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Abstract  Bureaucratic institutions have received knocks for being ill-suited to cope with the tasks and circumstances of contemporary governance. Changes in technology, markets, complexity of policies, regulation and investigations coalesce to produce situations in which governments increasingly show penchant for seeking alternative organizational approaches. However, the management and relationship of these new governance modes with the traditional bureaucratic institutions remain unclear and ill-defined in many practical situations. The use of ad hoc committees/taskforces beyond mere policy advice, as policy and governance hubs and networks, are considered in this study as part of these alternative organizational approaches. This study examines their use, relationship with mainline bureaucratic agencies, effectiveness, and challenges in providing administrative solutions in Nigeria. Findings reveal that ill-defined procedures and guides for the operations of ad hoc bodies offend the traditional governance institutions, generating frustrating conflicts. It is suggested that there is need for regulating the process and manner of setting up ad hoc committees as policy and governance hubs, and, they should operate more as collaborating entities between various individuals/organisations considered relevant and traditional institutions of government so as to enhance integration of views, consensus and ownership of outcomes, rather than work in parallel or as solution merchants.
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1 Introduction
Despite the existence of statutory, formal bureaucratic ministries, agencies and departments (MDAs) that are mandated with specific duties of governance, the use of various types of ad-hoc committees, commissions, panels or taskforces
 as policy and governance platforms has been an age-long practice in governments. Their relevance as institutions of policy formulation and governance has sometimes, prompted their qualification as the fifth arm of government (Campbell, 2002). Their use in governance issues is multijurisdictional and multi-dimensional-transverse all the arms of government and responsibilities. Committees, commissions or taskforces as the case may be, are generally qualified as advisory bodies, even though they have also been used to pursue not just policy advisory responsibility, but its implementation, evaluation and other goals such as quasi-judicial roles and handling of various complex problems faced by governments. In more recent times, changes in technology, markets, formation and implementation of complex policies, regulations and investigations coalesce to produce situations in which governments increasingly show penchant for seeking the use of networks (what is usually described as the new governance paradigm in public administration) as alternative organizational approaches to manage complexities and deal with the day to day issues of public administration. This approach requires the collaboration of various non-state actors in a nonhierarchical mode of administration (Provan & Kenis, 2007). Yet, in almost every country, bureaucratic institutions that are part of the formal and statutory structure of government remain intact, necessitating that it is not just enough to introduce and create new creatures of governance; there should be adequate adaptation and seamless interrelationship between the formal traditional government institutions like the bureaucracy and these collaborating institutions.

Ginsberg and Burgat (2016) observe that advisory committees are established for a number of reasons, which may include acquiring new ideas from non-governmental experts, removing certain controversial topics from politically charged arenas, and reducing the workload of executive branch employees and Members of Congress. Invariably, this also underscores the feasibility of using these bodies beyond mere advisory roles, as policy and governance networks in today’s complex administrative environment. While the use of ad hoc bodies as policy advisory bodies is not new in government, examining their role in the light of the trending policy and governance networks is scarcely discussed in literature. Increasing complexity of problems that face many modern governments continue to endear them to the use of policy and governance networks. This then informs the concern of this paper towards examining the role of ad hoc bodies as policy and governance networks. Some relevant questions that the study seek answers to therefore border on what the standards should be in establishing ad hoc committees beyond the traditional role of policy advice to that of policy and governance networks. What should constitute their powers/roles and relationship with core statutory institutions of government, and, what the challenges of their use as instruments of policy and governance networks are? The objective of the study therefore is basically to conceptualize ad hoc bodies including taskforces, panels and committees largely understood hitherto as advisory bodies, as possible policy and governance networks. Specific objectives include examining their roles/relationship in relation to the mainline bureaucratic agencies, and investigating the challenges that could mar the benefits accruable from these important administrative organs in dealing with complex and wicked societal problems, using the Nigerian experience.  

Three important administrative issues considered complex and of high societal importance by various Nigerian federal administrations since 1999 are focused on for the study. These were the desire to reform and re-organize the public administrative system through institutional re-organization and restructuring, the pursuit of the petroleum sector reforms, and the general concern to ensure security of life and properties especially with the rise of Boko Haram insurgency in the country. There is no extant data on such committees established in Nigeria within the period covered by this study or any other. However, a total of 30 ad committees (10 each from the three focused areas) are documented in this work through literature search in the three key areas focused on. Empirical data were collected through in-depth interviews (IDI) with members of 9 (three from each area) of these identified committees. Committees whose members participated in the IDI are asterisked in Table 1).

Table 1  List of some Ad-hoc committees in three complex administrative issues in Nigeria 1999 to 2017

	General administrative reforms and re-organisation
	Petroleum sector reforms and institutional restructuring
	Security

	1.The 34 member Special Committee on the Review of Petroleum Products Supply and Distribution (SCRPPSD) (2000)*

2.The Oil and Gas Reform Committee (OGRC) (2000)

3.The Petroleum Products Pricing Regulatory Committee (PPPRC) (2001)
4. Oil and Gas Implementation Committee (OGIC) (2007)*

5.The Justice Alfa Belgore committee  (2012)
6.The Dr. Christopher Kolade Subsidy Re-investment and Empowerment Programme Board, (SREPB) (2012)
7.The Nuhu Ribadu-led Petroleum* Revenue Special Task Force

8.The Kalu Idika Kalu committee on National Refineries Special Task Force (2012)
9. The House of Representatives Ad-hoc Committee (the Lawan Farouk Committee) on Subsidy (2012) 

10. Presdiential  Advisory Committee on War Against Corruption- Isa Sagay Committee (2015)
	1.The Presidential Panel on the Review, Harmonization and Rationalization of Federal Parastatals, Institutions and Agencies (Ahmend Joda Committee (1999)

2. Olusegun Obasanjo’s Economic Team (1999-2003)
3.Obasanjo’s Public Service Reform Team (PSRT) (2003)

4.SERVICOM Initiative*
5. A new National Strategy for Public Service Reforms (NSPSR ) team (2007);

6.National Development plan for Vision 20-20 Team (2007)
7.Steering Committee on reform chaired by

the SGF, with HCSF as Deputy Chair (2007-2010)

8.The Federal Service Management Committee
9.The Presidential Committee on Reform of Government Agencies-Steve Oronsanye (Committee) (2011)*

10. The Abdulrasheed Maina-led Presidential Task Team on Pension Reforms set up in 2010*
	1. Special Presidential Committee on Amnesty to Niger Delta War Lords (2009)

