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INTRODUCTION

In contemporary societies, lower levels of votimgl anvolvement in political parties make
politicians anxious about a ‘decline of represemeatiemocracy’. Throughout Europe we see
the emergence of new discourses on citizens’ ireraknt and a search for new forms of civic
participation beyond representative democracynaiteder the heading ‘civil dialogue’

(Grote & Gbikpi 2002; Fung 2004; Fung & Wright 2003

The European Union (EU) has made ‘participatory aenacy’ a key objective, aiming at an
open, transparent and regular dialogue with ciszegpresentative associations and civil
society (Kohler-Koch & Rittberger 2007; Smisman®20EC 2001). The proposed Lisbon
Treaty introduces provisions for ‘Citizen’s inifie¢s’ to overcome the barriers between
European citizens and Brussels decision-makersElingpean Parliament has installed a
model of a Citizen’s Agora, bringing together @is, civil society representatives and
elected politicians debating key challenges forghke Similarly, national governments are
establishing new forums and channels for parti@paand interest articulation, including not
only long-term actors (e.g. social partner orgatiozre), but also self-help groups, user-
organizations, community based organizations ahdrativil society actors speaking on
behalf of marginalized groups (Newmenal 2004; Barnegt al 2007).

The introduction of new forums and channels ofipigdtion — at supra-national, national and
local levels — appears to give civil society actomsider scope for voice and co-determination
(Schmitter 2002). Not only does the establishmétii@se forums promise to recognize
issues and considerations that until now have desagarded in governance processes but
also to address existing disparities of power betwaocial actors. In sum, emerging forms of
participatory governance seem to modify the bro&idtt of ‘representation’ (Fraser 2008).
First, this modification might be achieved by chiagghe framing of issues (symbolic
representation), i.e. by reducing the likelihoodtttiecision-rules and practices effectively
exclude the concerns, requirements and demandsoofgnd disadvantaged groups (structural
exclusion). Second, being included in participaigoyernance arrangements could prevent
that these groups are left voiceless and outsileltised spaces of bounded politics (Fraser
2007: 313-319; 2008: 144-147).

We have, however, limited research-based knowlatiget the extent to which this potential
for inclusion is realized in practice. The scopevoice, participation and influence as
experienced by members of the marginal groups reaypdre uncertain and ambiguous than
suggested by the stated aims of the arrangemeanpsifticipatory governance. We lack
knowledge about under what conditions this uncetyaand ambiguity may be reduced.
Although participatory governance may in theorybbsed on a partnership between equals,
civil society actors may experience that they arerecognized as equal partners by
politicians or government officials. Parity of paipation is likely to presuppose a fair
balance of knowledge, bureaucratic skills and seiffidence. Participation in civil dialogue
may disempower rather than empower, unless arraggisnfor participatory governance
involve measures to stimulate capacity-building gk policy-articulation among civil
society actors. More generally, we may ask whethaerging forms of participatory



governance may function as means of ‘incorporatjsabordination, control and discipline)
of organized civil society. Will participation unaheine civil society actors’ autonomy and
capacity for criticism and contestation, rathentieclude them as equal partners? Is
organized civil society co-opted to legitimate mpiement public policies or provide services
on behalf of governments? Is the state renount¢shgmbition to exert control, or is it just
doing it in new ways?

We approach these issues by analyzing two exaroplasil dialogue in the Nordic
countries. In 2007 the Norwegian government esthbtl a twin-model of a ‘Contact
Committee between the Government and OrganizatibReor and Disadvantaged Citizens’
and a publically supported ‘Collaborative Forum’soch organizations. In Sweden, a ‘User
Committee for Social and Welfare Issues’ was itetiaa few years earlier. Based on
interviews with stakeholders, participation andeyation at meetings and analytical reading
of key documents, we investigate the processesigan to the establishment of these
arrangements and participants’ experiences witim the far. Here we want to highlight two
interrelated issues; (i) under what circumstancesaaangements for participatory
governance most likely to give civil society acterdarged scope for real participation and
voice? (ii) What practical significance or outcodues involvement in participatory
governance arrangements have from the point of wiesivil society actors? We begin,
however, by briefly reviewing earlier literaturecath the meaning of participatory.

