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ABSTRACT

Public policy is increasingly implemented with projects. The projects serve as 
policy instruments in governance systems, which aim for efficient and 
democratic governing of the contemporary liberal democratic societies with 
divergent mechanisms. The temporary project has been assumed to enhance 
policy implementation within a governance system by rendering timely coop-
eration and interventions possible and provide autonomy to experiment and 
learn. However, the temporality of projects can increase uncertainty and the 
project logic of action may clash with other logics of action and result in mis-
understanding or disagreement. Despite the importance of new organiza-
tional forms for public governance, the effects of project organization on gov-
ernance mechanisms has so far been insufficiently studied. To what extent do 
the temporality and action logic of projects actually contribute to or counter-
act the divergent governance mechanisms for effective and democratic public 
governance?

This dissertation argues that the lack of governance analysis of project 
organization stretches to a more fundamental shortage of theorizing project-
based implementation from a governance perspective. As such, projects have 
been mostly perceived as administrative questions rather than as challenges 
for putting public policy into practice within a governance system. Gover-
nance systems are known to elude the conventional conception of the policy 
process as a cycle of sequential stages from planning to decision-making and 
implementation. This thesis applies the Multiple Governance Framework 
(MGF) to the analysis of project-based policy implementation. In distinction 
to other theoretical frameworks of the policy process, it is developed for theo-
rizing the policy process from a governance perspective with focus on imple-
mentation.

The dissertation has a twofold analytical agenda. Firstly, the dissertation 
theorizes the potential effects of project organization on governance 
mechanisms. The organizational characteristics distinguishing projects from 
other organizations are identified based on project organization theory and 
research. The governance mechanisms with collaboration, quasi-markets and 
trust as their core are then distinguished based on the collaborative 
governance, metagovernance and interactive governance theories. By 
discussing the project organization in relation to the governance mechanisms, 
the hypothetical effects are outlined. Secondly, the dissertation analyzes 
empirically the effects of project organization on the governance mechanism. 
The findings are discussed in relation to the governing of implementation 
outlined by the MGF to analyze how the agents with divergent mechanisms are 
assigned different types of action in public governance.

The object of study is the European Union’s regional policy, the Cohesion 
policy, and its 2007-2013 program in Finland. As an early adopter of project-
based implementation and one of the world’s largest policies with an intrinsic
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transformative agenda, the Cohesion policy offers an exemplary case for the 
study of public governance with a projectified policy. Applying a mixed meth-
ods approach, combining research articles with cross-sectional analysis of 
register and survey data and research articles with qualitative case studies, 
this article-based compilation dissertation provides extensive empirical evi-
dence of governance challenges arising from project organization.

The dissertation identifies the key governance agents and activities of 
public project organization, such as public managers with discretion over 
project funding and project managers managing the various phases of the 
project. The dissertation also theorizes the potential effects of project organi-
zation on the governance mechanisms put forth by collaborative governance, 
metagovernance and interactive governance theories. As a result of empiri-
cally testing the assumptions, the study shows that there is both a 
transformative and a redistributive rationale in the Cohesion policy, indicat-
ing project-based policies may be driven by several rationales that potentially 
generate divergent goals for projects. The putatively flexible project organiza-
tion entails bureaucracy by requiring funding applications and reports. How-
ever, the extent to which bureaucracy is perceived as red tape is found to be 
affected by individual professional experience. The project organization re-
quires public managers to collaborate but presents a potential problem with 
its logic of action that is at odds with the logic of the public administration. 
Public managers are found to increase the gains from the involvement of dif-
ferent agents on the condition that the project manager is receptive to the 
logic of the public administration. Finally, the temporary organization is 
found to increase the uncertainty of the metagovernance mechanism without 
capitalizing on the autonomy. The project provides, however, a responsive 
outset for interpersonal trust to be formed through dynamic interaction be-
tween the public official and project manager. The trust enables the project 
to preserve its autonomy while providing the public administration scrutiny 
over the project.

The dissertation shows that the theories of collaborative governance, 
metagovernance and interactive governance should take into account the 
uncertainty generated by the temporality of project organization and the 
potential disjunction of logics between involved agents. With the right 
governance mechanisms, the project organization can provide an added 
value to an effective and democratic public governance. The MGF is, contrary 
to its promises, uninformative regarding the structuring of governance mech-
anisms and assignment of roles to agents in public governance. However, by 
theorizing the project-based implementation from a governance perspective, 
the MGF assists in analyzing how non-state agents unintendedly can act with 
tasks that overreach their formal mandate in a fluid and complex governance 
system.
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TIIVISTELMÄ

Politiikkaa toimeenpannaan yhä useammin projekteissa. Projektit tai 
hankkeet toimivat välineinä hallintajärjestelmissä, jotka erilaisin 
hallintamekanismein tavoittelevat nykyajan liberaalidemokraattisten 
yhteiskuntien tehokasta ja demokraattista ohjausta. Lyhytaikaisten projektien 
on ajateltu tehostavan politiikan toimeenpanoa mahdollistamalla oikea-
aikaisen yhteistyön ja sopivasti mitoitettuja toimia ja tarjoamalla vapautta 
kokeiluihin ja oppimiseen. Projektien väliaikaisuus lisää kuitenkin myös 
epävarmuutta ja niiden toimintalogiikka voi johtaa väärinymmärryksiin tai 
jopa erimielisyyksiin muiden tahojen kanssa. Projektien merkityksestä 
huolimatta niiden vaikutuksia hallintamekanismeihin ei ole tutkittu 
systemaattisesti. Missä määrin projektien väliaikaisuus ja toimintalogiikka 
myötävaikuttavat mekanismeihin, joilla tavoitellaan tehokasta ja 
demokraattista yhteiskunnan ohjausta?

Tässä väitöskirjassa esitetään, että projektien sivuttaminen 
hallintanäkökulmasta ulottuu laajempaan vajavuuteen teoretisoida projektit 
osana politiikan toimeenpanoa hallintajärjestelmässä. Tämän johdosta 
projektit on mielletty lähinnä hallinnollisena kysymyksenä sen sijaan, että ne 
käsitettäisiin politiikan toimeenpanon haasteena hallintajärjestelmässä. 
Hallintajärjestelmät sivuttavat tunnetusti tavanomaisen vaiheittaisen 
politiikkaprosessin. Tässä väitöskirjassa sovelletaan Multiple Governance 
Framework (MGF) -viitekehystä projektiperustaisen politiikan 
toimeenpanon analyysiin. Toisin kuin muut poliitikkaprosessin 
viitekehykset, MGF on kehitetty prosessin teoretisoimiseen 
hallintanäkökulmasta toimeenpano lähtökohtana.

Väitöskirjalla on kaksiosainen analyyttinen agenda. Ensiksi, väitöskirjassa 
teoretisoidaan projektiorganisaation mahdolliset vaikutukset 
hallintamekanismeihin. Organisaatiopiirteet, jotka erottavat projektit muista 
organisaatiomuodoista, tunnistetaan projektiteoriasta ja 
tutkimuskirjallisuudesta. Hallintamekanismien, joiden ytimessä on 
yhteistoiminta, kvasimarkkina ja luottamus, hallintakapasiteetti määritellään 
collaborative governance, metagovernance ja interactive governance 
teorioiden kautta. Vertaamalla projektiorganisaatioiden piirteitä 
hallintamekanismeihin osoitetaan niiden mahdolliset vaikutukset. Toiseksi, 
väitöskirja analysoi empiirisesti projektiorganisaation vaikutuksia 
hallintamekanismeihin. Havainnoista keskustellaan suhteessa MGF-
viitekehykseen, mikä mahdollistaa toimijoiden ja toiminnan analyysin 
toimeenpanonäkökulmasta.

Tutkimuksen kohteena on Euroopan unionin aluekehityspolitiikka, 
koheesiopolitiika, ja sen 2007-2013 ohjelmakausi Suomessa. Pitkäaikaisena 
projektien hyödyntäjänä toimeenpanossa ja yhtenä maailman laajimmista 
politiikkatoimista innovatiivisella agendalla, koheesiopolitiikka tarjoaa
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mallitapauksen projektiperustaisen politiikan hallinnan tutkimiseen. 
Artikkeliväitöskirja hyödyntää erilaisia analyysimenetelmiä, kuten 
poikkileikkausanalyysiä rekisteri- ja kyselyaineistosta ja kvalitatiivista 
tapaustutkimusta kattavassa empiirisessä analyysissä projektien 
hallinnallisista haasteista.

Väitöskirja tunnistaa tärkeimmät toimijat ja toimet projektien hallinnassa, 
kuten projektirahoituksesta päättävät hallinnoijat ja suunnitelman laadintaa 
ja toimintaa johtavat projektijohtajat. Väitöskirja myös teoretisoi projektien 
vaikutusta hallintateorioiden esittämiin mekanismeihin. Testaamalla 
oletukset empiirisesti väitöskirja osoittaa, että koheesiopolitiikassa on sekä 
redistributiivinen että innovatiivinen rationaali. Tämä kertoo, että 
projektiperustaisessa politiikassa on mahdollisesti useita vallitsevia 
tavoitteita. Projektiorganisointi osoittautuu myös byrokratiaa lisääväksi 
rahoitushakemusten ja raportoinnin kautta. Se, kuinka byrokraattiseksi 
hanke koetaan, on kuitenkin riippuvaista hankejohtajan kokemuksesta. 
Projektiorganisointi edellyttää hallinnoijalta yhteistoimintaa mutta voi myös 
johtaa ongelmiin erilaisten toimintalogiikoiden kohdatessa. Hallinnoijat 
osoittautuvat yhteistoiminnan hyötyjä edistäviksi edellyttäen, että 
projektijohtaja ymmärtää julkishallinnon toimintaperiaatteita. Viimeiseksi, 
projekti osoittautuu epävarmuutta lisääväksi metaohjauksessa ilman, että 
autonomian hyödyt tulevat käyttöön. Projekti kuitenkin myös luo 
mahdollisuuden rakentaa luottamusta dynaamisen vuorovaikutuksen kautta 
hallinnoijan ja projektijohtajan välillä, mikä puolestaan antaa projektille 
toiminnanvapautta ja julkishallinnolle kontrollia.

Väitöskirja osoittaa, että collaborative governance, metagovernance ja 
interactive governance teorioiden tulisi huomioida projektien väliaikaisuuden 
aiheuttama epävarmuus ja toimintalogiikan mahdolliset ongelmat suhteessa 
muiden toimijoiden toimintaperiaatteisiin. Oikeilla hallintamekanismeilla 
projektin ominaisuudet voivat tuoda lisäarvoa tehokkaaseen ja 
demokraattiseen yhteiskunnalliseen ohjaukseen. MGF on, toisin kuin 
viitekehys lupaa, epäselvä hallinnan mekanismien suhteen ja sitä kautta myös 
toimeenpanon selittämisessä. Teoretisoimalla projektiperustainen 
toimeenpano hallintanäkökulmasta MGF kuitenkin auttaa analysoimaan sitä, 
miten yksityiset toimijat monimutkaisessa hallintajärjestelmässä vahingossa 
voivat saada tehtäviä, jotka ylittävät heidän virallisen toimenkuvansa.
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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 BACKGROUND AND SCOPE OF DISSERTATION

Public policy in Western welfare states is increasingly implemented with 
projects (Sjöblom, Löfgren, & Godenhjelm, 2013). The surge in project 
organizing in policy implementation can be set against the broader 
background of globalization and increased well-being in Western welfare 
states, which have spurred a particularization of collective ends, agents and 
processes (Hodgson, Fred, Bailey, & Hall, 2019; Le Galés, 2011; Sulkunen, 
2006). The development has led to a situation where none has the capacity to 
alone plan and put into practice most public policies and services (Osborne, 
2010). The societal development presents democratic governing with 
dilemmas by requiring at once freedom for non-state agents to act while 
maintaining control of action for ensuring purposeful public ends (Donahue & 
Zeckhauser, 2011). To meet these challenges and solve societal problems, 
decision-making and action for collective ends are increasingly taking place 
outside politico-administrative institutions and instead within different 
systems of governance with divergent mechanisms, such as public-private 
cooperation, quasi-markets and trust (see, e.g., Bevir, 2011; Pierre & Peters, 
2000; Torfing et al., 2013). The increasing reliance on the governing capacity 
of such mechanisms put forth by collaborative governance, metagovernance 
and interactive governance approaches has prompted the contemporary era 
of governing in liberal democracies to be defined as the “New Public 
Governance” (NPG) (Osborne, 2006; Torfing & Triantafillou, 2013). 

The new and flexible organizational forms, which putatively are free from 
institutional inertia and customizable to various situations, have been 
important tools or instruments in the attempts of governance mechanisms to 
operate successfully for effective and democratic public governing (Börzel & 
Panke, 2007; Jacobsson, Pierre, & Sundström, 2015; Klijn & Skelcher, 2007). 
In policy implementation on the sub-national level, where the governance 
mechanisms are perhaps most viable (Brenner, 2004), research has found e.g. 
the policy networks to come with trade-offs for public governance by on the 
one hand increasing adaptability and effectiveness but on the other hand 
decreasing control and accountability (see, e.g., Giersig, 2008; Hertting, 2007; 
Toikka, 2011). Despite the surge in projects, there is, however, a lack of 
systematic empirical studies on the effects of project organization on public 
governance (Godenhjelm, Lundin, & Sjöblom, 2015; Marsden, Sjöblom, 
Andersson, & Skerratt, 2012). Although sharing the network’s agency 
perspective the project organization is distinct from networks by being time-
limited (Grabher, 2002) and imposing a logic of intense action with a narrow 
scope (Jensen, Johansson, & Löfström, 2013; Lundin et al., 2015). According 
to optimists, these organizational characteristics can account for the assumed 
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efficiency and innovation gains by cutting bureaucratic slack and enabling 
experimentation and learning (Sjöblom & Godenhjelm, 2009). However, the 
temporality and action logic of projects can also produce uncertainty and 
incompatibility with permanent organizations, thus potentially creating 
challenges for public governance (Godenhjelm, Sjöblom, & Jensen, 2019; 
Grabher, 2002). This prompts the question how the project organization 
actually affects the divergent governance mechanisms. Does the project logic 
of action present an added value or a drawback for collaboration that seeks 
performance gains from involvement of non-state agents in policy 
implementation (Ansell, 2016; Donahue & Zeckhauser, 2011)? To what extent 
does the project’s temporality amplify the autonomy of metagovernance and 
increase the efficiency of competition without discretion leading to loss of 
control over the ends (Torfing & Triantafillou, 2013)? And does the 
temporality allow for creating trust between agents with interactive 
governance, thus overcoming the potential cost in terms of lost autonomy for 
the project caused by the engagement of the public administration for scrutiny 
(Torfing et al., 2013; Torfing & Triantafillou, 2011)? As the project 
organization comes with potential gains and drawbacks for respective 
governance mechanisms, the answer to how projects affect the aspiration for 
an effective and accountable public governance needs to be sought empirically. 

This thesis argues that the omission of project organizations’ effects on 
public governance is a symptom of the more fundamental shortcoming of 
theorizing the implementation with project organizing from a governance 
perspective, analogous to the fate of other policy instruments in putting policy 
to practice in a public governance context (DeLeon & DeLeon, 2002; Hertting, 
2018). Public administration and organization researchers have reiterated 
project-based or project-driven policy implementation without systematically 
analyzing the process of implementation with projects in relation to 
governance mechanisms (Hodgson et al., 2019; Jacobsson et al., 2015; 
Sjöblom et al., 2013). Implementation and public policy research, in turn, has 
disregarded project organizing in the study of governing local-level 
implementation with new organizations (O’Toole & Meier, 2010). Falling 
between these two stools means that project organization for implementation 
has for the most part been conceived as mere administration, or taking care of 
issues case-by-case as they arise based on regulation and rules, rather than 
actually forming an intrinsic part of governing society through public policy 
(Goodin, Rein, & Moran, 2006). The proliferation of projects in 
implementation presents a potential challenge for public governance that due 
to its prevalence can also potentially endanger public accountability, an 
element of democratic governing that has been recognized as made especially 
vulnerable by the complexity of public governance (Peters & Pierre, 2006). 

