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Abstract

This paper is suggesting pathways on how to investigate and analyze the implementation of public policies at a time where the idea of governance is leaving no public policy process untouched in any advanced liberal democracy. But due to the bewildering variety of ways in which the concept of governance is now used, a first step in an endeavour to answer a ‘how to study?’ question must be to ask and answer a ‘what is governance?’ question. One way of proceeding is by identifying the specific usage empirically as a special blend between different forms of hierarchical governance, co-governance and self-governance. Applying this method, a ‘governance blend’ is identified within the implementation of Danish employment policies which is termed a ‘citizen-centred implementation network’, which is then used in the rest of paper to test the analytic powers of the emerging conceptual framework. However, this only leaves us with the rough contours of a phenomenon that has yet to be mapped more thoroughly. This paper then continues by proposing that to grasp a phenomenon of this kind - where self-governance and co-governance is so prominently present - an action-oriented approach must be applied in order to reveal policy-making in implementation processes and a network perceptive is useful for understanding its interactive character. Further, it is argued that existing theories on implementation networks are not fully capable of investigating and analysing the citizen-centred implementation network, partially due to a top-down bias but also because they do not relate networks sufficiently to a social structure, thereby underexposing issues of identity. It is proposed that one way of achieving this is by combining the network perspective with Pierre Bourdieu’s idea of practices within quasi-autonomous social fields. Besides contributing with a coherent conceptual framework for studying social positions practiced by stakeholders, this approach adds to the investigation and analysis of manifestations of self-governance and co-governance in the citizen-centred implementation networks. Finally, it is suggested that manifestations of hierarchical governance can be studied by using insights from network management combined with Pierre Bourdieu’s concept of the political and administrative fields. This gives the added value of enabling to the analyst to identify hierarchical forms of governance by different network management strategies while still maintaining a focus on both relations of collaboration and power.
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Introduction
Within the last two decades, we have witnessed how ideas of governance have become increasingly important for both those who formulate and implement public policies and those who seek to investigate and analyse these policy processes. In this sense, it is appropriate to speak of an age of governance, but what does this mean and how does it affect the way in which we should investigate and analyze the implementation of public policies?
In this paper, it is argued that when a politic of co-governance and a politic of self-governance converge within a policy area, it can spur novel forms of governance structures which are best investigated and analysed by bringing together insights from action-oriented implementation research, the network perspective and Pierre Bourdieu’s concept of quasi-autonomous fields. Through the five sections of this paper, a conceptual framework capable of investigating and analyzing these governance structures - which will be termed ‘citizen-centred implementation networks’ - will be developed by continuously testing its analytical powers on a case drawn from the Danish employment policy area.
The first section elaborates on the existence of a politic of co-governance and a politic of self-governance and then presents how these political tendencies have converged in a new workfare approach to managing absence from work due to sickness within the Danish employment policy area. Here, the planning and carrying out of the effort to reduce unemployment due to sickness is to an increasing extent being done in collaboration between the recipient of sickness benefits, the social worker, the employer or the employment fund, the union, the medical practitioner, and a whole range of other medical professionals within citizen-centred implementation networks.
The second section presents different approaches to how policy science and implementation research have investigated and analyzed the relationship between the implementation of public policies and policy-making. It is argued that the self-governance of citizen-centred implementation networks - such as those emerging within the Danish employment policy area – is best studied by using an action-oriented approach. Such an approach starts out by identifying practices among the actors who are implementing the policy and from there backward mapping to uncover how these practices are influenced by policy-makers – no matter whether they are high-ranking public officials from the state, politicians from the municipal or those traditionally viewed as “simply” executing the policy. 
The third section focuses on how to investigate and analyze co-governance or interactive policy-making by using the concept of implementation network. First, the development of the closely related concepts of policy network and implementation network is introduced. Then, the section proceeds by identifying the strengths and weaknesses of different approaches to implementation networks - and the general idea of the governance network - when using them to investigate and analyze the non-hierarchical relations between stakeholders who are implementing the Danish workfare approach to managing absence from work due to sickness. It is concluded that many aspects from the network perspective can be applied but that it needs to be modified to suit an action-oriented approach and combined with an approach that deals with social structure.
The fourth section develops the conceptual framework beyond the network perspective. Because a citizen-centred implementation network is constructed around and aimed at influencing the behaviour and identity of a specific individual in order to achieve a societal end, an analysis of how it functions should not only be informed by policy science but also by sociological theory that can explain how the citizen, the social worker and local stakeholders are positioning themselves as a part of a wider social structure. A way of doing this is by perceiving practices of co-governance and self-governance within a quasi-autonomous social field as defined by Pierre Bourdieu. In this section, this approach is tested on the Danish case and a definition of the citizen-centred implementation network is suggested.
The fifth section takes us back to the network perspective and introduces the concept of network management as well-suited to illuminate how hierarchical forms of governance still play an important role even for self-governing implementation networks. It is argued that insights from network management literature can be used in concert with Pierre Bourdieu’s concepts of the political and administrative fields to study how citizen-centred implementation networks are being governed to achieve more collaboration without losing sight of relations of power.
Mixing modes of governance
Few of those who are studying policy processes or public administration would disagree if we proposed designating the present as an age of governance. Moreover, no one would object if we claimed that the concept of governance is being used so extensively because it is so poorly defined and therefore can be applied to a huge variety of settings (Hirst, 2000:14-19), (Hupe, 2009:13-14, 80-112), (Kooiman, 1999:68-69), (Rhodes, 1997:47-53), (Rhodes, 2000;55-60). Kooiman (1999:68-69) has created one of the most exhaustive listings of present uses of the governance concept - which is at least comprehensive enough to serve present purposes. According to him governance is being used as; 1) the minimal state, 2) corporate governance, 3) new public management, 4) ‘Good governance’, 5) socio-cybernetic governance, 6) self-organizing networks, 7) Steuerung, 8) international order, 9) governing the economy and 10) govermentability. This catalogue of meanings is useful when we are reviewing research literature or identifying approaches being pursued by politicians and public officials but it would be beneficial if we were able to relate these meanings to a more neutral analytical set of meanings. Kooiman’s (2003) modes of governance can be used to this effect.  