2.Presidential Committee On Dialogue and Peaceful Resolution of Security Challenges In the North-Kabiru Tanimu Turaki, Minister of Special Duties-Chairman. Also known as Amnesty Implementation Committee (2013)

3.Presidential Committee on Small Arms and Light Weapons-Amb. Emmanuel Imohe– (Chairman) (2013)

4.The Victims Support Fund (VSP) – T.Y. Danjuma Committee (2014)*

5.The Safe School Initative (SSI) (2014)

6.Presidential Initiative on the North East (PINE) (2014)

7.Presidential Arms Procurement Probe Committee -chaired by Air Vice Marshall John Ode (rtd)
8.Presidential Committee on the North East Initiative (PCNI)- T.Y Danjuma Committee (2016)

9.Numerous Parallel Initiatives implemented by the Federal Government and Development Partners


Source: Author Compilation from various Official and Media Report

The interview participants were selected based on accessibility and willingness to participate in the study. Officials in the directorate cadre of five federal ministries or agencies were also interviewed. The ministries were purposively selected based on relevance of the work of the selected committees to the duties of a ministry or agency so as to effectively appreciate the relationship between the committees and the mainline bureaucratic agencies in the area of the committees’ assignment. The study also significantly made use of secondary data documented in both government and media reports, including reports of some of these committees. The paper is organised in five sections. Following the introduction is the second section on conceptualization of ad hoc bodies as policy and governance networks. The third section advances the inquiry further into the theory of policy and governance networks to provide the basis for understanding the nature of their relationship with traditional governance institutions. The fourth section provides and analyzes data on the use of ad hoc bodies as policy and governance platforms in the Nigerian context. The last section provides a concluding remark.

2 Conceptualizing Ad-hoc committees, commissions, task forces and panels as policy and governance hubs

Ginsberg (2009) explains advisory committees as provisional bodies created to possibly circumvent bureaucratic constraints to collect a variety of viewpoints on specific policy issues. The entities are often created to bring together various experts—often with divergent opinions and political backgrounds—to examine an issue and recommend statutory, regulatory, or other actions. These bodies can also be designated as commissions, councils, panels or task forces. Campbell (2002), has a limited notion of ad hoc bodies. For him, ad hoc commission or committee has policy formulation responsibilities limited to an issue or group of related questions; they are advisory and rarely have power to implement their findings or recommendations; they are infrequently mandated with administrative authority, except for the powers conferred on them to assist them in collecting and gathering information. He excludes bodies set up to investigate wrongdoing, to assign responsibility for disasters, or to make explicit and detailed studies of internal management from his notion of ad hoc committees. Campbell’s focus is basically with the federal advisory committees established under the United States Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA), 1972, whose roles are strictly limited to policy advisory functions. 

However, for Ginsberg and Burgat (2016), advisory committees are established for a number of reasons, which include acquiring new ideas from non-governmental experts, removing certain controversial topics from politically charged arenas, and reducing the workload of executive branch employees and Members of Congress. These tasks draw them close to responsibilities in line with the principles of contemporary policy and governance networks which surpass mere policy suggestions or recommendations. Indeed against Campbell’s view, federal advisory committees “are one of only a few formalized mechanisms for private-sector citizens to participate in the federal policymaking process” (Ginsberg and Burgat, 2016:1). . As remarked by Ginsberg (2009: ii), “committees are often created to help the government manage and solve complex or divisive issues.” Ad hoc committees therefore can be vital in harvesting expertise from various sources, to represent various stakeholders and to deal with complex issues. As a body whose membership drives from various stakeholders and organisations, it is useful for examining complex intergovernmental policy processes, as well as public-private hybrids of governance (Galey and Youngs, 2014). They could be constituted as inter-organizational and collaborative strategies, and for Kapcu (2014), “in difficult times, collaborative strategies and cross-boundary institutions gain importance for sharing resources, solving complex policy problems, and leveraging experience and knowledge.” The composition of an ad hoc committee could therefore imbue it with the required capacity to operate as a policy and governance network platform. This is because membership are usually “fairly balanced in terms of the points of view represented and the functions to be performed,” and the committee may “not be inappropriately influenced by the appointing authority or by any special interest” (U.S.C. (FACA) Appendix 5(2) as in Ginsberg and Burgat, 2016:1-2). Committees could in some significant ways, meet some qualities of networks such as being self-organizing and autonomous (Rhodes, 1997). They could be useful in policy arenas where public access to and participation in debates and discussions are as important as (or, possibly more important than) the policy recommendations that emerge from those discussions (Ginsberg and Burgat, 2016).

Within the Nigerian administrative system examined here, the policy roles of ad-hoc committees have been found to include investigative and policy implementation roles. In some instances, some bodies set up as ad hoc committees especially in the executive arm have graduated themselves into some kind of arms-length or autonomous policy coordination and implementation hubs.  It is based on this that these bodies are conceptualised here as governance and policy networks because they serve not only as knowledge hubs for policy making, but as fora for interest coalitions so as to enhance legitimacy (Besussi, 2006). 

Though there is no generally agreed notion of policy and governance networks, there is no doubt that it has found increasing usefulness in analyzing the structure and processes of policy making and governance not only in terms of a pluralist orientation that focuses on the relations between the state and interest groups but on the trending “managing networks [that] is focused on solving complex policy problems through horizontal coordination between interdependent actors” (Klijn and Koppenjan, 2012:4). These scholars identify three epochal tradition of use of ‘networks’ in policy literature, namely: (a) the policy networks tradition that focuses on the relation between the state and interest groups (and the influence on public policy making), (b) the service delivery and implementation tradition that focuses on coordination problems in delivering public services in a fragmented setting, and (c) the tradition of managing networks that is focused on solving complex policy problems through horizontal coordination between interdependent actors. In the light of the new governance approach, the core concepts and assumptions of policy and governance network include: 

1. Actors, interdependency and frames: Policy and service delivery is formed and implemented in a network of interdependent actors. 

2. Interactions and complexity: As a consequence of the interdependencies between actors and the variety of perceptions and strategies that they rely on, complex interaction and negotiating patterns emerge in problem solving, policy implementation and service delivery

3. Institutional features: Interaction patterns result in institutionalization of relationships between actors. These can be understood as patterns of social relations (interactions, power relations etc.) and patterns of rules. 

