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THE EVOLUTION AND
TRANSFORMATION OF.
FUROPEAN GOVERNANCGE

Beate Kohler-Roch

Why talk about European governance?

European integration is about mare than just building a common market
it is about polifical regulation as well. This lesson has been learned in the
last decade. Since Maastricht, Community competence has been enlarged,
covering many aspects of daily life. It is evident that European policp-mak-
ing has an impact on. substantve polices. Whether or not it has an impact
on the wags and means of governing is another quesdon endrely. In-the
long run, the most important queston. is whether European integradon
will bring about a change in governance. The term ‘governance’ refers to
pattarns of governing which, as we know, vary from counay t counay.! In
essencs, ‘governance’ is about the ways and means in which the divergent
. preferencss of citizens are manslated into effecuve policy choices, about
how the plurality of societal interests are ransformed into unitry action
and the corapliance of social actors is achieved. o

The essence of governance just like that of government is to reach bind-
ing decisions. The difference between government and governance is that

. government is the organisadon in charge of making binding dedsions, - -

resting on a constitutionally defined authoriry. A government is an agent
 furnished with explicit rights and subject to conmol according to estab-
lished procedures. Governance will. have different properdes whenever it
- is enacted without government - ' o
The Furopean Community (EC is governed without government and,
therefore, it is bound to be governed in a particular way2 In addidon, EC '
. governance is penerating into the politcal life of member states and its
. partcular mode’ of governing may disseminate across' natdonal borders.
‘These, in 2 nusshell, are the two hypotheses that will be tested. The first is
that Europe’s supranational Community functons according to a logic dif-"
ferent from that of the representative democracies of its member states. Its
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. purpose and insimtional architecture are disdnctive, promoting a partcu-
lar mode of governance. The second is that The process of ‘European-
isaden’, that is extending the boundaries of the relevant polidcal space
beyond the member seates, will conmibute to a change of governance at -
nadonal and sub-nadonal levels. Being a member of the EU is concomicant
* ‘with the interpenemating of systems of govemnce:'any polity which is part
of such a ‘peneaated system’ is bound to change in terms of established
pacterns of governing. '

The Europém Cotqmunitj': a veﬁ pardcular system of

go vernancs

Itis part of the conventicnal wisdom that the European Communicy is a.'suz
generis’ policy, ‘a political system which is far more than an internadonal
orga.nisaciqri. and yet does not fit the nodon of a federal sate (Sbragia
1992a: 2). European integraton has, indeed, taken us. ‘Beyond the Nadon
‘Scate’ (Haas 1964) in wo different ways: first by extending the realm of the
polideal beyond the borders of the once soyereign nadon sates; and sec-
ond, by building up a political system which is not - and, in the foreseeable
furure, will be subsdmtrg for - the nadon states. Yo _
One of the most characteristic feaures of this ‘sui grneris system’ is that
it is governed without governmenc. The ‘sovereign people’ are sovereign
citizens oply within the boundaries of their individual stares.

- . Represenmive democracy stops at siate borders. There is no delezadon of

polidcal power to a directy responsible top dedsion-making authority at
the Enropean level Nevertheless, policies are decided ac the European |
levei and decsions have binding force on ctzens within each member
state. Although there is no government, cidzens are governed. To puticin
more general terms, governance is noc just limited to acdons tken by 2
government and, although it is embedded in a context of representatve
democracy, European governance does nat conform to the norms of demo-

' adc rule. This much is obvious; what.follows is the less obvious but

. plausible assumpdon that when there is no government and no democra--
‘tic representarion, the ways and means of governing will be different.
These 0 aspects must be seen in conjunction, i order to undesstand
‘how the Furopean Communiry is governed. Up t0 now, bath aspecss have .
. been weated separately. Research has either looked at the instimdonal sauc-
e and adminisTative organisation of the Community, or ichas focused on
the ‘democatic deficit of the EC. In the laiter case, the debate has cenwed |
mainly on the consdmdenal design of the Communiry, on the evoludon of
public support and on the so-called ‘structural . prerequisites’ of a working
democracy in terms of polidcal identity, a politcal infraswucture of interme-
diary instmtons, and a European-wide public debate. Licde atendon has
been paid to the ensuing patterns of European policy-making. ‘
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Pohc,' analysis, on the other hand, has provxded us wich umumemble
case studies which link the institutonal set-up and the legal Emmng of EC -
dedsion-making to the processes and outcomes of Commumty gover- -
nance. In comparing policy studies, a deep insight is ‘gained into the
"parucula.r feamures of EC agenda-setting and the formulation and imple- '

,mentadon of European policies. Despite some varatons across policy
areas, the findings coindde with the picture drawn by those who are inter-
ested in assessing the politics of EC governance. There is a broad consensus

about the ‘logic of common decxslon-ma.kxng (Kerremans 1996). The les- -

son to be learned is that the very properties of the EC system result in

particular patterns of actor relations and dedision-making routines and that

. this in turn feeds back on the characteristic features of the Communicy sys-
(Emng and Eohler-BEoch 1994).

This type of research is chiefly interested in the performzmce of the
European system. Empirical research as well as theoretical reasoning are
* employed to investigate those insdmtonal mechamsms of the European
multi-level negodating system which might promote or endz.nger its capac-
- ity for effident dedsion-making and effective problem-solving.+ It is-a
functional rather than a normatve debate. Normatve deliberadons arise
when research touches upon the 'quation of whose interests prevail in
Europead politics and whether the system.has a soructural bias to privilege
some group of actors over others. Even then the focus is not on the legm- .
macy of the Community system as such.’

. Only recently has the discussion on the democmuc fzd]nc.a of the ‘nego-
uz.ung' sate’ reached EC policy research.’ Up to now, those who have
written about the' democratc defidt of the European Community have
_ hardly ever bothered to take a close lock at how the system is administered, .

. and those who know all the details of how policies are developed have not
. reflectad generally on the legitimacy of being subject to European rule.

- Two camps of scholarly debate co-exist, and the pamczpa.nm live happily in
a state of peaceful non~communicaton.”

However, in order to discover whether a pardcular system of F.uropenn
goverpance is ]Jkely to evolve, it is necessary to adopt both approaches. The
policp-making process gains direction from the allocation of competence,
formal and informal rules of: decsmn-ma.kmg, administrative routnes.and

