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Abstract

Across Australia, construction and redevelopment of public infrastructure, continues to be a
key factor in economic development. Within this context, road transport has been identified
as key building block of Queensland‟s future prosperity. However, since the late twentieth
century, there has been a shift away from delivery of large infrastructure, including road
networks, exclusively by the state.

Subsequently, a range of alternative models, have emerged in infrastructure project delivery.
Among these, governance networks have become a widespread mechanism for planning and
delivering infrastructure. However, despite substantial public investments in road
infrastructure that are made through governance networks, little is known about how these
networks engage with stakeholders who are potentially affected by road infrastructure
projects. Although governance networks undertake management functions, it is unclear what
drives stakeholder engagement within this networked environment and how stakeholder
relationship management is operationalised.

This paper proposes that network management functions undertaken by governance networks
incorporate stakeholder engagement and that network managers play a key role in creating
and sustaining connections between governance networks and their stakeholders Drawing on
stakeholder theory and governance network theory, this paper contributes to the literature by
showing that stakeholder engagement is embedded within network management and
identifying the critical role of network managers in establishing and maintaining stakeholder
engagement.
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INTRODUCTION
It has long been considered that investment in public infrastructure can have a significant
positive impact on economic growth (Munnell, 1992) and has been used as a nation-building
strategy in an effort to mitigate the impacts of the recent global financial crisis. In Australia,
the construction and renewal of infrastructure including roads, transport, water and energy
has recently been the subject of massive funding injections at both federal and state levels
(Commonwealth of Australia, 2009). In 2008/2009 the Australian government invested forty
two billion dollars in the delivery of infrastructure through its Nation Building Economic
Stimulus Plan (Commonwealth of Australia, 2009). This investment was matched and
extended by the Queensland government which committed over one hundred billion dollars
between 2009-2026 for infrastructure delivery (Queensland Government, 2009).

Public awareness of these infrastructure programs is high because they represent massive
public investment, may involve multiple and conflicting stakeholders and have potentially
significant environmental impacts (Lim & Yang, 2008). Furthermore, provision of this
infrastructure is also likely to have a considerable bearing on local economies and the qualityof-life of individuals and communities (Yang & Yuan, 2009, p. 1) through factors including:
job creation, access to social services and noise levels (Rodrigue, Comtois, & Slack, 2006).
Therefore to produce positive outcomes from infrastructure delivery it is imperative that
stakeholder “buy in” be obtained particularly about the scale and location of infrastructure.
However, given the likelihood that stakeholders will have different levels of interest and
investment in project outcomes (Newcombe, 2003), failure to manage this dynamic could
potentially jeopardise project delivery (Lim & Yang, 2008). Consequently, it could be argued
that stakeholder engagement may constitute a critical activity in infrastructure development
delivered through networks.
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Within the road infrastructure context, Yang and Lim (2008, p. 2) have identified that there is
a need to establish new approaches which integrate and synthesise the different perspectives
of multiple stakeholders involved in provision of road infrastructure. However, this is not a
straightforward matter given that road infrastructure may be planned, constructed and
managed through arrangements that involve the public and private sectors working jointly
within governance networks that incorporate hierarchical, market and networked factors
(Keast & Hampson, 2007). While governance networks and particularly public-private
partnerships have come to the fore as mechanisms for road infrastructure delivery, little is
known about how these types of networks go about engaging with a broader range of actors
associated with road provision. Keast, Mandell and Brown (2005) and Keast and Hampson
(2007) argued that the dominant governance mode within governance networks provides the
main management focus; that is if the network is strongly state oriented then it would
principally incorporate public management principles. Therefore this paper adopts the
position that infrastructure governance networks operate within the public management
context.