4. Network management: The complexity of processes within networks requires guidance and management of interactions. This is usually referred to as network management These activities are aimed at facilitating interactions, exploring (new) content and organizing interactions between actors. The horizontal nature of network management implies that it is a different activity compared to traditional intra-organizational management (Klijn and Koppenjan, 2012:5-6)

Historically, the decline of New public Management gave way to the understanding that neither the government exclusively nor the markets could solve today’s wicked problems that confront contemporary governments, hence the tendency to intensify the use of networks and collaboration with non-state actors in policy and governance processes. As is shown in this study, ad hoc committees have been used for policy advisory and formation purposes, investigation or probe, as well as policy/reform or programme implementation. The administrative importance of ad hoc bodies as knowledge and interest coalition hubs cannot be underestimated since they can be used to acquire viewpoints from business, academic, government, and other networks and interests. 

Despite the usefulness of these bodies, the critical question remains how their acts could be harmonized with the interests of traditional bureaucratic agencies that are often challenged or jolted by the changes accruable through the activities of policy and governance networks. The recommended practice is that networks should be anchored and coordinated and managed by traditional government institutions (Fowler and Biekart, 2017). But often this is not the case as in some of the cases examined in this study and has not be the standard for network management. Nonetheless, defining this relationship can be key to the success of network operations.

3 Examining the relationship between policy and governance networks and the traditional bureaucracy 

The bureaucratic organisation has received various knocks as ineffective and inefficient means of carrying out public actions since the time of Weber. Critics believe that the bureaucracy enhances stability in organizational practices and provides little room for change, creativity and innovation in the shortest time. Olsen (2007:3) summarizes some major criticisms against the bureaucracy and the consequence thus:

“The bureaucracy” has faced lasting and relentless criticism for being ill-suited to cope with the tasks, purposes, and circumstances of contemporary democracies. It is too big, powerful, hierarchical, rule-bound, in-different to results, inefficient, lazy, incompetent, wasteful, inflexible, unaccountable, inhumane, and harmful for democracy, economic efficiency and individual freedom. Bureaucratic organization belongs to a simple, legalistic and authoritarian society. It is incompatible with complex, dynamic and individualistic societies. The end of the era of bureaucracy has been observed, predicted, or prescribed. It is forecast to be replaced by the era of enterprise, market- or network organization, and non-legal, “soft” means of governance. Some see a paradigmatic shift as inevitable and irreversible.

The paradigmatic shift has taken various dimensions since the neoliberal era manifesting in the New Public Management (NPM), various brands of the new governance paradigms, the complexity and chaos theories and so on. The common tenet of these alternative organizational and administrative theoretical models is that the bureaucracy is broke and cannot really serve the current administrative challenges imbued with complexities; hence, the need for a move away from traditional bureaucratic ideas of “good administration” with their emphasis on orderly hierarchies (Hood, 1991). Grobman (2005:354) avers that “the boundaries of organisations have been permeated through the use of virtual organizations, consultants, outsourcing, temporary hires, and ad hoc teams. 

Thus, ad hoc committees or teams as included by Grobman (2005) and as briefly articulated in the previous section could be perceived as policy and governance network structures. Networks basically refer to a set of relatively stable relationships which are of non-hierarchical and interdependent nature linking a variety of actors, who share common interests with regard to a policy and who exchange resources to pursue these shared interests acknowledging that co-operation is the best way to achieve common goals (Börzel, 1997). For Mendizabal (2006), networks include traditional research group for policy producers. Policy networks are inter-organizational and or collaborative networks that focus on ‘solving public policy problems through and in networks’ (Klijn and Koppenjan. 2012:3). 

Policy networks are conceptualised as a typology of interest intermediation and network governance ((Galey and Youngs, 2014; Borzol, 1997), as an inter-organizational policy making structure (Klijn and Koppenjan, 2000), a public management tool and strategy (Kapucu, 2014) and so on. In these and many other perspectives in which governance networks are implied, the fundamental understanding is that policy and governance networks are a set of relatively stable relationships which are of non-hierarchical and interdependent nature, linking a variety of actors, who share common interests with regard to a policy and who exchange resources to pursue these shared interests acknowledging that cooperation is the best way to achieve common goals (Borzel, 1097; Besussi, 2006). As mechanisms to address complex societal problems whose causes span diverse institutions, networks require the alignment and application of different competencies and locations of authority and power (Fowler and Biekart, 2017). Clearly, governance networks are not mere advisory bodies, whose policy advice may be taken or abandoned. 

The bureaucratic organization is characterised by its hierarchical structure, division of labor, centralized control, discipline, standardized procedure, emphasis on planning rather than improvisation, minimal relationship to those outside the organisation (Grobman, 2005; Morgan, 1997). It is believed to be deterministic and reductionist suggesting that there could be a linear relationship between inputs and outputs. On the other hand, networks and new governance platforms demand less emphasis on hierarchy and less defined authority, interdependence rather than minimal relationship to outside organisations, and dynamism rather than determinism towards dealing with problems. Proponents of complexity and chaos theories see nonlinear organisational entities in the light of Complex Adaptive Systems, CAS (Chan, 2001; Killian, 2008). They are meant to introduce innovation and improvisation through and with the bureaucratic agencies rather than work in parallel or at cross purposes with them. They contrast with a linear approach to management that is conventionally supported by the bureaucratic organization.

However, the management of networks remains a confused theoretical and practical issue. Often detailed information about the actual practice of, and responsibility for guiding a network or multi-stakeholder initiative (MSI) are not provided (Fowler and Biekart, 2017).  Precisely, it is contemplated that the relationship of networks and the traditional bureaucratic institutions of government if not properly defined and managed, could be challenging and conflictual. Brans (1997) argues that the part of network approach that focuses on network management places too much emphasis on the role of cooperation and consensus and ignores conflict, power and  power differences. Often, the network approach considers the government organization to be just a party as any other collaborator, and neglects its role as the guardian of the public interest which the primacy of interest can threaten. More so, it is also neglected that it has an interest that could diverge from the common good and this could be as strong a hindrance to policy success. Peters (2010) avers that bureaucracy behave like a set of competitive entrepreneurs and could engage in competition primarily when their core interests are threatened. 

Networks are often characterized by interest conflicts (Rhodes, 1997). Thus, Kiljn and Koppenjan (2012) recommend extensive networking between the actors and managerial activities to achieve satisfactory outcomes. They also reveal that network management requires negotiating skills, skills to bind actors and skills to forge new solutions that appeal to various actors whose resources are required to implement solutions. Often these are difficult to reach and network can be aborted especially where there is lack of trust, reciprocity and loyalty. The sure way to build trust in a network is for actors to “take each other’s interest into account’ (Kiljn and Koppenjan, 2012:193). Thus establishing network is one thing and managing it is another. 

