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construction were employed to trace recurring patterns within
governance scholarship.
Results: The findings reveal three key contributions: first, the framework
traces how public-sector governance has evolved from classical
bureaucratic administration to managerial reforms and, subsequently, to
collaborative governance arrangements, with each transition generating
distinctive coordination mechanisms. Second, the analysis synthesizes
four coordination modes (hierarchy, markets, networks, and
collaboration) and establishes their alignment with specific governance
paradigms. Third, the study identifies critical coordination challenges
including specialization-coordination tensions, departmentalism, and
accountability gaps.
Conclusion: The proposed framework provides a structured diagnostic
tool for researchers and practitioners to analyze coordination
effectiveness within specific governance contexts. Future research should
empirically test this framework across diverse institutional settings.
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INTRODUCTION
As society demands have changed over time, different forms of governance, public action
strategies, and organizational coordination techniques have all changed. The growing complexity
of public policy challenges (including climate change, urbanization, public health crises, and
digital governance) has intensified the need for effective coordination across institutional
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boundaries (Christensen & Laegreid, 2020; Torfing, 2023). While extensive scholarly attention has
been directed toward individual governance paradigms, a significant gap remains in the
literature: the absence of an integrated analytical framework that systematically maps the
relationships among governance forms, public action approaches, and organizational
coordination modes across their evolutionary development. Previous studies have examined
these dimensions in isolation (governance paradigms (Lund-Tgnnesen, 2026; Osborne, 2009;
Torfing et al., 2012), coordination mechanisms (Bouckaert et al,, 2010; Lund-Tgnnesen, 2026;
Peters, 2015), and public action approaches (Klijn et al., 2025; Thynne & Peters, 2015) without
providing a unified conceptual architecture. The novelty of this study lies in synthesizing these
fragmented streams into a single integrated framework that enables scholars and practitioners to
diagnose coordination challenges within specific governance contexts. Specifically, this study
addresses two research questions: (1) How do organizational coordination modes align with
different governance paradigms and public action approaches? (2) What are the critical
coordination challenges that emerge across these governance arrangements, and what
mechanisms can address them? There are several ways to coordinate: ‘hierarchy,” ‘contracts,
‘collaboration,” and ‘networks,’ (detail is shown in Figure 1) (Emerson et al., 2011; Knill & Tosun,
2012; Larsen et al.,, 2025; Peters, 2015; Provan & Kenis, 2008). ‘Interventionist governance,’
‘regulated self-governance,” and ‘cooperative governance’ (Knill & Tosun, 2012) ‘statism,” ‘state-
market dualism,” ‘state-civil society dualism,” and ‘state-market-civil society synergism’ (Klijn et al.,
2025; Thynne, 2021; Thynne & Peters, 2015); ‘old public administration’ (Denhardt & Denhardt,
2003; Hood, 1991; Lund-Tgnnesen, 2026) ‘new public management’ (Hood, 1991, 1994), and ‘new
public governance’ (Osborne, 2009; Riccucci, 2026). The Figure 1 is adapted from Hood (1991),
Denhardt and Denhardt (2003), Provan and Kenis (2008), Osborne (2009), Knill and Tosun
(2012), Popp et al. (2014), Thynne and Peters (2015), Peters (2015), Thynne (2021) Barabasch
(2026).

Types of governance involving approaches to public action

Modes of Modes of
coordination coordination
Hierarchy/ Interventionist Statism Old public Network
command- governance administration with
and-control administrative
organization
Relational Regulated State-market New public Network with
contract self- dualism & management lead
governance state-civil organization
society dualism
‘Collaboration Cooperative State-market- New public mm
synergism governance

Figure 1. Different Forms of Governance, Public Action Strategies, and Organizational
Coordination

RESEARCH METHODS

A systematic review guided by the PRISMA protocol (Page et al, 2021) was adopted, taking
a qualitative-conceptual stance to integrate existing scholarly and empirical insights into a unified
analytical model. Three major databases were searched, namely Scopus, Web of Science, and
Google Scholar, using the following query terms: “governance AND coordination AND public
sector,” “public action AND organizational coordination,” and “governance paradigms AND
coordination modes.” Studies were included if they were (1) peer-reviewed articles, monographs,
or book chapters from 1990 to 2024; (2) written in English; and (3) substantively concerned with
governance, public action, or organizational coordination in government settings. Exclusion
criteria removed: (1) non-peer-reviewed grey literature unless authored by recognized
international organizations; (2) articles not directly relevant to governance-coordination
linkages; (3) duplicate publications. The initial search yielded 287 results; after removing
duplicates and applying screening criteria, 45 publications were selected for in-depth analysis.
Analysis proceeded through a three-phase thematic synthesis (Thomas & Harden, 2008): first,
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open coding of core concepts at the sentence level; second, clustering of codes into descriptive
categories spanning governance, public action, and coordination; and third, distillation of
overarching analytical themes that informed the integrated framework.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Analytical Perspectives on Governance and Public Action

In recent decades, public governance has undergone quick and significant change. New
ideas and conceptions have challenged long-standing principles, and significant global concerns
like COVID-19 have hastened this change (Torfing, 2023). One might examine ‘governance’ as a
network, system, or process (Bank, 2017; Kooiman, 1993; Yang et al., 2026). Policy networks,
public management through public-private partnerships, and other similar structures have all
been referred to under this ‘umbrella concept’ (Lund-Tgnnesen, 2026; Pierre & Peters, 2000).
According to Torfing et al. (2012) and Torfing and Ansell (2016), it generally refers to the
interactive procedures that a government uses to lead society and the economy toward
collaboratively negotiated objectives with shared purposes for conducting public action
(Madanchian & Taherdoost, 2025).

