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Abstract

Networks and networking are important to build social capacities for natural hazards.
However, up to now, it is an open question which types of networks contribute to ca-
pacity building under certain circumstances. The paper focuses on the type of a goal-
oriented network. The distinction between goal orientation and goal directedness is5

used to show the following: goal directedness of networks to build capacities for natural
hazards involves intensive and continuous processes of sensemaking (Weick, 1995) to
specify the network goal. This process of specifying an initial goal statement is impor-
tant in small and large networks. The governance form of a lead organization network
facilitates goal specification. The paper illustrates these findings through evidence from10

two case studies conducted in the Dresden region in Germany.

1 Introduction

In principle, capacity building for natural hazards involves an ambitious agenda that
covers, for instance, issues of knowledge creation and integration, of strategy devel-
opment, and financial resources, as well as of participation and governance. Actors of15

various societal spheres are important for capacity building (e.g. actors from local com-
munities, the political sphere, administration, research organizations). No wonder then
that the concept of social capacity building for natural hazards highlights the relevance
of networks and managing networks for connecting people and organizations (Kuhlicke
et al., 2012). However, up to now, it is an open question which types of networks (e.g.20

Diller, 2002; Powell and Grodal, 2005; Klijn, 2008; Raab and Kenis, 2009) contribute
to capacity building for natural hazards under certain circumstances. This paper starts
with the assumption that networks and network management are not inherently “good”
and effective. The conditions under which certain types of networks contribute to social
capacity building for natural hazards need to be specified and explained.25
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To do this to a certain extent, the paper focuses on goal-oriented networks (Provan
and Kenis, 2007, p. 231, use the term “goal-directed network”, see also Kilduff and Tsai,
2003). The paper adopts a network management perspective that pays ample attention
to the structural features of networks and processes of network management (Klijn,
2008; see Sørensen Torfing, 2005, 2007, 2009, for a more macro-oriented perspective5

on networks). The paper argues that the specifics of goal orientation of network actors
are crucial variables in understanding and explaining the effectiveness of networks and
their contribution to capacity building for natural hazards (Vlaar et al., 2006; Provan and
Kenis, 2007).

Networks are important to connect actors from various societal spheres. Given that10

actors are significantly influenced by conditions in these spheres (e.g. formal institu-
tional constraints, informal ways of solving problems), it is necessary to demonstrate
that network actors actually work together in the direction of a goal at the network
level (Huxham and Vangen, 2005). Goal-orientation of networks does not necessarily
imply and lead to the goal-directedness of decisions and actions of network mem-15

bers. Goal-directedness of decisions and actions is a specific achievement. Against
this background, the paper asks the following question: how do network actors create
goal-directedness in networks that aim to build capacities for natural hazards?

The paper explores this question based on two case studies about goal-oriented net-
works in the Dresden region in Germany (Hutter et al., 2011; Hutter, 2012; Hutter and20

Bohnefeld, 2012). Both networks deal with the challenge of adapting to climate change
in cities and regions. Both address issues of dealing with natural hazards in the con-
text of climate change adaptation. The author of the paper was intensively involved in
establishing the two networks and in managing them, especially with regard to issues
of long-term planning. The paper is an attempt to reflect on these experiences and to25

propose some generalizations about the cases (Yin, 2009). In the future, the findings
of the paper may feed into more theory-oriented approaches to network development
in the context of capacity building for natural hazards (based, for instance, on the work
of Borgatti and colleagues, Jones et al., 1997; Borgatti and Foster, 2003; Borgatti and
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Halgin, 2011). The following section presents the concepts to structure the case stud-
ies. Then, the two cases of goal-directed networks are introduced. The paper ends with
conclusions for research and practice.

2 Goal-oriented networks

In its most general form, the term “network” refers to a set of nodes and a set of ties5

that connect the nodes to some extent (in the social sciences, nodes are called network
actors). This general notion is used in various scientific disciplines and policy contexts.
The paper mainly refers to the literature about network relations between organizations
(inter-organizational network, see Borgatti and Foster, 2003; Provan and Kenis, 2007;
Klijn, 2008; Raab and Kenis, 2009). Hence, the sociological literature about social net-10

works on the one hand and research findings about networks in organizations on the
other are in the background of analysis (see Van Wijk et al., 2003 for a review). The
relevance of networks of organizations in the context of capacity building for natural
hazards cannot be overestimated, especially when organizations seek to develop in-
novative solutions at the boundaries of knowledge (Powell and Grodal, 2005; Van de15

Ven, 2007).
It is important to distinguish between different types of networks (Diller, 2002; Kilduff

and Tsai, 2003; Powell and Grodal, 2005; Wiechmann, 2008; Raab and Kenis, 2009).
This paper uses the concept of a goal-oriented network to address issues of network
management in the context of capacity building for natural hazards. This concept has20

the following core features:

– Goal orientation at the network level: a network of organizations declares to re-
alize a goal that is communicated to external organizations as the desired joint
output of network actors in the future. The rationale to establish a network is
based on the belief that new ties between organizations are necessary to realize25

the goal. The paper focuses on a type of network with an initial goal statement
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that needs some specification to be instructive for interpretations, decisions and
actions of network actors. Goal-oriented networks refer to multiple levels of social
relations (the group, the organization, the network, see Knight, 2002; Huxham
and Vangen, 2005; Raab and Kenis, 2009).