. the working of ‘comitology’. Nevertheless, this is only part of the picrure. -

- Governing is also directed by shared beliefs about what constitutes the legit-
- imacy of a political system and what supports the claim to make binding
dedsions3 No balanced assessment about the likely emergence of a partc-
_ ular mode of European governance can be drawn up without considering
the constmtonal framework which supports or does not STpport expecta-
" dons of legidmate governance. The system, after all, is operated by actors
who are all too aware of the fragile.legitimacy of their joint enterprise.
Therefore, the first hypothesis is that European governance is not just
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. determined by the scructural properties. of the EC system but also influ-
enced by actor’s perceptons of legiimate organising princples.
~ The second hypochesxs is that supranational integradon and efforts to
satisfy demands concerning efficiency and accountbility will produce a’
very partcilar type of polity. The constitudonal logic of the EC has never
- been dear. [t may be seen as an intergovernmentl enterprise, a suprana-
“tdonal technocracy or a political community in its own right Depending on
which view is held, its legidmacy rests on the democratic quality of member
stte governments, on ourput performance or on the consent of the gov-
emed. The general assessment — although one may mke issue with it - is
that in the early years of the European Economic Commum:y the pohcy
programme laid down in the Treaty, in combmz.uon with the Commission'’s
' right of inidative and the unanimity rule in the Coundl, reconciled the first
.wo competng paradigms of political legitmacy.® The EEC Treaty:provided
for an acdon programme which would be implemented best by an inde-
pendent body of European experts. Polidcal regulaton extending beyond
. '‘negadve mtegmuon was under member state control becmse a.ny merm-
> ber state could use its pawer of vero.10 :
With the deepening of the European Communirty, the condmons for -
ensuring the legidmacy of the system changed. A series of insdmudonal
reforms aimed to'take account of the wansformation of the basic condi-
' dons without upsetting this delicate mix of legitmacy. The inroduction "
- of majority votng was a response to demands to unlock the dedsion-
"making process. The capacity to ‘act became both more difficult and
. more important in a larger Communiry which now embraces a wider
range of responsibilities. Majority votng, however, infringes upon the
soverezgn right of the parmers to ultimately decide what is and what is
not accepmble to. their home’ consttuency. [nroducing elements of
democratic accountability through the European Parliament in com-
' pensauon for the loss of intergovernmencal and téchnocradc legitimacy -
will not help, because of the inferor representatve quality of that par-
liament.!! In addidon, there is a fundamental incompatibility between
‘the democratc norm of giving equzl rights to cifizens to state their views
and the federal pnncxple of giving equa.l representaton to the collective
~~myembers of the union. '
The architecrs. of the union are . smck in the democratic d.llemma of
supranational i integration with no blueprint available to get out of it THe
- more salient the issues to be decided, the greater the need to keep them
. under member state conwol, and the more emphadc the dema.nds for
democratic accountability. The domestic constituendies have made it dear
~ that they are not content with a purely elidst system. The message to mem-
- ber governments and Community bodies alike from the referenda on the
Treaty of Maastricht was that r.hey had to bnng the European Union ‘doser
_to its citizens’ 12
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Any mave towards a more democratic system has swengthened the uni-
@ry character of the system. Different sorategies have been designed to
ncrease the responsiveness of Community pohcy-m:kag The pnncxple of -
‘parmership’ has been inoduced into various programmes to give the
people affected a say in the framing and programming of Community poli:
des. In particular the Commission has esmblished routines to draw upon
the expertise of public as well as private actors in order to ensure: that its
. proposals are approved of by the governed. For years it has supported
' apsnatonal interest formation and played an active role in ‘networking’,
that is, bullding up wansnational policy communides around: those policy
issues which the Commission has an interest in ‘promoting. The
Commission has often been .characterised as a ‘political entrepreneur’
which manages to give policy issues a European dimension and brings sub-
national actors into the game, whether for the sake of promodng

European integration or for the sake of its own politdeal standing vis-g-vis

the member states. These strategies would not have been successful with-

out a widespread acceptance that Europen.n policr-making is not just an
E mtargovcmmcnml affair. The permissive artitade of governments and the
* responsiveness of societal actors resws on a shared, if diffuse, understand-

ing that a mix-of complementary elemens — functional representaton,
‘technocratc regulaton, insdmtonalised deliberation - will increase the
- legitimacy of European governance. Each of these elements has been part
of EC governance from the very beginning. Functional representation is
institutonalised in the Economic and Sodial Committee (ECOSOC): and
ochcr'a.dvisory bodies with socio-economic representation.!® Their acmal |
importance and the assessment that functional represenrauon is a means
of compensanng for the democratc deficit has been varying over tme and
is now on the-increase.l4 The same holds rue for ‘non-majoritarian inst-
tmtions’, for elements of ‘deliberate demoaacy’ which have been disclosed -
within EC comitology (Joerges and Neyer 1997), and for ‘bridgeheads’ of
civil socety extending to the core of the EC bureaucracy (Heinelt 1998).15 -
Supported by legal provisions for ‘openness’ and ‘transparency’ the mix of
these elements is intended to serve two aims: first, to make up for the weak-
ness of pariamentary legitimacy and second, to prove the appropriateness
of a differant t.ype of governance. The message is that the EC is, by nature,
. 2 nop-majoritarian system. It is a negodating system which -embraces
Community msdmdons as well as economic and sodal actors and defines
the role of the ‘state’, that is member state governments and the
Comumission, not as the apex of 4 decision-making hierarchy, but as a medi-
ator in the commeon endeavour to come to terms with competing mterats‘ '
and an activator pushing for designing common polices..

The foregoing account may be read in two different ways. 'I'he first.
sounds quite’ familiar: [t highlights the role of the Commission in decision-
making, that is its capadity to forge alliances with non-state actors to push

18



EVOLUTION AND TRANSFORMATION

reluctant governments to come to agreements. The second réading is less -
common. [tis about system building. By bringing in sedal actors and forg-
ing advocacy coalidons the Commission takes an active part in redefining
the boundaries of the Europe:m polity. What is at stake is the wransforma-
tion of the Community system-in terms of the ransition from a compound

-of member states, a Staatenverbund , into an overarching transnadonal

* political space that is becor.mng a polity, both in and for itself.!®

The Commission is active as an actor ~ although not the only one - inter-
estéd in redefining the boundaries of the European polidcal space.’ Its
interests coindde with those of two different kinds of actors. First, there are
the territoriaily based, that is sub-nadonal, actors who hope to improve
the:.r own autonomy, or at least to gain the right to be represented and to

_ gain polidcal influence in Europen.n affairs. In recent years, a redefinidon
oE boundary rules has been apparent. Regions (and later also municipali-

tes) have been accepted as relevant unies of polidcal action. At first their

polideal recognition was limited to a partcular policy field, namely that of

EC sorucmural policies. Today, the represenmtion of territorial collective

identities within the individual member states has been accepted as a gen-

eral principle, and is insdmtionalised in the ‘Committee of the Regions'.

Esublished boundary rules are also contested by functonal collectvi-

' des. Just.as ransnadomal mergers of companies gave rise (o an increased
number of quly European corporate actors, so interest associations have :
been created which are nocjust federations of national assodations, but are

' genuinely ransnational in terms of organising interests irrespective of ter-
ritorial provenance and taking the EC as the relevant playing field.

But corporate and resourceful actors are not alone in challenging tradi-
Honal boundaries. Community law empowers each individual cdzen to
cross natonal borders. This is not justa matter of mobility and the right of
esmblishmenc. It extends to challenging the supreme power of nadonal .
sovereignty. Member state citizens have the rightvia Commu.mt.y law to take

legal acdon against their governments. In this way, the European
Community has been instdrutionalised as the rqférm:zel collectif (Jobert and -
Muller 1987) for individual dtizens. Community dedsions open windows
 of opportmity, and citizens may reach out to take advantage of th.em irre-
spective of the rulings of their national governments.