Rhodes (2007) characterizes governance essentially as steering through networked
relationships (Riccucci, 2026). Ostrom (1990) frames it as the body of collectively crafted rules
regulating individual and group conduct. The UNDP (1997) broadens the concept, defining
governance as the exercise of economic, political, and administrative authority over a nation's
affairs at all levels as well as institutions, procedures, and mechanisms that allow individuals and
groups to express their interests, exercise their legal rights, fulfill their responsibilities, and
resolve conflicts, the United Nations Development Program (1997) underscores both individual
and collective rights in governance processes. Because no single stakeholder commands all the
knowledge or resources needed for tackling multifaceted policy problems, collaborative
interaction among diverse actors is indispensable (Kooiman, 1993; Yang et al., 2026), and the
interplay among state, market, and societal networks constitutes a core governance dynamic
(Madanchian & Taherdoost, 2025; Torfing et al., 2012).

Several distinct yet interconnected governance types can be identified. State-centered
interactions characterize ‘interventionist governance,’ in which the state is primarily responsible
for providing public goods and services, with private actors in the market and civil society having
limited capacity and involvement in governance (Knill & Tosun, 2012; Zahariadis & Taylor, 2025).
According to Thynne and Peters (2015), this entails ‘statism’ with a combination of state
command, control, and policy actions. Such configurations align with what is termed traditional
or classical public administration (Denhardt & Denhardt, 2003; Lund-Tgnnesen, 2026), in which
policy design and implementation are contained within a vertically integrated bureaucratic
apparatus (Osborne, 2009; Riccucci, 2026).

A second governance variant arises when the state crafts legal and procedural conditions
enabling market and civil-society participation with graduated autonomy, known as ‘regulated
self-governance.’ Knill and Tosun (2012) refer to this form of governance as ‘state-market dualism’
and ‘state-civil society dualism’ (Klijn et al., 2025; Thynne, 2021; Thynne & Peters, 2015). This
arrangement implies substantive public-private interaction. Reflecting the ‘managerialism’
(Pollitt, 2016) and the involvement of non-government players in public governance (Hood, 1991,
1994), it captures core features of ‘new public management. This paradigm pivots from
prescriptive bureaucratic regulation toward output-oriented performance targets, competitive
service delivery, and entrepreneurial organizational cultures (Hood, 1991; Krogh & Triantafillou,
2024; Osborne, 2009).

A key component of ‘cooperative governance’ (Knill & Tosun, 2012) represents the deepest
level of multi-actor engagement, described as ‘state-market-civil society synergism’ (Barabasch et
al,, 2026; Thynne, 2021). Here, public and non-state actors jointly develop governance standards
and co-produce policy, replacing top-down mandates with negotiated commitments (Barabasch
et al, 2026; Knill & Tosun, 2012). These arrangements are examples of ‘new public governance’
(Osborne, 2009) or ‘new governance’ (Rhodes, 1996; Riccucci, 2026). This paradigm foregrounds
collaborative alliances among interdependent stakeholders who navigate the inherent plurality
of contemporary public action through negotiation and shared accountability (Osborne, 2009;
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Riccucci, 2026). Coordination between organizations as well as coordination inside organizations
across their many divisions and sections is a component of all forms of contact. While preserving
suitable levels of specialization, the goal is to promote the integration of relevant contributions to
organizational goals. Drawing from the synthesis of 45 reviewed publications, this study identifies
three distinct governance-coordination alighment patterns. First, interventionist governance
predominantly relies on hierarchical coordination, characterized by command-and-control
mechanisms and bureaucratic compliance (Peters, 2015; Riccucci, 2026). Second, regulated self-
governance employs market-based coordination through contracting, competitive tendering, and
performance incentives (Hood, 1991; Krogh & Triantafillou, 2024; Osborne, 2009; Riccucci, 2026).
Third, cooperative governance leverages network and collaborative coordination through trust-
based partnerships, joint goal-setting, and shared accountability (Emerson etal., 2011; Larsen et
al, 2025; Provan & Kenis, 2008). This tripartite alignment constitutes the core theoretical
contribution of the proposed analytical framework.

Analytical Perspectives on Organizational Coordination

Peters (2015) observes that coordination constitutes one of the most enduring
administrative challenges in public life (Garaudel, 2025). Every organization, regardless of
purpose, must engage in coordination to align efforts toward collective objectives (Garaudel,
2025; B. G. Peters, 2021; Van de Ven et al,, 1976). Although the term ‘coordination’ lacks a single
authoritative definition, it is commonly understood as both the act of aligning decisions across
units and the outcome of that alignment (Peters, 2015) coupled with the extent to which each
organization takes the actions of others into account (Garaudel, 2025; Hall, 1976).

Coordination operates on two fronts: internally, by weaving together the various sub-
units that collectively fulfil organizational tasks (Garaudel, 2025; Van de Ven et al., 1976), and
externally, by monitoring and adjusting to the activities of partner organizations’ activities
(Garaudel, 2025; Hall et al., 1977) in pursuit of mutually acceptable policy directions (B. G. Peters,
2021). Related terms such as ‘cooperation,’ ‘coherence,’ ‘collaboration,” and ‘integration’ overlap in
practice but carry nuanced distinctions. ‘cooperation’ refers to less formal relationships for the
mutual benefit of organizations, ‘coordination’ is thought to entail regularizing patterns of
interaction among the organizations with more formal structures and procedures (Peters, 2015;
Schermerhorn, 1975; Sedgwick & Lemaire, 2024; Weiss, 1989). According to Peters (2015),
‘collaboration’ is a method of cooperation and constructive communication across organizations.
These types of organizational interactions, which entail a high degree of coordination both inside
and between the public and private sectors, are ways to accomplish the objectives of governance
gara (Garaudel, 2025; Peters, 2015).

