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Introduction

Liberal theories of democracy share the view tloditipal participation and deliberation is
important because it contributes to the constraabioa strong demos through the
institutionalization of a tight public control withe authorities (Bentham, 1776/1948; Mill,
1820/1937; Dahl, 1989) and/or a strong sense ohwamality among the citizens that constitutes
them as a People (Stuart Mill, 1861/1946; Barb@841 Macpherson, 1977; Pateman, 1970).
However, liberal theories of democracy have neghlktd consider the possible role of participation
and deliberation in enhancing democratic contrdl asense of communality interaction between
demoi. This neglect is becoming still more evidéue to the current changes in the way advanced
liberal democracies are governed. Hye of nation state hegemoiimat has for the last 250 years
been the imaginary point of departure for libeh&dries of democracy is over and we are
approaching aage of pluricentrism(Kersbergen and Waarden, 2004) in which procedses o
societal governance more often than not involveeertitan one demos. This transition from nation
state hegemony to pluricentric governance callshferdevelopment of new theories of democracy,

which seek answers to the question of how interalgmvernance can be democratically regulated.

In recent years, much attention has been givelnetodle that networks play and might play in the
provision of efficient and effective inter-organimeal governance (Kickert, Klijn and Koppenjan,
1997; Rhodes, 1997; Jessop, 1998; Goldsmith andrEgg002; Kettl, 2002; Sgrensen and Torfing,
2007). Less attention has been directed towardprtftdems and potentials of networks as a means
to enhance democratic governance. The aim of thideais to discuss and analytmewhat extent

and how governance networks can function as a miesiagilitate democratic inter-demoi
participation and deliberationThe first step in this endeavor is to show hdyedal theories of
democracy have tended to focus on intra-demoscpgaation and deliberation, while giving limited
attention to the democratic quality of the inteypbetween demoi. Then, follow a description of the
surging age of pluricentric governance in whichatbed liberal democracies are turning into
pluricentric political systems of governance, whgogernance networks play a central role as a
medium for vertical and horizontal coordinationvee¢n multiple units of governance. Next step is
to consider the democratic implications of thisigieion from nation state hegemony to pluricentric
governance from the perspective of traditionalrilbéheories of democracy. Finally, | point to how
governance networks, seen from the perspectivenefxaemerging body of theories of democracy
can contribute to not merely rescuing but actuafifancing democracy in the age of pluricentric

governance by providing a framework for democrptiticipation and deliberation between demoi.



Participation and deliberation in liberal theories of democracy

Liberal theories of democracy, that is theoriesohtseek to deal with the tension between
collective decision making and individual libertydlden, 1993: 23ff; Heywood, 2002: 30), can be
divided into two groups: protective and developraktiteories of democracy (Heywood. 2002: 73-
6; Held, 1987: Ch. 2 & 3). Both groups of theondarline the importance of participation and

deliberation for democracy.

Turning first to theprotective theories of democradiey regard participation and deliberation as
crucial for the protection of the citizens vis-& the state (Mill, 1820/1937: 45; Bentham,
1776/1948: 143; Dahl, 1989: 113). Citizen partitipain general elections is vital because it
grants the citizens a means to control the sovenmilgr i.e. the government through the election of
representatives. Deliberation is equally importatause it enhances the ability of the citizens to
make informed choices at Election Day. Hence, amgpublic debate played out in a free public
space provides citizens with relevant knowledgeiafamation about the issues at stake, and an
opportunity to test and qualify their view pointsdialogue with other citizens and elected
representatives. The underlying point of referandhis protective approach to participation and
deliberation is that democratic control exclusivebncerns the relationship between a specific
group of citizens and their elected representatié®n a given predefined territorially demarcated

demos i.e. the state.

Within protective theories of democracy the libegeaision between collective decision making and
individual liberty appears as a dilemma betweewagomentoy the people’ and ‘governmefur

the people’. In other words: should priority beagivto strong citizen control with the government
or to enhancing the ability of this government twvern efficiently and effectively for the benefit o
the people? There is so to speak believed to lrehanent trade-off between democracy and
efficiency that cannot be absolved. This tradeisoffiore outspoken in some policy areas than in
others, and most of all in foreign policy, duehe tentral role of inter-demoi interaction between
governments (Connolly, 1995: 141). Foreign poliehere the liberal state performs one of its most
central objectives, namely that of protecting thigens against outside dangers and enemies, is
said to be in high need of confidentiality in ordebe efficient. The price that must be paid fos t
confidentiality is a restriction of the citizengjibity to control their representatives throughithe
access to full information and a free public debAgesuch protective theories of democracy tend to

give up the call for tight control with governarm®cesses that involve inter-demoi interaction.