This paper makes an original contribution to the literature of stakeholder engagement and
network management by bridging these two literatures to address the question of what drives
stakeholder engagement by infrastructure governance networks. Given that the issue of
stakeholder engagement by governance networks is under explored (Beach, 2009), how
stakeholder engagement relates to network management and the role that network managers
play in engaging with stakeholders remains unclear. In addressing these issues, the paper is
structured in four sections: 1.The significance of stakeholder engagement for road
infrastructure delivery, particularly infrastructure delivered through governance networks, 2.
Situating stakeholder engagement in the literature 3. The approaches and processes of
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network management to illustrate that stakeholder engagement is integral to these activities
and, 4. The importance of network managers in enacting and maintaining levels of
stakeholder engagement. In drawing together these threads, the paper concludes that
engaging with stakeholders could be an important management task for infrastructure
delivery networks and further, that the role of network manager may be critical to effective
stakeholder engagement.

Having elaborated the contribution and structure of this paper, the emergence of networked
models of infrastructure delivery and the complexities that they raise for stakeholder
engagement and relationship management are discussed next.

INFRASTRUCTURE DELIVERY THORUGH NETWORKS
Decisions made about roads management can have a critical impact on the social, economic
and environmental well-being of citizens and communities. Accordingly, stakeholder
engagement has been identified as a critical issue (Doyle, 2008) for several reasons. Firstly,
the lifecycle of infrastructure development is long and complex and incorporates many
phases (Yang & Yuan, 2009), consequently numerous stakeholders may be affected by road
construction projects over long periods of time. Further complicating this issue, these
stakeholders can be unique to different projects phases. By dealing with these dynamics
through stakeholder engagement, the potential project risks associated with stakeholders can
be more effectively managed (Bourne & Walker, 2008).

Secondly, to ensure that the massive public investments in infrastructure result in
appropriately situated and effectively functioning roads, it is critical that input be obtained
from the right stakeholders, in the right way and in a timely manner (Hylmö, 2005). Given
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that the “positive involvement with stakeholders can be a decisive factor that can „make or
break‟ a project” (El-Gohary, Osman, & El-Diraby, 2006, p. 604), obtaining this type of
grounded input from stakeholders is essential to the success of road infrastructure provision.

Finally, infrastructure is increasingly being provided through multiple and overlapping
networks of interaction and decision making, rather than through the limited exposure of the
hierarchy or firm. Therefore, it is becoming increasingly important to understand how
stakeholder interactions unfold in governance networks which may incorporate a mix of
governance arrangements. Governance and the issues that it raises for stakeholder
engagement in a networked environment is discussed next.

Governance Networks and Stakeholder Engagement
Since the late twentieth century, there has been a shift away from delivery of large
infrastructure exclusively by the state. Subsequently, a range of alternative mechanisms have
emerged in infrastructure project delivery; one of the more prominent being public-private
partnerships (Grimsey and Lewis 2005 and Osborne 2000) which, it could be argued are
emblematic of the broader phenomenon; governance networks. Effective delivery of road
infrastructure through these networks relies upon governance; a mechanism for solving
common problems at local, national and global levels taking account of the relationships,
rights and obligations of the actors facing the problems and how power and authority play out
(Newman, 2001). The literature tends to focus on three major and idealised governance
paradigms, unicentric or hierarchical forms (state or firm hierarchy), multicentric (market)
and pluricentric (network) (Lowndes & Skelcher, 1998; Powell, 1990; Thompson, Frances,
Levacic, & Mitchell, 1991; Van Kersbergen & Van Waarden, 2004).

6

Hierarchical governance is characterised as a vertical or top down co-ordinating mechanism
which is based on the bureaucratic model of organisation (Kooiman, 2005; Peters & Pierre,
1998). By contrast, market governance is a more spontaneous co-ordination mechanism
which operates in a market context and makes use of multiple economic and judicial
institutions and contractual arrangements to govern economic transactions (Powell, 1990;
Van Kersbergen & Van Waarden, 2004).

While network governance is understood to be the overarching form of more collaborative
styles of governance (Lowndes & Skelcher, 1998), the literature also acknowledges the
concept of governance networks (Sorensen & Torfing, 2007). This network type can be
distinguished as horizontally interdependent, but operationally autonomous actors, who
interact through negotiations and in so doing, contribute to the production of public value
within a particular field of operation (Marcussen & Törfing, 2003). However, governance
networks differ from other complex organisational forms in several ways and these
differences have an impact on the way stakeholder engagement is approached.

