
Öz
Kamu politikası yönetişiminin (PPG) yeniliği, 
mevcut literatürdeki konumunun anlaşılmasına 
yönelik ilgiyi artırmaktadır. Bu nedenle makale, 
kamu politikası yönetişimi kavramının akade-
mik çalışmalarda uygulandığı alan ve kapsamı, 
kavramsal formülasyonu ve literatürdeki güçlü 
ve zayıf yönleriyle birlikte sunmayı amaçla-
maktadır. Makalede nitel ikincil araştırma ve 
belgesel analizi uygulanmıştır. Genel olarak bul-
gular, PPG kavramının incelenen çağdaş litera-
türde minimum düzeyde uygulandığını (%15) 
göstermektedir; bu da, 2000 yılında çevrimiçi 
literatürde ilk kez kullanılmasına rağmen hala 
nispeten yeni bir çalışma alanı olduğunu düşün-
dürmektedir. Bununla birlikte, minimum düzey-
de kullanılmasına rağmen, PPG, gerçekliğini 
tasvir eden temel unsurları sunmaktadır. Ayrıca 
PPG bir süreç ve akademik çerçeve olarak ta-
sarlanmıştır ve yerel, bölgesel, ulusal ve küresel 
düzeylerde uygulanabilir. Kavramsal genişleme 
zorluklarıyla, öğelerinin örtüşmesiyle ve temel 
değerlerinin dışlanmasıyla karşı karşıyadır. Lite-
ratürü geliştirmek için, PPG’nin kamu politikası 
sürecinin kapsamını ve politika paydaşları ağları 
arasında gücün yatay paylaşımı, kurallar, ilkeler 
ve normların yanı sıra PPG için etik, iyi yöneti-
şim unsurları ve araçları da kapsaması gerekir. 
İyi bir PPG eksikliğinden kaynaklanan politika 
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Abstract
The innovation of public policy governance 
(PPG) sparks interest in understanding its po-
sition in the current literature. Thus, the paper 
aims to present the scope and extent to which 
the notion of public policy governance has 
been applied in scholarly works, together with 
strengths and weaknesses related to its concep-
tual formulation and that of the literature. The 
paper applied qualitative secondary research and 
documentary analysis. Generally, the findings 
show that the concept of PPG has been minimal-
ly applied (15%) in the reviewed contemporary 
literature thus, suggesting it is still a relatively 
new field of study despite its initial use in the 
online literature in 2000. However, despite its 
minimal use, PPG offers key elements depict-
ing its reality. Moreover, PPG is conceived as a 
process and an academic framework and can be 
applied at the local, regional, national, and global 
levels. It faces conceptual stretching challenges, 
overlapping of its elements, and exclusion of its 
core values. To improve the literature, PPG must 
cover the scope of the public policy process and 
the notions of horizontal sharing of power, rules, 
principles, and norms among the networks of 
policy stakeholders, as well as ethics, elements 
of good governance, and instruments for PPG. 
Adequate debates and empirical exploration of 
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sorunlarının yeterli düzeyde tartışılması ve am-
pirik olarak araştırılması teşvik edilmektedir. 
PPG’nin kavramsal zorluklarının etkilerini en 
aza indirmek için, ölçülebilir ve önerilen çalış-
mayla ilgili birkaç PPG argümanının ve değişke-
ninin dikkatli bir şekilde seçilmesi gerekir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Kamu Politikası, Kamu 
Politikası Yönetişimi, Katılımcı Kamu Politikası, 
Yeni Kamu Yönetişimi, Yeni Kamu Yönetimi

the policy problems associated with the lack of 
good PPG are encouraged. To minimize the im-
pacts of PPG’s conceptual challenges, one needs 
to carefully select a few PPG’s arguments and 
variables that are measurable and relevant to the 
proposed study.

Keywords: public policy, public policy gover-
nance, participatory public policy, new public 
governance, new public management

1. INTRODUCTION
The development of the concept of Public Policy Governance (PPG) is a result 

of the response to the challenges of Classical Public Administration (CPA) and the 
New Public Management (NPM) in ensuring effective public policy implementa-
tion and public service delivery, which are crucial in guaranteeing the well-being of 
any nation’s citizens. If the theoretical and practical tools underpinning the policy 
process such as policy implementation and service delivery become weak or obso-
lete as a result of several factors, including the increase in the number of public de-
mands, the complex nature of the public problem or the low commitment of public 
servants, the well-being of a nation is likely to decline. PPG is one of the alternative 
academic disciplines for improving such well-being by guiding the entire policy 
process and the interaction of policy actors in the process. PPG accomplishes this 
role by offering a critical discourse that reflects such processes and interactions.

PPG came along with the evolution of New Public Governance (NPG), which 
is well illustrated by Osborne (2010). Given that some approaches of the CPA and 
NPM paradigms are still useful, PPG should not substitute these paradigms, but 
rather it should be recognised as an alternative instrument for enhancing public 
policy implementation and public service delivery. While PPG can be recognised 
as a strand of public governance (Osborne, 2010, p. 6), it can also be viewed as a 
subfield of public policy that is concerned with the governance of the public policy 
process. The policy process involves policy formulation, policy implementation and 
policy evaluation, and the involvement and interaction of different policy actors 
and interests in the process. Therefore, the phrase governance of the public policy pro-
cess implies that the interaction of policy actors and interests that design and imple-
ment the policy process is informed by the ideas of horizontal sharing of power and 
resources, and is grounded in the principles of good governance.

When power and authority move horizontally between policy networks, 
they strengthen the collaboration and coordination between policy stakeholders 
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and agencies across various levels of government (Conteh, 2011a). Moreover, the 
consultation in policy formulation and implementation follows the network of 
stakeholders inside and outside government, which has a number of advantages, 
including ensuring policy legitimacy, policy ownership and effective policy imple-
mentation. The idea of resource sharing by policy actors in PPG is emphasised 
by several scholars, including Bo¨rzel (1998), who notes that the core assumption 
of PPG or, in other words, a ‘policy network governance’, is resource dependen-
cy, where resources such as power and authority, science, technology, knowledge 
and experience, just to mention a few, are dispersed over several public and private 
actors, thus forcing the actors to cooperate if they wish to achieve policy mak-
ing effectiveness and solve coordination problems. Generally, PPG emphasises the 
horizontal interaction of networks in the policy process and demands that the core 
values of good governance guide both the interaction of networks and the policy 
process. The overall objectives of PPG are to improve the process of delivering 
public services and the quality of the public services delivered, as well as to empow-
er non-state agencies and citizens to take part in the policy process and to voice and 
defend their interests.

In our view, when a particular theoretical construct such as PPG is innovated in 
the academic body of knowledge as currently seen in the contemporary literature, 
it is often subject to academic review, assessment, evaluation and testing to confirm 
its relevance, validity and practicability in the real world. Nevertheless, it is also 
imperative to understand the extent to which it has captured the minds of modern 
intellectuals and practitioners, and the magnitude of its application in the relevant 
field. In this regard, given that PPG appears to be a new/contemporary public pol-
icy theoretical construct that came with the transition of CPA to NPM and NPG, 
it is crucial to understand its position in the current academic literature, specifically 
by showing the scope and extent to which the notion of public policy governance 
has been applied in scholarly works, as well as the strengths and weaknesses related 
to its conceptual formulation and those of the extant literature. Therefore, this pa-
per does that using empirical and theoretical sources of evidence. 

Theoretical framework
Given that PPG is based on the interaction of a network of state and non-state 

policy actors in the public policy process, it is a social phenomenon of interaction. 
This phenomenon is best analysed using the policy process perspective. The policy 
process perspective reflects not only policy making, but also the implementation 
and evaluation of a policy. This perspective is rooted in the works of Laswell (1951, 
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1956, 1971) (Birkland, 2019; Rivera et al., 2009). Initially, the policy process frame-
work was based on the stages of policy making and it is still regarded as a policy 
cycle model, since it offers a coherent view of the stages in which policy is made, 
implemented and evaluated. The stages are agenda-setting, policy formulation, de-
cision-making, implementation and evaluation (Howlett & Ramesh, 2003).

