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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

In the globalization era, the terms via which welenstand the world in which we live
are on the way of a crucial change. The socialgiidical life is now explained by new
concepts. Whilst concepts such as hierarchy anthdity have been descending,
concepts such as partnership, network and infotynale on the rise.

It is claimed that the classical mode of organaatcentered around the principle of
representation is deficient for the governing oflseomplex societies of a globalizing
world. Because in such complex societies, the ddshaddressed to decision-makers are
quite varied, so are the problems and their saistidtdience, it is assumed that political
authorities can not deal with these demands anbBlgms on their own, since they
transcend the boundaries of the nation-state. & sucomplex world, all actors and
institutions, including the state, are deemed muubre inter-dependent and inter-
penetrated at not only national, but also at thermational level. Hence, the interactions
between various actors and institutions, let theamfdrmal actors/institutions or civil
society organizations, intensify to a great ext#farious international, national and local
actors find the opportunity to challenge the morppb the central authority on deciding
and imposing policies. As these actors have begumemand a broader arena of
influence in the process of policy making, the ticdil authorities and other non-state
actors have become to be accepteghasnersin the policy-making process, which is

understood in a broader sense including the negwtieof policies prior to their



formulation. Hence, policy-making is no longemano-directionalprocess in which the
government is the sole policy-maker from the beigigrio the end of the policy-making
process imposing the decisions or policies on theeety from top to down. Thus, the
monopoly of the state actors as the hardcore atyHwlder is gradually replaced with
‘levels of authority’.

Such a change in statehood has brought about @igerashift from government to
governance a new approach in the political science discgland an allegedly new
governing model which came into the fore in the @99 Challenging the traditional
governing model in which governing is carried ow Bovernment itself or by
government intervention; the paradigm of governaswoggestgoverning togetherthat

is by the joint act of state and non-state actdence, governancenplies interactions
amongst various actors, including political autties, which go beyond classical
representation mechanisms. In this way, it paves wlay for the rising weight of
informality on policy-making processes.

In addition to informality, the governance approat¥ems such interactions different
from the ones in the classical mode of governisg @ terms of the position of actors in
relation to each other. Even it is accepted thatesictors are naturally not just like other
actors due to their power resulting from the leg#iion bestowed upon them by
representative democracy, they are still reckongaialeto the other parties in these
interactions. This crucial change in the understandf the mode of policy-making has
necessitated a new concept to explain these itii@nac thenetworkconcept has come
into the foreground in the political science litewr& in this way. It is used more and more

in the academic circles to understand the policiintaprocesses of our times.



The network concept, as a metaphor, connotes suttier ometaphors like
interdependency, partnership, mutuality, infornyaBtc. Hence, it is contradicted with
hierarchy which refers to other metaphors such igsidn of functions, authority,
formality etc. In this way, the two concepts refertwo alternative models of policy-
making. In the network model, policies are madéininetworks through links between
actors in a particular policy domain using the $ooff interaction, negotiation and
bargaining while the classical hierarcial model lieg policy-making through act of
government itself.

The incorporation of the network metaphor into goamce is explained by different
concepts by different scholars. The network apgrdacgovernance is namegktwork
governanceby some scholars (Sgrensen, 2005; Kersbergen & d&aaf004; Ustiiner,
2003) while others call ipolicy networks(Rhodes, 1997b; Marsh & Rhodes, 1992;
Marsh, 1998; Kickert, Kljin and Koppenjan, 1997)ve both these concepts are
synonymous; the concept nétwork governance or governance networkis the words

of Sgrensen & Torfing (2005) - is preferred in th@per because it expresses the two
dimensions of the phenomenon, the ‘governance’ dgio@, as a model and a theory and
the ‘network’ dimension, as a metaphor, as welthesrelationship between these two
dimensions. The notion of governance networks fdevka fact that ‘governance
networks’ is a particular subset of the broaderdafegovernance mechanisms without
ignoring that it is also a particular subset of tireader set of networks (Sgrensen &
Torfing, 2005: 202). For this reason, | prefer t& the concept ajovernance networks

in this paper, interchangeably with its synonynetwmork governance’.



However, it should be underlined that the theorynetwork governance is highly
debatable rather than established. It can not [k teat there is a consensus in the
literature on the theoretical value of ‘network gavance’. In the literature, network
governance is either conceptualized as a theompatel capable of explaining policy
outcomes (Marsh & Rhodes, 1992; Rhodes, 1997b aamivi 1998a & 1998b) or as a
metaphor, which is heuristically useful, but depdvof explanatory power (Dowding,
1995; Ustliner, 2003; Ustlner, 2008). Thus, onadihe hand, the network governance
model is based on a slippy ground. On the othedhtnis provides an advantage; the
emphasis on the metaphorical value of the networicept by scholars such as Dowding
and Ustiiner enables one to use the network coneefaiphorically at different contexts.
Hence, the network metaphor provides an analytaall at different contexts albeit not
an integrated and generalized theory (Ustiiner, 2688 In this paper, the phenomenon
of network governance is taken as an approachrréthe a theory or a model as well.
This paper does not deal with providing a netwaokupe or demonstrating a network
model. Rather, the paper scrutunizes whether tberdtical framework of the network
governance approach provides an analytical toahadyzing the activities of the Konrad
Adenauer Stiftung in Turkey which constitutes thbjsct of the paper. It is believed that
some tools in the network governance approach a@arhdipful in elaborating the
relationships of the Stiftung in the Turkish paidi terrain. Hence, the objective of the
paper is not to provide a general picture of nekswan Turkey in the sense of networks
as structures to be mapped. Rather, the paperds@ametworking as a practicdt also
focuses onactors in elaborating these networking practices. | thihlat this is an

important contribution of this paper to the exarioma of the governance practices in



Turkey in the academic circles. The studies orgtheernance practices in Turkey mainly
focus on the changes at the institutional-judidéadels, which are very important for
understanding the restructuring of Turkey accordingthe governance paradigm.
However, the processes of the preparation of tbkaages are not that much elaborated
in the literature. | believe that this paper cdnites to shedding light on these processes
by focusing on several key actors involved in theeeesses.

Konrad Adenauer Stiftung (KAS) is one of the Gernpalitical foundations working in
Turkey together with the HBS, the FES and the FINShe literature, German political
foundations are generally handled in terms of thele as an actor in international
democracy assistance. Hence, the role they unéertakhe political life of various
countries is appreciated in the literature as wellithis paper, | deal with their political
role as well, but in the context of the role ofpedfic foundation, that is the KAS, in the
networking practices in Turkey rather than in tlemtext of international democracy
assistance in order to shed a light on policy-mgkirocesses in Turkey.

These foundations are called ‘political foundatiosgice they are affiliated with a
German political party. For instance, Christian Democratic Party (CDU)iliafed
Konrad Adenauer Stiftung is committed to the Chaistdemocrat ideology which it
defines at the right of the centre of the politisalectrum (Konrad Adenauer Stiftung,
2007a). Strictly ideologically-oriented, German ipchl foundations act in the light of
several policy goals determined by their ideologiadues. They deal with several issues

and policy fields in compliance with their ideologi stances. As regards the KAS, its

! However, the foundations themselves reject thel lab‘party-foundation’, which is used to call theoy
the Turkish public, since it has repercussionsithaty these foundations work like the externalruta of
German political parties (Interview with Dirk Trolegd 2006).



office in Turkey carries out facilities about vargissues including mainly subsidiarity,
decentralization and democraticization. In thisseeiit is interested in a broad issue arena
which encompasses many of the current policy fieldBurkey. In this way, it gets into
touch with various actors within the civil sociggrrain as well as the political terrain. In
fact, among the political foundations in Turkeyjsitthe one with closest contacts with
the political authorities and decision-makefEhis is why | prefer to deal with the KAS
instead of other German political foundations iis {paper. | assume that the KAS is one
of the key players in the networking practices iarkey within the policy-making
processes in particular fields which corresponiistadeological tenets.

Within this framework, this paper consists of twaimchapters. The first main chapter
consists of the theoretical background of the papeslaborates the network approach.
The theoretical chapter begins with an overviewhef governancemodel because the
approach of governance networks has its groundanoongoing debate on governance
which intensively interrogated the role of govermten governing the society. In this
part, the conditions which brought about the emergeof governance as well as the
main premises of this approach are presented.elthioretical chapter, the approach of
governancenetworks is elaborated subsequently. Here, | mattistanction between the
network metaphor and governance networks; the nmktapproach is elaborated within
two parts, one including the network metaphor,dtieer including governance networks
since the network concept as a metaphor is usethiy fields of life beyond the policy-

making process, i.e. in natural sciences and abtbanizational level as an alternative

2 This is the reason why the main office of the KiASurkey is located in Ankara, the capital citgther
than inistanbul, the largest metropolitan city of Turkeg. Jan Senkyr, the representative of the Turkey
Office of the KAS says, “our main counterparts lg@ernments, parliaments, ministries, the main
institutions and also main civil society organieat are usually based in the capital city, Ankara”
(Interview with Jan Senkyr, 2007).



model of organizational structure. In the first tpdrpay attention to through which
concepts the network metaphor is conceptualizets Adélps to understand the premises
upon which the network governance approach rest#hd other part, the approach of
governance networks is scrutinized. For this ahm, drigin and the main characteristics
of governance networks are illustrated firstly. Sedpuently, different types of
governance networks according to the closenessatfons between the actors as well as
comparison of governance networks with other apgres to interest group
representation are put in order to evaluate thevor&ing practices of the KAS from
these aspects in the subsequent chapter. Lastycaitroversial issues in the literature
on governance networks will be explored in ordemtovide the basis for a critical
evaluation of the network governance approach, hwvhic added to the end of the
theoretical chapter as concluding remarks.

In the second main chapter, information about the¥n@n political foundations in
general and about the KAS specifically is giventerms of mission, organization and
activities. The subsequent part investigates thigites of the KAS within the context of
the network approach. In this part | concentratenetworking practices in which the
Konrad Adenauer Stiftung takes place with spec#ference to the relations of the KAS
to the Union of Turkish Municipalities and to thesfice and Development Party. While
doing so, | attribute special attention the reladgitip between the KAS, the UTM and the
JDP in the policy field of local government, sinnehe policy issue of local government
reform, all these actors are engaged in the ma&inthe new regulatations through
negotiation and bargaining. | do not claim that tékations between these actors denote

to a network model; as mentioned before | concentom networking as a practice.



However, | believe that one can benefit from someast in the network governance
approach such as informalitgnd resource dependency to understand this nesii. In
addition, with the analysis of this relationshi@iin to shed light upon the role the KAS
undertakes in these networks of interaction. | alsluate this relationship in terms of its
correspondence to different approaches to intgresip representation in this part.

In the attempt of analysis explained above, | l#lsidenefit from the evaluation of the
research results of the interview | conducted wigin Senkyr, the representative of the
office of the KAS in Turkey. The points stated belare the main points asked in the
interview for the sake of operationalization:

» the societal sector which is the most prior toKIAS in its activities,

» the way by which it gets in touch with the Turkglblic in its activities,

» its relations with national and local Turkish peldiuthorities or decision-makers.
This interview constitutes the major methodologiwcall of the study. The reports of the
two conferences on the policy field of local goveant conducted jointly by the KAS
and UTM with the participation of the officials frothe Ministry of Interior of the
Turkish Republic are the other major tools in thaleation of the relationship between
the KAS, the UTM and JDP.

In the conclusive chapter of the paper, the ovarglments and the conclusions reached

are mentioned briefly.

% Informality is generally referred to either ecorionacitivities that are not registered before state
institutions or face-to-face, personal relationship studies on social sciences. However, | usadiras,
‘informal’ and ‘informality’, in a different sens@n this paper; these terms refer to non-governnienta
mechanisms/ interactions that rely on ideationetdie such as trust and common values rather thramaf
rules/procedures and that highly involve non-staters in this paper.



CHAPTER II

NETWORK APPROACH TO GOVERNANCE

2.1. Governance

The theory of governance has emerged in a worlkedaby the transformation of the
state under the globalization process. Globalinagigo reshapes the lenses by which we
perceive the world through redefining phenomen# sigcnation-state and governing. By
globalization states are being increasingly cawghtn restructuredvebs of powethat
limit or transform their tasks, roles and acti\stiby altering the context within which
states exist and operate (Cerny, 2000: 22 — engploaiginal). Factors such as boost in
transnational operations due to technological iations, and internationalization of
politics and economy led to the crisis of the slbedainterventionist state model of the
Cold-War era. Neo-liberal policies came into theefrom 1980s on claiming that the
state had to withdraw from its role in the econonsiphere. Hence, with the
implementation of neo-liberal policies, many sodaties of the state were delivered to
the private sector. Neo-liberal process has beekeddy the commodification of many
areas which were considered public affairs befardhsuch as education and health
services.

With this partial ‘de-statization’ process as Jes§b997) calls ift various issue areas

which were previously under the domination of stteereignty started to be considered

* Jessop (1997) acknowledges that globalizationtivasmore impacts on nation-states in addition ® th
partial de-statizatiorof politics: internationalization of policy regimes and thelenationalizationof
statehood, which all have paved the way for theringation of the state’s traditional central rate
governing.



to concern various actors besides the state atthetimational and international levels.
The change in statehood has brought about the igarashift from ‘government’ to
‘governance’ The monopolization of authority by a single cehénatity, the state, is the
most prominent aspect of traditional government ehddom which the governance
model distinguishes itself through suggesting aisteibution of power through a
network of actors’ (Briatte, 2006: 2)n the same vein, according to Jessop,
There is a movement from the central role of doffiGtate apparatus in securing
state-sponsored economic and social projects aliticabhegemony towards an
emphasis on partnerships between governmental;gosernmental and non-
governmental organizations in which the state agiparis often onlyirst among
equals This involves the complex art of steering muttiglgencies, institutions
and systems which are both operationally autononfous one another and
structurally coupled through various forms of reogal interdependence.
Governments have always relied on other agenciesdtthem in realizing state
objectives or protecting state power beyond then&brstate apparatus. But this
reliance has been reordered and increased. Tha/eeleeight of governance has
increased on all levels... (Jessop, 1997: 574-5 -hasip added)
While showing the changes in statehood due to gkaisn, Jessop (1997: 576) warns
us that these changes do not exclude a continammgy crucial political role for the
national state but it is a role which is redefinasl a result of the more general
rearticulation of the local, regional, national asupranational levels of economic and
political organization. Jessop (1997: 576) adds ‘therhaps the most important role for
the national state in this context is that of mg&ernance, i.e. coordinating different
forms of governance and ensuring a minimal coheremsong them”. In the same line,
Dunsire (1993) explains the function of government governance as follows:

“Government with a minimum use of power and resesinmay intervene when a group

infringes upon the rights of others but this wi# B temporary support to the party in
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need” (Dunsire, 1993: 28, quoted in Ozkan 2007, 2T¢nce, as regards the problematic
of sovereignty,t can be argued that the sovereignty of the nattate remains as an
institution; but its content has changed at thell®f regulative rules in the sense that a
transformation away from governance in the contd#xhational government towards
multilevel governance at overlapping national, larad international levels is under way
(Sorensen, 2004: xiii-xiv).
The building mentality of the governance approaeles upon the idea that political
power should be used not solely by governmentjdiatly with civil society and market
actors. In this sense, the governance approach rdmesuggest putting the state out of
action like the proposals of neo-liberal policigss different from neo-liberalism from
this aspect (Buyukkoray, 2007: 8). Rather, it sstg¢he abolishment of the distinction
among state, society and market who ought to balgmurtners. In this way, it redefines
the role of the state at not only economic, bub @t political and societal spheres. As
Kooiman (2003) states, “the state in modern sodetyery much alive, although its
traditional position of being elevated above itbjeats, either as individual citizens or
groups, is being eroded, either unwillingly or orva@untary basis” (Kooiman, 2003:
130). In this vein, governance theory assumes lie&trearchyreplaces bureaucratic
hierarchy in the global age; societyds-governedoy equal partners composed of civil
society, market and state actors, which leads ptacement of the distinction between
the ruler and the ruled in co-governance. Koointgues,
It seems quite clear that most of the traditicoraprimary public responsibilities
are solidly under the umbrella of the state. Howgeteere is also a range of
governing tasks where we see shift towarolgyovernancesuch as in responsive
and interactive policy making, or by self-governigither by privatizing them or

leaving them to profit or non-profit parties (Koam 2003: 130 — emphasis
added).
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However, to my concern, an absolute distinctiotwieen ‘government’ and ‘governance’
is not plausible. The answer to the question ofdwoverns’ has not changed; still it is
the government who governs. The change which camoatawith governance is, as
Briatte (2006: 3) expresses, essentially in thesmaywhich governing is carried out
rather than in terms of the governing agent.

Within this framework, concepts such as “partngrshicooperation” and “interaction”
come to the fore as key words. For instance, KaairfR003: 5-11) emphasizes “a
shared set of responsibilities” among actors inoaiety who have become more
conscious of theiinter-dependenciesn each other with globalization.

The concept of governance is used in variousdigidh various meanings. Hence there
are many types of governance. The most widespreaaiuthe concept of governance is
found in the field of development studies with tabel ofgood governanceThis term,
mainly used by international organizations like Werld Bank and the United Nations,
assumes a linear and positive link between devetopndemocracy and governance
(Bayram@lu 2005: 129). Thegood governanceapproach advocates the so-called
‘second-generation reforms’. These reforms are mdlge recommended for
developing/under-developed countries by internafioarganizations and consist of
recommendations such as reducing public spendingesting in primary health,
education and social protection, promoting the gigvsector by regulatory reform,
reinforcing private banking, reforming the tax gystand promoting the principles of
‘transparency’ and ‘accountability’ in governmemtdacorporate affairs (Kersbergen &
Waarden, 2004: 145). According to a report of Wdkhk published in 1992 with the

title of “Governance and Development”, good goveocemodel recommends “respect
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for the law and human rights at all levels of goweent as well as a pluralistic
institutional structure and a free press” (Leftwid®93: 610, quoted in Rhodes, 1997b,
49). In this respect, as Leftwich (1994) puts “gogalvernance means a democratic
capitalist regime presided over by a minimal stategftwich, 1994: 370, quoted in
Akdeniz, 2001: 1).

The adaptation of good governance to the fielpublic administration brings us to
another type of governanc&ew public managemenwhich aims to introduce the
premises of good governance into public organinatidNew Public Management, which
deems the market a model for the public sectotingisishes between “steering” on the
one hand, a term related to German sociology wimgilies ‘policy decisions’ in its use
in the governance literature, and “rowing” on thhes hand, which implies ‘service
delivery’. On the grounds of a new teremtrepreneurial governmenit is argued that
the role of government should be more concerneld stgering than rowing (Osborne &
Gaebler,1992, quoted in Kersbergen & Waarden, 2008).