Traditionally, implementation would have been studied from a top-down 
perspective asking to what extent policy output resembles the policy goals or 
from a bottom-up perspective how the street-level bureaucrat adapts to given 
rules and resources (Cairney, 2012; Hill & Hupe, 2014). These theories, in 
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which implementation is perceived as a later stage in the policy process after 
policy-formulation or the agency is confined to public institutions (Vedung, 
2016), are, however, ill-suited for capturing the flexible governance processes 
and goal ambiguity (Hertting, 2018; Hill & Hupe, 2014; Lynn, Heinrich, & Hill, 
2001). Studying implementation in the NPG era means, by and large, focusing 
on the processes and effects instead of the traditional focus on policy output 
(Osborne, 2006; Torfing & Triantafillou, 2013). The project model, where the 
goal is formed and put to practice by a project agent under public discretion 
based on broad policy objectives (Büttner, 2019), eludes similarly to the 
network model the conventional theories’ description of the policy process 
(Hertting, 2018; Klijn & Koppenjan, 2015). Departing from the conventional 
implementation theories means also dispensing with the conception of the 
policy process as a cycle of stages in favor of a more open policy process 
framework (Hill & Hupe, 2014). That the policy cycle or stages model is an 
outdated analytical framework is no news to political scientists, and there is 
almost an abundance of more sophisticated theories of the policy process (see 
e.g. Cairney, 2012; Sabatier, 2007). Most of these focus, however, on the policy 
formation and are equivocal about implementation (DeLeon & DeLeon, 2002; 
Hill & Hupe, 2014). 

In this dissertation, project-based implementation is approached from the 
Multiple Governance Framework (MGF), which has been put forward by Hill 
and Hupe (2014) to answer questions of policy implementation in a context of 
public governance. The MGF defines and instructs in finding the key 
dimensions of the policy process from a governance perspective, where 
planning, decision-making and implementation are not limited to institutions 
a priori but are formed in praxis by the action of involved agents (Hill & Hupe, 
2014). As an analytical framework directing focus on the constitutive elements 
of a phenomenon (Ostrom, 2007), the MGF demarcates implementation and 
related concepts of the policy process in a public governance context and 
assists in theorizing it for analysis of the mechanisms for governing society 
(Hill & Hupe, 2014). In conceptual research terms, MGF can be conceived of 
as a framework, or meta-theory, defining and delimiting a phenomenon and 
hosting the middle-range governance theories that offer distinct and partial 
explanations of the phenomenon (Ostrom, 2007). 

This dissertation applies the theories of collaborative governance (Ansell & 
Gash, 2008), metagovernance (Peters, 2010) and interactive governance 
(Torfing et al., 2013) to test the key mechanisms of different forms of 
governing in street-level, project-based policy implementation. Among the 
quantity of governance theories, the three capture best the mechanisms for the 
crucial dimensions of successfully involving non-state agents and striking a 
balance between autonomy and control in public governance (Hertting, 2018; 
Hill & Hupe, 2014). 



Introduction 

18 

1.2 RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND OBJECT OF STUDY

The research gap on project organization in public governance discussed 
above suggests two overarching research questions. Project-based policy im-
plementation was argued to have been disregarded from a public governance 
perspective, leaving unanswered the crucial questions how the temporality 
and action logic of projects affects the governance mechanisms of the collabo-
rative governance, metagovernance and interactive governance approaches 
to public governance. By theorizing project-based implementation from a 
governance perspective, the phenomenon is demarcated for a systematic 
study of the implications of governance mechanisms with project organiza-
tion in implementation (Hill & Hupe, 2014). The first research question, 
which seeks to theorize the potential effects of project organization on gover-
nance mechanisms by identifying the project’s key organizational character-
istics and the agents, actions and strategies in the process of implementation 
that form the governance mechanisms can be formulated as:

 
RQ1: How can project organization affect governance mechanisms in policy 
implementation? 

 
Project organization was argued above to pose potential implications for the 
governance mechanisms attempts to balance between autonomy and control. 
In addition, as a result of being an understudied phenomenon, it is also 
unclear to what extent a public policy implemented through projects has a 
uniform transformative rationale (Jacobsson et al., 2015; Montin, 2007) and 
what side-effects the temporary organization in bureaucratic administrative 
structures may have (Hodgson, 2004; Vedung, 2013). The effects of project 
organizing on governance mechanisms, which are argued to have the poten-
tial to be either gains or drawbacks with regard to effective and accountable 
implementation, require an empirical judgement. The second research ques-
tion of the dissertation directed to the empirical analysis can be formulated 
as:

 
RQ2: What explains the effects of project organization on governance 
mechanisms in policy implementation? 

 
The object of study is the European Union’s (EU) Cohesion policy, a regional 
policy, and more specifically, its implementation in Finland during the 
2007 2013 Cohesion policy programme period. The EU has been a driving 
force in projectification with its project-based regional policy (Godenhjelm et 
al., 2015), but similar tendencies are being witnessed in environmental and 
rural development policy in Europe (Marsden et al., 2012) and  the US (Munck 
af Rosenschöld & Wolf, 2017). As a pilot policy in project-driven 
implementation (Brunazzo, 2016), which today is among the most projectified 
policy fields in the world and  account for around a third of the EU’s “budget” 
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in real terms can make a difference for hundreds of millions of people 
(European Commission, 2007, 2014). 

The Cohesion policy is a critical case in project-based implementation 
(Büttner, 2019; Sjöblom et al., 2013; Sulkunen, 2006). As such, it offers an 
exemplary object of study for generating knowledge about the governance 
mechanisms with regard to the project-based implementation of significant 
public policies and policy fields potentially facing projectification. In total, the 
dissertation seeks to provide both an empirically tested framework for 
studying project-based policy implementation and more specific explanations 
regarding project driven activities and their outputs. 

1.3 OUTLINE OF THE STUDY

The study is structured as follows: In chapter 2, I discuss the meaning of 
governance and then concentrate on the development of governance as a 
practice of public governing. The dissertation leans on the argument that 
democratic governing of society has increasingly been conducted as public 
governance with divergent governance mechanisms put forth by different 
forms of governing as a result of the public sector reforms starting during the 
1970s oil crises. Project organization in policy implementation is then 
discussed and situated in the continuum of governance developments and in 
terms of the specific conditions that the temporary organization sets for public 
governance. 

In chapter 3, the meaning of implementation is contemplated with a 
discussion on different conceptions of the public policy process in relation to 
the governance development. The argument is put forward that the policy 
process ought to be approached from a framework developed to capture public 
governance instead of the stages model in order to analyze implementation 
while taking governance seriously. The section ends with a discussion 
theorizing project-based implementation from a governance perspective by 
identifying the key elements that constitute governance from the outset of 
MGF (Box 1, Figure 1). As a framework, or meta-theory, the MGF serves to 
theorize a phenomenon for further analysis but does not specify mechanisms 
of consequence. 

In chapter 4, three specific approaches to governance, which highlight 
crucial mechanisms in public governance, are discussed. The governance 
mechanisms that seek to turn public-private cooperation into effective 
implementation and address the quest for autonomy and control in 
implementation are distinguished based on the theories of collaborative 
governance, metagovernance and interactive governance (Box 2, Figure 1). 
The three theories, treated as middle-range theories offering different 
explanations for successful public governance, are discussed with regard to the 
temporality and action logic of projects to see how the project organization in 
theory could affect the governance mechanisms. 
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The discussion on the middle-range governance theories results in sub-
questions of the two overarching research questions for analytical purposes in 
chapter 5. Chapter 6 presents the EU Cohesion policy and its Finnish program, 
which is the subject of study in the thesis (Box 3, Figure 1). Chapter 7 
introduces the research design, data and methodology chosen for analyzing 
the governance mechanisms of project-driven policy implementation. 

In chapter 8 the findings in research articles I-IV, where the effects of 
project organization on governance mechanisms have been empirically 
analyzed, are discussed in relation to the research questions (Box 4, Figure 1). 
Relating the results to the assumptions in the middle-range governance 
theories gives us indications how the effects of project organization on the 
governance mechanisms can have more general significance for public 
governance (Box 5, Figure 1). By discussing the findings of project 
organization’s effect on governance mechanisms with regard to the MGF, we 
can see how project organization affects policy implementation in a public 
governance context (Box 6, Figure 1). The discussion also gives an indication 
of the potential and the limits of the MGF as a conception of policy 
implementation (Box 6, Figure 1). 

 

 

Figure 1 The outline of the doctoral dissertation.
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2 THE PRACTICAL DEVELOPMENT OF 
GOVERNANCE

Few phenomena have attracted as much attention in political science and 
public administration research as the change in governing systems in recent 
decades. As one of the most researched topics, the governance concept has 
come to consist of a plethora of meanings. To navigate the quantity of 
meanings attached to governance, a range of distinctions needs to be made. A 
first crude distinction can be made between governance as a practical 
phenomenon, research framework and a problem (Bevir, 2011). As practice, 
governance is used to refer to a shift in democratic governing from 
government to governance, a distinction usually exemplified by likening the 
role of the state in the former to “rowing” and in the latter to “steering” (Peters 
& Pierre, 2006; Rhodes, 1997). The change in mode of governing liberal 
democratic societies can be seen as a result of wider public sector reform in 
the face of developed welfare states subject to permanent low economic growth 
(Pierre & Peters, 2000). 

Scholars have identified certain eras or paradigms that are characterized 
by a dominant mode of governing, of which the present can be called the NPG, 
as discussed in 1. Introduction (Osborne, 2006, 2010). This thesis argues that 
projectification is part of governance as practice by being the instrument for 
governing the street-level implementation of public policy (Marsden et al., 
2012). As an instrument for systems of governance with particular 
organizational characteristics it also potentially raises governance problems 
regarding autonomy and control in their assumed mechanism (Godenhjelm et 
al., 2019). The effects of project organization on public governance ought to be 
studied from theories offering explanations of more specific governance 
mechanisms. 

In this chapter, I discuss governance as a practice. The point of departure 
is the modern history of democratic governing from the perspective of 
governing reforms. The second part of the chapter discusses the development 
of project-based implementation and situates it within the changes in 
governing. Governance as research framework is discussed in chapter 3., and 
governance problems are raised continuously in the thesis as they naturally 
arise in the discussion of governance mechanisms in project-based policy 
implementation. 

2.1 PUBLIC SECTOR REFORMS

Public administration research has identified greater trends in public sector 
reforms that stretch over a longer period. The construction of the modern 
welfare state after WWII extended the role of government from governing core 
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issues of internal and external security and justice to regulating and 
intervening in most aspects of people’s life (Jacobsson et al., 2015). The 
primary system of democratic governing, or the Public Administration and 
Management as some strands of the literature specifies it (Osborne, 2006), 
during this era has been captured as public administration (PA) (Lynn, 2006; 
Osborne, 2006, 2010; Torfing & Triantafillou, 2013). 

What followed was the new public management (NPM) era, consisting of 
waves of reforms that started in the 1970s that were based on the assumption 
of the state being overblown as a result of the relatively rapid construction of 
public welfare systems in liberal democracies after WWII (Osborne & Gaebler, 
1992). The Anglo-Saxon inspired reforms propagating welfare cuts, de-
bureaucratization and marketization of public policy implementation and 
service delivery resulted in the new type of public management spreading 
throughout the Western world (Hood, 1991; Lynn, 2006), reaching as far as 
Scandinavia in the North and New Zealand in the south (Esping-Andersen, 
1990). 

The third era of governing can be characterized by the state re-discovering 
its will to govern as well as other agents recognizing the potential added value 
of inter-sectorial collaboration, as discussed in 1. Introduction (Bevir & 
Rhodes, 2011). In this NPG era, beginning somewhere around the 2000s, 
governing is based on mechanisms that do not respect traditional politico-
administrative institutional boundaries (Osborne, 2006; Torfing & 
Triantafillou, 2013). Instead, they are frequently ad hoc partnership 
arrangements between public and private agents and put forth by distinct 
forms of governing (Osborne, 2010). Although each era, sometimes called a 
“reform paradigm”, included sub-cycles of reforms that varied geographically 
and according to policy field, the overarching rationale of the eras can be 
captured by the PA, NPM and NPG concepts (Lynn, 2006; Osborne, 2010). 
The mechanisms of earlier eras are, however, not necessarily wiped out by the 
subsequent era but instead cumulated as another layer on the preexistent 
governance mechanisms (Lynn, 2006). For example, although the market 
mechanism was typical to the NPM era it is also frequently used for public 
governance in the NPG with the metagovernance approach, which denotes 
governing by organization and rule-setting (Peters, 2010, 2013). 

The argument put forward here regarding a historic change in the system 
of democratic governing as a three-phased reform has attracted criticism for 
being lopsided or exaggerated (Palumbo, 2015). The researcher only uses this 
narrative, critics say, to seek to justify his or her task of developing a theory of 
governance (Torfing et al., 2013). For instance, there never was a time in 
modern liberal democratic history with a pure state of “government” without 
any “governance”. In the Nordic countries, for example, there is a long 
corporatist tradition of representatives of employers and employees deciding 
on employment and labor issues (Greve, Lægreid, & Rykkja, 2016). Similarly, 
it is easy to reject a claim that the executive body of the central state, that is, 
the government as an institution, in any era never had neither the capacity nor 
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the will to take action with the intention of achieving societal change 
(Jacobsson et al., 2015). The proponents of a public governance paradigm have 
rejected the accusations of driving a false reading of history and, although 
admitting that there have been instances of arrangements resembling 
governance mechanisms in the PA and NPM eras, pointed to the fact that 
governance today permeates all levels of administration and flexibly 
incorporates the private and public sphere in a way never seen before (Torfing 
et al., 2013). The debate is, however, ongoing, and now that the proponents 
have labelled the critics “denialists” (ibid.), we have probably not yet seen the 
end. 

This, however, means governance as a practical phenomenon and theory 
are most often interwoven and hard to keep apart for analytical purposes 
(Pierre & Peters, 2000). The matter was not made any easier when governance 
research, as a product of soul-searching, identified three phases of governance 
research (Rhodes, 2012). The first wave was characterized by concentration on 
networks, the second with the hollowing out of the state and the opportunity 
of the state to direct the new situation, and the third with the qualitative 
change to interpretation and the transference of governance to different 
contexts (ibid.). Common to the three strands of research is an often optimistic 
or even normative view of a particular question to resolve some lasting 
governing dilemma (Toikka, 2011). 

This study takes its point of departure in the belief that NPG offers the best 
description of the contemporary endeavors of democratic governing, 
especially the implementation of public policy where a multitude of agents 
scramble to achieve collective ends governed by different mechanisms. By 
public governance, this thesis refers in the broad sense to practical directing 
of public processes as “…governance in the public sector is about steering and 
control of society and the economy through collective action that aims to 
achieve common goals.” (Torfing, Peters, Pierre, & Sorensen, 2013:2). The 
definition can further be compressed to “governing as governance” 
(Kooiman, 2003). In evaluating the value of the heuristic concept NPG, it 
should not be hold to the standards of a formal theory, which can be rejected 
based on evidence to the contrary. A concept is, in the end, a technique for 
describing the key processes of a phenomenon and should be rejected based 
on its descriptive precision in relation to competing concepts. It seems fair to 
say that it is hard to see how the concepts PA, NPM or “government” would 
capture what is going on in, for instance, the policy-making of the EU or the 
multi-agent policy implementation of its Cohesion policy any better (Bache & 
Flinders, 2004; Hooghe & Marks, 2001; Nugent, 2017). 

For analyzing the governing endeavors and their effects, one should move 
from discussing the broad trajectories in governing to address the actual 
governance mechanisms, by which the policy process is opened for non-state 
agents, allowing autonomy to the agents to adapt measures to local needs 
while also controlling the process for desired public ends (Osborne, 2010). The 
divergent governance mechanisms, which operate with collaboration, 
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competition and trust as their core for successful implementation in public 
governance, are discussed more in detail in chapter 4 based on the 
collaborative governance, metagovernance and interactive governance 
theories. 

2.2 THE PROJECTIFICATION OF THE PUBLIC SECTOR

The scientific debate on public governance has been largely on the state or on 
meso-level policy-making in networks situated between or over institutions 
(see, e.g., Börzel & Panke, 2007; Levi-Faur, 2012; Lewis & Considine, 2011). 
The majority of public service and policy implementation in welfare states is, 
however, undertaken on the sub-national level in regions or municipalities, 
which serve as the base unit for autonomy and public service provision in 
developed democracies (Hendriks, Loughlin, & Lidström, 2011). As a result, a 
plethora of new arrangements for delivering public service and implementing 
policy has appeared at the sub-national level of welfare states that forms an 
integral part of the sedimentation of new praxis and organization on top of old 
structures and processes (Lynn, 2011), a result described as the “embedded 
state” (Jacobsson et al., 2015) in the era of NPG. 

The public governance with divergent mechanisms seeking to involve non-
state agents, hand them autonomy and retain discretion has required new 
organizational forms as governance instruments, as was discussed in 1. 
Introduction. The project organization has been a particularly popular policy 
tool in the micro-level implementation of policies with a transformative 
rationale (Jacobsson et al., 2015:12). Projects are per definition limited in time 
with a predefined budget and demarcated task (Packendorff, 1995). The 
benefits of projects are assumed to stem from the fixed-time activity with a 
specific task and predefined team and budget, giving an organizational space 
free from overwhelming red tape and corporate or administrative rules and 
restrictions for an “entrepreneurial” project manager with a drive for change 
through experimentation and learning (Lundin & Söderholm, 1995). As such, 
the project appeals to rational-normative policy discourses striving for 
technical solutions to lasting problems, often through innovation or renewal 
(Sjöblom & Godenhjelm, 2009). 