The modern policy process perspective/model does not only provide a frame-
work for scholars to investigate the stages in which policy is substantively assessed, 
enacted and executed (Rivera et al., 2009), but these stages can also be considered 
arenas where different actors play different roles while pursuing their own goals 
(Capano & Pritoni, 2020). It is in these stages that different state and non-state 
actors interact to shape policy discourse and influence policy outcomes. Therefore, 
this study first recognises the policy cycle model, since it identifies the policy stages 
in which actors interact to construct policy narratives and then it takes the ideas of 
discourse network analysis and pluralism as variants of the policy process perspec-
tive. The theory underlying discourse network analysis regards the policy process 
as a policy discourse and “a group activity wherein individuals and organizations 
learn and interact with one another to shape the public policy debate” (Gupta et 
al., 2022, p. 16). In order to understand the policy process in the form of policy 
discourse, the discourse network analysis makes use of networks that show “the 
relationship between actors in the networks and how beliefs, perceptions, and pref-
erences coalesce to form patterns in policy discourse” (Gupta et al., 2022, p. 17). 
The discourse network analysis is a relevant theoretical framework for the present 
paper about PPG because it reflects the interaction of policy actors in groups and 
how collectively they shape the policy discourse and influence policy outcomes. 
The way in which actors (nodes) appear in networks and beliefs, perceptions and 
preferences (the edges) connect the actors (Leifeld, 2013; 2016) is the clear rep-
resentation of PPG in the form of a network of interaction. Howlett et al. (2017, 
p. 241) offer a useful graphical representation of the interaction of state and non-
state policy actors in the Indonesian biodiesel governance network which depicts 
the nature of PPG.

As alluded to earlier and as a variant of policy process theory, pluralism is also 
a relevant guiding theoretical perspective for this paper. It is also one of the dom-
inant theories of power in political science. Unlike discourse network analysis, 
which looks at how different policy actors learn and interact collectively to shape 
the public policy debate, pluralism is well recognised for emphasising the wide dis-
tribution of power and the inclusion of diverse sets of policy actors and interests, 
and the importance of willingness to work on conflict resolution during the policy 
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formulation process (Kapilima, 2020). Generally, pluralist arguments strengthen 
the democratic quality of networks in the policy process. Given that democratic 
participation and horizontal sharing of power among the networks of policy stake-
holders are among the PPG principles, pluralism is a valid theoretical framework 
for the present paper. Thus, through pluralist arguments, this paper investigates 
and assesses the validity of PPG in the policy process, while at the same time con-
sidering the extent of majority participation in the governance of the process. Gen-
erally, using the policy process perspective, the paper first attempts to make sense 
of the policy stages in which actors interact to construct policy narratives. Some of 
these stages are agenda-setting and policy formulation, and then the paper consid-
ers the ideas of discourse network analysis and pluralism. The discourse network 
analysis is useful for guiding the debate about how different policy actors interact 
and collectively shape the policy discourse and influence policy outcomes. Pluralist 
policy process theory is useful for exploring the nature of PPG and for assessing 
the extent of involvement of various actors in the governance of the policy process.

2. METHODOLOGY
This paper mainly applied a qualitative secondary research approach and docu-

mentary review method to collect data. Data were collected by using Google Schol-
ar databases in March 2024 and schematized into themes using Braun and Clark-
es’ (2006) stages of data analysis. Their methods recommend that the researcher 
familiarize himself/herself with the data and generate initial codes; thoroughly 
read each transcript to immerse in the data; review themes, define and name them; 
and finally, produce the report. Moreover, to understand the extent to which the 
concept of public policy governance has been applied in scholarly works, we typed 
the term “public policy governance” in the Google Scholar database to determine 
how many results would be retrieved. The results retrieved were converted into 
percentages. First, when the term public policy governance was typed, 98 pages 
were identified, each with ten (10) links. Hence, there were 980 total links. The 
total number/frequency of the term public policy governance in 980 total links was 
149, equivalent to 15 %, after equating 980 total searched links to 100%. Generally, 
the conclusion was that the concept of public policy governance was applied in 
the scholarly works by 15%. To obtain accurate findings, scholarly works that did 
not incorporate the term public policy governance were excluded from the study. 
Hence the total number of 148 published scholarly works were eligible for review 
to understand the scope and application of the notion of public policy governance. 
The review also captured the strengths and weaknesses of the literature. The works 
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that were reviewed were published between 2000 and 2024 March. The reviewed 
works are related to administration and policy sciences, and governance. The meth-
odology employed in this paper is related to the methodologies applied by several 
scholars (Schram et al., 2018; Hux, 2017; Pascoe et al., 2023; Khundrakpam & 
Sarmah, 2024), however, the main difference is that the present paper converts into 
percentages the frequency in which the concept of public policy governance appear 
in the literature. This is one way of understanding the extent to which the notion 
of public policy governance has been applied in scholarly works.

3. FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

3.1 The extent to which the notion of public policy governance is 
applied in scholarly works

In the present study conducted in March 2024 through literature review by us-
ing Google Scholar databases, it was revealed that the concept of “public policy gov-
ernance” (PPG) had been applied in the contemporary literature by 15%, as shown 
in the methodology section. This finding represents the frequency with which the 
concept of public policy governance appears in the literature. The finding has sev-
eral implications. First, perhaps some authors are not familiar with the term public 
policy governance, although their accounts and analyses reflect the notion of public 
policy governance. This indicates that public policy governance (PPG) is still a 
relatively new field of study. Secondly, few empirical studies have been conducted 
to explore the challenges of public policy making and public service delivery that 
are linked to the lack of good PPG. Hence, both researchers, scholars and practi-
tioners remain uninformed about the novel policy problems that require the PPG 
tool. Third, there is a lack of adequate debates among academicians, researchers, 
and practitioners, which could bring new insights into the nature of contempo-
rary problems and stimulate innovative ways of improving the policy making and 
implementation process. Nevertheless, perhaps the application of PPG has been 
limited due to the conceptual challenges of PPG itself. Few of them have been 
presented in the subsequent sections; however, further studies need to be conduct-
ed to identify other challenges and explore how and to what extent they impact 
the conceptual understanding of scholars, researchers and practitioners and their 
consequences on the effectiveness of the works they design. In social science, the 
conceptual challenges of the concepts and lack of a clear understanding among 
academics and practitioners about certain notions is a common phenomenon. As 
it is in public administration and public policy where the notion of public policy 
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governance faces the same challenges, in economics, Ermolaeva (2021) suggests 
that the notion of ‘technical potential’ is not well defined by economists, “and little 
attention has been paid to its assessment”. Ermolaeva’s observations imply that the 
concept of technical potential has not been well addressed in economics and thus 
economists have a partial understanding of it.

3.2 Definitions, meanings, characteristics, and objectives of 
public policy governance

Public Policy Governance (PPG) is a component of New Public Governance 
(NPG) that is concerned with how policy elites and networks interact to create 
and govern the Public Policy Process (PPP) (Osborne 2010, p. 6). Such inter-
action is legitimate since it consists of the depth and breadth of policy network 
linkages, which are maintained by the state and non-state policy actors (Conteh, 
2010). Without the ability to maintain such linkages, the legitimate interaction 
in the PPP will be eroded. The kind of value produced by PPG, which is a result 
of collaboration between state and non-state actors and governed citizens, is the 
public value (Sururi, 2017, p. 23). PPP has two major recognised levels: the policy 
making process and the policy implementation process; however, it is also valuable 
to consider the policy evaluation process as an essential component of PPP. Just 
like the two levels previously mentioned, under the social model of evaluation or 
stakeholder evaluation, it is suggested that the policy evaluation process must be 
conducted in consultation with social agents. Hence, it also involves a network of 
stakeholders. The networks that interact to create and govern PPP are complex by 
nature since they involve central and local governments, private sectors, and com-
munities (Fu, 2021, p.5). It is from this view PPG is conceived as participatory 
governance (Klimowicz & Kubiak, 2023).

PPG is an innovative way of improving public policy implementation and pub-
lic service delivery and employs demand-driven service delivery as a tool (Rawhani, 
2016, p. 2). In other ways, PPG is driven by the demands of public services and 
requires collective decisions and actions to ensure the delivery of such demands. 
It has to be noted that although PPG is a crucial principle for delivering public 
services/implementing policy, it produces both positive and negative outcomes and 
impacts (Ihsan & Andiansyah, 2023).