Network management requires an orchestrator for effectiveness. “Orchestration is a mode of governance by which an “orchestrator” enables other actors (the “intermediaries”) to cooperate and achieve common goals”, (Klingebiel and Paulo, 2015: 3). Fowler and Biekart (2017) use the term interlocutor in their study, and identify other terms that are used to designate this important role in a network or collaborative arrangement, namely host, secretariat, focal point, platform, facilitator, node, and so on. For them, the term interlocutor is a label covering a wide array of names for entities that fulfil a collaboration unction for MSIs. While the literature is still unfolding about who should be and the specific duties of an orchestrator or coordinator in a collaboration (Fowler and Biekart, 2017), Blanco, Lowndes and Pratchett (2011) note that policy governance networks should be orchestrated by a government institution and should emphasize on notions of trust, loyalty and reciprocity. These scholars further give the inkling that network governance may “not necessarily result in the replacement of hierarchy” and “within networks, coordination by hierarchy and market is not necessarily absent.” Klingebiel and Paulo (2015) suggest that the orchestrator in a governance network should usually reside with the government institution rather than other institutional options and locations. Why this may be correct for some obvious reasons, I would subscribe to the view that what is important is for the interest, confidence and trust of the bureaucratic agency to be secured in a network, especially as most political executives may consider networks as circumventing bureaucratic weaknesses. Furthermore, it is important to underscore that networks are becoming relevant because of the increasing complexity of social problems (Blanco, Lowndes and Pratchett, 2011; Kiljn and Koppenjan, 2012). This demands that there should be a limit to what a network in form of an ad hoc committee is expected to do in contradistinction to the routine tasks of a bureaucratic institution. In other words, the justification, effectiveness and relationship of ad hoc committees usually employed to manage complex situations should be perceived in terms of its interconnectedness with the system it is trying to reform, assist or influence towards change and the complex nature of the problem. Complexity management requires ‘connectivity and interdependence’ (Mitleton, 2003) and ‘change needs to be seen in terms of co-evolution with other related systems’ (Chan, 2001). Though the complexity theory is described as the chaos model, it is not all about chaos and confusion because it underscores “shared adaptation through cross-over replication.” The cross-over replication is possible when “other organizational actors with whom the first set of individuals comes in contact subsequently transfer some assumed values and norms to other organizational members. This recurring pattern of crossover replication serves to create a partly and wholly shared self-organizing culture that characterizes the dynamic nonlinear organizational environment” (Killian, 2008:59). 

In essence, the goal of using ad hoc committees as change tools and managing complex situations may not be effective in situations where there is little interconnectedness and interdependence in their work with the relevant stakeholders, including statutory bodies. That their membership are usually variously constituted does not guarantee operational relationship and collaboration. The chaos model of change, which the use ad hoc policy hubs supports, is characterized by a dual focus on the internal and external environments and a shared learning among and between internal and external actors (Killian, 2008). Similarly, Eppel (2009:24) avers that “the dynamics of complex systems arise from each element that makes up the system being influenced by, and in turn influencing, each other constituent. The dynamism of the system can result in the emergence of new patterns through self-organisation of the elements of the system. For Killian (2008: 60), viewing networks as 

Allies in the coproduction or co-provision of public goods and services requires dramatic changes in traditionally held beliefs concerning the role of government and of public administrators. …. Therefore, changing the hearts and minds of public administrators and the cultures of their employing agencies to facilitate perceptions and actions that reflect cooperation rather than competition, partnership rather than sectoral partisanship, and a united belief in promoting the common good are essential ingredients in successfully realizing this model of reform.

The significant contribution of the policy and governance network approach to resolving complex policy problem therefore will be based on the “focus on the process of interaction and resolution of policy problems by the affected participants” (Eppel, 2009: 45), rather than on imposition of views as recommendations or outright sidetracking whether of traditional bureaucracy or any other important party for policy choice and implementation.

4 Ad-hoc committees as policy and governance platforms in Nigeria

Nigeria, a former British colony nurtured in the colonial political tutelage of parliamentary democracy, changed to the presidential form of government modelled after that of the United States in 1979. The country which became independent in 1960 had 29 plus years of military rule. It returned to democratic rule, a period now regarded as her fourth republic in 1999.  Ten out of the 18 years of this period of unbroken democratic rule have also been ruled by former military rulers as presidents – President Olusegun Obasanjo (8 years) and Muhammadu. Buhari, who is currently in the third of his first four-year tenure. A number of features of this past history apparently have pre-disposed the country to frequent recourse to the use of ad hoc bodies to deal with administrative problems coupled with the fact that public administration today underscores the importance of governance and collaborative networks. First, the Nigerian military rulers were known to have usually abolished the legislature when they came into power. While laws by military governments were made by decrees, usually great inputs were sought through various advisory committees. In essence, there was much reliance on the use of ad hoc committee system as policy platforms during the military era. Second, in the usual military manner of using military court marshals, task forces and panels, a number of issues including judicial responsibilities and policy implementation roles were carried out through the use of various ad hoc committees, panels and task forces. Thirdly, the military is known for its disposition to tackle issues with ‘immediate effect’, underlying the penchant to provide the aura of urgency and dispatch in dealing with problems by leaders in a military fashion, thereby often sidling the statutory bureaucratic agencies believed to be slow and lethargic. Fourth, the change from parliamentary to presidential system would tend to have insitutionalised extensive use of committees in the executive branch, even where there exists statutory bodies responsible for the task in question. In other words, the change to the presidential system merely extrapolated the penchant to the committee system to the executive branch, thus promoting their frequent use for various policy roles, including implementation, oversight and adjudication. Finally, as mentioned above, it is not unlikely that the global trend of new governance paradigm being promoted by many countries since the 1990s could also predispose the leaders to frequent reliance on ad hoc committees as new organizational forms to pursue governance functions. The important question remains whether appropriate standards, structures and roles are applied in setting up these ad hoc bodies so as to maximise the benefits.

As highlighted above, the federal executive in Nigeria could be said to be profuse and indiscriminate in its use of ad hoc committees. Table 1 shows a random compilation of 30 ad hoc bodies for just three administrative issues focused on in this study. Onwuemenyi (2012) avers that past successive Nigerian governments have a well-established reputation for setting up committees, with little or no effect. According to him, the Shakespearean maxim ‘all sound and fury, signifying nothing’ best describes the rash of setting up ad hoc committees and task forces in Nigeria. He however admits that one outstanding point about these many task forces and committees is that they are populated by very eminent citizens with great knowledge and experience in the private sector, government and politics, anti-corruption, economy, law, labour and other activities that may be brought to bear on their mandates. What then hinders such committees from usually succeeding in their mandates?