Firstly, the literature has acknowledged that governance networks can simultaneously exhibit
various hierarchical, market and networked arrangements through the adoption of a hybrid
approach (Considine & Lewis, 1999; Keast, Mandell, & Brown, 2006; Powell, 1990). That is,
governance networks link together a range of actors through a mix of governance modes one
of which is network governance. Working under hybrid arrangements creates tensions for
infrastructure delivery networks (Provan & Kenis, 2005) seeking to engage with stakeholders
because they operate in an environment that blends aspects of three different modes of
governance. As a result, these networks face the complexity of dealing with stakeholders in
relationships which operate on a relational level through reciprocity, trust and
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interdependence (Keast & Hampson, 2007) but also incorporate contractual or legislative
elements. Under hybrid governance arrangements, stakeholder engagement undertaken by
infrastructure delivery networks would not be straightforward or simple to manage.

Secondly, while power is seldom at the forefront of theorising about governance networks
(Klijn & Skelcher, 2007, p. 602), the literature has recognised that power distribution within
networks is asymmetrical, resulting in a series of power dependence relationships (Agranoff
and McGuire 2001). Differential power distribution is particularly pertinent to governance
networks as demonstrated by a number of studies (Agranoff, 2007; Eglene, Dawes, &
Schneider, 2007; Graddy & Chen, 2006; Provan & Milward, 1995) which show that
government can be an actor in governance networks. Given its potential to dominate because
it is usually a major funder of road infrastructure projects, government, as a stakeholder, may
be accorded privileged status by the network and receive disproportionately favourable
treatment than other equally influential stakeholders. Managing this dynamic also points to
the complexities that infrastructure governance networks face in interacting with
stakeholders.

Thirdly, Sorensen and Torfing (2003) contend that individual actors may be unable to discard
the responsibilities of belonging to a particular organisation in favour of the collective
network approach despite the pressure brought to bear by working in a networked
environment. This inability or unwillingness of network members to set aside their
representative role (Mandell & Keast, 2008) may influence decision making about
stakeholders, particularly as the result of power domination. It could be argued that this
impact may be more pronounced if there is direct political representation within networks
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responsible for delivery of infrastructure as a result of tension between public managers and
democratically elected representatives.

Getting stakeholder participation right (Glicken, 2000) is a significant challenge for
infrastructure delivery networks. Operating in a network form presents opportunities to more
effectively leverage relationships with stakeholders to achieve results. However, it also raises
a number of challenges for stakeholder engagement due to network operating arrangements:
the complexity associated with mixed governance modes, the impact of power differentials
and the difficulties of organisational representation. All of these factors can influence the way
that infrastructure networks conceptualise stakeholder engagement and management. The
next section presents a framework for stakeholder management and situates stakeholder
engagement within this framework.

Stakeholder Management and Engagement
The literature has suggested a number of steps that are important in effectively managing
stakeholders (Freeman, 1984). These elements are presented in Diagram 1 as an integrated
chain through which organisations can manage relationships with stakeholders.

Diagram 1 Stakeholder Management Framework

1.
Stakeholder
Identification

2.
Stakeholder
Classification

3.
Strategy
development
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4.
Stakeholder
engagement

5.
Maintenance
of
relationships

This framework shows that stakeholder management is undertaken through a series of five
interlinked activities. The starting point, stakeholder identification (Donaldson & Preston,
1995; Freeman, 1984; Friedman & Miles, 2006; Mitchell, Agle, & Wood, 1997; Rowley,
1997) focuses on defining stakeholders of an infrastructure project. From this step,
stakeholders are classified and prioritised according to one of the many schemas suggested in
the literature (Clarkson, 1995; Donaldson & Preston, 1995; Frooman, 1999; Frooman &
Murrell, 2005; Goodpaster, 1991; Hill & Jones, 1992; Jones, Felps, & Bigley, 2007; Mitchell
et al., 1997; Savage, Nix, Whitehead, & Blair, 1991).