Together, the Single Market and Community law have msformed Lhe

‘¢ompound’ into a ‘political unit’ on a sector basis. A compound system is

governed through intersystem negotiations, while a political unit develops
different modes of intra-umit governance (Scharpf-1991: 58). To the extent

- that the member states no longer define the range of politcal opdons,
alternative ways of interest representation gain legmma.cy The member state

. governments can: no longer claim a monopoly on representing the interests -

of their diizens. Other avenues are open to them, and other non-national -

actors are competing for the position of legitimate interest representatve.
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To sum up: the European Commumr.y system is both a compound and a
unic at the same time. Agents of the sate together with Community bodies
are eagaged in inter-unit negodadons. Nowithstnding this, individual,
corporate and collective actors are also legidmate participants in the polit-
ical process and take the EC as one single playing ground. Wi]l this support
thc emergence of a pamcuhr mode of governance? - -

A typology of modes of governance

Whnc we necd is a heurisdc i Imsgument to ldcnufy dlfferent modes of gav-
ernance relating to particular features of polidcal systems. A typology will
" help in two ways: first, to characterise the most prominent features of the
- EU system, and second, to classify the various member states, in order to
know where to place them so that, in tumn, we can show how much they dif-
fer and in what respect EU integradon might impact on the mode of
nadonal governance. Predisely because such a dassiﬁcadon‘syscem has to
cover diverging types of governance, the categories on which it is based
must encapsulate the essence of governing, namely the transformation of
 the plurality of individual preferences i into collectively binding decisions.
The typology I would like to propose. dmws on elements of Lijphart’s
. well-known typology of democradc regimes (1977), although in defining
the criteria [ am closer to Lehmbruch (1967; 1991) than to Lijphart!?
Lijphart based his typology on two criteria: the structure of society and elite
behaviour (Lijphart 1977: 106). In my reading of the working of mstiru- ,
tons sguctural settings do not translate directly into modes of governance
and elite behaviour is more of a dependent variable which may oscillate
across diverging types of governance. Cross-national and ‘rosssector varia-
tions of governance types cannot be explained by looking at the properdes
of the constituent elements of a system. Attendon should rather be paid to
patterns of relationships and regularities in the interactons between these -

" consdment elements (Lehmbruch 1991: 124).18 Suctaral contingendies

.as well as ‘msk contingencies’ have a constrmmng effect.!9 Nonetheless,
‘collective actors involved have some latitude for strategic choice, in the
design of inter-organizational relatdons’ (ibid.: 132). This choice depends
on the swategic orienmtions of actors who are guided by collective inter-
pretations of social reality. Undemmnd.mg a particular governance system
requires ‘the reconstruction of meanings and interpretations that support - -
- their insimtonalizadon’; they ‘have to be understood as produc!s of col-
lective historical experience’ (ibid.: 148). '

. In this Weberian tradidon, [ take consumuonal concepuons as tb.e
basic criterion by which to differentate disdnct types of governance. They
embrax:z ‘belief systems’ about ‘pertinent’ (based’ on causal beliefs),
‘appropriate’ and ‘exemplary’ (based on normatve beliefs) ways of gov:
emning. (See Table 2.1.). ' - '
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Table2.1 Constimutional conccpdon.i :uppordng different modes of governance

* Relasing to the orguising principle . Relasing to the constizutive logic
of political reigrions : o of the polity
majority consoeiaton +  -common individual
rale - . S . " good | .  interest

'I'he typologv is based on two categories: one refers to the organising prin-

. ciple of political relations, the other to the constitutive logic of a polity.

There are wo opposing pmurples of arganising political relations: majority
rule and consocaton. They have been linked to distnct sucniral settings.

. Majoriry rule is supposed to be best suited to 2 homogeneous political envi-
ronment and 2 pragmatic orientadon of political elites (Almond 1958:
398-9) which makes it compa.tible with an adversarial style of polidcal dis-
course. Consccation is located in a pluralist society marked by deep
cleavages which cn only be bridged by a’ coalescent policy style and all- -
embracing grand coalidons. By their sheer existence, however, scructural
settings do not produce particular patterns of actor reladons. They rather

‘givewaytoa pamcular understanding of a given situation and the choice
of matching sategies. Conceps of ‘good govermng’ are developed in his- -
toric simations, interpreting contextual conditions in view of how best to
deal with the problems and challenges which arise.

Interprematons are hardly ever unequivocal, and in the European

_context: itwould be misleading to expect a direct transladon from saucture
to governing concept. There are two good reasons for this. First, European

. history is rich in polidcal thinking and insttutonal experimens and thus
- will nourish competdng world-views on constitudonal politics. Furthermore,
there is a variety of national traditons accountng for quite divergent

" practical expencnce. Second, the EU as a pohty’ is sdll in its formative
phase, and its very ‘nature’ — not fo mention its finalité politique - 'is sdll

A contested. Concepts will differ, depending on the interpretadon chosen as

. to what sort of political animal the EU is, or ought to become. 20 Therefore,
it i3 difficult to predict which- will. become the dominant mterpremuon
Research is challenging because the ‘concepts which emerge in today’s
polides tend, over time, ‘to petrify- into 1deolog1ca.1 sediments that giide
much of the mterpretation of later crisis and soucmral. adaptadons’

- (Lehmbruch 1$91: 148). This emerging concept’ will, however, not merely
" aggregate the divergent national and pa.rnsa.n beliefs about legidmate types

of governance. [t will be ‘path-dependent’ in terms of taking up what was

written into the founding treaties and subseque.nt insdmutonal reforms.

Intergovernmental high-level agreements and daily practice have over tme

established an msntuuona.l system which consorains future choices. Ln
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' a.ddmon, actors are onencad by divergent behef systems hnve competmg
interests and a different percepdon of their own mission. Member state _
represenadves by definidon are guardians of the consucuent elements of
the EU system whereas the Community insdtions (the European Court of
Justice, the European Parliament, and the Commission) are agents of the
‘European interest’ and an emerging European poligy.
- To putitina nusshell, consodadon and majority rule are not organising
: prmcxpla born out of a given szructural sicuation, but the result of sorate-
gic choices mken over time and driven by some fundamencal beliefs about
. .the legiimacy of spedific patterns of governing. Consodation is a conscious
. concept to bridge the heterogeneity which is supposedly incompadble with
(even temporary) subordination of a minority to the wishés of a majoriy.
\/Iqomy rule, on the other hand, expresses the belief that forming the -
‘minimum winning coalidon’ (Riker 1962: 32-33) is the best way of secur-
ing efficdient govermnment? Subordination is accepted bec:mse itis in the
logic of polidcal competidon that government is a temporal affair.
Compliance ress on the assumpdon that, in the event of poor government
. performance, the minority will attain the majority posidon. ’
. The second dividing line between types of governance is that which
-marks different concepdouns of the constitutive logic of a polity. This ‘con-
' stirutve logic’ is a boundary rule of a pardcular kind. It defines the
grounds and reasons on which a legmmate politcal unit of action will be
formed. The answer may be given in two alternatve ways. Collective polit- .
ical action may be comsidered to be legidmate because it is based on
uniting those who are ‘bound together’.22 Polidics is an investment in a
. common idendry which is'expresséd and will be reproducsd in the polit-
ieal process. According to this line of thinking, the pertnent concept of
governing is the pursuit of a collective purpose, acting on behalf of a
-community of dtzens. The contrasting concept builds on ‘premises of
‘individualism and self-interest’ (March and Olsen 1995: 5). Gaoverning
" has to recondle the competing preferences of self-interested individuals
in an insdutdonalised syste.m of peaceful conflict resoluton. The Iegm-
‘mate nght to have “voice’ is not confined to members of a’ given
‘community, but is extended to all who are ‘affected’ by a pohc:,'23
Anybody with a ‘ttue interest’ and anybody who has the c::.pac.ty to
improve the quality of a dedsion is a legiimate parmer in politics.
Heterogeneiry is the hallmark of the system, and matching interests will
be organised ilong functional rather than territorial lines.- ‘
. When these two categories are combined, four modes of governance can
‘be dzsungmshed. first, ‘statism’ based on majority rule and’ supported by a
dedication to a ‘commeon purpose second, ‘corporatism’ which includes
competing sodal interests in consensus formation i in order to achieve the
‘common: goad, third, ‘pluralism’ which combines majority rule and the
individualisic pursuit of interests, and fourth, ‘network governance’ which
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also builds on self-interested actors and aims at ‘upgmdirig comman inter—
ests’ in the process of negodations.2¢ See Table 2

