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(=) A HNMEBEEERXEIAHMENENNETE. 25§ TRNERENS TMEIEK

Bt 16 BEARE 3 1 R XPIR B RN 2 00 T H R BR 1Y VAR B 1R BT B A A (R YR
FEN TR I 2 (R 4 =, 2008:33) . BZL VAL, U HE RIG R A& Z UL LB — RO A 30 EH b AT
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TSR R 8% a5 D PR AE T 2% R LA T G B Y R ) R B BB g DA N XS 2 R [) L O U
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6w L0 A B TR Y 23 BT U S0 TC 45 0 S A R fE R R I A AR SR I IR 55 AL . AR
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tn 2 S I A RECR . I TP M8t ik EE N2 — &M KA1 B S E2
RARJE AT DR IS 5 R0 43 T5C 9% 5 (Provan & Milward,2001:421)

SRIG B VE W28 10 30 o R T 8 B 02 5 RE DB UK 1 3 R o 3%t R 25 7 AR B i AR T 2N R i
il BE 2 HE I BRI RE G o — B A R A B 2 BORT R U O 5 9 JE BRI I £ 7K T 25 SR 1 R B (McGuire
& Agranoff,2011:265-284) . PRI » 45 350 25 5 X 4% 2 >0 B MR & A EBE 250 9 285 B 63 ] %) 8T TR K B L R4 4
SEFEN VR A AT LAAE S D0 i Do) &4 = > () B A BT ] DL 2 Bt o b 2 2] 5 R 4 B 0 I AR
B F0 75 2K (H G B SR — ZH S P 2 20 1 3 SRR ] L 6 T s R AR 22 L S 0T Mk 2H 21T 1 5 LR 2D AT
(R B N2 o 2R ZRE AR AR B VAR AR 2= I AT Ry kA AR R A A R B A VR T Y B
T

B Ja - ME BRE 5K A ERGES N B 8 2 5 E 0 R A F 4 (ot BR A SRR e . T &S5 E
EAERE BB A ol o 5 0 B bR TR & 7 X 4% 1T B 2 7 AR DU 45 R & P AR B R ZR i 45 2 . IR L, X F
TS PR 1 2 5 i e SRR 1 2 5 380 T 5 Y 4 T AR 8 kb A2 DT A HE B A 2% b, Dy ot R 25 %4
% B PEAN 32 DA R i Ry AT 3 AN AN I 28 H 1) A (R 28 23 1% A 5 W0 i 0 A 00 T L 2 X R 4% 1) 4 Ak
BUAS S 5 AT AN . XS PE TR R A B PEAN B — S 2 BRI B IE AR BAR R A X Z L
2% )25 1 A ZH 22 18 (Provan & Milward,2001:414)  Jf H A —> 2 A B O 08K 88 A RPN 7 %, gt
DX JZ T8 0] DA SR A N 4% B 2 4 DX AR 55 S5 o St P A P 4% 2 T DU AT LA R 8 T 4% A B TRD 32 1 D T 1Y
RE ST HEATVEANY » 1 402 187 AT D EE 55 5 IR 2 U0 T I 25 114 TR

G RR A TE IR 48 B8 T A AN ARS8 , JF B A 7 B30 N 4508 B G 80PE i) B S 4R
A —E AN REME— 19, AP AR MEAUGE A T 25 A5 LUK, i 38 2 10 2 5 TR 45 RAHEK & .
I s 28 3 BGPTSR T R A 258 U A TE 45 R m T 45 SR . IE 4N Reinicke et al. (2000:15)
L 2% Y TC TR B —— PO A0 B 53 18] B8 K P45 AT LA B P >R B 3 R 18 JH Al [0 852 1) 18 3 1) A 57
B AT RO — R AN IR 5K HDE SR A IS U bR R — B B ARG
Dk SR AN S B ZE R . TR AS SCHE S5 5 I 246 0 IR 2 i b o 386 77 5 8 45 vk Pk Al — 3
PESE A SEME 0B 17 B LA SR £ TG AT AR 5 20 2R A0 [ 19 6 JR G R0, DA 52 BN X 28 36 BRS04
1] 2] 1]

(=) 18174531 (Operation Performance) } E#J5

JE VRO 2% 1B RO AR Y AH R O B S T S B R R . L S E A TR T
“IBATHUL I HE R (Voets et al. .2008:778) . BRI 4% (1) — 26 B PR RRAE 5 4% G2 2 205 6 X 51 o AHAS B i
W 253817 S5 G A LB TT ARG o 72 M2 b B AN I 3 T 5 L BT 2 7E AR 2 7 55 AR 22 ) 38
I 5 O AN S S G B T (R AT AR A S N 4 I R T A ST R 1Y ) 25 A O
HRAEMSTHNXES5H MBI T BDEMAEE. B, MR IR s T880E
22 REMEMHKR.