LITERATURE REVIEW: (1) PARTICIPATORY GOVERNANCE

The shift from ‘government’ to ‘governance’ hagatted much academic and political
interest over the last decade (e.g. Pierre & Pe@0®9; Newman 2001 & 2005). Many authors
have argued that national governments’ decisionimgagapacity has been circumscribed by
new international regulations, stemming from the &tld other international organizations.
Economic globalization, the construction of an ing¢ market within the EU and labour
market mobility across borders have made it mdifecdit for national governments to make
autonomous decisions and retain capacity to enfdecesions taken. National governments
appear to be less capable of determining socialdpment within their national boundaries,
a symptom generally described as a ‘hollowing ofithe state (Kooiman 2002). This
analysis suggests a flow of authority away fronditranal institutions of government:
‘upwards’ in terms of greater significance of trareional and supra-national decision-
making and regulatory structures and processesdamchwards’ in terms of greater role of
regional and local authorities, actors and decismaking bodies (Daly 2003). Moreover,
governments are increasingly working in networkd developing joined-up services in
partnership with different societal actors for fhepose of effective resource allocation and
conflict containment (White 2008).

The term ‘participatory governance’ refers to acation of authority from traditional
political institutions to new arenas for politigarticipation (Schmitter 2002; Heinelt 2007;
Greven 2007). Involved are also innovations in slearmaking processes, i.e. the ways in
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which governments engage diverse societal actatsaussion and deliberation about policy
development at large, policy implementation andgyadelivery (e.g. Grote & Gbikpi 2002).
In the literature, participatory governance is ofteked to ideals about deliberation or
collaboration, i.e. horizontal relationships betweguals. But relocation of power does not
replace but rather complement preexisting hierdrsystems of decision-making, leading to
complex dynamics of conflict and collaboration.

To unpack the notion of ‘participatory governanimir questions are critical: who has the
right to participate; how are decisions made; vaegjree(s) of influence do participants have
(and on what); and what capacities are neededrtwipate. Schmitter has offered a general
definition of participatory governance: ‘the reguad guaranteed presence when making
binding decisions of representatives of those cbillgies that will be affected by the policy
adopted’ (Schmitter 2002:56). This definition highits an important issue in any analysis of
participatory governance: which actors (individuadsrganizations) are entitled to
participate? Few participatory governance arrangeésrere open for everyone. Instead
participants are expected to have resources otigusrelevant to the problem to be
discussed or solved. For instance, citizenshipkisyaresource or position giving the right to
participate in national political elections andereinda. However, other types of positions are
more exclusive.

TABLE 1: CRITERIA FOR PARTICIPATION

Positions Necessary resources or qualities

Citizens Participation based on the rights (and dutiesthéd to
membership in a national political community

Residents Participation based on spatial location, providiitgzensand
denizens with a participatory status

Experts Participation based on knowledge, i.e. personsgarazations
that have certain information or skills in resolyiproblems

Owners Participation based on who owns the property thihbe
affected by the issue in question

Beneficiaries Participation based on all those that will be gfddy the issue
or policy measure in question (i.e. beneficiariesvall as
victims).

Spokespersons Participation based on all those who have an istesbow

sufficient interest and claim participation bas@dmsome kind
of constituency.

Representatives Participation based upon governments accreditatienthose
organizations that have a recognized right to grEa certain
group in society.

Source Schmitter (2002: 62-3)

Each of these positions comes with different rigirtd duties, expectations and requirements.
In practice, however, participatory governance saiadnclude several categories at the same
time, e.g. mixing experts, owners and beneficiaediscuss and debate a given issue.
Moreover, single actors (individuals or organizasiptend to occupy several types of
positions. For instance, in a local community pcograwing on participatory governance
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arrangements, an actor might very well be involas resident but also be a beneficiary of
the measure in question and possibly even a reredsipokesperson of persons living in that
area. Multiple positioning might be an advantagthtextent one can draw on different
resources, experiences or competences in effomspact and influence public authorities.
Other actors’ framing may, however, force a peligtmone exclusive category and denying
him or her recognition of qualities and resour¢eg he or she might otherwise possess. For
instance, a person may be pressed into the rakpoésenting ‘beneficiaries’ while his or her
expertise as a person with higher education or experience from research is disregarded.

One possible reason for the optimistic purport atmrecent discussions of participatory
governance may be their framing in terms of idealdeliberative democracy. According to
these ideals all political discussion should talee®in public, allowing open and unrestricted
exchange of views. The best argument should bbadkis for jointly binding agreements and
action. In other words, the position or backgroohthe person arguing should have no
significance. All parties must comply with geneyadhared norms of rationality, fairness and
social justice. Discussions about participatoryegaance arrangements tend to be
prescriptive, seeing them as forums where the honld be to make decisions by consensus
among participants. According to Ansell and Gasl0@3 participatory governance implies
collaboration between the actors involved, basethotual respect and recognition of each
other’s right to present arguments.

