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1. Introduction

Governance theory view public policy making as acpss that involves intensive interaction
and collaboration between a wide range of releaadtaffected stakeholders in a complex and
dynamic plurality of more or less institutionalizatenas placed at the interface between state
and society. The emergence of this interactive tgtdeding of governance goes hand in hand
with the development of an interactive perspeatineglemocracy that highlights the democratic
value of interactive arenas in which public authesi and affected stakeholders make joint
decisions. These arenas bring together representatid participatory forms of democracy for
the benefit of both. The proponents of this newrapph to democracy advocate for the
establishment of a broad variety of interactivenase such as Deliberative Forums, User
Boards, Governance Networks, Consensus Conferemu<Citizen Juries that bring public
authorities, affected stakeholders and the broaiizenry into dialogue with each other and
engage them in a collaborative, problem drivenretim deal with specific wicket governance
problems (Fishkin and Luskin, 2004; Gastil and beyi2005; Smith, 2005; Fung, 2006; Yang
and Bergrud, 2008). What we witness here is a mewih democratic thought that disregards
what represents a cornerstone in traditional tlesoof liberal democracy: the existence of a
sharp institutional separation of state and sodiycpherson 1977, 2; Held, 1989, 41; Holden,
1993, 16; Sgrensen, 2002). This spherical separatias viewed as crucial for ensuring
political equality and liberty: political equality relation to the state and liberty in civil sdgie
(Habermas, 1989; Sartori, 1989). The current aallcbllaboration between public authorities
and stakeholders in interactive arenas marks aabllieak with this line of thinking.

But to what extent is it possible to democraticalegulate interactive governance
processes that take place in these new governamcasaocated at the borderline between state
and society? Governance theorists have in genemh lvelatively optimistic regarding the
democratic implications of interactive forms of gowance (Klijn and Skelcher, 2006), but
concerns have been voiced concerning the extewhich it is possible to ensure democratic
core values such a&sgjuality(Dreyer, 2007: 255; Benz and Papadopoulos, 200@e8beration
(Bang, 2003: 241, Etzioni-Halevy, 2003) aaccountability(Risse, 2006: 179; Rhodes, 1997:
58; Pierre and Peters, 2005: 138) in this kind @fegnance processes. The concerns are well
founded as interactive governance arenas do indisathntle traditional institutionalized ways
of ensuring democratic equality, deliberation aodoaintability.

It is, however, neither a realistic nor a desiat#action to these concerns to pursue a
reinstatement of the traditional model of represtw# government. It isinrealistic because
interactive forms of governance, whether we likeoitnot, play an important role in the
governing of contemporary societies, and they niesexpected to continue to do so for a
foreseeable future due to their important contrdyuto the governing of society. The
widespread and effective use of interactive forrhggavernance is documented in several
empirical studies (Van Heffen, Kickert, Thomass2®00; Stoker, 2000; Rhodes, 2000; Grote
and Gbikpi, 2002; Bache and Flinders, 2004; Bent Rapadoupolos, 2006; Marcussen and
Torfing, 2007; Meuleman, 2008). A reinstatementegresentative democracy in its traditional
form, however, is alsandesirable In recent years harsh criticisms have been médbaeo
actual ability of the institutions of representatidemocracy to deliver what it promises. Have
these institutions really been all that successfulensuring citizens’ ability to influence
decisions that concern them (Young, 2000; Hirs@®®ryzek, 2000; Fung and Wright, 2003;
Pitkin, 2004)? And, does the ongoing celebratiorthi$ particular model of democracy not
shadow the fact that the strength of democracyitidss ability to reinterpret and reorganize



itself in the light of the social, political, maiar and cultural changes that take place in the
society it aims to regulate (Barber, 1996; ConndB96; Saward, 2006)?

Strategic considerations regarding how to safefjdamocracy should therefore seek to
develop new understandings and forms of democraatydre compatible with contemporary
societies. What is called for at this point in tilméhe development of an interactive perspective
on democracy that establishes normative criterid dmaws the contours of an institutional
framework capable of promoting democracy in intevac governance processes as those
described elsewhere in this book. The aim of thgep#s to contribute to the development of
this new interactive perspective on democracytHine article provides a review of the hopes
and worries for democracy issued by agents of éve governance perspective. Then follow an
attempt to develop a set of normative criteriatfog evaluation of the democratic quality of
interactive forms of governance. Finally, | consiiew neo-institutionalist theory can inform
the search for ways to institutionalize democracg way that live up to these criteria.