According to Kooiman (2003), the bureaucratic and hierarchical state is still very much alive and kicking, but cracks and fractures are appearing - especially in the armour of the bureaucratic ideal type building as envisioned by Max Weber. However, if hierarchical governance implies different forms of top-down steering, it is still crucial for understanding policy processes and public administration, but its meanings has shifted from command to regulation involving more indirect forms of steering, producing to enabling introducing market mechanisms and from benevolence to activation where stakeholders are mobilized in solving societal problems. Because of this shift; “Societal governance in modern societies is a mix of different governance modes. Therefore a governance mode by itself is only a partial one, completed with other types. This applies to self-governance as well as to co- and hierarchical modes of governance” (Kooiman, 2003:90). Following this line of thinking, we need to identify the specific mix between hierarchical, self- and co-governance. Moreover, the mix should be related to how it is influenced by different meanings of governance as listed above. This will be done below by sketching out how a shift is occurring in contemporary advanced liberal democracies towards forms of co-governance and self-governance and identifying the ‘governance blend’ found within the Danish employment policy area.
Eva Sørensen and Peter Triantafillou (2009) propose that; “…we are witnessing the emergence of a new hegemonic governance imagery characterized by high hopes of potential benefits of self-governance for the enhancement of efficient, effective and democratic governance (Sørensen & Triantafillou, 2009:3). They proceed to claim that all over the world, within advanced liberal democracies, this hegemonic governance imagery nurtures and is nurtured by both intellectual labour (theories, scholarly studies and debates) and governing procedures (administrative procedures, laws, political reforms and programs), termed by them as ‘the politics of self-governance’. Here, selves are understood as both individual and collective public and private actors and self-governance is perceived as the acting out of the entrepreneurial capacity of these selves to constantly improve in terms of health, wealth and social skills. This, in turn, means that the politics of self-governance is a form of regulated self-governance that endeavours at engaging both actors delivering and using public services in defining governance problems, qualifying policy objectives, implementing policy initiatives and evaluating governance performance, which can be contrasted to bureaucratic governing strategies aimed at creating disciplined and docile subjects out of criminals and deviants. The existence of the politics of self-governance should make us aware that self-governance is related to hierarchical governance originating from the top-down. One of these mixes manifests itself as neo-liberalism.
According to Dean (1999), neo-liberalism is proliferating as a part of advanced liberal government because the welfare state, understood as; “… a paternalist mechanism of social control, relying on a uniform provision that is bureaucratic, hierarchical, sometimes coercive and oppressive, and often unresponsive to the needs and differences of individuals and communities.” (Dean, 1999:153-154) has come under considerable pressure from especially neo-liberal thinking. In contrast to ‘the paternalist welfare state’, neo-liberalism aims at creating ‘free subjects’
. Its focus is thus not at emancipating them but rather at making them vehicles for the achievement of governmental purposes and objectives. Governmental purposes and objectives, however, are no longer directed at controlling society – this division is not upheld. Rather, it is the task of government to promote the values and structures of the market, understood as; “...an inner essence or principle which produces necessary effects by the mere fact of its presence” (Dean, 1999:159).  This is done by the proliferation of two interviewed technologies; “: technologies of agency, which seek to enhance and improve our capacities for participation, agreement and action: and technologies of performance, in which these capacities are made calculable and comparable so that they might be optimized.” (Dean, 1999:173).
This diagnosis of contemporary advanced liberal government as a ‘performance government’ has a lot to offer in understanding the Danish employment policy area especially in the form of new public management. However, it is based on employment policies in Australia where notions of enterprise and the consumer play a much more dominant role than in Denmark. Moreover, Dean’s perspective reproduces the neo-liberal essentialization of the market by neglecting that it can be argued that technologies of agency are also sometimes based on other principles such as ‘a rationality of negotiation’ (Sørensen & Torfing, 2005:18-21). Put differently, the politics of self-governance are sometimes mixed with ‘the politics of co-governance’. Co-governance should be understood as the coming together of different parties in order to interact and pursue common interests and the politics of co-governance as the promotion of these interactions. In their pursuit, identities and autonomy is at stake and therefore it is not a simple matter of coordination between parties – for example by the market’s ‘invisible hand’. Instead, it is about negotiating meaning by collaboration and co-operation. Co-governance manifests itself in a variety of ways in the research literature and as a politics of co-governance; communicative governance, public-private partnerships, co-management, networks and regimes and can both be perceived as a structural element of society or a more intentional governing strategy (Kooiman, 2003:96-114). Within the Danish employment policy area, the network perspective has dominated as is elaborated on below.
Like in many other advanced liberal democracies, a shift from welfare to workfare has occurred in Denmark since the late 1980’s. Prior to this, some municipals had already been using activation policies towards recipients of unemployment benefits, but with the introduction of a special youth unemployment benefit in the late 1980’s, a law was passed that made it both a right and an obligation to participate in job training programs. This first workfare policy directed towards unemployed youngsters was intended to have a ‘threat effect’, making it less attractive to receive unemployment benefits from the state and thereby forcing youngsters to actively seek employment. In 1993, a large scale labour market reform was passed. This encompassed several groups of unemployed citizens and was based on a human-capital version of the workfare approach where the focus was on delivering job training which could be adapted to the individual needs of the citizens so as to better their job skills (Torfing, 2004). From 2001, when a right wing government took power, the continuous proliferation of the workfare approach within employment policies has been guided increasingly by work-first strategies focusing on matching the qualifications of the unemployed with the needs of the employers seeking additional labourers. This means that today’s Danish employment policies and programs are a workfare oriented mix between human-capital and work-first strategies (Jørgensen, 2008).