– Collaboration between network actors: in general, networks can combine collab-5

orative with competitive relations (Powell, 1990). A goal-oriented network in par-
ticular is based on the belief that collaboration between network actors will lead to
the realization of the network goal (Huxham and Vangen, 2005; Ansell and Gash,
2007).

– Formal and informal processes of network management: a goal-oriented network10

shows some formalization of interaction between the network actors (Ansell and
Gash, 2007). The term “formalization” refers to both processes of agreeing on
and codifying formal structures, procedures, and so forth, and the output of this
process in terms of network-specific documents (Vlaar et al., 2006). Of course,
informal processes of communication are also relevant for goal-oriented networks15

(Ring and Van de Ven, 1994).

Provan and Kenis (2007) speak of “goal-directed networks”. We prefer the term “goal-
oriented” because it is the main question of this paper how (and to what extent) net-
works of organizations develop goal directedness.

Goal-oriented networks are characterized by a complex set of structural features,20

network processes, and outputs. There is no “grand theory” that covers all these as-
pects of goal-oriented networks (e.g. Provan and Sydow, 2008). We argue that goal
orientation in the context of capacity building for natural hazards is significantly influ-
enced by four kinds of variables: (1) processes of making sense of the network purpose
to change goal orientation into goal directedness, (2) network size, (3) composition of25

network actors, and (4) network governance form.
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2.1 Goal directedness

The distinction between goal orientation and goal directedness is crucial to understand
this paper. Goal orientation means that network actors are aware of being involved in a
network that declares to realize a goal at the network level. Goal orientation is, as men-
tioned above, the rationale to establish the network. However, this does not necessarily5

imply that the “official” goal statement is actually of high relevance for interpretations,
decisions and actions of network actors. A network goal statement may only be the
“façade” of a network to justify its existence in the face of powerful external actors, like
organizations that provide resources to the network. Behind this “façade”, network ac-
tors may follow their own agendas that are only loosely coupled to the network goal, if10

at all (Meyer and Rowan, 1977; Scott, 2008).
Goal orientation is a core network feature, whereas goal directedness may vary with

regard to, among others, the willingness, capabilities, and resources of actors to make
sense of a network goal. Goal directedness means that an initial network goal state-
ment is the content of intensive and continuous processes of interpretations, decisions15

and actions of network actors. It encompasses at least the following two processes:

– Specification: the paper considers networks with initial goal declarations that are
quite abstract and/or ambiguous. Goal directedness is a process that specifies
the content of the goal statement and how network actors interpret the statement.
“Goal-directed network trajectories develop around specific goals that members20

share.” (Kilduff and Tsai, 2003, p. 89, italics added) Healey (2009, p. 449) uses
the similar, but more ambiguous term of “framing selectively” to argue that goal-
directedness “involves a selective focus. It offers a way through the morass of
issues, ideas, claims and arguments to identify one or more concepts, images
and/or principles which are both meaningful and give direction.”25

– Implementation: network actors interested in goal directedness are also con-
cerned about delivering in a more formal way what the network promised
to deliver at the outset of establishing the network. Implementation means
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demonstrating through documented evidence that an initial goal statement has
actually been realized in terms of specific network outputs, whatever the content
and (argumentative) quality of these products may be.

We assume that making sense of the network goal through some specification and
implementation is necessary for network effectiveness and external legitimacy (Provan5

and Kenis, 2007). This assumption is in line with an interpretative approach to under-
standing and explaining networks and organizations (Aldrich and Ruef, 2006, p. 43–
46). An interpretative approach sees goal orientation and goal directedness, especially
in case of networks with high or modest heterogeneity (Eden and Huxham, 2001; Hux-
ham and Vangen, 2005), as unstable social processes “constantly at risk of dissolution”10

(Aldrich and Ruef, 2006, p. 45). Network actors face the challenge of continuously mak-
ing sense of the network goal (Weick, 1995; Vlaar et al., 2006). This social process is
influenced, among others, by the network size, the composition of actors, and espe-
cially the network governance form.

2.2 Network size15

Network size may refer to various features of goal-oriented networks. A network may
increase its size due to the entry of new network members. Size is measured by count-
ing the network actors. A network may grow also because of new ties between network
members that were previously unconnected. Size is measured by counting the ties
between network actors. This paper primarily refers to the former understanding of20

network size. It is assumed that network size is influenced by, among other factors,
funding conditions for the establishment of goal-oriented networks. Network size is
also influenced by the willingness of actors to participate in a network based on vol-
untary, perhaps more informal resource contributions. Furthermore, network research
has shown that existing network relations significantly influence the emergence of new25

networks (Gulati et al., 2002).
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Why is network size important for network management? Firstly, network size can
have an influence on the degree of formalization of interactions between network mem-
bers. Large networks are more involved in formalization than small networks. However,
there a complex causal relations between network size and management that will be
explored in the two case studies. Secondly, network size influences what network ac-5

tors and external actors expect from a network as appropriate output. To put it simple:
large networks tend to evoke high expectations about the contribution of a network
to capacity building. Actors in small networks may have the impression that they are
forced to be pragmatic about what is expected from the network right from the outset
of networking.10