2. Hopesand worriesfor democracy seen though the lenses of the

gover nance per spective

Governance theorists increasingly emphasise thd tee&now more about the democratic
impact of interactive forms of governance, and dheunt of publications that addresses this
issue is growing (Pierre, 2000; Cain, Dalton andrav, 2003; Bogason, Kensen and Miller,
2004; Pierre and Peters, 2005; Klijn and SkelcB806; Sgrensen and Torfing, 2007). The
literature expresses a mixture of hopes and woaoeserning the future of democracy. There
is a general hope that interactive forms of goveceawill add to the development of a more
vibrant democracy by providing arenas in which éhe¢ho are engaged in top-down and
bottom-up processes of governance can meet and coitete, debate and negotiate,
coordinate and collaborate (Jessop, 2000; FungVeright, 2003; Hirst, 2000; Creighton,
2005; Gastil and Levine, 2005; Dryzek, 2007: 27BRjeractive arenas are expected to be
beneficial for democracy because they:

e add to the development of capable and empowerekmst and sub-elites by
providing arenas for situated political participatiand deliberation

e promote the capacity of decision makers to makerméd decisions through
exchange of knowledge and view points between tivelved and affected
actors

* enhance the legitimacy of the political system higraenting its level of
responsiveness

* reduce implementation resistance by creating anfgedf ownership among
those on which the implementation relies

These high hopes, however, are mixed with workél.the low level of institutionalization of
interactive forms of governance jeopardize theimderatic quality? Interactive forms of
governance tend to rely on either informal ruleghef game or formal rules that are easily
changed in the course of the governance procesardiagly, many argue, it becomes difficult
to democratically regulate the distribution of piohl power and influence within them.
Maarten Hajer pin points this worry when he argileeg contemporary societies are suffering
from an institutional void that reduces our capadid regulate governance processes and



thereby ensure a democratic distribution of pditipower and influence in society (Hajer,
2003: 189). In his phrasing, politics takes ovethat cost of the polity. While the traditional
institutions of representative government providelighly formalized and stable institutional
framework for regulating political processes, tegulatory framework characterizing many of
the new interactive forms of governance is an auE®f the political process. Seen from a
democratic perspective, the obvious danger of dkterl situation is that the rules of the game
are determined not by generally accepted demoanatims but by the voices of those who are
most powerful in a given policy process.

Governance theorists are particularly concernexlitathe extent to which a low level of
institutionalization reduces the possibility of erieg a high degree of democratic equality,
deliberation and accountability in interactive goance processes. The traditional institutional
model of representative democracy aimed to endueset important democratic norms by
means of formalized procedures that place demaoalatiision making power first in the hands
of an electorate and then in the hands of a bodyobficians. Although these procedures are
still intact they do not manage to regulate the mimg number of decisions that are made in
interactive governance arenas within and beyondttte.

Governance theorists have raised pertinent questiegarding how to ensupmlitical
equalityin interactive governance processes. While thitui®ns of representative democracy
guarantee the citizens an equal right to vote andar office, interactive forms of governance
provide much more complex, dynamic, and overlappatierns of political participation and
representation (Fung and Wright, 2003; Dreyer, 20D#/zek, 2007; Saward, 2006). An
interactive approach to democracy must thereforalile to answer the questiodpbw can
democratic equality be ensured in a governanceecdrdonsisting of a plurality of channels of
political influence among which participation inmggral elections is only (an important) one
such channel out of many?

Questions have also been raised concerning thditmors fordemocratic deliberatiomn
interactive forms of governance. Governance theoasgue that these forms of governance
tend to be hegemonized by a technocratic and priagrgatting things done’ rhetoric which
disregards that what is at stake in these procesgepolitical matters (Sgrensen and Torfing,
2007: 313; Bang, 2003: 13-4). This de-politicizataf interactive governance processes means
that disputes are treated as matters that canttbedseith reference to scientific and technical
knowledge and managerial performance criteria. Eguantly, the space for governing society
with reference to what we like or do not like, what want or do not want, and what we view
as good or bad is being overtaken by governancedbasm a technocratic, rationalist
managerialism that is perceived to be in littlecheédemocratic deliberation. In order to avoid
a situation in which the surge of interactive forafsgovernance results in a reduction of the
realm of democratic deliberation, an interactiverapch to democracy must be able to answer
the following questionHow is it possible to ensure that interactive gongrce arenas come to
function as platforms for democratic deliberation?

Finally, it has been pointed out trdgmocratic accountabilitbecomes illusionary if the
decisions for which we hold politicians to accoan¢ taken in interactive arenas where the
politicians are either not been present or are ngpkhe decisions in complex negotiation
games with various public and/or private stakehsldPierre and Peters, 2005: 127; Esmark,
2007: 224). An interactive approach to democracystntherefore be able to answer the
following question:How can decision makers be held to account whersides are taken in
complex processes of interactive governance thatwe elected as well as non-elected actors?



We can now conclude that a look through the lerth@governance perspective produces
a mixed image of the democratic implications oerattive forms of governance. Interactive
governance arenas can potentially contribute ta#welopment of a more vibrant, responsive,
legitimate and effective democracy by bringing pulauthorities and involved and affected
stakeholders together in a joint effort to goveogisty. At the same time, however, the low
and/or fragile level of formal institutionalizatioof these forms of governance limit the
relevance and impact of the traditional instituibmodel of representative democracy and thus
reduces its ability to guarantee important demacragrms. This mixed message highlights the
need to develop a new approach to democracy thatspout ways to harvest the democratic
potentials and avoid the dangers for democracy ¢juathand in hand with the surge of
interactive forms of governance.