The multitude of workfare initiatives has completely changed the nature of the Danish employment policy area and its position to other policy areas. Employment policy is now regarded as part of the government’s toolkit for mending economic difficulties, often making it the focal point for the coordination of other policy areas such as social and educational policies (Sørensen & Torfing, 2005:23). Moreover, the workfare approach means that employment policy is no longer a simple matter of handing out welfare benefits because they are now coupled with a whole range of active measures that involve the active participation of both the recipient of the benefit and local stakeholders. This development has accentuated the need for new governing strategies leading to a shift from authoritative bureaucratic steering to new forms of governance that promote self-governance and co-governance among local stakeholders and regulated through new forms of hierarchical governance by central authorities (Sørensen, 2004). New public management and network governance are the two meanings of governance that best capture the governance blend within the Danish employment policy area. 

New public management is a recognizable global discourse which proposes that a bureaucratic and ineffective public sector can be made more effective and efficient by the use of market mechanisms in the delivering of public services combined with the application of organisational and management principals from private businesses. Even though no advanced liberal democracy has been left unaffected by this discourse since it appeared in the middle of the 1980’s, there are considerable differences in how it has been implemented (Klausen, 2001), (Greve, 2007). Within the Danish employment policy area, outsourcing is playing an increasingly important role, but of more importance is the building of incentives for both citizens and municipals and the use of performance management. Among other things, the idea of performance management means that municipals steer by quantifiable national goals, and that monthly updated results are publicly available in a nationwide IT-system designed for benchmarking. By producing and diffusing normalizing forms of knowledge, pressure is put on the municipals to govern themselves in a manner that seeks to achieve the delivery of a uniform level of public services (Triantafillou, 2006). Moreover, decentralization has occurred so that Danish employment policy is now partially formulated and fully implemented by 91 municipally based jobcentres.
Network governance has appeared as an alternative to new public management, criticising the latter for focusing to narrowly on intra-organisational processes and hierarchical control and regulation in the quest to achieve specific results of predetermined goals. Advocates of network governance points to the inability of new public management to manage inter-organisational relations where a common purpose is negotiated, because of its focus on intra-organisational objectives and results (Rhodes, 1997:55-56). By contrast, network governance proposes supporting self-governing policy or governance networks wherein interdependent and horizontally equivalent public and private stakeholders negotiate common definitions and solutions to public policy problems (Sørensen & Torfing, 2005:15-21), arguing that the involvement of stakeholders in public policy making and implementation enhances effectiveness, efficiency and democracy by increasing coordination, cooperation and collaboration (Keast & Madell, 2009). Within the Danish employment policy area, local and regional governance networks has emerged out of a long standing tradition for corporative forms of cooperation, and the idea of network governance that there is a growing need for engaging citizens and local stakeholders in the formulation and implementation of the workfare oriented employment policies (Andersen & Torfing, 2004:13-16). This means that the local jobcentres are supervised by local employment councils which consist of workers’ and employers’ organisations and representatives of other local stakeholders such as the local branch of the national medical association. Moreover, the local employment councils have independent funds for creating their own local employment projects (Larsen, 2009). As will be showed below, network governance has been the driving force for the creation of the citizen-centred implementation networks, which are never the less also influenced by new public management. 
The workfare approach reached its temporary culmination within the Danish employment policy area in April 2008 when the government and representatives of the national labour and employers organizations agreed upon 39 initiatives which were to counteract the rising expenditure on sickness benefits. In May 2009, the agreement was followed up by the passing of the law; ‘A strengthened use of employment measures towards recipients of sickness benefits’. The agreement and the law was an expression of a changing perception of how absence from work due to sickness should be handled. Because medical research showed evidence of potential benefits of being active while on sickness benefits, either partially working or in job training, the workfare approach was adopted towards recipients of sickness benefits (The Ministry of Employment, 2008a-c). This changed absence due to sickness from being a matter of medical rehabilitation between the employee and the employers, the recipient of sickness benefits and the public caseworker, the doctor and the patient and the union and their member, to being a matter of both medical and employment rehabilitation subject to common negotiations between all these stakeholders. This workfare approach thereby entailed collaboration and co-operation between the recipients of sickness benefits, the social worker, the employer or the unemployment fund, the union, the medical practitioner and other medical professionals about the planning and implementation of the concrete active measures. This is partially required by law and partially encouraged by the Ministry of Employment through campaigns, education of the social workers at the jobcentres and funding of projects. Ideally, it entails a roundtable meeting with all the stakeholders shortly after a person has begun receiving sickness benefits. At this meeting, a rehabilitation plan is agreed upon with the short term aim of keeping the person at work for as many hours a week as possible and with the long term goal of full recovery (The Ministry of Employment, 2008c).

Thereby, the government has created a workfare policy that seeks to promote self-governing recipients of sickness benefits and stakeholders and co-governance among these through networks. From a governmental perspective, these networks are implementation networks with the aim of reducing the amount of time citizens are receiving sickness benefits and these are subject to benchmarking and performance management as all other workfare initiatives within the Danish employment policy area. But these implementation networks are not merely controlled from the top-down, they are also to a certain extent self-governing. From a network governance perspective, the self-governance aspect lies in the implementation networks’ autonomy in negotiating a common purpose and a rehabilitation plan between very different perspectives, and from a new public management perspective, the self-governance aspect lies in the fact that they act within a policy area promoting active participation and responsibility among citizens and stakeholders. But just as importantly, these implementation networks are citizen-centred because they are focused on influencing the behaviour and identity of a citizen according to the negotiated common purpose.
Studying implementation in the age of governance
Before proceeding to looking closer at the citizen-centred implementation network, it would be beneficial to deal with some of the fundamental questions that policy science and implementation research pose concerning the relationship between implementation and policy-making, because it relates so closely to the relationship between self-governance and hierarchical governance. By doing this, it will be possible to establish how we can move from the top-down and bottom-up approaches to a less normative action-oriented approach that unearths policy-making and self-governance by backward mapping.
Since Harold Lasweels: ’The Decision Process’ (1956) and since David Eastons developed his system approach and until the mid 1980’s, the dominant way of conceptualising the policy process within policy sciences has been to divide it into stages – often agenda setting, policy formulation, implementation and evaluation (Hill, 2009:141-144), (Sabatier, 2007:6-7). The search for refining this approach reached its climax with Yehezkel Dror (2003)’s ’Optimal model of policymaking’, where the policy process was divided into 18 stages. Symptomatic of the ‘Stages heuristic’ (Sabatier, 2007:6-7), implementation is here driven to the fringes of the policy process as the 16th post policy-making stage - ’executing the policy’.
The stages heuristic draws its logic from the distinction between the political and administrative system introduced by Woodrow Wilson in the 19th century which is still today a dominant way of perceiving the relation between the state and society within liberal democracies. Ideally, the popular will can be seen as an input to the political system which transforms it to an output in the form of political decisions that are to be faithfully carried out by the administrative system obeying a ‘rule of law’ and a legal-rational form of authority based on a bureaucratic organisation (Hill, 2009:141-143), (Hupe, 2009:22-32).  Put in another way; ”…the stages ’discourse’ rests upon a model of the representative democratic policy process in which politicians make decisions, senior civil servants help to translate them into legislation, and junior civil servants implement them.” (Hupe, 2009:143)
This way of reasoning has also been the driving force behind the proliferation of the top-down approach to implementation. The complete title of Pressman’s and Wildavskys seminal work from 1973; “How Great Expectations in Washington Are Dashed in Oakland; or, Why It’s Amazing that Federal Programs Work at All, This Being a Saga of the Economic Development Administration as Told by Two Sympathetic Observers Who Seek to Build Morals on a Foundation of Ruined Hopes” indicates why implementation research flourished from this time onwards. Pressman and Wildavskys was only two among many others who had observed a striking discrepancy between political intentions and outcome, especially regarding national reform programs to fight poverty and unemployment in the United States. From the standpoint of a political/administrative orthodoxy, it posed the question of what was going wrong in the implementation stage. Policy science did not have a ready made answer, primarily because the implementation stage had until then been largely neglected due to the image of implementation as being unproblematic. Therefore, the search for the ‘missing link’ between policy formulation and outcome ensued (Hargrove, 1975), (Hupe, 2009:42-44). Pressman and Wildavsky (1973) introduced the notion of ’the implementation deficit’, which according to them could be ascribed to the ’complexity of joint action’ which meant that the risk for a implementation deficit was proportionally related to the number of actors involved in making decisions during the implementation stage. 
The top-down approach to implementation and the stages heuristic both depart from what one might call; ’the implementation follows formulation and decision theorem’ (Hupe, 2009:4). This means that;  ”A verb like ’implement’ must have an object like ’policy’” (Pressman & Wildavsky, 1984:xxi) and that public policy can be defined in a just as uncompromising everyday usage of the word as; ”A course of action adopted and pursued by a government, party, ruler, statesman…” (Chambers dictionary in Hill, 2009:14), considering policy as deliberately created by the government and as something readily identifiable. Here, policy-making – as the act of contributing to the fulfilment of a course of action – lies solely in the hands of central authorities.
It might be argued that policy science has benefited greatly from the stages heuristic because it has been a catalyst for producing important research especially within agenda setting and implementation. However, many policy scientists argue that the stages heuristic have outlived its usefulness as an analytic model for four reasons; 1) it does not connect the stages by common causalities, 2) in reality, the stages overlap greatly, 3) it has a top-down bias and 4) the idea of a single policy process going from policy formulation to implementation does not capture the complex relationship between different levels and policy areas (Sabatier, 2007:6-7). The stages heuristic has therefore since the late 1980’s been widely criticized for being an unrealistic representation of reality, thus the etiquette; ‘the textbook approach’ (Nakamura, 1987) because it is most suitable as an ideal model which administrators can strive for in organising the policy process. However, it is not only problematic because it is an ideal type; its status as such has also come under considerable pressure by changing democratic and administrative ideals which are closely linked to the politics of co-governance and self-governance leading to the shift in advanced liberal democracies described above.
A radical alternative to the top-down approach is the bottom-up approach, which is championed by Michael Lipsky. In his book; ’Street-level-bureaucrats’ (1980) he focuses on the frontline workers and concludes that; “… the decisions of street-level bureaucrats, the routines they establish, and the devices they invent to cope with uncertainties and work pressures, effectively become the public policies they carry out.” (Lipsky, 1980:xii). From his perspective, public employees such as teachers, social workers and nurses should be regarded as both implementers and policy makers. Contrary to the top-down approach, policy making in the implementation stage is not perceived as a sign of implementation deficit but as something which should be nurtured. Moreover, it should be counteracted that a lack of resources, insecurity and unpredictability in work conditions transforms the service ideals of street-level bureaucrats to routines treating citizens as clients with stereotypical traits. In this sense, the bottom-up approach does not escape from the political/administrative orthodoxy. It simply turns it around, arguing that implementation should be judged according to the service ideals of the street-level bureaucrat, but even though the bottom-up approach has its shortcomings, is it still an important approach; “… because of the continued tendency of everyday statements of implementation – from politicians, the media and so on – to be formulated in uncompromising top-down terms” (Hupe, 2009:58). Therefore, we need an approach that can treat both the bottom-up and top-down approach as narratives or discourses affecting the practice of implementation (Maynard-Moody & Musheno, 2003). So how are we to do this?