A more cynical reading of the project is that it appeals by presenting 
politicians and administrative officials a convenient way to give the 
appearance of having taken measures for solving a problem by allocating 
project funding while simultaneously circumscribing the responsibility and 
risks simply to the budget and time allocated for the project (Le Galés, 2011; 
Sulkunen, 2006). Interestingly, the burgeoning sociological literature on 
public projects has raised questions about the feasibility of considering them 
from a purely organizational theory point of view and instead calling for 
empirical scrutiny of the project management and its relation to its 
institutional environment (Fred, 2018; Sahlin-Andersson & Söderholm, 
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2002). On one interpretation, projects have proliferated in public policy 
implementation to the point of shaping the functional logic of public 
administration, a phenomenon labelled projectification (Hodgson et al., 2019; 
Sjöblom et al., 2013). 

The proliferation of projects as means of implementing public policy and 
improving service can be witnessed in both the EU (Godenhjelm et al., 2015) 
and the US (Munck af Rosenschöld & Wolf, 2017), although the EU has been 
a driving force with its structural funds and regional policy (Bache, 2010). The 
European Union’s (EU) Cohesion policy, or regional policy, shows many of the 
key traits of modern public governance. Originating in the Treaty of Rome with 
the creation of the European Social Fund (ESF), the objective was sustaining 
and improving mobility in the European labor market through education and 
requalification initiatives for workers in areas experiencing industrial decline 
(Brunazzo, 2016). The policy that was reorganized and rebranded the 
Cohesion policy in the Single European Act was introduced to the project 
funding model by testing it at the beginning of the 1980s as a new concept of 
“conditional” project funding for a handful less well-off regions (Büttner, 
2019). The experiment developed into an outright project funding model for 
EU policymaking and implementation. 

Although public projects have the same organizational characteristics and 
practices as projects in business, they can be distinguished by the contextual 
rules (Godenhjelm et al., 2015). The EU principles of subsidiarity and 
partnership, which stipulate EU policy implementation to be decided upon 
and carried out at the most local level possible and in collaboration with non-
state agents, sets legal parameters for collaboration in project-based policy 
implementation (Bache, 2010; Hooghe & Marks, 2001). From an 
administrative point of view, the street-level activity of implementing the 
policy with the project model consists of public discretionary funding allocated 
by the public manager in the governing unit of the local or regional 
administration base on a project plan submitted by the project manager 
(Büttner, 2019). The governance praxis of the Cohesion policy has been shown 
to vary from country to country and perhaps even region to region, giving some 
justification for describing the process as experimentalist governance (Sabel & 
Zeitlin, 2010). 

Assembling the assumptions in public project organization theory and the 
conceptual research on the topic, we find that projects can influence public 
governance as project organizing and project organization. The organizing 
principle of projects on the one hand entails nimble action, which on its own 
reduces bureaucracy and red-tape in public governance (Lundin & Söderholm, 
1995; Sahlin-Andersson & Söderholm, 2002). On the other hand, the public 
project model entails public administration scrutiny over funding and formal, 
rule-based reporting, which can turn out as bureaucratic measures with effects 
on governance mechanisms (Fred, 2018; Le Galés, 2011). Project organization, 
in turn, can affect public governance through the organizational 
characteristics temporality and the project action logic (Godenhjelm et al., 



The Practical Development of Governance 

26 

2015, 2019). Temporality, which is manifested through the limited-time 
interventions of projects, is on the one hand expected to enhance effective 
policy implementation by setting the activity free from institutional inertia of 
permanent organizations and starting with a “clean sheet” to plan the activity 
and assemble the team for the project in a just-in-time endeavor (Sjöblom & 
Godenhjelm, 2009). The lack of a past in action and relations can also serve as 
a platform for a “swift” type of trust to be formed between agents unknown to 
each other that gather for a common task and serve as backdrop for creativity 
(Meyerson, Weick, & Kramer, 1996). On the other hand, the temporality 
produces uncertainty regarding the activity and its alignment with 
institutions, policy strategies and other actions (Sjöblom et al., 2013). 

The ideal-type project’s narrow scope and organizing for solving a specific 
problem also hypothetically imposes a certain logic of action on the project 
agents that has been assumed unleash the “fire soul” project manager to 
creative problem-solving and innovation (Lundin & Söderholm, 1995; Sahlin-
Andersson & Söderholm, 2002; Sjöblom & Godenhjelm, 2009). 
Simultaneously, project logic of action can be at odds with the logic of other 
agents coming together in the project with their respective institutional logic 
in the baggage. This has the potential to e.g. produce misunderstandings or 
even disagreement between the project and external agents (Fred, 2018; 
Lundin et al., 2015). As such, the temporality and project logic can have both 
positive and negative effects in a public governance system (Grabher, 2004b; 
Lundin et al., 2015). The “dark sides” of temporality and conjoining of logics 
are, however, often overlooked when discussing project-based policy 
implementation, although they have the potential of being crucial for public 
governance systems (Sjöblom & Godenhjelm, 2009). Research has so far 
discussed the key challenges of project organizing and organization, 
temporality and logic of action, for governing project-based implementation 
without systematically putting them to empirical tests (Godenhjelm et al., 
2019). 

The few empirical studies actually taking on public projects from a 
governance perspective have been ambiguous with regard to the governance 
mechanisms with projects (Godenhjelm, 2016), or focused on democracy 
(Godenhjelm, Munck af Rosenschöld, Kuokkanen, Andersson, & Sjöblom, 
2012; Kuokkanen, 2016), and sustainability (Munck af Rosenschöld & Wolf, 
2017; Johan Munck af Rosenschöld, 2017). The business and management 
research that has analyzed projects from a governance perspective under the 
label “governance of projects” (GOP) has applied a technical market-oriented 
framework to projects (Too & Weaver, 2014), or treated governance mostly in 
terms of corporate governance focusing the advisory or directing board of 
specific projects (Ahola, Ruuska, Artto, & Kujala, 2014; Pitsis, Sankaran, 
Gudergan, & Clegg, 2014). Project management research, while touching upon 
similar questions (Ika, 2009), treats them on such conceptually divergent 
terms that it becomes unclear to what extent the findings are applicable to a 
public governance context. The specific characteristics of public projects that 
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set them apart from business or research projects leads the project 
management and business project governance studies to have low descriptive 
capacity and explanatory power for project organization as part of the public 
policy implementation process (Godenhjelm et al., 2015). 

The temporary organization embedded in varying national, regional and 
local governing contexts produces a mosaic of activity for putting the Cohesion 
policy to practice. It is time to examine how the temporary organization affects 
governance mechanisms in public policy implementation. 
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3 GOVERNANCE ANALYSIS OF PUBLIC
POLICY IMPLEMENTATION

This chapter discusses and defines the theoretical concepts central to the 
study. I start by defining public policy and discussing two policy typologies to 
demarcate regional development policy from other policies. Secondly, I 
elaborate on the meaning of the abstract analytical concepts framework, 
theory and mechanism. Then, I discuss theories of the policy process to show 
how implementation, and the questions regarding it, is contingent upon the 
conception of the policy process. Lastly, the governance framework for 
analyzing implementation is presented and its contribution to the study of 
policy implementation argued for. 

3.1 PUBLIC POLICY – DEFINITION AND TYPOLOGIES

Public policy can be said to be at the heart of democratic governing of society. 
The state directs, develops or influences the society in the desired direction 
through public policy (Goodin, Rein, & Moran, 2006:3). The study of public 
policy, therefore, is the study of actualized public power, which naturally can 
be seen to have both scientific and democratic significance (Cairney, 2012). So 
far, most political scientists usually agree. What to study when focusing the 
policy process, and for the purpose of this thesis, how to locate the 
implementation of the policy, are, however, subjects of conceptual and 
theoretical disputes (Cairney, 2012; Hertting, 2018; Hill & Hupe, 2014). 
Before going to the process, the public policy as a concept should be defined. 

Public policy typically includes both goals about desirable ends and 
measures for achieving them, which means it consists of decisions, 
organization and administration (Hill & Hupe, 2014; Vedung, 1997). 
Demarcating public policy from other core government and state activities, 
such as administration can, therefore, be surprisingly difficult. Public policy is 
here distinguished from administering by reserving it to public universal acts, 
whereas administration refers to institutions or the activity of case-by-case 
decisions based on a regulatory framework and rules (Goodin et al., 2006). 

However, what makes public policy public? After all, enterprises and other 
organizations have policies that often are conducted in relation to the 
organizations or its employees’ behavior. Further, private agents participate in 
public policy-making to an increasing extent (Cairney, 2012). This study leans 
on the definition put forward by Hill and Hupe (2009:4), according to which 
what makes public policy public is the involvement of government for 
legitimizing the action. 

Researchers have further attempted to make sense of the variance in public 
policies by systematizing them according to their objective and measures, 



 

29 

which gives the policy a certain type of rationale (Cairney, 2012; Hill & Hupe, 
2014; Sefton, 2006). The policy type can be an important analytical dimension 
because it has been connected to certain ways of implementation (Howlett & 
Ramesh, 2003; Parsons, 1995). The typologies have traditionally 
distinguished between at least distributive, regulatory and redistributive 
policy and constituent policies (Hill & Hupe, 2014; Sefton, 2006). In another 
classification, public policies are categorized according to various foundations 
in relation to the modern democratic state and the exercise of political 
ideologies. In one such, Stig Montin (2007) distinguishes between three 
generations of policies, in which the first was confined to setting up democratic 
regimes, the second to putting forward a welfare state and the third to 
developing society in areas where there is ambiguity regarding the primary 
responsibility for action. The “third-generation” policy, such as regional 
development policy, is characterized by a need for the state to engage in 
interaction with the market and civil society with the goal of building the 
capacity to act in the local community concerned (Montin, 2007:39 40). To 
put it more simply, the third generation of policy stands apart from the 
defining functions of the state (Rose 1974) such as law, taxation and defense, 
which in the Nordic welfare states can be extended to social policy (Svallfors, 
2012). 

Characteristic for the implementation of third-generation policy is new and 
flexible organization, such as program design, in which operative action is 
often taken by projects funded at least partially by the resources allocated to 
the program to allow for flexible adaption to various contexts (Jacobsson et 
al., 2015; Montin, 2007). As a regional development policy the Cohesion policy 
of the EU, which intends to tackle lasting societal problems by targeting the 
intrinsic capacity building of a community by experimentation and learning 
(Brulin & Svensson, 2012), includes what Hooghe and Marks (2001:113) 
labelled a “policy rationale” of assisting poor regions and a “political rationale” 
of motivating endogenous change. The distinction seems, however, somewhat 
synthetic given that all policies are expressions of public political authority 
(Goodin et al., 2006). In this thesis, both redistributive and transformative 
rationales are considered policy rationales. Further, the distinction has been 
made based on a wider discussion of the policy with scant empirical evidence 
(Hooghe & Marks, 2001), suggesting the assumption needs to be tested 
empirically.  

Although there are clear theoretical indications that some objectives in 
certain contexts are better pursued by some form of organization (Mintzberg, 
1979), some have questioned the explanatory power of policy types for 
organizing the implementation (Hill & Hupe, 2014). It has also been popular 
to approach policy from “policy subsystems” (Cairney, 2012; Paul A. Sabatier 
& Weible, 2007), which refers to cooperatives of agents that attempt to make 
an impact and stretch over a certain government policy. The focus on a certain 
policy gives, however, the analytical benefit of isolating the potential 
confounding elements that other policies may have through their diverging 
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rationale (Hill & Hupe, 2014; Vedung, 1997). The policy typology explanation 
and its contingency critique, the assumption of third-generation policies 
transformative rationale and evidence of a dual rationale in Cohesion policy 
requires an exploration of the subject. By asking to what extent the project-
based policy implementation of Cohesion policy is actually confined to a 
distinct policy rationale, the thesis examines the policy typology in public 
policy theory and looks for indications of several, potentially conflicting, 
mechanisms at work in the implementation (Jacobsson et al., 2015; Montin, 
2007). 

3.2 DISTINGUISHING BETWEEN FRAMEWORK, 
THEORY AND MECHANISM

The concepts framework, theory and mechanism are commonly used 
interchangeably in research with confusing consequences. The concepts 
therefore deserve a few words for the sake of clarity of their use in this thesis. 

This study utilizes the categorization of Ostrom (2007) who, firstly, defines 
a framework as the most general demarcation of a phenomenon, which 
identifies the constitutive elements for a scientific analysis. The policy process 
frameworks, e.g., points to the factors one needs to consider when formulating 
questions regarding the process (Paul A. Sabatier, 2007). At its most basic 
level, the framework can be a list of factors necessary for inclusion to capture 
a phenomenon for scientific inquiry, but it can also be more elaborate and for 
example suggest hypotheses. Secondly, a theory functions to specify the 
elements of the framework that are relevant to specific problems and provide 
assumptions for the question by ordering the relation of specific elements 
(Ostrom, 2007). As the framework merely defines the parameters necessary to 
capture a phenomenon, it may very well host several theories competing for 
explaining the same problem (Paul A. Sabatier, 2007). This is why a 
framework can also be called a meta-theory (Hill & Hupe, 2014). Further, a 
theory can be labelled “middle-range theory” to clarify that it is situated within 
a framework and probably seeks to explain only a part of the phenomenon 
demarcated by the framework. Lastly, a model refers to a formally expressed 
relation of the hypotheses put forth in the theory (Ostrom, 2007). 

The attention given to “mechanisms” in this dissertation refers to the 
dependency relations and effects assumed in the governance theories. 
Mechanism can also be deemed the appropriate unit of analysis in public 
governance, which refers to the process of governing and therefore in practice 
consist of divergent factors and their dependencies, or mechanisms (Osborne, 
2010). Importantly, the term has epistemological bearings that indicate, 
among other things, the knowledge value of the findings. By defining the 
research task in terms of mechanisms, or governance mechanisms, this 
dissertation is positioned within the realist or critical realist (CR) tradition of 
philosophy of sciences. This means embracing the ontological position of 
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society constituted by a physical and a social world, which both needs to be 
addressed to grasp the effects of the action agents. 

The realist approach is defined here in terms of Andrew Sayer (2010), 
whose framework is anchored in the realist paradigm worked out by Roy 
Bhaskar but complemented by readings of interpretivist work, especially 
regarding hermeneutics. The ontology of CR supposes that social structures 
and institutions condition, but do not determine, the action of agents, 
ultimately resulting in events. In distinction to positivism, where causality is 
configured as constant conjunctions between events, the CR projects 
mechanisms of causality as their objects of study (Sayer, 2010). The difference 
can be expressed formally in terms of inferential logic, where positivism stems 
from deductive inference, or the necessity of consequences following from 
well-formed logically true theses, and CR resting on abductive inference, 
where the inference is traced from consequence to the most likely thesis. In 
CR, causality is assumed to consist of a constellation of structure, institution 
and agent that may generate a particular event. Whereas the positivists in their 
search for social laws would write off an assumed causal relationship because 
of an observed non-actualization, the critical realists recognize that the causal 
mechanism may or may not actualize because of other mechanisms and the 
agents’ capacity for active decision-making. 

The causality can be said to have some general bearing where the context, 
or structure, institutions and agents are more or less the same (Bengtsson & 
Hertting, 2014). The restriction in terms of knowledge is that causal 
mechanisms may or may not actualize and therefore cannot offer predictions. 
Instead, the causality ought to be considered a detailed explanation of a 
phenomenon, which states an assumed relation of means and effect. The 
mechanism is a useful term when referring to several, potentially 
contradictory, theoretical assumptions, and is used in this thesis to signify the 
assumed relation and effects of the governance theories. 

In the next section, the most established policy process frameworks are 
discussed in relation to studying policy implementation. I argue that MGF, 
which as the only of the meta-theories was developed explicitly for the study 
of implementation in a governance context and is empirically most open, 
offers a vantage point for theorizing project-based implementation. In chapter 
4, three theories of governance mechanisms, which are treated as middle-
range theories, are discussed and elaborated on in relation to project 
organization. The theories are used to specify the role and action of agents, 
their relationships, and effects in project-based policy implementation. As 
such, this study follows the abductive logic by applying presumptive relations 
from the governance theories in the governance situations identified with the 
MGF. The more explicit models that compress the theoretical assumptions are 
considered in the articles that form the dissertation but are not discussed in 
this summarizing report. 
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3.3 THEORIES OF IMPLEMENTATION AND POLICY 
PROCESS FRAMEWORKS

“If you implement something such as a plan, you ensure that what has 
been planned is done.” 

