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Leadership for the Common Good: Creating Cross-Sector Regimes of Mutual Gain
by John M. Bryson and Barbara C. Crosby

Abstract

We live in a shared-power world in which virtually every major public problem spills beyond the boundaries of any one organization or sector. Perhaps the most daunting challenge for leaders around the world today is thus how to bring people together from different backgrounds and different sectors (government, business, nonprofits, philanthropy, media, and communities) to tackle complex public problems.  Specifically, the challenge is for leaders to bring together diverse groups to create public value and achieve the common good through creating self-sustaining cross-sector regimes of mutual gain.  A regime of mutual gain is a particular type of policy regime (or policy system), defined as a set of implicit and explicit principles, norms, rules, and decision-making procedures around which people’s expectations converge in a given policy area; regimes of mutual gain achieve widespread lasting benefits at reasonable cost and tap people’s deepest interests in, and desires for, a better world. This paper explores the sources of public value (and failure) sector by sector and offers guidance on how leaders might go about creating cross-sector regimes of mutual gain. Minnesota's Vital Aging Network is used as an example. Important research and practice challenges are noted.

Leadership for the Common Good: Building Cross-Sector Regimes of Mutual Gain

By John M. Bryson and Barbara C. Crosby


Perhaps the most daunting challenge for leaders around the world today is how to bring people together from different backgrounds and different sectors (government, business, nonprofits, philanthropy, media) to tackle complex public problems.  Specifically, the challenge is for leaders to bring together diverse groups to create public value and achieve the common good through creating self-sustaining cross-sector regimes of mutual gain.  As we see it, a regime of mutual gain is a particular type of policy regime (or policy system), defined as a set of implicit and explicit principles, norms, rules, and decision-making procedures around which people’s expectations converge in a given policy area; regimes of mutual gain achieve widespread lasting benefit at reasonable cost and tap and serve people’s deepest interests in, and desires for, a better world.  A regime of mutual gain can also be described as a shared-power arrangement that generates network power (Booher and Innes, 2002) and mobilizes bias (Schattschneider, 1975) in favor of long-term public value. 

Many writers have laid groundwork for understanding and achieving regimes of mutual gain. We have made our own contribution in Leadership for the Common Good, 2nd Edition (2005).  This paper goes further and explores how these regimes can build on the distinctive strengths of the different sectors and guard against the failures to which each sector is prone.

Our aim is to help leaders in the various sectors better understand how each sector can contribute to a cross-sector regime of mutual gain, in issue areas as diverse as transportation, early childhood education, and vital aging.  A few quick illustrations may be helpful. The U.S. income tax collection system represents a regime of mutual gain, although clearly a flawed one. The system generally produces beneficial results: relatively reliable revenue streams to fund public services, relatively low evasion rates, some redistribution of resources to low-income families, funding for social security, massive subsidies for home mortgages, promotion of charitable giving, and promotion of business development.  Businesses, nonprofits, and government agencies help administer the system and also provide assistance (often for a fee) to citizens and organizations seeking to file tax returns or challenge Internal Revenue Service findings. Individual taxpayers also help administer the system. Journalists track policy-making in Congress, and report on impacts and abuses of the system.  The system also has many inefficiencies and harmful side effects.  For example, average citizens are often baffled by the system’s complicated regulations and forms; mortgage subsidies have contributed to urban sprawl and its attendant pressures on public services; and many would argue that it has produced inadequate funds to address crucial public problems and redistributed too much money in the wrong direction. Nonetheless, most people would agree that the system works reasonably well and that reform efforts should focus on adjusting the system, not changing it fundamentally.

Other U.S. examples of regimes of mutual gain include the policy frameworks and cross-sector partnerships around welfare reform, social security, and the promotion of home ownership.  Indeed, Paul Light’s (2002) discussion of the fifty greatest achievements of the federal government in the last half-century indicates that virtually all involved creation of a cross-sector regime of mutual gain. The achievements included: rebuilding Europe after World War II, expanding the right to vote, promoting equal access to public accommodations, reducing disease, reducing workplace discrimination, ensuring safe food and drinking water, and strengthening the nation’s highway system. 

