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Democratic governments are generally seen as the agents of citizens, and the aspirations they express through the processes of representative government. It is to government that citizens look when they need to defend themselves against foreign aggression, when they need to have their rights protected, when they see an opportunity to improve social welfare. On this view, one important characteristic of government is how intelligently and effectively it acts to accomplish the goals that citizens have set for it. 

If government is viewed primarily as an actor charged with producing certain desired social conditions, it is natural to ask what “tools” the government uses to achieve the results it has been asked to achieve. Lester Salamon has tried to answer that question by producing an extensive catalogue of the “tools” that government has available to it and uses to achieve its ends. He not only tries to catalogue the varied tools by naming them and characterizing their defining elements, but also to imagine some general properties that such tools might have in actual use, and to identify the tasks and circumstances under which one tool might be better than another in achieving the desired results with lowest costs, and fewest bad side effects. The list of tools is set out in Table 1. 
Table 1

Salamon:  Tools of Government
Direct Government

Government Corporations and Governmental Sponsored Enterprises

Economic Regulation

Social Regulation

Government Insurance

Public Information

Corrective Taxes and Tradeable Permits

Contracting

Purchase of Service Contracting

Grants

Loans and Loan Guarantees

Tax Expenditure

Vouchers

Tort Liability

A related, but somewhat different approach, has sought to identify the particular assets that government brings to the task of mobilizing and deploying collective efforts to deal with public problems. Moore, for example, suggests that governments acting through agencies led by public managers typically use two key assets: money on one hand, and authority on the other. Moore also notes that there is a soft kind of authority that can be understood as moral suasion – or the use of the state to remind individual members of the society about a duty that they might have to make certain kinds of contributions to the public good. Goldsmith describes this as rhetoric.  O’Hare has developed a very simple framework that associates the different assets of government (direct expenditures, tax incentives, regulatory authority, and information) in 4 paired concepts assets to identify 8 quite distinct instruments of government influence over collective action designed to achieve social goals. This is presented as Table 2. 
Table 2:

O’ Hare: A Typology of Government Action
Make

Buy

Tax

Subsidize

Oblige

Prohibit

Implore

Inform

It seems potentially useful to combine these different approaches in an effort to name both the assets deployed by government, and the particular ways they are deployed to present a table that is both relatively comprehensive, and analytically differentiated. This is presented as Table 3. 

Table 3: An Integrated Set of Tools of Government for Shaping Social Action
Direct Government: (Government Financed, Government Produced, Direct Accountability to Legislature via budget authority and oversight,)

Using Tax Dollars to Buy Directly or More Generally Encourage Public Activities and Purposes

Contracting Out

Purchase of Service Contracting

Grants

Vouchers

Loans

Loan Guarantees

Public Insurance

Tax Expenditures

Using Government Authority to Advance Public Activities and Purposes
Tort Liability
Social Regulation

Economic Regulation

Criminal Law Enforcement

Using Information and Moral Suasion to Achieve Social Results

The Bully Pulpit and Jawboning
Public Sector Marketing

Mandating or Directly Providing Information to Promote Transparency to Stakeholders
Creating/Allowing the Creation of Entities that Have Public Purposes and More Or Less Explicitly Authorized by Government for Particular Purposes

Government Corporations and Authorities: (Govt. Authorized/Created; Tax Financing, but Other Sources of Revenues; Indirect Accountability to Legislature and Executive; Government Control/Interests Asserted through Appointments to Board; Legislature can abolish if it chooses to do so; can also re-direct revenues earned?) 

(Protection of Private Enterprise and Private Property)
(Creation of Public Corporations)
(Creation of Space for Foundations and Public Charities)

Developing a broad, differentiated view of the common assets, and tools of government is of great use to a policy designer. They enlarge and enrich one’s imagination about how government could act to achieve a collectively desired result. They also help to identify large trends in the ways that government is trying to act on problems. Thus, for example, Salamon notes that government is increasingly relying on indirect means for achieving desired results – making less extensive use of the old fashioned instruments of government in which the government acted directly through its own actions rather than indirectly through its influence over the actions of other private actors constitutionally separated from the government, and not subject to its direct control. In the language of Osborne and Gaebler, Government was increasingly “steering not rowing.”  In the views of Paul Light, government was increasingly a “hollow state.” 