Characteristically, PPG navigates the institutional boundary in any public is-
sue (Conteh, 2013a; Jessop, 2020) and requires the involvement of the network 
of the affected stakeholders (Malcolm, 2008). It is argued that this network of 

https://www.google.co.tz/search?tbo=p&tbm=bks&q=inauthor:%22Charles+Conteh%22
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stakeholders/institutions is the building block of healthy public policy governance 
(De Leeuw & Harris, 2022). PPG can also be conceived as a shared governance 
between public and non-state agencies, and it is a study of how such governance af-
fects outcomes in particular ways. Therefore, PPG is a phenomenon of interaction 
between public and non-state agencies where governance in terms of power and re-
sources is shared among these entities to achieve PPG’s intended objectives. Hence, 
PPG is an inclusive phenomenon and is recommended to be firm, assertive, and 
transparent (Eddington & Eddington, 2008, p. 5). In PPG, there could be com-
monalities and diversities among policy stakeholders. Moreno (2010) observed 
that institutional arrangements and operational welfare rationales shape them but, 
also by value systems and cultural tenets of the stakeholders, originating from their 
academic backgrounds and social life. Such commonalities and diversities impact 
the governance of the policy making and implementation process.

PPG is based on several principles of good governance. Some of them are par-
ticipation, representation, social justice, deliberation, empowerment, organisation-
al features (i.e., multilayered and polycentric) (Nyariki, 2010), justice, efficiency, 
and accountability (Zheng et al., 2015; Fukuda, 2015) and equality, partnership, 
transparency, and consultation (Bolay et al., 2018). When PPG is applied, poli-
cy making, implementation, and evaluation/ performance and impact assessment 
processes become transparent and consultative, involving all stakeholders and tar-
get groups, including associations, civil society organizations, and scientific and 
research organizations, with care being taken to ensure the exercise of individual 
legal and other interests of all stakeholders and target groups whilst at the same 
time safeguarding public interest (Bolay et al., 2018, p. 100). According to Peci et 
al. (2008) as cited by Bandeira and Jr (2019), it is recommended that states must 
change their roles in the face of the current configuration of public policy govern-
ance networks by being catalysts, articulators and facilitators of the market and 
civil society.

Moreover, in PPG, power and authority move horizontally between policy net-
works, strengthening collaboration and coordination between policy stakeholders 
and agencies across various levels of government (Conteh, 2011a). Furthermore, 
Kirschbaum (2018) views network governance as a market mode of PPG since the 
notion of the market embraces the idea of a horizontal network of interaction and 
relationship where information, products, services, and payments are exchanged 
(Senn, 2000) between customers and service providers. Nevertheless, since NPM 
employs the market approach as a resource allocation mechanism (Osborne, 2010, 
p. 10), both public service delivery agencies and private business sectors consider 
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citizens to be their customers. This idea disapproves the top-down movement of 
power and authority and instead strengthens and softens the horizontal interac-
tions and power relations between those three entities. The fourth entity, which is 
the civil society organization, supports the citizens/community in fulfilling their 
demands through interactions with state and business entities. Therefore, PPG is 
deemed to happen when the elements of good governance are applied to achieve 
the intended objectives of public policy.

Other scholars (Bolay et al., 2018, p. 96) add that PPG is concerned with estab-
lishing and implementing public policy. It involves activities of preparation, plan-
ning, enactment, implementation, monitoring, impact assessment, performance 
evaluation, and enhancement of public policies. Generally, PPG aims to provide a 
solution to the public problem by bringing together each of the other mechanisms 
of governance and the stakeholders by whom they are commonly employed (Mal-
colm, 2008). This view is similar to that of Badran (2020, p. 86), who expresses 
that PPG aims to achieve public policy goals through the effective management of 
the non-state actors involved in policy making and implementation processes. As a 
field of study, PPG highlights the role of both state and non-state actors and pro-
vides strategies for managing their relationships and interactions in public policy 
networks (Badran, 2020). From an economic perspective, PPG views the nature of 
relations of production as peer production and open collaboration crowdsourcing.

Good PPG is achieved when government officials collaborate with non-gov-
ernmental actors to achieve changes in organisational processes through creation 
(Sururi, 2017, p. 23). Collaboration is enhanced through coordination measures 
and reporting, envisaged as integral parts of the PPG process (Bolay et al., 2018, 
90). It is a good idea that such coordination measures are based upon the non-hi-
erarchical forces of norms and markets (Malcolm, 2007) in exercising PPG instead 
of relying on the traditional hierarchical power of rules previously practiced by the 
governmental and intergovernmental bodies.

Likewise literature also shows that PPG is associated with the following terms 
and concepts: ‘Public participation’ (Glover & Granberg, 2020; Omololu, 2017), 
public governance (Osborne, 2010), ‘territorial governance’ (Stead, 2013), ‘network 
governance/actor network theory’ ( Jóhannesson & Bærenholdt, 2020), ‘network 
policy’ (Alwi & Kasmad, 2014), ‘participatory public policy’ (Smorgunov, 2017). 
Additionally, it refers to ‘participatory governance’ (Quick & Bryson, 2016), ‘mul-
ti-level governance’ (Conteh, 2011b), ‘multi-actor governance’ (Conteh, 2013b), 
‘interactive governance’ (Susilo et al., 2023), ‘collaborative governance’ (Ansell & 
Gash, 2007), ‘open governance’ (Meijer et al., 2019), ‘multi actor theory of pub-
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lic value co-creation’ (Sancino & Schindele, 2022), collaborative decision making, 
governance by multi actor stakeholder network (Malcolm, 2008), ‘multi-actor im-
plementation framework’ (Conteh, 2013a), and multi-stakeholderism (Musiani, 
2023) governance. Therefore, the linkage of these terms with PPG implies that 
any study/analysis and debate to make improvements in their practice must cap-
ture PPG.

Furthermore, effective PPG requires the ability of public managers to make 
connections across levels of government and outside government and to share 
ideas, resources, and power with public and non-state actors (Conteh, 2013a, p. 
10-11). The notion of resource sharing by policy stakeholders in PPG is further 
emphasised by Bo¨rzel (1998) who argues that the core assumption of PPG or, in 
other words, “policy network governance is resource dependency: political resourc-
es are dispersed over several public and private actors thus, forcing these actors to 
cooperate if they wish to achieve policy making effectiveness and solve coordina-
tion problems” (p. 6).

PPG can be enhanced through the acknowledgement of informal democracy 
and the diverse contributions to its development, prioritisation, and application 
that arise from the legitimate inclusion of non-profit advocacy organizations (Phil-
lips, 2006). Acknowledging the role of informal democracy is not adequate in en-
hancing the practice of PPG; there are several measures. For instance, Bolay et 
al. (2018, p. 80) recognise the importance of creating a regulatory framework for 
PPG, which must be critically reassessed periodically. Other measures suggested 
by the same scholars involve defining mechanisms for the adoption and mutual 
alignment of public policies, establishing instruments to direct public policies and 
linking policy making with budgeting, and formalising the currently informal plan-
ning practice and integrating it with formal planning in all areas of public policy 
(p. 80).

Thus, from the above, it is the constitution or legal framework that ushered in 
a new political moment characterised by the democratisation of institutions along 
with the social participation principle that can prepare the ground for effective 
PPG (Froener & Lima, 2023). Nevertheless, the success of PPG depends on trans-
formations of governance practices, some of which involve innovation in cultural 
practices, such as increasing the level of stakeholders’ commitment in a multi-level 
governance system to become part of policy networks and be able to mobilise re-
sources for implementing their strategies (Fraisse, 2013, cited in Jelinčić, 2017). 
Mobilised resources for PPG must be used strategically (Kaiser, 2014). Although 
it has been argued that the success of PPG involves several innovations, some 

https://www.google.co.tz/search?tbo=p&tbm=bks&q=inauthor:%22Charles+Conteh%22
https://www.google.co.tz/search?tbo=p&tbm=bks&q=inauthor:%22Charles+Conteh%22
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scholars (Anttiroiko et al., 2014, cited by Abdullahi et al., 2016, p. 278) consider 
PPG itself as one of the many types of public sector innovations. According to 
Dufour et al. (2021), when this innovation is carried out or undergoes changes, it 
impacts the manner in which state and civil society interact. The nature and the 
aim of this form of innovation (PPG) have been described in this paper.

Furthermore, the notion of policy innovation is a significant prerequisite for re-
alising good PPG (Sururi, 2019, p. 85). It entails the adoption of policies that pre-
viously had not existed or are newly adopted by the government to cope with new 
environmental changes (Rashidi & Patt, 2018, p. 509). Sururi (2019) believes that 
encouraging the implementation of policy innovation opens opportunities for var-
ious stakeholders (both public and private) to take strategic policies to overcome 
public problems. Moreover, Paliwang et al. (2023) argue that innovative policies 
must be carried out through cooperation between government officials (all levels 
and grades) and outside the government to achieve organisational change and allow 
creativity of the support processes. The same scholars put emphasis on supporting 
the nature of cooperation to realise good PPG. In addition, the improvement of 
PPG can be carried out through a wide debate, primarily with the professional 
public and the academic community (Bolay et al., 2018, p. 102).