When ‘good governance’ is introduced into the gi@vsector, we encounter with the
term, corporate governancevhich refers to the system of direction and cdntb
business corporations (Kersbergen & Waarden, 2D04).

The type of governance which belongs to the salkcgihere is calledelf-governance.
This approach attributes communities within ciateety the ability to self-organize. The
ability to self-organize implies the capacity ofced formations to create the tools by
which they maintain their own identity. Hence, astm a society are highly autonomous
from each other (Bayrangtu, 2005: 136-8). Within this context, Kooiman (3)0one of

the prominent names of this approach, has develbpgetheory on the grounds of the
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concepts ofinteraction and autonomy For him; governance is about the regulations of
interactions. Face-to-face participatory interawtiogive way to self-governance,
reciprocal interactions leads to co-governance edelintervention paves the way for
hierarchical governance (Kooiman, 2003: 23-4).

The societal organizational mode that is expressetthe “co-" prefix in the governance
literature is calledco-governance(Bayramglu, 2005: 148) in other words, “co-
phenomena” or “co-modes of modern governan€g-governance focuses on organized
forms of interactions: Various autonomous actorthwvheir own identities and hidden
agendas communicate, collaborate or co-operateouiitta central or dominating
governing actor within the confines of an agreedrumission or strategy (Kooiman,
2003: 96-8).

The last type of governanceetwork governances based on similar premises with co-
governance. This approach will be elaborated imibet the third part of this chapter.

Hence, it is not explained here.

2.2. The ‘Network’ Metaphor

Since 1990s, the terrmetwork has been more and more extensively pronounced in
studies in the disciplines of political science agmablic administration. The policy
making processes and structures have been freguexuained in the light of this term.
Hence, in the governance literature, ‘network’ ged as a generic term. Networks are
considered a different governing structure in addito markets and hierarchies (Rhodes,
1997b: 47). As Kersbergen & Waarden note,

networks are explicitly conceptualized as plucenforms of governance in
contrast to multicentric [and related to this atstigi and anarchic] (market) and

14



unicentric or hierarchical forms (state, firm hietay) (Kersbergen & Waarden,
2004: 148).

Networks, as an alternative mode of societal antitigad organization, challenge
traditional societal organization and traditionabda of governing. To understand the
political implications of networks, one should fiysunderstand the generic term of
‘network’ which has societal connotations in aduitito political connotations. In the
sociology discipline, there are important scholéke Castells and Kooiman. Castells
(1996) argues that we live inreetwork societicomposed of automatic, not planned or
structured networkdgue to technological innovations in the field ofroounication and
informatics. In line, Kooiman (2003) considers gmance not solely related to policy-
making, but also as the regulation of all intei@tsi at societal and political spheres.

The networkmetaphor has its roots in sociology, in #ngopoietic and self-referential
systems theory.Developed by the biologists Maturana and Vareld970s to explain
some biological systems that can reproduce themsgllis theory has later been adapted
to sociology by the prominent social systems tleduhmann. According to this theory,
self-referential systems refer only to themselvédslevcoping with disturbances from
outside. They are self —referentially closed (Kitk& Koppenjan, 1997: 54). Social
systems of this kind are autonomous and have tipacdg of self-formation, self-
organization and self-reproduction. They can kdeprtauthentic characteristics, or in
other words, internally closed identities while pesding to external factors (Ustiner,
2003: 54-5; Bayramgu, 2005: 140).

Networks are associated with several notions. H®98: 39) presents the visual and
spatial metaphors as well as the counter-metaptepisting the network concept in a list

which demonstrates the synonyms, antonyms and nseisgthe groups of which the

15



concepts form a subset) of the network concepthi way, this list provides greater

insights about the implications of the network agptc

Table 1. Synonyms, antonyms and universes of thetmerk concept

Synonyms Antonyms Universe
nexus hierarchy collective action
web market structure
linkage dissensus relationship
association disorder coordination
mutuality atomism order

coalition rigidity governance
community struggle organization
consensus individualism -

Source:Hay, 1998: 39.

As shown in the table, there are crucial similasitbetween the structure of networks and
the internet. Internet can be perceived as the ellabof a plenty of communication
nodes. Each node can be perceived as a single mkettdach network in internet has its
own mission and characteristics due to their pacldommunication languages. These
networks are connected to each other by an opgrayistem. Hence, whereas each local
network is self-referentially closed, there is adsdluidity of information and opinion
amongst networks between users in a local netwdidk are equal to each other as such
in heterearchy in the network approach (Ustiined32®1-2). Furthermore, the internet
system is resistant to external influences; like tletwork systems, it has the capacity to
maintain its integrity in the face of external meses. For instance, lack of connection

between some nodes does not interrupt the whaenigit system unless either the server

® However, Hay underlines that he talks about thevoek discourse within the context of this listffdrent
from the discourse, both metaphors expressed asnggms and antonyms can exist together in actual
networks in social practice (Hay, 1998: 39).
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which connects one region to another or richesesad terms of linkage with others are
blocked, since such a blockage leads to the disrupf the character of the system

(Erzan, 2005: 18).

2.3. Network Governance

As a result of critical changes that affected th@pe of government, the act of governing
shifted from ‘governing by government’ to ‘govergiby network’. Goldsmith & Eggers
(2004: 10-24) defines four trends that emerged #ith1990s and brought about such a
change in the public sector:

e Third-party governmentthe rise in the use of private firms and non-profit
organizations to do government’s work of delivergggvices and fulfilling public
policy goals.

» Joined-up governmenthe increasing tendency for multiple governmennaggs,
sometimes even at multiple levels of governmentjoin together to provide
integrated service.

» The digital revolutionthe recent technological advances that reducedbts of
partnering.

e Consumer demandincreased citizen demands for more choices in publi
services.

As seen, the paradigm of network governance didewolve in a vacuum, but in a
specific historical-socieatal context. Therefoles €xpansion of the so-called governance
networks is not the outcome of a wholesale or ictahie process but the outcome of the

change of the wider (global) structural contexelitCerny, 1997: 2 — parenpaper
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original). As a result of this change, in our agelicies are more or less made through
networks which encompass various supra-nationdipmel and sub-national actors —
public, semi-public or civil- who participate inpaocess of bargaining and negotiation.
This alternative model of governing can be desdriag a “more complex, multilateral,
bargaining relationship in which the various ingrgroups interact among themselves,
as well as directly with government” (Peters, 1928 quoted in Marsh, 1998). Hence, in
our age, “government does not perform all the gower itself” (Kickert, Kljin and
Koppenjan, 1997: 2).

The theoretical roots of the network approach teegaance lie beneath the disciplines of
policy science, organizational science and polits@ence. With the evolution of the
policy science discipline from ‘rational actor’ meldo the conceptualization pblicy as

a multi-actor processthe idea that policy processes can be steeredrlat least be
analyzed from the perspective of a single actor alsdished. Constituting a break with
the traditional approach, the process model dresvsttholars’ attention to variety of
actors with conflicting interests and problem digioms as well as the highly dynamic
and unpredictable nature of the policy processédlith the introduction of the
interorganizational theoryto the organizational science discipline, the oizmtions
began to be considered as not a unity, but asuatste consisting of subsystems which
need to be coordinated. In addition, the concepesdurce dependencthe core idea of
interorganizational theory, had a considerableugrice on the network approach to
governance. Lastly, in the political science dibog the evolution of the approaches to

interest group representation from the literatune pturalism and corporatism to the
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literature on subsystems/policy communities conted substantively to the network
approach to governance (Klijn, 1997: 15-29).
‘Governance networks’ can be defined as:

1. a relatively stable horizontal articulation of irdependent, but operationally
autonomous actors;

who interact through negotiations;

which take place within a regulative, normative angnitive framework;

that is self-regulating within limits set by extatragencies; and

which contributes to the production of public puspdSgrensen & Torfing,
2007a: 9).

abkown

Unpacking the elements in this definition revedls features attributed to governance
networks. First of all, governance networks, likelf-producing and self-referential
systems in the nature, are considered to be sensibiout protecting theautonomous
structure throughout their interactions with goweemt in the policy-making process
(Ustiiner, 2003: 56 — emphasis added). Differennhftioe classical modes of governing in
which the central authority is the prime actor éinel struggle for access to contact with
political authorities is of central importance, govance networks are considered to have
a central role in the outcome of ultimate decisipakcies since they “resist government
steering, develop their own policies and mouldrteavironments” (Rhodes, 1997b: 52).
Since governance networks are autonomous, theglsoself-organizing:*networks are
not accountable to the state: they are self-orgagiiZRhodes, 1997b: 53). Hence, they
areself-governingAs Kooiman puts,
When corporate actors, both the governing and tbeemed, coalesce,
governance becomes complicated. This happens wheatep corporate actors
combine forces with fragmented political-administra authorities to pursue their
own interests. At such points actor constellationgy arise in the form of
networks, in which state and corporate actors @pdtie, often with cross-

alliances between them... Wherever corporate gover@ictors, representing
different societal domains, are able to organizsvaiks in which they combine
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resources from those domains for common purpolesgtnetworks will show
strong self-governing tendencies... In these netwottks distinction between
governing object and subject becomes practicaljyossible to define (Kooiman,
2003: 83).
In the network model, all actors drgerdependendn each other -in terms of knowledge,
innovative ideas, funding, formal authority etcgf{@sen & Torfing, 2007b: 98) — in
order to achieve their goals no matter how selfigeht they are. It can be said that
governance networks develop and exist becauseeointerdependency between actors
which results from the fact that resources are distribateer various actors rather than
accumulated in the hands of a single agency. Aaegrtb the network governance
approach, in societies as complex as ours, whichletermined by the resources
possessed by an actor (Klijn, 1997: 33), powerissriduted rather than monopolized
because:
No single actor, public or private, has all knodge and information required to
solve complex dynamic and diversified problems; actor has sufficient
overview to make the application of needed instmiseffective; no single actor
has sufficient action potential to dominate uniially in a particular governing
model (Kooiman, 1993: 4, quoted in Rhodes, 1990k 5
Due to these factors, non-state actors are incrglgsiinvolved in policy-making
processes, which leads to the fact that the boiesddretween public, private and
voluntary sectors become shifting and opaque (Rhod897b: 53). Hence, network
governance approach acknowledges that governmenplgitly dependent on its social
environment in today’s world. Government is no maide to steer society from a
position above and detached from society; governnteelf is only a part of the social

system (Kickert, Kljin and Koppenjan, 1997: 5) Thesition of the government in

policy-making has changed from authoritative altasa ‘from above’ to the role of
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‘activator’ (Eising & Kohler-Koch, 2000:5, quotea iKersbergen & Waarden, 2004:
150). Kickert (1993) presents a good explanatiathis so-called change:
The control capacity of governments is limited ®onumber of reasons: lack of
legitimacy, complexity of policy processes, comiytigxand multitude of
institutions concerned etGovernment is only one of many actors that infleenc
the course of events in a societal syst&overnment does not have enough
power to exert its will on other actors. Other sbénstitutions are, to a great
extent, autonomous. They are not controlled by single superordinated actor,
not even the government. They largely control thelues. Autonomy not only
implies freedom, it also implies self-responsililifAutonomous systems have a
much larger degree of freedom of self-governandekgt, 1993: 275, quoted in
Rhodes, 1997b: 52).
In the other side of the coin lies the fact thateayoment can make advantage of such its
incapacity to govern alone to bestow more legitiynan the decisions and policies by
integrating various actors into policy-making/demismaking processes. Governments
may confront self-governing networks or may considetworks as an instrument to
increaseoutput legitimacy(success of policies; Kersbergen & Waarden, 2068) and
input legitimacy (political representation of different interestsersbergen Waarden,
2004: 158) since the consultation mechanism in oedsv help legitimize decisions.
Hence, “governance networks are seen as imponatriuments for the aggregation of
information, knowledge and assessments that cam dnedlifying political decisions”
(Segrensen & Torfing, 2007a: 13). To conclude, aatir (2006) puts, “the creation of a
more participatory style of governing does not méaat government is in reality less
powerful” (Pierre & Peters, 2000:49, quoted in Bea2006: 2).
Interdependencies between actors bring about thd ofinteraction concertationand

cooperationamong actors in order to benefit from the oppatyuto exchange resources

and negotiate the policy goals and expected outsoifige negotiations in governance
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networks are carried out through bargaining betwparticularistic interests in the
pursuit of advantage-maximization and throudgliberation. Bargaining in networks
must be embedded in a wider framework of delibenativhich facilitates learning and
common understanding, so that a rough consensus @ertain proposal, albeit not a
unanimous consensus, is reached within the netwdekpite the existence of
disagreements (Sgrensen & Torfing, 2007a: 10).

The interactions in governance networks are rootéttust, reputation, reciprocity and
mutual interdependence’ (Larson, 1992, quoted indek, 1997b: 52). As Sgrensen &
Torfing (2007d: 312) note, the network actors mighate conflicting preferences and
interests, might come from different cultures, anajht use different linguistic and
behavioural codes. However, they still consentucspe a common goal and objective
rather than seeking for merely self-interests. Tetwork actors’ compliance with
common decisions is ensured not through a stick asdegal sanctions, but through the
generalized trust and political obligation (Sgrenge Torfing, 2007a: 12). The actors
trust that the other actors will also play theirtpand feel an obligation to contribute to
the realization of common goals and objectives €8gen & Torfing, 2005: 202). As
Marsh (1998a) quotes from the thoughts of Germdmolacs on networks, “networks,
because of the frequent interactions involved &edcbonsequent developmentsbfared
valuesand trust, develop a problem-solving capacity in which astdo not narrowly
forward their self-interests” (Marsh, 1998a: 9).this respect, the aim of the network is
to reach a so-called ‘common good’ beyond the dargaterests of network members.
Governance networks contribute to the productionpuoblic purpose -which is an

expression of visions, values, plans, policies aagulations that are valid for and
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directed towards the general public- within a dartaea. Network actors are engaged in
political negotiations about how to identify andlv& emerging policy problems
(Sgrensen & Torfing (2007a: 10-1). In this way,weeks are assumed to contribute to
deliberation in public life and to societal problamlving. In this sense, network means
more than the sum of its parts but it does not titois a homogeneous and completely
integrated whole (March & Olsen, 1995: 27, Schai®97: 47, quoted in Sgrensen &
Torfing, 2007a: 10). Whilst the network governanoedel conceives civil society,
bureaucracy and market as structures of umbretlaanks at a macro-scope, it does not
conceive the network structures as a homogeneoits like the classical governance
model, but as a heterogeneous structure composeariafus sub-networks(Ustiiner,
2003: 50- emphasis added).

Interactions in governance networks are mainly @foezontal nature, although minor
hierarchical elements can also develop (Kooima®32@.04). This fact is a result of
another characteristic of governance netwoltkasterearchy.Heterearchy impliegshe
absence of a central or dominating actor and gmyoai given goals of one central actor.
Hence, it replaces hierarchy that is found in ttadal governing models. In the network
model, the relationship between state and otheraitakes place between equal parties;
“government is only first among the equals” (Jessb@97: 574) or in other words
“government is only one of many actors that inflcethe course of events in a societal
system” (Kickert, 1993: 275, quoted in Rhodes, 19%2). Nonetheless, one should not
conceptualize the so-called ‘equal status of netvamtors’ in an absolute sense. The
interdependency in networks is ‘asymmetric’; thénmek actors are unequal in terms of

authority and resources. For instance the centaémment has more legal resources
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than any other domestic actor (Rhodes, 1997b:Nénetheless, no actor can determine
another actor’s strategy, to put it differently; aotor can use his/her power to exert
hierarchical control over another actor withouking ruining the network. This can be
explained by the interdependency among networksetod by the fact that participation
and exit is voluntary in networks (Sgrensen & Tragfi2007a: 9-10).

Heterearchy means that network governance mean$ mmace than interactive and
participatory policy-making. Interactive policy ma§ as a governing style can be found
in traditional governing models intensively anchatearly a phase as possible in relative
openness (Kooiman, 2003: 128). Interactive poligkimg is also a tenet of classical
governance approaches. However, network governag®t synonymous with the
governance approach albeit it is considered ortbetypes of governance. Though the
role of the state is confined to ‘steering’ ratki®n ‘rowing’ in the classical governance
approach, still it is the state that decides thedtiion of policies (policy objectives) as
well as policy tools. The policy-making discretiohstate authorities is neither delegated
nor shared actually; only non-state actors arerpuwated to ‘steering’ in the process of
the exercise of this discretion; the state permdas-state actors to have a voice in the
policy-making process. In addition, the functiorisaotors in the policy-making process
are strictly pre-determined; hierarchy which dtidls a considerable weight in traditional
governing model implies a strict division of furats. However, heterearchy does not
take such a pre-determined functional division asaais (Ustiiner, 2003: 52). In a
similar vein, Kooiman (1993) who conceptualizesgoance as co-governance on the
grounds of interaction and heterearchy in line wite network governance approach,

acknowledges that governance differs from goveriarggoal-directed interventions) in
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the sense that governance is the result (or thal teffects) of social-political-
administrative interventions and interactions (Koan, 1993: 258; quoted in Rhodes,
1997b: 50). Governance through networks entailerstg and guiding rather than
coercion, commanding and controlling. There exigts act of management in the
network governance model; but it is not a monoddiomal authority relationship, rather
it is a multi-dimensional relationship based onowbnation of various interests and
agendas’, ‘being steered while steering’ and fosuse ‘inputs required for the network
rather than policy outputs’. Within this contextetaim of the act of management is not
to command or control, but to solve singular proideas a facilitator and based on
adhocracy(Ustiiner, 2003: 58). Management activities arectie to a greater extent at
improving and sustaining interaction between ddferactors involved and at uniting the
goals and approaches of those actors. Furthernmosntrast to the classical model, in
the network governance model, the management f@ewernmental actors is no longer
self-evident. In principle every actor involved cperform an issue-based management
role (Klijn, 1997: 33). The steering agency emergesomatically as an outcome of
spontaneous processes of interaction and coopeiatgitiner, 2003: 52).
Therefore, the production of complex interactiond apargaining processes within
networks isunpredictable in the sense that it can not be pre-estimaisdKlijn (1997)
notes,
Policy processes in networks are unpredictabtecamplex. Not only are many
actors involved but actors’ preferences changaencburse of the interaction. As
a result of a situation where there are many astitts different strategies and a
wide variety of goals, actors cannot know in adeanthich outcomes are likely

to occur and which targets they can meet in thege® They have to learn this
partly during the process itself (Klijn, 1997: 32).
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By the same token, Kooiman underlines that “unidésh as well as intended
consequences are inherent in governing interactioesto tensions within and between
roles of actors and situational factors” (Kooima@03: 14).