It is revealed that proliferation in establishing ad hoc committee invariably derives from wanton discretionary powers that rest with politicians, whether in the legislature or executive, in the country, which are often abused.
 Apparently, there is no existing law as yet in the country regulating and standardizing the conditions for setting up ad hoc bodies or engaging partnerships in policy and governance. In some instances, a number of committees have been established on a matter of concern without efforts to link up the activities of these committees. There is often duplication by both the Executive and the National Assembly to set up committees for the same purpose. While both branches have different mandates, there is no doubt that such duplication goes to reveal the extent of working at cross purposes by the two policy-relevant institutions. Afegbua (2012) had remarked that the number of committees from the respective sectors of the economy calls to question the preparedness of government to genuinely confront the challenges facing the country. Committees therefore are not set up to build trust between the two institutions and indeed the various interests from where committee membership derive, but often to provide grounds for one institution to discredit the other or to counter the policy position of the other. In the petroleum sector for instance, at least four executive committees were set up in just two months in 2012. These include

· The Justice Alfa Belgore committee set up to meet with organised labor and other stakeholders with a view to resolving issues that may arise from the controversy about the removal of fuel subsidy (Idonor, 2012);
· the Dr. Christopher Kolade Subsidy Re-investment and Empowerment Programme Board, (SREPB), to oversee and ensure the effective and timely implementation of projects to be funded with savings accruing to the Federal Government from the removal of petroleum subsidy (Idonor, 2012); 

· the Nuhu Ribadu-led Petroleum Revenue Special Task Force to determine and verify all petroleum upstream and downstream revenues owed and payable to the Federal Government of Nigeria, and to take all necessary steps to collect all debts due and owed. (Report of the Petroleum Revenue Special Task Force, 2012); and
· the Kalu Idika Kalu committee on National Refineries Special Task Force. Part of the committee’s term of reference was to ensure that the country’s refineries produce at optimum capacity (Oladipo, 2012).
These were in addition to many that have been set up since 1999 towards achieving the difficult task of reorganisation, privatisation and commercialisation of institutions in the sector. These were the main policy objectives in the sector since 1999 and even earlier as contained in the Public Enterprises (Privatisation and Commercialisation) Act 1999 or its earlier version, the Privatisation and Commercialisation Decree No. 25 of 1988. Some of the other committees included the Special Committee on the Review of Petroleum Products Supply and Distribution (SCRPPSD) (2000), the Oil and Gas Reform Committee (OGRC) (2000) and the Petroleum Products Pricing Regulatory Committee (PPPRC) inaugurated in March 2001 amongst others. These various committees expectedly produced various reports and policy directions, thus failing to produce a policy consensus in the sector. For example, Obasanjo’s deregulation policy between 2003 and 2007, which led to the establishment of the Petroleum Product Pricing and Regulatory Agency (PPPRA), a separate regulatory institution for petroleum pricing in 2003, benefited from the report of SCRPPSD (2000) and Petroleum Products Pricing Regulatory Committee (PPPRC) inaugurated in March 2001. On the other hand, the Oil and Gas Reform Committee (OGRC) (2000) headed by Dr. Rilwanu Lukman that produced the first ever Oil and Gas Policy (NOGP), was fully supportive of institutional re-organisation in the sector and unbundling of NNPC.

As a result of the poor attention given to his committee’s report and his diasapproval of the way the oil industry was run under Obasanjo, Lukman who was the Presidential Adviser to Obasanjo on Petroleum Resources was to voluntarily resign in 2003 (Oduniyi, 2003). Obviously the benefit of committees as networks that should articulate and harmonise interests and produce the most acceptable policy options were not fully explored as various committees are bound to subscribe to different solutions. A member of Special Committee on the Review of Petroleum Products Supply and Distribution (SCRPPSD) further showed that the President Obasanjo was selective in the implementation of the committee’s reports as other important recommendations like restructuring of the NNPC and its subsidiaries, privatisation of all four government refineries, encouragement for the establishment of private refineries to ensure competition and so on were overlooked
. Evidently, some issues recurred in the recommendations of the SCRPPSD and OGRC showing that most of the stakeholders in the two committees could subscribe to one policy direction if there was effective management of these committees as policy and governance platforms. This merely reduces the work of committees to the traditional role of policy advice, rather than their use as collaborators in dealing with a matter of concern. 
President Yar’adua who succeeded Obasanjo in 2007 was to recall Rilwanu Lukman as the Honorary Presidential Adviser on Petroleum, Energy and Strategic Matters and later appointed him as the Minister for Petroleum Resources. Obviously, Yar’adua had a different idea of reforms in the petroleum sector and seemed to favor the report of the OGRC as against Obasanjo’s preference to deregulation. Yar’adua was to re-appoint Lukman as the chair to the reconstituted Oil and Gas Implementation Committee (OGIC) now mandated “to transform the broad provisions in the National Oil and Gas Policy into functional institutional structures that are legal and practical for the effective management of the oil and gas sector in Nigeria” (Iledare, 2008:23). The committee recommended immediate institutional reconstitution in the oil and gas sector and proposed a comprehensive legislative oil and gas instrument that led to the draft Petroleum Industry Bill (PIB), a bill that was in the National assembly since 2009 without passage. The OGIC came up with the recommendation among others, to unbundle NNPC into a number of entities (Nuhu Koko, 2009), a policy campaign that has featured since the Public Enterprises Act 1999. 

Based on the report of the OGIC, President Yar’adua announced the unbundling of NNPC and reorganisation of institutions in the petroleum sector in the Federal Executive Council (FEC) meeting of Wednesday, 29 August 2007 (Nuhu-Koko, 2009). This action was immediately declared unconstitutional by the National Assembly for lack of any backing legislation and the undermining of some existing legislations like the NNPC establishment Act, evidently showing the in-comprehensiveness in dealing with the matter and the inability to carry all stakeholders along. It is requisite at this point remark that despite the eminence of the caliber of members assembled in the committee, it failed to recognize the legal implications of its recommendations to the president for implementation. It is also necessary to point out that the committee failed to integrate all interests including the National Assembly as a result of the poor management of the committee towards dealing with such a critical issue of institutional reform in the petroleum sector.
 Apparently, there was little policy consensus and failing to pursue this goal through effective negotiating skills to include collaborate with all stakeholders by the committee, left the statutory institutions and other interests affected by the committee’s recommendations to work to re-define the policy direction after the committee had submitted its report and dissipated.