Collins dictionary on the verb “implement” 

Executing a plan and getting things done is naturally a desirable proceeding 
for any agent that want to make a difference and see society changed in their 
way. As such, policy implementation is elementary to the public policy process 
(Cairney, 2012; DeLeon & DeLeon, 2002). The public governance 
development, which has opened the output side of politics to non-public agent 
involvement, has, if anything, increased the weight of implementation by 
rendering direct influence possible to this stage beyond the representative 
political institutions (Keränen, 2017; Palumbo, 2015). However, most 
theoretical frameworks of the policy process have focused policy formation 
and remained ambiguous regarding implementation (Cairney, 2012). The 
dictionary definition of implementation presented above is an example of the 
conventional conception of it as a more or less neutral activity carrying out the 
decision taken regarding a desired process or outcome in practice. This view 
on implementation positions it more generally within the traditional 
perception of the policy process as a cycle of distinguishable stages, where 
implementation follows in the sequence of agenda setting, policy formation 
and legitimation (Vedung, 2016:18-19). As the other stages in the process, 
implementation is a specific field of study with its own theories of assumed 
mechanisms (Cairney, 2012).  

Implementation has traditionally been distinguished from either a top-
down or bottom-up perspective (DeLeon & DeLeon, 2002). The top-down 
theory is often dated to the publication of the influential study by Pressman 
and Wildavsky (1973) under the telling title “Implementation”. As Hill and 
Hupe (Hill & Hupe, 2014) remarks, the study entrenched the top-down 
perspective on policy implementation by asking to what extent the decisions 
regarding desirable outcomes taken in politico-administrative institutions are 
put into practice by the lower echelons of the state administrative structure. 
The focus was on the shortcomings of the assumed outcomes caused by 
implementation (Cairney, 2012; Hill & Hupe, 2014; Osborne, 2006), which 
originates from the birth of public policy science in the 1950s as a provider of 
constructive criticism to the state and government  (Goodin et al., 2006). 

The top-down approach was early found flawed because of not recognizing 
the autonomy and possibility of influence of local-level administrators in 
implementation (Cairney, 2012). A result of the critique was the contrasting 
bottom-up theory, which stresses the actual discretion of local-level officials, 
or street-level bureaucrats (May & Winter, 2009). Since Michael Lipsky 
(1980), who coined the term, street-level bureaucrats have been taken as the 
very local-level public official or agent, such as social workers, teachers, police 
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officers and fire fighters, encountering the citizen or “end-user”, as the target 
of the policy or public service is sometimes called in the implementation 
literature (Vedung, 2016). The bottom-up approach emphasizes how the 
street-level bureaucrat can decide not only among the options provided by the 
policy but often has to adapt the measures to situations not accounted for in 
the policy instructions as well. By routinizing the decision taken by the street-
level bureaucrat, a policy decision can be argued to have taken place at the 
bottom of the policy chain of command (Hill & Hupe, 2014). 

The two implementation theories offer, however, an inadequate 
description of contemporary policy implementation by seeking to capture it 
from the institutions of the public administration or its officials (Osborne, 
2006). In modern public governance, where non-state agents fluidly interact 
through hearings or carry out tasks or maintain the policy output and so on, 
the conceptual rigidness of top-down and bottom-up perspectives prevents 
them from serving as analytical frameworks (Hill & Hupe, 2014). Further, the 
governance logic rests on the assumption that the complexity of problems and 
particularization of society makes precise goal formulation for a central public 
authority impossible (Klijn & Koppenjan, 2015). The turn to collaboration for 
decision-making and implementation of collective ends outside of political 
and administrative institutions (Peters & Pierre, 2006; Torfing et al., 2013), 
has, if anything, diminished the relevance of the classic questions posed in 
implementation research regarding the congruence of the activity and output 
and the decisions taken by representative politicians or public authorities 
(Hertting, 2018; Hill & Hupe, 2014). Instead, in the era of NPG the focus ought 
to be on the processes and mechanisms that condition the action of putting a 
policy to practice (Osborne, 2006; Torfing & Triantafillou, 2013). 

The policy cycle, or stages model, has served reasonably well for focusing 
attention on the institutionalized process of public policy and is reportedly still 
used in many public administrations as a heuristic for public officials planning 
the work of the government and public official training (Cairney, 2012). In the 
meantime, it has, however, attracted mounting criticism in recent decades for 
rigidness, which prevents it from analytically directing attention to horizontal 
or backwards processes or the ad hoc involvement of non-state agents that 
today characterize policy-making more than in the 1950s when it was 
stipulated (Cairney, 2012; Goodin et al., 2006; Paul A. Sabatier, 2007). To be 
fair, the shortcomings where noted already some time ago and more 
encompassing frameworks were drafted to grasp the self-organization of 
individuals (Hjern & Porter, 1982). The strictest antagonists, which have 
pointed at the lacking explanatory power of the stages conception, have 
deemed it an outdated heuristic that does not deserve recognition in the 
discussion of policy research (Paul A. Sabatier, 2007). The conceptual legacy 
to modern policy frameworks, the practical utilization and the normative 
democratic appeal of separating policy formation from implementation merit, 
however, a take-off in the stages model for a discussion on policy 
implementation (Cairney, 2012; Vedung, 2016). 



Governance Analysis of Public Policy Implementation 

34 

The frameworks presented as alternatives to the stages conception have 
provided divergent explanations to the policy process and at the same time 
addressing the analytical short-comings in the stages heuristic (Cairney, 2012; 
Paul A. Sabatier, 2007). The Multiple-streams (MS) framework made famous 
by John Kingdon (1984), and which is inspired by the garbage can model of 
organizational choice (Cohen, March, & Olsen, 1972), explains how policy 
change comes about by depicting the policy process in three streams; a 
problem stream, a policy stream and a politics stream, which occasionally are 
combined by a policy entrepreneur to make a change (Zahariadis, 2007). The 
Advocacy Coalition framework seeks to explain the interaction of influential 
agents in the policy process by focusing policy subsystems rather than policy 
programmes (Paul A. Sabatier, 2007). The framework distinguishes between 
different agents in the subsystem, their interaction and why some succeed in 
making a difference (Paul A. Sabatier & Weible, 2007). The Institutional and 
Development (IAD) framework, which has been said to be the most developed 
of the frameworks (Paul A. Sabatier, 2007), focuses the activity of individuals 
conditioned by institutions (Ostrom, 2007). Although developed and mostly 
applied in the US to the workings of Congress and other institutions, it is 
equally suitable for most, if not all, contexts where the interest is on the 
institution-individual relation (Paul A. Sabatier, 2007). 

Further, one could mention the Punctuated-equilibrium theory, which 
explains how major changes may appear abruptly after long periods of minor 
changes (Cairney, 2012; True, Jones, & Baumgartner, 2007), the network 
approach that explains how networks are formed and why some are influential 
(Adam & Kriesi, 2007; Paul A. Sabatier, 2007) and the social construction 
framework that emphasize how target groups of policies are socially 
constructed and the implications this have to policy design and analysis 
(Ingram, Schneider, & Deleon, 2012). Last but not least, Multi-Level 
Governance (MLG) is sometimes mentioned as a theory of public policy 
(Cairney, 2012), and the object of study in this thesis, EU’s Cohesion policy, 
has frequently been studied with MLG (Bache, 2012; Bache & Flinders, 2004; 
Hooghe & Marks, 2001; Nugent, 2017). 

Common to the above mentioned sophisticated policy frameworks is, 
however, the either implicit or explicit focus on policy formation (Cairney, 
2012). The implementation, or putting policy to practice, is mostly overlooked 
by researchers applying the frameworks, which has restricted their 
development in the direction of implementation even if the framework in 
principle would be up for the task (DeLeon & DeLeon, 2002). More recent 
research on the implementation in a public governance context has advanced 
the knowledge on micro-level implementation with regard to governance 
networks (Hertting, 2007; Lundin, 2007). The network framework could be fit 
for analyzing implementation (Hertting & Vedung, 2012) were it not for its 
empirical exclusiveness to networks. As discussed in Chapter 2.2, networks are 
distinct from projects by being long-term or permanent organizations 
(Grabher, 2004a). The MLG, in turn, is developed as an integration theory and 
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used to analyze the policy process flowing through the different administrative 
tiers in the EU (Bache, 2012; Nugent, 2017). If applied to the micro-level policy 
implementation, which is of interest in this thesis, much of the MLG would 
become redundant and the concepts would not be applicable to the action of 
putting a policy to practice with project organization. Further, there are 
suggestions for the deployment of the MS framework for implementation 
research, which focusing on the metaphor of streams (Exworthy & Powell, 
2004), however, overlook the concepts of governance and its emphasis on 
action. The remaining suggestions of combining top-down and bottom-up 
theories are mostly heuristic oversights that are not developed for analytical 
purposes (Hertting, 2018). 

In distinction to other conceptions of the policy process, the MGF stands 
apart as the only one developed with regard to analyzing implementation in a 
governance context with empirical openness to any kind of policy field and 
form of organization (Hill & Hupe, 2014). The MGF is based on the IAD by 
borrowing the empirical openness and the systematization of action on three 
different levels and scales (Kiser & Ostrom, 1982; Ostrom, 2007), and 
amending them to governance by discussing the governing literature and 
putting forth a logic and terminology for implementation (Hill & Hupe, 2014). 
The framework is thus more than merely a narrow application of IAD. 

3.4 IMPLEMENTATION AS OPERATIONAL 
GOVERNANCE

The alternative presented as the MGF to these implementation theories goes 
beyond re-classifying the activity of putting a given decision to practice. The 
MGF conceptualizes the policy process with its point of departure in governing 
implementation (Hill & Hupe, 2014). Inspired by the IAD (Ostrom, 2007), The 
MGF identifies five key elements that structure the policy process in a 
governance context and proposes a question with five sub-questions that in 
turn borrows from the classic Lasswellian perspective of politics: Who acts 
where, doing what, on what scale and how? (Hill & Hupe, 2014:127). The 
MGF has focused implementation to the degree of being called an attempt to 
combine the top-down and bottom-up perspectives of implementation 
(Cairney, 2012). While this is true, MGF goes further by, firstly, conceptually 
distinguishing between actions in implementation and, secondly, relating 
these to action regarding decisions and the constitutive rules framing the 
process (Hill & Hupe, 2014). 

The set of elements in this frankly highly complex meta-theory is, however, 
reduced to only two, action level and scale, in the compressed form of the MGF 
that is supposed to guide governance research in policy implementation (Table 
1). Putting action first, the MGF identifies three levels of action in the form of 
operational, directional and constitutive action. Secondly, the type of action 
should be distinguished by it being scaled to individual, organization and 
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system. By cross-referencing the two dimensions with three levels or scales 
each, the authors create a nine-fold typology of action in the policy process 
defined in terms of governance. Thus, implementation is called operational 
governance and defined as “take direct action or adopt a strategy for future 
actions, depending on expected contingencies” (Kiser & Ostrom, 1982:207-
208), or simply “getting things done” (Hill & Hupe, 2009:126). It manifests 
itself in acts of managing contacts on individual scale, relations on 
organization scale and trajectories on system scale. By directional governance, 
the authors imply action similar to formulation of policy objectives and 
decision-making. It can take the form of applying situation-bound rules on 
individual scale, formulating mission or maintenance on organization scale 
and more general rule-making on system scale (Hill & Hupe, 2014). Finally, 
constitutive governance refers to rule defining that demarcates and shapes the 
directional and operative activities. It is recognized as the internationalization 
of values and norms at the individual scale, designing organizational or inter-
organizational settings on organization scale and designing institutions on 
system scale (Hill & Hupe, 2014). Adding the levels and scales of action is 
supposed to depict the totality of action in the policy process as a practice of 
governance (Hill & Hupe, 2014). 

Table 1. The Multiple Governance Framework.

Action scale / 
Action level

Constitutive 
governance

Directional 
governance

Operational 
governance

System Institutional design General 
rulemaking

Managing 
trajectories

Organization Designing (inter-)
organizational 
settings

Mission and 
maintenance

Managing 
relations

Individual Internalization of 
values and norms

Situation-bound
rule application

Managing 
contacts

 
 
MGF guiding the study of implementation in modern public governance 
produces some apparent differences to the conventional implementation 
theories building on stages. The first difference in thinking of implementation 
in terms of MGF is that the focus shifts from chronology, which is the primary 
assumption and deficit of the stages model, to activity (Hill & Hupe, 2014). 
Another major difference from the stages model is that action is not confined 
in advance to a particular level of administration, organization, or agent. The 
authors insist on openness, declaring that “each of these sets of activities that 
governing consists of… can be practiced by any actor in a policy process.” 
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(Hill & Hupe, 2014:129). The three action levels are also interrelated by 
necessity, so that operational governance is affected by the directional and 
constitutive governance, which is important to keep in mind if restricting the 
analytical attention to only one or two of the three levels. In combination with 
the non-chronological sequence, MGF leaves both the activity and the agents 
in various situations as open empirical questions, which means that the same 
agent may at one point govern directionally on an individual scale by taking 
situation-bound rules, while governing the constitutive on an individual scale 
when socializing into values and norms. Further, the same agent may 
influence directional governance at the organizational level by influencing the 
mission and maintenance or implementing directional governance on a 
system scale by making a ruling in an unprecedented case that becomes a 
general rule. 

The translation of the IAD to a governance context comes, however, with 
some analytical compromises. The original IAD has the institution-individual 
relation as its core interest, analyzing how the individual acts depending on 
the institution according to a bounded rationality (Ostrom, 2007). The MGF 
dispenses with this issue, instead focusing the “content” as its  core issue (Hill 
& Hupe, 2014). This is perhaps necessary given the need to detach from 
institutional dependency to capture the fluctuating governance processes. 
However, it begs the question what constitutes the agency of the individual in 
the framework. Without instructions from the MGF, this dissertation assumes 
the individual to act as an agent for the organization or institution they 
represent. This, however, can at least partially render the individual level of 
the framework irrelevant, a feature not unique to the MGF as an 
implementation theory (Hjern & Porter, 1982). 

The commitment to empirical openness also poses some problems for the 
framework. In the case of policies permeating supra-national, national, sub-
national and local agents, how realistic is it for local agents to form constitutive 
governance? Likewise, does allowing its usage on any formal administrative 
level not stretch the term street-level bureaucrat? It seems fair to say that, for 
instance, to call the officials at the Directorate-Generals (DG) in the European 
Commission street-level bureaucrats would be ridiculed by both academics 
and laymen. Lastly, if, as the framework suggests, we define implementation 
as operational governance, and in turn, operational governance a posteriori of 
the agents and their activity, it follows that implementation is elusive and 
identifiable only empirically case-by-case in the governance process. In effect, 
we sacrifice the practical use of the term implementation for the analytical 
exactness of governance, a trade-off similar to the other established research 
frameworks worth being aware of (Cairney, 2012; Paul A. Sabatier, 2007). 

In sum, the meta-theory MGF offers a new take on implementation by 
theorizing the policy process in a governance context. The MGF discards the 
traditional top-down and bottom-up implementation theories and the stages 
model underpinning them with the depiction of the policy process as separate 
planning, decision-making and implementation stages. Instead, the MGF 
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approaches policymaking in terms of key actions that are meaningful for 
capturing implementation in the elusive process of governance and starts the 
theorizing from implementation, which it defines as operational governance. 
The related activities are defined as directional and constitutive governance. 
The governance on all action levels can be scaled to an individual, organization 
or system (Ostrom, 2007). In distinction to other conceptualizations on 
implementation in governance, such as network frameworks (Hertting, 2018; 
Hjern & Porter, 1982), the MGF defines the distinct types of action and 
systematizes them to a concise research framework. To take governance 
seriously, which means acknowledging the possibility of any agent acting at 
any level and with reverberations on any scale, the identification of agents and 
their respective actions is left for empirical judgement. What MGF applied as 
an analytical framework to implementation in a public governance context 
does: 

 
Defines type of action for implementation, decision-making and rule-
setting in a governance context 
Identifies agents central to the activities 
Allows for relating governance mechanisms to implementation in 
public governance 

What MGF as an analytical framework does not: 
Specify relations of agents 
Assume effects of action 
Define governance mechanisms 

 
In the next section, I discuss project-based implementation from the outset of 
MGF. The shared focus on action in projects (Lundin & Söderholm, 1995) and 
the MGF (Hill & Hupe, 2014) should provide a base for combining the two. 
The MGF is conceptually applied to project organization based on the research 
literature on Cohesion policy implementation through projects. 