2.3 Heterogeneity of actors

The meanings of the term “heterogeneity” may also vary. Here, the term refers to dif-
ferences between network actors that are strongly influenced by formal and informal
institutional conditions of these actors. The term “institution” covers not only regulatory
institutional constraints, but also normative and cognitive-cultural institutions that are15

important to understand why an actor interprets, decides and acts like he or she does
(Scott, 2008). Hence, the meaning of the term “network heterogeneity” is much broader
than the heterogeneity of actors. Heterogeneity depends on complex conditions (see
Ansell and Gash, 2007 for trying to provide a summary), for instance, the history of
network relations and processes of agenda setting in regions (Wiechmann, 2008).20

Sandström and Carlsson (2008; Carlsson and Sandström, 2008) argue that net-
works with high heterogeneity are necessary, but not sufficient conditions for finding
innovative solutions in the context of natural resource management. Network actors
with heterogeneous institutional backgrounds provide an equally heterogeneous pool
of information, knowledge and referrals that are important for finding innovative so-25

lutions. Vlaar et al. (2006) argue that goal-oriented networks with high heterogeneity
require intensive and complex processes of sensemaking (Weick, 1995) to capitalize
on the potential of heterogeneous networks to find innovative solutions (Van Wijk et
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al., 2003). These authors agree that high heterogeneity can be both a blessing and a
curse for goal-oriented networks (Benz and Fuerst, 2002). High heterogeneity may be
a blessing if network actors find a way to develop a common understanding as a basis
for jointly specifying and implementing the network goal. High heterogeneity may be a
curse if it prevents the network actors from developing a focused common agenda that5

is specific enough to direct interactions.

2.4 Network governance form

A network can be understood as a form of governance that is compared with markets
and hierarchies as alternative governance arrangements (see the seminal article by
Powell, 1990). This paper takes a closer look at goal-oriented networks and how they10

are managed based on a specific “form of network governance” (Provan and Kenis,
2007, p. 233; Raab and Kenis, 2009, p. 207, use the term “governance forms of whole
networks”). The term refers to network structures that shape, firstly, who the main de-
cision makers are with regard to goal orientation at the network level and that shape,
secondly, how these decisions are made. Provan and Kenis (2007) distinguish between15

three forms of network governance:

– A lead organization network is a goal-oriented network in which one organiza-
tion shapes the interpretations and decisions about the goal of the network and
about the ways to realize it. Kilduff and Tsai (2003, p. 87–110) assume that goal-
oriented networks are usually led by one powerful organization with the internal20

and external legitimacy to steer network development. In this paper, we consider
further network governance forms.

– A network administrative organization is a network that is characterized by the es-
tablishment of a new network-specific administrative unit responsible for network
management. All network actors have strong ties with the administrative unit. Of-25

ten, they contribute to establish the financial basis of the unit.
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– A network with shared governance is a network in which all network actors, in
principle, have the duty and possibility to shape fundamental decisions about the
goal of the network as well as ways of goal specification and implementation
(Geddes, 2008 uses the term “partnerships”). Provan and Kenis (2007) argue
that shared governance is effective in small networks that require only limited5

professional network management competencies.

The governance form of a goal-oriented network may be due to deliberate decisions
of powerful actors at the outset of establishing the network. The governance form may
also develop in a more evolutionary way without a “mastermind” choosing the form of
the network. The governance form of a goal-oriented network is difficult to see and10

control because the term refers to the whole network and not to the perceptions of
single network actors. This may hold especially for large networks. However, we follow
Provan and Kenis (2007) who argue that the governance form of a network is crucial for
goal specification and implementation and therefore for its effectiveness. The following
two case studies illustrate this general statement.15

3 Two examples of goal-oriented networks and capacity building for natural
hazards in the Dresden region

In the Dresden region (see Fig. 1), it is possible to observe various goal-oriented net-
works that seek to build capacities for natural hazards. The following focuses on two
networks (full names of the networks and the supporting institutions are given in the20

section on acknowledgements): firstly, the KLIMAfit network is a small network led by
regional planners and supported by national government. The network deals with is-
sues of adapting to the consequences of climate change at regional level, especially
with regard to flood risk management and dealing with soil erosion due partly to in-
tensive rainfall. Secondly, there is the REGKLAM network, a large network funded by25

national government. It is the goal of REGKLAM to formulate a comprehensive program
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for the Dresden region to adapt to climate change, including issues of dealing with nat-
ural hazards.

KLIMAfit can be understood as a project network (Windeler and Sydow, 2001) with
a limited duration from July 2009 until April 2013. New networks emerge in the context
of existing networks (Gulati et al., 2002). KLIMAfit emerged in the context of the project5

network REGKLAM which was established in July 2008 and will end in December 2013.
However, the following starts with the case study about KLIMAfit because the structural
features of this network facilitate an understanding how network actors create goal
directedness to build capacities for natural hazards.

The author was, as mentioned in the introduction, involved in establishing both net-10

works. In the case of REGKLAM he is responsible for organizing the process of pro-
gram formulation based on concepts from planning research (e.g. Healey, 2009; Wiech-
mann, 2008; Hutter and Wiechmann, 2010). In the case of KLIMAfit, he is responsible
for supporting the regional planners in implementing the network goal (Hutter, 2012).
The following compares the two cases of goal-oriented networks to highlight some15

similarities and differences (Dougherty, 2002; Yin, 2009).