Coordination becomes difficult once the government is sufficiently varied to create
multiple organizations that offer distinct services or the same service in various ways
(Bouckaert etal., 2010; Lund-Tgnnesen, 2026; Peters, 2015). When members of an organization
collaborate and assign tasks to one another, a coordination structure is imposed on the work
division (Gulick, 1937). When organizations attempt to achieve their objectives and manage their
surroundings, coordination takes place (Garaudel, 2025; Hall et al.,, 1977). Governments often
employ authority and hierarchy to accomplish coordination (Garaudel, 2025; Peters, 2015);
however, horizontal management is becoming increasingly important (Peters, 2015, 2021). As
early as 1937, Gulick (1937) highlighted the relationship between public policy and aims, as well
as how the administrative system was created to achieve these objectives (Clarke, 2024). The two
basic aspects of organization were coordination and specialization. The term ‘specialization’ refers
to the horizontal and vertical specialization of public organizations based on clients, region,
purpose, and method. Formal organization can facilitate two types of coordination: horizontal
coordination, which allows actors on the same level to coordinate and make decisions, and
hierarchical and vertical coordination, also known as the command-and-control principle, which
emphasizes the distribution of tasks among hierarchical levels (Egeberg & Trondal, 2018, 2020;
Madanchian & Taherdoost, 2025).

The primary responsibility is to make sure that the main goals of the organization such as
a department that offers a specific service do not clash and that the procedures are consistent. If
the organization is based on ‘process,’ like a professional organization, the work procedures must
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be standardized, and the leader must ensure that the processes are coordinated to generate
services that meet the needs. Regardless of the methods employed or the goal of the service, some
organizations are founded based on the ‘persons’ (clientele) they serve, such as an organization
that addresses all facets of veterans. Additionally, some firms are founded based solely on ‘place,
regardless of the methods or services offered. Additionally, coordination issues will be
exacerbated when organizations are partially based on people, process, and place and partially on
purpose (Clarke, 2024; Gulick, 1937). Reliance on organizational coordination alone is insufficient
for effective operation; instead, a dominant core idea serves as the basis for action, and ‘self-
coordination’ is necessary for loyalty and inventiveness (Clarke, 2024; Gulick, 1937).

According to Lam (2005), the following circumstances would make coordination easier:
the division of labor entails a straightforward distribution of the workload; the information and
expertise required to complete the subtasks is minimal; all actors involved in the collaborative
effort fully comprehend what is beneficial for the collective performance and are selfless; and the
environment is stable with clear clientele and performance measures (de Wee & Jakoet-Salie,
2025). Therefore, a hierarchy that prioritizes command and control, rule compliance, and division
of labor would be adequate for efficient coordination. Though, these circumstances are
uncommon. The problem of coordination in government, which has been dealing with more
complicated challenges these days, cannot be solved by simple command and control. To achieve
effective coordination, actors and stakeholders must build mutual trust and connections. The
definition of tasks, the distribution of duties, and the sharing of information and knowledge among
actors to comprehend functions and actions would all be part of organizational coordination.
These tasks must be completed to accomplish specific goals, and they must follow predetermined
guidelines or protocols that outline how actors should work together to implement policies more
effectively to address public issues (Cejudo & L, 2017; Christensen & Leaegreid, 2008; de Wee &
Jakoet-Salie, 2025).

In general, coordination is seen as a means of achieving goals (Greenwood, 2015) and the
process of improving program collaboration (Cowen & Trantidis, 2025; Peters, 2021). According
to Lindblom (1965), a collection of decisions is considered coordinated if modifications have been
made so that the negative effects of any one decision on other decisions in the set are somewhat
and frequently avoided, minimized, counterbalanced, or outweighed (Jungherr, 2023). It is more
challenging to define well-coordinated programs, even though individuals can identify them when
they are operating (Jungherr, 2023; Peters, 2021). Measuring coordination and interactive
governance processes would also be more challenging (Jensen, 2014; Kuhlmann et al., 2025;
Peters, 2021). When coordination fails, evaluation would be simpler. According to Peters (Peters,
2015, 2021), coordination fails when the actions of the participating organizations include
characteristics like redundancy (more than one organization performs the same task), lacunae
(no organization performs a necessary task), contradiction, or incoherence (policies with the
same clients have different goals/requirements). Furthermore, Peters (2021) believes that
measuring attempts to accomplish the coordination goal would be simpler than measuring the
actual results of coordination measurements. He goes on to say that while attendance in inter-
organizational meetings would be obvious, assessing results would be difficult.

Considering the coordination issues, Torfing et al. (2012) offer criteria for evaluating
governance. Policy makers’ comprehension of possibilities and issues, the necessity of flexible and
feasible policies, implementation coordination, and response to feedback and learning are some
of the factors (Madanchian & Taherdoost, 2025). Metcalfe (1994) created the widely used scale to
gauge collaboration inside the European Union (Sinervo et al, 2026). The independence of
organizations, communication with other ministers, consultation with other ministers, avoiding
divergences among ministers, seeking consensus among ministers, arbitrating policy differences,
establishing central policies, limiting ministerial action, and common strategic approaches to
policy are the first nine points on this scale (Metcalfe, 1994; Sinervo et al., 2026). Nevertheless,
the stages’ definition is ambiguous and open to several interpretations (Peters, 2021).

With dimensions including ‘Institutional Criteria,’ ‘Legislative Criteria,’ ‘Administrative
Criteria,’ ‘Financial Measures, ‘Market Measures,’ ‘Technical Measures, ‘Communication Measures,’
and ‘Hybrid Measures,” Briassoulis (2000) created a measurement scheme for policy integration
that focused more on the tools used to accomplish integration (Briassoulis, 2025). Therefore,
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rather than the actual accomplishment of that aim, it is more about the description of the attempts.
However, this measurement technique offers a helpful checklist about government integration
strategies (Peters, 2021). There are many factors that impact the public sector’s performance, and
coordination is just one of them; it is not a magic bullet (Peters, 2021). Some academics
concentrate on ‘policy integration,” which is another facet of coordination that calls for various
policy components to be consistent with one another and policy options to be assessed based on
their effects on aggregated utility (Igbal et al., 2025; Lafferty & Hovden, 2003; Peters, 2015), which
is challenging to accomplish.

