy gets created is a crucially important question for government officials trying to achieve mandates or seize opportunities to create public value. To no small degree, legitimacy comes from following procedures that are both culturally and legally understood to confer legitimacy on government action. Processes of consultation, respect for individual rights in both policy-making and operations, compliance with established rules, and so on are all important ways of building legitimacy and therefore public moral support for particular actions. But legitimacy can also be constructed from technical expertise and practical effectiveness in achieving particular results. Indeed, there is sometimes a conflict between the form of legitimacy that comes from following procedures on one hand and the kind that comes from producing desirable outcomes. Both can exist in real political processes, and the usual problem facing public managers is to try to amass the greatest amount of legitimacy from both sources. 

Through a combination of past experience — in particular creating the oil spill control regime around SOLAS — and though a individual aptitude, Captain Englebert seemed to possess a knack for political leadership in the sense described above. She crafted a framework document and facilitated initial agreement by a wide array of disparate actors over whom she had little formal authority. In this section, we step back to consider a general framework for mapping the major dimensions along which a public — or minipublic
 as one Fung has called it elsewhere — can be convened and collective decisions made. Though Captain Englebert probably didn’t have such a framework her head, other lacking her natural facility might benefit from this more structured schema. The framework (Fung 2003) is constructed around three primary dimensions: who participates in this “public”; how do they communicate with one another and make decisions; and how much formal authority do they have to command the disposition of resources or behavior.

Participant Selection

The first question a public manager who engages in efforts to directly legitimate her efforts concerns the scope of participation: whom should she engage? What is the character of the franchise in the venue that she convenes? Who is eligible to participate and how do individuals become participants? In the universe of direct participation, there are five common selection mechanisms.

The vast majority of public participation mechanisms utilize the least restrictive method for selecting participants: they are open to all who wish to attend. The public meeting at the IMO that Englebert hosted had this formal character. Actual participants are a self-selected subset of the general population. While complete openness possesses obvious appeal, those who choose to participate are frequently quite unrepresentative of any larger public. Individuals who are wealthier and better educated tend to participate more than those who lack these advantages as do those who have special interests or stronger views (Fiorina 1999).

Two alternative participant selection methods address this difficulty. Some mechanisms that are open to all selectively recruit participants among subgroups who are less likely to engage. In this case, for example, it would have required special efforts to elicit the participation of residents who lived in port communities, or perhaps of the smaller nations that would be affected by maritime regulation. Randomly selecting participants from among the general population is the best guarantee of descriptive representativeness. Though it would not have been appropriate in this situation, initiatives such as deliberative polling, Citizens Juries, and Planning Cells randomly select participants to discuss various public issues (Fishkin 1995; Leib 2004; Gastil 2000; Smith and Wales 2000).

A fourth method engages lay stakeholders in public discussions and decisions. Lay stakeholders are unpaid citizens who have a deep interest in some public concern and are thus willing to invest substantial time and energy to represent and serve those who have similar interests or perspectives but choose not to participate. The many neighborhood association boards and school councils, for example, are composed of lay stakeholders. 

Finally, some governance processes that have been described under such labels as regulatory negotiation, grassroots environmental management, and collaborative planning bring together professional stakeholders. These participants are frequently paid representatives of organized interests and public officials. Most of the participants in the post September 11th effort to secure the ports were professional stakeholders. Many of them came from other public organizations, outside of the Coast Guard, who had a “stake” in decisions and plans for port security and others came from private organizations such as shipping firms.

Communication and Decision

A second crucial dimension of institutional design specifies how participants interact within a venue of public discussion or decision. Informed by the political imaginary of the Athenian forum or the New England town meeting, many treatments of political participation and deliberation implicitly imagine that it approximates some deliberative ideal: participants engage with one another directly as equals who reason together about public problems. But the vast majority of institutionalized public discussions do not occur in this way, nor is it clear that they should. For example, if the main reason for direct participation is one that John Dewey once gave — that the man who wears the shoe, not the shoe-maker, knows best where it pinches — then participants need do no more than complain to policy-makers (Dewey: 264).