Having allocated priorities to various stakeholders, the strategy development phase (Freeman,
1984; Harrison & St. John, 1996) of stakeholder management focuses on building stakeholder
relationships that are strategically important to delivery of the infrastructure and buffering
projects from the negative effects of lower priority stakeholders. Based on this strategy,
stakeholder engagement which involves a structured approach to connecting with
stakeholders (Friedman & Miles, 2006; Greenwood, 2007; Leach, Lowndes, Cowell, &
Downe, 2005; Thomson & Bebbington, 2005) is enacted with priority stakeholders. The
final step in the chain is the maintenance or de-activation of stakeholder relationships (Crane
& Livesey, 2003; Post, Preston, & Sachs, 2002) depending upon their continuing strategic
importance to project outcomes. While acknowledging the significance of each element of
this framework, this paper primarily deals with the core activity of stakeholder engagement
and how it is enacted by infrastructure governance networks.

Although the stakeholder concept is evident in the governance network literature (Agranoff,
2007; Agranoff & McGuire, 2001b, 2003; Edelenbos & Klijn, 2006; McGuire, 2002), it could
be argued that a more in-depth understanding of the mechanisms that governance networks
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use to interact with stakeholders is required. Given that a degree of "publicness" (Antonsen
& Jorgensen, 1997) is inherent to infrastructure delivery networks, it could be argued that the
public sector approach to stakeholder engagement is highly relevant to such networks.

In the literature, a broad spectrum of stakeholders has been identified as important to the
effective delivery of public outcomes. These include: citizens, service users or consumers, the
business community, interest groups and stakeholders (Bryson, 2004). Given this breadth of
stakeholders who may have a claim, legitimate or otherwise, in the delivery of roads, it could
be argued that a more strategic approach to managing stakeholder relationships needs to be
adopted to secure the stakeholder “buy in” required for successful project completion. For
infrastructure delivery networks, this translates into the challenge of satisfying “the needs and
interests of stakeholders at network and organization levels, while emphasizing the broader
needs of the community and the clients the network must serve” (Provan & Milward, 2001, p.
422).

Deciding how to include stakeholders in decision-making processes about road infrastructure
projects, is a difficult network activity because of the range of influencing strategies that
stakeholders can employ (Frooman, 1999; Frooman & Murrell, 2005) and the impact that this
can have on project completion and delivery of outcomes. The next section takes this a step
further by arguing that stakeholder engagement is a network management activity.

STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT AS A NETWORK MANAGEMENT ACTIVITY
A strong link running through the network management literature is the importance of
engaging with and managing actors in network processes, with the objective of improving
outcomes by incorporating a range of diverse ideas, insights, responses and solutions
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(Agranoff & McGuire, 1999). This is supported by Agranoff (2007) and Koppenjan and
Klijn (2004) who contended that engaging with actors in network processes is a fundamental
aspect of network management.

The literature has identified a range of network management structures that might be adopted
to organise and manage networks: 1. Self-governing general assembly, 2. Lead organisational
structure, 3. Equal partnership, 4. Network administrative organization and 5. Collaboration
manager (Provan & Kenis, 2007). However, irrespective of the network management
structure implemented, the objective of using that structure as a means of managing and
leveraging relationships remains paramount.

Keast and Hampson (2007) in a recent study of a Cooperative Research Centre as an
interorganisational innovation network, reinforced the concept that relationships are a
significant feature of networks and further, that these relationships need to be strategically
managed by networks to obtain the best possible results. In contending that management
“must happen for networks to be effective”, McGuire (2003, p. 6) also supported this
position. However, despite acknowledgement that networks and therefore, the
interconnecting relationships through which they operate (Klijn & Skelcher, 2007) need to be
managed (Keast & Hampson, 2007), there are ongoing debates in the literature about the
conceptualisation of network management and activities that might be undertaken under the
auspices of network management.

In the literature, a wide range of non-traditional management strategies have been proposed
as mechanisms for guiding network interactions (Agranoff & McGuire, 2001b, 2003;
Koppenjan & Klijn, 2004; Mandell, 2001). However, McGuire (2003) has challenged the
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notion that networks need different management strategies suggesting that network
management tasks may not be different from hierarchical management activities.