Although people can identify well-coordinated programs when they are working, it is
challenging to define and evaluate the efficacy of coordination (Peters, 2021). Furthermore,
evaluating the efficiency of interactive governance and coordination procedures would be
significantly more challenging (Jensen, 2014; Kuhlmann et al., 2025; Peters, 2021). Since it is
difficult to compare procedures and results in many situations, it is still difficult to determine how
much coordination contributes to effectiveness and what coordination structure works best.
However, as coordination is typically thought of as a means of achieving goals (Cowen & Trantidis,
2025; Greenwood, 2015), insufficient coordination may contribute, among other things, to the
failure to achieve goals. When evaluating the efficacy of coordination, Peters’ criteria for
determining when coordination fails that is, when organizational acts entail duplication, lacunae,
contradiction, or incoherence are helpful.

Some nations, especially those in Asia with a Confucian heritage, have a ‘harmony’ or ‘he
xie’ component to their governance (Barr, 2010; Poocharoen, 2025), which requires diversity
rather than homogeneity or social conformity (Poocharoen, 2025; Yu, 2010). Balance,
accommodation, and negotiation are necessary for harmonization in governance (Li, 2010;
Rachmad, 2023), which calls for cooperation and coordination throughout the process. It seeks to
accomplish the state-society synergy, which necessitates a balanced strategy to coordinate the
allocation, monitoring, and delivery of communal public goods to citizens (Gong et al., 2026; Tao et
al, 2010). However, in many cases, achieving the ideal would be quite challenging. Although
Singapore has been effective in implementing ‘harmony’ in government, it tends to limit the scope
of social and political discourse (Barr, 2010; Poocharoen, 2025). Following 1997, political
fragmentation and a reduction in government capacity presented significant issues for Hong Kong,
which were further exacerbated by the regional and global financial crisis (Cheung, 2010; Cheung,
2004; Gong et al., 2026). To re-cement Hong Kong society, Cheung (2010) noted that there was
growing social discord, a decline in cohesiveness, and a loss of a common vision in Hong Kong
after 1997 (Gong et al., 2026). This necessitated a strong commitment to reestablishing trust and
harmony, appreciating diversity, and developing inclusive politics of consensus to increase
stakeholder participation.

Analytical Perspectives on Organizational Coordination Modes

In term of coordination typology, certain forms of organizational coordination are
embodied in the types of governance that involve approaches to public action and cooperation.
Peters (2015) describes the modes as hierarchy, markets, networks, and cooperation, whereas
Knill and Tosun (2012) generalize them as hierarchy, markets, and networks (Barabasch et al,,
2026). To accomplish governance objectives, these approaches involve both hierarchical and non-
hierarchical methods. The modes are influenced by the relationship dynamics between public and
private players, much as the delivery of goods and services is influenced by how coordination
issues are resolved. A typology of coordination arrangements is made up of the organizational
coordination modes (Bouckaert et al,, 2010; Lund-Tgnnesen, 2026; MacCarthaigh & Molenveld,
2018; Verhoest et al., 2007). Figure 2 below shows a typology that includes networks, markets,
and hierarchies, which is adapted from MacCarthaigh and Molenveld (2018) and Lund-Tgnnesen
(2026).
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Coordination Instrument Efforts of Organization

Typologies and Mechanisms of Coordination

Hierarchy Organizational Level: Cross-departmental
Committee

Market ﬁ Client Group

Network Policy Issue

Geography: Government, Neighborhood
Mode of Service Delivery: E-government
Portal etc.,

Figure 2. Presenting the Coordination Instrument Typologies and Mechanisms and Efforts of
Organization of Coordination

Rooted in Weberian bureaucratic theory and emphasizing the division of labor and
responsibilities with established rules, procedures, legitimacy, and power as coordination tools,
hierarchy coordinates through codified rules, formalized authority, and a clear division of
responsibilities, primarily implemented through legislative mandates and administrative
directives (Bouckaert et al, 2010; Lund-Tgnnesen, 2026; Peters, 2003). Goal-setting and
compliance monitoring flow through a well-defined chain of command. Under hierarchical
governance, the state retains primary policy-making authority and can compel private-actor
compliance, creating an inherently asymmetric power relationship. To create and provide
common goods like infrastructure and education, the state steps in through the hierarchy.
Although hierarchy provides a stable, predictable governance framework and ensures equitable
rule application, its principal weakness lies in limited responsiveness to local needs and
insufficient feedback from non-state stakeholders (Barabasch et al., 2026; Knill & Tosun, 2012).

Market-based competition and a bargaining and contracting process that seeks to create
incentives to improve performance, the market is also a mode of coordination in which exchange
among actors is essential to producing the desired outcome (Bouckaert et al, 2010; Lund-
Tegnnesen, 2026). Unlike hierarchy, this mode assumes that efficient outcomes emerge from
voluntary exchange among rational actors operating with adequate information. In practice,
however, governments must establish and enforce institutional safeguards such as upholding the
game's rules, such as property rights, is required to guarantee the market can operate to mitigate
the drawbacks of market coordination and lessen negative externalities (Knill et al.,, 2020; Knill
& Tosun, 2012; Zahariadis & Taylor, 2025).