Well-functioning communities also are regimes of mutual gain in which all sectors are strong, decent jobs are plentiful, transportation is adequate, recreation opportunities abound, the environment is protected, crime is low, news media are alert watchdogs, people’s spirits are lifted, and the public interest is served.

In the remainder of this paper, we draw on other scholars’ conceptions of public value, the public interest, the common good, and commonwealth to construct a framework for thinking about how to take advantage of each sector’s strengths while avoiding the weaknesses.  We apply the framework to a current example of leadership for the common good – the vital aging movement in Minnesota. We conclude with summary comments and a suggested research agenda.
The Different Sectors As Building Blocks for Creating Public Value

We use “creating public value” – Mark Moore’s (1995, 2000) evocative phrase – to mean the design of policies, programs, and practices that benefit a community as a whole. Another approach, taken by Deborah Stone (2001), is to identify overarching public values that frame contests over developing and allocating goods, services, and privileges to citizens.  In the U.S., the dominant public values, she argues, are equity, efficiency, security, and liberty.

In this section we explore how different sectors can contribute to, or undermine, public value and public values.  Specifically, we consider the potential contributions and characteristic failings of markets, democratic governments, nonprofit organizations, the media, and communities.

Markets. When the conditions underlying perfect markets are met, they can be counted on to provide optimum amounts of good and services in the most efficient way.
 Many goods and services are offered in competitive or nearly competitive markets and U.S. citizens have grown used to the choice, productivity, innovativeness, service, and quality that markets can provide. Public value can be created by businesses operating in competitive markets in several ways, including through managing a large fraction of the economy, providing employment, paying taxes, and in general creating wealth. Businesses also can act as good corporate citizens, and are often relied upon to provide leadership and funding around public issues and causes. 

Unfortunately, markets can fail for a variety of reasons. Weimar and Vining (1999, pp. 132) summarize the many ways in which markets can fail: 

· Public goods (e.g., defense, open space) are likely to be undersupplied, under-invested in, or overused.
· Goods involving positive externalities (e.g., basic education) will be undersupplied, while those involving negative externalities (e.g., pollution) will be oversupplied 
· Natural monopolies will be undersupplied or inefficiently supplied
· Asymmetries in information are likely to lead to over- or under-consumption
· Thin markets (e.g., cartelization) lead to undersupply
· Problems with determining or aggregating preferences lead to over- or under-consumption or distributional inefficiency 
· Uncertainty problems (often resulting from incomplete or inaccurate information) lead to moral hazard, adverse selection, incomplete insurance, or misperception of risk
· Inter-temporal problems lead to problematic pricing and incomplete capital markets
· Adjustment costs lead to sticky prices
Nonprofit Organizations, including Foundations, Churches, Educational and Service Agencies, Grassroots Organizations, and Advocacy Groups. Nonprofit organizations in the United States can create public value, provided they pass some basic requirements about their purpose, asset distribution, and nonpartisanship.
 The array of types of nonprofit organizations and their specific purposes is extraordinary (Bryce, 2000, pp. 684–695). Section 501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code identifies the most common tax-exempt organizations. They are granted tax concessions because they are presumed to create public value when they:

· Express the First Amendment right of assembly.

· Promote public welfare directly rather than through the market, as an environmental advocacy group might, or promote the welfare of a definable subgroup, as an association might.

· Promote public welfare in a manner that goes beyond what government does, as a religion might, or in a way that substitutes for government action, as an organization that provides housing or health care might.

· Serve public purposes at a cost less than government would incur and therefore produce a savings in terms of taxes foregone.

· Serve public purposes in a charitable way, so that public or community welfare rather than individual welfare is served (Bryce, 2000, pp. 32, 40).

Nonprofit organizations can fail in a variety of ways, so public value can also be created by working to avoid such failures. Salamon (1995) identifies four categories of voluntary failure:

· Philanthropic insufficiency. The sector’s “inability to generate resources on a scale that is both adequate enough and reliable enough to cope with the human service problems of an advanced industrial society” (p. 45).