Developmental theories of democragye different reasons for the importance of public

participation and deliberation. Participation amdilzbration is first and foremost considered as
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necessary in order to transform the citizens fretfiiaterested individuals into democratic citizens
who regard themselves as part of a people with cominterests and a shared understanding
(Stuart Mill, 1861/1946: 254; Tocqueville, 1835689 25; Almond & Verba, 1963: 88-9; Pateman,
1970: 105). Demaocratic citizens do not merely pernsulividual goals but seek to promote the
common good of the specific demos to which thephgl The sense of communality and shared
identity that constitutes a strong unitary demdsr@ight about through the existence of a well
functioning civil society that allows for extensigizen participation and public deliberation.
Widespread citizen participation helps to visuattze interrelatedness between individual and
collective interests while ongoing deliberation amgdhe citizens enhances the creation of shared
understanding and belonging. As such a well funatig participatory civil society is seen as the

corner stone of democracy.

In developmental theories of democracy the tensa&iween collective decision making and
individual liberty surface as an insurmountatgiesionbetween democratic inclusion and exclusion.
Hence, the claim for communality sentiments asretituting feature of a demos tends to produce
sharp patterns of internal and external exclustore the one the production of a strong sense of
communality calls for deep inclusion through extemparticipation and deliberation. On the other
hand, efforts to establish a strong unitary peoglgon the construction of a constitutive outdiole

that unity that produces antagonistic sentimentwdxen the included and the excluded.

Internally, the constitutive outside is represented by thodiwiduals who have not yet developed
into democratic citizens, capable and willing togue the common good of the larger community.
These individuals should be given access to ppatieiand deliberate in civil society in order to
promote their transformation from self-interestedividuals into democratic citizens, but they
should not be given influence until this transfotiora has taken place. John Stuart Mill's famous
propositions of a system of plural voting and a deratic divide between a national level of
competent democratic decision making and a loaalitrg ground for citizen participation and
deliberation, illustrates this way of thinking, atte resulting search for ways to disconnect
participation and influence (Stuart Mill, 1861/194&h. 6; Macpherson, 1977: 50ff). As such, the
paradoxical outcome of the democratic desire foormogenous civil society that produces a strong
communality within a given demos is the construttwd a sharp line of demarcation between the
included and the excluded: 1) between those whataifully developed democratic citizens and
those who do not, and 2) between that which has baeonized as being in the interest of the

common good and that which has not.



Externally, the constituting outside is represented by als&who do not belong to a specific

people: those who can be said to belong to oth@aodand those who fall in between demoi. By
focusing exclusively on the common good of the memilof a specific demos, efforts to pursue the
identification of a common good that reaches beybatildemos is democratically

incomprehensible and irrelevant. Efforts to proenodllective thinking, shared understanding and a
sense of communality through participation andishtion stops at the borders of the homogenous
civil society i.e. the nation state, and politicslues that transgress the borders of this natide, s

cannot and should not be regulated democratically.

It should now be clear, thbbth protective and developmental theories of deanyc perceive
democracy as a way of regulating decision-makiniwithe confines of a sovereign unitary nation
state

There is no reason to believe that the sovereigomatate imaginary that underpins these liberal
theories of democracy has ever mirrored realitye distance between image and reality is evident
in federal democracies where the difficulties @fdtetically conceptualizing the relationship
between the federal government and the statesbeerepersistent (Dahl. 1986: 114), but the
sovereignty of unitary states has also to a smatléarger extend been jeopardized in praxis by

their need to gain support from other powerful exdé&and internal societal actors.

However, the massive transformation of the ingohal set up of advanced liberal democracies that
has taken place in the last decades has deepandistance between imaginary and reality to a
degree that makes references to a unitary sovenaifypn state more and more of an anachronism.
The persistent survival of the imaginary of a seigar nation state as point of departure in debates
on how policy making is and should be performeid iBill Connolly’s (1995: 317) phrasing to be
understood as some sort of ‘politics of homesickhekat we clings to in order to maintain the safe
perception of politics as an orderly and controlpedcess that is played out within the confinea of
given territory conceptualized as community, natmmpeople. This politics of homesickness
hampers our recognition of the considerable imgeaitthe emergence of a pluricentric political
system has on the contemporary functioning of deawy; and thus of the pressing need for a

theoretical as well as an institutional renewadl@mocracy.



Towards pluricentrism

Then, what kind of political system is developinghe wake of the withering of the sovereign
nation state? Despite considerable differencesdsrithem political scientists, and governance
theorists in particular tend to agree that thetjali systems within advanced liberal democracies
are getting more and mopéuricentric (Rhodes, 1997; Kickert, Klijn & Koppenjan, 1997;
Goldsmith & Eggers, 2002; Ansell, 2000; Kettle, 2pBersbergen & Waarden, 2004; Pierre &
Peters, 2005; Skelcher, 2005; Sgrensen & TorfiaQ7R The increased pluricentrism is seen as a

result of four changes:

Political globalization has led to the establishireamd consolidation of a multiplicity of
transnational political institutions and public gmilvate organizations that push for the
establishment of a set of transnational standandisdw nation states can act internally and
externally, and which monitor transnational pologking and policy implementation (Greven &
Pauly, 2000; Bache & Flinders 2004; Larner & Wai&2004; Van Heffen, Kickert & Thomassen,
2000).

De-bureaucratization of the administrative apparétuough the implementation of New Public
Management (NPM) reforms that split the state agtparinto fragmented and decentred units of
public governance (Hirst, 1994: 7; Rhodes, 2006f,3Rollitt & Bouckaert, 2004: 175; Bogason,
2004: 27 1).