When looking for empxnca.l cases which fit into a’ typology of crover—
nance, the mest common approach is to look merely at the organising
- prindples of polidcal reladons.? [n this perspectve the ‘British model’

matches the ‘majority rule’ type and the ‘Swiss Model’ corresponds to the ~ -

consodiadon type.® .
' The: cha.r:tcte.nsuc feacures of these two models are well known: In the
‘Bridsh model’ the composidon of government is ‘unitary’ by nature, that
is a majority is in power and the minority in oppesidon.?” Polidcs is ruled
by competiton and politcal discourse is adversarial. Predisely because com-
p'etition is the rule of the ‘game, majority governments are based on
‘minimum winning coalidions’. The system thrives on a pragmatc
_ approach to conflict resolution which is most likely to exist ina r:ulnu'ally
and pohumﬂy homogeneous environment.
" The 'Swiss model’ is less well known but ensy to bnng to mind. [tis
founded on and is perpetuating a well-known cultural and social pluralicy
_ZThe most characteristic feature of such a system is a coalescent sgyle of
politics aimed at consensus formation. Broad coalidons and a right of veto
" for minorides are the rule and not (as in the British model) the excepdon.
It is in the logic of the system that all significant segrents of sodety co-
operate in goveming the polity. This holds true for political systems
segmented by deep cultural or sodal cleavages as well as for federal systems
' in which - independent of the nature of sodeml cleavages — the polidcal
‘body is segmented along territorial lines. The German c3e nicely
Mustrates the fact that, in federal systems, territorial segmentation does not
necessarily coincide with a cultural or sodal segmentton of sodety.
Nonetheless, the parucula.r .pohucnl organisation of parts of a largely
homogeneous sodety gives rise to political segmentation. Again, it is not

structure which determines governing patterns. The. Federal Republic of - -

Germany is considered to be a typical example of a consodational

| Table 22 A :ypology of modes of govcm.a.nc:

a Orgum.rmg prmable of political relatzam

Majority rule.  Consociation

- Constitutive Commen . Statism  Corporatism
logic of the good e
| Py | |
‘Individual Pluralism Network
interests ' governance
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' democracy, whereas the United States, despite having a federal
construction, belongs to the majoritarian camp. o
The second divide, that is differentation according to the criteria laid
down for what consdtutes the logic of the. polity —a drive for a2 common
purpose or for individual interest materialisation - is most pronounced in-
state-sociery reladons. France is viewed as the most typical example of the
étatist philosophy. Based on the noton of &at-nation, the ‘state’ is responsi-
ble for preserving theidendity of the natdon and for giving expression to the
‘national interest’. Polidcs according to this logic is by nature ‘expressive’,
"it is the perpetual reproducdon of the core réferentiel, that Is, the nadonal
will. Private interest groups lobbying the government to push partal interests
are a reality of life but not apprediated, because lobbying is considered to be
incompadble with the system. The authority to govern does not rest on suc-
cessful interest intermediation but on’electoral voting and a swong swmte,
bureaucracy: Those who are in power are not m an exchange reladonship ‘
 with segmens of sodety; they-are in command. Government has the legit-
macy to demand subordination. The United States is in the opposite camp.
- Polidcs is not about creating and giving expression to the ‘nadonal will’. Itis -
an. interest-driven game about who decides what. Anybody who is in com-
. mand of resources and skills has the right to exert influence on the
‘anthorimtve allocation’ of material and immaterial goods. o
Consociadonal systems differ along the same line. The belief that poli-
tics must pursue a collective purpose is the’ guiding ‘concept of
(neo-)corporatst systems. It governs intergroup relatons and is also
embodied in intra-group relations. The essence of corporatism is that a .
strong state is bargaining with a imited number of encompassing assoda-
dops _that enjoy representational monopoly and confrol membership .
behaviour (Schmitter 1979: 13,21). Their coherence and their cpadity to
secure compliance will nét come about just by the simple aggregaton of
interesss. Cohesiveness is supported by common aspiradons; an aim is at
* smke, not just matching interests. Partsan allegiance, which provides the
cement, has a strong ideological component. Interest groups are insdru-
tions which shape the idendty of members. Membership has connotations - -
" of belonging, and ‘exit’ is not just a marer of individual costbenefit calcu-
' Jation. Cohesiveness is the necessary condition for a collective group to
" torn into -a ‘corporate’ actor. Compliance is a powerful resource in -
exchange relations, When assodiations lose their weltanschauliche atmracton, -
the’ corporatist.system S@arts to crumble. ,' -
When compared to other systems, the most obvious feature of a ‘net-
work’ system is that politics is not about the reproduction of idendty but of
- managing differentiation. This is most pronounced in the case of the EU. .
It lacks 2 unifying ideclogy which would give collective action. binding
force. Referring to the concept of ‘Europe’ has never been anything more
than a vague allusion to a commeon, though very divisive history and ad
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.ovemrchmg cultural undmon of Chrisdanicy, Rom:m law :md enlighten-
" ment. Its reason for being 'is purely functonal It is based on the
assumpdon that insdmtjonalised co-operation, when properly handled,
may turn into mutual benefit of its members, be it for peace, seci;ritf or
welfare. Common insdtutions have been designed to give the system dura-
bility and to support the ‘up-grading of the common interest’ in
inter-group negodations.?? Governing involves reaching agreement.in a
highly interwoven negotiating system Wwith two main actors, the Coundil
and the Commission, who are not polidcally accountable in any direct way.
Putting aside the democratic implications for the moment, the result is pol-
cy-making without politics. There is no vodng mechanism which could
mobxhsc a sense of political dedication to the European enterprise or give
partisan support to a majority pesidon on ‘vital issues. ‘Polideal pnmaqr ,
' therefore, is alien to the EU system. It is a system based on the recogniton .
of a plurality of interests and it is linked to a reductonist concept of legid-
macy which is equated with efficdent performance.