The situation in the oil sector is replicated in the two other sectors examined. In a sustained effort to engage in a comprehensive reform of the public administration system, there were consistent and frequent ploys to use ad hoc committees to engage policy and governance issues. Office of the Secretary to the Government of the Federation the Presidency (OSGF) (2015), documents at least 48 of these reforms ranging from broad sectors such as Agriculture, Health, Housing and Urban Development, Education, Transportation, etc. to specific issues and institutions like Pensions, Payroll and Personnel Information System, Public Procurement, Taxation, Public Service Pay, Restructuring and Re-organization of Government Institutions and so on from 1999 to 2014. Most of these reforms were handled through various ad hoc committees. Considering the tendency for reforms to be resisted, it is only crucial that the success of these ad hoc committees could succeed if they operated effectively as networks. Notable committees in the general restructuring and reorganization of government included  the Presidential Panel on the Review, Harmonization and Rationalization of Federal Parastatals, Institutions and Agencies (1999) chaired by Alhaji Ahmed Joda, the Public Service sub-Committee (2010) of the Presidential Advisory Council chaired by Lt. Gen. T.Y. Danjuma (rtd.) (2010), and the Presidential Committee on Reform of Government Agencies headed by a former Head of Civil Service of the Federation (HCSF), Steve Oronsanye (2011). Within specific section of the general public administration reforms, the Abdulrasheed Maina-led Presidential Task Team on Pension Reforms set up in 2010 and dissolved in 2013 is presented as example.

A key recommendation of the Oronsanye Committee, which had been previously noted by other Committees like the Ahmed Joda Committee (1999) was the need to scrap, merge and re-organize many government agencies and parastatals as a result of overlapping mandates “which had tended to breed unnecessary and unhealthy rivalry and waste of valuable human and material resources due principally to the stereotypical manner in which most of the Decrees (laws) setting up the Parastatals, Institutions and Agencies were drafted (Oronsanye et al. 2011). The white paper on this committee’s report, rejected most of the recommendations about scrapping and merging agencies with overlapping mandates, the basic reason for which the committee was set up, making the resources spent in the committee unjustifiable. Of course, the production of government white papers are usually done by political and administrative officials and would not be expected to give much promise to any recommendation or action that that would discredit or affect their agencies.
 The committee claimed to have engaged the various MDAs in interactive sessions, reviewed submissions made, referred to the White Paper on the Report of the Presidential Panel on the Review, Harmonization and Rationalization of Federal Parastatals, Institutions and Agencies (1999) as well as the laws setting up the parastatals and also engaged with other experts. The Committee adopted the “buy-in” approach by interacting and involving major stakeholders within the Public Sector….The Committee interacted with some leaders of previous Administrations, and sought audience with the current leadership of the Senate and the House of Representatives as well as other eminent persons. (Main Report: 8)

But the reality was that the committee consulted rather than collaborated as it ended up producing a one perspective report solely arrived at by the members of the committee. The final policy decision regarding which agencies to merge or scrap was not consensus-oriented. Furthermore, the implementation/final decision on the report was left to government officials who produced the white paper alone without the collaboration of the committee that anchored it. Invariably, while a network or group constituted by various stakeholders has produced the report, the final decision remains with the hierarchy and government. Against this approach, Ansell and Gash (2008) suggest that governance network forum aims to make decisions by consensus (even if consensus is not achieved in practice), and for Stoker (2004), network governance is not about one individual/organisation/group making a decision but rather about group of individuals or organisations or systems of organisations making decisions. It is therefore inferred that the committee approach as operated in the context still work to produce reports rather than establishing collaborative engagement. 

An important discovery of the Oronsanye committee was the fact that 50 parastatals or agencies were existing without enabling laws, some with expired mandates and tenures, proliferation of research bodies across the ministries (Oronsanye et al, 2011: 9-10), and existence of projects and centres “fully funded by the federal government as though they are legal parastatals having direct budget lines for personnel, overhead and capital allocations” (p. 19). Some of the agencies/parastatals without enabling laws apparently were established as ad hoc bodies. For instance, the Bureau of Public Service Reforms (BPSR) listed among the 50 was set up in 2004 at the threshold of extensive macro-economic reforms being prosecuted under the National Economic Empowerment and Development Strategy (NEEDS), to initiate, coordinate and ensure full implementation of government reform policies and programmes (BPSR, 2004), an epistemic, coordinating and governance entity that could anchor a direction for the macro economic reform for the country. It was not indicative whether the government wanted the BPSR as a permanent statutory agency since reforms are ongoing administrative practice. But without a clear delineation, one is at a loss why the government had not bordered to ensure some legislative backing for the agency if it had wanted it as a permanent body. Similarly, SERVICOM also listed was merely a service compact initiative meant to improve the delivery of service to Nigerians as a right. It began as Presidential retreats and inauguration between June 2003 and July 2004. A committee was set up in the Presidency to provide a framework to help MDAs in the establishment of their SERVICOM units (a service monitoring unit within each public organisation). The objectives were to operationalise government commitments under SERVICOM, to coordinate the formulation and operation of SERVICOM charters of all government ministries and agencies, monitor and report progress and performance under SERVICOM obligations, and carry out survey of services and customer satisfaction (Adenyika and Ema, 2014). These two bodies are considered as policy and governance networks. Both had their membership drawn from various governmental agencies, private sector and the third sector; their responsibilities blur the boundaries and responsibilities of particular sector or government agency; the power dependence involved in their operations requires the relationships of collective actors including institutions and individuals; and above all, being domiciled in the Presidency, provides them the opportunity for steering and guiding the reform processes. Unfortunately, rather than focus on the managerial requirements of a network, the two bodies gradually transformed into bureaucratic agencies, without enabling laws and thus ended up with the usual limitations of pursuing such complex reform issues through hierarchical bureaucratic institutions.