Transformation of private actors such as firmsasldntary organizations into co-producers of
public governance through various forms of formad anformal partnership arrangements
(Kooiman, 1993: 4; Mathur, Skelcher & Smith, 20@4:Milward & Provan, 1993: 222ff; Kettl,
2002: 119).

Growth in governance networks that enhance coadtidméetween decentred producers of public
governance, and between public and private stalletwlIn different policy areas and at different
levels of governance (Kooiman, 1993: 4; KickertjjiK& Koppenjan, 1997: 7ff; Rhodes, 1997: 51;
Milward & Provan, 2001: 241; Goldsmith & Eggers020 9ff; Ansell, 2000: 305).

The added outcome of the radical changes descaibedk is a distortion of the internal and
external sovereignty and unity of the nation s(@weuf, 1991: 432; Hinsley, 1986: 100). Political
globalization jeopardizes thexternal sovereigntgf the state vis-a-vis other sovereign rulers |evhi
the fragmentation and decentring of governance ebemgies to various relatively self-regulating

public and private actors decentre and diffusarternal sovereigntyf the state. Finally, the



formation of governance networks blurs the bordedibetween different policy compartments and

different levels in the political system.

As such, public governance can no longer be sedmeasutcome of a system of state rule. Rather,
it represents the outcome of complex patchwork4hkmcess of piecemeal decision making that

takes place within the confines of a pluricentratifcal system in which different centers of power
within and beyond the state apparatus seeks tag@eeiety in close cooperation and competition

with other powerful public and private actors.

While most governance theorists agree on a moleserradical version of this diagnosis, debates
concerning the impact that this transition of tloétjzal system has on the powers of the state has
been harsh. Some argue that the state is a stsoenea (Hirst & Thompson, 1996; Kernsberger,
Lieshout & Verbeek, 2000), while others contend tha powers of the state have been reduced
considerably (Milward & Provan, 1993). Howeveraggle group of governance theorists, and | with
them, argue that the external and internal sovetgigf the state has indeed been reduced, but that
this has not led to a weakening of the powers efthte as such (Mayntz, 2003: 32; Kooiman,
2003: 79; Jessop, 2004: 57; Ansell, 2000: 31Mallsargue, that the transition from sovereign rule
to pluricentric governance can in fact be seen@tof a new governmentality that paves the way
for an extension of the realm of public governance inéotrans-national realm and into the

private realms of the market and civil society, ahhivere formerly beyond the reach of liberal

governments

What we witness is a general governmentalizatiosoofety according to which all corners of
social life are being made subject to public goseoe (Dean, 1999: 6). However, this
governmentalization of society goes hand in harttd igovernmentalization of government itself
that calls upon the state to govern in differengsvean, 1999: 21, 193). Sovereign forms of rule
must be given up in order to strengthen the abilitthe state to govern society through forms of
governance that are played out through the degigowernance processes and political identities
that invoke societal actors to govern themselvelsatiners. In sum, the state has lost its sovereign
position, but at the same time it has developed areivnot less ambitious ways of governing
society through the regulation of freedoms (Ro8891 65), or as governance theorists call it
through meta-governance (Jessop, 2003; Kooimarg; Zrensen & Torfing, 2006: chapter 9).
The pluricentric political system is an outcometo$ endeavor to enhance the meta-governing

capacity of the state.

In sum, the age of pluricentric governance hagtmihed the sovereign position of the state vis-a-

vis other centers of political decision makingtjas it has transformed the state itself from beaing
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unitary whole into being a fragmented and decemnegdhwork of overlapping arenas of public-
private co-governance. In this pluricentric polatisystem, coordination is not primarily achieved
through formal law and bureaucratic rule and retiutawithin the limits of a coherent clearly
demarcated unit of governance, but through metagavee and different forms of self-regulation
within a complex, dynamic and heterogeneous phyrafirelatively autonomous and mutually

overlapping units of public governance within amydnd the boundaries of the nation state.

Pluricentrism as a challenge to liberal democracy

Pluricentrism challenges liberal perceptions of deracy in at least two ways: 1) it undermines the
channels of democratic control with elected pdditieaders that are so central to protective tesori
of democracy, and 2) it distorts the formation eingtary homogenous civil society with a shared
identity and a clear image of its constituting algshat developmental theories of democracy

regard as the constituting feature of democracy.