Adding to the complexity, Jarvenisvu and Moller (2008) assert that there is no developed
theory of network management because the field is so fragmented. This is supported by
Rethemeyer and Hatmaker (2007) who contend that there is no integration across network
management processes and models. This viewpoint is in keeping with Agranoff „s (2007)
contention that there is a shortfall in knowledge about how governance networks are
managed.

However despite these disagreements within the network management literature, the
following networks management functions have been distilled (Agranoff & McGuire, 2001a,
2001b; Keast & Hampson, 2007; Kickert, Klijn, & Koppenjan, 1997; McGuire, 2003):
1. Activating- recruiting members and resources,
2. Framing- establishing the vision and rules,
3. Mobilising- creating joint commitment, and
4. Synthesising- building and maintaining relationships.

Given the relational tasks embedded within both network management (Keast & Hampson,
2007) and stakeholder engagement (Maak & Pless, 2006), it could be argued that there is an
alignment between the two concepts particularly within the activating, mobilising and
synthesising functions.
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Activating
Activating has been identified as the identification and selection of actors and stakeholders
who are important to achievement of network outcomes and so as to obtain access to
resources including money, expertise and support (Agranoff & McGuire, 1999; Keast &
Hampson, 2007). Indeed, Agranoff and McGuire (2003) point out that selection of partners is
critical to success. This supported Klijn (1996) who argued that network management
involves the selective activation and introduction of new actors to networks.

An initial step in activation is the identification of network participants (Lipnack & Stamps,
1994) whose skills and resources are required by the network (Agranoff & McGuire, 1999).
Furthermore, the need for networks to identify stakeholders has been explicitly confirmed by
Gray (1989). Therefore, it could be argued that the task of stakeholder identification, a
fundamental step in stakeholder engagement, is encompassed within the activating function
of network management.

Taking this a step further, Klijn‟s (1996) contention that an element of selectivity is required
when bringing new actors into networks, points to a parallel process in the stakeholder
literature; prioritisation of stakeholders to be included in stakeholder engagement processes.
Stakeholder prioritisation is fundamentally a process of selectively making choices between
stakeholders based on a range of attributes including access to resources (Frooman, 1999;
Frooman & Murrell, 2005). This similarity between these processes, adds weight to the
argument that stakeholder prioritisation could be considered a network activating function.

For road infrastructure delivery networks, activation of stakeholders is unlikely to be a “one
off” activity given that road provision may take decades from planning to construction.
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Therefore it could be argued that because of the long timeframes associated with road
projects, activation may be a cyclical activity which is undertaken at the various stages of a
project. As a result, the unique sets of stakeholders which are likely to emerge in projects
spanning decades can be selectively activated depending on the resources that they can
alternatively provide or block at each distinct phase of a project.

The previous discussion provided a clue as to how stakeholder engagement and network
activation may be linked. 1. Identification of new network members is analogous to
stakeholder identification and 2. Stakeholder prioritisation parallels the processes of
selecting new network members. The role of framing in facilitating stakeholder engagement
is discussed next.

Framing
The network management activity of framing is essentially about establishing the operating
system of the network through the development of rules and norms (Agranoff & McGuire,
2001b) and establishing “a sense of interdependency and the need for collective action
(Keast & Hampson, 2007, p. 368). To achieve this shift from a positional to a collective
approach, framing operates as a mechanism for negotiating the terms of agreement for the
network (Waterhouse, Keast, & Brown, Forthcoming).

It could be argued that framing facilitates stakeholder engagement in two ways. Firstly,
framing activities could extend beyond the network boundary to establish the terms of
engagement for interactions with stakeholders in the surrounding web of relationships
(Rowley, 1997). Secondly, having established how the network engages with stakeholders,
framing can be used to build interdependency with stakeholders and increase their level of
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commitment to collective outcomes over self interest. In this way, relationships with
stakeholders can be leveraged to create the collaborative advantage necessary to achieve
network outcomes (Waterhouse et al., Forthcoming).

By framing relationships with stakeholders in these ways, infrastructure delivery networks
will be better able to understand what stakeholders are seeking to achieve from infrastructure
projects, develop options that are mutually beneficial and negotiate productive outcomes. By
creating this type of platform for engagement with stakeholders, networks will be better able
to manage the constant process of framing, reframing and negotiation that will be inevitable
as a result of the extended time frames required for road projects.