3. Towardsan interactive per spective on democracy

Two considerations seem of immediate relevanceewveldping and interactive approach to
democracy. First, | consider how to interpret amplya the democratic norms of equality,
deliberation and accountability to interactive ferof governance. Inspiration is to be found in
recent attempts among democratic theorists to meftate some of the basic concepts of
democratic thought (Behn, 2003; Dryzek, 2007; Sdwa006; Young, 2000; Warren, 2008).
Second, | think about the possible implications flmmocratic theory of the recent neo-
institutionalist re-conceptualization of what is ané by an institution. What does this new
conceptualization have to offer in the search faysvto democratically regulate interactive
forms of governance characterized by a relativedy lor dynamic level of formal
institutionalization?

The first step consists in considering how thene@fforts to reformulate and reinterpret
the concepts of democratic equality, deliberatinod accountability inform our understanding
of how these important democratic norms can be ptediin and through interactive forms of
governance.

3.1. Reconsidering democr atic equality
One of the most vital democratic objectives is tsure that those who are affected by a
decision have an equal access to influencing thatswn. In representative democracies this
ambition has been interpreted as the act of ergatircitizens in a given nation state an equal
right to vote and to run for office. Democratic ligion — to count as one of those who are
eligible to equal rights - is granted with referento citizenship. In decentralized political
systems the national citizenship and the pattefrdemocratic inclusion and exclusion they
offer have been supplemented by what could bectall®cal citizenship that grants those who
live in a specific locality an equal access touefice decisions of particular relevance to them.
In recent years, the traditional way of exclusivétawing democratic lines of inclusion
and exclusion with reference to territory has beegoblematized (Dryzek, 2007; Sgrensen
and Torfing, 2005; Young, 2000). This problemaimats not least triggered by the emergence
of the governance perspective which illuminates tha democratic ambition of ensuring an
equal inclusion of the affected is not necessanilyst effectively achieved by exclusively
referring to affectedness in terms of territory.fe&tedness is in many cases more closely
related to function or problem area than to teryittRhodes, 1997; Jessop, 2000). Not all
citizens in a given territory are equally affecteyl decisions concerning care for the elderly.



They may all be indirectly affected in the sensat timost will get old at some point or have
relatives who are old. Nevertheless, those whotlusge kinds of services at a given point in
time are indisputably more intensely affected tttzose who are not. It is exactly this line of
thinking that lies behind the surge of user-boadd other arrangements that grant users of
particular public services an opportunity to infige the character of these services (Sgrensen,
2000).

By focussing on levels of affectedness as depegngartly on territory and partly on
function opens the door for the construction of enbine tuned and tailor made patterns of
democratic inclusion than those offered by theiti@hl approach to ensuring equal inclusion.
Actors are no longer either included or excludexmfrdemocratic participation and influence
depending on whether or not they have citizen stafilney might be included to a varying
degree reflecting levels of affectedness in refatio specific policy issues and situations. In
this complex democratic scenario all individualséndheir particular tailor made inclusion
profile.

But what happens to the notion of democratic etyuad a governance context with
diverse inclusion profiles? The call for equalitp@ng the affected is no longer simply a matter
of granting equal access to influence to all withipre-defined territory but demands for an
active situated identification of levels of affedtess and an institutional set up that guarantees
that those who are equally affected are equalljuded. Therefore, it is insufficient to pursue
political equality by granting the citizens of avgn territory an equal right to participate in
general elections. General elections are simplyinigensitive to actual levels of affectedness
and should therefore be supplemented by other @tsoh political inclusion organized around
functionally defined demarcations of affectedness.

A democratic perspective that aims to promote kEguen a way that takes levels of
affectedness into account must give up the idetiths possible to find one unitary and neat
mechanism for ensuring democratic equality. Palitequality calls for the establishment of a
complex overlapping plurality of territorially aridnctionally demarcated channels of influence
that each aim to distribute political influence atlpjamong those who are equally affected by a
particular governance process.

Interactive governance arenas that bring relevyawittical authorities and affected
stakeholders together in a shared effort to gowriicular policy areas can be seen as a
positive contribution to developing this kind ofléa made patterns of democratic inclusion and
exclusion. The participants in these interactiveegoance arenas, however, are often elites and
sub-elites that do not necessarily speak on betfdlie larger group of affected. In order for
these interactive arenas to contribute to an etn@lsion of those who are particularly
affected, the question representativeness becoslesant: To what extent do those who
participate in the interactive governance arenpsesent a constituency of affected?

One of the major problems in this respect is thatparticipants are rarely elected. Recent
theories on democratic representation suggest, yewehat representativeness does not
necessarily depend on whether or not decision rsaker elected. Michael Saward argues that
democratic representation is basically about maklagns to represent, and that the strength of
this kind of claims depends on the degree to withehclaims are accepted by the stipulated
constituency. In other words, representation isn@blace when a group of people accept to be
constructed as the constituency of a given decisiaker (Saward, 2006: 210). According to
this line of thinking, democratic representationreslanot depend on the degree to which a
decision-maker seeks to promote pre-given inter@stsew points of a defined constituency.