There was controversy over the wisdom and value of this trend. Some thought that the real capacity of government to shape social conditions in particular ways on a large scale was being sacrificed – or at least the reliability with which it could produce particular results. Others thought precisely the opposite – that the government’s capacity to achieve desired results was increased by virtue of the fact that government was finding ways to leverage its efforts with the efforts of other social actors to achieve the desired results. This was judged to be valuable in the short run as government took advantage of social actors better able to produce the results it had been assigned by the public to achieve. It was better in the long run since it stimulated innovation and increased responsiveness. The worry here, however, was that the reliability and the consistency with which government acted might be reduced, and with that, its capacity to ensure equitable treatment, and to advance the overall cause of justice.


There remains much to be learned about the broad implications of these trends. But from the point of view of an effort to help public managers cope with their environments, what is important about the idea that governments deploy different assets through different tools is very simple and very important: the different assets and tools create different working relationships between government managers and those with whom they work to achieve the desired results. Take a very simple example. 
The citizens ask the government to clean up the air and water. They might be motivated by concerns for public health, or by a desire to protect natural beauty, or by a religious feeling that humans have to be faithful stewards of the natural world within which they live. Regardless of their motivations, they are focused on mobilizing a collective effort to clean up the air and water. 
In thinking about how to accomplish that goal, those in government face at least a choice about whether they will use money, or authority, or moral encouragement. The can use money to produce the clean up either by spending it directly on government operated clean up efforts, or by providing incentives to companies to invest in green technologies. They can use authority by telling the polluters that they are no longer allowed to put junk in the air and water, and that they will be fined or imprisoned if they choose to ignore this injunction. They can use moral exhortation to try to persuade the polluters that they will feel better about themselves if they make voluntary efforts to go green, or surround them with individuals who will shame them if they fail to see their clear moral duty. They can expose polluting firms to various forms of informal social control by mandating that they report the impact that they are having on environmental quality.
Each of these approaches has some distinct strengths and weaknesses as a public policy instrument. The good news about money is that it is pretty reliable in motivating a response, and if the government pays for a result, no one asked to produce the result feels bad. The bad news is that we have to keep taxes high to raise the money we need. The good news about authority is that the government doesn’t have to pay for the work it requires others to do, and therefore leverages public dollars to get the same social result. The bad news is that those who are asked to bear the burden may feel resentful and unjustly treated, and both resist doing the work, and complain about it even when they grudgingly do it. The good news about moral suasion is that it costs the government neither money nor authority. The bad news, is that it might not produce a large enough result, and that it might be unfair in that it puts the burden on doing social work on those good souls who are willing to do it while leaving the rest of us to do what we want, and free ride on the work of our more public spirited fellow citizens. The good news about transparency is that it invites private individuals and organizations to do some of the work of enforcing both informal social norms and actual legal requirements, and therefore might go beyond mere moral exhortation in producing the desired results. The bad news is that the size and character of the impact depends on whether private individuals or groups exploit the opportunity to demand accountability. 
But what is most interesting from the point of view of public managers asked to make these different approaches work is that they are thrust into quite different kinds of working relationships with the private actors whose conduct they seek to influence to achieve the desired social results. If I am going to spend government money to produce a result, the leverage that I can get depends on the price I am willing to pay, and the conditions I want to impose on the private parties whom I am planning to pay. In one circumstance, I can write contracts with them. In another, I can give grants with some loose strings attached. In still another, I can provide services directly, but only if the person who receives the services uses them in a particular way to achieve a desired result. In another, I can simply take government dollars and turn it over to individuals to spend as they wish as long as it is for some publicly established purpose, and from some accredited suppliers. In still another, I can simply re-distribute the money and call it a day, believing that I have created a more prosperous and just society by re-distributing the wealth from rich to poor. Which of these circumstances I am in creates a very different working relationship with the private actors to whom I am now linked through the provision of public funds for the achievement of the desired results. 
If I am going to use government authority to achieve a desired result, I start off in an awkward position. I am going to ask private actors to do what I ask them to do because I have authority over them. That authority can be supported by sticks. But every time I wield the stick, I pay a price in resentment, in the effort I have to extend in getting compliance from a resentful obligate, and in the risks that the obligatees will simply not comply. Moreover, I have to account for my use of authority, not only to the person on whom I am imposing a duty, but also to the wider public that gave me the right to use public authority in the first place. To a degree, I can improve my position by taking steps to legitimate the authority I am using with both the obligatee and the citizens. With respect to the obligatee, I can treat him with respect, I can assume the best of his motives and character, I can help him come into compliance, I can explain why it is important that he undertake the particular duty that is my focus, and I can assure him that he is being treated fairly and consistently and no differently from others in a similar position. With respect to the citizens at large, I can reassure them that I was enforcing a well defined rule in a decent manner. And so on. But the point is that the way I have to manage the relationship with the private party whose co-operation I am trying to induce is very different. 