There are six main modes of communication and decision-making in participatory settings. The vast majority of those who attend events such as public hearings and community meetings do not put forward their own views at all. Instead, they participate as spectators who receive information about some policy or project and they bear witness to struggles between politicians, activists, and interest groups. But there are few public meetings in which everyone is a spectator. Almost all of them offer opportunities for some to express their preferences to the audience and officials there. Think of the citizens and activists who line up at the ubiquitous microphone to pose a pointed question or say their piece. Other discussions are organized in ways that allow participants to explore, develop, and perhaps transform their preferences and perspectives. They encourage participants to learn about issues and, if appropriate, transform their views and opinions by providing them with educational materials or briefings and then asking them to consider the merits and trade-offs between several alternatives. Participants usually discuss these issues with one another (often organized in small groups) rather than only listening to experts, politicians, or advocates.

Mechanisms employing these first three modes of communication often do not attempt to translate the views or preferences of participants into a collective view or decision. In most public hearings, for example, officials commit to no more than receiving the testimony of participants and considering their views in their own subsequent deliberations.

Some venues, however, do attempt to develop a collective choice through some combination of three methods of decision-making. The most common of these is aggregation and bargaining. In this mode, participants know what they want (their preferences are given and fixed, in the terms we used above) and the mode of decision-making aggregates their preferences—often mediated by the influence and power that they bring—into a social choice. The exploration and give and take of bargaining allows participants to find the best available alternative to advance the joint preferences they have. A decision at a New England town meeting operates in this mode when the townspeople have polarized over some heated issue prior to the meeting and use the final vote simply to reckon their antecedent views. 

If the participants in Captain Englebert’s case merely bargained with one another in this sense, she would probably not have been able to make much progress toward her goal of securing the ports. Though there were certainly some mutual-gains, “win-win” possibilities that advance port security, she likely required three kinds of deeper transformations in the partners that she engaged. First, she needed them to accept that her main objective of securing the ports against attack should also be a very important objective for each of them. Second, she needed them to accept that they should work together in new ways in order to achieve this common goal. Finally, and this is perhaps most difficult, she needs the parties to accept a fair share of the costs for securing port security.

She therefore needs to create a venue in which participants do no just bargain with one another. They need to engage in a mode of communication and decision-making which democratic theorists have called deliberation. Participants deliberate in order to figure out what they want individually and as a group. In mechanisms designed to create deliberation, participants typically absorb educational background materials and exchange perspectives, experiences, and reasons with one another in order to develop their views and discover their interests as individuals. In the course of developing their individual views in a group context, deliberative mechanisms often include procedures to facilitate the emergence of principled agreement, the clarification of persisting disagreements, and the discovery of new options that better advance what participants value. Two features distinguish the deliberative mode. First, there is a process of interaction, exchange, and — hopefully — edification that precedes any group choice. Second, participants in deliberation aim toward agreement with one another (though frequently they do not reach consensus) based upon reasons, arguments, and principles. In political theory, this mode has been elaborated and defended as a deliberative ideal of democracy (Cohen 1989; Gutmann and Thompson 1996) while scholars of dispute resolution have described such processes as negotiation and consensus-building (Fisher and Ury 1989; Susskind and Cruikshank 1989; Susskind, McKearnan, and Thomas-Larmer 1999).

Captain Englebert and her colleagues seemed to engage in a mix of deliberation and negotiation with Port Chiefs, private shipping companies, and IMO members in crafting a the framework document that these parties could use as a foundation for increasing domestic and international port security. Though the case lacks details in this regard, parties seemed to view security and the prevention of attack as a common goal and all were willing to take action to secure that objective. Some of the specifics — for example the technologies and requirements that private shippers would have to adopt and the question of performance standards for varied ports — were settled through some combination of reasoning and bargaining.