3.5 THEORIZING PROJECT-BASED IMPLEMENTATION 
USING THE MULTIPLE GOVERNANCE 
FRAMEWORK

Most policies, not least third-generation policies, as we saw in 3.1 Public Policy 
- Definition and Typologies, often involve vertically multiple levels of formal 
administration and horizontally non-state agents of the process (Montin, 
2007; Parsons, 1995; Sefton, 2006), where decisions are nested within each 
other (Cairney, 2012). For making the study of implementation in a 
governance context intelligible, the place and focus of actions needs to be 
specified (Hill & Hupe, 2014). With regard to project-based policy 
implementation that represents what was earlier defined as third-generation 
policy more generally, the natural layer for the focus of operational governance 



 

39 

is the project and the activity around it that involves interaction between state 
and non-state agents and decision-making regarding the locally desirable 
goals (Büttner, 2019). The system scale of action that sets the parameters for 
decision-making and implementation in projects, for example, the governing 
institutions of the EU, can naturally be very important with regard to 
governance. This dissertation is, however, delimited to the street-level, where 
the organization and individual scales are salient for the public governance, 
and the significance of system scale as such is acknowledged but not primarily 
focused on. 
In principle, the public project model consists of discretionary power over 
project funding vested in a public manager (Büttner, 2019). The funding is 
granted to a project organization led by a project manager, as mentioned in 
section 2.2. As such, the key agents of public project organization, the public 
and the project managers and respective organizations, are identified as 
elementary agents for the governance actions. Applying the MGF to the 
general function of the project model, we can define some initial actions of 
governance through project organization. We can say that: 

 
The public manager engages in directional governance on an individual 
scale by having discretion over project funding 
The public manager’s unit in the administration governs directionally 
by formulating the project funding calls 
The project manager governs operationally on an individual scale by 
managing the project team 
By managing the relation with the public administration and potential 
stakeholders, the project manager engages in operational governance 
at the organizational level 

 
These agents and their actions constitute the elementary parameters of the 
governance mechanisms in project-based policy implementation. The 
flexibility of the public project model, which in practice allows the public 
administration to adjust implementation to local needs, leads, as noted in 
section 2.2, to a pluralism of governance arrangements. The potentially mixed 
roles for the same agent depending on situation, which is the bottom-line of 
governance as practice, cannot be recognized from the research literature on 
public projects. For instance, the variance in governance means the public 
manager can at once enact directional governance on the individual scale in 
applying situation-bound rules in decisions regarding funding applications 
but also rise to directional governance on the system scale where taking a 
decision in a case not predicted by instructive rules that serves as a precedent 
for later practices. Moreover, the MGF does not prescribe how the action 
ought to be organized with regard to presumptive effects. The governance 
mechanisms and the politico-administrative craftsmanship of how action 
should be carried out, as Hill & Hupe (2014) call it, is left to the governance 
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theories that specify relations ascribed to agents and make presumptions 
regarding effects to define. 

By identifying the key agents and actions for different types of governance, 
the MGF raises intriguing opportunities for analyzing the effect of project 
organization on governance mechanisms in street-level implementation that 
have been squandered by earlier research assuming, more or less 
unreflectively, action based on the traditional stages model of policy. These 
mechanisms are specified in terms of collaborative governance, 
metagovernance and interactive governance theories, which focusing the 
collective action of public and non-state agents and divergent attempts to 
allow autonomy while maintaining control, are argued to be topical for 
understanding governance in street-level policy implementation. 
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4 SPECIFYING THE MECHANISMS:
GOVERNANCE THEORIES

In this chapter, assumptions regarding the project organizations effects on 
governance mechanisms in policy implementation are laid out based on three 
governance theories. Collaborative governance, metagovernance and 
interactive governance theories offer central explanations regarding the 
mechanisms of governance in policy implementation (Ansell, 2016; Sørensen, 
2012; Torfing et al., 2013). Importantly, the governance mechanisms focus 
different aspects of effective and democratic governing (Osborne, 2010). The 
theories, especially metagovernance and interactive governance, weighs 
differently the key values of autonomy and control in their proposed 
mechanisms of public governance (Sørensen, 2012). 

One could perhaps claim that the governance theories discussed here are 
partly overlapping and the differences are inflated to make them stand as 
separate theories. The most critical voices have concluded that governance 
does not qualify for a theory since it is a mélange of theories or, worse, 
confusing the scientific study with normative assumptions of the desired 
effects of governance (Jessop, 2011). The MGF was applied for this purpose to 
structure the research and demarcate the object of study and giving the 
opportunity to relate the findings in governance mechanisms to public 
governance. Further, scientific research necessitates the simplification of 
phenomena and theories to key factors and mechanisms that make the 
difference in the fuzzy reality that social sciences address. This is also how this 
thesis approaches the governance theories: by distinguishing the key elements 
that contribute to the assumed governance mechanism. 

4.1 COLLABORATIVE GOVERNANCE

The macro-level description of democratic governance of society rests on a 
multitude of divergent governance mechanisms operating for enabling 
cooperation and striking a balance between autonomy and control (Osborne, 
2010; Sørensen, 2012). The mechanism for turning public-private cooperation 
effective and accountable policymaking and implementation has been 
conceptualized as collaboration or collaborative governance (Ansell, 2012; 
Donahue & Zeckhauser, 2011). Collaboration can be distinguished especially 
from public-private cooperation based on a principal-agent relationship. 
Whereas the relation in the latter is based on clearly formulated 
responsibilities and tasks in a legal-technical contract, the former is based on 
more fluid cooperation with less clear demarcation of discretion (Donahue & 
Zeckhauser, 2011). As with other governance theories, there are several 
contributions from different researchers on collaborative governance, which 
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although related, also diverge somewhat in meaning. The most basic 
conception, and perhaps the most influential, of collaboration governance is 
that formulated by Ansell & Gash (2008:544) as: 

A governing arrangement where one or more public agencies directly 
engage non-state stakeholders in a collective decision-making process 
that is formal, consensus-oriented, and deliberative and that aims to 
make or implement public policy or manage public programs or 
assets.  

The citation tells us collaborative governance focuses action on situations in 
which at least one public and one non-state agent formulate and pursue 
collectively desirable goals with an added public value. An important latent 
organizational assumption of collaborative governance is flexibility for such 
things as creative problem-solving (Ansell, 2016). Collaborative governance 
endorses flexible organization for realizing collective decision-making and 
action gains. Although no organization theory, collaborative governance 
assumes that collaboration thrives in networks and projects, which are 
suggested as de-bureaucratizing the activity and providing a nimble platform 
for collective action (Donahue & Zeckhauser, 2011). Business management 
and public project research has, however, increasingly signalled that project 
organizing causes new forms of bureaucracy and “red tape” through an 
emphasis on application for funding, reporting and standardized management 
techniques (Fred, 2018; Hodgson, 2004). A first question in applying 
collaborative governance to project-based implementation is therefore the 
extent to which project organizing decreases bureaucracy for the benefit of 
flexible collaboration, as collaborative governance theory assumes, or whether 
the project form of organizing public action actually generates bureaucracy 
that potentially hampers the added value of collaboration. 

Although collaborative governance emphasizes deliberation and consensus 
seeking, it can be distinguished from other governance theories based on the 
presumptive benefit of inter-sectorial collective action (Ansell & Gash, 2008). 
Collaborative governance remains, however, largely indeterminate regarding 
the role of the public manager in the process (Donahue & Zeckhauser, 2011). 
The public manager has been argued as having a vital role to play in 
collaboration by bringing important resources and legitimacy to the process 
(Blomgren Bingham, 2011), while others have endorsed the importance of 
uncoerced participation for collaborative gains (Ansell, 2016). 

In the project model of implementation, collaboration involves by necessity 
public-private interaction at least to the point at which the public manager has 
discretionary power over funding and project reporting (Büttner, 2019). The 
project organization can be assumed to impose a specific intensive action logic 
based on its narrow scope and problem solving approach (Fred, 2018; 
Godenhjelm et al., 2019). Collaboration in public projects is, however, always 
undertaken “in the shadow” of public administration (Lynn, 2011). On the one 
hand, the “collision” of divergent logics in collaboration has been thought to 
generate innovation (Ansell, 2016). On the other hand, the discrepancy in 
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logics can be a problem for governing if the agents have a hard time 
understanding each other or cannot agree on important matters, thus 
potentially generating misunderstandings or disagreement (Godenhjelm et 
al., 2019). As such, the question of collaborative governance with projects is 
how far the public manager decreases or increases the putative benefits of 
collaboration undertaken in public projects for performance gains in 
implementation. Moreover, if there is a clash in logics, is there an alignment 
of logics from one part – potentially the institutionally weaker aligning with 
the logic of the stronger. In the case of governing public project organizations, 
the public manager is assumedly often in a strong institutional position. 

In terms of politico-administrative craftsmanship taking the logic of action 
into consideration, the collaborative question for project organization can be 
articulated as whether the public manager can play the collaborative game and 
boost the assumed problem-solving capacity of collaboration, or if the 
disjunction in logics prevent the public manager from fruitfully advancing 
collaboration in projects (Ansell, 2016). 

Collaboration is, however, only one important assumed governance 
mechanism in implementation. Implementation in a governance context is 
also a question of control and autonomy (Hertting, 2018), which is not 
explicitly addressed in the theory of collaborative governance (Donahue & 
Zeckhauser, 2011). How an activity is controlled by the public administration 
and how much autonomy the non-state agent has in managing the activity are 
focused by the metagovernance and the interactive governance perspectives 
(Jacobsson et al., 2015). 

4.2 METAGOVERNANCE

The theory of metagovernance can be seen to have arisen as a reaction to 
governance research trumpeting the demise of the state in governing societal 
change when everything was thought to have moved to networks and the state 
was left hollowed out (Peters, 2010). The researchers noted the putative 
presence of the state in most, if not all, governance processes as agenda setter 
or facilitator, rendering the activity possible, and coined the term 
metagovernance (Rhodes, 2012). To put it simply, metagovernance refers to 
the governance of governance, which in practice often means defining the legal 
or instructional framework (Peters, 2010). Although one could ask whether 
that is not government in the more traditional sense, and if not, then how does 
metagovernance differ from the broad definition of governance, as many 
critics have stated (Jessop, 2011). I set the conceptual wrestling aside and focus 
on the assumed governance mechanism in micro-level policy implementation. 

Metagovernance focuses the intrinsic dilemma of control and autonomy 
that is central to governing implementation (Hertting, 2018; Sørensen, 2012). 
In managing collective decision-making and implementation, the public 
administration risks overly strict management that diverts the focus in the 
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lower echelons from external adaptation to internal compliance with the rules 
set by the upper echelons (Jacobsson et al., 2015). Metagovernance taps into 
this risk and suggests refraining from interfering in operative action by 
delegating operative discretion to other agents. As Peters puts it (2010:38) 
…metagovernance can be conceptualized as directed at controlling the 
environment of action in the public sector, rather than controlling that action 
directly. The metagovernance approach to balance between autonomy and 
control in policy implementation emphasizes the potentially productive value 
of autonomy over far-going control of the process and output (Sørensen, 
2012). 

Although the same tools are at hands for the metagoverner as for other 
types of governance, governing by organizing is the most typical strategy for 
metagovernance (Jacobsson et al., 2015; Torfing et al., 2013). The organizing 
for metagovernance can be directed internally within the administration 
(Peters, 2010) or, as it is more commonly conceived, externally by framework 
setting for agents operating at cross-sections of the public and private sector 
(Jacobsson et al., 2015). The latter is often done in the entrepreneurial state 
through organizing a quasi-market for the delivery of service and policy 
implementation (Sørensen, 2012). The putative benefits of competition are a 
need to strive for development, efficiency and innovation to ensure 
organizational survival (Sørensen, 2012). In this aspect, metagovernance 
share the perspective with hybrid governance, a framework for analyzing 
governance through combining different institutional logics by organization 
(Johanson & Vakkuri, 2017). Metagovernance can to some extent be 
considered an empirically more open theory when also referring to other 
strategies than organizing (Jacobsson et al., 2015; Peters, 2010). By 
metagovernance this study therefore refers to the governing by organizing, for 
instance by staging of a quasi-market, for policy implementation. 

In the context of project-based policy implementation, metagovernance 
would mean that the public manager with discretion over project funding 
governs the project at a distance, or at arm’s length, leaving the management 
of the operative activity to the project manager. In terms of the public project 
model, this can be done by, e.g., focusing on drafting the funding calls to 
incentivize project managers to innovate and adherence to formal rules in 
coordinating the project through supervision of mid-term and final project 
reports. The role of the public manager in metagoverning projects is thus a 
facilitator, rendering operative decisions and activity possible but refraining 
from intervening directly in the operational activity (Sørensen, 2012). By 
incentivizing the project through such things as competition, the project 
manager can be assumed to be pushed to utilize the freedom to experiment to 
the maximum, plausibly fail, but often learn and innovate as well (Peters, 
2010). Optimally, the autonomy and incentives create a sense of 
entrepreneurship for the project manager, putatively benefitting 
implementation (Sørensen, 2012). 
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However, on the downside of the project’s temporality, the assumed 
mechanism faces potential problems by rendering a high degree of uncertainty 
for the project manager regarding the institutional and strategic compatibility 
of the project activity (Lundin et al., 2015). In principle, metagovernance is 
assumed to counter the potential uncertainty by imposing formal control in 
the form of e.g. competition and steering through rule setting (Sørensen, 
2012), but it remains an empirical question whether this works or not for the 
fixed-time activity of the project with a narrow scope to achieve change. 
Metagoverning project organizations in implementation hence begs the 
question whether steering through formal organizing of a quasi-market 
guarantees autonomy for the project and incentivizes the project manager to 
innovate as the metagovernance theory assumes, and also potentially 
overcoming the disjunction in logics, or whether the uncertainty caused by the 
temporality erodes the mechanism. 

The metagovernance approach can also be reflected from the perspective 
of implementation in a governance context on the terms of the MGF. 
Metagovernance implies that the administrative unit drafting and announcing 
the funding calls for projects engages in directional governance with primary 
attention to mission-formulation. In this scenario, the public manager takes 
the role of the middle-range bureaucrat, engaging individual directional 
governance by applying situation-bound rules to the funding applicant. 
Further, the arrangement assumes that the project is the organization for 
operational governance and the project manager is the agent managing the 
contacts with other individuals. Metagovernance thus suggests a clear 
demarcation between action levels and scales that creates autonomy for the 
project in operative action. This is also the metagovernance’s solution to the 
dilemma of public accountability, or how to hold to account non-state agents 
with responsibility for policy implementation (Peters & Pierre, 2006). 

In practice, however, the distinction made by metagovernance regarding 
autonomy and control often blurs at the local level of implementation (Torfing 
et al., 2013). As was mentioned regarding collaborative governance, the 
counterargument has also been put forward that the close involvement of 
public administration in the process is actually beneficial for collective 
decisions and implementation (Blomgren Bingham, 2011). The interactive 
governance theory, which is discussed next, embraces the public engagement 
and theorizes regarding its effects on implementation. 

4.3 INTERACTIVE GOVERNANCE

Lastly, the process of governing implementation can be described as an 
interactive endeavor, consisting of (Torfing, Peters, Pierre, & Sorensen, 
2013:14): 

“the complex process through which a plurality of social and political 
actors with diverging interests interact in order to formulate, 
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promote, and achieve common objectives by means of mobilizing, 
exchanging, and deploying a range of ideas, rules, and resources.” 

 
The interactive governance theory argues for promoting both effective and 
democratic governing because of flexibility and dynamic inclusion rendering 
management intelligent and creating a trustful relationship between the 
agents (Torfing et al., 2013:3). Interactive governance is typically interwoven 
in collaboration and network governance, which share the feature of 
negotiated interaction (Torfing et al., 2013; Torfing & Triantafillou, 2011). 
Characteristic of interactive governance is ascribing a more active role to the 
public manager in governing the process of policy implementation, although 
dynamically, depending on the policy context and the combination of 
collaborating agents (Torfing & Triantafillou, 2011). The public manager may, 
for instance, enhance collaborative governance by engaging in a dialogue with 
non-state agents, facilitating change by trust-building and support for 
experiment, even at the risk of failure (O’Toole & Meier, 2010). 

Trust is here referred to in the classic psychological-organizational way as 
an expectation that another agent has the capacity and the will to act according 
to what is beneficial for the expectant (Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt, & Camerer, 
1998). In the context of organization, trust is often called interpersonal trust 
and connotes performance gains and legitimacy (Dietz, Gillespie, & Chao, 
2010). The governance capacity of interpersonal trust has been said to come 
in the form of relational contracts, which are based on trusting the other agent 
to operate according to the benefit of both (Osborne, 2006; Osborne, 2010). 
As such, interactive governance is distinguishable from collaborative 
governance and other related governance theories by emphasizing the 
interaction dynamic as a source for trust between specifically the public agent 
and non-public agent (Torfing et al., 2013; Torfing & Triantafillou, 2011). 
Moreover, interactive governance, as a hands-on governing approach, has its 
point of departure in the valuation of process and output control over freedom 
to experiment and learn (Sørensen, 2012). 