AT ST LR AR T DL SO R R S T R £ R OG5 A 1 R AR I SR Ak i — 3 2
5B GAVE P TTAT 70 55 5 W25 R A A HD AR SC B A1 45 AH O & 1Y SCHP AR JEE 5 28 e 5 b IR R B 109 . 5l v (1)
FOETE R ANE . I, 38 17 Sk 3 2 56 1 & 75 M (Legitimacy) | 58 {T: (Accountability) . — EPE (Ac-
cordance) FllF& iE 1 (Stability) 25/ L0 H

1. &%

AEATT G BHL G AR T 2R 2 5 F Z M NTER & 2k JUH R AR M 48 & e iy R Be . Rtk iE 4
Sydow (2004 :202) I & » W28y BLE AT 1 A 1L PE RS 2 B R EZ M.

Do 28 s B R R ) 5 v X I 2% 3 B R O 5 T 5 9T A ) 25 AH 56 A7 5€ (Chrislip & Larson, 1994) , i
I S 7 R G T I B A R ) B0 o e TR i A R i A DG 3 Y B (B I ] £ AH OGS I B
R b P 2% R B S A R IR IR N Y . S AR B AR LOAE T T — 2 R g AH O HE
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Z A B2 5 N 265 06 B E AR EA T X 5 o TR o T NS 55 6 05 AL 23 1) 1 S5 R B L BBk 45 0 1 R e D
WEAVE DL S 2 55 00 i 0 AR 0 2 1) R 55 0 T T 5 R R B SRR I T — B Tz AR L
YRR X E T 48 IR B R A I PR AR T R 25 A DG E X T B B R AR BT AR R
(Ansell & Gash,2008:557) o P&l o 23 P J% ) 0 o 2 — A 2800 75 =X 3 05025 48 9 A B R 4 A OG5 Z R
XA Y 2 SRR E LU HR ISR TR SR I TR 1B AT B A TR B

A R EA BT B R4/ 2 E AR IE M A i tE . IE A B4 0 R 28 A= 5 o BUE Y 4T
Bl IE XA HAF AR HETE T R B AFTEN W 45 S H W TAE R R R LM IER A . EFEX SN
JE A8 B G NT I 48 1 S B 1) i 26 71 SR B9 38 [ (Skelcher et al. ,2008:215-232) . JE IF 20 & A HIF XA v
PETEHEN L . Provan et al. (2001.416) 45 T — 3 ARL A A5 o o BIXT T 2% H A5 18 158 03 2 i o 28 0L A
MM HE G EG KNIT R,

2. AE

I 48 vh i) BEFEAE 4 T AT 19 L 23 (0] B, K I Bovens (1998.246-250) 48 M, “ 22 H T+ 1 ] 190 25K 4 B 6
e s o=/ NN TR S AR = ol W A TR = A= 8 R = BN B A = = ) P o | B =B Y S A -9 1)
BEHERE A A () A BN TG v T A M NI R TR AT X AT RE S R A B ST S
AL T R RE A TR R IR A AT REME I N . BRULZ A0 B AL T I A PR A T R £ T 7
TR SRS R A HLAS 45 13 09 B R R H AR B — R AR X R 10 6 6 B A [R) R S AR AR TR N 2
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TG SR AL GESUBOPE A T 0 R 7 s DA I f fff e xof o £ 55 7 0 bl o 6 B2 7 i 1), {F I 2% 3
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J— SO ORI A I B (o R A 2 £ .2004.227) , NI, AR SO FE A — 2 B O KL e ST A9
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PRI — ol [0 7 BT o V) 308 59 A 3 — e i B s EL A s Ay I 8% B B A R 5 A O S 43
WO R, o LU 2% AR DA R 300 I 2% 3 Bl 1A B AT o ELR R SE B R 2% B Y AT i R AR ST R
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SRR IBAT? R U AT AU — P R AEME AT R 7 B — ) 45 A OG5 2 & #R 3 AT 5 P A 2
AR AT T ISR R S = K. B a s E R G A R 22 A DG H A B S S B PR e o R
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4. 78 T M
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2B/ T DR BRE 1 ) 485 AT AR E 1k . 0 488 A i) B2 Ak T DLE 3 J2 75 47 7E 0 1 48 i 54T S B2 7Y IE
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BEATEAE MR 55 B R BB HEZR R R AT Y . A B AT H OQ AR AR SRR AE ) o o T 4 1 B A 5 3 M 0 5 &R
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TR AR VR D 5% 2R 5T 6 1) AR AR A B A Oy Ak 1R A R A Dy G R BT A A TP N A
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BRI B VE R 28 06 R B ARLERE . e Ah, 00 & T i AR 10 2 1. 30 56 R T 280 1 A0 BB 3
1 A Y JCIE 7 il (Holmlund 2001 15) A& S 56 28 X5 ok 3 ik 1) 15 4T i =0 FR I 25 TSI A A .
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1. f34%