Susan Barrett and Collin Fudge (1981) propose a less normative and more action-oriented approach when investigating implementation; “… consider implementation as a policy/action continuum in which an interactive and negotiative process is taking place over time between those seeking to put policy into effect and those upon whom action depends” (Barrett & Fudge, 1981:25). Moreover, Richard Elmore (1979, 1983) develops a method of ‘backward mapping’ whereby these negotiations, resulting in implementation and policy-making at the ‘street-level’, can be related to the wider policy process at different levels. Backward mapping starts out from the practices of those who are affected by and who affect the delivery of public services. In an investigation of the implementation of a federal program for the reduction of youth unemployment, this meant that:
”The three-concerned relationship between service providers, young people, and employers, and the interdependent decisions among members of the triad, become the reference points against which to judge the potential effect of policy choices and implementation strategies. The closer and more direct the influence on these relationships, the more likely the choices will affect the employability of young people.” (Elmore, 1979:615)
Using this method, it often becomes evident that many other factors than those set in motion by governmental authorities are at play in the delivery of public services, opening the possibility for investigating policy-making and self-governance as a part of - what would often be perceived as - the implementation stage where public policies are merely executed. 
In the Danish case, the reference point would be the recipients of sickness benefits, the social worker, the employer or the unemployment fund, the union, the medical practitioner and other medical professionals that are participating in the planning and implementation of the concrete active measures. From this reference point it can be established how policy-making has unfolded. Defining policy-making as above without privileging anyone as; ‘contributing to the fulfilment of a course of action (policy)’, such an investigation will also inform us of the relationship between hierarchical governance and self-governance because it maps relations of power relating to the specific policy issue. This action-oriented method of backward mapping is not always the best way of investigating implementation of public policies, but in instances where serious cracks and fractures are breaking down the authoritative bureaucratic form of steering, this method will enable us to retain an analytical sensitivity towards exploring how hierarchical governance is pitched against self-governance.
Studying implementation networks

We are now turning our attention back towards the issue of co-governance or interactive policy making (Kooiman, 2003:128) as perceived from a network perspective. First of all, the origins and development of the concepts of policy and implementation network are introduced very briefly. Then, it is suggested that the concept of implementation network can partially be used for analysing the collaborative effort of local stakeholders to manage the absence from work due to sickness in a Danish context, but it is criticized for not being able to grasp implementation networks that are citizen-centred and leaning towards a top-down bias.
It is not a novel idea to combine policy analysis with a network perspective. On the contrary, it has been done for several decades, partially due to the fact that they are; 

“...two relatively coherent families of social research with an important potential for cross-fertilization. Policy analysis (...) is finding out what governments do, why they do it, and what difference it makes. Network analysis includes the broad array of methodological tools for the analysis of relational configurations and structures.” (Kenis & Schneider, 1991:44) 

It might even be argued that the concepts of policy and implementation networks have their roots in policy science and political science theories on pluralism, agenda research, neo-corporatism and the literature on subsystem and policy communities (Kickert, Klijn and Koppenjan, 1997:15-18, 23-28). The concept of network was already introduced in the analysis of public policy processes in the 1970’s, most notably by Fritz Scharp who opposed the tendency in policy analysis to submit to analyse policy processes from the perspective of a single unified actor. Instead, he adopted the idea that; “Policy formation and policy implementation are inevitably the result of interactions among a plurality of separate actors with separate interests, goals, and strategies.” (Scharp, 1978:347). However, the idea of policy and implementation networks also owes a lot to inter-organizational theory with its focus on resource dependency (Kickert, Klijn and Koppenjan, 1997:19-23). The focus on resource dependency is for example prominent in Scharp (1978) who focuses on how different degrees and forms of mutual and unilateral resource dependence affect exchange relationships and coordination between organizations. Moreover, Thompson’s (1967) concepts of sequential, pooled and mutual dependency have been influential for many approaches to implementation networks. One example is O’Toole & Montjoy (1984) who proposed that - contrary to the conventional wisdom of the complexity of joint action (Pressman and Wildavsky, 1973) - some kinds of interdependence increase the chances of implementation success proportional to the number of actors involved.
When looking more closely at the literature on implementation networks, Benny Hjern’s and David Porter’s work (1978, 1981) is of special interest to the focus of this paper. They argued that; ‘a strategy for analyzing purposive action within a framework where parts of many public and private organizations cooperate in the implementation of a programme’ was needed (Hjern & Porter, 1981:214). They achieved this by identifying a ‘pool of organizations’ on the grounds of a common ‘administrative imperative’, which can be defined as the main objective of the policy programme often found in legislative form. In the case of Hjern and Porter (1981) the administrative imperative was ‘training the unemployed for employment’ and in the Danish case it would be ‘rehabilitating the sick for employment’. Both of these administrative imperatives entail a large pool of relevant organizations/stakeholders.
The pool of organizations can be understood as the raw material from where the ‘implementation structures’ are formed (equivalent to implementation networks in Hjern and Porter (1978)). The formation occurs in instances where actors are both being motivated by ‘an organization rationale’ and ‘a programme rationale’. In essence, this means that a programme is implemented by a cluster of parts of private and public organizations (implementation structure) who regard the programme as their primary interest but who also perceive it as an instrument for insuring the overall survival of the organization by fitting programme goals to its overall strategy. To investigate the implementation structures empirically, a phenomenological approach is applied that maps motives and resource dependencies as they are perceived by those participating in them. According to Hjern and Porter (1981) the implementation structures should be analyzed as administrative and allocative entities that are self-organized - by the initiative of the organizations in relation to the programme - in a self-referential process that aims at problem-posing rather than problem-solving. Therefore; 