Looking at policy networks, interactive policy-making has been found to be 
effective, and at least to some extent enhancing legitimacy, especially in the 
Nordic countries with a long tradition of strong trust in public institutions and 
respect for authority (Fotel, 2011). The interaction generates mutual trust, 
which is the actualization of the mechanism for implementation and in the 
best of all worlds arises from the dialogue between public and non-public 
agents, decreasing uncertainty regarding the environment and the activity, 
and creating a capacity for autonomy for the non-state agent (Hertting, 2007; 
Klijn & Koppenjan, 2015; Sørensen, 2012). The empirical findings have thus 
so far already partly challenged the traditional view of the negative 
performance effects of the hands-on approach to public governance by the 
public manager. As such, there is room for an optimistic view of public 
manager involvement, which would not necessarily decrease public 
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governance performance for the sake of public control over implementation 
(Blomgren Bingham, 2011).

Applied to project-base implementation, the mechanism of interactive 
governance can be assumed to consist of back-and-forth communication 
during the application procedure, in the process of implementing the project 
and during the transition phase of results to a permanent organization in the 
end of the project (Lundin et al., 2015). The close interaction is thought ensure 
public discretion over the project organization. The traditional trade-off 
assumption is that the close interaction with the public administration 
squanders the added value of autonomy presented by the temporality of the 
project by e.g. imposing external goals on it (Torfing et al., 2013). Moreover, 
the temporality can also be disruptive for the creation of trust, which takes 
time and continuous interaction to establish (Fotel, 2011). The question for 
governing with emphasizing control over the temporary project organization 
is to what extent the project endeavor can be aligned with the public adminis-
trations means for management and long-term policy strategies.

However, on a counterpoint to the assumption of interactive governance 
decreases innovation, the project manager could also perceive the public 
manager as trusting his or her ideas and practices, thus generating a feeling of 
freedom to experiment and learn. The fixed-time project that is free from old 
action and relations can offer a chance to establish trust on a swift basis, which 
generally is connected to creative work and innovative projects (Meyerson et 
al., 1996). The swift trust is based on the assumption that although the plan 
and action can be unique, the involved agents recognize the capacity of the 
other agents based on their institutional roles (ibid.). In interactive 
governance of projects, the swift trust can potentially bridge the gap created 
by the temporality and form the basis for an interpersonal relation of trust to 
be generated from the dynamic interaction. As a key factor for the governance 
mechanism in the interactive governance approach, trust is assumed a 
potentially effective antidote to the uncertainty that the temporality of the 
project generates in the form of compatibility problems with existing 
institutions, policies and other actions.

As such, metagovernance and interactive governance suggest alternative, 
and at least partially, diametrically opposed governance mechanisms by 
prescribing divergent roles for the public manager, a distinction that can also 
be considered in terms of hands-on and hands-off governing (Vento, 2019). 
The question is therefore whether the project organization’s temporality 
amplifies the potential implementation capacity of the metagovernance 
mechanism and is incompatible with the strive for control by the interactive 
approach (Peters, 2010; Sørensen, 2012), or whether the lack of institutional 
inertia stemming from the temporality actually offers a chance for the public 
manager to establish trust with the project manager through dynamic 
management and dialogue that reduces uncertainty and the temporality 
actually is a cause of problematic uncertainty for the metagovernance 
mechanism  (Blomgren Bingham, 2011; Torfing et al., 2013).
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The more general question for implementation is what interactive 
governance means for the agents’ responsibilities when applied to the project 
context. The dynamic interaction between the public and the project manager 
in interactive governing of the project organization suggests that the public 
manager and his or her office step into operational governance by managing 
relations and contacts. In turn, the project and project manager become 
involved in the management and potentially in the mission formulation and 
situation-bound rule application through dialogue with the public manager as 
well. In contrast to metagovernance, interactive governance thus holds it 
possible that breaking the barriers between action levels generates trust 
between the public and project manager while also making the resources 
provided by both agents available. 

As such, the governance mechanisms put forward by the governance 
theories do not simply prescribe a strategy for the art of politico-
administrative craftsmanship in governing and managing the projects but 
assume that the allocation of responsibilities is related to putative effects in 
governing. In effect, the governance theories challenge the MGF assumption 
of clinical separation of what and by whom from how in governance (Hill & 
Hupe, 2014). 

In the next chapter, the overarching research questions are broken down 
into analytical sub-questions based on the theoretical discussion of 
governance. MGF is also revisited with respect to the discussion above about 
the governance mechanisms and their meaning in project-based 
implementation. Lastly, some necessary delimitations are made from the 
outset of studying project implementation with governance theories. 
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5 ANALYTICAL RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
AND DEMARCATION OF THE STUDY

The MGF was used as a framework for theorizing project-based policy 
implementation from a governance perspective. In the MGF, the constitutive 
parts of governance are agents and their actions, which in project organization 
consists of public managers with discretion over funding and coordination, 
and project managers with responsibility for planning and managing the 
project. The MGF did not, however, suggest governance mechanisms for 
implementation with project organizations. The governance mechanisms were 
specified based on theories of governance approaches, which in turn were 
discussed in relation to organizational characteristics of public projects to 
formulate the potential effects of project organization on public governance. 

5.1 SUB-QUESTIONS FOR ANALYTICAL PURPOSES

The research questions proposed in chapter 1. Introduction can be specified 
for the analysis based on the theoretical discussion in chapters 3 and 4. 
Starting from the initial argument about projectification, the assumption is 
widespread that policies with a transformative objective are implemented in 
flexible organizations such as projects. However, as becomes apparent in the 
discussion of public policy theory, the means for implementing policy is not 
necessarily contingent upon the policy’s rationale. To what extent project-
based implementation can be assigned the typical rationale of third-
generation policies needs to be put to an empirical test. The first sub-question 
for analytical purposes is articulated as: 

 
SQ1: What is the rationale of project-based public policy? 

 
As discussed in chapter 4 regarding collaborative governance, project 
organizing is characterized the putative flexibility and nimbleness that lie at 
the heart of the collaborative mechanism for improving decision-making and 
implementation. The proliferation of projects has, however, been met by 
increasing criticism among the professionals in the field, and with criticism 
especially directed against the project model for creating new forms of 
bureaucracy. This presents us with the disjunction of the assumed benefit and 
criticism of projects either decreasing or increasing bureaucracy. Based on the 
academic critic on project management in business, I propose the sub-
question: 
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SQ2: How does project organizing affect governance flexibility? 
 

By using the MGF for theorizing project-based implementation from a 
governance perspective, I identified the key organizations, agents and actions 
that constitutes implementation in a governance context. Collaborative 
governance was discussed with respect to its unique emphasis among related 
governance theories regarding the presumptive benefit of public-private 
collective action. In public project governance, the necessity of public-private 
interaction that stems from public funding to private agents for public value 
means that the question is what effect the conjoining of a public 
administration and a project logic of action has on the potential collaborative 
gains. The project and the public administration act upon distinct logics, which 
may cause problems for the involvement of the public manager in the project’s 
collaboration. In other words, can the public manager play the collaborative 
game assumed by the collaborative governance theory? The third sub-question 
for analytical purposes is: 
 
SQ3: What effect do public managers have on collaboration with project 
organization? 

 
Lastly, the question how the governance mechanisms put forth by 
metagovernance and interactive governance approaches in project-based 
implementation operate remains. Two competing, or at least alternative, 
governance mechanisms, one based on competition and discretion that 
assumed the institutional distance to enable performance gains through 
autonomy for the project while upholding control through incentives, and one 
on dynamic interaction between the official and project manager that creates 
trust for maintaining public scrutiny and enabling project autonomy, were 
identified and applied to the project-based implementation. The question for 
analysis can be put as: 
 
SQ4: How does project organization affect the balancing between autonomy 
and control of governance mechanisms? 
 
By answering the questions and discussing the findings in relation to the 
different dimensions of governance defined by the MGF, the dissertation 
analyses how project-based implementation is governed and what the 
implications of project organizing are on public governance. Before delving 
into the empirical operationalization and answering these questions, a few 
demarcations are in order. In the next section, the delimitation of the scope of 
the study is discussed. 
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5.2 THEORETICAL DEMARCATION OF THE STUDY

The dissertation focuses on the governance mechanisms by studying the action 
of the public manager and the project manager in policy implementation with 
projects. According to the literature on public projects, the public and project 
manager are the key agents as a result of the public-private interaction made 
necessary by the project model of public funding to an external agent (Büttner, 
2019). The demarcation leaves out potential stakeholders, some of which have 
been claimed to be important agents in the flexible governance arrangements, 
such as projects (Godenhjelm & Johanson, 2016). Without doubt, 
stakeholders can be important agents in collaborative governance (Ansell, 
2012). The public project model delimits, however, their influence for at least 
two reasons, namely, the often less-political nature of public projects and the 
formal project model elevating the official and the project manager as key 
agents. For this reason, the focus in the dissertation is on the project-public 
administration relation. However, as the focus is on governance mechanisms, 
management theories and questions related to them are not raised in this 
dissertation. 

The research articles of the dissertation discuss also other elements of 
public governance with projects, such as public innovation (Vento, 2019) and 
performance management (Vento, 2017). Although the outcome, its 
evaluation and utilization are relevant for public governance, and also 
interestingly intertwined (Vento, 2020), the factors are excluded from the 
discussion in the dissertation because of the focus being on the governance 
mechanisms, which in a public governance system are of primary interest 
when studying implementation (Osborne, 2006; Torfing & Triantafillou, 
2013). 

In the next chapter, the object of study, the EU Cohesion policy programme 
in Finland, is discussed for contextualizing the analysis of project-based policy 
implementation. 
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6 EMPIRICAL DESCRIPTION

Western welfare states have been said to increasingly face social problems that 
are so complex as to resist policy measures. These persistent problems, such 
as wealth and well-being inequality or the environment, have been called 
wicked problems for their capacity to transmute and evade public 
interventions (Marsden et al., 2012). Researchers have voiced criticism over 
the newness of wicked problems, reminding us that the reason the state bears 
responsibility for such matters is precisely their elusive nature, or even that 
the reason democratic government exists in the first place is unsolvable 
problems (Jacobsson et al., 2015). Either way, governments have taken public 
measures in attempts to respond to these persistent problems, new or old, by 
reforming the policymaking and implementation of public policy. The 
measures to “tackle” wicked problems and secure the legitimacy of 
government are the focus in this dissertation. 

This has resulted in third-generation policy fields, as discussed in 1. 
Introduction and 3.1 Public Policy – Definition and Typologies, consisting of 
digital policy, climate policy, innovation policy and regional policy, and so on. 
Characteristic of third-generation policy fields has been a more or less 
articulated need to pool resources from state and non-state agents, to mobilize 
local agents for problem formulation and coordinate top-down strategies and 
bottom-up recognized needs for sensible measures (Pierre & Peters, 2000). 
The policies are also often initiated by the EU and international organizations. 

6.1 THE EU COHESION POLICY

The EU Cohesion policy is considered a prime example of such third-
generation policy areas (Bache, 2010; Montin, 2007). The goal of the policy is 
formulated as (European Commission, 2019): 

Cohesion policy is the European Union's strategy to promote and 
support the ‘overall harmonious development’ of its Member States 
and regions. 

 
The regional policy of the EU was originally intended as a “tool of 
compensation for some of the social burdens placed upon the member-states; 
an instrument, that is, which sees to it that a part of the revenue derived from 
the wealthier regions of the Community is diverted towards those regions 
where employment is more precarious.” (Munzi, 1965:289) In essence, the 
regional policy compensated for the economic and social costs that the 
creation and upholding of the internal coal and steel market had caused. 

The operative praxis still in use today was established by ceding the 
administration to the European Commission in cooperation with an 
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intergovernmental committee and employer organizations and labor unions 
(Brunazzo, 2016). The governance of the regional policy was institutionalized 
at the supranational level by founding the DG for Regional Policy of the 
European Commission in 1968. In 1975, the European Regional Development 
Fund (ERDF) was established to strengthen the regional policy, resulting in 
the concept of “Structural funds” when referring to the two regional policy 
investment funds. The policy, which for decades had centered around the 
structural funds, was overhauled and branded the Cohesion policy in 1988 as 
a result of the Single European Act. 

The enlargement of the community and later the union has always exerted 
an effect on the policy. The arrival of Greece (1981) and Portugal and Spain 
(1986) were articulated reasons for consolidating the structural funds under 
the Cohesion policy (Nugent, 2017). The Maastricht Treaty added the 
Cohesion Fund to the structural funds and strengthened the sub-national level 
in the governance by establishing the principle of subsidiarity and the creation 
of the Committee of the Regions. The entrance of Austria, Finland and Sweden 
in 1995 was followed by the addition of a policy objective with emphasis on 
sparsely populated regions, to which large regions in Finland and Sweden 
belong (ibid.). During the mid-90s, the resources for the structural funds were 
doubled. 

In the 2000s, the Cohesion policy was more firmly integrated into EU’s 
other strategies (Nugent, 2017). The Cohesion policy objectives were set to 
achieve the Lisbon strategy of prioritizing “growth, jobs and innovation”. The 
enlargement of ten new countries in 2004 led to a reform of principles for 
divesting the funding. During the 2007-2013 program period the focus was 
shifted to research and innovation and for environmental infrastructure and 
measures to combat climate change (European Commission, 2013). In 2014, 
Cohesion policy was set to advance the goals of the Europe 2020 strategy for 
“smart, sustainable and inclusive growth in the European Union” (European 
Commission, 2014). The program governance rules were harmonized, the 
program was given main priorities and greater emphasis on social inclusion 
and tackling youth employment. Since then, the Cohesion policy embodies the 
EU’s partnership principle with the idea of rendering opportunities to collect 
intelligence on local needs and as an ingredient of multilevel democracy 
(Nugent, 2017), making it a prime case for the study of governance in street-
level implementation. 

The Cohesion policy has also had an effect on the Europeanisation of the 
national administration, which refers to the organization of central, regional 
and local administration to be able to coordinate and implement EU policy 
(Dabrowski & Graziano, 2016). The administrative units at different levels of 
government engaged in the programming, managing and monitoring of EU 
funding programmes can be categorized as “management authorities” at 
national and regional administration levels (Stephenson, 2016). These are 
often supported by additional technical offices and secretaries organizing the 
calls for project proposals, selecting the participants and monitoring the 
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implementation of individual projects, especially the legal and financial 
aspects of project implementation. They are also accompanied by 
comprehensive auditing and evaluation activities. What these institutions and 
organizations consist of in Finland are discussed in the next section. 

Attracting great interest among economists involved in program 
evaluation, the analysis of the Cohesion policy strikes many resemblances to 
both implementation and governance research. In addition to macro-level 
program evaluation of effects on regional economic and social development, 
economists have eyed national and regional institutions in the policy 
implementation, with evidence of the administrative institutions as 
determinants of resource allocation (Charron, 2016). Further, the studies 
approaching Cohesion policy from the MLG perspective have only considered 
the policy-formation side of the process (Hooghe & Marks, 2001). What is 
lacking regarding research in program evaluation is knowledge of the effect of 
micro-level administration, organization and management of policy 
implementation for policy output (Fratesi, 2016). As such, although 
thoroughly evaluated for policy purpose and studied from different 
perspectives, the project-implementation of Cohesion policy has not been 
studied with regard to governance mechanisms. It thus represents a critical 
case of third-generation policy implemented locally with projects. 

6.2 FINLAND AS A CASE: A SPARSELY POPULATED 
NORDIC STATE

Finland, which has enjoyed over a century of democracy and provides a 
universal welfare system, can be categorized as a typical Nordic country (Greve 
et al., 2016). The public administration tradition goes back to the end of the 
18th century, when the modern state was founded in Finland as part of the 
Swedish kingdom in an administrative reform intended to end endemic 
corruption and install meritocratic bureaucracy (Rothstein, 2010). In modern 
time, local and regional administrative reforms were fundamental for 
establishing the welfare model characteristic to Nordic countries, which also 
consolidated the autonomy and power of the local administration over a broad 
range of issues (Salminen, 2001). 