The act of representation is basically a productindeavour in which elites and sub-elites are
capable of constructing a constituency with specifiterests and view points. As such,
representation is basically a rhetorical task iricitollective political identities come into
being.

This new approach to representation is helpfuklation to considering how to promote
the representativeness of interactive forms of guwece, but it overlooks two things. First, it
does not take into account that one of the purpo$ehis kind of claim making is to gain
legitimacy in the eyes of other elites and suleslitRepresentation is not only a vertical
relationship between elites and constituencieds lalso a matter of being accepted as a
legitimate player in political power games betwekstision makers. While this legitimacy is
traditionally gained by being elected, it is a mutbre difficult endeavour to be accepted as a
legitimate representative if you are not. The stats a representative must be actively earned.
You must be able convince other elites and sukslibhat you speak on behalf of a given
constituency and can vouch for their support/naistance. In other words, making claims to
represent is both a vertical and horizontal maecond, the new approach to representation
tends to overlooks the fact that not only individuegoresentatives that participate in interactive
governance arenas must legitimize their partiogpaty making claims to represent affected
constituencies in a particular governance arena. gdvernance arena as a whole must also
seek to obtain democratic legitimacy by convindimg larger society that it represents not only
some but all the affected stakeholders.

To sum up the argument, the representativenesshasfet participating in interactive
governance processes depends on three things:elafility of the individual participants to
construct a particular constituency that acceptseteepresented, 2) their ability to get the other
participants to accept their position as represimet® and 3) to get the wider citizenry and
other decision making bodies to recognize the autiere governance arena as a democratically
legitimate actor.

But how is it possible to ensure that participantsteractive governance arenas as well
as the arenas themselves need to make claimsresesp and get acceptance of these claims?
As not all interactive governance arenas are inediate need of democratic legitimacy and
public support they might not need to make claimsepresent and get these claims accepted.
In fact they might enjoy and prosper from theirded position. This is particular the case with
governance arenas that govern tasks that do nptorelpublic resources. Accordingly, the
promotion of political equality through the estahlnent of a plurality of supplementary and
overlapping arenas in which public authorities giate actors co-govern calls fohe
construction of an institutional set up that makiesecessary for the participants to make
claims to represent that legitimize the role thiagyt themselves, as well as the governance
arena as such, play in the governance process.

3.2 Reconsidering demaocr atic deliberation

A second cornerstone in democratic thought is poditical decisions must be made on the
grounds of democratic deliberation e.g. verbalrattBon between citizens in a free public
sphere. Although traditional theories of democrdwve different reasons for praising
democratic deliberation, they all tend to estabéistiose link between democratic deliberation
and the capacity for rational reasoning. Aggre@gatiticories of democracy claim that
democratic deliberation enhances the citizens'itglib identify and pursue their individual
views and interests by making sound and well-infminthoices between political elites at



Election Day (Mill, 1820; Dahl, 1987), while intedive theories of democracy view
deliberation as a means to enhance the citizepsiotiy to take part in processes of consensus
based decision making aiming to promote the comguad (Stuart Mill, 1861; Barber, 1984).

In the 1980s and 1990s, the perception of democdaliberation as a process that
enhances the citizens’ capacity for rational resgprwas brought to the very centre of
democratic thought by the surge of the deliberatina®ries of democracy. From being seen as
an important precondition for democratic decisioaking, democratic deliberation and the
capacity for rational reasoning that it was supdaseproduce was increasingly perceived as
the very essence of democratic decision-makingoAtingly, the core objective of deliberative
theories became that of identifying institutionahditions in which deliberation in terms of
rational reasoning is not distorted by other rales such as the instrumental, systemic
rationales of state and market (Habermas, 1996b6e&,d 989).

Theorists of deliberative democracy have devofegtial efforts to designing interactive
institutional arenas that bring relevant expertsl @itizens together in a joined effort to
formulate public policies through knowledge basational reasoning. Citizen Panels, Citizen
Hearings and Consensus Conferences are just thteef @ plurality of institutional designs
that aim to qualify democratic deliberation (Fighkl995; Fixdal, 1997; Smith, 2003).

These new interactive arenas fit well into the egoance perspective, but the perception
of them as platforms for reasoned deliberation betwexperts and citizens has contributed to
constructing an image of these governance arenadaively a-political processes that aim to
identify the ‘good’ or the ‘right’ solution on thleasis of rational reasoning and exchange of
information and viewpoints between actors with vald knowledge and insights. As we shall
see, this de-politicization of interactive goveroarprocesses, which was already inflicted by
the dominance of managerial and expertise orieatgoroaches to governance, is highly
problematic because it overlooks the political atpef democratic deliberation.

Recent strands of democratic theory have raisgdisms of deliberative theories of
democracy on exactly this point (Mouffe, 2005; Nanv2007). Democratic deliberation, it is
argued, should not be viewed as a means eitherdifythe citizens’ ability to make reasoned
rational choices in the pursuit of individual vieassd interests, or to define the common good
though reasoned consensus making. Democratic datidie should rather be perceived as a
political battleground in which different politicdbrces struggle to convince others of their
particular versions of what is to be perceivedeasonable and rational. In other words, what is
seen as rational and reasonable should be viewedrdaggent outcomes of political battles
rather than as pre-given facts.