“They fall between market and bureaucratic rationalizations. Goods are allocated through clusters of autonomous and semiautonomous actors – as in a market but unlike a bureaucracy. Objectives are set, plans are formulated, resources made available at the right place and time, services are provided, performance evaluated – as in a bureaucracy but unlike a market.” (Hjern & Porter, 1981:219)
There are several advantages, but also drawbacks, if we were to use the concept of implementation structures for investigating and analyzing citizen-centred implementation networks. First of all, it is advantageous that the approach is action-oriented in the sense that the investigation starts out by phenomenologically identifying who and how the implementation structure is practiced from a pool of organizations obeying an administrative imperative. This method would supply us with a relatively easy way of identifying what Elmore (1981) calls the reference point. Moreover, it would be a way of understanding implementation networks as an arena where administrative imperatives and programme rationales are adapted to local circumstances by different organizational rationalities. If we were to substitute the rationalities of organizations with the preferences and perceptions of the individual stakeholders, this approach could definitely be used to gain insight on how the administrative imperative of; ‘rehabilitating the sick for employment’ is being appropriated by local stakeholders and by the citizen who is sick. However, one of the problems involved in this method is that implementation structures only include stakeholders that view the programme rationale as their primary interest. This excludes stakeholders that in practice contribute to the planning and carrying out of the rehabilitation of recipients of sickness benefits for employment but do this for entirely different reasons and by different means then those intended in the national policy programme. This problem is only accentuated by the use of a phenomenological method where stakeholders that do not obey explicitly to the programme rationale are omitted. Therefore, we might be better of by stopping short of Hjern and Porter (1981) and only delimiting the citizen-centred implementation network by virtue of adherence to the administrative imperative regardless of how they rationalize it. How to identify which actors are adhering to the administrative imperative will be elaborated on in the next section by using Pierre Bourdieu’s idea of practice within a social field. 

Secondly, the self-referential and problem-posing nature of the implementation structure applies well to the premise of this paper on how self-governance plays an important part in combination with forms of co-governance and on how these interactions can neither be explained by the rationality of the market nor of that of bureaucracy. However, perceiving the implementation structure as an allocative and administrative entity guided by both the rationality of the market and bureaucracy would distort our view of interactions in citizen-centred implementation networks. The citizen-centred implementation networks are not inter-organizational but rather inter-personal - sometimes based on organizational affiliation but more often on professional and social norms. For example, focusing on the allocation and exchange of resources - and the dependencies it creates - limits us to thinking of relations in terms of resources that can be kept by actors and handed over to other actors. Therefore, we need a theory of social rationality as that of Pierre Bourdieu’s practices within a social field.
Most other approaches to implementation networks have the drawback of being responses to solving the problem of how central governments can avoid implementation deficits. Therefore, studies of implementation networks are often focused on how central authorities can manage these by hierarchical forms of governance with the aim of achieving a more effective and innovative implementation process (Provan and Milward, 1991, 1995), (O’Toole & Meier, 2001, 2004, 2005), (O’Toole et all, 1997), (Agranoff and Mcguire. 2001). This places many of these studies within the Public management tradition where issues of problem-solving are much more salient than issues of problem-posing, and even though problem-solving is definitely important, e.g. when an employee discusses his or her absence from work with the employer, agreeing on the nature of problem will often be even more important. In addition, because many studies of implementation networks already from the onset have an identifiable problem to solve, many of these are conducted as large N-survey and regression analysis that supply managers with statistical evidence of which strategies to employ to achieve certain results. Nevertheless, some of these studies can contribute to enhancing our understanding of how to study implementation networks. 
Provan and Milward (1991) advances on Hjern and Porter’s concept of (1981) implementation structures. They start out by stating that; “…  since no single agency provides the entire package of related services often needed by clients, multiple services are best delivered interorganizationally through a coordinated and integrated network of organizations offering components of the complete service” (Provan and Milward, 1991:394). They then seek to prove that these ‘service-implementation networks’ are not only created as a way of reducing environmental uncertainties and increasing the capacity to attract scarce resources so that organizations are able to survive and grow - they are also created as a result of ‘institutional-level professional norms’. They partially prove this relationship by conducting a regression analysis on how professional norms within networks delivering services to adults who are seriously mentally ill – in the form of four different independent variables - are related to the extent to which organizations are involved in the service-implementation network. This might seem very one-dimensional from a qualitative standpoint, but it does not invalidate the general point that resource dependency theory can only partially explain the existence of implementation networks, and that institutional-level professional norms are just as important. Citizen-centred implementation networks are similar to the service-implementation networks because many of the stakeholders are engaged in delivering public services that seek to promote health and are therefore guided by professional norms on treatment and rehabilitation. However, one of the major differences is the fact that the target group – in this case the mentally ill adult – is not seen as a participant of the service-implementation network. Omitting the citizen -who is absent from work due to sickness - from the network is, however, very problematic, because the citizen-centred implementation network originates as an extension of the relation between the social worker and the recipient of sickness benefits. Therefore, we need to include the target group - as is done by O’Toole et al (1997) - not only as passive objects but as participating in the network.