Many, perhaps most, public policies and decisions are determined neither through aggregation nor deliberation, but rather through the technical expertise of officials whose training and professional specialization suits them to solving particular problems. This mode usually does not involve citizens. It is the domain of planners, regulators, social workers, teachers and principals, police officers, and the like.

Authority, Power and Influence
The third important dimension of design gauges the impact of public participation. How is what participants say linked to what public authorities or they themselves do? 

In many, perhaps most, participatory venues, the typical participant has little or no expectation of influencing policy or action. Instead, he or she participates in order to derive the personal benefits of edification or perhaps to fulfill a sense of civic obligation. Forums that principally affect participants rather than policy and action employ the first three communicative modes (listening, expressing preferences, and developing preferences) and not the three more intensive decision-making modes described above.

Many participatory mechanisms exert influence upon the state or its agents indirectly by altering or mobilizing public opinion. Their discussions and decisions exert a communicative influence upon members of the public or officials who are moved by the testimony, reasons, conclusions, or by the probity of the process itself. For example, while the 9/11 Commission (the National Commission on Terrorist Attacks Upon the United States) was created by Congress to offer recommendations to lawmakers, its principal source of influence was arguably the enormous public interest and support that the final report generated. Providing advice and consultation is a third common mechanism through which participatory forums exert influence upon public authority. In this mode, officials preserve their authority and power but commit themselves to receiving input from participants. The stated purpose of most public hearings and many other public meetings is to provide such advice. 

Less commonly, some participation mechanisms exercise direct power (Fung 2004; Fung and Wright 2003). It is useful to distinguish between two levels of empowerment. In some venues, citizens who participate join in a kind of co-governing partnership in which they join with officials to make plans and policies or to develop strategies for public action. Each public school in Chicago, for example, is jointly governed by a Local School Council that is composed of parents and community members on one hand, and the school’s principal and teaching staff on the other. At a higher (though not necessarily more desirable) level of empowerment, participatory bodies occasionally exercise direct authority over public decisions or resources. The New England town meeting provides the classic example of direct participatory authority. In urban contexts, neighborhood councils in some cities in the United States control substantial zoning authority or financial resources that allow them to control, plan, or implement sub-local development projects (Berry, Portney, and Thomson 1994). These types of influence and authority are idealized points on the spectrum depicted in figure 3 below.

While matters internal to the Coast Guard, within a single ship or shipping company, or within a port of call might be best understood as being settled through clear and direct hierarchical authority, Captain Englebert’s situation was one of co-governance in which the actors who could jointly produce port security did not stand in some hierarchical relationship in which Englebert or the Coast Guard could simply command them. Instead, they had to be persuaded that the framework of cooperative security was both good and fair. Action follow from the political process that Captain Englebert convenes is necessarily a social actions. They will be the product of agreements and commitments that the participants make to one another. In this way, the participants have the capacity to empower each other by agreeing to act on mutual commitments or to disempower the process by failing to reach such agreements. 

The Democracy Cube

Putting these three dimensions of participant selection, communicative mode, and extent of influence yields a three dimensional space — a “democracy cube” — of institutional design choices according to which varieties of participatory mechanisms can be located and contrasted with more professionalized arrangements. Figure 1 below plots two familiar mechanisms of governance on this three dimensional space. In the typical public agency, trained experts utilize their technical expertise to make decisions that they are authorized to execute. At the other end of the space, the typical public hearing is open to all who wish to attend. While many in the audience listen to educate themselves, a few participants express their views in the hope that these preferences will be taken into account and thus advise the deliberations of policy-makers. These two mechanisms lie on nearly opposite sides of the cube in terms of who participates, how they communicate, and the extent of their influence on public action. Captain Englebert employed a number of devices that lay between these two points.