Seen in this light, the price that is paid whelibdgative theory conceptually as well as
normatively links democratic deliberation to ra@bmeasoning is the exclusion of constitutive
forces of politics such as emotion and passion (gpu2000). If the understanding of
democratic deliberation is more directly linkedthe notion of the political becomes apparent
that democratic deliberation should be seen adtiedpaund in which particularistic political
projects that have no higher justification that thet that there are people who pursue them,
aspire to obtain a universal, hegemonic positiothascommon good. Furthermore, it becomes
clear that the democratic qualifications needethke part in this kind of deliberative battle is
not so much the ability to reason, but the possassi the rhetorical skills that make it possible
for the actors to sell their political projectslagical outcomes of rational reasoning (Norval,
2007: 87). What makes political deliberation deraticris not the participants’ capacity for
rational reasoning but their willingness to abidetspecific agonist democratic ethos that calls



upon them to respect the opponents’ right to desygand to find ways to cope with this
disagreement in the pursuit of collective decisiaking (Connolly, 1991; Mouffe, 2005). In
this way, democratic deliberation is basically wstieod as a process of political contestation
in which the participants recognize that their camwell as the other participants’ positions
have no higher justification than its ability toigaupport, and that this support is and should
be a product of their respective abilities to coei each other.

The conceptual and normative de-coupling of dematacrdeliberation and rational
reasoning is noteworthy as it paves the way fa@-paliticization of democratic deliberation in
general and of interactive forms of governanceartigular. | do, however, disagree with the
presumption that the burden of ensuring the dentioayaality of political deliberation can be
left entirely on the shoulders of an agonist etidss kind of ethos must be supported by an
institutional set up that supports the developmamd sedimentation of agonist sentiments
among the involved parties. As pointed out by M&f&rren (2008), democratic deliberation in
which conflicts are dealt with though talk aimirgggersuade, calls for institutional designs that
nurture this kind of talk-based, negotiated intgaac If such institutional conditions are in
place, deliberation can become an important fastothe pursuit of collective action and
governance.

Interactive forms of governance invite this kintl deliberation because they provide
arenas for negotiated decision making that brimgetieer a broad variety of public authorities
and affected actors with different interests, viand backgrounds. The interactive character of
these arenas promotes political contestation bectheye are no other ways of producing a
shared outcome than through negotiated agreemd@ims. medium is deliberation. The
outspoken fragility of such arenaalls for the institutionalization of stabilizingpnditions that
nurtures the willingness of the involved actorsdeiberate that is to take the trouble to
persuade others and to allow oneself to be persiiade

3.3. Reconsidering democr atic accountability

Ensuring democratic accountability is vital for &irms of democracy where some make
decisions on behalf of others. Democratic accodulittaineans that it is possible for those who
are affected by a decision to hold the decision erekesponsible (March and Olsen, 1995;
141; Bovens, 2006: 9), and keeping decision makesponsible calls for two resources:
information about who made what decisions and meansanction decision makers who
misbehave.

One of the strongholds of the model of represergajovernment is said to be its ability
to provide a high level of democratic accountapipartly by means a free and independent
press that keeps the citizens informed about tteeaidhe government, and partly by means of
universal franchise that provides the citizens withopportunity to sanction that government.
As illuminated by innumerable studies of the actualctioning of representative democracy,
there is a considerable degree of ‘make believéhénhigh level of accountability that is said to
come out of this polyarcic arrangement (Schumpé@6; March and Simon, 1958; Pressman
and Wildavsky, 1973; Lindblom, 1959). The voterstual knowledge about the nature of the
decisions made by the government tends to be limttee causal link between decisions and
outcomes is often unclear or hypothetical, and dh#ity to punish specific politicians for
particular actions is limited due to the long intds between elections. In other words, the
actual effectiveness of the traditional model reprgative democracy when it comes to
keeping decision makers to account tends to berltvam assumed. The cause is among other



things to be found in the fact that very few acdability mechanisms have to carry a very

huge load. The information load that a free presstrprocess and the public must consume is
enormous, and the opportunities to sanction detisiakers are few and far between. Effective
democratic accountability calls for supplementdrgirmels of accountability

As pointed out by several theorists, interactisgegnance arenas can potentially improve
the accountability of governance processes by aotingethe information level and qualify the
sanctioning of decision makers (Weber, 1999; B&®95; Fung, 2006; Bovens, 2008). When
relevant and affected public and private actorsbaoeight together and negotiate in interactive
arenas, those who are affected by the decisionthgedpportunity to ask questions and raise
critiques while the decision makers can produceatie accounts or stories that aim to justify
these decisions (Marsh and Olsen, 1995: 149). Theome is a more knowledgeable and
targeted level of accountability.