The democratic control problem sprinfyem the fact that governance no longer takesepleithin

a unified political system in which a clearly degsted body of citizens controls a group of
representatives through their informed and qualiparticipation in general elections that takes
place on the basis of free public deliberationsTdemocratic control model is first of all
undermined by the fact that current processes wém@nce more often than novolve more than
one nation statenter-state governance is no longer a specifituie of foreign policy but has
become an important and increasingly institutia@liingredient in most areas of public policy
making. The fact that these inter-state actividigsonly to a limited extent controlled by elected
politicians and made subject to public deliberatioes not necessarily represent a problem for
democracy if they, like foreign policy, are seeraagecessary means to provide efficient and
effective governance for the people. Seen fronoéeptive approach to democracy this reduced
control could be seen as a necessary and insignifrebalancing of the insurmountable tension
between democracy by the people and democracihdgoeople. More problematic is the distortion
of the protective control mechanisms that takeseplahen the citizens of many national demoi,
like in the EU, have been given the opportunitgliect a trans-national body of representatives.
This trans-nationalization of representative deraogiis perceived as a serious threat to protective
democracy because it undermines the one-to-orgoredhip between the people and its’
representatives that is a corner stone in the evaamce of democratic control. Hence, the
establishment of a cross-demoi body of electecessmtatives, like the EU-parliament, paves the

way for a situation in which citizens from one denawe ruled by a majority of representatives
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elected by citizens from other demoi. This problamiaas resulted in a heated debate about the
degree to which democratic thought is in fact bt@amnpatible with trans-national institutions
(Scharpf, 2001; Greven 2000; Newman, 2000; SchmR2@00; Dahl, 1999). As such the control
perspective advanced by protective theories of demey leads to two mutually exclusive reactions
to political globalization: 1) an acceptance ofisiensified and more institutionalized foreign
policy, which is only to a limited degree contralldhrough public participation and deliberation, or
2) a claim for the establishment of a cosmopolitamocracy (Held, 1995; Habermas, 2001;
Bohman, 2005) in which the protective relationdb@tween a clearly demarcated citizenry and a
sovereign body of elected representatives is uggréa a global level.

Another challenge from pluricentrism to the proeisbf democratic control, as suggested by
protective theories of democracy, has to do wiehgtill moredecentred and fragmented scope of
the state apparatusyhich is among other things caused by the New Bléinagement (NPM)
reform programme that has put its mark on most acke liberal democracies from the 1980s and
up till today (Pollitt &Bouckaert, 2004). The aimithis programme has been to increase the
efficiency and effectiveness of public governangekchanging legal, bureaucratic forms of
government with a market based model of decentubtiggadministration and competitive service
provision among public and private providers of [pubervices (Hood, 1991, 1996; Sgrensen,
2007). This new model of public governance esthbisa divide between the responsibility of
elected representatives and the responsibilityubfip service providers, which is not immediately
comprehensible for the citizens. It becomes stilterdifficult for citizens to establish a clear
connection between decisions made by elected raqmtias/es and the experienced performance
providers of public services. This decoupling olitpzal leadership and public service delivery is
recognized and encouraged by the NPM-reform programvhich calls upon dissatisfied citizens
to blame — not the elected representatives - leusénvice providers, and sanction them and not the
politicians by ‘exiting’ as would a costumer on anket (Hirschman, 1970). What takes place here
is a down-grading of the level of citizen contratiwthe public sector through democratically
elected representation in favor of a market bagstés of sanctioning. Seen from a protective
perspective on democracy this way of ensuring deaticccontrol is not only problematic because
it undermines the sovereign control of the elecégutesentatives with substantial parts of public
governance, but also because the exit-based nmaikated control system is not accompanied by
‘voice’ mechanisms (Hirschman, 1970: 30), whichugaghat citizens are able to make informed

and well reflected choices qualified through pulplisticipation and deliberation (Sgrensen, 1997).

Yet, another control problem related to pluricesntrihas to do with the establishment of all sorts of

public-private partnershipsSuch partnerships between public authoritiesvahghtary



organizations and business firms are problematauree it is difficult for citizens as well as for
elected politicians to control private actors thlgbyarticipation and deliberation. It is not posesib
to democratically sanction private actors at Eetay, just as the legalized claim for
transparency and openness in processes of puliga®e making tend to be weaker when private

actors are involved.

Finally, the complex web governancenetworks that emerge in the effort to enhance carind
horizontal coordination within the decentred arayfnented political system are problematic seen
form the perspective of protective theories of deracy because their informal and dynamic
character makes them difficult to control. Henoggii-organizational governance networks between
public and private actors and between local, natiand transnational public authorities tend to de-
couple the bureaucratic and legal strings of cotirough which elected politicians seek to
maintain sovereign control over the governancegsscand the informality and opaqueness of
network interaction reduces the ability of thezgtiry to control them by making their actions

subject to public deliberation.

In sum, the erosion of the unitary sovereign statesed by the NPM-reform programme, the
formation of public-private partnerships, and tbege of inter-organizational governance networks,
has severe implications for the exercise of dentimccantrol as defined by the protective theories
of democracy. Seen from this perspective the deaticarontrol problem can only be remedied in
one out of two ways: 1) through a re-institutioration of the sovereign state and the patterns of
participation and deliberation that is installetbtigh the institutions of representative democracy,
or 2) through the development of a tight systermefagovernance that ensures elected politicians
an indirect control with the many actors that citmite to the production of public governance
through the measurement of policy outcomes. Thengthening of democracy for the people at the
cost of democracy by the people is the core ingredn the NPM reform program (Sgrensen,
2007).