Associated with these tenets explained above, narheterearchy, horizontality,
unpredictability, another crucial concept in thetwwrk governance approach is
informality. As Kenis and Schneider (1991) put, “an imporehtantage of the network
concept is that it helps us understand not onlgn&drinstitutional arrangements but also
highly complexinformal relationshipsn the policy process” (Kenis and Schneider, 1991:
27 — emphasis added, quoted in Blom-Hansen, 19). & line, governance “embraces
governmental institutions, but it also subsunmésrmal, non-governmental mechanisms
which do not “derive from legal, formally prescribeesponsibilities” (Rosenau, 1992: 4
— emphasis added) and which “function effectivélgugh they are not endowed with
formal authority” (Rosenau, 1992: 5). The informeation of policy formation also
implies the opening up a greater space for socidlpmlitical forces outside the state to
become involved in new modes of governance (Ové&li2@02: 7). In conclusion, with
the increase of governance practices, formal aiyh@ being supplemented by an
increasing reliance on informal authority, e.g. Ipiprivate coordination (Pierre, 2000:
3).

Despite informality, processes of institutionaliaat occur in networks more or less,
owing to the fact that interactions in networks drequently repeated; shared
perceptions, relational patterns and interactiotesruare institutionalizedNetwork
characteristics come about in this way (Kickert, Klijn and Koppanj 1997: 6).

Networks exist to routinize relationships (MarstR&odes, 1992: 261; quoted in Rhodes,
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1997b: 12-3); in other words they produce relatiopatterns. Networks do not
correspond to a so-called ‘state of nature’ withaay rule or regulation. Patterned
linkages involved in networks are characterizedniytuality and this implies certain
orderliness -or, at worst, regulated disorder- (HE98: 39). In this sense, there exist
network rules that govern the bargaining proceghiwinetworks (Rhodes, 1997b: 24).
Sgrensen & Torfing (2007a: 10) delineate these ortwules as annstitutionalized
frameworkwithin which the negotiated interactions betwees tletwork actors proceed.
They state that:
The institutionalized framework is amalgam of wogently articulated ideas,
conceptions and rules. As such it hasegulativeaspect since it provides rules,
roles and procedures; rEormative aspect since it conveys norms, values and
standards; @ognitiveelement since it generates codes, concepts anchkpedt
knowledge; and ammaginary aspect since it produces identities, ideologies and
common hopes (Sgrensen & Torfing, 2007a: 10- empladsied).
By the same token, Kickert (1997), who prefers ¢e the concept of ‘policy networks’,
conceives policy networks as “(more or less) stglaltterns of social relations between
interdependent actors, which take shape aroundcypatiroblems and/or policy
programmes” (Kickert, Klijn and Koppenjan, 1997. 6)e states that policy networks
form a certain institutionalized context in whicblipy processes take place (Klijn, 1997:
14). Similarly, according to Blom-Hansen, policytwerks may be understood as
‘institutions’ (Blom-Hansen, 1997: 690) or ‘acti@nenas’ (Ostrom, 1986: 18, quoted in
Blom-Hansen, 1997: 690), i.e. as rules, mainlyrimi@l, constraining the actions of the
participating actors. Rules define the way the gaimeplayed according to the

institutionalist perspective (North, 1990: 4-5, tp in Blom-Hansen, 1997: 677). A

contract forms as an outcome of the game; Lake, adapts the perspective of ‘new
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institutionalism’, claims that “governance is sygorous with making [both formal and
informal] contracts” (Lake, 1999: 33, quoted in Bayagzlu, 2005: 126). Actors make
cost-benefit calculation and bargain in the puretidistributional advantages. Contracts
serve to ensure the conclusions of bargaining (LaR89: 36, quoted in Bayrarga,
2005: 127). Overall, it should be kept in mind thia institutionalized frameworks of
networks, or the network rules, are not stableesithey are embedded in a particular
political and institutional environment which its&d not stable, but dynamic.
Researchers can distinguish between American,sBriand European literatures within
the literature on governance networks.

The American literature is particularly concernedhwsub-governments’ and ‘iron
triangles’ which were explained above. Tgb-governmentsterature is developed by
Ripley & Franklin (1987) on the grounds of the rgtire on ‘sub-systems’ which
emerged in the 1960s to refer to the patternstefaations or clusters of actors involved
in the decision-making process in a certain podioya in the political system of United
States (Klijn, 1997: 25). A critique of pluralism, the stgovernment literature
emphasized the role of a limited number of sector@nted privileged groups with close
relations with government. Thus, in the sub-govesnnsystem, access to policy-making
is restricted to certain groups and government s@iadicies through exclusion of other
interests and compromise between important actéesice, policy-making process is
integrated and institutionalized (Klijn, 1997: 2&).more rigid derivative of the idea of
sub-governments is the term, ‘iron triangle’. T cept stresses the triangular nature of
the relationships involved in the policy-makingusture in the United States, composed

of three powerful actors enjoying an almost symibiatteraction - the administrative
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agency, the congressional committee and the produmnted interest group (Marsh,
1998a: 4).

The studies of British scholars constitute a dddtliterature, though the British literature
is a part of the European literature, owing toc¢batribution of the British-origin studies
to theorizing governance networks. The Britishréitare prefers to use the term, policy
networks. The first names in the British literatwdo studied policy networks, e.g.
Heclo & Wildavsky (1974) and Richardson & Jorda@74Q), drew on the American sub-
government approach. According to Heclo & Wildavgk974), policy is made within a
community of personal relationships by a limiteanoer of actors who interact often and
share common values (Rhodes, 1997b: 35). Similadyy Richardson & Jordan’s point
of view (1979), “policy making takes place within \ariety of policy networks
characterized by close relations between particularests and different sections of
government” (Marsh, 1998a: 6).

Rhodes (1981), one of the most prominent nameseBritish literature, differs from
these scholars since he draws on the Europeaatliteron interorganizational relations.
For this reason, as Marsh (1998a) states, he empbathe structural relationship
between political institutions as the crucial elemén a network rather than the
interpersonal relations between individuals witthinse networks. In addition, he argues
that networks exist at the sectoral rather thansadboral level (Marsh, 1998a: 7).

The European literature, too, prefers the term.cpohetworks. In the European
literature, German and Dutch schools can be idedtifBoth schools share significant
similarities with the British school. Like the Bsh school, the European school believes

that modern society is characterized by functioddlerentiation; thus governance
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networks have a significant influence on policy comes. However, there is a
fundamental difference between the European antisBriteratures. The German and
Dutch schools attribute a much broader significatacpolicy networks. For the British
school, policy networks are a model of interestugroepresentation whereas they are
utterly a new form of governance for the German M&nck school and Dutch scholars
such as Kickert, Klijn and Koppenjan (Marsh, 199B8&).

The German school constitutes the most radical orétwiew in some ways (Kooiman,
2003: 105). This school underlines the diminishgtgering capacity of governments
which paves the way from hierarchical control tdwwk governance. German school
even claims that the distinction between stateawitisociety has been dissolved, which
necessitates a new form of societal and politicalegnance (Marsh, 1998a: 8). In line,
this school suggests that “network thinking willVeaconsiderable impact on future social
theory building” (Kenis & Schneider, 1991: 27, gedin Blom-Hansen, 1997: 672).

The Dutch school rejects both the rational centrbd model and the “policy as a multi-
actor process” model since it claims that centodd pf government is considered as the
point of departure in both models. In the face loése models, the Dutch school
advocates decentralization and the increasing oblocal actors (Bayranghu, 2005:
149, quoted in Kooiman, 2003: 105). Moreover, thghool draws attention to the
institutional aspect of networks like the Germahast; however it primarily emphasizes
the critical role of strategy on network managen{dfdrsh, 1998a: 10).

One of the important contributions of the Britistheol is found in the classification of
governance networks. The literature on governamtearks essentially adheres to the

model of Rhodes, one of the leading names of thiésBrschool, in classifying
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governance networks (Blom-Hansen, 1997: 671). Rhqde81, 1986) developed his
typology to analyze British central-local governmerelations. Recognizing the
weaknesses of this initial typology (1997: 36-@tet, together with another scholar,
David Marsh, he revised this typology and builtchesma known as Marsh & Rhodes
(1992) typology.
Marsh & Rhodes (1992) treat policy networks as mege term explaining types of
relationships between interest groups and govertrirethis sense, ‘policy network’ is a
meso-level concept (Rhodes, 1997b: 43). As MarSBg)Lputs,
Networks can vary along a continuum accordingthe closeness of the
relationships within themPolicy communitiesare at one end of the continuum
and involve close relationshipssue networksre at the other end and involve
loose relationships (Marsh, 1998a: 14).

The Marsh & Rhodes typology can be depicted irbietas follows:

Table 2. Types of policy networks: characteristics of policgmmunities and issue
networks.

DIMENSION Policy Community Issue Network
Membership:
Number of Participants Very limited number, Large.
some groups consciously
excluded
Types of Interest Economic and/or Encompasses range
professional interests of affected interests.
dominate.
Integration:
Frequency of Frequent, high-quality, | Contacts fluctuate in
Interaction interaction of all groups | frequency and
on all matters related to | intensity.
policy issue.
Continuity Membership, values and| Access fluctuates
outcomes persistent over significantly.
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time.

Consensus All participants share A measure of
basic values and accept | agreement exists, but
the legitimacy of the conflict is ever
outcome. present.
Resources:
Distribution of All participants have Some participants
Resources Within resources; basic may have resources,
Network relationship is an but they are limited

exchange relationship. | and basic relationship
is consultative.

Distribution of Hierarchical; leaders can| Varied and variable
Resources Within deliver members. distribution and
Participating capacity to regulate
Organizations members.

Power: There is a balance of Unequal powers,

power among members. | reflecting unequal
Although one group may| resources and

dominate, it must be a | unequal access. Itisja
positive-sum game if Zero-sum game.
community is to persist.
Source:Rhodes, 1997b: 44, adapted from Marsh & Rhode<2:12Z®1.

For the moment, it should be noted that this schdepcts ideal types. In reality, no
governance network is likely to conform completeigher to the type of an ‘issue
network’ or a ‘policy community’. A network mightocrespond to a policy community
from the aspect of certain characteristics, armhtgssue network from the aspect of some
other characteristics. In this respect, Rhodes 14995) states that a network can be
located at some point along the continuum whichrsegith ‘policy communities’ and

ends with ‘issue networks’ rather than fitting tther ends of the continuum.
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2.3.1 Comparison of Governance Networks and Othergproaches to Interest

Group Representation

Governance networks analysis has its theoreticsisba earlier traditions of studies on
interest group politics. It builds on and grows ofithe literature on ‘sub-governments’,
‘pluralism’ and ‘corporatism’ (Jordan, 1990; Margh Rhodes, 1992; Smith, 1993,
quoted in Blom-Hansen: 1997, 670). According to éRe(1997b: 11), who adopts the
policy networks term, “policy networks is a meswdeconcept, focusing on patterns of
interest group intermediation”, that is relatioredvieen interest groups and government.
Thus, it can be acknowledged that governance n&siaeme one of the models of interest
group representation as well.

The American literature on interest group politsesved as a foundation for the body of
research on networks (Peters, 1998: 21-2). Thaestumh ‘sub-governments’ and ‘iron
triangles’ are substantively distinguishable in th@erican literature. Since these two
concepts were elaborated in the previous sub-chapte different geographical
approaches to governance networks, the sub-govetsrirature is not mentioned here
again.

The pluralist approach holds two basic tenets twmaitrast with the sub-government
approach: the potential independence of governrfrem the pressures of particular
interests; and the existence of actual, or poterd@untervailing power alliances which
prevent the dominance of economic interests (Mat€98a: 5). Power is dispersed
widely among various actors (Klijn, 1997: 28). Reed(1997b) expresses the crucial
elements of pluralism as below:

There are many groups, competing with one andtrenfluence over policy in
which the leadership is responsive to its membprstére the ‘government’ —not
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the ‘state’- has a largely passive role, merelyhautatively allocating scarce
resources, with its decisions reflecting the batdamdthin the interest groups
within society at a given time (Rhodes, 1997b: 30).
The corporatistapproach can be considered as the antonym of isleralt differs from
pluralism in several respects: First, it stresdeat, tsimilar to the sub-government
approach, interest group intermediation is limiteca few groups. The interest groups
mainly represent capital or labour, since corpemtemphasizes cooperation between
classes rather than conflict, in contrast to Marnxasnd capitalism. Second, the interest
groups are hierarchically structured; group leadarsdeliver their membership. Groups
also constitute non-competitive, functionally diffatiated categories. Third, the links
among the corporations and government are closes Thity results from a basic
consensus on the functioning of the political asdn@emic system. In the corporatist
model, the ‘state’, not the ‘government’ has arvaatole; the state recognizes or licenses
certain interest groups and grants upon them &septational monopoly in exchange for
observing certain control on them (Rhodes, 1990k1)3
The network approach is similar to pluralism in goraspects:
Pluralism as well as network models assume a euwibgroups all attempting to
influence government [in other words, lobbying] @nrelatively unstructured
manner... The presumed openness of both systemdleérine means that no
group can expect to win on every decision (Pefe88: 23).
On the other hand, there is a critical differenetnMeen pluralist and network approaches
from the aspect dhterest aggregatiora term developed by Almond and Powell (1965):
In the pluralist model of interest group interawcs, there is little or no
aggregation within the interest group universe. gkbups attempt to place their

views before government directly and uncompromisied to find some official
organization that will be receptive to their dem&n@n the other hand, groups in
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a network may be expected to engage in a certaouatof mutual bargaining

and aggregation of views (Peters, 1998: 28).
The participation style in a pluralist system rebla the market structure. Pluralism is
characterized by ‘free association’, ‘free admissiand ‘free exit’ (Klijn, 1997: 28).
Actors organize on the basis of interest groupsgtidi@ation to a pressure group is open
to stake-holders. However, as mentioned earlienetwork governance, actors do not
narrowly forward their self-interests; the aim dfetnetwork is to reach a so-called
‘common good’.
There is another crucial difference between thevodt approach and the pluralist
approach in terms of the problem of ‘concentratdrpower’. In pluralism, there is a
competition for influence over policy, with goverent itself setting the rules of the
game. Hence, power is concentrated on the hantteeafentre, which is detached from
the rest of the society. The interest groups coepéth each other in a quasi free-market
environment and try to affect some of the membéthe government through lobbying.
Therefore, ‘hierarchy’ exists among the partiesthe policy-making process. Policy
decisions are the result of group struggles andimmmh coalitions. Government is the
central actor who ratifies decisions (Klijn, 1928). In contrast, the network approach
assumes that each party is equal and unprivilegeerims of distribution of power. The
aim is not to have an influence on the centre engblicy-making process but to enable
decisions and policies to emerge spontaneously st of the natural interactions
among networks. (Ustiiner, 2003: 50-1). Therefoublip policy making in networks is

about co-operation and consensus-building (Marg88a. 9).
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The last difference between the network approachthe pluralist approach which can
be mentioned concerns the problematic of ‘flexiyilor, in other words, ‘permanence’.
In the pluralist approach, the pressure groupaganized on the basis of flexibility or,
in other words, temporality. With the accomplishiner the goal in question, the
pressure group is disintegrated. The constant deptmn of the disintegration and
formation of pressure groups on the grounds ofudargdemands, to put in a different
way, shifting coalitions on different decisions,ais inherent component of the pluralist
systems. However, ‘permanence’ is an intrinsict tcdi networks. It is not the self-
interests or goals of the components of a netwbet tletermine the formation and
reproduction of networks. Networks, which are idmtly self-referential (in terms of a
closed identity), organize and reproduce themsedpemitaneously. The reason behind
the existence of networks is not seek for influeoiegolicies; rather policies emerge as a
result of the existence of networks, that is inttoms amongst networks (Ustiiner, 2003:
51).

From these aspects, it is assumed that “the netsvapgproach is an alternative to both
the pluralist and the corporatist models” (Rhode3Q7b: 32). However, it should be
noted that this argument is exposed to some cesig&or instance, Peters (1998: 24)
asserts that no criteria exist to differentiatewoeks and communities from other
aggregations of groups and organizations. In auditifor Peters (1998), the
differentiation of networks from alternative struts of interest groups is totally
descriptive and does not provide satisfying guigait comparative case studies of

networks (Peters, 1998: 24).
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2.3.2. Problematic/Controversial Aspects of Governmece Networks

2.3.2.1. Structure versus Agency

The term, ‘structure’, has two connotations: Fystvithin the frame of the network
itself, it implies the structure of the network.c8adly, beyond the frame of the network
itself, it implies the broader macro context. Theictural dimension of networks is a
controversial matter. The studies of Marsh & Rhod&92) on policy networks as well
as Rhodes’ separate studies on the issue can beedemmblematic for thstructuralist
approach, for they concentrate upon network fornough structure-centred analyses
(Hay, 1998: 40).

In terms of the network structure, Marsh & RhodE39Q) see networks as structures of
resource-dependency and emphasize the structokalbetween the interests involved in
the network (Marsh, 1998a: 11). Similarly, Rhod&897b) emphasizes the structural
relationship between political institutions as ttreicial element in a policy network
rather than the interpersonal relations betweenviohabls within those institutions.
Rhodes (1997b: 11) considers networks “as politalctures which both constrain and
facilitate policy actors and policy outcomes”.

Focusing upon the structure, these scholars paptath to the network characteristics.
They claim that networks affect policy outcomesnirahe aspects of existence,
membership and characteristics of a network. Thetridution and type of resources
within a network demonstrate the relative powernetwork members. The different
patterns of resource-dependence constitute onleeofduses of the differences between
policy networks as well. The differences betweetwneks affect policy outcomes. For

example, the existence of a tight policy networkjicla can be called as a ‘policy
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community’ on the basis of Marsh & Rhodes typolatpscribed earlier, constrains the
policy agenda and tends to result in policy continun this sense, policy communities
are much more likely to affect policy outcomes (Blajerg & Marsh, 1998: 53).