· Philanthropic particularism. “The tendency of voluntary organizations and their benefactors to focus on particular subgroups of the population. . . . As a result, serious gaps can occur in the coverage of subgroups by the existing voluntary organizations” (pp. 45–46).

· Philanthropic paternalism. The “nature of the sector comes to be shaped by the preferences not of the community as a whole, but of its wealthy members” (p. 47).

· Philanthropic amateurism. Care that requires professional training and expertise is “entrusted to well-meaning amateurs” (p. 48).

Governments. Democratic governments have a different role to play, including providing much of the framework necessary for markets and nonprofit organizations to operate effectively, correcting or coping with market and philanthropic failures, and even guarding against their own possible failures through checks and balances and the rule of law. Democratic governments can create public value through a number of overlapping activities, some of which are more appropriate to one level or type of government than another (Moore, 1995; Weimar and Vining, 1998; Bozeman, 2002), and some of which might be thought of as activities for the polity as a whole.  These activities include:

· Providing a constitutional framework of laws and supporting the rule of law—not least by the government itself

· Creating open, transparent government

· Fostering and relying on the democratic process, including making sure that mechanisms for articulating and aggregating values function democratically 

· Protecting human rights, human dignity, and the core of subsistence

· Ensuring that policy makers take a long-term, holistic view and act as  stewards of public resources. Inspiring and mobilizing the government itself and other key entities and actors to undertake individual and collective action in pursuit of the common good (Crosby and Bryson, 2005), which includes promoting both within-group social connections (or what Robert Putnam calls “bonding social capital) and across-group social connections (what he calls “bridging social capital”) (Putnam, 2000; Nelson, Kaboolian, and Carver, 2004) and catalyzing active citizenship, in which diverse groups of citizens create programs, projects, products, or services of lasting public value (Boyte and Kari, 1996; Luke, 1998)

· Maintaining an economy with reasonable levels of growth, employment, unemployment, inflation, debt, savings, investment, and balance of payments figures

· Relying on markets when they can be expected to work, including correcting market imperfections and freeing, facilitating, and stimulating markets, and not relying on markets when they cannot be expected to work. Serving this purpose might include:

· Providing needed public goods that private markets will not provide on their own or else will provide poorly (for example, defense, large infrastructure projects, common spaces, free parks), and ensuring that the benefits of publicly provided goods and services are not inappropriately captured by some subset of the population for whom they are intended (for example, unnecessarily restricting public access to public lands)

· Subsidizing activities that have positive spillover effects for the general public (for example, K–12 and higher education, basic research, certain economic development activities, block clubs)

· Taxing or regulating activities with actual or potential negative spillover effects for the general public (for example, food and drug production and distribution, building construction, automobile operation)

· Addressing problems created by asymmetries in information availability, distribution, or use (for example, licensing or certification programs, product labeling requirements)

· Addressing problems of loss and uncertainty (for example, government-organized or -subsidized insurance schemes, the national Strategic Petroleum Reserve)

· Making sure that resources (for example, oil and fossil fuels) are conserved rather than assuming substitutable resources will be found or invented

· Protecting a common heritage when it might otherwise be lost (for example, historic and architectural preservation programs, protection of areas of outstanding natural beauty, establishment of memorials to outstanding public service)

· Providing cost-effective public goods and services (for example, transportation infrastructure and systems, health and social services, police and criminal justice services)

· Using information and cost-benefit and cost-effectiveness analyses that are as objective as possible to inform public decisions

· Making use of civic-minded public servants and their professional expertise (Frederickson, 1997)

Like markets, government operating agencies – as opposed to government direction-setting, oversight, support (or overhead), and regulatory units – are prone to characteristic failures (Osborne and Plastrik, 1997; Brandl, 1998; Weimar and Vining, 1998). Brandl (1998, p.  64) argues that government operating agencies can fail when they lack an external orientation to accomplish public purposes (as a result of monopoly practices, lack of an appropriate pricing mechanism, or distracted monitoring); because they are not organized internally to achieve public purposes (resulting in or from bounded rationality or imperfect information); or because they are systematically indifferent to the fairness of the distributions of income or wealth. Note that these failures parallel the failures of markets. 