Before proceeding to the next section, we need to see what can be learned from the broader literature on policy networks and governance networks. Sørensen and Torfing (2008a) define a governance network as:

”A relatively stable, horizontal articulation of interdependent but operationally autonomous actors who interact through negotiations which takes place within a regulative, normative, cognitive and imaginary framework that is self-regulating within limits set by external agencies and which constitutes to the production of public purpose” (Sørensen & Torfing, 2008a:9)

This definition captures most features commonly ascribed to governance and policy networks, and even though it does not supply us with concrete analytical tools it points our attention in the direction of certain areas that are essential when analyzing most forms of networks. First of all, relations are horizontal in the sense of being non-hierarchical but not equal in terms of power and resources. Secondly, as we have pointed out earlier, networks are self-governing or self-regulating but related to forms of hierarchical governance practiced by external agencies often in the form of central governmental authorities. Thirdly, the actors are autonomous in the sense that they represent individual preferences and perceptions which are employed in negotiations of both bargaining and deliberation. Finally, the negotiations are taking place within a regulative, normative, cognitive and imaginary institutional framework and are shaped by relations of interdependence (Sørensen & Torfing, 2008a). As indicated in the final point, institutional approaches are to an increasing degree being used to explain the dynamics of networks (Sørensen & Torfing, 2008b). An investigation and analysis of citizen-centred implementation networks should also include an institutional approach. One which is able to explain how social rationalities influences the way stakeholders position themselves by their professional and social identities. This will be done in the next section.

Studying citizen-centred implementation networks
In the previous section, we saw that a network is perceived by network theorists as ‘relatively stable’. Even though the citizen-centred implementation network in many respects corresponds with the definition above, it diverges significantly on this specific point. Because it is centred on the citizen, one of its defying traits is being only operational as long as the focus on the citizen is maintained, which is only as long as he or she is - in this case – absent from the labour market due to sickness. Therefore, if we are to treat the interactions aiming at rehabilitating the recipient of sickness benefits for employment as constituting an implementation network, it becomes even more essential to elaborate on how these interactions are related to the more stable structure that make up an institutional setting. To achieve this, Pierre Bourdieu’s theory of practice within quasi-autonomous social fields is presented below as an approach for studying the citizen-centred implementation network.
According to Bourdieu, practices can neither be understood from the viewpoint of structuralism which describes social phenomenon as the product of objective structures, nor as phenomenology which describes practices from the perspective of the individual’s experiences and perceptions. Practices unfold as a result of the dialectic relationship between the agent’s mental structure (habitus) and the field’s structure through which they adapt themselves to each other (Bourdieu, 1977, 1984, 1990, 1996a). This adaption can only occur because the agent is able to misrecognize some of the structural elements that influence him or her. An example of this is gift exchange. Here, the agent must misrecognize the structural truth of the exchange (that its function is to arrive at reciprocity) for it to work. If this was not done, the agents might as well swop identical objects instead, and the exchange would loose its social functions (Bourdieu, 1977:4-7), (Bourdieu, 1990:98-111). Practices within fields follow doxa which are the fundamental rules of the game - the tacit agreed upon knowledge that ‘goes without saying’; “… everything that makes the field itself, the game, the stakes, all the presuppositions that one tacitly and even unwittingly accepts by the mere fact of playing, of entering into the game. “ (Bourdieu, 1993:73-74). Where the ‘field of doxa’ ends, a ‘field of opinion’ begins, and this dividing line is simultaneously the boundary to a growing political consciousness among the agents (Bourdieu, 1994:164-165). A ‘Field of opinion’ entails that parts of doxa are being questioned by the dominated agents, thereby creating a heterodox position. This is being countered by the dominating agents that have an interest in keeping status quo and therefore inscribing themselves in an orthodox position, trying to re-establish it as doxa (Bourdieu, 1991:131-132).

If we relate this to the Danish case, we can identify a ‘social field for the management of sicknesses’. Until a few years ago, doxa within this field treated sickness and work as oppositions and a zero-sum game. A heterodox workfare position – in the form of a programme rationale -  has now appeared where work is perceived as a part of the treatment of sicknesses. By deciding on a national programme involving a wide range of initiatives and legislation, the government is now promoting this heterodox position, leading to doxa being questioned and pulled out into the light as an opposing orthodox position. In their own words, the government is trying to break ‘an unholy alliance’ between the employer and the employee, making them aware that passively cashing in sickness benefits from the state is to their own disadvantage. As in the case of the delivery of medical and social services to adults who are seriously mentally ill (Provan and Milward, 1991), we are witnessing a clash between two ‘treatment philosophies’, a traditional one focused on medically diagnosing and treating the patient serially by relevant independent medical professionals, and one focused on what job functions the recipient of sickness benefits is still able to fulfil and how to rehabilitate him or her in order to cope with a fulltime job by coordinating and collaborating the efforts of medical professionals, the employer, the social worker at the jobcentre and the citizen. The latter ‘rehabilitation philosophy’ can be seen as an important part of the programme rationale.
All fields essentially function in the same way; from the field of power, which is the most inclusive, to the general fields of society such as the economic and political field, to subfields such as the field for employment policies and the field for management of absence from work due to sickness - they are all quasi- autonomous and function on the basis of their own internal logic (Bourdieu, 1984:244-256), (Bourdieu, 1996a:91). Within fields, mobilized and positioned classes struggle to convert economic, cultural and social capital to symbolic capital
 – thereby achieving recognition (Bourdieu, 1984, 1991, 1997). Fields can be described as a social space. Within the social space, the social scientist can distinguish between different social classes based on their amount and composition of economic and cultural capital (Bourdieu, 1984:114), (Bourdieu, 1991:230-231), (Bourdieu, 1997:21, 53). These social classes are created by the social scientist on the basis of statistic material and do not exist in practice. Nevertheless, they are predictive because they signify proximity in social space, and the closer agents are in social space, the higher the probability of them interacting and becoming a mobilized class (Bourdieu, 1997:26-28). Fields are structured by a matrix of oppositions such as high/low, good/bad or sick/healthy, welfare/workfare. These all support the opposition between dominating/dominated which positions classes within the field of power. Mobilized classes are positioned on the basis of these and distinguished by their distinct lifestyle which is made up of consumption of cultural symbols and perceptions of consumption (taste) (Bourdieu, 1984:170-172, 208, 468-469). When a class is mobilized, the lifestyle is symbolically represented as properties specific to that class which demands the recognition of other classes: ”A group’s practice or absence in the official classification depends on its capacity to get itself recognized” (Bourdieu, 1984:480). Finally, the classes are based on the habitus. The habitus can be defined as: ”… systems of durable, transposable dispositions [criteria for perception, judgement and action] structured structures predisposed to function as structuring structures,…” (Bourdieu, 1990:53). This means that individuals are disposed to distinguish themselves from each other on the basis of specific practiced lifestyles. This distinction is often the product of an instinctive attraction or repulsion on the basis of bodily hexis
 (Bourdieu, 1997:24-25) (Bourdieu, 1984:470-475).