Since consociation is the widely accepted governing principle and interest
is both the radonale for exchange reladons and the genuine reason for last-

_ ing agreements, the EC is well equipped as a network type of governance.30

What is special about.'network governance'? First of all, it is not just an
academic concept, used as an analytical tool in scholarly research; it is a
pohuml conceptas well. The core idea is that polidcs is about problem-solv-.
ing and that the setting of pohc',’-mz.hng is defined by the existence of
. highly organised social sub-systems. It is evident that, in such a setting, effi--
- dent and effecive governing has to recognise the specific radonalicy of

these sub-systems. Governing is about ftting new regulatory mechanisms
into an environment which is functioning according to its own. regulatory
logic and has so far been unwilling or unable to change. European inte-
graton is a project of wansformation in a highly complex constelladon.
Intreducing new and sometimes quite deviant regulacory principles cannot -
be done by unilateral steering. Neither the msm:uuons nor the predomi- .
‘nant ideas of European co-operadon allow for a hierarchical system of
governance. Optimising performance calls for a sympathetic reamient of
target groups. This is not meant to imply that their partial i interests should
- prevail but rather that it is reasonable to proceed in a way which makes-
_ them adapt in a productve fashion to'the new situation. The Commumty
tends to be a negotiating system, specifically a negodating system with a- -
variable geomex7 because, depending on the issue at stake, different actors
 have to be considered. It is not only member governments who negodate; -
+ various public and pnvat:e actors are also part of the game.

Second, ‘network govermance’ may be constructed as an ideal type use-
ful for heurisdc purposes. In drawing up a general picture of ‘network
. governance’, four characterisdc features stand out the role of the state,
ru.la of behaviour, pa.rr.ems of ] mtemctlzon and levels of pohucal actdon. The
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‘sate’, in ferms of the maost relevant public actor within a polidcal system,
is no longer an actor in its own right. [ts rle has changed from authorita-
‘ive alloction and reguladon ‘from above’ to the.role of mediator and
activator$! Governing involves bringing together the relevant actors of sod-
ety. Necworking is a principal task and it is best accompﬁshed when offering
_* insdrudonal frameworks which reduce transaction cosss and give stabilityto

' self-regulatory agreements. The public administration is an actor which
mainly organises the arena. for polidcal exchange and agreement ,

Rules of behamow-a.nd the prevailing dedision-making style within a-‘nego-

- dadng state’ (Schn.rpf 1993) will - differ from those prev:LIent in a
hierarchical state or those in an anarchical ‘self- “help system’. Wichout sus-
pending the assumption that actors are self-interested and.rational, it is
_ plausible to assume-that the soructure of their sicuation will have an effect
Actors are tied up in a smble negodadng system which puts a high pre-
mium on ‘Community friendly’ behaviour. Nevertheless, it is best
comparsd to a ‘mixed motve’ constellatdon because partes involved have
common as well as competdng interests.’? Joint problem-solving is usually
linked to the disgibuton of benefis. The commiment to a collectve
good, therefore, is as much part of the game as is the pursuic of parual
interests.

Disdnct patterns of interaction evoive, too. Hiemchy and subordination
give way t0 an interchange.on a more equal footdng. The once clear-cuat bor-
derlines between the private and the public spheres become blurred.
. Muldple overlapping negodatng arenas emerge. The ‘state’ is not a uni-

try acwr but is divided into functiona.lly differentdated sub-sguctures

which are part of sector ‘policy commumuﬁ and drawn i o various 1ssue
networks'.33 -

. The level of political action embnca ]:nghcr levels of co-ordma.uon and
lower levels to include those who are affected by a policy and whose active
support is needed for implemenmton. Joint problem-solvmg’ will by
necessity be functionally more. spec:.ﬁc. Any policy that is geared to the
‘mobilisadon. of mdlgenous resources’ and ‘joint learning’ has to be decen-
tralised and carried out in smaller units at lower levels. ‘Subsidiarity’ is a
core principle in network governance. The controversial discussion that
followed its introduction into.Community law highlights the ensuing diff-
culdes. Conceding more autonomy to the ‘local’ level gives rise to
provincialism and the exploitaton of the general interest

" When types of governance meet’

Let us assume that within the Community system a network type of gover-.
-nance is likely to ernerge. What is the impact of EC governance on the
established governance systems within the member states?

At first sight it is obvious that governance patterns across EU member.
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states vary considerably.3* A first simple, but plausible hypothesis is that the
readiness with which naticnal systems of governance might adapt will
depend' on the ‘match’ of systems and on parallel developments, whether
in response to domestc or to international forces. Furthermore, in view of
the well-known inerta of long-established and complex organisations it is
more likely that innovations will succeed as ‘extensions’ to rather than a
replncemenr. for wadidonal patterns (Hérider e al 1994). Last but not
least, there is 2 good deal of evidence that ‘Europeanisation of national
governance is compauble with the maintenance of very disdnct nadonal
insticudonal arrangements’ (Goetz 1995: 93) Is path dependenq' telling
the whole story then? .
-Marters are not that easy. There is first the questdon of rhe scope and
'ra.nge of the possible impact of European governance. The EC has by no
means universal competence. Does it make sense to assume that governing
pacerns prevaiing in only a few, but central economic policy areas, will
spill over into the system as a whole? Or is it more likely that changes will
be conmined within specific policy sectors? Keeping in mind the fact that
EC pohaes are highly sector spédific, 2 ‘meso-level’ approach might be
- most promising. Looking at individual sectors would also take into account
the fact that EC policies are at different stages of development, that is that -
their maturity differs from one issue area to anccher. .
, By esamining the various policy. areas, we will cermnly get a more
‘demiled picmre. But knowing more about the variatons in ‘governance
practices sdll does not tell us anything about what makes a system change.
In order to follow n a systematic way howa partcular mode of governance
is ransmitted from the Edropean to the natonal level, three disdnct avenues .
. may be considered: unposmon, mvolvement, and atracton.® Impoesition is
the one-way flow, ﬁ'om the European to the natgonal level, whereas involve-
ment and amraction see the recipient playing a more active role. Being
mnvolved means being confronted with the European type of governance in
practce. Expedencs may or may not change the appredaton of particular
modes of governance and the readiness to-adapt. The Communiry is offering
new concep'rs of govérning that will attract artenton whenever demands are
met and actors find it suitable to incorporate them into their own strategies.
Because the EC is a political space open to all, it provides opportunites for
~various actors who are looking for outside support and encouragement To
justlook for ‘impact’ would obscure the active and interactive dimension that
support the difusion of modes of governance.
It is worth differentating between three chﬁerenf.ways of dlssemmauon
for yet another reason. Governance has an ideational dimension as well as