On the other hand, policy outcomes also affectcgotietworks; there is a reciprocal
causal link between policy outcomes and policy oeks. In the view of Marsh (1998)
policy outcomes may affect networks in at lease¢hways: First, they may affect the
shape of the policy network directly; a particytaticy outcome may lead to a change in
the membership of the network or to the balanceresiources within it through
disadvantaging certain actors within a network w/ativantaging others. Second, policy
outcomes may have an effect on the structuralipasif certain interests in civil society.
The effect of a policy outcome on the broader datraicture might weaken the position
of particular interests in relation to a given netkvthrough changing the balance of
power within society. Finally, policy outcomes mafyect agents owing to the ‘strategic
learning’, that is learning by experience, of agentthe network (Marsh: 1998, 197). As
Hay (1998) states, since actors in the networkkam@vledgeable and reflexive, they
routinely monitor the consequences of their actamsessing the impact of previous
strategies, and their success or failure in segupimor objectives. If certain actions
within a network fail to produce an outcome beriefito an agent within the network, or
more broadly to the network as a whole, or thosntsgperceive that action as a failure,
then that agent is likely to pursue other strategied actions. Hence, strategic learning
enhances the actors’ awareness of structures amdcdhstraints or opportunities
structures impose on actors, helping, by this veagsequent strategies become more

successful (Hay, 1998: 43).
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The ‘agency-centred’ analyses constitute a secppdoach to networks apart from the
structuralists. This approach concentrates upoerpetsonal and/or group interaction
within networks (Hay, 1998: 40). Dowding (1994 pise of the prominent representatives
of this approach. He claims that policy networks patterns of interaction and resource
exchange. Thus, he privilegemtwork interaction the pattern of resource exchange
between agents within the network, over networlucstre (Marsh, 1998b: 194).
Dowding underlines the ‘bargaining’ process betwienactors within a policy network,
because, he suggests that ‘bargaining’ is the fadtch affects policy outcomes. Hence,
in his view,
...the driving force of explanation, the indeperdeariables, are not network
characteristicsper se but rather characteristics of components within the
networks. These components explain both the natfirthe networkand the
nature of the policy process (Dowding: 1995: 13Mmphasis original).
In terms of the second implication of structures tmoader context, again two approaches
can be identified: According to the Marsh & Rhod&892) approach, network change
primarily results from factors exogenous to thenoek since these factors undermine the
certainties and values within networks although ribvork’s capacity to minimize the
effect of a certain change influences the extedtspeed of that change (Marsh, 1998a:
11). For them, the main dynamic behind the netvatidnge, and thus, policy change lies
in change in broader economic and political sitraind changes in knowledge (Marsh,
1998a: 12). Marsh (1998b: 196) adds two other factioat affect network change: the
role of other policy networks, which are an impattéeature of the context within which

particular networks operate and thus, affect tse and decline of networks; and the
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influence of political authorities, which is one thie most important external constraints
on networks.

In contrast, Dowding (1995) develops a differenprapch in terms of the relationship
between networks and broader context. He suppbetsntegration of ‘rational choice
theory’ to the policy networks discipline; howeviee has not yet provided a fully-
developed agenda for the accomplishment of hisestgm. He believes that the internal
dynamics of networks have a more important impachetworks rather than the broader
social, political and economic context. As suchtwoek change is associated with
changes in the behaviour of strategically calcatatigents within the network. It is the
bargaining between actors which goes on withingyotietworks which affects policy
outcomes. In line, change in policy outcomes meseiplained in terms of ‘endogenous
change’ in the pattern of resource dependencidsmtite network. (Marsh, 1998a: 12)

A dialectical approach should be developed in otdeadvance further beyond these
distinctions. For instance, the policy networks rapgh, which is a meso-level concept,
needs to be integrated with micro-level analysisictv deals with “individual actions and
the decisions of actors within the networks” (Dgegp & Marsh, 1998: 54), to
transgress the dualism between structure and ageacyely the distinction between
network structure on the one hand and interpers@taions within actors in a network
on the other hand. Such integration is crucialabsee albeit conditioned by structure, it
is agents in a network who interpret and mediagecthnstraints structures impose upon
them, who attempt to minimize the constraints arakimize the advantages and who,
more broadly, aim to renegotiate and change thasideemaking scheme. Policy

networks are constructed and reconstructed thrdlwglactions of agents (Daugbjerg &
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Marsh, 1998: 70). Agents are bearers of certaintipns in policy networks; their
strategic decisions, or as Hay (1998: 43) points their strategic actions have direct
effects upon the structured contexts within whibbse actions and future strategy is
embedded by partially transforming the context uesjion. As Marsh (1998b: 195)
expresses, “it is agents who choose policy optitwasgain and conflict and break up
networks”. So the strategic context constantly eeslthrough the consequences of —both
intended and unintended- strategic actions.
The relationships in policy networks are both duted and interpersonal. The
interpersonal aspect of these relationships isagxg@dl above. This explanation should be
integrated with the structural aspect to understatth the words of Hay (1998: 42), “the
dialectical interplay of structure and agency ial i@ntexts of social interaction”. Marsh
(1998hb: 195) presents a good explanation of thetstral aspect of networks:
The relationships within the network are struaturecause they define the roles
which actors play within networks; prescribe thsuess that are discussed and
how they are dealt with; have distinct sets of sulend contain organizational
imperatives, so that at the very least, there pseasure to maintain the network
(Marsh, 1998b: 195).
Therefore, it can be said that policy networksstasactures, shape the preferences of
actors within the networks (Daugbjerg & Marsh, 1998).
Furthermore, the meso-level framework of the gosece networks approach should be
integrated with the macro-level analysis to elat®the dialectical relationship between
networks and the broader context within which theylocated.
Governance networks are not given; they are emlgeddea certain social-political

structure; hence they embody other social, econ@mnét political relations. As Marsh

(1998b) elaborates, networks “reflect exogenouscsires; for example class and gender
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structures. So, the structure of networks oftetece$ the broader pattern of structured
inequality within society” (Marsh, 1998b: 195).

Therefore, Daugbjerg & Marsh (1998: 55) advocales state theory must be integrated
with the policy networks approach because it isstia¢e theory that explains the patterns
of inclusion and exclusion within which network® @&ambedded. State theory deals with
the relationship between the rulers and the rutesdyeen state and civil society; and
“policy networks [encompassing elements of civitisty] are crucial political structures
through which we are governed or ruled” (Daugbj&gMarsh, 1998: 55). The
parliamentary support of certain interest groupsvel as the organizational structure of
state, e.g. the internal division of authority wnttstate actors and institutions has an
influence on the formation and success of polictjwoeks. The structuring of states
affects the position of state actors in the faceciofl society actors. Likewise, the
sympathy of a parliamentary group for a certainietat segment may make particular
networks advantageous and contribute to their gterste. Nevertheless, policy networks
should not be conceived as the natural allies dtiged parties or some state actors.
‘Autonomy from the state’ is a major feature ofwetks. Correspondingly “as a result of
their claims to democratic legitimacy, politicalrpas generally enjoy some autonomy
from interests groups” (Daugbjerg & Marsh, 1998).64

Another factor can be added to the factors reguftiom the broader context that have an
impact upon networks: “the role plblic opinionin shaping the context within which
networks operate” (Marsh, 1998b: 188- emphasis d)ddes an issue begins to cover a
large part of the agenda of the public debate, mbé®, new networks can be formed

around it or that issue begins to enter into thendg of some existing networks.
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Overall, it should be underlined that the exogenfaasors resulting from the broader
context do not have an effect on the network inddpat of the structure of, and
interactions within the network: “All such exogemsoahange is mediated through the
understanding of agents and interpreted in theesomtf the structures, rules/norms and

interpersonal relationships within the network” (gl 1998b: 197).

2.3.2.2. Network Governance versus Hierarchy

Though markets and hierarchies are conceived asritenyms of networks, for Hay
(1998), markets, hierarchies, networks, each canséen as different modes of
coordination which do not exist in isolation, bute anecessarily articulated. Hay
distinguishes between the ‘network discourse’ autifally existing networks’. Networks
are contradicted with markets and hierarchies m nletwork discourse; however, in
actually existing networks, both hierarchical andrket characteristics can be observed.
Hay argues that in advanced capitalist formati@very network displays hierarchical
and/or market traits (Hay, 1998: 39). In line withs argument, for instance, Scharpf
(1994) contends that “governance networks are tipgra the ‘shadow of hierarchy’ as
the formation, functioning and development of gonagrce networks are shaped and
reshaped by the strategic interventions of govemnufficials at different levels”
(Scharpf, 1994, Sgrensen & Torfing, 2007d: 299).

Within this context, as Aygul (2006: 151) underinehe power relations and hidden
hierarchies within networks should not be ignor8ithce the actors in the networks do

not have equal powers, some are posited at theecetiereas others are posited at the
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periphery of network. As Marsh (1998b: 195) not#ke structure of networks often

reflects the broader pattern of structured inetyualithin society”.

In this respect, it can be said that networks migbt hold positive traits like the
synonyms enlisted above in Table 1. To Hay (1988&{works can be listed in an entirely
opposite discursive code which conceives them akugionary cliques closed to outside
that selfishly pursue self-interests by obtainingess to power-holders through illicit,
sub-terranean channels (Hay, 1998: 40-1). In sugereeption, networks, rather than
being democratic and open, serve the underminingleshocracy, for they by-pass
democratic channels of voice and representatiomceéledepending on whose interests
are being represented in networks, networks areateed within one of the two opposite
ends of a continuum, either in an entirely posigease or in an entirely negative sense.
For the ones whose interest the network agendasenetwork’ metaphor has positive
repercussions; for the ones whose interest theanktagenda threatens, it has negative
repercussions. However, one should think of net&onkthin a framework which
transcends such a dualism. In this way, it is fsg0 recognize the numerous points
that can be identified in the continuum beyond titterly positive end or the utterly

negative end.

2.3.2.3. Network Governance and Democracy
Whilst the rise of governance networks is seen ahance for the enhancement of
participation in politics, hence a contributionaademocratic life; governance networks

are construed as a danger to democracy from o$ipeices. Such a critique to governance
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networks are rooted in the perspective of liberamdcratic model of parliamentary
democracy, which argues that governance networieramne the sovereign position of
elected politicians and the autonomy of civil sbgigom the (Sgrensen & Torfing, 2005:
197). As seen from the perspective of liberal detar theory, governance networks
challenge the fundamental institutions of liberaimbcracy because they undermine the
crucial borderlines

1. between territorially defined political communities

2. between the legislative and executive powers;

3. and between the political system and civil soci@grensen & Torfing, 2005:

217).

According to the liberal theory of democracy, demagy is assumed to be embedded in
territoriality as the defining principle for a ptdial community. Within this context, it is
thought that the existence of transnational govereanetworks undermine the borders
between sovereign nation states and the notionathdémos’ must be founded on the
nation state (Sgrensen & Torfing, 2005: 215). Ashsgovernance networks challenge
the privileged status of the nation state concernitecision-making and point of
identification for citizentry (Sgrensen & Torfin@005: 217). Hence they constitute a
threat to the authority of the state in a sociatpuigh diffusing the authority of the state
to decision-making within the society (Ustiiner, 2008).
As regards the second side effect of governanasonkes on democracy, liberal theory
argues that “networks between politicians and adstrators undermine the separation of
legislative and executive powers” (Sgrensen & Thgrfi2005: 217). In addition, the
delegation of decision-making competence to goveraanetworks undermines electoral

democracy because it “weakens the ability of etbcepresentatives to control political
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processes and outcomes” (Sgrensen & Torfing, 2P08:5). In this way, governance
networks are conceived as a threat to the prin@plequal representation’. In line with
the negative conceptualization of network meta@soclosed cliques, it is assumed that
governance networks create channels of influenceh westrictive and unevenly
distributed access which the elected politicians wat control, thereby increasing the
possibilities of an asymmetrical distribution ofwer between citizens (Sgrensen &
Torfing, 2005: 214). In this way, governance netgoare considered to be inclined to
favour elite participation and further empower thego are already strong (Sgrensen &
Torfing, 2005: 216).

Another result of the undermining of the relatidretween elected representatives and
their constituency by governance networks is wittgard to the question of
accountability. The notion of accountability im@i¢hat “decision-makers can be called
upon by those whom they represent to explain arsdinas responsibility for their
decisions” (Esmark, 2007: 276). Hence, it is a nofnprimary concern for the idea of
proper representatioffEsmark, 2007: 295), hence a question of democriaoyblems
regarding accountabilitynay occur in network governance, because in neswvttkis
less easily to locateci of power, to identify where decisions are beingetaknd who is
responsible” (Kersbergen & Waarden, 2004: 158)amgarison to the traditional model
of governing based on separation of powers anddémocratic accountability of
representatives whose mandate is derived from #rergl elections system. Since
authority and responsibility is diffused within atwork; it is not possible to address a
certain agency for accountability; “it is difficuid identify who is responsible for policy

outcomes” (March & Olsen, 1995: 158, quoted in BE&%n&007: 274). Governance
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networks turn actors who can not be called to ew@ad assume responsibility into de
facto decision-makers (Esmark, 2007: 277).

Liberal democratic theory supposes a sharp borgeldetween state and society for the
sake of democracy (Sgrensen & Torfing, 2007c: 2Bbjhis vein, the theory of liberal
democracy argues that governance networks ledtkbtextension of the private sphere to
the public sphere by carrying particularistic iets within the private sphere to the
public sphere. Governance networks can be genarpbpe, but often they are issue-
specific (Dryzek, 2007: 262). In this vein, it igyaed that governance networks “tend to
bring the particularistic interests to the fore dadilitate the construction of strong
particularistic alliances between actors within erta@in policy field” (Sgrensen &
Torfing, 2005: 217). Thereby, networks, with theswrrow scopes and narrow objectives,
obstruct the development of democratic citizendeexd of promoting it (Sgrensen &
Torfing, 2007c: 235). For these reasons, governartgorks are regarded as a threat to
the notion of ‘common good’ (Hansen, 2007: 248jleled, governance itself is criticized
on this ground. It is asserted that the allocatibpower from political authority to civil
society, in other words, to stake-holders, as goatied by governance implies the
delivering of policy-making processes from the pulbhere in which citizens of equal
status participate to the private sphere whicltommmosed of the private interests of stake-
holders. Such a change enables particularistiafaiinterests represent themselves as
‘common good’ or ‘public interest’ (Ataay, 2006:8-3).

However, in today’s world, understanding of demogrhas transgressed the scope of the
nation-state as a territorial domain within whible idea of democracy is realized. In this

respect, the possibility that network governancdeumines the nation-state structure
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through transnationalization has no relation tgpgrdizing democracy. Correspondingly,
post-liberal theories of democracy challenge theaidhat democracy is confined to
decision-making within a given polity, namely withihe framework of a well-defined
homogenous nation-state (Sgrensen & Torfing, 20036). Besides, democracy is no
longer restricted to representative democracy, thero words, to the traditional
mechanisms of representation and voice. Governaraeorks might function as
mechanisms of representation and participationublip life together with traditional
mechanisms such as elections as long as they aitenderstood within the framework of
the negative conceptualization of the network mebapas closed cliques selfishly
pursuing particular self-interests. Correspondingigst-liberal theories of democracy,
which call for new ways of institutionalizing demacy that is radically different from
the institutions of representative democracy (Ssen& Torfing, 2005: 218), believe
that networks might provide a mechanism “to inceeise number of citizens who
participate actively in processes of political demn-making” (Sgrensen & Torfing,
2007c: 245). Hereby, governance networks contriltoterepresentation since they
“establish a vertical link between top-down reprgéave democracy and bottom-up self-
governing democracy” (Sgrensen & Torfing, 2005:)228ey also “construct a balance
of power between the people and the political @)jte(Sarensen & Torfing, 2005: 228)
by serving “as a means to recruit and nurture ipalisub-elites capable of functioning as
a countervailing power vis-a-vis the establisheditipal elites, and as a means to
promote mobility between political elites and omliy citizens” (Sgrensen & Torfing,
2005: 221). Governance networks serve as the meftiuthe enhancement of political

empowerment and engagement, not only of sub-elidas,of all actors, through the
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development of political capacities and politicdémtities (Sgrensen & Torfing, 2005:
221). In addition, governance networks “produceasenjust outcome of policy processes
through the inclusion of all affected actors”. (8&msen & Torfing, 2005: 228).
Furthermore, the argument that governance netwankiermine accountability is valid
only from the liberal perspective of representatjegernment. In contrast, according to
the post-liberal thought of representation, affddtakeholders —rather than citizens- are
the legitimate accountability holders, the ones iposition to hold their representatives
accountable (Esmark, 2007: 280). In this sense f#twork is not a unified collective
with a common set of stakeholders, but an arrapaetivork members, each with their
own set of stakeholders to whom they are accousitgBlsmark, 2007: 284). Overall,
within the framework of post-liberal thought, “netik governance and accountability
are not necessarily adverse” (Esmark, 2007: 27&néetk (2007) contends that, as long
as networks are in compliance with procedures ofipity, which is to say procedures of
openness, transparency and access to informatemgik, 2007: 284-5), and as long as
each network actor is adequately responsive tostteof stakeholders it represents
(Esmark, 2007: 293), networks can even contribmtemocratic accountability.
Post-liberal theories do not take “a sharp dememcdietween state and society as their
starting point” (Sgrensen & Torfing, 2007c: 23&eliliberal theories of democracy. In
the contemporary understanding of democracy, ttiemsof public sphere and common
good are understood in a substantively different fkam the traditional liberal theory of
democracy. The contemporary democratic theory efghblic sphere has “long since
abandoned the notion of a single common nationalipsphere in favour of several

multi-layered and loosely-coupled public spherdsalfermas, 1996, quoted in Esmark,
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2007: 284). Correspondingly, the contemporary piditory theory of democracy has
reformulated the notion of a substantial, pre-prit‘common good’ which represent the
singular right solution on policy issues, or in@thvords, the ‘general interest’ (Hansen,
2007: 249-51). According to the contemporary pgrétory theory of democracy,
The common good is not a matter of the existerfoene just result, but rather
democracy itself: allowing all parties and intesetst have a say in the democratic
struggles and accepting all democratic positionslegitimate opponents or
‘adversaries’ in ongoing ‘agonistic’ struggles aexichanges (Connolly, 1995;
Mouffe, 2000a, b; Mouffe, 2000; quoted in Hanse@Q2 250 — emphasis in
original).
In this context, the notion of common good “remaampty and contested” (Mouffe,
2000b, quoted in Hansen, 2007: 250) due to itstipali and contingent character
(Sgrensen & Torfing, 2005: 226).
Given such a plural conceptualization of commondy@mvernance networks can make
valuable contributions to democracy. Within a pluaeena of deliberation, governance
networks can help transform antagonistic relationie agonistic ones by creating the
basis for a negotiated agreement between highfgrdiit actors so that they no longer
perceive each other as enemies but as legitimgiengmts or adversaries (Sgrensen &
Torfing, 2005: 227). All in all, governance netwsrkviden the scope of political
contestation within a relatively stable, but peremwly contested institutional and
discursive framework (Sgrensen & Torfing, 2005: 228andled especially within the
framework of ‘talk-centric democracy’ rather thaote-centric democracy, contributions
of governance networks to democracy become mofeegielent. Governance networks,

owing to their polycentric character, rest on ligkdy egalitarian communicatigrthat is

much more symmetrical than hierarchiastoss different actors (Dryzek, 2007: 266). As
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such, discursive theories of democracy see netwaskas site for discursive contestation
where multiple discourses (with their own concelfitaéion of policy problems, political
values and feasible solutions) meet, though thezenetworks characterized by a single
discourse as well (Dryzek, 2007: 271). In this wagtworks enhance possibilities for
inclusion of and deliberation between differentreiof view; “multiple discourses mean
multiple points of entry for different sorts of atd” (Dryzek, 2007: 272). However, it
should be pointed out that the existence of muatigiscourses in a network is not
sufficient for the contribution of that network de@mocracy; what is more determinant in
contributing to democracy is whether engagememsacdifferent discourses within a
network proceeds according to principles of respeciprocity and equality to raise and
challenge points (Dryzek, 2007: 273).
From these aspects, it can be thought that goveenartworks have the capacity to
function as public spheres in themselves (EsmadR72284). In this way, governance
networks can make considerable contributions toadeaty. However, the contribution
of networks to public life, and hence democracsgti# contingent on another factor. As
Hansen (2007) acknowledges,
A democratic ethos demands that the network gpatints are willing to argue
their case with reference to a broader perspettiae that of their own particular
interests. When evaluating the democratic qualftgavernance networks, one
must then look for forms of argumentation that lelssh links between particular
points of view and the wider interests of the siycia which the network is a
part. Such interests could include that of justcel defending the weak, or at
least the concrete aims of the network as sometkinad) goes beyond the
spontaneous interests of the different membersgetgar2007: 251).