There are a variety of agents that have stakes within the field for the management of absence from work due to sickness. Most of all, of course, the person who is sick, but certainly also the social worker, the employer, the unemployment fund, the union, the medical practitioner and a variety of agents from the health system. For most of the agents participating in the citizen-centred implementation network, their mobilization and positioning will be relativelu unambiguous; being a medical practitioner or social worker demands a certain education and thereby a certain cultural capital that is convertible to symbolic capital (recognition) in many of society’s social fields. This education also implies a certain lifestyle (consumption of cultural capital and perceptions of consumption) which in this case takes the form of certain professional norms. However, it is harder to predict how the citizen will distinguish him- or herself in relation to a group identity, by virtue of certain symbolically represented properties. This is one of the most interesting features of the citizen-centred implementation network: How does the citizen represent him- or herself in relation to other participants of the network who also have a stake in managing his or her absence from work due to sickness? Recipients of sickness benefits are especially interesting because their amount and composition of cultural and economic capital varies enormously compared to other citizens on unemployment benefits. For instance, a highly educated citizen who is normally occupying a position of influence within the private or public sector, may, as a recipient of sickness benefits, be on the receiving side of the welfare system for the first time and might possibly be sceptical of his or her obligations to participate in job training programs together with other unemployed citizens.

It seems oblivious that practices within a socials field can be used for studying the Danish case. However, we now need to look more closely at how to combine it with network theory. Actually, the concepts of the social field and network have much in common. They are both heavily influenced by French structuralism. The social field is inspired by the oppositional logic of structuralism and is therefore focused on relations (Bourdieu, 1996a:211-213), and underlying the concept of the network, society is perceived to be organised around a relational logic or at least by a decentralized concept of social organisation and governance (Kenis & Schneider, 1991:25-26).This makes both of these perspectives capable of investigating and analysing different aspects of co-governance. Additionally, a network is self-governing, bringing together different interdependent stakeholders in negotiations by a common purpose, and the social field is quasi-autonomous, relying on a specific doxa and structuring of positioned classes. But even though there are many commonalities, there are also many differences and it is therefore necessary to clarify identify how the concepts of the social field and the implementation network used in concert.
The phenomenon that we are investigating is an implementation network because it is linked to a public policy process involving a national programme within the employment policy area. As we will see in the next section, it is also connected to political and administrative fields, which makes it necessary to include the concept of hierarchical governance. On the other hand, as we have illustrated in this section, the phenomenon might as well be related to practices within a social field. If we want to maintain both perspectives simultaneously we could define the phenomenon of the citizen-centred implementation network as; ‘The structural parts of a social field affected by public policy processes, involving collaborative practices by agents following an administrative imperative focused on and including an individual citizen’. This means that the social field for managing sicknesses is more inclusive than the citizen-centred implementation network. Practices within the social field for managing sicknesses does not only aim at getting people back to work (as an adherence to the administrative imperative entails) but have various other goals such as cutting costs to the health system in the long run by screening for different diseases and enhancing the quality of life for citizens. But practices within the citizen-centred implementation network still varies significantly because aiming at getting the citizen back to work does not necessarily entail following the programme rationale or, in this case, the rehabilitation philosophy. There are several advantages to defying the citizen-centred implementation network in this way. 
According to Kooiman; “: either ‘self-governance’ is considered an officially granted ‘favour’ or it is an inherent social quality...” (Kooiman, 200392). This either/or distinction corresponds roughly with how self-governance and co-governance is perceived by network theories – as granted from above – and as an inherent quality of the social field. Working in tandem, the concepts of social field and network have the advantage of adding a much needed focus on intentionality and external influences to practices within social fields and social embedding in public policy processes. In this sense, the definition above is suitable both for explaining social transformations resulting from political and administrative practices and for how social structure influences the implementation of public policies. Moreover, using the idea of practices within a social field takes us beyond the idea of interactions being structured by a rationality of the market or bureaucracy and the implementation network as an administrative and allocative entity based on resource dependencies as described by Hjern and Porter (1981). Additionally, it transcends what is dividing many governance network theories; whether “… they conceive rational calculation or culture-bound rule-following to be the driving force of social action (Sørensen & Torfing, 2008a:16). Practices within social fields can be metaphorically described as games that agents engage in, partially unintentionally by following their mental structure (habitus) and partially intentionally by calculating how their cultural and economic capital can be converted to more symbolic capital, resulting in more recognition of their social and professional identities.  
In the shadow of hierarchy and power
As mentioned in the first section, a shift has occurred in central steering practices from command to regulation, from producing to enabling and from benevolence to activation – the two latter being roughly similar to new public management and network governance strategies. In the Danish case, this has lead to the appearance of citizen-centred implementation networks as a form of interactive policy-making. If we backward map from this interactive policy-making arena, hierarchical forms of governance will show themselves. According to Kooiman (2003) investigating interactive policy-making is actually; “…a serious test of the boundaries of the hierarchical governance mode.” (Kooiman, 2003:129). We now need to extend the conceptual framework to enable us to conduct such a test.