Government direction- setting, oversight, support, and regulatory agencies also can fail to do their job. When direction setting fails, government’s responsibility to steer policy systems has been reduced (Osborne and Plastrik, 1997; Osborne and Hutchinson, 2004). When oversight bodies fail, accountability has been compromised (Romzek, 1996). When support agencies fail, the government itself does not get the service it deserves (Barzelay, 1992). And when regulatory agencies fail, the public is not adequately served or protected (Weimar and Vining, 1998).  

The Media. The news media provide public value by performing a watchdog role, that is, holding public servants to high standards of ethical practice, legality, and transparent, fair decision making. They inform and educate the citizenry about public issues, and they gather and articulate public opinion.  The news media fails in these roles for several reasons: journalists may become too close to political elites and even become elites themselves; journalists may allow personal bias to strongly affect their reporting; they may wear professional blinders that keep them from seeing non-sensational, less-visible events as newsworthy.  Additionally, the financial interests of news media owners can influence what is covered and how it is treated.  For example, the loss of revenue from offended advertisers sometimes causes stories to be pulled from newspages or the airways.
Communities, or the Public in General.  Communities can create public value by promoting a sense of individual and collective identity, belonging, recognition, and security; by providing people a place to live, work, learn, enjoy, express themselves, and build families; by building and maintaining physical, human, intellectual, social, and cultural capital of various sorts; and by fostering a civically engaged, egalitarian, trusting, and tolerant democratic society (Boyte and Kari, 1996; Chrislip, 2002). Social capital in particular has been shown to have a broad range of positive effects on health, education, welfare, safety, and civic activism (Putnam, 2000). Communities are necessary for our existence as human beings, and serving communities provides a justification for our existence as humans (see, for example, Friedmann, 1982; Becker, 1997; Grayling, 2003).
Policy Intervention in Light of Sector Strengths and Weaknesses

The implicit current dominant theory of policy intervention in the United States builds on the notion of sectors with differential strengths and weaknesses. The theory – at least as we understand it – is summarized in Figure 1.

Insert Figure 1, Markets, Governments, Voluntary Action, and the Public, Along with their Failures and Interactions    ABOUT HERE

In the U.S., public policy intervention typically begins with what Schultze (1977, p. 44) calls the “rebuttable presumption.” The presumption is that we will let markets work until they fail, and only if they fail will we seek an intervention. (In other words, the presumption that markets will succeed must be rebutted before we move toward public policy intervention.)  Schultze and others argue that if markets fail, attention should first be directed toward fixing the market failures through whatever mechanism is appropriate, given the nature of the failures. Taxes, subsidies, regulations, information provision, and various other tools might adequately address the failure, given the nature of the failure and the public purposes to be served.


If the market failures cannot be fixed, then the case is compelling for direct government provision of products or services. For example, the rise of public schools in the U.S. was tied to a belief that a compelling public interest in universal, professional, non-church-based education meant markets could not be counted on to provide the education and that tax-financed public schools were the only viable alternative. The creation of the Social Security system was a response to a widely perceived failure of the private sector to provide adequate pensions for ordinary workers, their spouses, and surviving dependents.

The current school choice movement disputes the view that public schools are working effectively. Choice advocates believe that the public schools – as government-owned and operated monopolies – are failing and that markets or market-like mechanisms would produce better outcomes. They advocate offering parents more choices of schools, particularly through the use of vouchers and fostering the creation of charter schools (perhaps even by allowing vouchers to be used in church-owned schools to provide yet more choice) and through allowing home schooling (Brandl, 1998). Fixing the government failure may be seen in part as a move to market-based solutions, but also as a move to voluntary action, since parochial schools and charter schools are nonprofit organizations. Home schooling also represents a kind of voluntary action. 