It is now time to take a look at how the emergewica pluricentric political systefeopardizes the
promotion of a sense of communastycherished by developmental theories of libéeahocracy.
First, political globalization tends to blur thertlerlines that demarcate the external patterns of
inclusion and exclusion between a given demos @ntbnstituting outside. It simply raises doubts
about the scope of the demos: its boundariegjetstity, and its homogeneity. Trans-national
political institutions such as the EU and the UNdt¢o rank both the human rights of individuals
and the common good of the globe higher than tHebeeng of the individual nation state. By

doing so, they raise doubts as to the politicatilegcy of focusing on the common good of



individual nation states, just as they promotegigaluction of transnational points of political
identification. The result is a destabilizationtloé image of the nation state as an undivided
naturally given political unity that has the legitite right to pursue its national interests to the
benefit of its citizens. As such, the presencearfg-national political institutions increase the
inherent tension already present within developaleheories of democracy between the call for
extensive participation and deliberation amongiéitens, and the harsh exclusion of non-citizens,

by illuminating the contingent and hence politicharacter of the external patterns of exclusion.

The image of democracy as something that is playedvithin the confines of a unitary political
community is alsehreatened from within due to the internal decergrand fragmentation of the
state apparatusThis internal transformation of the public sedtas undermined the image of the
nation as one large unitary and undivided naticonaimunity held together by a strong sense of
shared communality and identity. The image is eddiethe emergence of a plurality of partial
territorially and functionally demarcated and miiguaverlapping publics (Habermas, 1989, 1992;
Fraser, 1992) with complex, unclear and relativgigtable points of identification. The
consequential weakening of the internal unity wnttiie national demoi leads to a de-legitimization
of internal exclusions of those who cannot and/tirnet attest to what has gained hegemony as the
common good. The division of the public into mamplics with different views on the nature of

the common good and with different points of idécdition and notions of communality

destabilizes the very idea, that a unitary commitynal a precondition for a well functioning
democracy. The presence of many publics or commesnitith different notions of the common

good visualizes that the internally excluded amdwded on contingent grounds because they do not
fit the prevailing image of what it means to beoad democratic citizen at a given point in time. As
such, it is visualized that exclusions are politinanature and should thus be made subject to

democratic regulation.

The propensity to establish clear internal linederharcation between the included and the
excluded in developmental theories of democraciyriberchallenged by the increased
involvement of private actors in the productiorpablic governancerhis involvement disrupts the
image of the demos as consisting of citizens amn@horganized interests and private businesses
which are regarded as outside the realm of demodatatision making. Hence, private actors are
seen as carriers of particular interests, wherdfa® participation in processes of public
governance is expected to hamper efforts to ideatfommon good. For that reason, only citizens

should be included in processes of public goveraanc
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In sum, the emergence of a pluricentric politigatem destabilizes the external and internal
patterns of exclusion that are central to develapaieheories of democracy by making it difficult
to develop a stable and unitary sense of commuyreaiitong a demarcated group of citizens.
Polycentrism promotes an unstable scenario ofishieind overlapping territorially and
functionally anchored points of collective idergdtion, which constantly calls for the construction
and justification of new temporal demoi and relgtatterns of external and internal inclusion and

exclusion.

Governance network as a medium for inter-demoi denwracy

It should now be clear that the surge of a pluticerpolitical system challenges traditional liblera
perceptions of democracy by undermining the unjtaoyereign nation state: it distorts the unitary
chain of democratic control installed through thstitutions of representative democracy and

destabilizes the production of one over achingomaii sense of communality.

Seen from this perspective, the future of democegupears to be gloomy. However, | shall argue
that the prospects for democracy are not necegs$hai bleak. Measured from the viewpoint of a
wave of new theories of democracy, the future ohoeracy depends on its ability to adapt to new
circumstances (Hurley, 1999: 276; Benz & Papadam@006: 4; Bohman, 2005: 293). These
theories do not attempt to identify one true uréaéand perfect model of democracy that will fit al
societies at all times. Instead they take a mordasioand pragmatic and innovative stand by
claiming that the aim must be to find ways in whichmake the best of democracy at this particular
time and space in history. The need to be modespeagmatic is among others stressed by James
Bohman when he suggests that the aim of demodhstary must be to focus on democratization
l.e. moving in the right direction in stead of reexg for the stars (Bohman, 2005) while Mark
Saward points to the inherent innovative charastelemocracy that calls for a constant conceptual
and institutional renewal of democracyhte story of democracy is nothing if not a story of
innovation. One of the defining features of demogmaay well be its restlessness, dynamism and
comparative openness to new ide@award, 2000: 3). As such the future of demacrasts on

our ability to creatively adjust and redefine tlomeceptual and institutional features of democracy i

order to increase its ability to function in a cheag world.