The preceding discussion identified two key network management tasks which facilitate
stakeholder engagement at the framing stage: 1. Establishing the terms of engagement for the
network, and 2. Building levels of interdependency to increase commitment to collective
outcomes. Mobilisation and its relationship with stakeholder engagement is discussed in the
next section.

Mobilisation
The network management function of mobilisation is concerned with bringing together
separate entities into a collective unit through alignment of interests and building a sense of
common purpose (Agranoff & McGuire, 2003). Key mobilisation tasks include developing
new coalitions (Keast, Mandell, Brown, & Woolcock, 2004) and building support within and
beyond the network (Gray, 1989). Both of these activities can be directly related to the
processes associated with stakeholder engagement (Bourne & Walker, 2006). When viewed
as a catalyst for stakeholder engagement, mobilisation provides a means of building support
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beyond network boundaries through deliberative relationship development strategies
designed to ensure stable resource flows (Keast & Hampson, 2007), a strong motivation for
stakeholder engagement.

This type of relationship development is critical to road infrastructure networks because of
the propensity of stakeholders with conflicting objectives to consume significant amounts of
time while these differences are resolved (Olander & Landin, 2005). Therefore effective
mobilisation of stakeholders could reduce the incidence of road projects becoming embroiled
in negative spirals of controversy and conflict.

As shown previously, two key mobilisation tasks may facilitate stakeholder engagement:
1. Developing new coalitions and 2. Obtaining support both within and outside the network.
The role of synthesising will be examined from a stakeholder engagement perspective in the
next section.

Synthesising
The synthesising activity of network management focuses closely on developing the
environment and conditions (Keast & Hampson, 2007) which will engender productive
relationships among members (McGuire, 2006). According to Keast and Hampson (2007, p.
370), one of the key activities in maintaining these relationships is “checking levels of
engagement and contribution”. It could be argued that synthesising activities are directly
applicable to those stakeholders identified and selected for inclusion in network activities
through activation processes. In the case of road construction projects, synthesis could be
more complex as a result of the multiple activation cycles that are likely to take place in
projects that span long periods of time.
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In the literature it is contended that information exchange strategies are fundamental to
creating network synthesis (Herranz Jnr., 2005). Information exchange strategies are also an
important feature of stakeholder engagement as emphasised by Friedman and Miles (2006) in
the ladder of stakeholder management and engagement. In the road infrastructure context, the
significance of information exchange as a stakeholder engagement technique was also
supported by Lemley (1995) in a review of the Channel Tunnel project. Given the high
priority placed on information exchange, network synthesis could be seen as a mechanism to
engage with stakeholders who are on the periphery (Rowley, 1997) of road infrastructure
networks. Thus network synthesis activities could be considered a key activity for
infrastructure networks seeking to engage with stakeholders as a means of reducing project
risks which could result in cost and time overruns. Based on the earlier discussion, it is
possible to see that two key synthesising tasks are parallel to processes in stakeholder
engagement: 1. Checking levels of engagement and contribution, and 2. Information
exchange.

Drawing on the insights from the stakeholder literature and the network management
literature, the preceding discussion demonstrated that that the relational tasks associated with
stakeholder engagement align closely within the activating, framing, mobilising and
synthesising functions of network management. This is demonstrated in the framework which
links network management and stakeholder engagement activities as proposed in Table 1.
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Table 1 Linkages between Network Management and Stakeholder Engagement
Network
Management Stage
Activating

Framing

Mobilising

Synthesising

Network Management Activity

Stakeholder Engagement Activity

Identification of new network
members
Selecting new network members.
Establishing terms of engagement

Stakeholder identification

Building levels of interdependency
to increase commitment to collective
outcomes
Developing new coalitions
Obtaining support both within and
outside the network.
Checking levels of engagement and
contribution
Information exchange.