If I am going to use moral authority to achieve the desired result, it is important that I have a significant amount of moral authority already stored up in either my self or the cause for which I am acting. If I don’t have much, I may have to nurture it. And that will take both many acts, and much time. Moreover, whatever moral authority, of course, can be undermined by many things: hypocrisy, inauthenticity, etc. It can even be undermined by large or small re-definitions of the purposes on behalf of which I am seeking to motivate people. Or the means I am relying on as well. (Example of campaign against teen pregnancy) Again, the point is that as a practitioner trying to operate within a process that is relying on a particular tool of government, I will have to act very differently in my relationships with others depending on the tool. 
If the claims made above are correct: first, that government acts with different assets deployed in different tools; second that that government action as a whole has been shifting towards more indirect tools; and third that the tools create very different kinds of relationships between government managers acting for the purposes of government and those whose behavior they seek to influence to achieve the socially mandated results; then we have both an explanation of why it is that government managers find themselves in more complex relationships than has been true in the past. This also helps us focus our attention on the new set of relationships need to be managed, and raises the questions of the kinds of leadership and managerial skills that are required to make these new relationships work.

In the contemporary discourse about public management and leadership, different terms have been used to describe the complex new working relationships between government wielding its tools, and other organizations whose performance the government seeks to nudge towards the production of public goods and benefits. The words include networked government, collaborative governance, or private public partnerships. The arrangements are often very important in government efforts to shape economic development through infrastructure projects, urban re-development projects, or special efforts to ensure that economic development processes bring poor people along in their wake as well as the middle class and wealthy. They are also quite common among efforts directed at complex social problems that resist simple interventions at both the individual and the social level. We may have once thought that creating equal access to a high quality education was simply a matter of taxing ourselves to provide the money to pay for excellent public schools, but that time is now gone, and our efforts to produce high quality education for all has turned to the use of other tools to see if we can improve the overall effectiveness and justice of a publicly sponsored and financially supported educational system.
All of these ideas point to a method of delivering results that differs from the use of a single, government organization working directly to produce a particular desired result. One can speculate about why it is that we have shifted to this approach to trying to produce results that citizens want. One possibility is that the shift to networks represents a decision to use the government less than in the past – to make it smaller, and less costly. This result could be achieved by finding better ways to achieve government purposes so that less money or authority or exhortation was required to achieve the result; or by finding ways to off-load some of the costs of existing government commitments to organizations that could draw on private assets (such as charitable dollars or voluntary public spirit) to achieve the mandated results; or by reducing the size and scope of government aspirations.  But another explanation could be that the structures we created in the past no longer work to achieve the purposes we had in mind because conditions have changed. Or, it could be that new problems have arisen that would never have been amenable to the old approaches, and as we turn to face these problems, we have to adapt by shifting to a more networked approach. Or, it could be that we were always dependent on complex networks of organizations knitted together in complex ways to produce desired social results, but we were not conscious of this fact, and did not intentionally try to work through a network to achieve the desired results. 

Whatever the reason, it seems that we are now trying to solve social problems not only through organizations in government specially built to solve a particular problem, but through some kind of  co-ordination that operates across the boundaries of organizations in ways that make the system as a whole perform better than it now is. It is important to understand that this effort begins with existing organizations, each with their own bundle of assets, their own purposes, their own structure of accountability, and their own performance measures. Left to their own devices, they will operated independently in particular ways to produce a particular result that registers in their own measurement systems against their own defined missions. That will produce a result that is viewed from some other position in the society as a less good performance against a different set of purposes than would be possible if the organizations all worked together on that purpose. The result is also different than if all organizations bent their efforts to the purposes of a particular organization in the network – a result that each organization in the network would like, but will find it hard to accomplish given that each organization has its own purposes. 
These observations suggest that the performance of a network will be judged against many different criteria for performance. The criteria will certainly overlap to some degree, but they will not be completely or perfectly aligned. That means that there will be a struggle over the development of the criteria to be used in evaluating the performance of the network, and no small amount of difficulty in constructing measures that could capture the success of the network in dealing with a particular problem. In fact, viewed from the point of view of a network organizer or manager who seeks to use the capacities of many different organizations for a particular social purpose, the challenge will be to build a new structure of accountability for the network as a whole and the organizations within it that can focus the work of the network on the new activities that represent the improved chance of achieving the social purpose that the network builder has embraced (and been supported in doing so.) Some effective influence must be created that can not only hold the network, but shift the conduct of the organizations within it in ways that will improve the performance of the network against the network objectives, not the objectives of each organization within the network. 