The Finnish regional administration was reformed to coordinate and 
implement the EU project funding in the accession in 1995 by organizing 
regional development tasks for regional governing bodies, forming a sub-
national administrative layer which, besides the EU Cohesion policy 
implementation, are responsible for planning of land usage, regional 
programmes and strategies (Tiilikainen, 2003). In 2009, the state’s regional 
administration was reformed by creating ELY Centres with a partly shared 
coordination competence of regional development and EU Cohesion policy 
implementation. The management authorities in Finland thereby consist of 
the regional governing bodies and the ELY centres. 
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Characteristic of the Finnish domestic administration by international 
comparison is the lack of directly elected representative governing bodies. The 
decision-making body in the regions is the regional council, a council elected 
indirectly in the municipal elections from candidates running for the 
municipal council. The Finnish system with at once a strong central 
government and autonomous municipalities but weak regional administration 
has been called the “unitary decentralized state” system (Sjöblom, 2011). The 
administrative structure of the state and the societal model resembles most 
the other Nordic countries (Greve et al., 2016; Loughlin, Hendriks, & 
Lidström, 2011). 

The EU project funding in Finland is managed by the management 
authorities, which have a division of labor corresponding to the government 
branches. The public managers at the units are responsible for one 
government sector each in coordinating the funding. Given the dualistic 
regional administration with the locally representative politico-administrative 
regions and the state’s regional administrative ELY Centres, the Cohesion 
policy implementation can be assumed to vary because of differences in 
institutional rationale and organizational culture on top of the differences in 
regional needs. Finland should thus provide sufficient variation in the 
governing of policy implementation and, as such, is an interesting case for 
studying the effects of new public governance (Virtanen, 2016). 
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7 RESEARCH DESIGN

This dissertation is based on four scientific research articles, which apply both 
quantitative and qualitative research methods. As a compilation synthetizing 
the knowledge from the articles, the dissertation has a mixed method 
approach. 

The population of the study is the EU Cohesion policy programmes 
implementation projects and the national management authorities 
coordinating the project funding. Among the structural funds, the European 
Regional Development Fund (ERDF) and European Social Fund (ESF) were 
chosen based on the methodological assumption that the largest structural 
funds with programs not only in poor EU member states but also in well-off 
member states and all their regions represent the most typical EU project 
funding. The population is studied using Finland as a case, which given its 
characteristically Nordic administrative system and culture (Greve et al., 
2016) is treated as a proxy for Nordic welfare states. Within the EU system, 
Finland as a sparsely populated country with a functioning administration is 
most comparable to Sweden (Muravska, Aprans, & Dahs, 2016). The findings 
are thus assumed to apply at least to the contexts of Nordic countries, although 
the findings may also, although less probably so, have wider bearing in other 
country families in the EU and outside it, such as the other sparsely populated 
EU countries in the Baltic region. 

7.1 DATA AND SAMPLING

In the case of Finland, the sample chosen for quantitative study in the 
dissertation consists of the 2007 2013 ERDF and ESF program period. The 
data on the sample consists of register data at project level from the Ministry 
of Economic Affairs and Employment, which, as the national management 
authority of the ERDF and ESF funds in Finland, is responsible for monitoring 
the program implementation. Based on the register data, a non-random 
sample of 2,200 projects was chosen for a survey study. These were selected 
by being classified as development projects by the governing ministry, which 
meant that they had a project manager and an organization for their activity 
and a development objective. This demarcation excluded the technical support 
projects, corporate funding projects as well as most purely infrastructure 
projects. The purpose was to limit the sample to typical public sector 
innovation projects which, as flexible organizations that render collaboration 
and experimentation possible for an added public value, have been said to 
constitute the key elements of public governance (Sjöblom & Godenhjelm, 
2009). 
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Among the 2,200 projects, those with a manager overseeing more than one 
project were excluded since the survey was designed to be project-specific, and 
sending several surveys to the same manager would risk confusing the 
respondent about the project in question and lower the response rate. As a 
result, the non-random sample consisted of 1,750 projects, which were 
surveyed by electronic survey in the summer and autumn of 2012. The 
response rate was 49%, which can be considered a very good result for an 
electronic survey directed to a professional group. The data thus offers a 
unique and reliable outset for analyzing mechanisms in governance through 
project organization, 

A subsample for qualitative studies was chosen by the research group in 
The democratic impact of administrative reforms - Temporary governance 
instruments in regional development based on the register data and the 
survey to the project managers. The subsample was chosen based on a 
comparative logic in two steps, where first the choice was of regions and 
secondly the projects. The regions targeted represent small regions with one 
major urban area functioning as the administrative center surrounded by a 
greater rural area. The projects represent larger public development projects 
with an equivalent in task, size and duration, which according to the theory 
are determinant dimensions for a project (Lundin & Söderholm, 1995), in both 
regions. The projects in the qualitative study were studied with content 
analysis of the official project funding applications, mid-term reports and end-
reports. The public managers at the managing authorities in respective regions 
and the project managers were interviewed in the spring 2013 using an 
interview guide constructed for respective agents following a semi-structured 
format. Based on snowballing in the survey and the project manager 
interviews, the most important stakeholders for the projects were also 
recognized and interviewed. 

7.2 METHODS

The assumptions of governance theory are empirically tested with a 
quantitative design based on cross-sectional data analysis with appropriate 
tests for inference, such as the Pearson correlation and ordinary least square 
regression (Table 2). This applies to articles I, II and III. The findings from the 
extensive test of theoretically derived assumptions are further investigated 
using a qualitative design to intensively analyze the factors and their 
combination producing the outcomes. Article IV represents this approach. 

Speaking in terms of philosophy of science, the aim is to identify and depict 
the causal mechanisms in governance of project-based policy implementation. 
In a realist manner, the assumption is that social structures, institutions and 
agents that are similar potentially generate similar outcomes. As discussed in 
section 6.2, the closest reference group to which the results can be assumed to 
apply is Sweden, the other Nordic countries and to some extent the Baltics. 



Research Design 

58 

Table 2. The operationalization of overarching research questions through analytical sub-
questions in articles according to data type and method.

Overarching 
research 
question

Analytical sub-
question

Article Data type Method

RQ1: How can 
project 
organization 
affect 
governance 
mechanisms in 
policy 
implementation?

RQ2: What 
explains the 
effects of project 
organization on 
governance 
mechanisms in 
policy 
implementation?

SQ1: What is 
the rationale of 
project-based
policy 
implementation?

Article I Register 
data
Survey 
data
Coded 
data

Bivariate 
analysis

SQ2: How does 
project 
organizing affect 
governance 
flexibility?

Article II Register 
data
Survey 
data

Linear 
regression 
with OLS

SQ3: What 
effect do public 
managers have 
on collaboration 
with project 
organization?

Article 
III

Register 
data
Survey 
data

Linear 
regression 
with OLS

SQ4: How does 
project 
organization 
affect the 
balancing 
between 
autonomy and 
control of 
governance 
mechanisms?

Article 
IV

Register 
data
Interviews

Interpretative 
case study
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8 RESULTS

The dissertation asked two overarching research questions to unravel the 
formation and effects of project organization in policy implementation from a 
governance perspective. The first research question aimed at theorizing the 
effects of project organization on governance mechanisms with regard to 
implementation in a governance context. The critical factors in project 
organizing and organization were identified based on project organization 
theory and research. The key agents were identified as the public manager and 
his or her office with discretion over funding and the project manager applying 
for the funding and managing the project (Büttner, 2019). With the MGF 
defining different types of governance in terms of action, the endeavors of 
governing implementation with project organization can also be analyzed 
from the perspective of roles and responsibilities. The analytical dimensions 
generated by discussing the project organizing and organization in relation to 
the governance mechanisms is the result to the first research question. To 
study what effect project organizations have on governance mechanisms, the 
four sub-questions were analyzed empirically in in articles I-IV (Figure 2). 
 

 

Figure 2 The research questions and results of the study.
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8.1 WHAT IS THE RATIONALE OF PROJECT-BASED 
PUBLIC POLICY?

Before analyzing the agents and action in governing project-based 
implementation, a more general question based on public policy theory was 
put forth asking whether project-based policies are distinct in their rationales 
from previously identified policy types and merit the label third-generation 
policy  (Hill & Hupe, 2014; Parsons, 1995). The structural funds and the 
Cohesion policy, a typical third-generation policy (Montin, 2007:39), are 
commonly referred to as an innovation or renewal policy (Brulin & Svensson, 
2012; Godenhjelm & Johanson, 2016), while simultaneously showing an 
articulated dimension of regional convergence (Si. Piattoni & Polverari, 2016) 
and a combination of rationales (Hooghe & Marks, 2001). The dissertation 
therefore started the empirical analysis with analyzing the rationale of EU 
Cohesion policy in article I. 

Contrary to assumptions regarding third-generation public policy, of which 
the defining characteristic is claimed to be the ambition to create an 
endogenous capacity for self-development of a community (Montin, 2007), 
the EU Cohesion policy constitutes several, and at times diverging, rationales. 
The EU Cohesion policy, taking the Finnish program as a case, is found in the 
empirical analysis to consist of both traditionalist redistributive and post-
modern endogenous capacity-building goals (Vento, 2017). Previous policy 
analysis has suggested similar conclusions for EU macro-level programs (see, 
e.g., Fratesi, 2016) and more specifically for the Cohesion policy but without 
systematic empirical backing (Hooghe & Marks, 2001). This duality of logic 
can be assumed to produce a tension for the public manager deciding about 
project funding and the governance of their activity (Vento, 2017). From a 
governance perspective, the mix of rationale means there are no a priori 
optimal governance mechanisms (Peters, 2010). It is reasonable to assume 
that there are several, and at times contrary governance mechanisms at work 
in project-based policy implementation. 

The article also suggests an analytical framework for evaluating the 
divergent performance dimensions for management purposes. The transition 
of results to permanent use has previously been identified as a stumbling-
block in public projects but the mechanisms are never elaborated on 
empirically in detail (Godenhjelm et al., 2015). As article I claims, the 
transition could be measured as a distinct performance dimension in public 
projects (Vento, 2017). 

The findings also have implications for public policy theory. Policy types 
are, perhaps, cumulative regarding rationales rather than strictly consisting of 
a single rationale of combination of them (Hill & Hupe, 2014; Montin, 2007). 
Moreover, the distinct generations of policy types can perhaps be 
distinguished not only based on the combination but more specifically the 
proportion of divergent rationales.
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8.2 HOW DOES PROJECT ORGANIZING AFFECT 
GOVERNANCE FLEXIBILITY?

The governance theories were argued to rest on the common assumption of 
flexibility-generating performance and legitimacy in policy implementation 
(Torfing et al., 2013; Torfing & Triantafillou, 2011, 2016). The collaborative 
governance theory that assumes an added value from collaboration between 
agents in particular propounds organizational flexibility as a key presumption 
for successful action. What is assumed but not always spelled out is that 
flexibility is a product of new and nimble organizational forms (Du Gay, 2000; 
Lynn, 2006). The increase in projects in the public sector has, however, raised 
concerns chiefly among practitioners about project bureaucracy, stemming 
from the necessity of applying for project funding, planning and managing the 
activity according to general project standards and reporting the activity and 
results (Moynihan, 2008). The perverse bureaucracy-effect of projectification 
has, however, not been studied sufficiently for us to know what the 
phenomenon consists of and how it is perceived by the project professionals. 

Article II analyzed the nature of project bureaucracy and its relation to 
public project managers’ perceptions of bureaucracy. The study finds that 
managers’ perception of bureaucracy is complex and rests partly on 
counterintuitive mechanisms (Vento & Kuokkanen, 2020). Bureaucracy 
perception can, firstly, be distinguished as a general attitude towards a diffuse 
conception of bureaucracy and a perception of the bureaucracy in a specific 
activity or task. The general bureaucracy attitude seems empirically to be 
negatively loaded, while the specific perception is more neutral. Secondly, the 
specific perception of bureaucracy seems to be affected by the institutional 
logic of the project manager. Thirdly, the specific bureaucracy perception is 
conditioned by management experience, where less experienced managers are 
inclined to feel more burdened by bureaucracy than their more experienced 
peers. Intriguingly, the most experienced project managers are not only 
immune to perceiving a high number of administrative tasks as red tape. The 
high rate of administrative tasks actually decreases their perception of 
bureaucracy as red tape. 

The article concludes that public projects indeed create bureaucracy by 
routinized management tasks, as previous studies have suggested (Hodgson, 
2004), but specifies that the perception of practical tasks is more neutral 
among project managers than the attitude towards bureaucracy in general, 
with some variation between the project managers’ branches. Project 
management experience is also shown to mediate the perception of 
bureaucracy as red tape, where the elite managers even perceive routine tasks 
in a positive light. 

The results indicate that project organization affects public governance 
with organizing principle’s side effects. Project organization may or may not 
enhance flexibility for collaborative ends, but at least project organization 
includes bureaucracy in the form of funding application and reporting that 
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affects managers’ perception of bureaucracy. Interestingly, the project 
manager’s logic of action was found to affect the conception of bureaucracy as 
a nuisance. The extent to which bureaucracy is perceived as restrictive “red 
tape” depends, lastly, on the project manager’s experience. In the light of the 
findings, governance theories need be complemented by critical theories of 
management, organization and behavior for understanding the potential of 
organizational flexibility for governance. 

8.3 WHAT EFFECT DO PUBLIC MANAGERS HAVE ON 
COLLABORATION WITH PROJECT 
ORGANIZATION?

Collaboration was argued in section 4.1 to constitute a central mechanism for 
successfully involving non-state agents in public governance. Collaborative 
governance theory assumed performance gains by including different agents 
for pooling of resources, creative problem-solving and increased legitimacy 
(Ansell & Gash, 2008; Donahue & Zeckhauser, 2011). The public project model 
imposes, however, public-private cooperation through public project funding 
(Büttner, 2019). Collaboration is rooted in the governing of EU Cohesion 
policy through the EU’s principles of subsidiarity and partnership, which 
prescribes interaction between state and non-state agents by regulating public 
administration to coordinate the spending and promoting local public 
organizations, NGOs, universities and research facilities and local networks to 
apply for project funding. This regulation, however, leaves the exact strategy 
of coordination to the national and local authorities to decide (Sabel & Zeitlin, 
2010). The intensity of interaction between the public administration and the 
project therefore varies in practice. Further, the specific logic of action that 
characterizes the project organization can be contrasted to the logic of the 
permanent public administration (Godenhjelm et al., 2019). The divergent 
logics of action of the public and the project manager poses a potential 
problem, which is specific to governance of project organization. The question 
with regard to collaborative governance with project organization is whether 
the public manager enhances or endangers the potential performance gains 
from collaboration. To put it practically, the question can be posed as whether 
the public manager can play the collaborative game set by the project 
organization and its specific logic of action. 

In article III, the question is approached through an extensive study of 
collaborative governance in project-based implementation. In the article, the 
effect of the variation in administrative engagement on project output is 
investigated using a cross-sectional analysis of a survey for project managers, 
who were asked to estimate the level of engagement of managing authorities 
(Vento & Sjöblom, 2018). The study shows that greater public manager 
involvement increases collaborative gains as distinct from less involvement. 
As such, the intensity of public manager involvement can be said to affect 
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performance on collaboration in project organization positively (Vento & 
Sjöblom, 2018). The gains are, however, conditional on the project manager 
sharing the administrative logic of public managers (Vento & Sjöblom, 2018). 
It seems indeed the public manager can play the collaborative game, but with 
the consequence of also setting the rules of the game, adherence to which 
becomes a condition for successful project management. In other words, the 
disjunction in logic between public and project manager is not an obstacle for 
gains in collaboration as long as the project manager understands the logic of 
action of the public manager. 

Project-based policy implementation was argued in 1. Introduction to be a 
typical case of street-level public governance. As such, governance theories can 
be evaluated and revised based on their fit to project organization. The 
findings suggest that collaborative governance theory ought to consider the 
logics of action as an explanatory factor for whether the public manager can 
enhance the expected collaborative gains for public governance (Ansell & 
Gash, 2008; Blomgren Bingham, 2011). 

8.4 HOW DOES PROJECT ORGANIZATION AFFECT 
THE BALANCING BETWEEN AUTONOMY AND 
CONTROL OF GOVERNANCE MECHANISMS?

In addition to involving non-state agents, mechanisms for public governance 
balances between allowing autonomy for experimentation and control for 
maintaining accountability of the process and its outputs. The balancing was 
argued in section 4.2 and 4.3 to be captured by two governance perspectives 
offering divergent assumptions and valuation of autonomy and control: 
metagovernance and interactive governance (Peters, 2010; Sørensen, 2012; 
Sørensen & Torfing, 2011; Torfing & Triantafillou, 2011, 2016).