Networks represent a fundamentally different coordination logic in which interdependent
actors address specific policy challenges primarily through horizontal rather than hierarchical
interaction (Peters, 2003). These arrangements feature mutual communication channels, shared
resource streams (Isett et al, 2011; McDonald III et al., 2024; O'Toole, 1997; Powell, 1990), and
are sustained by legitimacy, interpersonal trust, and common values (Bouckaertet al., 2010;
Lund-Tgnnesen, 2026). In network governance, three or more legally autonomous organizations
align their efforts to achieve both individual and collective goals (Larsen et al., 2025; Provan &
Kenis, 2008). According to Provan and Kenis (2008), networks can be contracted or required, or
they can be self-initiated by network members. There are also potential combinations of ‘self-
governing networks,’ ‘lead organization networks,’” and ‘network administrative organizations
(Larsen et al., 2025)." These networks, which serve as modalities of coordination, are crucial tools
for accomplishing multi-organizational goals, especially when teamwork is needed to solve
complicated problems (Agranoff, 2003; Larsen et al., 2025). By working across organizations to
find cooperative solutions to issues that are difficult or impossible for one organization to handle
alone, they can improve the ability of government actors to formulate and implement public policy
in a complex world (Agranoff, 2003; Emerson et al., 2011; 2007; Larsen et al., 2025).

Consequently, comparable forms of coordination are formed by networks and cooperative
behavior (Agranoff, 2003; Emerson et al.,, 2011; Larsen et al., 2025). According to Emerson et al.
(2011), collaborative governance encompasses the system environment, governance regime, and
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collaborative dynamics (Larsen et al., 2025). The setting reflects a variety of political, legal, social,
environmental, and other elements that interact with the ruling regime. The components of
dynamics and related action are more likely to be carried out when they are supported by ‘shared
motivation,” ‘principled engagement,’ and ‘capacity for joint action,” with interactions resulting in
appropriate action to carry out the aims of the governing regime.

Analytical Perspectives on Challenges of Organizational Coordination

The two main constraints on the evolution of coordination are size and time (Clarke, 2024;
Gulick, 1937). Coordination is relatively easy for small organizations in terms of personnel and
operations. Coordination becomes a problem when there are more activities, especially over a
larger geographic area (Peters, 2015). It takes time for people to adapt their habits when changes
are made, thus coordination will be difficult when there is a time restriction. Therefore, depending
on the size of the organization, the complexity of the situation, and the stability of the organization,
varying emphasis must be placed on coordination (Clarke, 2024; Gulick, 1937). The problem of
coordination to provide effective and efficient service, as in the case of a government delivering
services to the public, becomes more complex and challenging with more actors, activities,
divergent agendas, and more specialization.

Peters (2015) argues that the expanding public sector itself becomes a source of
governance incoherence, as agencies frequently operate with minimal awareness of parallel
efforts and limited interest in cross-unit alignment. The resulting knowledge gaps can escalate
into political failure. Both horizontal specialization, which distributes functions among
organizations at the same administrative tier, and vertical specialization, which allocates
authority across hierarchical levels (Bouckaert et al,, 2010; Lund-Tgnnesen, 2026), multiply the
number of actors involved and widen inter-organizational gaps. Despite persistent reform efforts,
what Peters metaphorically calls the quest for the ‘philosopher’s stone’ of coordination often
remains elusive.

Both coordination and specialization are issues that governments must address. On the
one hand, governments require specialized organizations to provide the public with certain
services; on the other hand, coordination of the many specialized tasks is necessary to provide the
public with more cohesive and integrated services. However, the segmentation of public policy
may result in conflicting and redundant requirements, and specialized structures may make it
difficult to integrate the entire range of services needed by the public (Peters, 2015). While
specialization gives governments a strong focus to accomplish a particular goal, it also produces
blinders that make it difficult for members of the organization to discover a common cause to
collaborate with other teams (Bouckaert et al, 2010; Lund-Tgnnesen, 2026). Because
specialization would make it more difficult to provide integrated services to certain groups or
areas, it naturally creates new coordination needs (Bouckaert etal.,2010; Lund-Tgnnesen, 2026).
For the best outcomes, specialization and cooperation would thus need to be balanced.
Furthermore, Peters (2015) notes that specialization tends to artificially divide issues rather than
offering a comprehensive understanding of the causes and potential solutions for the challenges;
consequently, the burden of resolving complex issues is divided among different governmental
levels or sectors (Christensen & Laegreid, 2007; de Wee & Jakoet-Salie, 2025).

Contrasting with the ideals of ‘joined-up government, Hood (2006) notes that
‘departmentalism’ describes agencies that function within insulated vertical silos, fiercely
protecting organizational territory and deflecting problems onto neighboring units (Aoki et al.,
2024). Beyond structural misalignment, governments must also navigate cultural resistance when
cross-boundary initiatives disrupt established jurisdictional norms. Particularly under ‘New
Public Management,’ there is a tendency to divide big public organizations into smaller, more
specialized, single-purpose entities in response to policy issues. However, these organizations
tend to be more challenging to coordinate because they are more independent and
entrepreneurial in nature (Peters, 2015). Additionally, the New Public monitoring’s emphasis on
performance monitoring and assessment makes coordination more difficult because individual
goals and interests frequently take precedence over the public sector's overall performance.
Public organizations might favor preserving their autonomy and authority over increased
coordinating effectiveness (Peters, 2015).
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Complex, cross-cutting challenges such as climate change demand interconnected policy
responses and heighten the urgency of collaborative and networked governance (Ansell & Gash,
2008; Garner, 2025; Head & Alford, 2015). Yet coordination remains an imperfect remedy for
governance shortcomings. In addition to the specialty issue mentioned above, there might be an
accountability issue because the combination of financial resources and legal authority makes
asset monitoring challenging (Peters, 2015). Additionally, there are issues with the possibility of
coordination overlap or coordination underlap involving various entities in the same policy-
making process, which could result in policy gaps (Christensen & Lzegreid, 2020; Schakel et al.,
2025). Evidence from Norway suggests that coordination capacity depends on an interplay of
structural factors, such as administrative level, and cultural factors, including mutual trust,
conflict intensity, and organizational identification with central authority (Carelli, 2025;
Christensen et al., 2019). The structural and cultural dimensions of coordination interact
dynamically. Strengthening coordination therefore requires using shared cultural norms as
‘institutional glue’ and to reinforce the impacts of structure and culture either hierarchically or
through negotiations (Christensen & Laegreid, 2008; Zyzak & Farsund, 2025).