In other words, Hansen suggests that networks dhbake broader societal aims into

consideration or reflect on its own (possible) &rtlities’ and the like” (Hansen, 2007:

51



251 - emphasis in original). This insight about lihking of a network with such higher
aims is crucial to my concern, since it verifieattparticularistic interests do not need to
clash with public good inherently as long as they feexible to some extent so that they
do not insist on remaining strictly particularistic
On these grounds, as Sgrensen & Torfing (2007cyesig, while it is evident that
governance networks represent a threat to repesentdemocracy, they do not
necessarily threat democracy as such (Sgrensen r&nd,o02007c: 233). All in all,
governance networks are neither a democratic panawer an outright enemy of
democracy (Sgrensen & Torfing, 2005: 198). Theyaan make a positive contribution
to democracy from some aspects whereas they cag latbout some problems for
democracy from some other aspects.
To conclude, it can be said that governance netvadntribute to democracy not
automatically, but potentially. The realization né&tworks’ potential contribution to
democracy while avoiding the problems is continggpdn “anchorage of governance
networks in representative democracy” through ngetgernance exercised by elected
politicians (Sgrensen & Torfing, 2005: 228-9). Imst sense, as post-liberal theories
underline,

...governance networks can not stand alone. Theyldhrather be seen as a

supplement to the traditional institutions of regmetative democracy and thus as

making way for the development of a political systihat combines territorially

and functionally organized democratic institutiqi@®arensen & Torfing, 2007c:
245).

In other words, networks and representative dencgcaee not two alternative models of
democracy, but rather complementary mechanisms fparticipatory democratic life.

This insight also refutes the assumption that statiism is a prerequisite for participation
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and democracy. Rather it verifies that the stateilshinevitably undertake a role for the
sake of a robust democracy. Indeed, according tp ane of the advantages of the
approach of network governance is that it attripusgpecific importance to the

phenomenon of democracy while it refraines from-stattism at the same time.

2.4. Concluding Remarks

Though network governance is considered one oftyijpes of governance, to my
concern, network governance can not be evaluatedemdical to governance. In the
governance model, the category of ‘citizenshipfaplaced with the category of ‘stake-
holders’ and decision-making is conceptualized edaionship not between government
and citizens, but amongst stake-holders of whiaregument is also a componént.
However, as illustrated in the previous part, tlework governance approach shows
parallelism with the contemporary theories of deraog. It is grounded on the concept
of stakeholders, but it is more open to the notibparticipation, because it does not put
forward a strict division of citizens on the basefsstakeholder groups. Participation in
networks is defined on the basis of the conceptnofusion of the affected’ (Hansen
2007). However, there are not strict accessioerigito networks: “Whose conditions are
significantly affected remains an open questiord anth it, who should therefore be

included in the decision-making processes” (Hans007: 256). Hence, the

® Furthermore, the governance model subsumes tlegargtof classes under the umbrella of the blanket
term, stake-holders, which are located in a tridjergmodel composed of ‘state’, ‘civil society’ and
‘market. Another aspect of this conceptualizatisnas Giler (2005b) claims, the privileged positidn
capitalist class due to its multiple-representatrothe model; it can engage in the two componehtse
model, firstly as a representative of the ‘civicedy’ component with its professional organizaicand
then, as the agency of the ‘market’ component. &foee, the model assumed by governance does rmt tak
the balance of power within classes in a societty atcount; which proves that governance is a ssipa
from the former welfare state/social state moddlléG 2005b: 158-9). In this respect, the goverpanc
model might be participatory; but it is obvioushtiademocratic in the sense that it does not takeee or
less equal or, in other words, balanced representat participants into account (Guler, 2005a:.42)
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determination of the affected is based on flexypilAffectedness is subjectively-defined,;
it is more important for an actor to believe he/shaffected. To my concern, especially
the linking of particularistic interests in netwsrith broader societal aims as mentioned
above enable one to participate in networks ongtieends of being a citizen, namely a
member of the public whom those societal aims eoncMoreover, the concept of
‘affectedness’ “opens the possibility of moving begl the boundaries of the nation-
states that (so far) constitute citizenship” (Hans2007: 261, parenpaper original). It
paves the way for bringing actors together at mdy aational, but also at transnational
levels. For these reasons, it can be said thatankeswhold a broader “actual opportunity
to be included” (Hansen, 2007: 256).

However, it should be underlined that the netwookegnance approach is not utterly,
say, innocent In addition to implications regarding democraayd goarticipation, the
nework governance approach is used within the ®bnté neo-liberal governance
approach in the literature as well (Ustiiner, 2088:71). For instance, Rhodes (1996)
uses the term of ‘policy networks’ to refer to theo-liberal ‘new public management’
practices, the inclusion of the private and theuatdry sectors not only in policy-making
processes, but also in service production and egtiv...Networks are now a pervasive
feature of service delivery in Britain” (Rhodes989652). This is in compliance with the
neo-liberal governance approach directed at thieaebf the state from the public sphere
on behalf of the private sector.

Another point that should be underlined is thategoance networks do not influence a
society regardless of the broader context of theiesy, i.e.the democratic quality of the

judicial and political system of the country, theoromic and other power relations
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within a society and the extent of the internatimation of a democractic ethos of the
network actors, in other words, the self-perceptbalemocracy by network actors. For
this reason, | assume that, rather than anticigatemocratic benefits from governance
networks inherently, it is more plausible to thitilat, as Ustiiner (Ustiiner, 2008: 79)
expresses, governance networks are more proneotdadpra more equal and broader
participation undeconvenientontexts.

To my concern, such a potential tendency of gover@anetworks to democracy stems
from the intrinsic qualities of the network metaphather than that of the governance
model, given that | mentioned my critiques to tloegrnance model above. In this sense,
| think the network metaphor is not identical amshftned to governance networks.
Owing to the tenets of the network metaphor, adihst (2008: 64) puts, a network
approach can be applied under different contert®ther words, the network approach
has an analytical power as a management metapliog aticro-level beyond the macro-
level of governance networks (Ustiiner, 2008: 66)e @an also benefit from the network
approach as a management model within an orgamizatithe micro-level. The network
approach can provide broad opportunities for pigdioon in the decision-making and
management mechanisms of an organization through-nstworks within the
organization (Ustiiner, 2008: 66). On the other hamlden used in service delivery,
governance networks might serve neo-liberal refoimghe public sector as well.
Overall, it can be put that the outcomes of netwatkpend on the context under which

they are used.
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CHAPTER IlI

NETWORKING AND GERMAN POLITICAL FOUNDATIONS: THE CA SE OF

THE KONRAD ADENAUER FOUNDATION

3.1. Overview of German Political Foundations

The system of political foundations—a system incihéach foundation is affiliated with
a certain national political party- is peculiar@ermany with the possible exception of
Austria, The Netherlands and to a lesser extemdesawhere small and -in comparison
to Germany- under-funded party foundations existulert, 2000: 193). This system is
rooted in the German political structure and padditicontext. It has emerged in the wake
of the Second World War within an atmosphere afi@dby the memory of the Nazi
period. Within this atmosphere, the idea that dn® reasons for the failure of the first
German democracy after the First World War (the Méi Republic) was the lack of a
democratic political culture and the small numbecammitted German democrats was
highly common (Mair, 2000: 131). Within this contexthe objective of educating
German population in favour of a democratic lifeotigh the methods of social learning
and civic education came into the fore so that rtiesses would not back any anti-
democratic rule any more, thereby the foundatidndemocracy would be strengthened.
In this respect, the system of political foundasiomas originally established to provide
the German people with civic education and to agshtical parties in the fulfilment of
their functions (Mair, 2000: 129). It was also amsed that foundations (stiftungen)

would help in the establishment of a common groandelief in democracy at all cost
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amongst political parties with different ideolodigmsitions. Since in Germany, special
importance is attributed to political parties ire tourishing of a democratic political
culture. Political parties are attributed a detemative role in the formation process of
political will. They are considered as intermediarstitutions reinforcing communication
between citizens and the state (Okyayuz, 2007:.2Blitical parties and political
foundations thereby are actively engaged in prases$ bargaining that is a common
feature of German political structure especiallyfieglds of social policy as well as in
debates on division of competencies between thaldrdand the central government
(Okyayuz, 2007: 210).

Each political foundation is affiliated with, or fout differently, close to one of the
political parties represented in the German pasiatnSocial Democratic Party (SPD)
affiliated Friedrich Ebert Stiftung (FES) is thadekt of the political foundations. It was
originally founded in 1925, but banned by the Nazi$933. It was rebuilt in the wake of
the end of the Second World War in 1947 (Pinto-Dussky, 1991: 33). Classical
partners of the FES are trade unions, women’s amders’ associations and the media.
FES stresses issues of social justice and dedeatrah. Its main target groups are the
more underprivileged groups (Mair, 2000: 134). Hmarily deals with providing
advisory help for trade-unions (Pinto-Duschinsk§91: 37-8).

In 1964, The Christian Democratic Union (CDU) a#fied Konrad Adenauer Stiftung
(KAS) was founded with the transformation of a Gtisgn Democrat political academy
which was established in 1955. As for in 1967, Berasister-party of the CDU, the

Christian Social Union (CSU) affiliated Hanns Sei&iftung (HSS) was founded

’ For this reason, German political system is ocresly named apolitical party democracyOkyayuz,
2007: 221).
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(Pinto-Duschinsky, 1991: 33). The KAS and the H38& laoth committed to federal
democratic values. They prefer partnerships withl siociety organizations as well as
business associations and promote issues of soar&let economy and federalism (Mair,
2000: 134). The HSS specifically focuses on tragnpublic administrators (Pinto-
Duschinsky, 1991: 37).

In 1958, the Free Democratic Party (FDP) affiliafgdedrich Naumann Stiftung (FNS)
was set up. The FNS is committed to liberal valliemainly cooperates with business
associations, but also with law circles, legal rese centres and human rights groups. It
concentrates on constitutional questions and the ofilaw and promotes the label of
‘social market economy’ (Pinto-Duschinsky, 1991).33

As regards the post-Cold War era, two new foundatiowere established. The first of
them is the small-scale Rosa Luxemburg Stiftungctvlivas founded in 1990. It is close
to the Party of Democratic Socialism (PDS). Theeotls the Green Party affiliated
Heinrich BOll Stiftung (HBS). It was founded in IB%y the merging of the three
foundations that were founded in the late 1980smW@idted to emancipatory and
ecological values, it emphasizes women’s emancipatecological issues and human
rights (Mair, 2000: 134).

Although each foundation works in the light of sopezuliar themes accordant with the
ideological orientation of the foundation, prometi@mf democracy constitutes the
common objective between different political foutiolas affiliated with different
ideologies (Interview with Bettina Luise Rirup, Z200In this sense, it can be said that
political foundations do not compete against edtiero They act as a supplementary to

the German state’s international cooperation. Wiykin the international arena in
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cooperation with partner organizations or civiliebg organizations that hold ideological
stances similar to theirs, German foundations Hiifferent, but equal interests in the
international sphere (Konrad Adenauer Stiftung,7200

As regards the domestic work of political foundatipthe main financial source is the
Federal Ministry of the Interior Affairs. For theealization of their original aims,
providing German people with civic education angisigig political parties in the
fulfilment of their functions, foundations receiwgobal, that is all-purpose subsidies
from the ministry as long as they are officiall}cognized by one of the parties in the
parliament which gained representation in the aaréint in at least two consecutive

elections (Mair, 2000: 129).

As to the international work of political foundat®y the main financial source is the
Ministry for Economic Co-operation and Developmentp say in German
Bundesministerium fur Wirtschaftliche Zusammenarb@MZ) (Pinto-Duschinsky,
1991: 34). The German historic experience -theildimg of a democratic Germany by
the help of the victors of the Second World War wih@de massive investments in civic
education- has led to the idea that a democratitireucan be exported and imported
(Mair, 2000: 131). Within this context, it was déed that a system in which non-
governmental organizations are financially promosed that they can take place in
development aid should be established which lethéofoundation of BMZ in 1961
(Pinto-Duschinsky, 1991: 35). Yet, as Pinto-Dusshkin(1991) puts, “it is a broader
German practice to pay non-governmental organiaatiechurches, as well as parties and

cultural bodies to carry out governmental functiamghe domestic and foreign fields”
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(Pinto-Duschinsky, 1991: 34). Apart from politidalundations who receive the largest
part of the overseas development budget, the maihadlic and Protestant Church relief
agencies, and some other German non-governmert@dalso benefit from the German
government’s international development assist&nce.

The second source of fund for the internationalknair foundations is the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs. The Ministry of Foreign Affairs gvide foundations a certain amount of
grant for the maintenance of offices in the capitaf important German partner
organizations or at the headquarters of importatetmational organizations as well as for
supporting the foundations’ scholarship programat@®ad. The purpose of these grants
is to foster international dialogue and culturatleange. In addition, the Ministry for
Education allocates a certain amount of grant éigpsrting the foundations’ scholarship
programmes in Germany (Mair, 2000: 131).

The amount of money that is allocated for a foulothais determined by the size of the
parliamentary group it is affiliated with. The pgag negotiate a quota system in which
the proportions are determined by the long-ternreggntation of the parties in the
parliament, namely over four terms (Mair, 2000: J1Z%e ratio of this quota system is a
third each for the FES and the KAS and about tenceet for the FNS, HSS and HBS
respectively (Mair, 2000: 130). According to thguies of the year 2005, the FES
receives 35%; the KAS receives 31.5%, while the Fii8 HSS, and the HBS receive
11.17% each. The RLS receives a baseline globaidybf 4% of the total estimate in

the federal budget (Konrad Adenauer Stiftung, 2007)

8 In 1998, the ministry’s funding of non-governménirganizations had amounted to 9.3. per centtal to
spending on development aid, 4.2 per cent of whhiehfour political foundations —KAS, FES, FNS and
HSS- received (Pinto-Duschinsky, 1991: 35). Foailled information, see Pinto-Duschinsky, 1991: 35-6

60



In this way, political foundations are dependenbrughe federal government in terms of
funding? Since a huge proportion of their funds come framlic remittances, they are
accountable to the German public. Reviews whichtsgee whether the funds delivered
to foundations are used in compliance with leggulations as well as economically and
efficiently are carried out by funding ministriehe Federal Court of Audit, the Land
courts of audit, the Internal Revenue Office, artartered accountants (Konrad
Adenauer Stiftung, 2007c).

The official mandate of the political foundationashbeen defined by the Ministry for
Economic Co-operation and Development as “providingport to partners who have a
structurally important contribution to make to thealization of social justicethe
promotion of broad political participatioand to the strengthening of national political
independence in accordance with the aims laid dawime United Nations Declaration of
Human Rights” (Mair, 2000: 131). Within this contethere are some common values
shared by all political foundations regardless ludirt ideological distinctions. These
values constitute the fundamental political congsns; Germany: peaceful conflict
resolution, democratic rule, rule of law, horizdngd vertical division of powers,
protection of human rights, pluralistic societycisb market economy and integration
into transnational bodies. Within this broad setvalues, each foundation sets its own
focal points in line with the basic political views$ the affiliated party (Mair, 2000: 133-
4). They give partisan support to specific sectiohthe social and political realm whose
existence and functioning are —in their opinioneessary ingredients for the viability of

a pluralistic democracy (Mair, 2000: 140). HoweubEgre are some more commonalities

® Even so, they receive private contributions and esgmayments from stateLgnder in German)

governments (Pinto-Duschinsky, 1991: 35).
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among all foundations apart from promotion of deraog. All foundations consider the
promotion of regional cooperation and regional gnéion as one of their substantial
objectives. Besides, according to a survey cawigdoy Mair in 1997 among FES, FNS,
HBS and KAS on their international democracy aasis¢ works, all foundations
concentrate their work on non-governmental orgdimma (Mair, 2000: 134). This
survey also reveals the regional concentrationh®ffoundations included. As a part of
the survey, the FES mentioned sub-Saharan Afrigan lAmerica and South-east Asia as
regional priorities, the KAS Latin America, the FNEast Europe and South-east Asia,
the HBS East Europe and sub-Saharan Africa (M&602 135). Pinto-Duschinsky’s
guantitative research on the foreign expenditufefboundations on a continental basis
between the years 1983-1988 (1991: 37) verifiesethstatements as well. (Pinto-
Duschinsky, 1991: 37).

German political foundations are among the oldestst experienced and biggest actors
in international democracy assistance (Mair, 2QXB). For instance, they have had a
key role in transition to democracy in Portugal &mhin in the 1970s and Chile in the
late 1980s (Pinto-Duschinsky, 1991: 33). They hasgponded very quickly to the
collapse of the Socialist Bloc in the end of the8a® as well. For instance, in 10
November 1989, just the day after the fall of thexlid Wall, the KAS has opened an
office in Warsaw, Poland. German foundations alstpdd the formerly socialist
countries in transforming their political structsri the transition period in the 1990s.
The KAS *has been an indispensable consultant infties such as Lithuania and

Croatia in creating modern administrative structtuf@hunert, 2000: 204).
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In addition, the contribution of political foundatis to transnational communication
between political actors at the European Unionllevel at the candidate country level
has played a crucial role in the candidate coustiytegration with European Union in,
for instance, the Polish case (Dakowska, 2002).