3.1 Case study KLIMAfit

The emergence of new networks is an iterative and dynamic process. Network actors
try to make sense of relations between possible desired consequences of network-
ing (“goals”) and the means and the resources to realize these consequences. This20

assumption about network emergence helps to understand why initial network goal
statements may be rather abstract and why they need specification. Network actors
assume only after several rounds of making sense of the (possible) network goal that
others are reliable and trustworthy. Until then, network actors prefer to commit only
to abstract goal statements that leave enough leeway for interpretation while network25

relations develop further and transaction costs become clearer (Ring and Van de Ven,
1994; Vlaar et al., 2006).
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In line with this understanding of network emergence, KLIMAfit was established by
representatives from the regional planning office based on communication with poten-
tial network partners in the context of meetings of the REGKLAM network. The pos-
sibility to apply for funding organized by national government within a program about
innovative solutions for climate change and spatial planning triggered this process of5

communication between the potential network partners of KLIMAfit. Regional planners
were motivated to apply as “lead partner” for this funding because REGKLAM does not
focus on the specific issues of statutory regional planning for climate change adapta-
tion. Regional planners claimed “ownership” of KLIMAfit right from the beginning and
were willing to make significant resource commitments, also to comply with the many10

detailed procedures and requirements defined by national government.

3.1.1 From goal orientation to goal directedness

KLIMAfit is characterized by an intensive process of goal specification that can be
divided into three phases:

1. KLIMAfit started with a rather abstract overall goal statement to justify networking.15

The network declared to formulate a strategy that (1) leads to the “implementation”
of existing regional planning statements for climate change (as mainly defined in
the existing and legally approved regional plan) and that (2) takes non-statutory
planning, especially regional management, more intensively into account. This
goal statement corresponds with the well-known argument of planners and plan-20

ning researchers that statutory planning is not enough to consider long-term chal-
lenges with high uncertainty like climate change and that applying a complex port-
folio of instruments based on intensive collaboration and networking is needed
(e.g. Greiving, 2010; Klemme, 2011). Other parts of the application for funding
were much more detailed with regard to climate change and the conditions of the25

Dresden region.
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2. In March 2011, KLIMAfit provided some interim results defined as products: prod-
uct No. 1 included detailed empirical results, for instance, about climate change
at regional and sub-regional level to consider the interests of regional managers
as well as survey results about the relevance of existing regional planning state-
ments for local planning. Product No. 2 gave an overview of recommendations for5

regional planning and regional management in the Dresden region to consider cli-
mate change adaptation more systematically in future planning processes. These
recommendations focused on a relatively broad agenda of planning issues (e.g.
increasing land used for forestry at specific locations within the region, issues of
soil erosion and flood risk management, topics of regional management in rural10

areas, implementation issues at multiple levels of strategy making).

3. From April 2011 to April 2013, national government continued to support KLIMAfit
based on a more selective choice of planning issues. Regional planners and na-
tional government agreed to focus on two issues: firstly, flood risk management to
enhance the influence of regional planning on the building stock, especially with15

regard to extreme flood events; secondly, issues of dealing with soil erosion due
partly to intensive rainfall through a more selective process of prioritizing the most
vulnerable areas in the Dresden region. Planners expect that this increases the
likelihood of implementing some measures for reducing soil erosion.

In this process of goal specification, the regional plan served as a reference point20

in many network communications, either to specify the content of further processes of
statutory planning or to justify activities that are seen as complementary to statutory
planning. The following shows the structural conditions of this process of goal specifi-
cation.

3.1.2 Network size25

Compared to the REGKLAM network, KLIMAfit was a relatively small project net-
work. The regional planning office was the lead partner, supported by the research
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organization “Leibniz Institute of Ecological Urban and Regional Development (IOER)”
in Dresden. Representatives of two and then three regional management offices act-
ing on behalf of municipalities in rural areas in the Dresden region were also actors
of the project network. Further network actors were the “Saxony State Interior Ministry
(SMI)” represented by an official responsible for spatial planning and a state agency5

that supports the “Saxony State Ministry for Environment and Agriculture (SMUL)” with
regard to knowledge about climate change and climate change adaptation. Retrospec-
tively, it is possible to observe strong ties between these seven organizations as net-
work partners. Weak ties developed during project network implementation to include
actors relevant for issues of, for instance, soil erosion, flood risk management, and10

regional management on a temporary basis into the network (e.g. representatives of
municipalities, authorities responsible for forestry in the Dresden region, the “Technis-
che Universität Dresden”). Due to the contrast in network size between REGKLAM
and KLIMAfit, network actors agreed at an early stage of working together that the
expected network output would be pragmatically defined and much more limited than15

in the case of REGKLAM. However, network actors communicated this expectation in
a more informal way in the first and second phase of goal specification. This may be
due partly to the context of funding and the overall program of national government
on climate change and spatial planning. National government as well as supporting
research organizations and consulting firms raised a broad agenda of planning issues20

and related questions which made an early “open” communication about a “selective
focus” of KLIMAfit somehow difficult. In a market context, it is probably easier to agree
on a “niche” at an early stage of networking when the resource basis is as limited as in
the case of KLIMAfit (e.g. less than 100 000 EUR funding by national government for
the whole project duration, Hutter, 2012).25