Such ideals are hard to live up to in practicalegaance arrangements, but may still be
important as frames of reference for assessmengurprisingly, such assessments have
demonstrated a gap between the stated objectiyeartdtipatory governance and the actual
experience of citizens and civil society actorsséssments often refer to Arnstein’s ‘ladder
of participation’, arguing that participation oftstops with a form of ‘tokenistic
participation’. Such participation means that indihals and organizations have the right to
listen as well as a right to be heard, yet withaout guarantee that their views are noticed or
will have practical impact. Rarely, one can findesof ‘delegated power’ and ‘citizen
control’, i.e. situations in which citizens — oiganizations representing them — have a real
influence, for instance by obtaining the majorifydecision-making ‘seats’, or full
operational control of a programme (Arnstein 19&holars emphasize that the aspirations
behind deliberative democracy in general and ppdiory governance in particular tend to
overlook what it takes to be a participant and théiérent participants have different
resources, skills and capacities (e.g. White 2000).

We often assume that poor and disadvantaged ctiaeth organizations representing them
almost per definition command less resources apdaites than their counterparts from
public authorities or professional agencies. Thsuanption may or may not be valid in the
concrete case. To the extent that we find suchadigpit is likely to increases the strain
associated with the participation. A deficit of kvledge, bureaucratic competence or skills in
arguing or forming alliances with others may leadimcertainty and uneasiness with the
situation. Civil society organizations representingrginalized groups have their main
experiences from acting outside formal politicatitutions. Becoming involved in
participatory governance arrangements and claimgnggnition and respect from one’s



counterparts require a shift of focus and a setisitio the specific demands associated with
operating in this new context, e.g. taking a cgoesibility for reaching agreements and
achieving practical results. Yet, the better repn¢atives master this shift and difference in
demands, the greater the risk of tension withinottganizations, especially in relation to
‘grass-root’ members without experience from theipi@atory governance context.

If participation is an ideal and something thatgowvnents have the right to expect from their
citizens and beneficiaries, have governments @spanding obligation to facilitate capacity-
building among citizens? This issue is often raisétin developmental studies, pointing to
the process that needs to take place before arasfthe establishment of participatory
governance arrangements. To what extent can goesrtsritake the existence of a collective
identity or even an association among the citiZbag want to involve in such arrangements?
Should governments actively stimulate the formatbauch collective identity or
association? Should governments support initiatiggaise self-confidence, competence and
skills among marginalized groups to enable thewhet with counterparts with greater
resources than themselves (Coelho & Favareto 2008 answers to these questions will
influence the extent to which participatory govercacontributes to greater parity of
participation and power.

LITERATURE REVIEW : (2) POWER AND PARTICIPATORY
GOVERNANCE

As we have seen, discussions of participatory garere tend to imply that it is possible to
establish arenas where the actors treat each aghemuals, where the best argument wins and
serves as basis for jointly binding agreementurgher implication may be a bracketing or
even denial of conflicting interests and powereatiihces between the actors involved.
Obviously such underlying assumptions have beeletiged, for instance by the argument
that the broader context of societal relationsaiigr will necessarily constrain the interaction
in these arenas and their practical impact (Baehes 2007; Swyngedouw 2005). Whether
this argument is devastating in the sense thacgeatory governance is doomed to result in
tokenistic or ‘phoney’ participation (CPPP 2000peeds on what understanding of power
relations we take as our frame of reference.

First, in terms of Weber’s theory of domination andhority politicians and government
officials involved in participatory governance argements appear in general to be more
powerful than the representatives of organized siiety. Since politicians and officials
exercise legitimate power (authority) on behal&nél through the state, they can expect, and
if necessary, enforce obedience and compliance @ibrens and their organizations. Having
gained their positions through democratic electipolgicians can claim to represent the

‘will’ of the electorate. Officials enjoy delegatedithority, based on mandates from
politicians and existing legislation. This authpiig strengthened to the extent officials are
perceived to have technical expertise and adhemnertos of rationality, effectiveness and
accountability (Weber 1978: ch. 1l).



Yet, it is not quite clear how politicians and oféils can use their general authority in the
context of participatory governance arrangemenish@&rrangements are based on ideas
about a mutual exchange of information and opinisitis the aim of identifying potential
zones of common interests, agreements and joilnadather than being told what to think
or do civil society representatives are participgin such arrangements to change existing
government policy, even if in small ways, througbcdssion and negotiation. The desired
changes are likely to concern combinations of s&hution’, ‘recognition’ and
‘representation’ (Fraser 2008). On the basis af #ngthoritative positions government
representatives can promise to change existingypblit also present demands about what
action the organizations should commit themselgesitreturn for such changes. To the
extent politicians and officials only did the lattee. require obedience and compliance, the
very notion of participatory governance would qlydireak down.