What complicates matters, however, is that interacgovernance arrangements that
bring together public authorities and affected steders in a shared effort to improve the
level of accountability of public authorities, theelves become arenas for decision making in
need of democratic accountability (Esmark: 20072; ZBovens, 2006: 6). If interactive arenas
are to become a positive contribution to ensuriegnaicratic accountability, it is important that
there is a high degree of public awareness and ledm® about their role in the governance
process, and a constant pressure on the arenasdocp narrative accounts that justify their
actions in the eyes of relevant politicians andifpublics.

If interactive governance arenas are made sulypeittis kind of soft accountability they
hold the potential to increase the general leveflerhocratic accountability in society. First,
interactive arenas can make the accountabilityepfasentative democracy more effective by
increasing the level of interaction between puldlithorities and affected citizens (Bovens,
2008: 232). Second, interactive arenas can be ag@m opportunity to establish a variety of
supplementary accountability mechanisms that ane rikexible, frequent, targeted and situated
than those provided by representative democracgsé Ipotential accountability benefits are
similar to those pursued through well known reforstrategies such as delegation,
decentralization and devolution (Fung, 2004).

The presence of interactive governance arenassVewdoes not automatically guarantee
a high level of accountability. The level of acctamlity depends on the extent to which the
institutional framing of interactive governance ages put pressure on the participants to give
narrative accounts about their activities to relav@oliticians and publics.

The above considerations about what democratic liggudeliberation and accountability
means and entails conclude that the democratictgadlinteractive governance arenas rely on
the presence of institutional conditions that prtendl) democracy on the input side by
ensuring that inclusion in interactive governanoecpsses depend on whether the participating
actors legitimize their individual participation a®ll as the role of the interactive governance
arena by making claims to represent the affectgdhe® democratic throughput by enhancing
the willingness of the participants in interactigevernance arenas to persuade and be
persuaded in deliberative contestations; and 3)odemsy on the output side by putting
pressure on those who are involved in interacte@gion making to justify their actions in the
eyes of relevant politicians and publics through flvrmulation of narrative accounts.

But how is it possible to establish the requirestitutional conditions if a constitutive
feature of interactive governance processes istedi@ an institutional void? Neo-institutional



theory, however, highlights that what might appeabe an institutional void is not necessarily
so. As we shall see, a low level of formal instdoalization does not automatically mean that
the general level of institutionalization is likes®i

4. Institutionalizing inter active democr acy

The inclination of the new governance paradigmiéangovernance in terms of process should
not lead the focus of attention away from the fhet interactive governance arenas are indeed
structured by numerous institutional features. €hastitutional features are constantly shaped
and reshaped in the course of the governance moaesd should not only be viewed as a
conditioning factor but also as an emerging phemmmeGovernance processes are processes
of institutionalization. Following this line of thking, the democratic quality of interactive
governance processes is to be evaluated not onthanlight of their present democratic
performance but also with reference to their immarcthe shaping of the initial conditioning of
future governance processes.

The focus on governance as an institutionalizgpimtess rather than as a process that is
delimited by fixed and clear cut institutional fess go well in hand with a shift from an old-
institutionalist to a neo-institutionalist perspgeet on what institutions are and how they
structure social action. By stressing the multielead, complex, ambiguous and heterogeneous
character of institutions, neo-institutionalistarpaut how concrete governance processes are
conditioned by strategic efforts to cope with tiiessy mix of institutional features, and how
these strategies become the driving force in amioggnstitutionalization process (Hall, 1889;
Moe, 1990; March and Olsen, 1989; Peters, 2005).

The multi-layered, ambiguous and heterogeneousacte of institutions is, among other
things, caused by the fact that formal institutiofemtures merely represent the tip of the
iceberg in the institutional regulation of humarti@t. Just under the waterline we find a
variety of more informal institutional features bBuasincentives, normative codes and logics,
routinesand rituals that each in their own way structures and stalsiltre interplay between
actors. Formalized rules of conduct do indeed plagle in framing governance processes but
their impact depends of the degree to which they supported by incentive structures,
normative codes and logics of appropriatenessjmesitand rituals that condition day to day
action. As such, an effort to identify the levelinstitutionalization of governance processes
calls for an analysis of the formal as well astladlse more subtle institutional mechanisms in
order to uncover how they add to the establishrokstable or recurrent patterns of interaction.
Three strands of neo-institutionalist theory empeashe regulatory powers of one of these
institutional mechanisms.

Rational choice(RC) inspired branches of neo-institutionalismh@pf, 1994; Ostrom,
1990) point out how actors rather than followingnfial rules tend to act in accordance with
their particular interest. What this particularergst is depends very much on the incentive
structure within which actions take place. As suBI§; theory views an institution as an
incentive structure that divides resources and @aps between a set of self-interested actors
in a way that motivates them to act in certain wagsd institutionalization processes.
Historical neo-institutionalisnstresses how actors involved in collective deaisi@aking cope
with emerging conflicts through the construction mafrmative codes that legitimize certain
rules and procedures (hall, 1989). Such normatodes represent a strong stabilizing factor
when formal rules change. Finallgpciological neo-institutionalistargue that institutions are
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formed around particular institutionalized logick appropriateness that serve as a point of
reference when actors consider how to behave iicpkar situations (March and Olsen, 1989;
Powell and Dimaggio, 1991). Over time such logids appropriateness result in the
sedimentation of particular forms of knowledgegrpkrceptions, routinized patterns of action
and rituals that reconfirm and stabilize a paracydattern of interaction between a set of actors
to the extent that these practices begin to liegr thwn life.