Figure 1. Democracy Cube
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V. Conclusion: Looking Forward to Creating Publics That Can Understand and Act on Their Own Interests
Captain Englebert’s basic challenge to enhance port security exceeded the parameters normally thought to define public management. She could not solve the problem solely by properly mobilizing and organizing the people and resources under her Coast Guard command. It was clear from the outset that she would need to secure the cooperation of many different actors and organizations outside of the Coast Guard. The most important feature of her situation is that she is responsible for trying to produce a material outcome in the world that requires far more resources than she can directly control. 

In the business world, this is the classic definition of an entrepreneur – a person who pursues purposes regardless of the availability of resources.
 Someone who takes responsibility for raising resources as well as deploying them, and doing so in a dynamic process that builds capacity and value as he or she moves ahead. But this is a Captain in the U.S Coast Guard. She has her own command structure to deal with. And, in trying to mobilize action to protect the US Ports she has to confront a huge array of different actors who are functionally able to help, and have more or less interest in doing so, but are not her direct subordinates. They are accountable to others, and to other purposes, other than the one she has.
The substantive challenge of port security, furthermore, was complicated by three critical problems. First, it was not at the outset clear whether the most important challenge facing the ports was to find ways to protect themselves from terrorist attack, or to take advantage of their strategic locations and capacities to spot and thwart terrorist threats headed elsewhere. Second, it was by no means clear what would be the best means for dealing with either problem. Third, all ports were different. This meant that there would have to be a continuous learning process. She needed a strong regulatory initiative to get peoples’ attention and begin doing the work. But that regulatory initiative had to be flexible enough (not only to serve the political function of keeping independent individuals engaged) but also flexible enough to adapt and change as the actors in the system learned about the threats and possibilities, and what constituted an effective approach.
These features of her situation are extreme and make her case an engaging one. Seen from the expanded perspective on public management outlined above, however, some basic features of her situation are more general to the problem of leadership in solving public problems. 

Unlike many other contexts, Captain Englebert benefits from a plentiful stock of good will and public spirit. In the wake of the September 11th attacks, all of the individuals leading and working in organizations that she must rely upon realize that they face a common threat. She also benefits from a prior history in which many of these organizations have worked together on other issues such maritime safety. Part of that prior history included the construction of international forums and routines in which a maritime network that included shippers, port authorities, and naval organizations had become accustomed to cooperating with one another. 

While favorable, these factors do not create the legitimacy and cooperation that Englebert requires. Instead, they form a promising basis upon which she was able to facilitate agreement on more specific sense of shared interests, a common articulation of goals, mutual agreed commitments, and a sense that this network of organizations would move forward together. Captain Englebert seemed to have a remarkable intuitive capacity for creating this far flung collaborative effort around port security. Someone less skilled, or less outwardly oriented toward the network of necessary partners, would likely have been less successful.

The approach sketched in this chapter sets out several conceptual guideposts that help to orient public managers to operate more effectively in contexts such as Englebert’s. Generally, our emphasis on the importance of legitimacy and external capacities stresses a fundamental but easily overlooked aspect of Englebert’s job: she must mobilize legitimacy and support from a wide variety of actors in addition to the more familiar public management challenges of maintaining the confidence and goodwill of her superiors in order to assure the flows of internal resources and discretion that she needs to operate effectively.

How does such mobilization occur? In her case, which is increasingly typical, she could not command support nor purchase it. Instead, she used her skills of negotiation and deliberation in order to crystallize a latent community of interest around security by facilitating the articulation of a sense of common interest that many partners could accept. This common orientation then made possible cooperation and joint action — some of which was costly — to improve port security from a diverse collection of organizations. The above discussion highlights the critical design choices — of participants, of communicative modes, and of decisional influence — in convening individuals to address public challenges.