3.1.3 Network governance form

High reliability characterized the process of working together in KLIMAfit in all phases
of goal specification. The relatively high degree of formalization (relative to the network
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size) facilitated continuous communication between the network actors and effective
reporting mechanisms. However, it would be misleading to understand KLIMAfit as a
network with the governance form of shared governance. The regional planning office
was the lead organization from the outset of project network development. Network ac-
tors never questioned the lead role of regional planning (high internal legitimacy). The5

planning office controlled the communication with national government and presented
the main findings of the network (high external legitimacy). Regional planners also de-
fined the main parameters of the process of goal specification (e.g. the regional plan
and planning procedures as reference points for specifying the network goal). However,
within this framework set by the planning office network actors had significant leeway10

for discussion and for working out the details of advancing regional planning and re-
gional management. As mentioned in the introduction to this case study, the decision to
establish a network as a lead organization network was to some extent deliberate and
shaped by the process of applying for funding by national government. We propose that
the governance form is more important for a successful process of goal specification15

than the size or the heterogeneity of the network (Kilduff and Tsai, 2003).

3.1.4 Modest heterogeneity

Strong leadership based on the network governance form of a lead organization net-
work facilitated goal specification in KLIMAfit. A further contributing structural factor
was the modest degree of heterogeneity of actors. The group of repeatedly interacting20

individuals that represented the seven KLIMAfit network actors shared a similar un-
derstanding of the strengths and weaknesses of regional planning and regional man-
agement. To put it simple, KLIMAfit was a small network of spatial planners and plan-
ning researchers. Actors with a moderate or high “cognitive distance” (Nooteboom,
2008, p. 616) to planning participated mainly in events organized by the network (e.g.25

representatives of land owners, farmers, forest management, citizens). Network ac-
tors focused on the question how to structure and interpret the high complexity and
heterogeneity of contents that are relevant to build capacities for natural hazards in
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the context of climate change (e.g. assessing and dealing with uncertainty of climate
change variables, analyzing land use changes with a complex spectrum of evaluation
criteria, discussing different approaches to understand and analyze flood risk related
to extreme flood events).

3.1.5 Case study summary5

KLIMAfit was a small project network led by the regional planning authority in the Dres-
den region. Network actors created goal directedness through an intensive process of
goal specification that lasted for more than three years. Strong leadership shaped this
process. Network actors that were connected through strong ties were mainly planners
or planning researchers. Joint attention of the network actors to the regional plan and10

statutory planning made it possible to find “a way through the morass of issues, ideas,
claims and arguments” (Healey, 2009, p. 449) that are relevant for climate change
adaptation in regions. It is likely that some project network results will feed into the
preparation of the next version of the regional plan (due in approximately five to six
years). In contrast, the following case study about the REGKLAM network shows that15

network actors may have some difficulties in achieving goal specification to discuss
priorities of capacity building in the context of climate change adaptation.

3.2 Case study REGKLAM

The project network REGKLAM is exceptional in at least two aspects: firstly, national
government supports the network through a grant of approximately 11 Mio. EUR.20

Mainly research organizations in the Dresden region use this grant to finance their
activities to establish and implement REGKLAM. Some organizations from practice
have a share in this large budget (e.g. the City of Dresden and the state agency that
is responsible for supporting the Free State of Saxony with regard to environmental
and agricultural policy as well as geology). Secondly, national government supports25

REGKLAM from July 2008 until December 2013, a relatively long project duration
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compared to many other state-financed research projects. It is important to know that
researchers in the Dresden region initiated the project network REGKLAM to orga-
nize the application for funding through national government (for instance, researchers
from the IOER, the “Technische Universität Dresden (TUD)”, the “Technische Univer-
sität Bergakademie Freiberg (TU BAF)”). REGKLAM emerged in the context of existing5

dense network relations between various researchers from these organizations and
based on some joint project experiences. However, the actor composition of the whole
network REGKLAM, the planned project duration, and the available budget as well as
the ambitious aim to develop a climate change adaptation program for the Dresden
region were new for all network actors.10

3.2.1 Goal orientation and goal directedness

In its application for funding, the project network REGKLAM declared to realize three
goals: firstly, the network promised to formulate an “Integrated Regional Climate
Change Adaptation Program” to make a significant contribution to the long-term de-
velopment of the Dresden region. Secondly, the network promised to implement some15

projects and measures for climate change adaptation related to the program. Thirdly,
the network declared to consolidate existing network relations in the Dresden region.
The following focuses on the first goal statement of REGKLAM. It mainly considers
the contents of the process of specifying the network goal in a summarized form as
agenda building to formulate the climate change adaptation program. As with KLIMAfit,20

it is possible to distinguish three phases of agenda building in the case of REGKLAM:

1. REGKLAM started, on the one hand, with a project agenda that covered the spe-
cific topics of individual “work packages” as defined by researchers during the
process of applying for funding at national level. The spectrum of these topics cov-
ered issues of analyzing retrospectively and prospectively climate change in the25