One of the core challenges that face democradyemage of pluricentrism is the extensive amount
of governance that involves more than one demas. sthte of affairs increases the pressure for

finding ways to democratically regulate inter-dergovernance. If this task is fulfilled successfully
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there is not only a solid chance that democraclysuilvive pluricentrism - chances are, that
democracy will prosper from it. First, the searchways to promote the democratic quality of
inter-demoi interaction might in fact lead to trevdlopment of new patterns of participation and
deliberation that will help to strengthen intra-denteraction between elected leaders and the
citizens. As argued by a number of scholars (Std&@06; Pitkin, 2004; Barber, 1984; Hirst, 2000)
institutions of representative democracy have mg@ractice been able to fulfill the promise made
by traditional theories of liberal democracy thatd establish close links of control and
identification between elected representativestaaditizen. By restricting the interaction between
decision makers and citizens to participation inegal elections and an unspecified public
deliberation the links of control and identificatibave in fact become very ‘thin’. Various
supplementary forms of territorially and functidgadrganized participation and deliberation that
promote an ongoing and intensive interaction betwseision makers and citizens might in fact
help to strengthen national representative demgciide introduction of such supplementary
forms of participation and deliberation will indeethke democracy complex and messy compared
to the simplistic and unitary institutions of repeatative democracy, but the gain is likely to be a

much needed improvement of the quality of democracy

Second, the search for ways to democratically egguhter-demoi governance initiates a just as
needed expansion of the realm of democracy. Byiagwemocracy as an intra-demos
phenomenon that has to do with the establishmélintks of control and communality between
elected representatives and citizens, traditidrebries of democracy deemed important parts of the
governance process beyond the realm of democegidation This leaves governance processes
that take place at the trans-national level, ingglvivate actors, and deals with the implementation
of public policy beyond the reach of democraticulagon. As such, the mere extension of the

focus of democracy so as to include inter-demoegoa&nce paves the way for a strengthening of
democracy. However, in order to fulfill this promisf more democracy we needfitad ways to
promote inter-demoi control and communality throwfiffierent forms of cross-demoi participation

and deliberation.

The search for new forms of inter-demoi participatand deliberation must go down many avenues
in order to cover as much ground as possible.igngaper, however, | restrict my focusthe

possible role of governance networkghis endeavor. While the surge of governande/omks is

in fact a part of the pluricentric challenge to @enacy it also provides an important part of the
solution. Hence, governance networks provide anfioiar vertical and horizontal coordination,
cooperation and communication that has the poteotgromote inter-demoi control and
identification.
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Then, what do | mean by governance networks? Surnimguthe definition of governance

networks posed by the extensive literature on tigest, governance networks can be defined as 1)
relatively stable articulations of interdependéit, operationally autonomous actors, who 2)
interact with one another through negotiations,cwt8) take place within a regulative, normative,
cognitive and imaginary framework, that is 4) gelfulating within limits set by external forces,

and which 5) contributes to the production of palpliurpose (Torfing, 2005).

Governance network theorists argue that the cugentth in governance networks can among
other things be explained by their ability to pawinter-organizational coordination, which is
essential for the production of efficient and efifee public governance under pluricentric
conditions (Pierre & Peters, 2005; Sgrensen & ngtfR007: Ch. 1). As argued by Jan Kooiman
the fragmented and differentiated nature of a pauniric society (or socio-political system of
governance as he calls it) produces long crossaagional lines of interdependency (Kooiman,
2000: 139) because efforts to solve concrete gave problems in most cases demand for cross-
organizational coordination, cooperation and comgation. Governance networks provide an
institutional framework for enhancing negotiatedmbnation between such ‘long lines’ of

interdependent but operationally autonomous actors.

Studies of governance networks envisage that theytake many forms. Some governance
networks are loose, inclusive and short lived whbtlgers are tight, exclusive and long-lived
(Rhodes and Marsh, 1992). Some governance netwoekambitious and targets positive
coordination through the formulation of shared obyes, while others are less ambitious and settle
for negative coordination i.e. avoiding harming em®ther (Scharpf, 1994). Finally, governance
networks also differ with regard to whether thegkst enhance vertical or horizontal coordination.
Some governance networks seek to provide vertaidination, cooperation and communication
by bringing together actors from different leveighe increasingly multi-level political system.
Others provide horizontal coordination, cooperaiod communication between different public
and private actors at a given level in the politgystem (Markussen & Torfing, 2007).

As indicated above, the focus of interest amongtmogernance network theorists have been the
contributions of governance networks to the effitiend effective production of public

governance, and the main conclusion seems to bgakiarnance networks adds substantially to
the efficiency and effectiveness of public goveg®aWhile less effort has been done to investigate
into the possible implications of network governaufar democracy there tend to be a general
agreement that this issue is crucial and needs fidred high on the research agenda. However,

the first step in such efforts to study the possibiplications of governance networks on
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democracy, calls for reconsiderations of the trawlél liberal notion of democracy and in this
context its conceptualization of the notions oftcolhand communality. Below, | shall first
reconsider the concept of democratic control asdudis how participation and deliberation in
governance networks can contribute to the enhanteohénter-demoi control, and then turn to
look at the concept of communality and the posgible of governance networks in this respect.