Note that networks can differ from one another in many ways. They can be larger or smaller, where size can be measured either in terms of the total assets held within the network, or in terms of the number of independent units included in the network. They can all be within a particular sector such as government, on nonprofits, or forprofits; or they can include organizations from different sectors. The organizations within the network can all do roughly the same things, or they can engage in complementary activities.  They can have objectives that are closely aligned, or quite divergent. They may consist of firms who have long been aware of their interdependence and have developed accustomed methods for tacit or explicit co-ordination, or they may have never seen their relationship to one another before. 
Whatever their state, the whole idea of collaborative governance is that social performance – defined in someone’s terms – could  be improved if existing organizations could find better ways of working with one another to achieve that particular goal.  When we are looking at this opportunity from the government’s perspective, we are imaging how some social purpose established for government to pursue could be improved by the use of a particular set of tools.  At the outset, a network can be any set of relationships – with or without a purpose. But once we have government assets deployed, and government tools deployed, a different kind of network comes into existence. It is a network that is subject to the influence of the particular assets and tools that government is deploying. If I pass a general law, then I have implicitly created a network of actors all of whom are now obligated to obey the new law. If I offer a tax incentive, then I have…… If I contract for services through a procurement system, then I have created a network. 

Not only have I created a network, I have created on basis on which network performance could be evaluated – namely, how successful was the network in achieving the government’s desired results. It is worth noting however, that that is only one vantage point from which the network can be evaluated. One can easily imagine that the network is shot through with strategic behavior in which the independent actors advance their own ideas as well as the purposes of the government. (Indeed, one can imagine that the independent actors, using their rights as citizens, can even shape the purposes of government to be more closely aligned with their own, and can do this at the policy level, as well as at the operational level.)
We can imagine that such strategic behavior can to some degree be suppressed by the particular instrument that is being deployed. If we are paying lots of money and have tight conditions on process and outcomes; if we have extensive legal authority and intensive monitoring; if we have been able to forge an unbreakable moral commitment; then what starts out looking like a network can be converted into something that performs more like a hierarchy. 

But that just takes us back to a world of government of direct producing, and of direct control, the opposite of what we were originally trying to construct, which was a government that could leverage its money, its authority, and its moral standing to imperfectly but nonetheless effectively engage a larger number of social actors in the achievement of the desired results. 

One of the critical features of networks, and one of the distinct features of these indirect tools of government is precisely that they leave more room for social actors other than the government to define their ends, pick their means, etc. Power over is reduced. Power to do may be increased. But the shape of what is produced will bear the traces of the preferences of those other folks as well as the government. 

One of the ironies of this is that the relative importance of moral leadership and persuasion may go up in all these arrangements. Without money and complete contracts, and without authority and complete control, the relative importance of mutual respect, and shared objectives may increase. This doesn’t mean that one won’t have to use money and authority. They will still be extensively used in the creation and maintenance of more or less reliable working relationships that can achieve social results. It is just that our confidence that these alone will get us to what we want is undermined, and the relative importance of the others increases. 

But, the more one thinks about it, the more one realizes that was true even in situations which we thought were better structured by money and contracts on one hand, and formal authority and surveillance on the other. Control is always an expensive activity whether it is paid for in cash, or in the authority of the state, or some combination of the two. It is particularly expensive when the actors do not agree about the purposes, the means, and the ways in which they would like to be treated as their effort is solicited. 
This, in turn, leads us back to a question we dodged at the outset. Initially, we assumed that the government had purposes, and was trying to achieve them. We paid little attention to how those purposes were created. But if it turns out that much of the work to be done depends critically on some agreement or tolerance, then the process by which those goals were constructed becomes critically important. The way we constitute a public, and help it articulate its purposes will become a crucial input not only to the quality of the decision that is made, but also to the ease with which it will be implemented. Some important tools of government that were not listed here, are those that go into the creation of a public. 