Again, the National Poverty Eradication Programme (NAPEP) was introduced as an interventionist programme in 2001 to replace the Poverty Alleviation Programme introduced as an interim measure in 2000. The National Poverty Eradication Council (NAPEC) was established to coordinate the poverty-reduction related activities of all the relevant Ministries, Parastatals and Agencies. As an interagency policy and governance network, it had the mandate to ensure that the wide range of activities are centrally planned, coordinated and complement one another so that the objectives of policy continuity and sustainability are achieved (Obadan, 2012). The NPAEC like the two discussed committees above has since became a permanent agency with line budgets, and joining other previously established poverty eradication programmes such as the National Directorate of Employment (NDE) under the Federal Ministry of Labor and Productivity and the Small and Medium Enterprises Development Agency (SMEDAN) under the supervision of the Federal Ministry of Trade and Investment. Obandan (2012) avers that there are 14 ministries and thirty-seven (37) core poverty alleviation institutions, agencies and programmes in Nigeria. The coordinating role given to NPAEC was therefore an opportunity to provide and meeting point for these agencies to harmonize policy and actions concerning poverty reduction. As a matter of fact, there was no coordination between the various agencies purporting to engage in poverty eradication except perhaps conflict, competition and duplication
. An assessment of NAPEP some years back (Tersoo, 2013) reveals that the poor have not actually felt the impact of NAPEP as there have been no significant changes in the standard of living of those who have benefited from the NAPEP programmes; it has registered little or no success in achieving its goals of eradicating poverty; the implementation of NAPEP has not effectively targeted the poor; and the agency is marred by poor implementation strategy, bad governance, lack of access to micro-credits or loans and above all corruption by government officials. Oronsanye et al (2011: 95) report that NAPEP had “a copious budget of about N23 billion in just three years (2009-2011), it is lamentable that there has been no significant corresponding achievement.” Ostensibly, a body set up to coordinate bureaucratic institutions engaged in poverty alleviation so as to harmonise policy direction in the sector has itself turned into a bureaucracy, revealing a poor understanding of what policy network should do as an innovative policy and governance entity. Indeed, while the government has the noble intentions to set up ad hoc committees to act as policy and governance networks, it often fails to properly manage these bodies or provide standards for their operations. This provides the ground for these bodies to derail and often seek to transform to permanent bureaucratic institutions, which they are meant to support, coordinate, change and correct their failings.

The Abdulrasheed Maina-led Presidential Task Team on Pension Reforms was set up in 2010 and dissolved in 2013. The Pension Reform Task Team (PRTT) was set up to restructure and cleanse the pension administration system through biometrics capturing, processing of payments of genuine pensioners and blocking loopholes that are prone to corrupt practices; to track and recover pensions of all public retirees at the hit of huge scam in the pension fund administration. Again as a result of improper definition of roles and poor management as a network, this committee got engulfed in some serious conflict with the Office of the Head of Service of the Federation and the National Assembly. The 7th Assembly Senate in 2012 set up a Probe Committee made up of a Joint committee of two standing committees-Establishment and Public Service and State and Local Government Administration to investigate the activities of the Pension Reform Task Team on allegations of corruption. The report of the Senate Joint Probe Committee had indicted the PRTT Chairman, Abdulrasheed Maina for corruption, and subsequently, the Senate issued a warrant for his arrest. The PRTT chairman had to institute a court case against the Senate and its special committee in April 2013 (Tukur, 2015). Despite winning the case and clearing himself of corruption allegations, it is informative that Maina who had been dismissed from the public service was not reinstated, an action he believed to have been orchestrated by the then Head of Service who was obviously benefitting from the mess in the pension sector (Tukur, 2015). The PRTT was dissolved by Presidnet Goodluck Jonathan in 2013. This and the corrupt accusation were masterminded by those who were involved in the pension scam and never wanted it investigated and those who wished to share from the recovered loot.
  In a media interview (Tukur, 2015), the chairman of PRTT defended the issue of allegation of corruption thus:
The Pension Task Team is not a statutory body. Thus, the Head of Service has the exclusive rights for expenditure control of his office. All financial or material engagements of the Task Team are subject of approvals from the Head of Civil Service of the Federation. There is no period when the Chairman of the Pension Task Team who is an ordinary “Deputy Director” became the Head of Civil Service of the Federation. The Head of Service never handed his office to me, so we had no power of approval of ONE NAIRA and no operational budget neither and no bank account to date.
Some clear undercurrents from the role played by the Senate Committee supports the view that some members of the executive institutions like the Head of Service mentioned influenced the establishment of the legislative committee to stop the work of the PRTT
. From the view expressed by the chairman of the committee, it was obvious that the PRTT was supposed to operate under the Office of the Head of the Civil Service of the Federation (HCSF). Why, one may ask, was the office unable to discover that the PRTT was overstepping its bounds and involved in corrupt acts, until the senate probe revealed such? Apparently the view expressed by Maina in his interview and the confirmation of such views in the IDI with two members
 of his committee support the conclusion that some people apparently benefitting from the rot in the pension administration used the senate committee to put an end to the investigation and activities of the PRTT. This position is further strengthened by the fact that the Association of Federal Public Service Retirees, following the dissolution of the PRTT in 2013, called on President Goodluck Jonathan to re-activate the Pension Reform Task Team led by Abdulrasheed Maina to manage their affairs (Information Nigeria, 2014). The chairman of the association profiled some of the achievements of the committee to include: impressive transformation of the pension system; creation of pensioners’ authentic biometric database, which the federal government had expended huge resources to create, but jettisoned with the dissolution of PRTT; introduction of smart cards to identify pensioners with the intention of stopping the incessant verification exercises; conversion of 142, 000 pensioners’ files into electronic filing system; introduction of Electronic Pension Management System as a platform through which the pensions funds could be transparently monitored by the EFCC, ICPC, SSS, police and equally serves as an effective mechanism against corrupt practices; and payment of pension areas of about 52,300 pensioners (Information Nigeria, 2014). 

Whatever, the achievements however, few conclusions can be drawn about the use of ad hoc committees as policy and governance networks: (1) using ad hoc committees to take over routine administrative responsibilities of a statutory body without proper definition of their relationship breeds conflict rather than helping to resolve administrative challenges; (2) ad hoc bodies as policy and governance networks, though self-organizing and autonomous, cannot superimpose its will and innovations without driving consensus among all parties. (3) Networks require the alignment and application of different competencies and locations of authority and power (Fowler and Biekart, 2017).  A major grouse against the PRTT was the fact that the committee assumed the business of pension administration at the displeasure of those who wanted the status quo to remain.
 Thus without effective orchestration of the work of the PRTT and a properly defined relationship with the statutory bureaucratic agencies, conflict of interest, witch-hunt and working at cross purposes were the resultant outcomes.

In the security sector, the use of ad-hoc committees was rampant and many of them equally failed to engender the required administrative solutions. A number of complex and lingering security challenge were faced by the country in the period. There were: the Boko Haram insurgency that greatly threatened the territorial integrity of the country, the recurrent Niger Delta militancy, the self- actualization Movement for the Actualization of the Sovereign State of Biafra (MASSOB)/ Indigenous People of Biafra (IPOB), farmers-herdsmen clashes, kidnapping, and so on. To deal with these issues, numerous committees were established, but with little results in most cases. Okereke (2013: 1) for instance, describes the challenge of Boko Haram insecurity and the use of ad hoc committees and panels to address it thus: “the unrelenting insecurity, terrorism/insurgency miasma in Nigeria is disturbing. Innocent people are arbitrarily hacked to death, the issue is talked about for a few days, a committee/panel is assembled and the whole episode fizzles out sooner than later.” 