an organisatonal one. And the impetus to cha.nge either one of them is - ~

passed on in a different way. The ideational dimension relates to shared
concepts of what legiimate governance is about. [trelates to belief systems
about what is appropriate and exemplary in the ways problems are solved,
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‘how conﬂxcxs are mediated and how pubhc-pmnte rehuons are organised..
Belief systems can hardly ever be ‘imposed’. They may change ‘because
learning takes place or because the discourse organised around a new pol- -
icy contributes to produce a new ‘guiding concept’.® On the other hand,
belief systems are certainly not immune to power polidcs. A different con-
cept may become dominant due o a shift in the balance of power between
competing advocacy coalidons. Imposition is more likely to occur when it
comes to the more tangible part of governance, that is the organisation of
the politcal process. This relates to the admission of actors, the allocatdon
of competendies, the fixing of formal rules and procedures and the deﬁm—
tdon of the boundaries of a policy.
Imposition is closely related to EC sector policies. [t tkes place whenever
a European policy regime is established which links the objectives that have
been agreed to a particular set of regulatory procedures and a disdnct
group of aczors o be included in that policy domain. The provisions for
implementing the EC’s regional policies are a good example of how a pro-
- gramme has been linked to a procedural log1c. ‘Parmership’ is the formula
_ which stdpulates taking sub-national as well as sodial actors on board in the
framing and implementing of sowuctural fund projecs. Programmes, how-
eves, are not the most convindng cse for imposition. They are of limited
- scope and apply only to- those who are eligible and willing o partcipate
and accept the strings attached. Regulatory policies, on the odher hand,
leave no room for escape. They have binding force although they leave
some ladmde for national variadons when formulated as directives.. But
‘even regulatory policies are not a clear<ut case for imposidon. By follow-
ing the history of a directve, it becomes quite obvious that changes in
governance are hardly ever imposed. Adapmdon is a process which devel- .
ops along with the prowacted negotadons of a policy. Pre-emptve moves
are more likely to occur than subordination. Adaptive moves occur before
‘and pot after a directive has been issued.?? Subordination to legal enforce-
ment once a policy has been estmblished tends to be the excepdon, and
indicates opposition locked into a particular (natonal) context. ¥ ‘
Negodadon entails the exchange of information, defending preferred
policy opdens on. g:ounds of optmising regulatory problems, etc. This is .
an ideal simation in which to initiate learning processes or to ease adaptve
. behaviour. In the EC context, involvement may be considered to be the most
effective way of bringing about change in governance. ‘Involvement’ in the
EC context is not a private affair in terms of inviting individuals with par-
ticular propertdes to become members of a. nework.3 Networks embrace
. organisations, and operating a network means managing inter-organisa-
tiopal co-ordinaton. Due to the complexities of inter-organisatonal
systems, partcular stratégies have been developed. Although no ‘unequiv-
-ocal design norms’ (Alexander, E.R. 1995: 325) ‘may exist, management
strategies may be transferred into a different context With the multplica-
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don of autonomous actors at the national level. swuctmural similarities
spread and invite ransfer behaviour. Changes of whatever sort come-about
in an incrementl and mainly bottom-up process of adapeadon. They
involve a multrude of actors seeking directon under the pressure of
rapidly changing conditions brought about by Europeanisadon and glob—
alisadon simultaneously. Being involved in ‘the formuladon and .
implemenndon of Eurcpean -policies and in the concertadon of transna-
tonal interests, they become socialised to new practices. Being involved
implies being part of an institutionalised learning process. Experience will
" teach the dmaenaes :Lnd./ or the atractiveness of a parucular mode of -
governancs. :
Attraction sounds Tike the least active stmteoy' the. Commumty sets an
example in best practices of governing and elaborates more. or less con-
vincing goveming concepts. [t would be overselling the case to expect this
kind of supcly to wigger change. A constuctvist approach helps to con-
ceptualise how ideas. and polidcal practice spread (Gottweis 1998,
‘Kohler-Kocz and Edler 1998). The formuladon of European policies
enmeshes nadonal and Community actors ina éompla discursive process.
[t incorporates a shared u.ndcxsmnd.mg of the basic radonale of the aims -
and purpose of European political regulaton. This has a squctural dimen-
sionn EC polides are usually developed by extending exising Communircy’
- competence. In this way, new policies are functonally closely related to’
esmablished ones, which explains why they are so much in line with estab-
lished philosophies. What locks like a well-designed sgategy and proof of
the dedication and entreprenenrial capabilites of the Commission. is, in fact,
‘built into the system. Extending the scope of competence from one field to
another mess less opposition when itis done according to the logic of sup-
plementing rather than inventing a new policy, and when it is in line with
tried and tested principles and regulatory patterns. In ‘postsgucturalist’ lan-
guage, developing governance systems is 2 ‘contested process of mroducing
organisation and order into an unstable discursive environment’ (Gottwexs,
this volume: XXX). Suc.h processes of mu'oducuon tend:

- to incorporate mga, repraenrauons and value systems wh.u:h
refer to a larger context of legitimate symbols, statements and'
norms. Such representatons link a particular policy to other fields -
of.po]iqr-mh.ldng and to domains of socal and cultural interacton..

. The raionale behind a policy and political programme needs -
to be situated within' a larger framework of méaning.
(Goctwexs, d:us volume: ’{X.X, }C{X)

Discursive affmities do not only spregd when actors are physically involved
. in. Communirty interaction. The drafung of a new Community directve is

bound to sdmﬁl;ce djscu,ésions which, on the one hand, are nested in the

29



BEATE KOHLER-KQOCH

national context and, on the other, relate to a ransnadonal discourse. The
Community institutions allow the Com.rmssmn to take the lead and endow |
it wuh the mpa.czry to: :

6rgnnis[e] differences, [to] creat{e] links between different dis-
courses which initially seemed to be hermetically closed off from
one anodher, and thereby (to] position itself and other actors in
the policy-making process in a way which would be genern.lly'
ac.‘mowledged as f:u.r and appropmte

(Gocr.wexs, this volume ‘{XX)

" . Negodatng Community polices . is alw:xys a.competition about what
Gramsd called ‘hegemonic concepts’, defining legidmate objectives and -

o appropmte ways and means of sector governance. Supplying a persuasive

‘concept is one side of the picture. The other is the gate-keeping powers of
those who want to control the supply and demand of concepts. n an open
soczcw, itis difficult to control public discourse. The best way to do so is to- '
limnit the scope of the pohc7 under discussion. Control is exerted by manip-
- uiatng the arena in which concepts will be taken up for discussion. By

defining the policy issue in a particular way, the policy arena will be open
or closed to partcular kinds of actors.*® It is the ‘core execudves’ which
police the boundaries of an issue area.#! In so doing, they determine which.
 actors may legitimately claim to be affected and tke part in the discussion.
It is this kind of ‘border polides’ which opens or dosa the ga.ta to the
spread of concepcual ideas.