Governments also make extensive use of the voluntary sector to carry out a number of government services. Indeed, approximately 37 percent of non-church nonprofit revenues come from governments (Salaman, 2004, p. 93). For example, governments rely on nonprofit organizations to provide a wide variety of health and social services. Policy makers rely on nonprofits for a variety of reasons, but especially because they believe nonprofits are cheaper, more flexible, more innovative, and more easily terminated than government units. In others words, government often relies on nonprofits because policy makers see the sector as having strengths the government itself does not have.

But nonprofits also can fail, as noted above. Attempts can be made to fix the failures, through pooling and expanding resources (e.g., through United Way campaigns), attempting more universal solutions (e.g., through collaborative partnerships), overcoming paternalism (e.g., through developing community-based nonprofits), or increasing professionalism (e.g., through nonprofit educational and professional development programs or United Way vetting). When the failures cannot be fixed, three options would appear to be possible: relying on markets, if possible; relying on government service provision, if possible; or accepting that public value cannot be created. 

Salamon (1995) argues that historically, the U.S. has relied first on voluntary action (with or without the existence of nonprofit organizations) before moving to government service provision. In other words, government service provision historically has been a product of either market failure or voluntary action failure. For example, in the Great Depression the federal government launched large-scale jobs programs only after business and nonprofit organizations proved incapable of providing jobs for a high proportion of the population.  Congress created the food stamp program because soup kitchens run by charities simply were not covering the nutritional needs of large numbers of poor people. (Of course, the food stamp program also provided indirect support to farmers.)

If the public problems are unsolvable by any sector, then they are more accurately called conditions rather than problems, and will remain conditions until they are turned into problems that can be solved (Wildavsky, 1979).  If the condition is serious, but no action is undertaken by any sector to alleviate them, we might speak of a public value failure. Bozeman (2002, p. 150) says that a “public failure occurs when neither the market nor the public sector provides goods and services required to achieve core public values.”  We would extend his argument to say that a public failure occurs when neither the market, nor government, nor the voluntary sector, nor the news media, nor the community  provide whatever is needed (e.g., policies, goods, services, revenues) required to achieve core public values. In such situations, clearly broad-based leadership for the common good is necessary if public value is to be created.

To summarize, the implicit theory of policy intervention in the U.S. seems to be as follows: We will let markets or the voluntary sector work until it fails. If either fails, we will first try to fix the failures, without recourse to government intervention. This might mean relying on voluntary action to fix a market failure, or vice versa. If the failures cannot be fixed, we will consider relying on government product or service delivery. If all three sectors fail and the failures cannot be fixed, we have a public value failure that we address in one of several ways. We can live with it; engage in some form of symbolic action that claims the problem is fixed when it is not, or does not exist when it does (Edelman, 2001); or seek to inspire and mobilize collective action to fashion a cross-sector solution that holds the promise of creating public value. Effective cross-sector solutions and regimes of mutual gain will build on each sector’s strengths while minimizing or overcoming its weaknesses.

Leadership Tasks for Creating a Cross-Sector Regime of Mutual Gain 


How can leaders who want to reform an existing policy regime or build a new one use the building blocks of public value to achieve the common good?  In other words, how can an understanding of the contributions and failures of markets, nonprofits, governments, and communities inform the main tasks of leadership?  These tasks are (Crosby and Bryson, 2005):

· Leadership in context – understanding the social, political, economic, and technological ‘givens’

· Personal leadership – understanding self and others

· Team leadership – building effective work groups

· Organizational leadership – nurturing humane and effective organizations

· Visionary leadership – creating and communicating shared meaning in forums

· Political leadership – making and implementing decisions in legislative, executive, and administrative arenas

· Ethical leadership – adjudicating disputes in courts and sanctioning conduct 

· Policy entrepreneurship – coordinating leadership tasks over the course of policy change cycles