In the pages above, we hope to have shown first that wider support and collaborative action from other public and private organizations as well as often from citizens themselves is often an important, albeit overlooked, dimension of public management and leadership. Securing that support can be viewed as an effort to secure a kind of legitimacy that can underwrite not just consent, but active endorsement and engaged cooperation. If we are correct, then public managers should adopt a broader perspective that encompasses the need to create legitimacy and collaboration beyond the walls of their formal authority. Making good on that perspective will require them to master a range of skills and methods beyond the conventional public management repertoire.

************* end body here ***************

1) How might this particular set of managerial ideas have helped Captain Englebert deal with the situation in which she found herself?

2) At the outset, it might have made her situation seem less anomalous and unusual. The most important feature of her situation is that she is responsible for trying to produce a material outcome in the world that requires far more resources than she can directly control. In the business world, this is the classic definition of an entrepreneur – a person who pursues purposes regardless of the availability of resources. Someone who takes responsibility for raising resources as well as deploying them, and doing so in a dynamic process that builds capacity and value as he or she moves ahead. But this is a Captain in the U.S Coast Guard. She has her own command structure to deal with. And, in trying to mobilize action to protect the US Ports she has to confront a huge array of different actors who are functionally able to help, and have more or less interest in doing so, but are not her direct subordinates. They are accountable to others, and to other purposes, other than the one she has. The politically enhanced conception of strategic management anticipates just such situations, and treats them as ordinary rather than extraordinary (though the Captain’s problem may be on the extreme edge!)

3)  It might also have helped focus her attention on the key distinction between mobilizing legitimacy and support for what she is trying to get down, and with that ensuring a flow of authority and money for the doing of the work on one hand, and the actual doing of the work on the other. 

4) The task of mobilizing and legitimating support was complicated by the absence of any sovereign authority, to say nothing of any direct authority for the Captain. It was aided by the existence of a common threat, and the prior existence of established working relationships and forums at the international level, and at the grass roots level. These just had to be activated in the common interest. 

5) The task of actually enhancing Port Security was complicated by three critical problems. First, it was not at the outset clear whether the most important challenge facing the ports was to find ways to protect themselves from terrorist attack, or to take advantage of their strategic locations and capacities to spot and thwart terrorist threats headed elsewhere. Second, it was by no means clear what would be the best means for dealing with either problem. Third, all ports were different. This meant that there would have to be a continuous learning process. She needed a strong regulatory initiative to get peoples’ attention and begin doing the work. But that regulatory initiative had to be flexible enough (not only to serve the political function of keeping independent individuals engaged) but also flexible enough to adapt and change as the actors in the system learned about the threats and possibilities, and what constituted an effective approach. 

6) Captain Englebert began reasonably enough with building consciousness within the national network operating within the ports: establishing the governance of the port community with respect to security issues

7) She then went on to building consciousness within the international network operating with the ports:

8) Creating effective influence and authority through structures and processes at national and international level: Here is where the use of the participation cube was critical. She was calling a public into existence that could understand and begin to act effectively in its own collective interests. Some specific methods for organization the deliberation and creating the right amount and kind of control over the mob was essential. Not part of her ordinary preparation and training. She thought she was inventing.

9) Locating the efforts within the participation cube

10)  Ensuring the Efficacy and Value of Specific Regulatory Agreements; (Operational/Technical Side)

11) Making the Agreements Enforceable (Essential to Operations, and Supported by technical stuff, but also importantly political)

12) Creating a Capacity for Continuous Learning. (Ditto above)

13) Conclusion: On balance, have to give her credit for spotting dealing effectively with the need to create a public that could understand and act on their own interests. Surely made easier by events and prior institutions and processes. But the work was still there to be done. She strengthened the latent community. Gave it a purpose and an initial set of methods in the regulatory regimes. That gave impetus and direction to concrete efforts to improve port authority. But not clear how far those have taken her. Did so in a way that left room for learning. But not clear that this has been activated. All in all, a better political manager than operational manager – at least so far. And we have to think that her political management had some impact on level and direction of operational improvements. But cannot be sure. 
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