Given that the government is a critical actor in steering PPG, the success of 
PPG therefore depends largely on the effectiveness of the government’s strategic 
planning. However, this emphasis does not minimise the roles of non-state actors 
in PPG. Conteh (2013a, p. 34) also emphasises on strengthening strategic leader-
ship at the organisational level in order to achieve good PPG.

From a theoretical perspective, PPG emphasises building coalitions of strate-
gic alliances in order to successfully manage the many dependencies (actors and 
stakeholders) that are natural and necessary components of delivering services or 
implementing policies in highly politicised environments (Conteh, 2013a, p. 58). 
Therefore, coordination of PPG involves building coalitions of strategic alliances 
in order to successfully manage actors and stakeholders who are vital components 
in public service delivery or policy implementation process. In this regard, PPG can 
be understood as a model of coordination of particular institutional arrangements 
and as a rational heuristic of the decision-making process that can generate positive 
impacts on the results of public policies (Bandeira & Jr, 2019).

Generally, PPG or public participation in the form of networks are a means to 
break up the dependency path (that is, state-based dependency on public service 
management and delivery) or to mitigate or alleviate the technocratic, specialist, 

https://www.google.co.tz/search?tbo=p&tbm=bks&q=inauthor:%22Charles+Conteh%22
https://www.google.co.tz/search?tbo=p&tbm=bks&q=inauthor:%22Charles+Conteh%22
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centrist and elitist characteristics of adaptation policy formulation and planning 
processes (Reid et al. 2009; Terry 2009). These tendencies do not favour the bot-
tom-up and horizontal approaches in decision-making during policy formulation 
and implementation processes.

3.3 Application of the notion of PPG by scholars, researchers, and 
practitioners

Scholars, researchers, and practitioners have attached two views to PPG. First, 
PPG is a phenomenon, and second, it is an academic body of knowledge and a 
framework. As previously defined, PPG is a phenomenon of interaction between 
public and non-state agencies where governance in terms of power and resources 
is shared among these entities to achieve PPG’s intended objectives. These objec-
tives are to improve the process of delivering public services and the quality of the 
public services delivered, as well as to empower non-state agencies and citizens to 
take part in the policy process and to voice and defend their interests. For instance, 
when the non-state agencies and elected councilors are empowered, they will take 
on roles as policy-makers rather than policy-takers (Mair, 1992). In PPG, actors 
do not only share power and resources, but also principles and norms and actors’ 
specific roles are identified (Musiani, 2023). The identification of actors’ specific 
roles in PPG goes parallel with the emphasis on the autonomy of such bodies/
actors (Abrucio et al., 2015) in performing their roles: whereby each actor has own 
goals, instruments, and accountability structures to achieve their goals (Howlett, 
2000 cited in Conteh, 2012b; O’Toole, 2007).

Although PPG is a governance network of state and non-state policy actors, it 
has been observed that most often, non-government organizations have a role in 
formulating public policies but not in their implementation and still, the top-down 
approach is consistently practiced (Stanica & Aristigueta, 2019, p. 199). Malcolm 
(2007) holds the view that putting the stakeholders at the inferior rank/position 
(i.e., lowly advisory role) despite the growing need for multi-stakeholder public 
policy governance is a poor substitute.

Given that PPG involves socially constructed power relationships it means 
that PPG must be viewed as a social phenomenon shaped and facilitated by both 
formal and informal mechanisms (legal frameworks, group norms, and commu-
nication tools and platforms). Regarding legal frameworks in facilitating PPG, 
scholars (Pérez & Orlando, 2021) expressed concern about better understanding 
the role of courts in public policy governance, such as judicial policy process and 
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other interventions. They argue that courts are, in some cases, prepared to take 
bold steps and, when vested with adjudicating strategic cases, they can become im-
portant actors in multilayered governance. It appears that the idea of PPG as a 
social phenomenon of interaction between policy actors in policy governance was 
initially informed by sociological theories of society and the nature of social life, 
which also laid a foundation for the development of political system theory, which 
also speaks the language of PPG, that of interaction between state and non-state 
actors in the policy making process. The difference between PPG and political sys-
tem theory in the field of public policy is clear. While the political system theory 
analyses the functional policy stages/phases and suggests the involvement of state 
and non-state actors in the policy making process, the PPG framework proposes 
governance-based precepts to strengthen such a state-non-state interaction in the 
policy making process.

Despite the relevance of PPG’s theoretical assumptions, the PPG phenome-
non is open to discussion from different theoretical views. For instance, Andion 
and Magalhães’s theoretical essay (2021, p. 513) explores the contributions of the 
pragmatist lens to the analysis of public policy governance in a scenario of crisis in 
democracies. Their lens was relevant in discussing the notion of democratic experi-
mentalism in a public inquiry, arguing how such notions can be inspiring to look at 
everyday policy making in a different way, especially by considering the challenges 
imposed on the public action faced with public problems becoming increasingly 
complex in the reality of crisis and democratic setback in several countries and, 
above all, in Brazil.

There is also a view that governance of public policy is inevitably concerned 
with decisions in a specific territory, which therefore implies that all public poli-
cy governance is territorial (Stead, 2013, p. 146) and commonly undertakes de-
terministic and rationalistic risks management, although such risks can never be 
completely eliminated (Low et al., 2012, p. 804). Some scholars (Zheng et al., 
2015; Edinova, 2016, p. 57; Bolay et al., 2018, p. 80) have included the term’ urban 
governance’ in their discussion about PPG. This allows us to think of ‘rural gov-
ernance’ in our work about PPG, although the scholars mentioned above did not 
mention it. Zheng et al. (2015) advanced the notion of ‘urban public policy govern-
ance’ which also reflects Edinova’s definition of urban governance, which character-
ises urban governance as “interactive relationships between and within government 
and civil society actors in cities and includes the overlapping domains of political 
and administrative processes of decision-making” (Edinova, 2016, p. 57). While 
the term urban public policy governance was applied by Zheng et al. (2015), the 
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concept of ‘rural public policy governance’ has not been applied by the reviewed 
literature. However, scholars (Zhihong & Xiaoying, 2013; Zhixiong, 2017; Huang 
& Huang, 2023) have used the term ‘rural public governance’ to denote rural public 
policy governance. Definitions of the terms urban public policy governance and ru-
ral public policy governance/rural public governance may somehow appear similar. 
The only difference is in the definitions of the terms urban versus rural, and the 
type and amount of effort to enhance PPG may differ between the two settings.

PPG as a phenomenon may be constrained by several challenges depending 
on the context in which it is practised and the type and nature of state and non-
state policy actors involved in the process. Based on Stanica and Aristigueta’s ob-
servation (2019), PPG may face the following challenges: lack of coherence among 
laws and regulations, a more hierarchical policy making process, a top-down policy 
approach rather than bottom-up and horizontal approaches, and lack of a proper 
level of training of the human resources at the local level with respect to public poli-
cies. Given that the practice of PPG must be enhanced through various factors, i.e., 
acknowledgment of informal democracy, as alluded to in previous sections, accord-
ing to Demirag (2004), it is also crucial to understand the past histories to advocate 
for a more democratic and efficient PPG. However, based on the Comprehensive 
Approach to Neo-Schumpeterian Economics, an improved PPG is expected when 
there is an improved understanding of development processes in modern societies 
and the proper role of the three pillars, namely industry, finance, and the public 
sector, and that these need to be taken into account (Hanusch, 2010, pp. 96,110). 
Below is a sample of projects and activities cited from several authors, which in-
volve the public governance process and hence may be studied/analysed using the 
PPG perspective.

Table 1: Project/s and activities cited from authors, which involve public governance, hence subject 
to analysis by PPG perspectives

Project(s)/activities involved the public policy that  were 
subject to analysis using PPG perspectives Citation

Transitions in the institutional infrastructure of regional economic 
development policy governance in Canada.

Conteh (2013a)

Community participation in climate change policy formulation and 
implementation.

Chatanga and Biljohn (2023) 
and Assadi (2013)

Managing and governing the economy, the natural environment, 
the effectiveness of the public service, and advancing minority 
populations.