By way of illustration, let’s consider the leadership efforts of several Minnesotans to revolutionize various systems affecting older adults. In 1998, Jan Hively, a woman with a lengthy record of public service in Minnesota, became concerned about the “graying” of her state’s rural communities.  Young people were migrating away from small towns, just as so-called baby boomers were nearing retirement age.  At the time, Hively was working in rural Minnesota as part of her outreach job in the University of Minnesota’s College of Education and Human Development.  She soon joined a project sponsored by the Minnesota Board on Aging that was studying ways of helping older adults lead productive and satisfying lives.  With encouragement from an assistant commissioner in the Minnesota Department of Human Services, Hively joined Hal Freshley, from the Minnesota Board on Aging, and Darlene Schroeder, from the Elder Advocacy Network in rural Minnesota, in launching the Vital Aging Initiative, an effort to gather information about older adults’ activities and interest in further education.  Within a couple of years, the initiative had become the Vital Aging Network, which sponsors a variety of virtual and face-to-face forums to “promote self-sufficiency, community participation and quality of life for older adults.” VAN also sponsors two projects: the Advocacy Leadership Certificate Program and Vital Force.  The certificate program, offered through the University of Minnesota, provides training and a field experience for people who want to become effective advocates for better policies and programs affecting older adults. Vital Force trains coaches who work with older adults to organize community projects.  VAN’s ultimate aim is to achieve new local to national policy regimes that make it possible for older adults to continue to contribute to their communities while receiving supports they need to stay healthy and productive.

Hively, Freshley, Schroeder and their supporters began the change process through a combination of personal leadership and leadership in context.  Personal leadership requires understanding oneself and others and using that understanding to engage in leadership work.  For example, what values does the person bring to the leadership task, what does he or she care about enough to take on risky initiatives? What public problem, need, or opportunity connects with these values and cares enough to become one’s “public passion”?  What other leadership assets, such as professional skills and affiliations, does the person have and how can they be used in the leadership work?  Hively, Freshley, and Schroeder certainly placed high value on equity, liberty, and security for older adults.  Hively, especially, developed an intense passion for creating a world in which older adults lived vibrant lives until their last breath.  The three had connections or positions in government and nonprofit organizations that they could bring to the leadership work. They had expertise about aging, community change, and public policy.

Leadership in context requires understanding the social, political, economic, and technological “givens” and identifying leverage points in existing systems.  We put quotations around givens because even political arrangements, social practices, market conditions, and technologies that seem permanent do change. An important part of the context for change efforts in the U.S. is the habitual reliance on market, government, nonprofit, community, and media institutions to achieve public purposes.  Hively and her colleagues identified failures in all of these institutions.  Some examples: Businesses were failing to develop flexible arrangements that helped older workers continue to provide expertise and service after retirement age.  Government programs often made it easier for older adults to obtain expensive hospital or nursing home care than for cheaper in-home assistance.  Nonprofit organizations focused on serving rather than empowering older adults.  Communities did not demand lifelong learning opportunities or they permitted elderly people to become isolated in their homes.  The news media depicted older adults as “greedy geezers” or frail dependents.  New regimes of mutual gain would need to overcome these failures. 

As they work to build new regimes how might VAN leaders think about using the different sectors to accomplish their goals?  They want to provide goods and services, obtain new laws, open up new opportunities for work, leisure, and citizenship. To achieve these goals, they will need to take advantage of what each sector has to offer, while minimizing or overcoming its characteristic weaknesses. Table 1 provides examples of how business, government, nonprofit, media, and community sectors could provide public value for vital aging. If all or most of these things were done and the public value created, almost certainly a regime of mutual gain would be created. Network power would have been mobilized to enhance the prospects and quality of live of older adults. 