Stakeholder prioritisation
Identifying the parameters for
stakeholder engagement processes
Undertaking engagement activities
designed to build commitment
Stakeholder identification
Undertaking engagement activities
designed to build commitment
Monitoring changes in stakeholder
engagement levels
Information exchange

Although preliminary in nature, this framework provides an indication of how stakeholder
engagement might be conceptualised in a networked situation. However there is an
additional element that needs to be considered in developing a more complete picture of how
stakeholder engagement is undertaken by road infrastructure networks: the role of the
network manager as the driver of interactions with stakeholders. The significance of this role
is discussed next.

ROLE OF THE NETWORK MANAGER IN STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT
Despite the self-organising nature of governance networks, there is a need for network
managers to guide the network toward a set of goals and away from blockages in decision
making and achieving outcomes (Rethemeyer & Hatmaker, 2007, p. 15). Thus the role of the
network manager is well established in the literature (Agranoff & McGuire, 2001b; Keast &
Hampson, 2007; Keast & Mandell, 2005; Klijn, Koppenjan, & Termeer, 1995; Mandell,
2001; McGuire, 2002, 2003). This role may be undertaken by one or more network
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members who ensure that networks stay on track and develop a collective sense of purpose,
(Mandell & Keast, 2009) through implementation of the network management functions of
activating, framing, mobilising and synthesising. Depending on the issue, the network
manager‟s approach to undertaking these tasks can range from facilitation to orchestration of
relationships (Rethemeyer, 2005). Elaborating on this approach, Keast and Brown (2006)
characterised network managers as drivers who assume the responsibility for managing
relationships to achieve outcomes (Keast & Hampson, 2007).

Given the sensitivity and significance of road infrastructure projects and the resultant
complexity involved in engaging with stakeholders it could be argued that the network
manager‟s role may be more attuned to relationship management than group facilitation
activities. This distinction is particularly important where the intent of building relationships
with stakeholders is to leverage resources towards the creation of collective benefit (Keast &
Hampson, 2007, p. 371) to both the network and stakeholders. To maximise these benefits, it
could be argued that the relationship management tasks which are embedded in stakeholder
engagement need to be driven by network managers through the network management
activities identified Table 1.

Further, it could be argued that network managers have an important role in enacting network
management processes that result in effective stakeholder engagement which capitalises on
the investment in building relationships with stakeholders and contributes to the planning and
provision of safe and efficient road infrastructure, In this way, road infrastructure networks
are able to engender stakeholder support and “buy in”, but more critically, leverage these
relationships (Waterhouse et al., Forthcoming) to achieve the essential task of delivering
roads that meet current and emerging social and economic needs.
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It has been acknowledged that eventuating results from stakeholder engagement can be time
and resource intensive (Keown, Van Eerd, & Irvin, 2008) over the life of a road project.
Nonetheless, as this paper has argued, network managers have an important role as drivers of
stakeholder engagement for road infrastructure projects delivered through networks.

CONCLUSION
Given the capacity for stakeholders to mobilise public support in favour of or in opposition to
infrastructure projects (Cleland & Ireland, 2006), the challenge for road infrastructure
networks, is to be able to effectively manage a wide range of stakeholder expectations while
providing the best possible roads using limited resources. Within this context, this paper
proposes that there is a link between network management and managers and stakeholder
engagement by infrastructure governance networks; a concept not previously addressed in the
literature.

By unpacking the relationships between network management and stakeholder engagement,
this paper has generated a number of insights. Firstly, it has indicated that the relational tasks
associated with stakeholder engagement are embedded within the network management
functions of activating, framing, mobilising and synthesising. By refocusing network
management activities on the implementation of “fit for purpose” stakeholder engagement,
road infrastructure networks will be better equipped to manage the risks and capitalise on the
opportunities presented by stakeholders.

Secondly, it has proposed that as a result of strategically using the network management
functions of activating, framing, mobilising and synthesising, infrastructure networks are
more likely to be able to leverage the relationships created with stakeholders to build
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collaborative advantage and secure better outcomes. Finally it has identified that to capture
these benefits, the role of the network manager is critical in enacting the relational tasks
associated with stakeholder engagement. By driving stakeholder engagement in this way,
network managers will be more likely to attain the “buy in” that is an important element in
the successful delivery of road infrastructure projects by governance networks.
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