The international work of foundations is officiallgharacterized as ‘socio-political
education’, and ‘support for social structures’nf@iDuschinsky, 1991: 34). With the
first category, socio-political education, foundat aim to motivate citizens to concern
themselves with political matters and provide afptan for the discussion of political
issues that is accessible to all citizens. In tleen@n political culture, it is believed that
freedom can be asserted responsible only by peredosated along lines open to
democratic deliberation in the public sphere, thaditical education is deemed a
necessary counterpart of political freedom (Komkaénauer Stiftung, 2007d). The latter
category, support for social structures, implieamingly non-political support for self-
help groups like rural initiatives or fishing coogtves (Pinto-Duschinsky, 1991: 39).
Foundations conduct various types of activitiesvimch they work together with trade
unions, media, human rights groups and other @witiety organizations, academic
circles as well as public authorities. They actrassnational mediators by organizing
visits to Germany by distinguished foreigners swash parliamentarians, journalists,
political authorities or civil society leaders. Fhalso carry out ‘think-tank activities’
which are found within their in-house research @aoticy units, consulting divisions,
within in-house political academies, and also anlével of the programme director, the
chief of staff as well as in some internationaiag$ (Thunert, 2000: 194). They sponsor

and organize researches, discussions and pubfisato political and social topics.
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Furthermore, they organize party-to-party contactsnaybe networks between parties at
EU level and at the candidate country level. Thgytd incorporate political parties of
candidate countries to the model of transnatiooatact between EU parties. They build
networks between the affiliated parties of the fitations and the parties of the candidate
countries as well as among different national partvithin political party federations at
the EU level. Based on the Polish case, DakowdB@2:2286) argues that these networks
function as a channel of transmitting European rsoamd values as well as the political
culture to the political actors of candidate coigstr By this way, Dakowska (2002)
believes that German foundations are deemed antriosal actor in the Europeanization
of political parties as well as the democraticizatof the political culture in the candidate
countries. The network-building practices of Gernpatitical foundations also function
as intermediaries and mediators in contacts betwaaitical actors of candidate
countries and European institutions (Dakowska, 2@83). By facilitating access to the
European political sphere, foundations also prortteeedea of EU as an arena of interest
representation (Dakowska, 2002: 286). Hence, thaytribute to the publicity and
legitimacy of EU in candidate countries.

As Thunert (2000: 195) statasetworkingis perhaps the most important component of
the international work of political foundations. Iioal foundations help building and
fostering transnational networks. They have gmgience within the party federations
at the international and European level. Each effttlundations backs a separate party
international. For instance, The FES has been armf@jce in the Socialist International;
the KAS in the Christian Democrat Internationalnks to their financial support for the

activities of the Internationals and for the menshg of national parties to the
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Internationals (Pinto-Duschinsky, 1991: 42-3). Sachkupport is provided for the party
federations at the European level. For instance KIAS cooperates with the European
People’'s Party, a federation of the so-called cmadwe democrat parties at the
European level. It helps building direct and infatroontacts between national parties of
the conservative democrat ideology and the Europeaple’s Party (Dakowska, 2002:
282).

An important feature of the mode of operation ofrr@@n political foundations is the
long-term presence of field representatives. Thésanan field representatives usually
stay for a period of three to five years in a copbiefore they return to the headquarters
or are deployed to other offices. The residentasgmtatives head a local staff up to ten
employees. The resident representative is the rxiome of a foundation’s international
engagement. The profile of these resident repraBees has changed considerably
throughout the 1990s. Instead of active party membthe majority of the newly
deployed resident representatives are young tecatsoaisually with an academic
background in economics or social sciences. Théyyem high degree of autonomy in
their daily work though they are monitored by ameupart in the headquarters who have
to be kept informed and with whom they have to meagreement on all important
decisions (Mair, 2000: 136-7).

In their activities, political foundations benefiom not only a single method. Whilst
they heavily relied on cultivating intensive andidelasting partnerships with a few core
partners who were supported in every possible waing the Cold-War era, nowadays,

they are increasingly resorting to cooperating \aithreater variety of partners on aai
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hoc basis in micro-projects which are embedded in cefmgnsive country programmes
and, increasingly into transnational regional pamgmes (Mair, 2000: 138-9).

Political foundations are too sophisticated to losifoned with one single step. It is
impossible for them to be completely free from #tiempts of governments to use them
as foreign policy instruments. Their work is subjéc considerable governmental
control. They do not receive block grants for tHeneign projects; but on a programme-
and project-basis. Each project must be approveth®yBMZ as well as the Foreign
Ministry (Pinto-Duschinsky, 1991: 46). Nonetheleas, Thunert (2000) maintains, they
can not be reckoned agents of governmental forpaity even though they are not
totally independent. | agree with this view. To,f@indations should be considered as
actorsrather than agents. Otherwise, one makes the dauéductionism. By the same
token, Thunert thinks that political foundation® atearly rooted in the world of non-
state actors as well as in NGO network. Mair (2008)ds a similar view; he suggests
that the political foundations’ role in internatedrpolitics is not that of a homogenous
foreign policy instrument of the German governm@air, 2000: 133). He illustrates
that the foundations did not always or utterly fume in line with the framework of
German foreign policy. Depending on their ideolagjipositions, the foundations took
very different stances towards several politicabrés. For instance, whereas the
Christian Democrat KAS tended to support the coadere governments in Central
America, the social democrat FES sympathized wiitafdgua’s Sandinistas and other
revolutionary forces in the region in the 1980s ({y2000: 132).

Furthermore, it can not be argued that politicainidations make party-politics. They are

legally distinct from the German political partigsd “they can not pass money to a party
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or to a union” (Pinto-Duschinsky, 1991: 34). In jtglgement in July 14, 1986, the
Federal Constitutional Court ruled that politicalihdations are indeed institutions which
are legally and materially independent who addrédssmselves to their tasks
autonomously. The Court also judged that foundatimeed to maintain a proper distance
between themselves and their respective politiadigs in their practical work (Konrad
Adenauer Stiftung, 2007d). Indeed, they are autausmn selecting their executive
officers and staffing their committees (HeinrichlBBoundaton, 2008l). As Thunert
(2000) assumes, political foundations “... are neithidling external affairs instruments
of the party leadership nor are they extended avmthe parties’ in-house research
departments” despite their close personal and edgzdl links to their affiliated party
(Thunert, 2000: 195). Conflicts might occur betwesenior party figures and foundation
figures. The representatives of foundations card llmuch more radically value-
oriented stance regarding issues such as humats mgblations of some countries in
comparison to the pragmatic and cautious stanceeldical party leaders especially if

the party in question is in pow&t.

3.1.1. Overview of the Konrad Adenauer Foundation

The Konrad Adenauer Stiftung was established id18@ving evolved from a political
academy called ‘Society for Christian Democratia€ation Work’ that was established
in 1955. The KAS is affiliated to the Christian Decnat Party (CDU). The Stiftung bears
the name of Konrad Adenauer, the first Federal Céldor of Germany after the end of
the Second World War, and one of the leading figwkthe Christian Democrats ever

(Konrad Adenauer Stiftung, 2007a).

9 For a good example, see Thunert, 2000: 195.
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Konrad Adenauer Stiftung operates two educatiortresrand 16 education institutes in
Germany, including a political academy in Berlinigéhprovides a forum for discourse
about issues of future relevance in politics, tben@my, the church, society, and science.
Through these agencies, the KAS develops scie#okground information and current
analyses, breaking the ground for political actidine KAS offers knowledge and
expertise, develops studies and discussion papedsprganises workshops and expert
round-tables. The Archive for Christian Democrd&licy within the body of the KAS
explores and provides access to the history of stan Democracy in Germany and
Europe. From all these aspects, the KAS functiena think-tank and consulting agency
(Konrad Adenauer Stiftung, 2007a).

The KAS addresses its key concerns as consolidademmocracy, promoting the
unification of Europe, intensifying transatlantielations, and development-policy
cooperation. In the light of these concerns it eyplpolitical education to promote
peace, freedom, and justice (Konrad Adenauer 8gft@2007a). Within the context of
political/civic education, it aims to empower céres to promote liberal democracy and to
assume an active role in politics and society. Trdwdhis end, it provides background
knowledge in politics and economics and serves fsuan for current debates with a
value-oriented perspective through activities suzhq conferences, seminars and
workshops (Konrad Adenauer Stiftung, 2007b).

Promotion of international dialogue is another @nof the KAS. Within the context of
international cooperation, the KAS works in thddief ‘democracy assistance’ pursuing
the aims of fostering democracy and the rule of, lawplementing social market

economy and promoting human rights. With its woittkvnetworks to the political and
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social elites and with its long-term partner staes, it participates in shaping policy in
developing and emerging countries. Through anrebnts, the international offices of
the KAS evaluate the overall political situationtb& country in question. To quote from
the Stiftung’s official website, “the KAS officesosldwide provide a constant flow of
political background information from the respeetregions and thus create momentum
for political discussion and decision-making praessin Germany; by training and
educating young professionals, the KAS promotes dbeeloping process in social
groups and political parties”. One of the specdancerns of the KAS in international
cooperation is fostering decentralisation procebggareparing or supporting projects for
public institutions in order to enhance their tachhand administrative performance.
Another objective of the KAS regarding internatibneooperation is to deepen
transatlantic partnership as well as dialogue wite European Institutions and the
European People’s Party, the federation of consgevdemocrat parties at the European
level. Furthermore, the KAS has been carrying ouUtfiinded projects and actively
participating in European programmes in the fi@fldemocracy promotion, governance
and development cooperation since 1990 (Konrad AdenStiftung, 2007d).

The KAS also awards scholarships for outstandingesits and graduates who endorse
Christian Democratic values not only from Germabyt also from the developing
countries, especially Central and Eastern Eurapeddition, the KAS supports young
artists and young journalists through prizes. Aswe 2002, the Social Market Economy
Prize of the Konrad-Adenauer-Stiftung has been decito personages of outstanding
merit in preserving and developing social marketnemy (Konrad Adenauer Stiftung,

2008e).
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The KAS has 67 offices abroad on four continentscivHook after more than 200
projects in more than 120 countries (Konrad Aden&tdtung, 2008c). The KAS has
held offices in Turkey -a head office in Ankaradamsmall one iristanbul- since 1983
(Konrad Adenauer Stiftung Tanitim Bioi, 2007).

In its activities, the KAS office in Turkey worka many fields. Given the existence of a
large Muslim community in Germany, the debatesurk€y on Islam is of great concern
for Germany. Hence, a programme called ‘Dialoguth Wglam’ has been initiated by the
Centre Office of the KAS. The office of the KAS Turkey participates actively in this
programme (Konrad Adenauer Stiftung, 2008a). It bastributed to the education of
Turkish imams to serve in Germany as public offcian German society (Konrad
Adenauer Stiftung, 2007b). The Turkey Office of K®&S also strives to promote inter-
cultural dialog, especially between German and iBarlsocieties in order to overcome
the prejudices within the Turkish and German s@sedgainst each other. Another major
field of interest of the Turkey Office of the KAS the promotion of the practices of
decentralization as well as local government which KAS deems the democratic
desicion-making unit at the lowest level. The atigg of the KAS in this field are
grounded on the principle of subsidiarity whichoise of the basic tenets of the KAS.

The KAS also fully supports Turkey’s reform and deamatization process within the

1 Subsidiarity is defined as “a principle in sociaiganization which suggests that functions which
subordinate or local organizations perform effediivbelong more properly to them than to a dominant
central organization” hitp://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/subsidigr According to this
principle, “matters ought to be handled by the $msal (or, the lowest) competent authority”
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Subsidiarify Subsidiarity is inherently in contradiction witlentralization. It
supposes that “a central authority should havebsidiary function, performing only those tasks wthic
cannot be performed effectively at a more immediateor local level”
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Subsidiarijy It is also a part of the legal body of the Eweap Union. The
Article 5 of the Treaty establishing the Europeamhunity is intended to ensure that decisions akert

as closely as possible to the citizens (http://eareu/scadplus/glossary/subsidiarity _en)htm
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context of EU negotiations. It tries to provide a@&te and thorough information for the
Turkish public about EU, EU integration process dhagropean values. It works to
promote relations among Europe, Germany and Tukk®nrad Adenauer Stiftung,
2008a).

Towards these ends, the KAS brings the promingntds of the Turkish public and their
German counterparts together such as in symposiconggerences, visits of delegations
and of groups from Germany to Turkey and vice véosdhe construction of a dialogue
and exchange of experiences and opinions. (Konmenauer Stiftung, 2008a). In its
work, the KAS permanently cooperates with certaantner organizations. Among the
partners in Turkey, there are three ‘institutiormrtners’, Turkish Community of
Journalists (Turkiye Gazeteciler Cemiyeti), Turkiffemocracy Foundation (Turk
Demokrasi Vakfi) and Turkish Foundation for SmatidaMedium Business (Ttrkiye
Orta Olcekli Sanayici ve Serbest Meslek Mensuplarl éneticileri Vakfi). Institutional
partnership means that the partnership is baseal @mntract between the KAS and the
partner organization and that the KAS contributeshie material infrastructure of the
partner organization for instance via contributidosthe rent of the room, technical
equipment, computers etc (Interview with Jan SenR@PO7). The KAS works together
with Turkish Community of Journalists to promotedbmedia, particularly in the field
of the enhancement of the vocational quality ofaloournalists and of the relations
between the Turkish and German media. The KASbleas awarding a national prize
for local journalism in cooperation with Turkish @munity of Journalists since 2002.
Together with the Turkish Democracy Foundation, K& works in the promotion of

democracy and rule of law and the empowerment il sobciety through political

71



education facilities. Together with the Turkish Rdation for Small and Medium
Business and the Permanent Secretariat of the @egeom of the Black Sea Economic
Cooperation (Karadeniz Ekonomilgbirligi Daimi Sekreteryasi), the KAS tries to
enhance medium and small enterprises to which titbates a critical role in the
development of social market economy and dialogneeconomic policies (Konrad

Adenauer Stiftung, 2008d).

3.2. The Investigation of the Networking Activitiesof the Konrad Adenauer
Foundation within the Context of the Network Goverrance Approach
Networkingcan be considered the most important componetiteoiternational work of
German political foundations (Thunert, 2000: 193¢nce, the foundations are clearly
rooted in the world of non-state actors as welim®GO networks. In this section, |
investigate the networking activities of the KAS bging several tools of the network
approach to governance.
The KAS identifies its target group as a categooallsmultiplicators
Our target group can be described in general asakbed multiplicators. People
who have a position, certain influence, you can italecision makers, but not
only decision makers. If we want to attain a certgbal, we have to look with
whom we can achieve this or who has certain infteesr competence to work in
this direction. Therefore | can not say that isdawicrats or politicians, scientists
or journalists. It is the entire group altogetheatdrview with Jan Senkyr, 2007).
Thus, for the KAS, access to decision-makers cofiiss “...So we have access to
decision makers and this is very important in owrki (Interview with Jan Senkyr,

2007). For instance, the KAS has a very good, éshaa dialogue with the currently

ruling Justice and Development Party (Interview hwifan Senkyr, 2007). The
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conservative democrat ideology of the JDP consstat crucial advantage for the KAS
since it is committed to the same ideology. Utilgithis ideological commonality, the
KAS plays an important role in theternationalizationof the politicians from the JDP:
“We also frequently invite or accompany parliameatas from Germany or from the
European parliament to TR or vice versa” (Intervigith Jan Senkyr, 2007). For
instance, the KAS organizes “visit programmes” rdes to bring parliamentarians and
politicians from Germany and Turkey together. Faaraple, within the context of a visit
programme, five politicians from the JDP made aitvis Berlin for a workshop
organized with parliamentarians from the parliangnoup of CDU/CSU on the subjects
of migrant integration and women as well as the @fl women in society and politics
(Konrad Adenauer Stiftung, 2007b). Besides, the egmwent officials and
parliamentarians from the JDP attend many actwité the KAS. For instance, the
Turkish Minister of Labour and Social Security mattee keynote speech of the
conference, “Social Security Reforms in Germany auakey”, organized by the KAS in
2005 (Konrad Adenauer Stiftung, 2005). The Turkiglmister of Foreign Affairs
attended a dialogue meeting between the Turkish@eminan journalists organized by
the KAS and the Turkish Association of Journalisat2005 (Konrad Adenauer Stiftung,
2005). In 2007, the Chief of the Foreign Affairsm@uoission of the Turkish Parliament
attended as a speaker in an activity of the KAghenGerman term-presidency of the EU
(Konrad Adenauer Stiftung, 2007b). In 2006, theKiglr Prime Minister came together
with the Chairman of the KAS in his visit to BerlfKonrad Adenauer Stiftung, 2006). |
assume that the anticipated gain of the JDP frooh slpse relations with the KAS is

access to the CDU. The singular JDP politicians @ertiamentarians aspire to establish
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international contacts through, for instance, tis#t yrogrammes of the KAS. However,
above all, the JDP aims to establish a robust gliedowith the CDU via the KAS.
Moreover, the JDP wants to establish strong liokthé European conservative democrat
parties. It is currently an observer member of Eheopean People’s Party, the party
federation of centre-right parties at the Europeael (European People’s Party, 2008a)
and wants to become a full member (Interview wittkOOréndle, 2006). Given that one
of the vice-presidents (European People’s Part98BPand one of the Deputy Secretary-
Generals of the European People’s Party (Europeapl®s Party, 2008c) is from the
CDU, the importance of a robust dialogue with theUCfor the JDP can be grasped
better. As Dakowska (2002: 282) states, one ofritexnational activities of the KAS is
to build direct and informal contacts between naloparties of the conservative
democrat ideology and the European People’s Paig. KAS supports the relations
between the EPP and the JDP. Moreover, one shakédinto account the fact that the
JDP is the ruling party in Turkey since 2002. Thgtea robust dialogue with the CDU,
the ruling party of Germany is crucial in termsrelations between Turkey and Germany
as well as acquiring the support of Germany, tine{eresident of the EU, for Turkey’s
membership process to the EU. The KAS has an itapbrole in establishing the links
between the JDP and the CDU as mentioned abovealQvecan be acknowledged that
the KAS helps building and fostering internationatworks.

It can be observed that the contacts establishiedeba the politicians and government
officials from the JDP and the CDU by tha KAS acpamy formal contacts, contacts
established by formal procedures. | think this t@naccepted as an evidence of the

informalisationof politics (Overbeek, 2002: 7), the rising weighinformal networks of
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interaction in politics. These informal relations®ido not rely on formal institutional
arrangements, albeit function effectively; for thag backed by strong ideational factors,
i.e. ideological commonality, shared values andiggamong actors. As seen from this
example, in addition to formal events organizedftwynal authorities, such informal
networks of interaction constructed by the interragdrole of the KAS contribute to the
socialization of Turkish political elites with Eygean and especially German political
elites. For all these reasons, it can be arguetl gheernance in Turkey “embraces
governmental institutions, but it also subsumesrmél, non-governmental mechanisms”
(Rosenau, 1992: 4) which open up a greater spad¢bdanvolvement of non-state actors
like the KAS.

Such an opportunity of access to decision-makeebles the KAS to participate in
policy-making processes in certain policy fieldsith this context, | would like to
assess the relations between the KAS, the Uniofuskish Municipalites and the
Ministry of Interior of the Turkish Republic in theolicy field of local administration
within the frame of two conferences organized jgibly the KAS and the UTM and with
the participation of government officials from thdinistry of Interior of Turkish
Republic in 2005 and 2006. | do not argue thatdligtionship constitutes an example of
governance networks as elaborated in the governaatwork approach. However, |
think some tools in the network governance approaht bu useful in understanding
the relationship between the KAS, the UTM and theidry.