The multi-layered, complex, ambiguous and heteregas character of the institutional
structures that condition governance processesiitypa result of inconsistencies in formal
rules, overlapping incentive structures, situatederpretations and reinterpretations of
normative codes, mixes of old and new logics ofrappateness, and re-contextualization of
routines and rituals and partly a result of thet fd@at formal rules, incentive structures,
normative codes, logics of appropriateness andinigatl and ritualized practices are not
necessarily compatible.  Consequently, the ideat thawe have a high level of
institutionalization we have order is flawed. Effoto create some level of order depend on the
degree to which formal and informal institutionaafures promote the same patterns of
behaviour. Neo-institutionalists have done maskable job in enhancing our knowledge
about the impact of informal institutional features social interaction, and governance
theorists have used this knowledge to answer guestioncerning how societies are governed
and how the capacity to regulate interactive goaece processes can be enhanced (Sgrensen
and Torfing, 2007; Peters, 2007). With few excemigMarch and Olsen, 1995; Pierre, Peters
and Stoker, 2009) little attention has been dickdtmvards the potential role of incentive
structures, normative codes, logics of appropregerand routines and rituals might play in
institutionalizing a strong democracy. Traditiotfaories of representative democracy put their
faith in formal institutional features while thegnided to overlook the potential benefit of other
institutional features.

An elaborate theory of interactive democracy nuastsider the possible contributions of
the full scale of institutional features in the m#afor ways to enhance the democratic equality,
deliberation and accountability of interactive gaance arenas. It should be noted, however,
that an interactive approach to democracy shouleexdusively celebrate institutional features
that stabilise specific patterns of action as mashpossible. Rather, this new approach to
democracy should seek to institutionalize goveraamocesses in a way that at one and the
same time sediment particular patterns of actioth provide space for an ongoing dynamic
restructuring of democracy. Just as governance epsas should be viewed as
institutionalization processes, they should be e@vwas ongoing democratization processes
(Bovens, 2005; Dryzek, 2007).

The simultaneous need for institutional stabikilyd change in interactive democracy
highlights the potential value of mixing institut@ mechanisms that are easily altered with
some that are not. While formal institutional feegiand incentive structures can be changes
overnight it takes a long time to change normatwdes, logics of appropriateness, routines
and rituals. On the positive side counts that ckanm incentive structures and formal
institutional setup do not necessarily place irdva governance arenas characterized by a low
level of formal institutionalization in an institahal void. More persistent institutional features
prevail. On the negative side counts that sedindembemative codes, logics of appropriateness
and routines and rituals might hamper the develeoproEnew democratic understandings and
practises. The aim of an interactive approach tmaigacy must be to propose a set of
normative codes, logics of appropriateness andrmiaatl practises and rituals that form the
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spinal core of interactive democracy and pointfew formal rules and incentives can be used
strategically to ensure an ongoing adjustment ebéhstabilizing institutional features to an
ever changing reality.

This kind of strategic mix of different sourcesiostitutionalization highlighted by neo-
institutionalism has the potential to promatemocratic equalityin interactive governance
processes if they encourage those who participat¢hése processes to make claims to
represent. This encouragement can take the fomowhative codes that call upon those who
participate to legitimize their individual and cattive inclusion in the governance process by
making claims to represent the affected. The ressuand competences that are granted to
different interactive governance arenas can be rdadetly dependent on whether such claims
are made and accepted. Moreover, normative presdordegitimize participation can be
supported by the institutionalization of a partesubemocratic logic of appropriateness for
interactive governance arenas that construct thlvidual participants as well as the
governance arena as political actors in need aftifggitimacy, and by a set of routines and
rituals that stabilize recurring patterns of actaond events that spell out precisely how, where
and when such claims are to be made.

A series of studies explore how a plurality oftitegional factors affects the patterns of
inclusion and representativeness in interactiveegmance processes. A recent study of two
governance networks in a Danish municipality sh@w lthe informal institutional conditions
influence the extent to which the participants seelustify their participation my making
claims to represent affected stakeholders. Botlvorés were characterized by a low level of
formal institutionalization, but differences in smtive structure, normative codes, logics of
appropriateness and routines and rituals meant tti@tparticipants in one network put
considerable energy into making claims to represedt gain recognition as the voice of the
affected while the other network did not (Sgren2847). Moreover, the study shows that the
governance network that chose to pursue its goabdnoming a legitimate player on the
political scene through this kind of claims makimgs more successful in obtaining its
objective than the network which chose a more peivsrategy. Another study of interactive
governance in relation to a Dutch energy reformngoiout how formal and informal
institutional meanings of representation becomeudeled and how this decoupling becomes a
barrier for the democratic quality of the interaeti governance process (Hendriks,
forthcoming).