The question of inter-demoi control

It is about time that we give up the idea that deratic control can be installed as a one-to-one
relationship between a democratically appointet@tyy and a People. If it ever did work as
intended by the protective approach to democrabyciwl seriously doubt, this one-stringed
control mechanism has become insufficient to ensangrol in the complex, fragmented, dynamic
and patchwork like societies of our time. The imagdemocratic control as a one-to-one
relationship between a People and an elected bioghpresentatives must be given up and
exchanged with an image of democratic control asetbing that must be installed between a
plurality of temporarily organized groups of affedtindividuals and a multiplicity of more or less
autonomous functionally and territorially authodzdecision makers. This reinterpretation of
democratic control indicates two things: 1) thanderatic control should to be institutionalized
through many supplementary control mechanisms ahdmiy through one, and 2) that the People
controlling the decision makers should not be seea permanent body of citizens within a nation
state but as a temporary body of affected indiv&ltlaat overlaps with other temporary bodies.
With regard to the former, the establishment obmglex plurality of control mechanisms,
although complex and messy, will promote a tightet more interactive interaction between
citizens and decision makers. Regarding the latemcreased focus on affectedness will serve to
fine tune the democratic control mechanisms so assure that those who are most directly

affected have access to the most elaborate cangchanisms.

In recent years, it has become increasingly clestrdegrees of affectedness do not necessarily
follow lines of demarcation between nation statedieDryzek, 1997). Therefore, it is time to
recognize that effective democratic control mecérausi that grant affected citizens the best possible
control with the decision makers calls for the ¢omgion of temporal and overlapping demoi
organized around concrete degrees of affectedimreseme instances the nature of the issue at stake
calls for territorially organized temporal demoiilghn others the organizing principle must be
functional. Hence, a citizen might at a given paintime belong to one demoi with regard to some

aspects of life, while belonging to another dembew it comes to other aspects, and the
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membership of each of these demoi gives acceggetifically designed democratic control

mechanisms.

As such, the increased focus on affectedness agyanizing principle of democracy and the
establishment of a plurality of links of controltlveen citizens and decision makers is likely to
ensure a considerable level of democratic contral pluricentric society. However, as already
argued by Charles Montesquieu, and recently redatied by Eva Ezioni-Halevy (1993, 2003)
democratic control institutionalized through tramtial forms of representative democracy is not on
its own enough to ensure the citizens an effedamocratic control with elected elites since power
between citizens and elites tend to become muekymmetrical. Accordingly, effective systems
of democratic control call for a separation of posMeetween elected political elites that reduce
their respective powers and promote a situatiomhich elites control elites. This way of
controlling political elites have by some calledihontal accountability that by supplementing
more vertical forms of accountability contributesrisuring a democratic control with decision
makers. As argued by Guillermo O’Donnell (1999: 1&&countability runs not only vertically,
making elected officials answerable to the ballmt,lbout also horizontally, across a network of

relatively autonomous powers

While Montesquieu called for a separation of poweitkin the confines of the sovereign state,
Ezioni-Halevy advocates for an extension of itevahce beyond the realm of the nation state.
Hence, she points to the importance of a high lef’ehgoing political competition and
contestation between a plurality of autonomous ipuid private elites and sub-elites for
enhancing both horizontal and vertical accountgbiWhile horizontal accountability is ensured
though the separation of powers between a widaliof political elites within and beyond the
state, the vertical accountability which is paghsured from below through the ballot box, is
further strengthened through the presence of annmadiate level of sub-elites placed between
elected political elites and ordinary citizens thaimotes qualified vertical contestation,
competition and mobility between decision makers decision takers. Vertical accountability, it
could be added, is further supplemented from altionaeigh the presence of a range of trans-
national political institutions, Courts and NGOgyigh contest the actions of the Nation States.
Seen from this perspective on control as an outaafrseparated powers, the development of a
pluricentric political system in which political per is dispersed to elites and sub-elites in dsffier
levels and centers of decision making enhancelettet of democratic control rather than

weakening it.
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However, the activation of a system of vertical aondzontal checks and balances, calls for
institutionalized arenas in which autonomous prditelites and sub-elites can pursue negotiated
goals. This is exactly where governance networksrehe stage as an important instrument for
ensuring an ongoing contestation and negotiatedezation between democratically authorized
demoi (Esmark, 2002, 2007). The reason why netwiirkisis task so well is that they, as described
above, are constituted of operationally autonontmuisnterdependent actors who decide to
coordinate their actions in order to reach negedi@toals. As such, governance networks represent
a central means to promote coordinated actiorturaisons where hierarchy is not an option as is
often the case under pluricentric conditions. fexsf to do so by bringing relatively autonomous but
mutually interdependent political elites and sulktesltogether in a shared effort to reach negatiate

policy goals through processes of political coratiésh, negotiation and balancing of powers.

However, in order to give elites and sub-elitesghonomy they need in order to be able to take
part in negotiated decision making within goverreanetworks the patterns of democratic control
and accountability must take a be subtle formhéfriepresented keep their representatives in too
tight a string, governance networks will be unableroduce negotiated agreements. Hence,
democratic control of governance networks mustdvaex out either ex post through intensive
public deliberation, evaluation and contestatiothef outcomes of governance network or through
horizontal and vertical forms of accountability esised through the checks and balances within
and beyond the governance networks. As such, tktestep is to search for ways in which to
promote forms of participation and deliberationt thiahances proactive and horizontal and vertical

forms of control of governance networks.