The KAS collaborates with the Union of Turkish Mcipalites (Turkiye Belediyeler
Birli gi), a professional organization operating underdtag¢us of association, in order to

promote local government, decentralization and igido#ty (Konrad Adenauer Stiftung,
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2005). The KAS and the UTM have been in close cadmn since 1983 (Spengler,
2006: 3). Together they organize regularly vocatiomnd on-the-job education
programmes for local authorities and the local gemngl within the municipalities, not
only in the metropolitan cities, but also in the adalian cities (Konrad Adenauer
Stiftung, 2005; Konrad Adenauer Stiftung, 2006; khAdenauer Stiftung, 2007b). The
joint-activities of the KAS and the UTM are primigrdirected at administrative reform
process in Turkey with special reference to lo@aleggnment reform. The KAS supports
this process since the reforms involve the delegatf a part of the central government’'s
authority to the sub-governmental level, from goweeships to special provincial
administrations§engil, 2003: 2). In this sense, this reform isa@d at decentralization,
one of the tenets of the KAS. Hence, it servesirtterests of the UTM as well, which
aims a more decentralized administrative systeifurkey. In this sense, the ideological
orientation of the KAS and the professional intesesf the UTM coincide within the
context of this reform. Thus, the two organizatiammdlaborate to support this reform
process. For instance, they have organized sonfereoces in this field together. One is
the international conference on local governmefdrmes organized in 2005 in order to
inform Turkish mayors on the recent legal refornrm&l 4o provide a forum for the
comparison of the administrative system modelsurk&y, Germany and France with the
participation of representatives of municipalityiams from Turkey, France and Germany
(Konrad Adenauer Stiftung, 2005). Another one is tlEuropean Union and Local
Governments” conference that was organized in 200& ex-Turkish Minister of
Interior, the ex-representative of the Turkey Gifief the KAS and the vice-president of

the UTM made the keynote speeches of this confereagether (Konrad Adenauer
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Stiftung, 2006). The recent one is the conferenfc&Municipality Unions within the
Context of the Examples of France and Germany” e organized in 2007. Similarly,
an undersecretary from the Turkish Ministry of hidg the representative of the Turkey
Office of the KAS and the chairman of the UTM mate keynote speeches of this
conference together (Konrad Adenauer Stiftung, BRO7

As seen from these conferences, the KAS playsréfisignt role in theEuropenizatiorof
policy debates in Turkey. The KAS tries to bringether the Turkish stakeholders within
a policy area with their European, especially Germeounterparts for the sake of
exchange of views and experiences. For instaneesefhresentatives of the municipality
unions from Turkey, France and Germany participatdtie conference of “Municipality
Unions within the Context of the Examples of Fraaod Germany” in 2007 and in the
international conference on local government reforin 2005 (Konrad Adenauer
Stiftung, 2005; Konrad Adenauer Stiftung, 2007)tHis sense, the KAS adds a European
dimension, i.e. the perspectives of European actorpolicy negotiations and political
debates in Turkey. Thus, it links policy debatesTurkey to those in Europe which
provide a channel between the networking practitdsirkey and in Europe.

Within the context of this example of the relatibipsbetween the KAS, the UTM and
the ministry, another thing that can be said is tha urkey too, policies are made with
the participation of various actors in a “multi-acprocess” as Kljin (1997: 29) calls it.
Hence, policy processes can not be analyzed frerpehspective of a single actor, that is
the government, in Turkey as well. In addition gmemce in Turkey “embraces
governmental institutions, but it also subsumesrmél, non-governmental mechanisms”

(Rosenau, 1992: 4). The relationship between th& KhAe UTM and the Ministry can be
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identified as ‘informal networks of interaction’ dause it is not based on formal
institutional arrangements and it involves both 1state actors, the KAS and the UTM,
and state actors, the Ministry. This informal nelsiship does not “derive from legal,
formally prescribed responsibilities” (Rosenau, 299) but it is rather backed by
ideational factors such as the long-lasting pastmiprand trust between the UTM and the
KAS, the ideological linkage between the KAS anel JIDP. This relationship shows that
in Turkey, too, policy is not a mono-directionabpess, formulated from the beginning
to the end at the parliament and the cabinet aad imposed on the society and the
implementers. Complex informal relationships argaged in policy processes in Turkey
as well as formal mechanisms. There exists a gtacat least, the attempts of different
groups to influence policy outcomes by expressing advocating their opinions and
demands. With the contribution of the KAS, platfariare provided for the negotiation
and bargaining of policy issues between the desimakers and the affected parties. For
the moment, one can put that the desicion-makersemeptive to at least taking these
demands into account albeit to what extent thecpatutcomes reflect the demands of
different groups at what degree is a subject #xqtiires further field researches.
According to the network approach, the interactibeéwveen autonomus actors result
from the fact that the actors are independent ch ether in order to achieve their goals
no matter how self-sufficient they are. The reasbrnnterdependency is the fact that
resources are distributed over various actors rdtten accumulated in the hands of a
single agency. To put it in another way, power igributed rather than monopolized.
Likewise, the KAS, the UTM, the Ministry, all araitanomus actors with their own

resource bases, but they still need to exchandeahers’ resources to attain their goals.
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They benefit mutually from the exchange of resosirc@oncordantly, the network
approach suggests that negotiations produce aiy@siim game in which all benefit
rather than a power game which concludes in winaegslosers.

Resources held by different actors may be of varikinds such as “money, authority,
information, expertise” (Rhodes, 1997a: xii). Amotngse, as regards the resources of
the KAS, one can first mention funding resourcesnely the power deriving from the
ability to raise, award or withhold money. But mareportantly, | assume that its
proximity to the JDP —both at the level of goverminand parliamentarians- in terms of
ideological commanality and its close contacts wiik JDP as well as with various
European political and social elites are the masiable resources of the KAS.

| think access to the government officials and JioRticians via the KAS is the primary
resource which the UTM benefits from its interactmith the KAS. However, as the
network approach suggests, resources are entetedbargaining and negotiation
processes in return for an anticipated benefit.sTtie KAS anticipates benefiting from
the expertiseof the UTM in the field of municipalities thanks i partnership with the
UTM. Founded in 1945, the UTM has a long historg anis the oldest munipality
association in Turkey (Konrad Adenauer Stiftungd®@0 As mentioned before, together
with the KAS, it gives educational seminars for kbeal government authorities and their
personnel. Technical information about municipasibass such as certain legislations,
technical procedures etc. is also supplied on &b wage (Turkiye Belediyeler Bigii
2007). Additionally, since its foundation, the UTpblishes a journal called “Journal of
Cities and Municipalities”. Lastly, it publishesvegal articles and books written by

experts within and outside the UTM (Turkiye Beleslgr Birligi, 2008). The KAS needs
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this expertise to have a better understanding ®faittministrative system of Turkey as
well as the ongoing developments in the systenhabit can advance successfully in the
promotion of decentralization in Turkey.
Furthermore, a foreign foundation, domestic padrame of great importance for the
KAS. The KAS gets in touch with the Turkish pultiicough its partners:
Our principal is we are not doing these activiti®s ourselves. We basically
cooperate with Turkish partners because we thiak lihcal partners are much
more capable of reacting to local conditions arahlloequirements etc. So they
can do better than us... Our main principle of pastni¢ is that we don’t work in
a country with the aim to implement our ideas withcegard to local conditions
or situations... We do it in dialogue and cooperatidth local partners. We don’t
come with our concepts and state that the onlytbagis right is our ideas and
these should be implemented. We say we have goperiexce in this and this,
we can offer you this experience but of courseusnbe implemented according
to local conditions (Interview with Jan Senkyr, ZD0
Moreover, the partnership of the KAS with the UTkidats contacts with the JDP has
one more significant benefit to the KAS. The orgation of activities such as the
conferences mentioned above with the UTM as welthasattendance of government
officials and parliamentarians to these events len#ie KAS to gainpublicity and
prestigebefore the public, which is very valuable for agign organization. In this sense,
as Dowding (1995: 146) expressesputationis one of the resources entered into
bargaining games. Reputation can be considereohétst important gain which the KAS
gains in return for this resource-pooling.
As regards the UTM, partnership with the KAS pr@4dit the opportunity to come
together with government officials in events such canferences, which creates the

opportunity for addressing the professional demaadd opinions of the UTM to

decision-makers. In his keynote speech in the “BU leocal Governments” conference
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conducted jointly with the KAS and the UTM, the &dpresident of the UTM, Osman
Gurdn expressed the gratification of the UTM abth# legal reforms directed at the
adaptation of the local government system to the &dduis. However, despite
appreciation of the significance of these reforhesalso addressed the complaints of the
UTM about the lack of complementary legal regulagiairectly to the Turkish Minister
of Interior who was present there to make the dtkgnote speech:
But currently, municipalities in Turkey are in aryeawkward position, and they
believe that steps to carry municipalities to tlsipion at which they ought to be
are not taken quickly enough. For example, thoughaet in this field was
enacted, no development has been made yet abaart cimplemetary acts. We
are closely following my distinguished Minister'acathe Ministry’s works about
these problems. We hope that these acts are enastedon as possible so that
municipalities can take important steps forwardr{ia(i 2006: 6).
As can be seen, such conferences provide an opygrtar lobbyingfor the UTM. This
approximates the relationship between the KAS, tHeM and the Ministry to the
pluralist model of interest group representationpluralism, the interest groups compete
with each other in a quasi free-market environmeamd try to influence government
through lobbying. Whereas public policy making itworks is about co-operation and
consensus-building (Marsh, 1998a: 9), policy decisiare the result of group struggles
and dominant coalitions in pluralism. Governmentthe central actor who ratifies
decisions (Klijn, 1997: 28) and sets the rules ltg tompetition game. Its decisions
reflect the balance within the interest groups imithociety at a given time (Rhodes,
1997b: 30). Similar to the pluralist model, addimegf demands to the Ministry in the
case of the “EU and Local Governments” conferereraahsrates that government is the

central actor in Turkey in policy-making processes matter how policies are made

interactively. In contrast to the network approashich assumes that the aim of
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interactions in the policy-making process is noh&ve an influence on the centre but to
enable decisions and policies to emerge spontalye@ss a result of the natural
interactions among networks, (Ustiiner, 2003: 50B),gain which the UTM anticipates
from the interaction with the Ministry is accessthe centre, that is the government, in
order to have an influence on the centre. In thgegcthe Ministry of Interior Affairs took
the demands of the UTM into their agenda of law-imgkAs a reply to the complaint of
the representative of the UTM in his speech abwaifack of complementary regulations
despite important legal reforms, in his speech Mu@ster of Interior, Abdulkadir Aksu
said:
...In this reform process, we will of course enattestneeded acts. For example,
the Bill on Special Administrations and the Revenoé Municipalities has been
prepared and submitted to the cabinet; it is sanggto be put on the agenda of
the Parliament. In addition, we are currently wogkion the Bill on Village Act
which we aim to enact during this term of the Ramlent. Besides, we are
working on the enactment of some regulations taarae the shortcomings and
the ambiguities in implementation. We have also gleted working on the
principles and standards of the permanent stafhwficipalities and provisional
special administrations and submitted the draft toil the Prime Ministry; to
which the local authorities have been looking fav@ksu, 2006: 8-10).
However, in the last instance, the Turkish govemmnig free to be receptive to these
demands or not. Regarding another issue field, ginernment might not take the
demands of the UTM into account. All in all, thesgll exists hierarchy instead of
heterearchy in the policy processes in Turkey thoaignore interactive mode of policy-
making exists. The policy-making discretion of #tate authority is not shared with other
actors; to be more precise, non-state actors aogporated to ‘steering’ in the process of

the exercise of this discretion; the state permds-state actors to have a voice in the

policy-making process. Hence, the government isondt “first among the equals” with
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Jessop’s term (Jessop, 1997: 574). Rather, iteicémtral or dominating actor in policy
processes though it is less autonomus and morehattato other actors. For these
reasons, all in all, the policy-making process mrkey is still closer to the pluralist
model of interest group representation rather thametwork model.

In its facilities, the KAS works on the basis oétprinciple of “long-lasting, permanent
collaboration” with both institutional partners, ttviwhom partnerships contracts are
signed, and non-institutional partners, rather tlbanproject-basis collaboration. The
KAS sometimes cooperates temporarily with otheosobn the basis of certain activities
who have experience or expertise in a field in Whige KAS is interested (Interview
with Jan Senkyr, 2007). But after all, permaneiaboration is still the main operational
mode of the KAS (Mair, 2000: 138-9). For examplarkish Democracy Foundation, an
institutional partner, has been a partner of theSKiAr more than ten years (Interview
with Jan Senkyr, 2007). Similarly, as noted befdhe, UTM and the KAS have been
partners for fifteen years, since 1983 (Spengl@d62 3).

Owing to such a fashion of interfix, the KAS is peoto establish network-type
relationships, relationships which are in accoréandth the premises of the network
approach, given that the network approach emplagieenanenceof relationships
(Ustiiner, 2003: 51). Unlike the pluralist approache KAS does not establish
cooperations, in other words, coalitions on theisba$ singular demands. Hence, the
cooperations or coalitions do not disintegrate wiith accomplishment of a single goal.
Based orshared valugsthe cooperations/coalitions are permanent. Asdpeesentative
of the Turkey Office of the KAS, Jan Senkyr (20@Tates, the KAS collaborates with

organizations who share their ideas and valuesrfligw with Jan Senkyr, 2007). Within
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this context, one can exemplify the cooperatioowbenh the UTM and the KAS. The
partnership between them is based on ideologicahmonality. They both agree upon a
common tenetdecentralization They consider the reinforcement of local govermntaa
prerequisite for an efficient administrative systeWith regard to this ideational
commonality, it can be assumed that the relatigndletween the KAS and the UTM
approximates aolicy communitythe type of policy networks that involve clostat®ns
(Marsh, 1998a: 14). As Dowding (1995) expressesicy communities imply “a
common culture and understandings about the natfirde problems and decision-
making processes within a given policy domain” (Riavg, 1995: 138). In the same line,
within the framework of the policy issue of theegalf local administrations within the
administrative system, the KAS and the UTM shareommon identification of the
policy problem as the overwhelming competenceseotral government in face of local
governments. Thus, they agree upon the same pebdytion, decentralization. As
Rhodes (1997b) suggests, policy communities areactexized with consistency and
persistence in values, membership and policy outsoas well as consensus with the
ideology, values and broad policy preferences shlayeall participants (Rhodes, 1997b:
43-4). In a similar vein, the KAS and the UTM halveen partners for fifteen years
(consistency and persistence in membership) andsth@e common ideological, value-
based and political preferences (consensus), nageelntralization. What's more, these
preferences have remained stable from the incepfitimeir partnership (consistency and
persistence in values), since they are groundetth@mprofessional interests of the UTM
and the ideological stance of the KAS, which arkemently stable for they are the

primary reason of the existences of the KAS andh!.
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Further, another characteristic of policy commuasitiis that all participants have
resources; basic relationship is an exchange oektip (Rhodes, 1997b: 44). The
relationship between the KAS and the UTM approxesat policy community from this
aspect too. The KAS prefers to collaborate wittoctvho have a position or a certain
influence (Interview with Jan Senkyr, 2007). Hentlee actors with which the KAS
cooperates in its networking activities each hdwegrtown resource bases already and the
relations between them and the KAS are charactenath exchange of resources rather
than a mono-dimesional giving relationship. Yet tlarget group of the KAS is the
actors “who have a position or a certain influen@aterview with Jan Senkyr, 2007).
The networking activities of the KAS are not diexttat the inclusion of all of the
affected, but the actors who are already resourc&he actors with which the KAS
collaborates are actors who either hold a sigmtigelitical position in the sharpening of
policies or who are already among the strong @wiiety organizations of Turkey; yet
the partners of the KAS are already resourceful rpaditable organizations. Thus, the
networking activities of the KAS carry the risk fifrther empowering those who are
already strong rather than opening up opportunittesequal representation. Further,
although the network approach defines stakeholdera flexible basis, which opens up
the opportunities of participation, the addresdeth® networking activities of the KAS
are strictly predefined, either several partneeaimnally close to the KAS with some of
whom partnership contracts are signed or stablgpandanent actors with whom policy-
community relations, which are based on the comilitgnaf policy goals and policy
priorities, are established. For this reason, tbvarking activities of the KAS do not

open up opportunities for broader and equaler @paiion. With regard to these
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statements, it can be put that the contributiothefnetworking activities of the KAS to
democracy is questionable.

Networks are embedded in a certain social, polisod economic context. Therefore, the
networking activities of the KAS are influenced tine broader socio-political structure.
In this sense, the legal rules of Turkey affect thetworking activities of these
foundations.

The German political foundations work in Turkey andhe legal status of ‘association’.
They are registered before the Department of Aatioais (Dernekler Dairesi Banligi)

to the Ministry of Interior according to the Turkisaw of Associations (Interview with
Jan Senkyr, 2007). Therefore, in their activitig®y are subject to the Turkish Law of
Associations enacted in 2004. Article 10 of thisviaermits the associations to receive
financial contribution from other associations whigursue objectives similar to theirs
(Dernekler Dairesi Bganligl, 2006). Thereby, there is no legal obstacle thatprevent
the KAS from funding the projects of NGOs or, asha case of the institutional partners
of the KAS, from contributing financially to thefrastructure of NGOs. What's more, it
is lawful for the KAS to establish platforms ornointo the existing platforms where
different NGOs come together. According to Arti@6 of the Law of Associations,
associations can establish platforms between eatler oor with civil society
organizations like foundations, trade unions eicthie fields relevant to their objectives
in order to realize a common goal (Dernekler DaiBsgkanligi, 2006). All in all, there
seems no limitation on the networking facilitiestioé KAS within the frame of the Law
of Associations. With this regard, the macro-conhtkas no negative impact on the

networking facilities of the KAS.
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However, it should not be assumed that the KAS dlasys operated in an utterly
friendly environment. In 2002, the Attorney Geneoélthe State Security Court sued
against the German political foundations -the HBf®, KAS, the FES and the FNS- as
well as the prominent figures of the Turkish puldficluding the ex-President of the Bar
Association ofistanbul, Yiicel Sayman, the leader of the peasdnBemama, Oktay
Konyar and the ex-Mayor of Bergama, Safaklia. In the indictment, they were accused
of establishing a secret alliance against the ggcaf the state with German political
foundations at stake which were also accused abmeage against the Turkish state
(Radikal, 2002)?
The German political foundations and the othersised were acquitted in 2004 owing to
lack of evidence (Interview with Dirk Trondle, 200@\evertheless, this trial had a
negative impact on the approaches of the Turkidilipauthorities to German political
foundations:
Prior to this lawsuit, we [German political foundets] never had a problem in
our work in Turkey. But with this lawsuit, as thdugiurkey had become
informed about us for the first time, there emergedosity about us. However,
we were working in Turkey with the permission ofetfreasury from the
inception. But in the wake of this lawsuit, theyhdt state] tried something
different. We were made subject to the new Law sddiations enacted in 2004.
So, though we are branch offices of Germany-bassbcaations, we were
accepted as a newly-established Turkish assocjatience we had to re-fulfill

bureaucratic procedures. Unlike the Turkish assiocis, our bureaucratic burden
increased with this lat® (Interview with Dirk Tréndle, 2006).