Informal institutional features can also help ts@re that interactive governance arenas
come to function as platforms fdemocratic deliberatiod Incentive structures that construct
interdependencies among the participating actonsrgse their willingness to take the trouble
to persuade and be persuaded, and normative cbdedegitimize and valorise political
contestation and offer procedures through whicth qatk-based contestations can take place
can spur this kind of deliberation. Deliberationncalso be encouraged by logics of
appropriateness that construct the governance aera political arena that does not give
priority to technocratic forms of knowledge andoaal reasoning at the cost of practical and
situated knowledge and political positions motidatey emotion and passion. Routines and
rituals that guide concrete deliberation processesaccordance with this logic of
appropriateness is of central importance for thgreketo which such logics of appropriateness
gain impact and stabilise concrete deliberatiorcgsees.

A study of collaborative processes in Dutch watesnagement illustrates how an
institutional construction of interactive delibevatarenas in which contestation can take place
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promote the ability to reach negotiated agreemamisng a broad variety of public authorities
and stakeholders (Buuren, Edelbos and Klijn, 20B@nther Dutch study of two local planning
processes points out how the vitality of interaetideliberation processes depends on the
interplay between the organisational structures prelailing cultural logics and situated
practises. The study concludes that the vitalitintéractive deliberation processes depends on
the ability to balance these different institutibfeectors against each other (Tops and Hendrik
2007). Finally, a study of deliberation in a CamadCitizen Assembly illuminates how role
perceptions are formed in and through the polioycpss and how these role perceptions
condition the deliberation process (Pearse, 2008).

With regard to the level oflemocratic accountabilitythis is highly dependent on the
degree to which the informal institutional set u@urages decision makers to justify their
actions in the eyes of democratic constituencied s1$ elected politicians and affected groups
of stakeholders though the production of narratageounts. The incentive to give such
accounts can take the form of mechanisms that lestad correlation between the capacity to
give such accounts and the chances of gaining doefuture governance processes. The
impact of this kind of incentives can be enhancgdcbrmative codes that valorise account
giving, logic of appropriateness that emphasizeirth@ortance of giving narrative accounts to
politicians and relevant publics, and routines dhdhls that outline precisely how, where and
when these accounts should be given.

Several studies have analysed how this understgrafi accountability as an interactive
process in which decision makers give narrative@aets in an ongoing dialogue with a critical
audience is gaining ground and manifests itse# plurality of events and procedures that aim
to evaluate the performance of various governanuerdctive arenas. Among such
arrangements count naming-and-shaming eventsegalftation schemes, and bench marking
procedures. Mark Bovens and his fellow researclenge analysed how such interactive
accountability procedures function in ensuring actability between executive public
authorities and decentred service providers (Bav8ohillemans and Hart, 2008: 232). They
underline how this narrative account giving promsokearning between the involved parties.
They stress, however, that this new learning ambroa accountability has predominantly been
taken into use in efforts to enhance the admiriggaccountability of interactive governance
processes. A recent study by Archon Fung (2004ywshihat these new ways of ensuring
narrative accountability can also be taken into insie pursuit of democratic accountability.
This is envisaged in his study of the primary sdtsystem in Chicago (Fung, 2004: 7), and is
also illuminated in an analysis of the use of tHd@in EUs employment policy reveal how
narrative account giving plays a central role irs.gmg a reasonable level of democratic
accountability in interactive multi-level governangrocesses in Europe (Melchior and
Sgrensen, 2009).

5. Conclusion

Interactive forms of governance call for the depetent of an interactive perspective on
democracy that proposes normative criteria for mnéag the democratic quality of interactive
governance arenas and propose how these norms ecgromoted in governance arenas
characterized by a low or unstable level of fornmatitutionalization. Governance theorists
have not least been concerned about the possibilitgnsuring a high level of democratic
equality, deliberation and accountability in intethee governance processes. Inspired by the



current theoretical debate on democracy, | haveiealgthat the democratic quality on
interactive governance processes must be measaoredrms of the degree to which the
participating actors 1) legitimize their individuahd collective participation by making claims
to represent the affected, 2) are willing to pedsuand be persuaded in and through
deliberative contestations, and 3) are forced &iifyutheir actions in the eyes of relevant
politicians and publics through the formulationnairative accounts.

Moreover, | have pointed out how neo-institutiastatheory can inform the search for
ways to ensure that interactive governance prosessare high on these normative criteria.
Interactive governance arenas might be difficulfdomally institutionalize but that does not
necessarily mean that they cannot be institutiaadli Informal institutional features such as
incentives, normative codes, logics of appropriessn routines and rituals can play a crucial
role in establishing the right balance betweenrsedtation and stability on the one hand and
transformability and change on the other in ourcamg efforts to develop a both strong and
dynamic democracy. A series of case studies frdnoar the world inform out knowledge
about how a mix of formal and informal institutidfi@atures can contribute to pursue a strong
interactive democracy.
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