Insert Table 1. Creating Public Value for Vital Again   ABOUT HERE

We suggest that those who want to fulfill a particular need or remedy a public problem affecting their constituents (for example, older adults) should begin with a sector by sector stakeholder analysis.  That is, within their context (a neighborhood, a region, state, country, or virtual community) they should identify the specific businesses, government agencies, nonprofits, media organizations, and communities that are affected by the need or problem or that have crucial resources. Grouping the stakeholders by sectors, the advocates of change might add to standard questions about each stakeholder’s expectations, interests and power (see Bryson, 2004) the following questions that should be answered using a guide like Table 1:

· Which of the possible sectoral contributions does the stakeholder make in relation to the need or problem that concerns us?
· How significant are the contributions?
· Which of the possible sectoral failures can be associated with the stakeholder in relation to the need or problem that concerns us?
· How significant are the failures?
Leaders can use this analysis to build a picture of which stakeholders in which sectors are already providing some elements of a regime of mutual gain.  Additionally, the analysis can highlight barriers to establishing such a regime.   

Such a sector by sector stakeholder analysis should help leaders and their constituents develop a more comprehensive problem formulation and it should inform their search for solutions. The sectoral analysis should direct attention to solutions that continue, enhance, or expand the contributions of sectoral stakeholders and that mend their failures as much as possible.   If the reformers can incorporate these multisector solutions into compelling visions for change, they should be able to build and sustain cross-sectoral coalitions to press for new policies and oversee their implementation. The vision should show clearly how an array of solutions will serve public values and add up to a regime of mutual gain – in other words, the common good. 

.
Conclusions

Several conclusions flow from the analysis and discussion above. First, Leaders interested in creating cross-sector regimes of mutual gain should begin with at least a rough framework for thinking about how to make use of markets, governments, the voluntary sector, the news media, communities, and the public in general in order “to create problems that can be solved and are worth solving,” as the late Aaron Wildavsky (1979) would say. Useful typologies of the tools that each sector provides are available (Weimar and Vining, 1998; Bryce, 1999; Osborne and Plastrik, 2000; Salamon, 2002) and provide a valuable starting point. What is missing, however, is a fully developed theory of the substance and process of tool choice and governance for the common good. In other words, there is no fully developed theory of the “new governance,” as Salamon (2002) refers to it. Said differently, we surely do live in a shared-power world, but too many people do not understand that, and those that do often are in need of an effective macro framework for thinking about change that leads to creating cross-sector egimes of mutual gain. 

Second, part of the leadership challenge is helping assure that tool choice and governance actually serve the common good. Recent work on consensus building (e.g., Innes, 1996; Susskind, McKearnan, and Thomas-Larmer, 1999), collaboration and collaborative planning (e.g., Healey, 1997, 2003; Chrislip, 2002; Huxham and Vangen, 2005), deliberative democracy (Barber, 1984), and active citizenship (Boyte and Kari, 1996; Boyte, 2004) indicates that it is possible to achieve the common good, at least some of the time, by engaging diverse, interdependent, knowledgeable stakeholders from different sectors in order to address important issues where goals and solution strategies are not dictated in advance.

Third, issues of power appear to be central to creation of any regime of mutual gain (Flyvbjerg, 1998; Crosby and Bryson, 2005). But the issues are complex and involve an intricate interweaving of agency, structure, rationality, public problems and values, and points of intervention. The research agenda around understanding the different sectors, governance and tool choice in making use of the sectors, and power in creating and maintaining cross-sector regimes of mutual gain is significant address. Indeed, successfully addressing the agenda is likely to require a cross-sector collaborative effort! 

We have offered a way of thinking about making headway against important public problems or needs in a shared-power world in which cross-sector collaboration and shared-power arrangements provide promising solutions. Cross-sector regimes of mutual gain must build on the strengths of each sector while avoiding its characteristic weaknesses and failures.  Leadership for the common good clearly involves constructing, maintaining, modifying, and terminating (when necessary) these regimes.  But our final conclusion is that clearly more research is needed to more fully understand leadership and the construction of cross-sector regimes of mutual gain.  Just as clearly, we can hardly imagine more important work.
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Figure 1. Markets, Government, Voluntary Action, and the Public, along with their Failures and Interactions – the Implicit U.S. Theory of Policy Intervention

Table 1.  Creating Public Value for Vital Aging 

	Sector

	
	Businesses
	Nonprofits
	Governments
	Media
	Communities

	Possible Contributions
	· Develop and market a good or service that meets a need of older adults and their families and offers a possibility of profit