2 viicel Sayman was accused because of an activityyj@onducted by the HBS and the Bar Association
of Istanbul (Radikal, 2002). The accusations aboutYKtnyar and Safa F&in was based on Dr. Necip
Hablemit@lu’s report, which was also the mainstay of thedtrdent. In the report, Hablemittu alleged
that in the struggle of the peasants of Bergaminaggold-mining by cyanide, Konyar and sken were
financed by German political foundations, who wadrtie prevent Turkey from benefiting her gold ressrv
due to the economic interests of the German dtitblémitglu, 2002).

13 Subject to the Law of Associations, German pditifoundations have to submit an affidavit which
comprises their facilities and their financial agots to the civilian administration authority aetbnd of
each year according to the Article 19 of this lafuticle 19 also states that the Minister of Inberor the
civilian adiministration authority can monitor whetr the associations work in compliance with the

87



However, it is noteworthy that this lawsuit did dead to permanent negative impacts
which hamper the work of the KAS. In the interviéwonducted with Jan Senkyr, the
representative of the Turkey Office of the KAS,skad him to evaluate the relationship
between the KAS and the public authorities, in ptwerds, the decision-makers. He
replied that the relations were correct and mostly public authorities were very
interested in their work (Interview with Jan Senk3@07) Similarly, when | asked him if
there were any problems or any clashes on the aplpes of the public authorities to the
KAS; his anwer was ‘no’ and he added that they ttedtt in general the government as
well as the state institutions were welcoming theork (Interview with Jan Senkyr,
2007). By the same token, in an interview, Wulf &diohm, the representative of the
Turkey Office of the KAS during the lawsuit, integped the indictment as an act of some
sections of the Turkish political terrain who wegainst the EU reform process, not as a
reflection of the attitude of the state toward Gannpolitical foundations (Schénbohm,
2004).

The suspicions against the German political foundatdid not come to an end with the
acquittal. There still exists several similar adggns about the German political
foundations in newspapers. Such allegations ateenfial mostly in the stance of the
public opinion on German political foundations eathhan that of desicion-makers. For
instance, as Altinay (2003) reports, according saiaey conducted by a web site called

“gazetem.net”, in which several Turkish intelledtuarite columns read mostly by the

objectives submitted in their charters and theykéeir records and account books in complianch thi¢
acquis on the condition that the association iffiedtabout the supervision earlier than at leasinty-four
hours (Dernekler Dairesi Blanligi, 2006).
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well-educated segments of the society, the 71 %hef attendants believe that the
allegations about the German foundations are &iten@y, 2003: 55).

However, exogenous factors resulting from the beoatbntext do not influence the
network directly: “All such exogenous change is mtetl through the understanding of
agents and interpreted in the context of the sirast rules/norms and interpersonal
relationships within the network” (Marsh, 1998b:7)9For instance, despite all such
negative impressions about German political fouodat within the society, the
participants of the fINGO Symposia objected to this investigation witpress release
(Silier, 2002: 164-5). Within the context of thigse, the participants of the NGO
Symposia interpreted the exogeneous factor, thestigation, as a part of the repressive
attempts which aimed to detach Turkey and TurkisBOd¥ from the outside world
(Silier, 2002: 164). Hence, they preferred to adthwsolidarity in the face of the
repressions which they deemed being against ngt®aiman political foundations, but
to the civil society. Overall, such allegations abGerman political foundations did not
result in permanent negative impacts on the workhefKAS. | think this results from
mainly the close contacts between the KAS and gomental authorities as well as the
long-lasting cooperation of the KAS with its parsmevhich fosters trust.

During this study, it is observed that the netwogkfacilities of the KAS are directed at
the same goal: providinglatformsfor bringing those concerned together and enabling
them to exchange views. As the representative ®fTirkey Office of the KAS, Jan
Senkyr (2007), explains, “platform-building meahattwe try to bring together different
groups to provide or initiate an internal discussar dialogue for exchange of ideas

between people from different positions or of diigt opinion” (Interview with Jan
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Senkyr, 2007). This method of platform-building agime insight about the role, or in
other words, the position of the KAS within netwsrk deduce that this method makes it
possible to think that the position or the roletbé KAS within networks is about
network management. Network management can bederesi as steering efforts aimed
at the improvement of cooperation between involaetbrs (O'Toole, 1988; quoted in
Kljin & Koppenjan, 2000: 140). Unlike the classiecahnagement understanding in which
the manager is a central actor or director, thevokt manager is rather a mediator and
stimulator (Forester, 1989, quoted in Klijn and IKepjan, 2000: 142). Hence,
“management activities [in the network governanaalef] are directed to a great extent
at improving and sustaining interaction betweefed#t actors involved and at uniting
the goals and approaches of those actors” (K1j#97: 33). Concordantly, the KAS
explains its mission as “in meetings and congresg&ebring people who have something
to say together” (Konrad Adenauer Stiftung, 2007dus, it can be claimed that the
KAS is engaged in enabling conditions for interactand deliberation between different
actors involved.

There are two types of network managemembcess managemenin other words,
game managemeiKickert & Koppenjan, 1997: 46), antetwork constitutionin other
words, network structuring(Kickert & Koppenjan, 1997: 46—7). Process manag&m
intends to improve ‘the interactions between actorspolicy games’ (Klijn and
Koppenjan, 2000: 140). On the other hand, networistitution is focused on realizing
changes in the network (Klijn and Koppenjan, 20D01). It can be defined as “building
or changing the institutional arrangements that enalp the network” (Kickert &

Koppenjan, 1997: 46-7). In this sense, when thear&tmanagement role of the KAS is
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mentioned hereprocess/game managemaest referred given the explanations above

about the platform-provision activities of the KAdich is concerned with establishing

networks rather than bringing about changes irtiegisietworks.

Process/game management can take various forms:

Network activations about “initiating interaction processes or ganmesrder to
solve particular problems or to achieve goals” K¢t & Koppenjan, 1997: 47).
Arranging interactionimplies “establishingad-hoc organizational arrangements
in order to solve particular problems or to achigeals” (Kickert & Koppenjan,
1997: 47).

Brokerageinvolves “bringing together solutions, problems grarties” (Kickert
& Koppenjan, 1997: 47).

Facilitating interactionimplies promoting favourable conditions for jointtian
(Kickert & Koppenjan, 1997: 47).

Mediation and arbitrationis about conflict management (Kickert & Koppenjan,
1997: 47) and is implemented by a party which isimeolved in the conflict, and
which maintains no direct ties with either of thispditing parties concerned

(Kickert & Koppenjan, 1997: 50).

As Kickert & Koppenjan (1997: 48) note, brokers ldeadeas and solutions and link up

actors who would not have found each other by tledras. In this sense, “a broker is an

intermediary, a go-between” (Mandell, 1990: 47,tedan Kickert & Koppenjan, 1997:

44). Within this context, it can be argued that KA&S takes on the role of larokerin

their networking activities. Theternationalizationactivities of the KAS -such as the

visit programmes in which JDP politicians meet WitbU politicians- are worth to note
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in terms of brokerage role. In all these examples,attendant parties needed the help of
the KAS to come together.
Brokers can be of three kinds (Mandell, 1990: 4igtgd in (Kickert & Koppenjan, 1997:
48-9) :
» The orchestra leademwho can envisage exactly how the product of coedert
action should look;
» The laissez-faire leadewho is solely focused on bringing parties togethed
who has no interest in the content of the outcofitbeinteraction;
* Thefilm producerwho is highly involved, but due to his dependenarsthers
is intent upon keeping them involved in the process
| assume that the brokerage role of the KAS canflibe second kind, thiaissez-faire
leader.Because one of the observations of this studyasthe KAS do not participate in
networks like other actors who explicitly manifesieir own preferences of policy
outcomes. The KAS prefers to “remain one step hdok’spite expressing their opinions,
the KAS generally tries to “stayeutral’ (Interview with Jan Senkyr, 2007 — emphasis
added):
We provide platforms because it is neutral, wesaneutral institution in this case,
we let them discuss among each other. Platform sh¢faat we try to bring
together different groups to provide or initiateiaternal discussion or dialogue
where we don't interfere from our side. We are matively involved in
discussions... We don’t come with our concepts aateghat the only one that is
right is our ideas and these should be implemendéd. say we have good

experience in this and this, we can offer you #xperience but of course it must
be implemented according to local conditions (Mea& with Jan Senkyr, 2007).

The preference to hold a so-called ‘neutral’ osealf-effacing’ position does not mean

that the KAS has no interest in the content ofdbecomes of the interactions. Rather,
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unlike other actors, its preference of outcomes @aoé explicitly manifested and
concretely-defined. What is important for the KAS the compliance of the policy
outcomes with its ideological tenets, such as c@anpé with the principle of
decentralization. In order to realize such outcqrttes KAS of course expresses its own
policy priorities for the policy issue in questidfor instance, in the conference of “ EU
and Local Governments” in which the reform procéssTurkish local government
system within the EU negotiations was debated KIA8 emphasized the importance of
the principle of subsidiarity within the EU syste@iven that the principle of subsidiarity
is one of the ideological tenets of the KAS, one daduce that the KAS strives to draw
the attention of actors to a certain point, in tase, subsidiarity, and canalize the policy
negotiations in a direction in line with its poliogcommendations.

Such a method makes it possible for the KAS to meroae step back, to play second
fiddle. Yet, that's why it undertakes the role lafssez faire brokebecause this role
enables an actor to engage in bringing partieshegeather than being directly engaged
in discussions as a party. However, one shouldasstime that this role is of secondary
importance. In fact, brokerage denotes that thegsaneed the help of a broker to come

together, which constitutes the vital prior stagdiscussion and concerted action.
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CHAPTER IV

CONCLUSION

In this paper, the activities of the KAS in Turkegre analyzed within the context of the
network governance approach, one of the rising otsoof the recent years.

The network governance approach is rooted in thgoiog debate on governance.
Governance is considered the new governing modgdeo§lobalization era. The process
of globalization has had considerable impacts oa #tates. The dynamics of
globalization -such as the increasing flow of capitorldwide and thus, the integration
of national economies to world capitalism in a mopenetrated sense, the
transnationalization of a host of demands andlprog- captured the nation-states and
de-limited their authority: By globalization “stat@re being increasingly caught up in
restructuredwebs of powetthat limit or transform their tasks, roles andiates by
altering the context within which states exist aperate” (Cerny, 2000: 22 — emphasis
original). Hence, while the authority of nationts& has been delivered upwards, to
international and supra-national units and downgatal the sub-governmental units as a
result of the limitation of state authority, thder@f the state within the society has been
redefined at the same time. Such a transformatiostaie authority/sovereignty has
brought about the paradigm shift from governmentgtivernance Governance is
conceptualized agoverning togethewith the partnership of state, market and civil
society who are reckoned equal partners in thefagbverning rather than governing by

government itself or by government intervention.isThotion of ‘equal partnership’
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between the state actors and non-state actor® imtst original insight of governance
which corresponds to a fundamental change compairtkd the hierarchial model of
governing by the act of government. In this seffsis,insight required a new concept to
understand this new mode of policy-making: thetwork concept has been more and
more used in the understanding of policy processtss way.

The network concept as a metaphor is linked withesother metaphors like informality,
partnership, heterearchy, interaction etc. Hentcés contradicted with the concept of
hierarchy. In this sense, the incorporation of tregwork metaphor into the policy-
making processes has led to the discovery of amnaltive governing approach for the
hierarchial governing model, that is thetwork governancapproach.

Network governance is one of the types of the gumece model (Bayranitu, 2005:
129-51). However, | do not consider network goveogaas identical to governance. |
criticize the governance model on the grounds ef ikplacement of the category of
‘citizenship’ with the category of ‘stakeholder$’believe that such a strict division of
citizens from each other can encourage the paaticip of the affected groups into
policy-making processes in policy-issues which @wncdheir interests; on the other hand,
the overall conclusion of this model is the contirax of the possibility of various
stakeholders’ coming together and striving for anowmn goal that aggregates and
transcends theire specific interests in the pupitere, which | consider more vital for a
democratic public life. However, though groundedtba concept of stakeholders, the
network governance approach is potentially morenojpethe notion of participation,
because it does not offer a strict division ofzeitis on the basis of stakeholder groups. It

defines the affected stakeholders on a broadetipfeeand transnational basis rather than
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on the basis of strict inclusion and exclusioneciit. Hence, the network approach has
the potential to foster equal and broad particgrati

Another argument of this paper is that the netwaskcept has a metaphorical value
which enables the network approach to be applieteudifferent contexts. Network
governance is just one of the usages of the netwppcoach. Hence, in this paper,
network governance has been handled as an apprater than a theory or a model.
The theoretical chapter of the paper has been elividto two parts; | have scrutinized
the network metaphor in the first part and the oekwapproach to governance in the
second part. Thereby, | have tried to show thatetlexists a network approach beyond
the theory of network governance owing to the ntebaigal value of the network
concept.

This paper has not dealt with providing a netwoittyse or demonstrating a network
model. Rather, the network governance approactbeas applied in the context of the
activities of the KAS. The paper has scrutunizeeétér the theoretical framework of the
network governance approach provides an analytbcdin analyzing the activities of the
Konrad Adenauer Stiftung in Turkey. It is concludibat several tools in the network
governance approach provide heuristic tools toyaeathe relations of the KAS in the
Turkish political terrain. As a result of this syid have discovered that the network
approach has two major benefits in analyzing thatioms of the KAS. One is that it
conceptualizes policy-making process in a broadase, comprising not only decision-
making and imposition of decisions on the societg ¢he implementers, but also the
discussion and negotiation processes of policyessand policy problems. Indeed, the

KAS is engaged mostly in this pre-policy formulatiprocess.
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Another benefit of the network approach is thath#lps us understand not only formal
institutional arrangements but also highly compieformal relationships in the policy
process” (Kenis and Schneider, 1991: 27, quoteBlam-Hansen, 1997: 672). By the
same token, | claim that the conceptrdbrmality is one of the most useful concepts in
understanding the relations of the KAS. As regdhdsrelations of the KAS to the JDP,
one can observe that the KAS is engaged in edt@tdisontacts between the politicians
and government officials from the JDP and the CBEnce, formal contacts, established
by formal authorities via formal procedures, godamhand with informal networks of
interaction that are backed by ideational factohsas permanence of relationships, trust
and shared values and goals and intensively invobsestate actors. These informal
networks play a considerable role in the socialimaibf the Turkish political elites,
specifically from the JDP, with their ideologicabunterparts in Europe, specifically in
Germany.

The relationship between the KAS, the UTM and theisry of Interior of the Turkish
Republic can be identified as ‘informal networks ioteraction’ as well. In this
relationship, the KAS helps to build platforms fitre negotiation and bargaining of
policy issues between affected parties, the govemnofficials and a professional
organization, the UTM. Thanks to this platform, lbparties, the UTM and the Ministry,
bargain over policy outcomes, i.e. over the shdgegal regulations. Within the context
of this relationship, | argue that in Turkey toalipies are made within a multi-actor
process which comprises not only formal institudlbarrangements but also “informal,
non-governmental mechanisms” (Rosenau, 1992: 4) thi¢ intensive involvement of

non-state actors. | think this example —togetheh wthe above example of the relations
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between the JDP, the CDU and the KAS- can be aedeps an evidence of the
informalisationof policy processes in Turkey.

As shown from the above examples, the KAS contebuio the informalisation of
politics in Turkey. Another contribution of the KAB policy-making process in Turkey
is its role in theEuropenizationof policy debates. The KAS tries to bring togethes
Turkish stakeholders within a policy area with th&uropean, especially German,
counterparts for the sake of exchange of viewsexmriences. In this sense, it adds a
European dimension, i.e. the perspectives of E@o@etors, to policy negotiations and
political debates in Turkey.

Another argument of this paper is that the poligking process in Turkey is still closer
to the pluralist model of interest group represeomacompared with the network model.
Taken within the context of the relationship betavéige KAS, the UTM and the Ministry
of Interior, | deduce that government is the cdnaictor in Turkey in policy-making
processes whose conviction and consent are seakaddpest groups. No matter how
policies are made interactively in Turkey, poliayt@dmes do not come about as a result
of interactions as in the network governance apgproaut as a result of the government’s
decisions.

As seen from the case of the KAS, the approachetivark governance can not be
considered a universal model. There are numerautsréathat affect the practices of
network governance within a society. Yet, there aot strict borderlines between
pluralism and the network governance in practicend¢, rather than seeking to fit the
mode of policy-making within a country to a certanmodel, one should look to find out

which tools within those models can be useful mahalysis of policy-making processes
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within that country. These statements are all v&bid Turkey as well. In Turkey, the
government is still the central steering actor Ip&tt Nevertheless, interactive policy-
making processes characterized with informality @methe way in Turkey as well, in
which the KAS plays a crucial role owing to itsamtational broker role. This is a fact
which has the potential for opening up opportusifier participation in policy-making
processes.

However, the critical point is that the doors aoé egqually open to everybody. Especially
as regards the networking activities of the KASe mbserves that the resourceless,
disadvantegeous sectors of society are excludem fittee policy-making processes.
Access to policy-making are not recognized to themether deliberately or because they
do not have enough resources to get into actioe. étworking activities of the KAS
aim to comprise not all of the affected groups, th& groups which are ideologically
similar to the KAS as well as the actors who hofabaition with the power of shapening
policy outcomes. The relations of the KAS with fherkish actors are based on shared
values and ideological commonality. In additiore target group of the KAS is the actors
“who have a position or a certain influence” (Imew with Jan Senkyr, 2007). In this
sense, the networking activities of the KAS are dictcted at the inclusion of all of the
affected, but only inclusion of the stakeholdersoad policy goals are close to the KAS
or who hold an important structural position in tslearpening of policies. Thus, the
networking activities of the KAS carry the risk fafrther empowering those who are
already strong rather than opening up opportunitiesequal representation. For this

reason, the networking activities of the KAS do opén up opportunities for broader and

1 Why it is so requires further research and | hibyae the seek for answer to this question tempthdu
academic studies.
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equaler participation. With regard to these statésjat can be put that the contribution
of the networking activities of the KAS to demogras questionable. This verifies one
more time that despite its potential for an equad garticipatory political and
organizational life, the realization of this poiehbf the network approach is dependent
upon the improvement of the socio-political corahis within which networking

practices are embedded.
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