CONCLUSION

The analysis shows that overcoming coordination obstacles hinges on whether chosen
coordination modes can adequately respond to prevailing political and socioeconomic demands.
Across governance phases, coordination arrangements must be tailored to the specific complexity
and nature of the tasks at hand. Departmental capacity for integrated service delivery has
progressively expanded over the past decade under evolving ‘integrated approach’ model.

The proposed analytical framework integrates multiple coordination perspectives into a
systematic structure enabling researchers and practitioners to diagnose coordination challenges
within specific governance contexts. By mapping the alignment between governance paradigms,
public action approaches, and coordination modes, the framework provides a structured
diagnostic tool applicable across diverse institutional settings.

This study has several limitations. As a systematic literature review, findings are
constrained by existing publications without primary empirical data. The framework draws
primarily from Western governance literature, potentially limiting applicability to non-Western
institutional contexts. Future research should empirically validate this framework through
comparative case studies across different national contexts and governance levels.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT
The authors would like to sincerely thank relevant stakeholders for providing institutional
facilities, academic assistance, and access to pertinent legal materials that made this work
possible. Additionally, the authors express gratitude to legal experts, practitioners, and colleagues
who provided insightful comments. Additionally, we would like to express our gratitude to the
peer reviewers for their helpful criticism and recommendations, which have greatly improved the
caliber and lucidity of this work.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTION STATEMENT
All elements of this analytical framework were exclusively contributed to by Dr. Sarom
Mok. Under his direction, Dr. Ramy Chhun gathered and analyzed the documents. Dr. Mengheang
Hor and Dr. Kosal Thay contributed to the critical revision of the text and the interpretation of the
findings. Every author contributed to the manuscript’s writing and approved the final draft for
submission and assumed complete accountability for the content of this work.

REFERENCES
Agranoff, R. (2003). Leveraging Networks - A Guide for Public Managers Working across
Organizations.
Ansell, C,, & Gash, A. (2008). Collaborative governance in theory and practice. Journal of Public
Administration Research and Theory, 18(4), 543-571.
Ansell, C, & Torfing, J. (2016). Introduction:  Theories of governance.
https://doi.org/10.4337/9781782548508.00008

Journal of Law & Social Politics | 368



Sarom Mok, Ramy Chhun, Mengheang Hor, Kosal Thay An Analytical ...

Aoki, N., Tay, M., & Rawat, S. (2024). Whole-of-government and joined-up government: A
systematic literature review. Public Administration, 102(2), 733-752.

Bank, W. (2017). Governance and the Law, World Development Report 2017. World
Bank:Washington, DC.

Barabasch, A., Bohlinger, S., & Wolf, S. (2026). The Palgrave Handbook of Policy Transfer in
Vocational Education and Beyond. Springer Nature.

Barr, M. D. (2010). Harmony, conformity or timidity.

Bouckaert, G., Peters, B. G., & Verhoest, K. (2010). The Coordination of Public Sector Organizations:
Shifting Patterns of Public Management. Palgrave Macmillan: the UK.

Briassoulis, H. (2000). The Web Book of Regional Science. Analysis of Land Use Change: Theoretical
and Modeling Approaches. Regional Research Institute, West Virginia Institute.

Briassoulis, H. (2025). Land use planning for land degradation neutrality: reflections and critical
challenges. Land Degradation & Development, 36(3), 975-1001.

Carelli, D. (2025). Drivers of transnational administrative coordination on super-wicked policy
issues: the role of institutional homophily. Governance, 38(2), e12896.

Cejudo, G. M, & L, M. C. (2017). Addressing fragmented government action: coordination,
coherence, and integration. Policy Science, 50, 745-767.

Cheung, A. (2010). Restoring governability in Hong Kong: managing plurality and joining up
governance.

Cheung, A. B. L. (2004). Strong executive, weak policy capacity: The changing environment of
policy-making in Hong Kong. Asian Journal of Political Science, 12(1), 1-30.

Christensen, T., Laegreid, O. M., & Laegreid, P. (2019). Administrative coordination capacity; does
the wickedness of policy areas matter? Policy and Society, 38(2), 237- 254. Routledge.

Christensen, T., & Laegreid, P. (2007). The whole-of-government approach to public sector reform.
Public Administration Review, 67(6), 1059-1066. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-
6210.2007.00797 x

Christensen, T. & Laegreid, P. (2008). The challenge of coordination in central government
organizations: the Norwegian case.

Christensen, T., & Lagreid, P. (2020). Coordination quality in central government - the case of
Norway. Public Organization Review, 20, 145-162.

Clarke, A. E. (2024). Social worlds/arenas theory as organizational theory. In Social organization
and social process (pp- 119-158). Routledge.

Cowen, N., & Trantidis, A. (2025). The Problem of Governance: A Critical Review of Dan
Greenwood’s Effective Governance and the Political Economy of Coordination. Critical
Review, 1-20.

de Wee, G., & Jakoet-Salie, A. (2025). Policy integration for overcoming fragmented government
action in South Africa: The case of the national policy on food and nutrition security. Politics
& Policy, 53(1), e70018.