A large proportion of the work being produced by network theorists is about how to manage networks in order to make them more effective, innovative or democratic. Measuring and increasing performance is not the concern of this paper, but hierarchical forms of governance are, and in this respect, insights can be gained from this literature, because it has come a long way in identifying different strategies employed by those attempting to manage networks. Below, network management will be briefly presented and it will be argued that this literature can be applied to identify strategies of hierarchical governance used by governmental actors for managing the citizen-centred implementation network. Then, it will be argued that the literature on policy networks and especially network management lacks a perspective on power that can be gained by investigating and analyzing networks within social, political and administrative fields.
According to Sørensen and Torfing (2008c) metagovernance is a way of explaining how hierarchical forms of governance is balanced towards the self-governance of networks – building on the premise that too much external interference undermine the stakeholders’ participation in the network. Network management is the form of metagovernance most commonly used by those studying implementation networks. According to some of the foremost exponents of network management (Kickert, Klijn and Koppenjan, 1997), (Klijn & Koppenjan, 2004) it involves the mutual adjustment of the behaviour and perceptions of actors on issues of problem-solving. The network manager is often a governmental authority, either governing indirectly from a distance or participating in the network. This can be achieved by two forms of network management strategies. Network structuring, where the network is fundamentally modified by different strategies aiming at establishing or changing the rules of the game and entrance to the game by creating or changing the formal policy programme and influencing values, norms and perceptions of the participants. The other is Game management which aims at influencing interactions in the network by facilitating the game; “… activating networks to tackle particular problems or issues, establishing ad hoc organizational arrangements to support interaction, bringing together salutation, problems and parties, promoting favourable conditions for joint action and conflict management.” (Kickert, Klijn & Koppenjan, 1997:47).
According to O’Toole et al. (1997), managing implementation networks is often done through the management of the ‘street-level bureaucrat’ (O’Toole, 1997:142-143). Therefore, in citizen-centred implementation networks, the social workers can position themselves as either social workers or network managers. When they choose the position as network managers, they use strategies of game management, thus trying to bring together local stakeholders by arranging meetings, mediating between them and suggesting avenues for resolving the problems in a way satisfactory for all stakeholders. Contrary to this, municipal and state authorities use network structuring strategies - often directed at the street-level bureaucrat. Network structuring strategies are for example used by state authorities in the Danish case when creating legislation that obligates the social worker to include certain stakeholders in specific ways and at certain points in time, or by educating social workers on how to practice the new workfare approach. Attempts at changing norms, values and perceptions have also been aimed more broadly at stakeholders by using TV-spots and developing guides on for example how to engage with your employee in a dialogue on sickness and work. The network structuring of state authorities has also been directed at the municipals by creating economic incentives for them to activate recipients of sickness benefits, preferably at their usual workplace.
Although enabling us to identify hierarchical forms of governance, the literature on network management has the big disadvantage of overexposing the aspects of coordination, collaboration, consensus-building and interdependency and underexposing instances of conflict and the issue of power (Koppenjan, 2007:133). This is also why it would be beneficial to study the citizen-centred implementation networks and the governance of these within fields.
As mentioned in the previous section, the most inclusive field is the field of power which is structured by the opposition between dominating/dominated. As in any other field, this is based on distinctions between classes on the grounds of their amount and composition of capital. The only difference is that struggles within the field of power defy the most fundamental oppositions of society and the conversion rate between the most essential forms of capital (Bourdieu, 1984:244-256), (Bourdieu, 1996a:87), (Bourdieu, 1997:35-36). Practices within specific fields and the field of power are related to each other by what Bourdieu terms as ‘a relation of structural homology’. This means that agents that are dominating within specific fields confront each other in the field of power on how to value different forms of capital in society in general. Moreover, it means that practices within a specific field are acts of double play where agents are both obeying to the internal logic of the field but at the same time to a logic domination - which is often misrecognized (suppressed) by agents practicing within the field. (Bourdieu, 1996b:263-278). For instance, this has consequences in terms of how we should perceive the concept of interdependence within networks. From the network perspective, it is simply about sharing interests, but underneath these apparent shared interests, a misrecognized truth, related to power and self-interest, lies. Moreover, agents might be more interdependent then they claim because of the benefits that can be gained by falsely claiming independence from someone who is legitimizing one’s position (Bourdieu, 1996b:373-389). 
If we divide the world into fields, strategies of network structuring can be perceived as performed from within a political field and an administrative field. The political field’s doxa aims at representing the groups of society and is thereby: “… producing, reproducing or destroying the representations that make groups visible for themselves and each other.” (Bourdieu, 1991:127) whereas the administrative field’s doxa aims at serving the public interests by delivery public services (Bourdieu, 1996b:374-382). In this sense, the political and administrative fields can be perceived as the arenas where the entire policy process is unfolded, except for the execution of the policy or the implementation. This means that the management of implementation networks deriving from politicians or governmental authorities can only occur indirectly through structural homology in the form for network structuring because they practice within social universes that are separate from that of the social worker and the citizen. For instance, the value of cultural capital of social workers educated in a workfare approach can be enhanced by creating a legislation that favours workfare strategies, thereby changing the conversion rate of this particular form of cultural capital. In contrast to this, the social worker is performing game management according to an internal logic of the field.
Conclusion
This paper started out by claiming that public policies were formulated and implemented in an age of governance and that it had consequences for the methods and theories we should apply when studying the implementation of public policies. First, we ventured out to explore a governance blend that was specific to the Danish employment policy area but also symptomatic of a shift that has occurred within most advanced liberal democracies from states steering by bureaucratic and authoritative means to steering through a mix of different forms of self-governance, co-governance and hierarchical governance. It was showed that the special governance blend within the Danish employment policy area was fuelled by a shift from welfare to workfare and bore distinct signs of being influenced by governance strategies relating to new public management and, even more importantly, to network governance. As a result, citizen-centred implementation networks aiming at managing the absence from work due to sickness have appeared within the last couple of years in Denmark.
Then the paper continued by arguing that, in order to investigate and analyse these novel expressions of interactive policy-making as the implementation of public policies, it was necessary to apply an action-oriented approach that unearthed policy-making and self-governance by backward mapping. Following this line of thinking, the literature on implementation networks and to a lesser extent on policy networks was reviewed in an attempt to identify whether these concepts could be used for investigating and analysing the specific form of interactive policy-making which we called the citizen-centred implementation networks. The answer was a hesitant yes. The network perceptive is definitely compatible with policy analysis, and especially one of the earliest theories on implementation networks by Hjern and Porter (1978) offers valuable contributions as it is more action-oriented then many newer theories. However, a study of the citizen-centred implementation network also has to include an institutional approach that is able to explain how social rationalities influences the way stakeholders position themselves by their professional and social identities. 
It was then argued that this could be achieved by combining the concept of implementation network with Pierre Bourdieu’s concept of the quasi-autonomous social field. This was done by defining the phenomenon of the citizen-centred implementation network as; ‘The structural parts of a social field affected by public policy processes, involving collaborative practices by agents following an administrative imperative focused on and including an individual citizen’. This has the advantage of making the researcher aware of how self-governance and co-governance could both be an inherent quality of social interaction and mandated and supported from the top-down. Finally, it was suggested that this combination could work equally well when applied to the issue of hierarchical governance. Here, network management could be applied to identify strategies of game management within the social field and strategies of network structuring within the political and administrative fields. This has the advantage of making a study of the citizen-centred implementation network focused on both relations of cooperation and power.  

Two main conclusions can be drawn from this paper. First of all implementation, researchers can not stand by idly while a flood of governance concepts leaves no advanced liberal democracy untouched. 

We need to sort out and identify how this leads to new manifestations of governance structures relevant for the implementation of public policies and next we need to ask and answer the question of how this specific manifestation influences the way we should investigate and analyse the implementation of public policies. Secondly, citizen-centred implementation networks are a distinct phenomenon that can not fully be understood by present approaches to implementation networks. This is partly because most of these theories have a top-down bias but also, even more importantly, because such a study demands that we include the position of the citizen and issues of identity. These issues has concerned sociological and anthropological studies of social work for decades, but maybe now is the time to join forces and make implementation research truly interdisciplinary by applying coherent and well tested theories from disciplines outside political and policy science. This might be necessary in an age of governance.
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Notes

� “The exercise of authority pressupposes the existence of a free subject of need, desire, rights, interests and choice. However its subjection is also a condition of freedom: in order to act freely, the subject must first be shaped, guided and moulded onto one capable of responsibly exercising that freedom through systems of domination.” (Dean, 1999:165)


� Economic capital consists of material goods and money, and cultural capital consists of cultural preferences, knowledge and practical mastery (Järvinen, 2002:348-349). Social capital is the influence that an agent can wheel on the basis of his or her stable social relations (Bourdieu, 1996:105). Symbolic capital is achieved when the other forms of capital are recognized: ”…symbolic capital commonly called prestige, reputation, fame ect., which is the form assumed be these different kinds of capital when they are perceived and recognized as legitimate.” (Bourdieu, 1991:230).


� “Bodily hexis is political mythology realized, embodied, turned into a permanent disposition, a durable way of standing, speaking, walking, and thereby of feeling and thinking.” (Bourdieu, 1990:69-70). It can be compared with being a good tennis player – you know where the ball will be in a moment and can therefore predict the game and place yourself accordingly (Bourdieu, 1997:155).
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