Dresden region, of economic, demographic and spatial development, and meth-
ods to consider uncertainties of long-term development through scenario analysis.
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On the other hand, a working group of high-ranking practitioners and researchers
started to define the agenda of the climate change adaptation program (working
group “Integrated Regional Climate Change Adaptation Program”). A majority of
the group members showed some affinity to planning and strategy development
(e.g. regional planning, city planning, and strategies of business organizations).5

The group considered the specific topics of the scientific work packages as well
as further topics that were judged to be important for climate change adaptation
in the Dresden region (e.g. flood risk management, health issues, nature con-
servation). As a consequence of this complex process of agenda building, the
working group structured the contents of the climate change adaptation program10

into “strategic themes”. The agenda now covers issues of adapting the building
stock, settlement structures and open spaces as well as issues of water man-
agement, agriculture, forestry, economic development, and nature conservation.
Natural hazards are considered within these themes (e.g. adaptation of the build-
ing stock to flood risk, agricultural policy and soil erosion).15

2. The second phase was characterized by intensive processes of formalization and
implementation, but not by equally intensive processes of specification as a basis
for setting priorities of climate change adaptation. Formalization means that net-
work actors agreed on the codification of the contents of strategic themes (chal-
lenges of climate change adaptation, theme-specific Leitbilder, aims and mea-20

sures). They also agreed on procedures and organizational arrangements as well
as flexible resource commitments to bring the complex and detailed contents to-
gether in one document – the long version of the climate change adaptation pro-
gram. The draft of the program shows approximately 280 pages (state of work:
December 2012).25

3. The project network REGKLAM includes various research organizations and
practitioners from the Dresden region (see below). However, politicians, citi-
zens, and representatives of organizations belonging to “civil society” are mainly
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included on a limited temporary basis (e.g. a workshop, a meeting). Network ac-
tors were aware of this exclusive character of REGKLAM (Hutter and Bohnefeld
2012). Furthermore, network actors agreed that the draft of 280 pages of the cli-
mate change adaptation program would be suitable only for experts and officials
already involved in more “technical” aspects of climate change adaptation. It also5

became apparent that the draft of the program lacks a “selective focus” (Healey,
2009, p. 449). The primary representatives of the network actors of REGKLAM
decided to formulate a short version of the climate change adaptation program.
The short version was presented at a large workshop located at the parliament of
the Free State of Saxony in Dresden in November 2012. Politicians from various10

political parties participated in this workshop.

In sum, the process of goal specification in REGKLAM is relatively limited (compared
to KLIMAfit). The agenda of the program was broad at the beginning and probably will
remain broad until the end of REGKLAM. The long and the short version of the climate
change adaptation program cover a broad spectrum of issues that are, in principle, rel-15

evant for long-term development in the Dresden region. However, it is difficult to discuss
and identify priorities of adaptation based on these interim outputs. In case of REGK-
LAM, moving from goal orientation to goal directedness primarily means formalizing
and implementing the network goal. In contrast, specification in the sense of creating
“specific goals that members share” (Kilduff and Tsai, 2003, p. 89) or in the sense of20

creating a “selective focus” is more in the background or absent in REGKLAM (Hutter
and Bohnefeld, 2012). The following tries to explain this briefly through referring to the
three structural variables size, composition, and network governance form.

3.2.2 Network size

The grant of 11 Mio. EUR by national government is an important indicator that REGK-25

LAM is a large project network. As mentioned above, research organizations receive
most of the grant to finance research activities and coordinating activities to realize
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the three main goals of REGKLAM. It would be misleading to understand REGKLAM
only as research network. Firstly, as mentioned above, some organizations from prac-
tice receive parts of the grant. Secondly, various organizations from the administrative
and intermediary as well as the private sphere participate in the project network devel-
opment of REGKLAM (e.g. spatial planners from different levels, representatives from5

ministries and state agencies, from the chamber of commerce in Dresden). The three
main goals of REGKLAM provided the rationale for the intensive inclusion of practition-
ers into the decision-making organizational units of REGKLAM. Now, approximately
100 organizations are included into REGKLAM – with various degrees of intensity and
through various ways of organizing the inclusion (Hutter and Bohnefeld, 2012). With10

regard to the observed limited goal specification of REGKLAM, the paper argues that
large network size makes specification difficult through its potential influence on the
degree of heterogeneity.

3.2.3 High heterogeneity

Two features of REGKLAM are salient with regard to the heterogeneity of actors. Firstly,15

the project network includes some types of actors only on a limited temporary basis
(e.g. politicians) or excludes some types of actors (e.g. citizens). Secondly, the network
includes some types of organizations intensively and in a differentiated way that is diffi-
cult to understand for outsiders (e.g. research organizations with researchers from var-
ious scientific disciplines, various departments of the local administration of the City of20

Dresden, spatial planning at regional and Länder level, state agencies, representatives
of the economic sector). The composition of network actors shows a bias towards or-
ganizations with “strong views” on how to analyze the challenges, aims, and measures
of climate change adaptation, but only “weak views” on how to make legitimate deci-
sions to get adaptation focused on only a few issues of a political agenda. Symptoms25

of high heterogeneity of actors within a selective composition of network members can
be seen in discussions about “integration”. Different researchers interpreted this term
very differently (e.g. integration as rationale of applying a specific method, integration
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of cause-effect relations versus integration of aims and measures in different strategic
themes of the program). Researchers and practitioners “naturally” also followed differ-
ent understandings of what integration means in REGKLAM and why it is important
(see details in Hutter and Bohnefeld, 2012). Network size and the high heterogeneity
of actors jointly made an agreement of the REGKLAM actors on the process of content5

specification in terms of a focused agenda difficult.