· Provide choice among goods and services

· Attend to the needs of older workers, including flexible schedules, pension plans, retirement planning, assisted workspaces

· Contribute a portion of corporate profits and employee time to projects benefiting older adults – for example, helping communities become more senior friendly

	· Convene older adults and other stakeholders

· Promote advocacy by and for older adults and their supporters

· Develop and provide goods and services that are not profitable

· Provide employment and volunteer opportunities

· Provide faith-based services

· Provide charitable

· outlets

· Use flexible

organizational form and practices

· Relate well to

different

cultures

                                                         
	· Assure all older adults a basic level of income and health care 

· Assure tax dollars are spent wisely and benefit older adults

· Promote dignity and rights of older adults 

· Promote intergenerational reciprocity and equity 

· Convene diverse stakeholders to address challenges of older adults

· Sponsor basic research into aging and use research to inform decisions 

·    Provide incentives or seed funds for community, business initiatives

· Provide needed services or goods not otherwise provided 


	· Covering business practices and government programs affecting older adults

· Attending to business and government failures to support older adults

· Attend to vital agers, avoiding stereotypes about golf-mad retirees or dotty old folks

· Engage in citizen education about trends in aging and alerting them to needs and opportunities for beneficial change

· Provide a forum for citizens to express their views about aging issues.


	·     Informally   providing goods and services for older adults

· Make intergenerational connections

· Convene neighbors to develop ideas strategies for supporting older residents 

· Press businesses, government and nonprofit organizations to support older adults.



	Possible Failures
	· Harmful effects of production

· Misleading advertising

· Poor quality products or services

· Discrimination against older workers

	· Gaps in provision of services and products for older adults

· Uneven quality of services and products

· Inattention to some portion of the older population

· A faith or ideological perspective that excludes some older adults 

· Exclusion of older adults from decision making

	· Legislative gridlock

· Bureaucratic delays and mismanagement

· Outmoded programs 

· Inadequate regulation businesses and nonprofits

· Violation of individual rights

· Discrimination against particular groups of older adults

· Lack of choice
	· Journalists not interested in aging issues

· Journalists have little time for in-depth investigation of business practices and government and nonprofit programs and simply rely on their cozy relations with elites for their information

· Advertiser objections squelch coverage of  controversial aging issues – e.g., rights of elderly gay couples

· Journalists foster aging stereotypes
	· Isolate older adults

· Lack civic engagement around aging issues



	Public

Value

Created
	· Good, services, employment practices that enhance quality of life for older adults

· Individual and collective wealth


	· Voice for diverse older adults

· Paid and unpaid work

· Supplementary goods and services that enhance quality of life for older adults and community

· Religious tolerance and respect

· Charitable activity
	· Social safety net for older adults

· Intergenerational equity

· Democratic decision making and accountability

· Legal frameworks that foster wealth creation and older adults’ rights

· Research base

· Innovation stimulus
	· Citizens educated about vital aging and key public issues affecting older adults


	· Active culture of intergenerational connection and support








� Perfectly competitive markets results when there are many buyers, many sellers, perfect information, easy entry into and exit from the market, a framework of contract law that allows contracts to be enforced and fraud avoided, and so on (Weimar and Vining, 1999, pp. 58-73). 





� There are three tests that an organization must pass to be granted 501(c)(3) status (Bryce, 2000, pp. 40–41, 49–50). The organizational test requires that the nonprofit be organized to improve public welfare, rather than to benefit individuals or owners, by pursuing one or more of eight specific purposes: the purpose of education, religion, charity, science, literary interests, testing that promotes public safety, fostering certain national or international sports competitions, or preventing cruelty to children or to animals. The political test requires the nonprofit organization to have a charter that forbids it from participating in any political campaign on behalf of a candidate. And the asset test requires that the charter must prohibit any distribution of assets or income to benefit individuals as owners or managers, except for fair compensation for services rendered, and must forbid the use of the organization for the personal benefit of founders, supporters, managers, their relatives, or associates.
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