Metagovernance, which denotes governing by organization and rule-
setting, frequently relies on the quasi-market as the core for the governance 
mechanism for providing autonomy to the agent while controlling the process 
and ends through incentives (Jacobsson et al., 2015). Interactive governance, 
on the other hand, set trust and relational contracts as the core of the 
governance mechanism that tolerates scrutiny and allows autonomy for the 
agent (Torfing et al., 2013). This thesis posed the question how the two 
mechanisms function with regard to the temporality of the project 
organization that has been argued to potentially both enhance and complicate 
the governing by allowing maximal autonomy but also imposing high levels of 
uncertainty. From the perspective of project organization, the question for 
metagovernance was found to be whether handing over discretion to the 
temporary project and incentivizing with competition allows for productive 
autonomy without reducing control over the procedures and ends. Alterna-
tively, can interactive governance extend scrutiny over the temporary
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project and establish trust between the public manager and project manager 
to preserve the projects autonomy to experiment and learn.   

Article IV traces the governance mechanisms through a qualitative 
comparative study of two similar projects aiming to create innovative solutions 
for public employment management. The governance mechanism depicted in 
the study shows the relative benefits of the public manager engaging in a 
dialogue-like dynamic interaction with the project manager, taking an active 
role in regional development by governing the project rather than desisting 
from operative action (Vento, 2019). Perhaps most importantly, in contrast to 
the assumption of metagovernance theory and general critique of interactive 
governance, the close interaction of the public manager seemed not to 
deteriorate the autonomy of the project. On the contrary, the interactive 
governance approach enhanced the projects autonomy by providing mutual 
trust for the relation and overcoming the uncertainty created by temporality, 
rendering room for the project manager to experimentation despite the public 
administration enforcing new and unwanted external goals.  

The metagovernance approach, in turn, consisted of an attempt to create 
autonomy for the project manager by refraining from substantial governing 
and reliance on incentivizing through competition by staging a quasi-market 
(Vento, 2019). The hands-off approach seemed to decrease the chances of 
project success by generating further insecurity for the project manager. The 
temporality of the project, which means its institutional linkages are often 
weak, in the quasi-market led to an uncoordinated accumulation of divergent 
goals into the project plan to be competitive. Instead of spurring the project to 
utilize its autonomy for innovation, competition between projects in 
application for funding led to an overly ambitious and complex project that 
was unable to deliver on the plan. The metagovernance approach also failed 
on innovation in the overhaul of the project when refocusing the activity and 
goals. The distance from substance and clinical focus on legality on the part of 
the public managers, which was assumed a control mechanism for reducing 
uncertainty, allowed the project manager to set innovation aside and pursue 
production goals that did not facilitate the difficult tasks of experimentation 
and learning. The temporality of the project, which raises challenges in the 
form of compatibility with institutions, policy strategies and actions, increased 
the uncertainty of the metagovernance mechanism to the point of losing 
control of the ends.  

In contrast, the project’s temporality allowed for the interactive 
governance’s mechanism to create a relation of mutual trust between the 
project and the public administration, which turned the strive for control to 
also render autonomy and experimentation possible. The trust created 
through dynamic interaction connotes the concept of swift trust in temporary 
organization, which has been found to be typical to creative and innovative 
projects (Meyerson et al., 1996). This interpersonal trust, which is formed by 
agents recognizing the capacity of each other based on respective agents’ roles 
and institution, bridged the temporality gap and rendered successful dynamic 
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interaction possible. The knowledge from previous projects, e.g., constituted a 
base for the formation of a mutual understanding regarding the goals and 
means. The successful interaction, in turn, deepened the trustful relation and 
provided autonomy for the project. As such, it seems project organization 
made it possible for interactive governance to create a virtuous circle based on 
trust as the core of the governance mechanism. 

The problems that project organization presents to the metagovernance 
approach can also be seen from the perspective of combining different 
governance mechanisms. The failing metagovernance approach necessitated 
involvement of the public manager in the project organization, which led to a 
mix of metagovernance and interactive governance. Interestingly, a 
combination of approaches, which is sometimes prescribed in governance 
theory as a solution to the dilemma of balancing between autonomy and 
control (Sørensen, 2012) seemed to result in a complex mix with negative 
factors reinforcing each other. The project manager was left confused by the 
disparate demands of the divergent governance mechanisms. As such, the 
study suggests the mix of mechanisms potentially causing unintended 
consequences that exacerbate rather than resolve governance dilemmas. In 
addition, the governance mechanism based on trust also makes the interactive 
governance approach susceptible to individual departures, as article IV found 
by the early departure of the project manager to another project. 

Lastly, reflected as governing implementation as MGF presents it, the 
choice of governing strategy can have significant consequences for agents’ 
influence on divergent levels and scales of governance. If the project runs into 
unforeseen problems and needs to revise the plan, the metagovernance 
strategy risks collapsing and in practice turns into micro-management to 
salvage the project. As a result, the project manager can get a chance to 
influence the ad hoc rules for decision-making through the interaction 
necessary with the public manager for a project overhaul. The unplanned 
intrusion of a non-state agent in important tasks of public governance can be 
seen as a paradox for public officials seemingly applying metagovernance for 
the reason of prioritizing demarcation between the official responsible for 
administering the funding according to general rules and the project manager 
responsible for activities developing the region. As a result, the project 
manager may unintentionally be given a pass to directional governance, and if 
the ad hoc rule became a general rule for deciding upon project funding, the 
project manager would have influenced directional governance on the scale of 
the system. While also potentially giving the project manager access to 
different governance scales, the interactive governance approach does it 
consistently throughout the project phases, thus reducing the risk of giving 
unaccountable non-state agents influence over processes by mistake. 

As such, article IV explains the effect of project organization on the 
balancing between autonomy and control of two alternative governance 
mechanisms. The findings must, however, be interpreted within the context of 
the object of study, which means the interactive governance approach of 
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project-based implementation can be preferable to metagovernance in a 
complex and highly regulated environment. 

8.5 THE MULTIPLE GOVERNANCE FRAMEWORK 
REVISITED

The MGF lets us analyze the effects of project organization on governance 
mechanisms also more generally in terms of governing policy implementation. 
Metagovernance in principle assigned the public manager actions of 
directional governance and the project manager actions of operational 
governance. Respectively, the governance mechanism of interaction prepared 
for more dynamic sharing of action levels and scales between the public 
manager and project manager. The empirical analysis in article IV showed, 
however, that the metagovernance approach risks generating problems in 
implementation because of the temporality of project organizations 
amplifying the uncertainty. The unintended consequence of the attempt to 
salvage the project was to let the project manager act on directional levels of 
governance, which could be problematic with regard to accountability. 

Conceptually, the MGF assumed that the questions who, where and what, 
which describe agency in governance, are independent of the question how, 
which concerns the art of administration. The empirical analysis of the 
governance mechanisms with project organization revealed, however, that the 
effects are connected to the agency in respective type of action (Vento, 2017, 
2019; Vento & Kuokkanen, 2020; Vento & Sjöblom, 2018). As such, the effects 
of governance mechanisms are not restricted to politico-administrative 
craftsmanship and exogenous to what is being done, where and by whom, as 
the MGF conceived (Hill & Hupe, 2014) but are a consequence of the level and 
scale of actions of agents involved in the process. The question how is thus 
conditional upon, or formed by, the questions of who acts where doing what.  

The findings in research articles I-IV have revealed conceptual dilemmas 
with the MGF (Hill & Hupe, 2014). As a result, the conceptual conclusion can 
be drawn that MGF cannot deliver on the promise of structuring the key 
actions of public governance (Hill & Hupe, 2014). What the MGF can still do, 
however, is to serve a more restricted role as a framework for theorizing 
governance by systematizing action and agents in a typology of governance for 
the study of implementation. As such, it can assist in identifying action and 
agents in policy implementation, which given the fluid nature of governance, 
is nevertheless valuable for discussing responsibilities and accountability in 
the democratic governing of society. 
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9 CONCLUSION

9.1 GENERAL CONCLUSIONS

As governments are increasingly rolling out third-generation public policies 
for overcoming lasting societal problems, projects, which are considered 
flexible tools for implementation, are analogously spreading to new sectors of 
society. To date, the street-level governance process, where the project 
putatively puts broad objectives into practice by applying for public funding, 
has been unintelligible because of insufficient recognition of the policy process 
from a project point of view. By untangling the key agents and activities, this 
dissertation put forward a framework that assists us in making governance 
with public projects intelligible.

This study had its point of departure in the argument that the question has 
not been asked how project organization affects governance mechanisms that 
constitute different governance system’s approaches to turn participation 
efficiently to collective ends and balance between autonomy and control in 
policy implementation. Research in public projects has so far largely treated 
public projects from a management, organization or administrative point of 
view (Hodgson et al., 2019; Lundin et al., 2015; Marsden et al., 2012; Sahlin-
Andersson & Söderholm, 2002). Simultaneously, the project organization 
presents the public governance structures with unique characteristics, and 
potential dilemmas, by being temporary and conjoining divergent logics of 
action (Godenhjelm et al., 2019). As a result, we do not know how project or-
ganization affects the aspiration for effective and democratic public gover-
nance. The proliferation of project organization as a means for public policy 
implementation in Western welfare democracies has increased the signifi-
cance of the research gap in the phenomenon (Jacobsson et al., 2015; 
Sjöblom et al., 2013). Disregard of the effects of projects on governance 
mechanisms and the outcome may in the long run undermine public account-
ability and legitimacy (Pierre & Peters, 2000).

To analyze the unrecognized governance mechanisms in project-based 
policy implementation, the first overarching research question sought to 
theorize project-based implementation from a governance perspective by 
asking how can project organization affect governance mechanisms in policy 
implementation. Project organization was found to potentially affect 
governing mechanisms through the organizing principle and the distinct 
organization characteristics, temporality and action logic. The dissertation 
also argued that project-based implementation is unintelligible in a stages 
model of implementation, which rests on the policy cycle framework that takes 
processes and agents for granted based on the institutional prescription of the 
process (Lynn et al., 2001). Instead, the public project model of external goal 
formulation and responsibility of operative action ought to be approached
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from a governance-based conception of the policy process, the MGF (Hill & 
Hupe, 2014). By applying the MGF, the project-based implementation was 
theorized for a governance analysis. Further, it gave a unique chance to discuss 
the action in governing project organizations from a policy process 
perspective. A second overarching research question was formed for this 
purpose as what explains the effects of project organization on governance 
mechanisms in policy implementation. 

The dissertation found that project-based public policies typically consists 
of several rationales, which may turn out as mutually exclusive aims and goals. 
The finding provided empirical evidence for the long-term assumption that 
Cohesion policy is driven by several rationales and for the categorization of 
new policies with transformative aspirations as third-generation policies 
based on a combination of new and old rationales rather than a single 
rationale. The dissertation also showed that project organizing entails new 
forms of bureaucracy, which may frustrate the non-state and especially the 
inexperienced project manager. The project bureaucracy and the perception of 
it is evidence for the burgeoning concept of a post-bureaucracy consisting of 
new forms of bureaucracy despite the attempts of administrative reforms to 
decrease bureaucracy. 

Further, the project organization was found to affect the collaborative 
mechanism of governance by imposing its characteristic logic of action on the 
project agent, which stood in contrast to the logic of the public administration. 
The adherence to the project logic by the project manager can diminish the 
gains of policy implementation in collaboration. Lastly, the temporality of the 
project organization was found to increase the uncertainty of the 
metagovernance approach through a quasi-market without capitalizing on the 
autonomy. However, the temporality also allowed the creation of trust by 
rendering it possible to focus on the common aims and means to achieve them 
through the interactive governing. This made it possible to establish both 
control and autonomy, which in turn strengthened the relation of trust, 
ultimately resulting in a virtuous circle. As such, the temporality of project 
organization was found to challenge the metagovernance’s mechanism for 
balance between autonomy and control, while allowing or even supporting the 
interactive governance’s mechanism for balancing autonomy and control in 
public governance. However, a governance mechanism based on trust, as 
interactive governance suggests, is susceptible to individual departures. 

From the perspective of governing implementation, the study has showed 
that the agents influence at different levels and on scales of governance varies 
depending on the governing strategy, which in turn affected the performance 
and balancing between autonomy and control in governing public projects. 
The study also identified how the approach to governance can unintentionally 
ascribe more influence on external agents in decisions with a bearing at system 
level, thus overreaching their formal mandate. 

The MGF offered a satisfactory backdrop for theorizing project-based 
implementation for governance research, a task that conventional conceptions 
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of the policy process departing from a sequential stages model of activities are 
not up to. The framework has, however, a few intrinsic problems. By leaving 
the identification of implementation as an open empirical task, the MGF blurs 
the concept for practical use. The analytical sharpness provided by the MGF 
was also found to be restricted to only identifying key agents and actions as 
constitutive parts of governance. The framework’s idea of providing a scheme 
for structuring governance according to who acts, where, doing what, and 
separating the question of how and with what effect to middle-range theories 
is overly optimistic. The governance mechanisms showed that the type of 
agent, its action and position was inherently connected to the quality of the 
process—and hence the effect. In other words, the question of how and with 
what effect are inseparable from the questions of who, what and where. 

The MGF ought, therefore, to be treated mostly as a typology of 
policymaking with the potential for theorizing a practice from the perspective 
of governance. Explaining governance requires, however, middle-range 
theories. This finding is crucial not only for the application of MGF in future 
studies but also for the recognition of accountability and legitimacy in public 
governance. The unrealistic depiction of governance mechanisms by MGF 
may, at worst, conceal the real influence of agents, which may be a result of 
putting performance first in governance. Recognizing the interconnectedness 
of putative performance gains, governance mechanisms and the influence of 
key action in governance is important for understanding the aspects of 
responsibility in democratic governing. 

Based on empirical evidence provided by the study, the effects of the roles 
undertaken by the agents in project-based implementation are now better 
understood. In total, the dissertation has developed the point of departure for 
scientific research on project-based implementation, and moreover, 
governance. In the best of all worlds, the improved analytical capacity in the 
future will generate increased accountability and public governance 
performance. 

9.2 FUTURE RESEARCH

Having analyzed the effects of project organization on governance 
mechanisms in policy implementation, this dissertation has also advanced the 
understanding of how public implementation in a governance context can be 
approached. The articles that make up the base of this dissertation have also 
showed on interesting aspects not discussed in the summarizing report, e.g. 
the outcomes of governing project organizations with divergent mechanisms, 
such as public innovation or net benefit for the agents and stakeholders. 
Future research should take stock by both specifying further the mechanisms 
found in the dissertation and its articles and by focusing dimensions not 
covered by the dissertation. 
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The governance mechanisms discovered could be further tested with 
pooled or panel data. The quasi-experimental designs, which have recently 
been increasingly popular in social sciences, could serve as valid, reliable and 
realistic means for this end. As many public projects are more day-to-day 
business than innovation, run with external project funding simply because it 
is available, a natural experiment setup could be feasible. By utilizing natural 
divisions, such as observing agents applying for project funding and similar 
agents not applying but putting the activity into practice by internal means, 
the effect of the public manager governing the project could be tested reliably. 
A field experiment with randomized control trials would, of course, be 
preferable in terms of causality, but it is also unrealistic that such a programme 
would be rolled out and manipulated for scientific ends. The detailed empirical 
study could generate formally expressed models of the mechanisms, thus 
furthering the governance theories. 

One area that has barely been touched upon is the institutional aspect in 
governance with project organization. Institutions have repeatedly been 
shown to be the backbone of a political system, conditioning the policy 
processes. However, the MGF dispenses with the rational choice 
institutionalism and the bounded rationality assumption of the IAD, meaning 
the institution-individual relation and rationality in governance has not been 
dealt with in this thesis. This is a clear field of study for future endeavors. 
Future studies should pursue explanations for the individual’s behavior in the 
public project organization that is contingent upon both organizational and 
institutional factors. The variance in institutions between states could provide 
interesting findings with regard to how governance mechanisms with project 
organization affect the policy outcome. A potential research agenda is to 
compare governance mechanisms of the same policy in different states, for 
which EU policies offer a solid object of study. This way, the study could also 
either focus on the more general levels of governance action of the MGF, or 
combine the analysis of constitutive, directional and operational governance. 
Moreover, by focusing the dependencies of the individual, the conceptual 
ground covered in this thesis by studying implementation in terms of 
governance could be extended to an analysis of power. 

Despite the existing extensive conceptual work on public projects, some 
further attention should be given to the concept of “public” in public projects. 
This dissertation has debunked the adage of project-based implementation by 
dissecting it in terms of governance. In the future, the somewhat similarly 
mystified public project, which is often said to be implemented, should be 
scrutinized. What constitutes the public in the project and how does it relate 
to other logics prevalent in projects run by a non-public agent and providing 
both public and private value are questions related to hybrid forms of 
governing.  

These questions of public governance, among others, should be perused in 
future research. I hope that this dissertation has provided an analytical 
stepping-stone for thinking about governance with project organization, and 
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the inspiration to approach commonly held phenomena from a conceptually 
divergent point of departure. 
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