AL IR TR R 5 6 R A0 B AT LABOR B AR KRR XS 06 R AT 30T - T A R T8 B A T (g 7)) il
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BIF 5 107 5 22 119 22 L1 R 0 o —— BB 0 T T 52 B 190 2% 45 45 Ak A TR AT i e A 5 B 1l g%
Hh A A K AT (5 R 2 5 AR PR B bR o A5 A KP4 D 5 208 A A 0 A5 A B TR R AR 2 T
3 3 AT A BB AEAT I 5 T A R A AT XA AT A A AT D B el 4 £ 44 )2 i o
A AR IR B S ol 2 ) A9 HE R R AT I & . A% AT & 2 BRI R 22—
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A Public Value Creation-based Framework for Assessing the Performance
of Network Governance

Sun Fei (Lanzhou University)

Abstract: Network governance., as an effective governance model stressing participation, negotiation. interaction, and
cooperation between network members,is increasingly popular around the world. However,as a way to solve market failure
and state failure, governance is not almighty,but faces risk of failure. To overcome the failure or ineffectiveness of network
governance.,it is needed to evaluate network governance performance,so as to continuously improve network governance
quality. Traditional performance evaluation originating from New Public Management, has the notable feature of
managerialism,and its essence is instrumental. It tends to evaluate the efficiency,effectiveness,and economy of management
operation and program results, which successfully solves the problem of efficiency improvement of public sector, but not very
valid when facing network governance. This is because; (1) traditional government performance evaluation only focuses on
the single value,lacking the responsiveness to multiple public values; and(2) it focuses on individual performance,lacking of
the concern on relational performance. To develop the performance evaluation framework for network governance, the paper
turns the eyesight to public value management theory. On one hand, public value management theory focuses on public value
creation and value balance, which is consistent with multiple values pursued by network governance; on the other hand,the
concept of collective preference is helpful to evaluate relational performance. Just because of the consistency of public value
management theory with network governance, it can well disclose the functioning logic of network governance,and deeply
explore its most important dimension: relationship. The performance evaluation framework and methods based on these can
showcase the full picture of network governance performance.

Based on public value management theory, the paper develops a network governance performance evaluation framework
consisting of three dimensions (i. e. , production performance, operational performance and relational performance), by
drawing lessons from previous research findings related to cooperation network, policy network, network performance,
governance network and governance performance. Production performance focuses on public values, such as efficiency,
effectiveness,and economy; operational performance stresses the ones, such as legitimacy, accountability, accordance and
stability; relational performance pursues the ones, such as trust, satisfaction, and commitment. Based on these, the paper
analyzes the evaluation standards and measurement ways of public values in every dimension.

Furthermore, it discusses the relationship between production performance, operational performance, and relational
performance. As far as importance is concerned, relational performance precedes operational performance, and operational
performance is superior to production performance. However,it doesn’t mean that the type of performance at a higher level
of importance can replace those at lower level, instead, they are mutually connected and dependent,and together consist of
the basic dimensions of network governance performance evaluation. In view of the contradiction risk existing between the
three dimensions, especially the potential conflicts between values contained in every dimension, it discusses the dynamic
balance between the three dimensions based on network life cycle theory by drawing from the value management strategy
proposed by Thacher and Rein in 2004. Although performance evaluation dimensions and standards developed by the paper
are difficult to measure to some extent,a proper performance evaluation method has been designed for network governance.
Therefore, the findings of the paper not only provides the guidelines and ways to rectify network governance failure, but also
lay the foundation of constructing network governance performance evaluation system.

Key words: public value; network governance; governance performance; performance evaluation
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