Denhardt, R. B.,, & Denhardt, ]J. V. (2003). The new public service: an approach to reform.
International Review of Public Administration, 8(1), 3-10.

Egeberg, M., & Trondal, J. (2018). An Organizational approach to Public Governance: Understanding
and Design. Oxford University Press.

Egeberg, M. & Trondal, ]J. (2020). The organizational basis for public governance.
https://doi.org/10.1093 /acrefore/

Emerson, K, Nabatchi, T, & Balogh, S. (2011). An integrative framework for collaborative
governance. Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 22, 1-29.

Garaudel, P. (2025). Membership in meta-organizations between organizational membership and
inter-organizational relationship. A three-logics model to assess the heterogeneity of meta-
organizations and variations among them. Scandinavian Journal of Management, 41(1),
101394.

Garner, J. (2025). Public library partnerships: Using collaborative governance to support
vulnerable users. Journal of the Australian Library and Information Association, 74(1), 4-23.

Gong, W,, Qian, J., & He, S. (2026). Towards a socioenvironmental state: governing countryside
conservation in Hong Kong. Territory, Politics, Governance, 1-16.

Greenwood, D. (2015). Governance, Coordination, and Evaluation: The Case for an

369 | Journal of Law & Social Politics



Sarom Mok, Ramy Chhun, Mengheang Hor, Kosal Thay An Analytical ...

Epistemological Focus and a Return to C. Political Research Quarterly, 69(1), 30-42.

Gulick, L. (1937). Notes on the Theory of Organization.

Hall, R. H,, Clark, ]J. P, Giordano, P. C., Johnson, P. V., & Van Roekel, M. (1977). Patterns of
interorganizational relationships. Administrative Science Quarterly, 22(3), 457-474.
https://doi.org/10.2307 /2392183

Hall, E. T. (1976). Beyond Culture. Anchor Books, New York.

Head, B. W,, & Alford, J. (2015). Wicked problems: implications for public policy and management.
Administration & Society, 47(6), 711-739.

Hood, C. (1991). A public management for all seasons? Public Administration, 69, 3- 19.

Hood, C. (1994). Explaining Economic Policy Reversals. Open University Press: Buckingham.

Hood, C. (2006). The idea of joined-up government: a historical perspective.

Igbal, M. A, Shaheen, W. A,, Shabir, S., Ullah, U,, lonel-Alin, 1., Mihut, M.-1., Raposo, A., & Han, H.
(2025). Towards a green economy: Investigating the impact of sustainable finance, green
technologies, and environmental policies on environmental degradation. Journal of
Environmental Management, 374, 124047.

Isett, K. R., Mergel, I. A, LeRoux, K., Mischen, P. A., & Rethemeyer, R. K. (2011). Networks in public
administration scholarship: understanding where we are and where we need to go. Journal
of Public Administration Research and Theory, 21(1),i157-1173.

Jensen, M. D. (2014). Negotiating the morass: Measuring and explaining variation in co-ordination
mechanisms in the European Union. Journal of European Public Policy, 21, 1273-1292.

Jungherr, A. (2023). Artificial intelligence and democracy: A conceptual framework. Social Media+
Society, 9(3),20563051231186350.

Klijn, E. H., Koppenjan, J., Spekkink, W., & Warsen, R. (2025). Governance networks in the public
sector. Routledge.

Klijn, E. ]., & Skelcher, C. (2007). Democracy and governance networks: Compatible or not? Public
Administration, 85, 587-608.

Knill, C., Steinbacher, C., & Steinebach, Y. (2020). Policy integration: challenges for public
administration. https://doi.org/10.1093/acrefore/9780190228637.013.1413

Knill, C., & Tosun, J. (2012). Public Policy: A New Introduction, Palgrave MacMillan.

Kooiman, J. (1993). Modern Governance: New Government-Society Interactions. SAGE.

Krogh, A. H, & Triantafillou, P. (2024). Developing New Public Governance as a public
management reform model. Public Management Review, 26(10), 3040-3056.

Kuhlmann, S., Wollmann, H., & Reiter, R. (2025). Introduction to comparative public administration:
Administrative systems and reforms in Europe. Edward Elgar Publishing.

Lafferty, W., & Hovden, E. (2003). Environmental policy integration: towards an analytical
framework. Environmental Politics, 12(3), 1-22.

Lam, W. (2005). Coordinating the government bureaucracy in Hong Kong: an institutional
analysis. Governance, 18(4), 633-654.

Larsen, F., Mgller, M. @., & Raaphorst, N. (2025). Public management and street-level bureaucrats.
In Public Management Review (Vol. 27, Issue 8, pp. 1857-1867). Taylor & Francis.

Li, C. (2010). Harmony as a guiding principle for governance.

Lindblom, C. E. (1965). The Intelligence of Democracy Decision Making Through Mutual Adjustment.
The Free Press, New York.

Lund-Tgnnesen, J. (2026). Digital surveillance governance: understanding developments in the
use of personal data in public sector reform. Public Management Review, 1-28.

MacCarthaigh, M., & Molenveld, A. (2018). Coordination in Europe. In: The Palgrave Handbook of
Public Administration and Management in Europe, Ongaro, E., Van Thiel, S. (eds.). Palgrave
Macmillan, London: 653-670.

Madanchian, M., & Taherdoost, H. (2025). Ethical theories, governance models, and strategic
frameworks for responsible Al adoption and organizational success. Frontiers in Artificial
Intelligence, 8, 1619029.

McDonald III, B. D., Hatcher, W., Bacot, H., Evans, M. D., McCandless, S. A., McDougle, L. M., Young,
S. L, Elliott, I. C.,, Emas, R, & Lu, E. Y. (2024). The scholarship of teaching and learning in
public administration: An agenda for future research. Journal of Public Affairs Education,
30(1), 11-27.