The committees often manifest poor capacity as networks. There was low capacity for negotiating skills, skills to bind actors and skills to forge new solutions that appeal to various actors whose resources are required to implement solutions. The Presidential Committee on Dialogue and Peaceful Resolution of Security Challenges in the North headed by Mr. Kabiru Turaki provides some illustration in this regard. In 2013, the committee announced with some air of pageantry that the committee had reached an ‘understanding’ for a ceasefire with Boko Haram (Okereke, 2013:5), a position the sect released a video to describe as a farce and increased hostility to prove its point. The denial by the sect of any agreement with the committee only goes to show that the resolution if any, were not a product of collaboration and consensual agreement.

In all these cases, it is evident that the committees have not effectively accomplished the tasks for which they were constituted by obvious disagreements of some key stakeholders even when the committee claimed a resolution of a matter of concern. The committees have essentially performed as linear bodies even when their assignments did not require linear policy advice or actions. In most of the cases reviewed above, the committees failed to establish effective collaboration with key stakeholders to its task, including traditional institutions of government such as the National Assembly and bureaucratic institutions. This led to conflicts in a number of cases and outright opposition to the work of the committee in others. Setting up of multiple committees also led to differing perspectives or how to resolve a matter of concern and failed to provide an effective platform for policy harmonisation and consensus.

5 Concluding remarks 

Despite the importance attached to the use of policy and governance networks and the depth of literature which it has attracted, the exert relationship that should exist between networks and traditional government institutions is yet to be clearly defined. It is of course generally presumed that networks are initiated and orchestrated by the government (Fowler and Biekart, 2017; Klingebiel and Paulo, 2015; Blanco, Lowndes and Pratchett, 2011). But this assumption seems to disregard the fact that government is not a monolithic institution. Where the political executive decides to use networks or hubs such as ad hoc committees to improve policy and governance, there is need to incorporate other government institutions such as the legislature and the bureaucracy, which may feel threatened by the work of the network. Network approach does not merely consist in consultation of relevant stakeholders but collaboration with them (Ansell and Gash, 2008). 

Though the bureaucratic organisation is critiqued and denigrated, it still remains central in the process of governance. Olsen (2007) describes as a puzzle the fact that despite so much criticism, abuse and prediction of the demise of bureaucracy, democracies have continued to give birth to bureaucracies and bureaucrats, and rational administration has continued to be seen as identical to bureaucratically organized administration. Because of its centrality, statuary bureaucratic bodies are more in position to act as the orchestrator or interlocutor, host or coordinator in the process of using networks (Fowler and Biekart, 2017). Even where they are the target of reforms, and ad hoc bodies considered as the hub for change in policy and governance, there should be an interface between them and the change inducing ad hoc bodies to ensure effective and efficient multi stakeholder initiative. Lane (1994) as cited by Wu and He (2009: 21), observes that “while various “new” paradigms may introduce new dimensions, the bureaucratic paradigm continues to provide an indispensable foundation in the field of public administration. 

There is no doubt that the use of governance entities including ad hoc committees offer the potential to deliver outcomes that statutory organizations cannot solely accomplish, or do more efficiently. The consequence of using them as an external engagement or stand-alone hubs rather than an internal processes of organisation (Ikeanyibe, Ori and Okoye, 2017) to pursue administrative tasks remains suboptimal in many complex administrative situations in Nigeria. In many instances, more than a committee is set up by different arms of government or even the same arm to consider the same policy issue leading to contradictory views and reports. Perhaps a cue can be taken from the US about setting up committees. Though federal advisory agencies in the US are strictly advisory (Ginserg and Burgat, 2016), they are set up in such a way that they provide opportunity for all relevant stakeholders in a policy arena to voice their opinions to policymakers. Thus, the “Federal Advisory Committees Act requires all applicable advisory committees to file a charter prior to operation. The charter is required to include the committee’s objectives, the committee’ affiliated agency, the committee’s duties, the estimated operating costs, the estimated number of committee meetings, and the anticipated termination date, among other information.” Presidential committees are particularly found to help the president to garner greater public support for a policy to which the president is already committed; show symbolic concern over a situation at the highest level of government; establish a fact base for others to use; respond to crises; deflect political heat from the president and allow passions to cool when issues become explosive; overcome the “stovepipes” and parochial thinking of the permanent bureaucracy; gather more information about a problem and its policy alternatives; forge consensus among the interests represented on the commission itself; and change the hearts and minds of men (Zegart, 2004:372).

For such presidential or other executive committees to be relevant, studies have shown that they should aspire to: (1) secure clear agency commitment; (2) find a balance between responsiveness to the agency and independence; (3) leverage resources through collaboration with similar groups; and (4) the group’s usefulness to identify future directions or improvements should be determined (GAO, 2012). It is therefore imperative that countries facing similar distortions in the use of ad hoc bodies like Nigeria should contemplate a more regulated framework for their establishment, use and responsibility, making allowances for a more interconnected relationship of such committees with all the relevant institutions of government and other relevant stakeholders. Ad hoc committees meant to go beyond policy advice in their assignment should as much as possible be domiciled with an agency or agencies of government to ensure that effective orchestration and ownership of the committee’s decisions and actions. Above all, the capacity to employ more collaborative and negotiating approach should be emphasized by such committees rather than old-fashioned policy recommendatory or committee- rationalized reports and uni-dimensional implementation of programmes. This is in line with the view that network management requires negotiating skills, skills to bind actors and skills to forge new solutions that appeal to various actors whose resources are required to implement solutions (Kiljn and Koppenjan, 2012).
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� While there may be some differences among the various concepts used to describe ad-hoc bodies, no effort is made here to differentiate them.


� IDI with officials of three Ministries, viz, Ministry of Petroleum Resources, Office of the Head of Service of the federation and Ministry of Defence on 18/01/2017 and 30/04/2017


� IDI with a member of the Special Committee on the Review of Petroleum Products Supply and Distribution (SCRPPSD) (13/02/2017)


� IDI with an Assistant Director, Ministry of Petroelum Resources, 14/06/2016


� Interview with a member of the Oronsanye Panel, 30/04/2017


� Similar opinion expressed by a member of the Oronsanye Committee (30/04/2017) and official of the Ministry of Labour and Productivity 18/01/2017


� Interview with two members of the PRTT, 21/02/2017


� IDI with a member of the Pension Reform Task Team, 21/02/2017


� IDI with two members of the PRTT on 21/02/2017 and 04/03/2017


� IDI with PRTT member, 21/02/2017
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