. Esmbhshmg the &am«wrork for empiriml‘r&sq:.rcﬁ' '
- In order to provide an answer to the questdon of whether the European
'Community is bound to develop a network type of governance and trans-

pose it into the governing systems: of its member states, an analydcal
framework is needed that will grasp the complexity of an ongoing process

of change. For this very reason, this chapter has inroduced a typology of .

systerns of governance which i}lOWS us to differentiate between modes of -
governing, and provides us with a basic undersanding of the underiying

logic of the diverging types of governance. It has sketched out the most

characteristdc features of governing in networks because it has been argued
that itis plausible to assume that the purpose and institutonal architecture
of the European Community may be best suited to a network type of gov-
_ ernance. In addidon, this chapter gives a systematic account of different
- ways of disseminating governing patterns among European and national
- polidcal spaces. There are good reasons to believe that such a spread will -

occur under the pressure of shifting perceptons of legitimacy both within
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the Eurapean and memmber state polities. The deficiendies of parliamentary

. democracy raise the value of functional representtion and expert partd-
pation in polides. And it will take place within the realm of individual
policies, which is why most of the following chapters are dedicated either
to scruddising a single policy feld or to comparadve policy analysis.

The emergence of a particular type of governance will certainly be
shaped by the consdmudonal framework of the EU and its members. Limits
are imposed by nested contexts. Changes in sector governance must take
account of governing patterns in adjacent sectors. Contingendes may spur’
on or recrd the disseminaton of new types of governance. Nevertheless, it

-is not simply a case of ‘historic institutionalism at work'. Adaptation occurs
in the shadow of the market. Both the single European market and giobal—
isadon are reshaping the context in which actors formulate their
preferenca and sarike bargains. Shifts in power and preferences may make
different modes of governance more atractive. Governance change, after

" all, involves actor swrategies taking into account the operational costs of

_ change and the legidmacy of a regulatory logic as compared t© esablished
rules and procsdures. The shadow of the market can be feltin another way.

. Faced with the inherent complexity of a network system of governance,
conceding evea more allocative powers to the govemmg' mech::.msm of the
market may become atractgve. _

' . When considering actor strategies, power in terms-of a pohcy-specﬁc .
capacity. to act should not be underrated. The. conszuction of the
European Community may not change patterns of tradidonal interest
mediaton, simply because actors at natonal level lack the apadty for -
wransnadonal interest representadon. Weak actors may be condemned to
provindality because they do not command the necessary resources to
become a European: player in the EC polity. Enlarging the policy space -
discriminates against actors who are affected but incapable of becoming a

_ parmer in the new game. Intergovernmentalism, that is swengthening the '
components of the system, may be a very attractive alternative for them.

. The Commission, on the other hand, has a vested interest in upgrading the
unitary character of the system and d.rawmg in many different types of
actors. Defining the realm of the Community is shaping the architecture of

~ the polity and will consolidate’ particular patterns of governing. Though-

institndon buiiding touches on the prerogatives of membeér stte govern-
. ments many other actors take part in it. However, whenever actors disagree, -
it becomes quite obvious who the ‘core executives’ ‘are. The national

governments are the final arbiters. ‘Border polidics’ delineates the policy .

. field and, in so doing, opens or closes the arena to economic, socml or
. other forces. As a result, decision-making may remain a stricty inter-
governmental affiir, conmolled by top executives: Monetary affairs,.
foreign and security policy and co-operation in cnmmz.l law are not :
. exn.mples of network governance. Public and pnvnte actors cannot move

C 31



BEATE KQHLER-KOCH

 easily between levels of dedsion-making and become engaged in transna- '
tional coalidon-building. Here "again’ it must be remembered that
‘European governance’ is not an all-embracing stable pattern, but varies
over trie and across policy areas. o ,

Two questions lie beyond the scope of this baok. First, despite a careful
selection of policy areas and a large number of cases, more comparative
research would be needed to answer the quesdon of whether or not the sec-
tor pictures add up to a coherent pattern of European governance.
Pardcular accenton will have to be paid to variadons between policy types,

'namely regulatory and distributive policies as compared to redisaibudve
policies. Therefore, we hope that this volume will contribute to a schol-
" arly debate which will attract others to ‘engage in a systemadc wéament

of this issue. i . K L

Second, normative quesdons about the democratc quality of network
. governance have not been addressed. This chapter has argued that
governing swategies are influenced by. the awareness of elites that the
democradcquality of the EC does not live up to public expectadon. The
‘democradc defidt’ may be a driving force for deliberite chinges in
pacerns of goveraance. It is quite anocher question, however, whether
‘the insguments chosen will increase responsive and responsible policy-
- making. There is no easy yardstick by which to evaluate the democradc
quality of a penemated system of governance such as the European

Community, which is operated in a network type of governance. The . " -

conventional wisdom ‘is that the yardsdck of parliamencary control will
noc suffice © evaluate the democradc character of the European system.
All the categories so often-applied to the European Community, such as
transparency, accountability, etc., are closely linked the nadon-state
model.of representative democracy. [tis open to debate whether, even in
this contexr, they are applicable or not. Referring to the Bridsh system,
Rhodes has argued thac e ‘ '

to all one insdmdon to account for how it has operated is to
| disregard key features.of the differendated polity. Policy is the
responsibility of no one insdmton but emerges from the inter-
action of several. Criticizing the processes of one insdtuton is to
 disregard the major process, inter-organizational conflict and -
bargaining. S S
: ‘ (Rhodes 1988: 404-5)

The Furopean Community is certainly ahighly differeritated polity. Itis
difficult to predict the nature of a ‘posmational democracy’ (Curtn 1997)
" and the normative categories which would fit it. Consequenty, we have been
.. relucmnt to extend our argument beyond the quesdon of the evolution and’™

 transformation of governance.
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Notes .

[ am grateful for simulating comments by Theodor Barth, Lu.xgi Gr::.zm.no :md.joscf
Melchior. .

1

(811

In this contr:ouuon. the term govcm:mcc "i8-not synonymous wu_h 2 new
procass of governing, as suggested by Rhodcs (1997: 15), but embraces all dif-
ferent modes of governing patterns.

The analysis is. limited to the supranational pillar of the EU, ie. the EC, based
on the Eurogean Community Treaty. We did not test whether it applies to the
Common Foreign and Securicty Pohcy or to EU Co-opemuon in Jusdce and
Home Affairs. :

This refers w0 an undersanding of ‘penctradon’ ‘as developed by Rosenau
(1969}, Le. the nght of cxt.cmzl.l powers legitimarely to tke part in authorim-
tve decisions.

Sce in pardeular Friz Scharpf's work, for the gcncnl :u'gument. see Scharpf .
(1997). .
In the interests of brevity, I do not differentiate here between two d.uunct lines .
of debate which hardly ever meet in actual research. First there is the discus-
sion about tke relatve impormnce of member states versus Communityagents,

. and thus the aormatve quesdon about preserviig member sate autonomy ver-

sus the pursuit of common European inierests. The nodon of ‘wo-level games’
has inroducsd some new arguments into the mr.crgovcmmenm.l debate (se=
Wolf, in this volume), while the nec-instmrionalist 2pproach has highlighted
condidons for ‘Community friendly’ negotating stategies and the empower-
ment of Community agents. The second line of debate concerns research
which looks mto the shift between private and public actors and the n-built
bias in favour of particular groups of organised interests. The insdmdonal

' properties of the EC system are concepmalised as constmiting a partcular

‘logic of influence’ which invites-private actors to enter the game and privileges -

some actors over others.