3.2.4 Network governance form

Furthermore, REGKLAM can be understood as a network with a hybrid network gover-
nance form and multiple identities. Firstly, it is important to consider that all formal net-
work actors (the seven organizations applying for funding, six research organizations10

and the City of Dresden) were autonomous with regard to the formal management and
reporting to national government as funding organization. It is formally correct to say
that REGKLAM was coordinated, not led, by the IOER. Therefore, the form of a lead
organization form does not apply. The form of shared governance is only applicable
to parts of REGKLAM, not to the whole network due its size. Furthermore, REGK-15

LAM did not establish a new administrative unit for the project duration. Therefore, we
conclude that REGKLAM is characterized by a hybrid network governance form with
elements that need further description and explanation. Secondly, REGKLAM is a net-
work that connects researchers in and between specific work packages (network of
researchers) and it is also a governance network (Sørensen and Torfing, 2005, 2007,20

2009) with the goal to serve the “public purpose” through formulating a climate change
adaptation program for the Dresden region. Multiple identities and related evaluation
criteria are important for REGKLAM (Provan and Sydow, 2008). The case study about
KLIMAfit points to the argument that strong leadership based on a lead organization
network could have facilitated goal specification as a contributing process to creating25

goal-directedness. However, directedness in REGKLAM was still possible to some ex-
tent due to resource-intensive processes of formalization and implementation.
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3.2.5 Case study summary

REGKLAM is a large project network coordinated by the research organization “Leibniz
Institute of Ecological Urban and Regional Development (IOER)” in Dresden. Network
actors created the limited goal directedness of the network through intensive processes
of formalizing the network output “Integrated Regional Climate Change Adaptation Pro-5

gram”. However, up to now, the draft documents of the program show no “selective
focus” to enhance the goal-directedness of the network. The agenda of the program
covers a complex set of issues with only some considerations of interdependencies
between the issues (e.g. conflicts between measures of agricultural policy and mea-
sures to reduce soil erosion due partly to intensive rainfall). The limited extent of goal10

directedness corresponds to the hybrid form of network governance and the high de-
gree of heterogeneity of the network actors that is due partly to the large size of the
network. Under these circumstances, goal specification (in its limited form) had to rely
on intensive processes of developing the formal organizational arrangements further
and on informal ways of communication.15

4 Conclusions

Two conclusions are drawn from the attempt in this paper to conceptualize goal-
oriented networks and to interpret the findings from two case studies about capac-
ity building for natural hazards in the Dresden region. The first conclusion focuses on
research about capacity building. The second conclusion makes a suggestion how20

practitioners can use the findings of this paper in processes of networking of capacity
building for natural hazards.

Firstly, goal-directedness of networks to build capacities for natural hazards is based
on intensive and continuous collective processes of interpreting the network goal. This
holds for small and large networks with modest or high heterogeneity and for networks25

with strong leadership or a more hybrid form of network governance. This is not to
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say that all goal-oriented networks in society need intensive processes of goal speci-
fication (Raab and Kenis, 2009). However, the two case studies about networks in the
Dresden region point to the conclusion that capacity building for natural hazards at
the regional level requires intensive sensemaking (Weick, 1995) of the network goal,
especially if plan-making and program formulation are salient (Healey, 2009) and if ef-5

fectiveness is an important criterion of network evaluation (Provan and Sydow, 2008).
Sensemaking of the network goal is especially important in the context of capacity
building for natural hazards, if the network actors face a situation in which they need
to make sense of high quantities of information in diverse knowledge contexts that are
due to network heterogeneity. Making sense of a network goal can be an important way10

to avoid information overload (Sutcliffe and Weick, 2008). Hence, the paper confirms
the proposition of Vlaar et al. (2006) and Huxham and Vangen (2005) that network
management through mechanisms of incentives, co-ordination, control, and evaluation
needs to be complemented by at least equally intensive and continuous efforts to make
sense of the purpose of working together. Organizing and strategizing are both impor-15

tant investments in network development to build capacities for natural hazards (Denis
et al., 2009, p. 241–245). What will vary with regard to structural network features are
the specific patterns of making sense of the network goal based on case-specific for-
mal arrangements and informal ways of communication (Ring and Van de Ven, 1994;
Weick, 1995; Klijn, 2008).20

Secondly, network practitioners could benefit from considering more intensively the
challenge of creating goal-directed networks. Klijn (2008, p. 133) gives an overview
of network management strategies. In one dimension, there is a distinction between
strategies to manage interactions within a given network on the one hand and strate-
gies to manage and change the network structure on the other. In a second dimen-25

sion there is a differentiation between strategies of activation of actors and resources,
goal-achieving strategies, and organizational arrangements. In this approach, the chal-
lenge of creating goal-directedness as a precondition to adopt goal-achieving strate-
gies is not sufficiently considered. Goal-orientation of networks is easily confused
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with goal-directedness. We suggest that network practitioners should acknowledge the
challenge of creating goal-directedness in networks as a management task on its own.
This task will encompass a spectrum of specific management activities, for instance,
using the process of formalization to establish a network as a way to understand more
thoroughly the network partners and how they interpret the network goal (Vlaar et al.,5

2006), comparing initial goal statements with interim results to discover interesting devi-
ations (Weick, 1995; Ansell and Gash, 2007), and interpreting network outputs against
the background of the initial network goal statement (Provan and Sydow, 2008) to build
capacities for natural hazards (Kuhlicke et al., 2012).