The question of inter-demoi communality

However, governance networks do not only give psentdo the promotion of new forms of inter-
demaoi control in a pluricentric context. It als@pides a much needed arena for inter-communal
communication. To that end, it is time to realizattthe presence of a strong unitary sense of
communality is not only positive for democracyislin fact a two egged sword. While, a strong
unitary communality enhances democracy by promdtiegability of a group of people to act
together in order to reach collective goals, iedtens democracy by establishing very sharp and
extensive patterns of exclusion. In short: commitynptoduces unity, and unity produces

exclusion.
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In effect, efforts to promote communality sentinsesiiould be pursued with caution and seek to
develop what could be called soft edges. By tha teoft edges’ | refer to the need to develop
agonistic sentiments within and between demoi (GypNn1996; Mouffe, 1993; Tully, 2000). The
goal must be to promote an awareness of the fattile communality that constructs a demos as a
unity, the image of the common good it pursues,thrcotions of what it means to be a good
citizen it prescribes is nothing more than a cagdirt outcome of political decisions, and has no
higher justification than that. This recognitiontbé contingency of political communities and
democratic identities is important because it prasdhe acceptance of difference as something
that is to be dealt with within the realm of denadr decision making and not beyond it through
extensive internal and/or external exclusion. Esicns are inevitable and are a constituting feature
of political decision making. We just need to ackiexlge their political nature, and ensure that the
process through which exclusions are decided iodeatically regulated. Seen from this
angle, the big question is to find out how antagtmisentiments are promoted. The answer to this
guestion is twofold: 1) through the shaping of&iitons in which citizens belong to more than one
political community, and/or 2) through intensifiedmmunication and collaboration between
holders of different political identities eithertihvin a given demos or across demoi, The democratic
promise of the age of pluricentrism is that it ésawverlapping citizenry. As described by theorists
such as Michael Sandel (1996):

politics today is played out in a multiplicity oétsings from neighborhoods to nations to the world
as a whole (.). The civic virtue distinctive to our time is thagacity to negotiate our way among
sometimes overlapping, sometimes conflicting obiayes that claim us, and to live with the tension
to which multiple loyalties give rise. This capgas difficult to sustain, for it is easier to liveth

the plurality between persons than within themar(&el, 1996: 350)

An enforcement of the capacity for what we couldatepluricentric citizenshigalls for

deliberate efforts to upgrade our ability to livétwthe internal tension of multiple loyalties.
Governance networks have much to offer in thiseespgdence, they pave the way for a promotion
of inter-demoi communication between autonomougluially overlapping, interdependent
political identities and images of communality. WNlark Granovetter’s old terms networks are
capable of establishing weak ties of communalityvieen strong ties of unitary communality
(Granovetter, 1973: 1369), and the same line afraemt is characterizes the debate on the ability
of networks to promote social capital not only thgb bonding but also through bridging that is
through the promotion of communication between fogieneous groups (Putnam, 2000; Hazleton
& Kennan, 2000). In other words networks can fumtts a platform for inter-community
participation and deliberation that promotes thestaction of weak images of communality
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between communities held together by more densentorality sentiments. By doing so
governance networks paves the way for the congtruof a degree of inter-demoi communality
that makes the democratic interaction between dewssible, while simultaneously reducing the

closure of intra-demoi-communality that tends toduce intra-demoi exclusion.

Conclusion

The emergence of an age of pluricentrism definitbligllenges the traditional liberal conceptions
and institutionalizations of democratic control aminmunality and the patterns of participation
and deliberation that were meant to enforce thenteSdemocracy is no longer merely an intra-
demos phenomenon, we need to re-conceptualizesaingtitutionalize patterns of democratic
participation and deliberation in a way that proesonter-demoi control and communality.
Governance networks have a crucial role to plahimrespect. Hence, governance networks have
the potential to institutionalize contestation, okggfion and cooperation between a plurality of
elites and sub-elites and to establish weak tie®oimunality between demoi, and thus to maintain
some level of openness and heterogeneity in theativie points of identification within the

individual demos.

However, governance networks are no panacea. Br twdserve as a means to enhance democracy
in the age of pluricentrism they must be democa#itianchored in different ways. As | and Jacob
Torfing suggest elsewhere (2005) governance netshkuld be democratically anchored by
means of four anchorage points: 1) through metagavee carried out by elected political leaders
within the traditional institutions of representatidemocracy at different levels in the multi-leacel
political systems; 2) through different pro-actfeems of representation in the various affected
groups of stakeholders; 3) through public contestend deliberation in a wider citizenry and vis-
a-vis other networks of elites and sub-elites; @nthrough the presence of a democratic network
constitution that includes rules and norms forgkeernal and internal inclusion and exclusion of
network actors and for the handling of conflictshwn the network (Young, 2000; Sgrensen &
Torfing, 2005). Next step in the effort to develppvernance networks into a democratic form of
participation and deliberation is to develop ciédor the democratic anchorage of governance

networks.
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