This topic has been hxghhghtcd s one of the cenaal research quesdons to be

- dealt with In the research programme sponsored by the German Sdence ~

11

: Fou:ndz.uon (se= Kohler-Roch and Jachtenfuchs 1996) and has been dcvdopcd :

in pardcuiar by Benz 1998.
This is 2 depiorable st of the art because evaluating the dc:noc:a.uc defcit
should mke ntw account both the input and the output side of 2 political system.
This argument refers to the neo-insdmudonalist approach as put forward by
James March and Johan P. Olsen; see in particular March and'Olsen (1994).
For a more elaborate account of the a.rgumcnt presented here ses Kohlcr-

Eoch (1996).

“That is, up to the completion of the customs union a.nd. the free market.

That is, the removal of rade barriers to allow market forces to penemate mar-
kets as compared to ‘positive integraton’, ie. regulatory intervendon to
enforce a partcular kind of integradon (Tinbergen 1963). .

There is a broad consensus in the sdentdfic communiry thata parlmmcnm.nn

_tdon of the EC system will not improve the democratic quality of the system.
- The argumencis best presented by Kielmansegg (1996) and Grimm (1995).
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'Hm isa quot.c from the Tunn (1996) dcdnnuon of the Europcan Counc.xl
Meetng,

For example, the Scmd.mg Committee on Employment; in these committees
both sides of indusay are represented, whereas in other committees whether
Commission or Council comimittees - functional interests are only invited at
the discretion of the Community insdtution in charge. '
ECOSOC, in particular, and with it the idea of institutionalised functional rep-
resea;don lost smnding, and has been crowded out by interest group
lobbying. In recent years, however, the idea has gained new ground in politcs -
(most obviously in the ECsponsored 'social dialogue’), and in political science,
with the debate about -‘post-parliamentarian dcmoq-ncy (Richardson and
Jordan 1979).

The poliical importnce of non-majoritarian institutions has increased in the
wake of the reation of the single market, one telling example being the com-
mitess on. sandardisation; the scholarly debate has been -illuminated in
partcuiar by the contibutions of Majone (1996). Fora comparadve evaluaton
of how these different elements may or may not l.mprovc the EC's d:mocmuc
quality, ses Kohler-Koch (1998a).

‘Saatenverbund’ has been coined by the Genn:m Comumuona.l Court in its
decision on the 'I're::.:y of Maaseriche

Lijphart wrote on comparatve government, oot on international refadons;
Nonetheless, he borrowed the term from Althusius and when Althusius wrote
about ‘consociato’ he applied the concept to 2 federadon of sttes. Lijphart
himseif wrote .that the conseciadonal model ‘sands between the unmitry

. British model and the mode! of international diplomacy’ (Liphart 1977: 43).

Lebmbruch only- referred to interactons of organisations and pubhc bureau-
cracies since he was.interested in interest inter-mediation. :
In the EC, with irs segmented system of pohq-mz.lnng the notion of ‘task con-
tngeacy’ which has been elaborated in research into md.mtnz.l orga.nmuons
is pardeularly relevant.

It is somewhat surprising that five decades of discourse on gcvcm.mg the
European Commumity has hardly changed the views of national elites on the
namre and most appropriate way of governing the emerging European poligy.
Natonal differences are more pronounced than partsan ideological inclina-
tions. This evidence has besn produced by a comparatve research project just

. concluded at Mannheim (Jachtenfuchs 1999). .
‘Minimum winning coalitions’ are based on the assumption that any party o

which wants to govern will only ke as many coaliion parmers on board as are
absolurely necessary to assure 2 majority decision because, with each new part-
ner, new demands have to be taken into consideradon.

I am not refexring to any concept of ‘primordiai’ communites which rests on
malienable propcrua of the membm butrather to concepts of ‘communides
of will’.

Voice’ and ‘exit’ whm put into quoa.uon marks refer to the conc:pt of .
Hirschman (1970).

‘Upgrading of common interests’ has bc:n a cenmral topic in nco-ﬁmcuon::.hst
.wridngs to cawch the kind of positvesum solutions which are arrived at
through co—opmuon without ummg aa prcconc:wcd common good ‘

34



- 25

26

EVOLUTION AND TRANSFORMATION

When referring to empirical cases, it should bc remembered, first, that refer- .
ence is made to political systems a3 they developed in 2 specific period of time -
and, second, that the descripdon aims to highlight the charcterisde features

. distnguishing one system from the others.

Both models have already been dealt wich'in depth by Lehmbruch (1967) ‘and

Lijphart (1977). : _ L. o
Many would argue that the ‘British’ or ‘Wesaninster’ model bears little reésem-

" blance to today’s reality. Rhodes (1997) argues that there has been ‘a shift from

thie Westminster model to the differendated polity’ (24), Le. ‘(i)t replaces
strong cabinet government, pariiamentary sovereignty, HM's loyal opposidon.
and ministerial responsibility with interdependence, a segmented executve,

. policy networks, governance and hollowing out’ (ibid-: 7). According to him:
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" ‘the unimry state is 2 multiform maze of interdependencies’ (ibid.: 16), best

characterised 13 ‘the differentated polity’ (ibid.: 7).

Most obviously expressed. in its four linguisdc communides. .+ -

It should be recalled that EC' insdmtons were deliberately designed to
swengthen the ‘common interest’, not just to reduce ‘Tansacton costs’.

The ideas which follow have already been developed in Kohlcr-Koch 1996: 369-
372; they are summarised here because they were a point of reference in the
group's discussion. ‘ : - C

This does not imply that government is just anothes group among the mult- ‘
tude of pressure groups nor that, from a methodological point of view, the
coneept of ‘group actor’ has not. been applied o government before; see
Richardson and Jordan (1979: 17. : :
For a thorough weamment of the general argument, se= Scharpf (1997).

The terminology follows Marsh and Rhodes 1992. ‘ '

See Vivian Schmidt’s contribution in this volume. .

For a more deailed account, see Eohler-Koch (1998b: 21-3). o
Thac this is not the same as ‘learning’ is convincingly argued in the conaibu-
donbyGottwcisnochjsvohmc_. ] o R

See the conwibudons by Aspinwall, Eising and Lovecy in this volume.

For a long tme, German vine-growers could be ke 1s 2 ypical example:
Locked in 2 positon of soucmural minority they had no chance of pushing their
interest at the European level whereas at the natonal and, i partcular, the

" local level they could expect indulgence through exemptions. This is why fora
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long dme they never engaged in pro-actve swategies.
Even when a partcular kind of expert knowiedge is needed, the expertinvited

“ to 2 committe= is the one who is supposed o represent a sdendfic commiunity. - -

The recent Intergovernmentl Conference gives 2 good example of agenda -

manigement in order to keep arenas separate. Monetry issues were deliber-

‘ately kept off the agenda. to ‘avoid any amempts:of mingling issues. -

Dyson gives in his contribution a telling example of howa policy issue has been

- keptunder the conrrol of core executives. For the concept of ‘core executves’, ’

see Dunleavy and Rhodes (1990).
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