Berman and Karacaoglu 
(2020)

Implementation of competition policy in the developing countries 
(Philippines) Cabalu et al., (2006)

https://www.google.co.tz/search?tbo=p&tbm=bks&q=inauthor:%22Charles+Conteh%22
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Designing and implementing rural economic development projects. Conteh (2012a)

Determining the fiscal policy of the country based on benefits for 
the welfare of the people. Ihsan and Andiansyah (2023)

Governance of food security Salih (2009)

Establishing high-level food safety protection through close 
cooperation between the national government and supranational 
authorities.

Fukuda (2015)

Public-private project financing along four project implementation 
dimensions: efficiency, fairness, legitimacy and accountability Oinarov et al., (2017)

Internet forum governance Malcolm (2008) and Musiani 
(2023).

Changing higher education governance and choice of policy tools/
instruments in light of the conventional wisdom in understanding 
public policy governance.

Mok (2007)

European Union integration process and institutional and operation 
of regulatory innovations aimed at overcoming a fragmented 
approach in public policy governance.

Bojovic et al., (2019)

Promoting Disabled Persons’ Belongingness in Elite Circles of 
Nigerian Public Administration Setups. Okudolo and Ojakorotu (2022)

Development and implementation of international policies and 
instruments (laws, treaties, conventions) guiding and regulating 
internet usage in particular matters such as online privacy or other 
user rights. Those policies and instruments are implemented at 
the domestic and supra-national levels.

Musiani (2023)

Articulating indigenous priorities and promoting their self-
determination through policy can be achieved through effective 
public policy governance contexts.

Te Hiwi (2014)

Implementation of modern water resources management Costa and Mertens (2015)

Interaction between the various areas of public policy governance, 
focusing consultation on the challenges in spatial planning. Maia and Marques (2019)

Health promotion through the creation of health public policy 
governance. Harris et al. (2020)

Environment and human rights protection initiatives; Addressing 
underlying drivers of vulnerability to hazards (i.e., associated with 
fire) by employing public policy governance.

Marsden (2008, p. 10) and 
Bosomworth (2011)

Identifying challenges and opportunities for policy innovation in 
the tourism sector.

Akhyar and Syarif (2024, p. 
832)

Initiatives to respond to economic crises such as oil incidents 
require a list of actors, legislation and other aspects that underlie 
public policy governance.

Seifert et al., (2012, p. 1)

The above list is not exhaustive; several other projects and activities can be iden-
tified as the literature on public policy governance expands. The presented projects 
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and activities are just for aiding readers in comprehending development projects 
and activities that can be analysed by employing the PPG framework. The list can 
also be useful for researchers and analysts to make sense of the issues that require 
PPG analysis and to develop and undertake studies on similar issues in the cases of 
their choice by employing a PPG theoretical lens.

Secondly, PPG is considered a theoretical perspective with a set of assump-
tions to consider in studying the nature of PPG and its outcomes. These sets of 
assumptions are propositions based on the quality of the PPG as a phenomenon, 
what aggravates the PPG’s quality and its outcomes, and what remedies must be 
pursued to enhance the PPG’s quality. Thus, one of the objectives of theorising 
PPG has been oriented towards understanding distinct sets of enquiries and in-
terests voiced by policy actors and stakeholders to explain how relations of power 
and authority shape governing and regulatory practices and to assess the wider 
socio-political and socio-economic implications of these ways of exerting influence 
among interacting policy actors (Carmel, 2017). Given the growing importance of 
multi-stakeholder involvement in policy formulation and implementation process, 
contemporary PPG theoretical constructs must be applied in the analysis of both 
two levels of the policy process, policy making process and policy implementation 
process and recommendations for improvements must be informed by the same 
theoretical constructs.

Regarding analysis in PPG, Carmel (2019, p. 48) suggests that it must be able to 
disaggregate the more or less significant factors that explain any one aspect of pub-
lic policy governance and its consequences. Scholars (Chatanga & Biljohn, 2023, 
p. 3) suggest that PPG’s perspectives can be applied in policy stages. Public policy 
scholars and researchers almost perform similar tasks interchangeably; thus, they 
both apply the theory in studying, analysing, evaluating, and predicting the trend 
of the public policy process and its outcomes and giving recommendations for im-
provements. On the other hand, public policy practitioners’ role is to interpret the 
theory and put into practice theoretical assumptions cum research recommenda-
tions during the policy designing process and implementing the designed policy. 
For PPG objectives to be achieved, policy practitioners’ roles must be guided by 
PPG theoretical assumptions. Some of such roles involve understanding the con-
text, developing policy options, making decisions, and implementing the decisions 
made. Nevertheless, performing such roles requires the following competencies: 
identifying and using evidence, awareness of the political and constitutional impli-
cations of policy change, analysing the service delivery system and understanding 
the full range of delivery options (Freeman, 2014, p. 4).
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PPG, as an academic perspective draws its assumptions from several social 
sciences, mainly political science, public administration, law, and sociological struc-
tural functionalism theory. Perhaps this is what motivated Touré and Chatelin 
(2022) to incorporate the notion of multi-science knowledge in PPG, implying 
that PPG is multidisciplinary social science knowledge. Thus, one needs to be 
competent in social sciences, specifically in political science, public administration, 
public policy, law, and sociology, for one to successfully apply and critique PPG 
perspective. The structural functionalism theory of sociology was mentioned be-
cause it laid a foundation for the development of political system theory, which also 
contributed to the PPG perspective. PPG perspective is also an offshoot of Public 
Governance and the New Public Governance (Osborne, 2010), and its mission is 
oriented towards reshaping the traditional landscape of public policy instruments 
and especially the existing public policy practices (Lähteenmäki-Smith & Virta-
nen, 2020, p. 2). Just like the PPG perspective, it is also helpful to advance the 
concept of ‘comparative public policy governance’ (McNutt & Rayner, 2012) as an 
academic field in terms of its contents and methodology. Research on comparative 
public policy governance will improve the theory and practice of PPG. The lit-
erature is not clear about the founders of the PPG perspective; however, notable 
scholars who contributed heavily to the development of the PPG perspective in-
clude Osborne (2010), Conteh (2010, 2011a, 2011b, 2012a, 2012b, 2013a, 2013b, 
and later Rawhani (2016).

3.4 Levels of PPG application
In our view, the levels of PPG application can be categorised into four main 

aspects of governance, namely local governance, regional governance, national 
governance, and global governance. Corporate governance, which is also a form of 
governance, is not included in this list because it has fewer features that are com-
patible with PPG. It has been defined by Cadbury’s Report of the Committee on 
The Financial Aspects of Corporate Governance (1992) as the system by which 
companies are directed and controlled. Despite that, a societal perspective of cor-
porate governance includes all of the stakeholders involved with the company (i.e., 
shareholders, managers and other employees) and other stakeholders outside the 
company whose interests could be affected by corporate behaviour, including the 
local societies (Tricker, 2019, p. 33), it is far from the tenets of PPG that of sharing 
political resources, principles and norms in the public policy process. Corporate 
governance as itself does not produce public policy; however, based on Marsden 
(2008, p. 10), when there is a global governance deficit or failing states, corporate 
governance takes on responsibility for engagement with public policy governance 
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issues, such as environment and human rights. Besides, even though corporate 
governance involves stakeholders outside the company (local societies), unlike in 
the public policy process informed by PPG, in corporate governance, those stake-
holders have no adequate powers to influence the formulation of corporate policies 
affecting their interests by direct participation.

Although there is a list of several levels of PPG as previously mentioned based 
on our experience, in the literature, somehow (not frequently) the terms ‘national 
public policy governance’ (Schram et al., 2018, p. 194) or public policy governance 
and ‘global public policy governance’ (Salih, 2009, 504; DeDominicis, 2017, p. 28) 
have been used by scholars unlike the terms local public policy governance and 
regional public policy governance. The absence of these terms in the literature does 
not mean the nonexistence of PPG at the local and regional levels of administra-
tion. PPG is applicable to the nation’s local sphere and the international/global 
spheres. Local PPG may take the form of rural public governance/rural public pol-
icy governance, or urban public policy governance. Regarding the notion of regional 
public policy governance or ‘regional public governance,’ it has also been applied by 
several scholars; for instance, Conteh‘s analysis used the theoretical framework of 
PPG at the regional level to analyse transitions in the institutional infrastructures 
of regional economic development policy governance in Canada (Conteh, 2013a, 
p. 188). In Stezano’s (2018) views, the PPG perspective can be used to analyse 
both the local and regional impact of projects focused on the groups of firms or 
producers. Such analysis may involve debates around strategies to drive production 
processes based on innovative knowledge and technologies. Other scholars who 
have applied PPG to study and analyse public policy issues and problems at the 
regional level of a country’s development include Stanica and Aristigueta (2019, 
p. 200), Irtyshcheva et al. (2022) and Molokanova et al. (2020), to mention a few.