Journal of Law & Social Politics | 370



Sarom Mok, Ramy Chhun, Mengheang Hor, Kosal Thay An Analytical ...

Metcalfe, L. (1994). International policy co-ordination and public management reform.
International Review of Administrative Sciences, 60, 271-290.

O’'Toole L. ], J. (1997). Treating networks seriously: practical and research-based agendas in
public administration. Public Administration Review, 57(1), 45-52.

Osborne, S. P. (2009). The (new) public governance: a suitable case for treatment? In The New Public
Governance? Emerging Perspectives on the Theory and Practice of Public Governance,
Osbourne, S.P.

Ostrom, E. (1990). Governing the Commons: The Evolution of Institutions for Collective Action.
Cambridge University Press: New York.

Page, M.J., McKenzie, ].E., Bossuyt, P.M., Boutron, 1., Hoffmann, T.C., Mulrow, C.D., Shamseer, L.,
Tetzlaff, ].M., Akl, E.A.,, Brennan, S.E., & Chou, R. (2021). The PRISMA 2020 statement: An
updated guideline for reporting systematic reviews. BMJ, 372, n71.
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.n71

Peters, B. G. (2015). Pursuing Horizontal Management: The Politics of Public Sector Coordination.
University Press of Kansas.

Peters, B. G. (2021). Public policies: coordination, integration, coherence, and collaboration.
https://doi-org.eproxy.lib.hku.hk/10.1093/

Peters, T. (2003). Re-imagine! Business excellence in a disruptive age. Dorling Kindersley.

Pierre, ]., & Peters, B. G. (2000). Governance, Politics and the State. MacMillan: Basingstoke.

Pollitt, C. (2016). Managerialism redux? Financial Accountability & Management 32 (4):429-447.

Poocharoen, 0. (2025). Paradigms of public policy and governance in Asia: from ancient
administration to smart sustainable futures. In Handbook of Public Policy in Asia (pp. 15-
33). Edward Elgar Publishing.

Popp Milward, H. B., MacKean, G., Casebeer, A, J. K., & Lindstrom, R. (2014). Inter- Organizational
Networks: A Review of the Literature to Inform Practice.

Powell, W. W. (1990). Neither market nor hierarchy: network forms of organization.

Provan, K., & Kenis, P. (2008). Modes of network governance: structure, management, and
effectiveness. Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 18(2), 229.

Rachmad, Y. E. (2023). Political Cooperation and Social Harmony: A New Model for Governance. The
United Nations and The Education Training Centre.

Rhodes, R. (1996). The New Governance: Governing without Government. Political Studies, 44,
652-657. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9248.1996.tb01747 x

Rhodes, R. A. W. (2007). Understanding governance: Ten years on. Organization Studies, 28(8),
1243-1264. https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840607076586

Riccucci, N. M. (2026). Public administration: Traditions of inquiry and philosophies of knowledge.
Georgetown University Press.

Schakel, A. H., Solvang, @., & Stein, . (2025). Norway: Low Population Density as Challenge and
Opportunity for Coordination. In Horizontal Intergovernmental Coordination at Local and
Regional Levels: Evidence from Europe and Beyond (pp. 223-241). Springer.

Schermerhorn, J. R. (1975). Determinants of interorganizational cooperation. Academy of
Management Journal, 18(4), 846-856.

Sedgwick, D., & Lemaire, R. H. (2024). Acquiesce, compromise, or avoid? Collaboration,
coordination, & cooperation as different strategic responses to institutional pressures. The
American Review of Public Administration, 54(1), 57-70.

Sinervo, L.-M., Vikstedt, E., Laihonen, H., & Pulkkinen, M. (2026). Public management for a
sustainable future: Insights from a systematic literature review. Public Money &
Management, 1-16.

Tao, ]., Cheung, A. B., Painter, M., & Li, C. (2010). Why governance for harmony.

Thynne, 1. (2021). Institutionalizing public action: multiple alignments of goods, services, roles, and
tasks. https://doi.org/10.1093 /acrefore/9780190228637.013.1424

Thynne, 1., & Peters, B. G. (2015). Addressing the present and the future in government and
governance: three approaches to organising public action. Public Administration and
Development, 35(2), 73-85.

Torfing, P. B., Pierre, |, ]., & Sorensen, E. (2012). Interactive Governance: Advancing the Paradigm.
Oxford University Press.

371 | Journal of Law & Social Politics



Sarom Mok, Ramy Chhun, Mengheang Hor, Kosal Thay An Analytical ...

Torfing, ]. (2023). Rethinking Public Governance.

Van de Ven, A. H,, Delbecq, A. L., & Koenig Jr, R. (. (1976). Determinants of coordination modes
within organizations. American Sociological Review, 41, 322-338.

Verhoest, K., Bouckaert, G., & Peters, B. G. (2007). Janus-faced reorganisation: Specialisation and
coordination in four OECD countries in the period 1980-2005.

Weiss, ]. A. (1989). The powers of problem definition: The case of government paperwork.

Yang, B., Ebn Jalal, M. |, Sarkar, M. A. R,, Alam, M. ],, Ding, S., Begum, I. A,, Rahman, M. N,, & Lo, K.
(2026). A Governance Quality Lens on the Influence of Chinese Outward Investment on
Human Development in Belt and Road Initiative Countries. Chinese Geographical Science,
36(1), 64-81.

Yu, K. P. (2010). The Confucian concept of harmony.

Zahariadis, N., & Taylor, K. (2025). Handbook of public policy agenda setting. Edward Elgar
Publishing.

Zyzak, B., & Farsund, A. A. (2025). Coordination of complex systems: The case of public policy
meta-organisations. European Management Journal.

Journal of Law & Social Politics | 372