Acknowledgements. The paper is based on research about two goal-oriented networks in the10

Dresden region: firstly, there is the project network “Entwicklung und Erprobung eines Inte-
grierten Regionalen Klimaanpassungsprogramms für die Modellregion Dresden (REGKLAM)”
(www.regklam.de). The project network REGKLAM is financed by the “Bundesministerium
für Bildung und Forschung (BMBF)” within the program of KLIMZUG (www.klimzug.de). The
program KLIMZUG focuses on adaptation to the consequences of climate change in cities15

and regions. The BMBF supports seven regions in Germany within this program. Secondly,
there is the project network “Raumentwicklungsstrategie zum Klimawandel durch Untersuchun-
gen zur Wirksamkeit des Regionalplanes und Integration informeller Instrumente (KLIMAfit)”
(www.rpv-elbtalosterz.de). The “Bundesministerium für Verkehr, Bau und Stadtentwicklung
(BMVBS)” and the “Bundesinstitut für Bau-, Stadt- und Raumforschung (BBSR)” support20

KLIMAfit within the “Modellvorhaben der Raumordnung (MORO): Raumentwicklungsstrategien
zum Klimawandel (KLIMA MORO)”, (www.klimamoro.de). In the first phase of KLIMA MORO,
eight regions were participating while seven regions are supported in the second phase.

References

Aldrich, H. E. and Ruef, M.: Organizations Evolving, London, Thousand Oaks, 2006.25

Ansell, Ch. and Gash, A.: Collaborative Governance in Theory and Practice, J. Public Admin.
Res. Theor., 18, 543–571, 2007.

Benz, A. and Fuerst, D.: Policy Learning in Regional Networks, Euro. Urban Reg. Stud., 9,
21–35, 2002.

1074

http://www.nat-hazards-earth-syst-sci-discuss.net
http://www.nat-hazards-earth-syst-sci-discuss.net/1/1051/2013/nhessd-1-1051-2013-print.pdf
http://www.nat-hazards-earth-syst-sci-discuss.net/1/1051/2013/nhessd-1-1051-2013-discussion.html
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0/
www.regklam.de
www.klimzug.de
www.rpv-elbtalosterz.de
www.klimamoro.de


NHESSD
1, 1051–1079, 2013

Goal-oriented
networks and

capacity building for
natural hazards

G. Hutter

Title Page

Abstract Introduction

Conclusions References

Tables Figures

J I

J I

Back Close

Full Screen / Esc

Printer-friendly Version

Interactive Discussion

D
iscussion

P
aper

|
D

iscussion
P

aper
|

D
iscussion

P
aper

|
D

iscussion
P

aper
|

Borgatti, St. P. and Foster, P. C.: The Network Paradigm in Organizational Research: A Review
and Typology, J. Manage., 29, 991–1013, 2003.

Borgatti, St. P. and Halgin D. S.: On Network Theory, Organization Sci., 22, 1168–1181, 2011.
Carlsson, L. and Sandström, A.: Network Governance and the Commons, Int. J. Commons, 2,

33–54, 2008.5

Denis, J.-L., Lamothe, L., Langley, A., Breton, M., Gervais, J., Trottier, L.-H., Contandriopoulos,
D., and Dubois, C.-A.: The Reciprocal Dynamics of Organizing and Sense-making in the
Implementation of Major Public-Sector Reforms, Canadian Public Administration, 52, 225–
248, 2009.

Diller, Ch.: Zwischen Netzwerk und Institution, Eine Bilanz regionaler Kooperationen in10

Deutschland, Opladen, 2002.
Dougherty, D.: Grounded Theory Research Methods, edited by: Baum, J. C. Blackwell Com-

panion to Organizations, Malden, 849–866, 2002.
Eden, C. and Huxham, Ch.: The Negotiation of Purpose in Multi-organizational Collaborative

Groups, J. Manage. Stud., 38, 373–391, 2001.15

Geddes, M.: Inter-organizational Relationships in Local and Regional Development Partner-
ships, in: The Oxford Handbook of Inter-organizational Relations, edited by: Cropper, St.,
Ebers, M., Huxham, Ch., Ring, P. S., Oxford, 203–230, 2008.

Greiving, St.: Informelle raumplanerische Ansätze zur Anpassung an den Klimawandel, SIR-
Mitteilungen und Berichte, 34, 27–37, 2010.20

Gulati, R., Dialdin, D. A., and Wang, L.: Organizational Networks, in: Blackwell Companion to
Organizations, edited by: Baum, J. C., Malden, 281–303, 2002.

Healey, P.: In Search of the “Strategic” in Spatial Strategy Making, Planning Theor. Practice,
10, 439–457, 2009.
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Fig. 1. The Dresden region as defined in the REGKLAM project network. The region is an
approximation to the planning region relevant for the network KLIMAfit (Source: Roessler et al.,
2013).
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