Studies and analyses of aforementioned scholars are based on the regional public 
governance level of the country; however, the notion of regional public governance 
can extend beyond the regional level of the country to embrace intergovernmental 
cooperation or intergovernmentalism, which refers to “both a theory of integration 
and method of decision making in international organisations, that allows states to 
cooperate in specific fields while retaining their sovereignty” (McLean & McMil-
lan, 2009). In this regard, ‘regional integration’ can be conceived as regional public 
governance or regional public policy governance when PPG theoretical perspec-
tives inform such a phenomenon. An example of scholarly work which applied the 
PPG perspective at the regional level of public governance was that of Yinan and 
Zaijin (2014).

https://www.google.co.tz/search?tbo=p&tbm=bks&q=inauthor:%22Charles+Conteh%22
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Concerning global public policy governance or ‘global public governance’ it is 
an internationally multilayered form of public governance that came as a result 
of “myriad of networks of formal and informal institutions and the increasing in-
volvement of non-state actors in norm- and rule-making processes, and compliance 
monitoring” (Osborne, 2010, p. 31). It is characterised by novel fora and varied 
channels of participation through which nations and people of varied classes in the 
global arenas express their concerns, rights and claims and seek grounds for nego-
tiation and implementation of such rights and claims. By interpreting Malcolm’s 
views, an example of PPG in the global/international phenomenon involves the 
incorporation of civil society and private sector participation in the development of 
hard and soft international law and the development of parallel transnational legal 
orders for public policy governance (Malcolm, 2007, p. 31). The main aim of global 
public policy governance as a phenomenon is to solve the global issue/problem, 
which is hard to tackle with a single nation’s efforts due to its scope and intensity. 
For instance, the question of food security governance can contribute both to na-
tional and global public policy governance (Salih, 2009, p. 504). Another issue that 
requires global public governance efforts is health, which has been considered “a 
global public good (to be enjoyed by all human beings)” (Peou, 2023, p. 202).

The categorisation of PPG into four levels, local, regional, national, and global, 
widens its scope in terms of its levels without creating confusion; however, given 
that the concept of governance is broad and impossible to cover all of its key topics, 
it makes the scope of PPG comprehensive too. The advantage of that lies in gener-
ating a wide understanding of the practice of PPG, and its disadvantage is that it is 
a challenge to determine the proper element of governance to investigate/analyse 
and the one which requires policy response.

3.5 Strengths and weaknesses of PPG and how it has been 
covered by scholarly literature

In the previous section, it was revealed that although the notion of governance 
is broad in terms of its elements and levels of practice, it is practicable to schema-
tise PPG into local, regional, national, and global levels of governance. This cate-
gorisation and the use of numerous good governance precepts widen the scope of 
PPG and make it comprehensive. The advantage of that lies in generating a wide 
understanding of the practice of PPG, and its disadvantage is that it is a challenge 
to determine the proper conceptual element of governance to investigate/analyse 
and the one which requires policy response. In turn, this also amounts to the chal-
lenges of establishing a concrete PPG theory and testing and confirming the causal 
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linkage between the quality of governance and the estimated level of growth/devel-
opment. Regarding the empirical strengths of PPG, much has been detailed in the 
previous sections about the objectives/aims of PPG as a phenomenon.

In the scholarly literature, the nature of PPG as a process is well analysed and 
described. It is defined as a horizontally legitimate interaction between state and 
non-state policy stakeholders, informed by the principles of good governance in 
public policy formulation, implementation and evaluation processes. The idea that 
the interaction between state and non-state actors in PPG is legitimate or must 
be legitimate, as mentioned by Phillips (2006, p. 73) and Malcolm (2007, p. 6), 
is crucial since it is helpful in enhancing the practice of PPG. When the interac-
tion of policy networks in PPG is legitimate, it implies that the authorities, roles 
and responsibilities of each actor of the network are formally recognised. Based 
on the democratic principles of PPG, each relevant actor has equal rights without 
restriction to participate in the governance (exercise of power) of the public policy 
process (policy making, implementation and evaluation). Nevertheless, actors rec-
ognise that political resources (i.e., powers), principles and norms must be shared 
among themselves for the aim of reaching a consensus on what to institutionalise. 
Moreover, power sharing facilitates policy implementation and a successful policy 
evaluation process. Generally, the literature of PPG assumes that political legitima-
cy gives both state and non-state networks of stakeholders the power to influence 
the public policy process.

The literature review has also shown that scholarly works analyse the process of 
PPG by employing principles/theoretical concepts of good governance. Moreover, 
it offers several terms and concepts associated with PPG; hence, it is unlaborious 
to grasp the notion of PPG. Such terms and concepts, as highlighted previous-
ly, involve public participation, public governance, territorial governance, network 
governance, network policy, participatory public policy, participatory governance, 
multi-level governance, multi-actor governance, interactive governance, collabora-
tive governance, open governance, multi-actor theory of public value co-creation, 
collaborative decision making, governance by multi-actor stakeholder network, 
multi-actor implementation framework, and multi-stakeholder governance. In 
addition, McNutt and Rayner (2012) have given new insight into the concept of 
comparative public policy governance, which is vital to be advanced as an academic 
field in terms of its contents and methodology, as pointed out previously.

Generally, the reviewed literature has demonstrated the application of the PPG 
theoretical framework not only at the national level but also at the international/
global levels. The scope of PPG’s application was a prerequisite to be extended to 
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the international levels due to the consequences of various forms of globalisation 
and the need to have global collaborative efforts through global networks to address 
issues of global concerns such as health, climate change and food security, to name a 
few. The definitions, nature and aims of global public policy governance have been 
spelt out in the previous section. It is generally argued that in PPG, each actor/
stakeholder has specific roles to perform (Musiani, 2023). And whereas the role of 
the state in PPG is described, that of non-state policy stakeholders is not adequate-
ly described. Nonetheless, one can refer to the roles of civil society organisations in 
good governance to gain some preliminary insights on the roles of non-state policy 
stakeholders in promoting PPG. According to Peci et al. (2008), cited by Bandeira 
and Jr (2019), “in the face of configuration of public policy governance networks 
the state assumes the role of catalyst, articulator and facilitator of the market and 
civil society.” This view enlightens scholars and researchers to question the roles 
and effectiveness of the state in establishing and strengthening PPG when the pol-
icy in place has been proven to be unworkable. At the same time, practitioners, the 
masses and civil society organisations will pressurise political reforms to liberalise 
the political system in policy making and implementation processes.

It was observed that PPG can be viewed as an academic field of study and 
as a process. Although contemporary literature has not adequately covered PPG’s 
concerns both at the national and global levels, it has successfully established the-
oretical elements and arguments for PPG and presented empirical cases on the 
process of PPG in developing and developed countries (see Table 1 for a few de-
tails on the examples of the empirical/practical projects and activities that involve 
PPG). Generally, literature clearly shows the usefulness of PPG as a theoretical 
framework. In addition, contemporary scholars have been adopting the public 
policy governance perspective to challenge the conventional/traditional analytical 
frameworks (Chatzopoulou, 2019) about public administration, public policy and 
development. PPG perspective is currently useful for analysing the public policy 
process and policy evaluation processes. In addition, Carmel (2017, p. 1) main-
tains that the “theorisation of public policy governance and regulation is oriented 
towards a distinct set of enquiries and interests. These focus on a) explaining how 
relations of power and authority shape govern and regulate practices, and b) on 
assessing the wider socio-political and socio-economic implications of these ways 
of exerting influence”.

Lastly, the reviewed literature offers numerous recommendations for improv-
ing the practice of PPG. Some of these recommendations have been illustrated 
in the previous sections. In addition to those endorsements, Fraisse (2013), cited 
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in Jelinčić (2017), recommends a systematic change in public policy governance 
that would link all the relevant stakeholders in solving specific societal problems. 
However, the change must be based on the transformation in governance practices 
and changes in existing power relationships, fostering development based on inno-
vations in culture, i.e., the capacity of stakeholders to be committed to a multi-level 
governance system to become part of networks and to mobilise resources.

The weakness of PPG has been illustrated at the onset of this section; however, 
it is also crucial to address one of the important flaws related to the conceptual 
formulation of PPG in the field of public policy. It is clear that the fields of public 
administration and public policy were in transition to new public governance as 
a result of several factors, including increasing demands for public services and 
the inability of the public sector to ensure the effective delivery of such demands 
through the traditional public administration and public policy approaches, chal-
lenges faced the new public management and academic critics on the weaknesses 
of both the conventional analytical frameworks of public administration and the 
new public management. Osborne (2010) offers a valuable account of the historical 
evolution of these fields of study. It appears that PPG is a contemporary form of 
new public governance and a subfield of public policy. Despite its usefulness, it may 
create confusion when distinguishing PPG from public policy, mainly when both 
are defined as processes. This is factual since they can all be defined on the basis of 
the interaction of networks of policy stakeholders in the policy process. Of course, 
it is recognised that PPG is a brainchild of public policy that emerged with the 
transition of traditional public administration to new public governance; however, 
this is inadequate to make it distinct from public policy. It is plausible only if one 
challenges public policy based on the conventional blueprints of public administra-
tion and compares it with PPG.

The main confusion to point out here is that when public policy as a process 
(i.e., policy making) is viewed as democratic, networks of policy stakeholders (both 
state and non-state) participate horizontally and almost have equal powers to in-
fluence the policy process is a challenge to be distinguished from PPG since the 
same notions of PPG will be applied to describe the observed characteristics of 
public policy as a process. Therefore, when the elements of PPG (i.e., sharing po-
litical power, democratic and horizontal participation, transparency, equality and 
partnership) are applied to denote public policy as a process, PPG can hardly be 
distinguished from public policy. However, it is likely to make such a distinction 
only if challenges of the traditional/classical public administration tool of policy 
implementation are compared against that of PPG. In this regard and based on the 
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strengths of PPG over that of classical public administration tools, the probability 
for the PPG to be considered as a new form/version of public policy is significant, 
just like how the New Public Management (NPM) was regarded a new version of 
classical Public Administration. The subsequent paragraphs express the weakness-
es of the literature on PPG.

In the contemporary literature on PPG, some scholars offer a one-sided view of 
the role of PPG that of governing the policy implementation process while remain-
ing silent on the policy making process, specifically on the evaluation process. For 
instance, Howlett (2000) and O’Toole (2007), cited in Conteh (2012b, p. 272), 
argue that “public policy governance is often characterised by several organisations 
(often public and non-governmental) sharing responsibilities for policy implemen-
tation, each with its goals, instruments, resources and accountability structures”. 
Compton and Meier (2017) also state that to understand public policy implemen-
tation and public service delivery, one needs to conduct several studies, including 
those on public policy governance. These authors’ views are somehow flawless; they 
are useful only when the policy making process is conducted well, and the prob-
lem appears in the course of policy implementation; thus, they suggest conducting 
several studies, including public policy governance, to give insights on the qualities 
of PPG and recommend for adopting PPG blueprints in policy implementation.

Therefore, based on the above-mentioned deficit, it is useful for the PPG de-
bates to have balanced arguments that consider the role of PPG in the policy mak-
ing and implementation process. Hence, some authors have provided a balanced 
view of the concept of public policy governance, which incorporates the notions 
of policy making/formulation and implementation processes. For example, Syawal 
(2023) states that “public policy governance relates to how elites formulate policies 
and interact with their networks in the process of policy making and implemen-
tation”; Bolay et al. (2018, p. 96) argue that “public policy governance is only a 
component of the first level of governance and comprises establishing and imple-
menting public policies, which includes activities of preparation, planning, enact-
ment, implementation, monitoring, impact assessment, performance evaluation, 
and enhancement of public policies.” And Chatanga and Biljohn (2023, p. 1) note 
that public policy governance is one of the fundamental aspects of governance for 
enhancing community participation during climate change policy formulation and 
implementation. Thus, based on this discussion, PPG must be understood as the 
governance of the public policy process. Nonetheless, Bolay et al. (2018, p. 96) 
should be acknowledged for incorporating the concepts of policy monitoring and 
evaluation in their debate on PPG.
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Furthermore, some authors describe the phenomenon of PPG in a narrow 
view, which is incompatible with the prescribed qualities of contemporary PPG as 
presented in some scholarly works. For example, Nani et al. (2023) state that “pub-
lic policy governance is based on certain basic principles with the aim of overcom-
ing various public problems. Generally, policy governance is carried out in several 
approaches, namely a top-down approach and a bottom-up approach” (p. 150). 
From such a text, it is clear that the authors argue that general policy governance 
is carried out through several approaches, namely a top-down approach and a bot-
tom-up approach; however, they do not consider the horizontal approach in policy 
formulation. With the horizontal approach, the consultation in policy formulation 
and implementation follows the network of stakeholders in and outside the gov-
ernment realm. This has a number of advantages, including ensuring policy legit-
imacy, ownership, and effective implementation. It is important to note that PPG 
has been innovated as an alternative approach to the traditional/hierarchical policy 
making process/top-down policy approaches previously practised by the govern-
mental and intergovernmental bodies.

Concerning forms of PPG, Omololu (2017) claimed the following range of 
terms, arguing that they are types of public policy governance; however, such terms 
do not adequately reflect the phenomenon of PPG. The terms involve citizen par-
ticipation, community collaboration, and deliberative democracy. Omololu’s terms 
are insufficient to capture the full scope of the PPG process since the first three 
terms overlook the network of state policy elites, and the last term is broad and 
beyond the PPG’s realm. Thus, not every deliberative democracy is PPG. There-
fore, it is crucial to understand what PPG is in public policy and if the difference 
exists between PPG and public policy despite the fact that PPG can be regarded 
as a subfield of public policy. There is also confusion between Denters and Rose 
(2005), Entwistle and Martin (2005) cited in Osborne (2010, p. 7) and Junior 
and Shimizu (2016, p. 1091) on the PPG perspective and its focus. The former 
contemplates that PPG focuses upon the networks that implement public policy 
and deliver public services; the latter authors accept the view; however, in their 
accounts, they incorporate even the traditional/classical perspectives of public ad-
ministration, which are based on the hierarchal movement of power and authority 
and overlooks non-state networks. If we are confident with Osborne’s view that 
PPG is a strand of public governance, and given that the idea of governance was 
innovated by modern political science, which recognises the crucial roles of non-
state actors in politics, unlike the classical political science, which limited the scope 
of politics to government, Junior and Shimizu’s concept of traditional PPG must 
be reviewed to eliminate the existing confusions.
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Therefore, it is indisputable that PPG must be informed by the elements of 
good governance, for instance, those proposed by the United Nations Economic 
and Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific (UNESCAP, 2009). Thus, schol-
arly works need to cover the full range of elements of good governance in their 
debates, analysis, and application of PPG; however, that attempt has not been suf-
ficiently made. Only a few scholars have incorporated transparency (Eddington & 
Eddington, 2008, p. 5; Bolay et al., 2018), efficiency (Zheng et al., (2015), effec-
tiveness (Bo¨rzel, 1998) and accountability (Fukuda, 2015). In addition, ethics and 
responsiveness, which are also core elements of governance, have been covered very 
sparingly or are totally not captured by the reviewed PPG literature. Despite the 
fact that ethics is a broad term that may involve accountability, responsiveness, and 
other ethical precepts, it must be incorporated in PPG as an independent compo-
nent, which is vital for enhancing the governance of the public policy process.

Apart from the deficit in the elements of good governance in PPG’s literature, 
there is also confusion in Osborne’s (2010, p. 6) definition of PPG whereby he 
states that public policy governance is “concerned with how policy elites and net-
works interact to create and govern the public policy process”. This definition dis-
tinguishes policy elites from networks, and the type of networks being referred to 
is not clear. Probably, it implies networks of non-state policy stakeholders and the 
former the network of state policy elites; however, he did not consider policy elites 
as a network of policy stakeholders in his definition; otherwise, he could put it 
clearly. Therefore, one of the flaws in Osborne’s definition of PPG is that he dis-
tinguishes the term policy elites from networks, which may imply that policy elites 
cannot be regarded as a network of state policy elites. Several authors (Hendriks, 
2011; Shearer et al., 2016; Rodriguez et al., 2022) have incorporated the term’ 
network of policy elites’ in their works.

Nonetheless, given that in PPG, the emphasis has been on power sharing and 
the horizontal rather than vertical movement of power and authority among the 
policy stakeholders, Osborne’s definition does not fit well with this idea. However, 
it expresses values on the interaction between policy elites and networks. It is ar-
gued so since to term one group as policy elites and other the networks; it suggests 
the former are fewer and powerful while the latter are the majority (citizens and 
network of civil society organisations) but, less powerful, thus, indicating unequal 
power relations in the public policy process or public policy governance. Therefore, 
to avoid such interpretation, Osborne’s definition needs amendments to incorpo-
rate the term “network of policy stakeholders/actors,” which accommodates both 
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state and non-state policy stakeholders/actors, rather than adopting the term poli-
cy elites and distinguishing it from networks of policy stakeholders.

Moreover, with the growing recognition of the role of civil society organisa-
tions in the public policy process coupled with the growing financial capacity of 
modern civil society organisations, some modern non-governmental organisations 
hire and train influential policy think tanks. Hence, it may also raise the question 
of whether Osborne was referring to state policy elites or non-state policy elites in 
his definition of public policy governance. Moreover, according to Osborne (2010, 
p. 7), PPG is different from Network Governance; however, they may appear to be 
similar, and one may consider PPG as a form of network governance when self-or-
ganising inter-organisational networks interact with government officials in policy 
formulation, implementation and provision of public services. In addition, when 
that interaction is informed by the principles of horizontal movement of power 
and rules, sharing of principles and norms among the policy stakeholders, and 
planning and implementation documents are subject to transparent to all networks 
of policy stakeholders (government and non-government).

To state that “public policy governance is grounded in a strong tradition of cen-
tralised, politics–administration fusion”, as Cheung (2008) observed, is helpful; 
however, it is inadequate. It is opposed to the notion of the politics-administration 
dichotomy. Thus, it may imply that PPG is grounded in the joint efforts of politi-
cians and bureaucrats in the public policy process. In this regard, it can be perceived 
that PPG is confined to the realm of government (politicians and bureaucrats) 
and overlooks or gives minimal credence to the role of non-state networks of pol-
icy stakeholders. Nevertheless, the notion of politics-administration fusion as a 
ground for PPG, as suggested by Cheung (2008), is not enriched with the core val-
ues of good governance and the ideas from network governance, which all together 
must inform PPG. Thus, PPG accounts require a broad coverage of elements.

Several suggestions have been put forward to improve the theory and prac-
tice of PPG. A few of these on improving the literature have been highlighted in 
the previous paragraphs and the practice in the previous sections. de la Porte and 
Heins (2017) should be acknowledged for introducing the notion of “instruments 
of public policy governance” in the PPG literature. They may refer to the devic-
es that guide the governance behaviour in any public policy process involving the 
networks of state and non-state policy stakeholders. PPG’s objectives of governing 
the public policy process cannot be achieved well in the absence of governance in-
struments; however, the contemporary literature that could put such emphasis on 
it is not enriched by these instruments. Therefore, the idea of instruments of public 
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policy governance is vital and must be incorporated in every debate and recommen-
dation for improving the practice of PPG.

4. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The paper examined the scope and extent to which the notion of public pol-

icy governance has been applied in scholarly works, together with strengths and 
weaknesses related to its conceptual formulation and that of the literature. Based 
on the reviewed literature, it can be concluded that the use of PPG in public policy 
is limited thus, suggesting it is still a relatively new field of study despite its initial 
use in the online literature in 2000. It is also concluded that some authors are not 
familiar with the term public policy governance, although their accounts and anal-
yses may reflect the notion of public policy governance. It is further concluded that 
only a few empirical studies have been conducted to explore challenges of public 
policy making and public service delivery which are linked with the lack of good 
PPG. Consequently, researchers, scholars and practitioners remain uninformed 
about the novel policy problems; leading to a lack of adequate debates among the 
academicians, researchers, and practitioners, on innovative ways of improving the 
policy making and implementation process. The little application of PPG is due 
to the challenges related to its conceptual formulation, for instance, broadness of 
PPG and overlapping of its elements. Despite these challenges, some scholars and 
researchers have offered relevant definitions and key elements depicting PPG’s re-
ality. In the literature, PPG as a process is well analysed and a set of arguments and 
conceptual elements that represent it as an academic discipline are well established. 
Nevertheless, empirical cases depicting the practice of PPG are offered.

Despite its strengths, the literature falls short of covering the full scope of PPG 
by identifying and analysing some elements of good governance, such as ethics and 
responsiveness, but also few authors have incorporated in the literature a range 
of terms as types of public policy governance; however, such terms do not ade-
quately reflect the phenomenon of PPG. Some authors overlook the important no-
tion of horizontal movement of power and rules, sharing of principles and norms 
among the policy stakeholders, and planning and implementation documents that 
are subject to transparent to all networks of policy stakeholders (government and 
non-government), and others have suggested broad terms which are beyond the 
scope of PPG. These weaknesses in the literature may imply a lack of adequate 
theoretical and practical understanding of PPG among the authors, which is a re-
sult of several factors. To improve the literature, first, the definitions of PPG must 
cover the concept of the public policy process (policy making, implementation and 
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evaluation process), democratic participation and the notion of horizontal sharing 
of power, rules, principles and norms among the networks of policy stakeholders 
(state and non-state stakeholders), ethics, commitment, accountability, responsive-
ness and transparent sharing of policy documents to all networks of policy stake-
holders. In addition, the concept of instruments of public policy governance must 
be covered in the literature.

To improve the theoretical and practical understanding of PPG among the au-
thors, the paper recommends that, First, there is a need for further debates on PPG 
among academicians, researchers, and practitioners. Having debates can bring new 
insights into the nature of contemporary problems and stimulate innovative ways 
of improving policy making and implementation processes. Moreover, the debates 
can develop their interest in exploring empirically challenges and problems associ-
ated with public policy making and public service delivery, which are linked with 
the lack of good PPG. Second, scholars need to carefully select a few PPG argu-
ments and variables that are relevant in their studies and analyses. Doing so can 
overcome or minimise their impact of a holistic use of PPG in policy formulation 
and implementation. Lastly, there is a need for scholars to see how the use of PPG 
can be improved by factoring in the issue of horizontal sharing of power, rules, 
principles, and norms among the networks of policy stakeholders, as well as ethics, 
elements of good governance, and instruments in the policy formulation, imple-
mentation and evaluation.

GENİŞLETİLMİŞ ÖZET
Çalışmada kamu politikası yönetişimi konusu ele alınmıştır. Kamu 

Politikası Yönetişimi kavramı, Klasik Kamu Yönetimi ve Yeni Kamu Yönetimi 
yaklaşımlarının, etkili kamu politikası uygulayamaması ve kamu hizmeti sunumunu 
sağlamadaki zorlukları karşısında geliştirilmiş bir kavramdır . Çalışmada, kamu 
politikası yönetişimi kavramının akademik çalışmalarda uygulandığı alan ve 
kapsamı, kavramsal formülasyonu ve literatürdeki güçlü ve zayıf yönleriyle birlikte 
sunulmuştur. Makalede nitel ikincil araştırma ve belgesel analiz uygulanmıştır. Genel 
olarak bulgular, kamu politikası yönetişimi kavramının incelenen çağdaş literatürde 
minimum düzeyde uygulandığını (15%) göstermektedir. Bu da kamu politikası 
yönetişimi alanının, 2000 yılında çevrimiçi literatürde ilk kez kullanılmasına 
rağmen hala nispeten yeni bir çalışma alanı olduğunu düşündürmektedir. Çalışmada 
kavramın minimum düzeyde kullanılmasına rağmen bir süreç ve akademik çerçeve 
olarak tasarlanmıştır ve yerel, bölgesel, ulusal ve küresel düzeylerde uygulanabilir 
olduğuna kanaat getirilmiştir. Kamu politikası yönetişimi konusunda literatürü 
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geliştirmek için, bu konunun kamu politikası sürecinin kapsamını ve politika 
paydaşları ağları arasında gücün yatay paylaşımı, kurallar, ilkeler ve normların yanı 
sıra kamu politikası yönetişimi için etik, iyi yönetişim unsurları ve araçlarını da 
kapsaması gerektiği çalışmada belirtilmiştir.

Etik Beyanı: Bu çalışmanın tüm hazırlanma sü-
reçlerinde etik kurallara uyulduğunu yazarlar 
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