Second, if we adopt a Coleman-inspired perspectivgower as an aspect of exchange
relations the important question becomes whethdrsociety representatives control
resources or events that are of interest or valupdliticians and government officials, i.e.
resources and events that they cannot gain in athgs than through the involvement of civil
society representatives (Coleman 1990: 132-133itid?ans and officials are obviously
controlling resources and events of value for guitiety organizations and their
constituencies (change of access to financial ressuservices, housing or rules and
regulations, etc). More significantly, we expedtthivil society representatives may control
three types of resources and events of consideiratelest for politicians and officials; (a)
detailed knowledge of the situation, needs anddvaiw of the citizens they speak on behalf
of, (b) ideas and proposals for more relevant gmicapriate policies, given (a), and (c)
possibilities to question or even undermine thé&ilegcy of politicians and officials, and
potentially threaten their ability to uphold curt@ositions. Obviously all three types of
resources depend on the existence of a fairly fwalttioning mass democracy, including
freedom of expression and critical media, and #ipal culture where politicians need to
demonstrate commitment and ability to improving $itaation of the least well off in society.
Given that these conditions are fulfilled, powerympatentially be more equally distributed
between the actors involved in participatory goaace than a simple Weberian
understanding of power suggests.

Both social theory and empirical research do, h@nendicate that more powerful actors
may seek counter-strategies to diminish the unicgéytar potential vulnerability created by
the strategies of the relatively less powerful. @ossibility is to achieve some form of
‘cooptation’ in the sense clarified by Selznick 499 13); ‘the process of absorbing new
elements into the leadership or policy-determirstrgcture of an organization [e.qg.

! An illustration of civil society organizations’ pential impact of the governments’ credibility fset‘poverty
camp’ a coalition of Norwegian organizations of paod disadvantaged citizens set up outside th&egeante
hotel where the three parties behind the incomiagt@-Left government negotiated about their jpiolitical
declaration over some weeks in the autumn of 2@A&ing the election campaign all the three partied
pledged to eradicate poverty in Norway and the mimgdions wanted to ensure that the new government
following up this pledge in their declaration anmagtical policy. The camp received a lot of medteraion and
spokespersons of the campers were regularly igtead in newspapers and national television.



government] as a means of averting threats taatslgy or existence’. Selznick mentions
that involvement of elements reflecting the att@sidr possessing the confidence of relevant
publics — even normally disenfranchised groups ¥ lmad respectability or legitimacy to
‘organs of control’. By inviting external critice foin government-dominated bodies and
exposing them to expectations about collegialionsensus and shared responsibility for
decisions governments may partly reduce public @elpartly be better prepared to meet
critical views. Alternatively, governments may seekcontrol which organizations become
represented in participatory governance arrangesiignselective recruitment strategies and
marginalization of the most critical opponents of/grnment policy (e.g. out-defining the
‘less serious’ or ‘unrepresentative’). In this wtag government may also promote
‘opportunity hoarding’, i.e. increasing inequalgiamong civil society organizations by
allowing some of the to accumulate financial resesy prestige, public visibility,
memberships of public bodies and influence on pytdlicy at the expense of other
organizations (Tilly 1978). By exploiting organiiats’ perceived need to protect and
strengthen their own position, governments mayteraadivide and rule’ situation.

Third, some understandings of power relations goreshe fruitfulness of seeing power as
possessed by particular actors or residing in jposit Such alternative understandings of
power are in particular associated with Foucault #we Post-Foucauldian strand in social
theory. A key idea here is that power is diffusetighout social relations and all activities
of society, rather than being located special gareexercised by any particular actor or
ruler. Power is internalized in the social orgah@ain general, interwoven in the way in
which society operates. Society’s affairs are ratpa where they take place, instead of
regulation emanating from a distance or in a coatgid way; hence power becomes
ubiquitous. To the extent that power is disciphnatris not mainly because it punishes but
rather because it promotes well-disciplined citzand workers who are prompt and
obedient. At the same time Foucault claims thatipisiary power and resistance always go
together. The development of new power relatiorf®ns of discipline and control does also
provide spaces for reactions against it. Resistaaealso distributed, mobile and transitory,
and of varying density. In sum, Foucault sees p@meérresistance as dispersed, omnipresent,
multiple, positive, productive and relational (Fault 1980: 142; 1990: 92-97).

In our context, this understanding appears to sstgbat participatory governance
arrangements may be analyzed as measures to exeistgplinary power over the civil
society organizations and their members but thett surangements — as other power relations
— also offer opportunities for resistance and oftjwws During his later years, Foucault seems
to emphasize more strongly the ambiguity of poweéations than in his earlier work on
discipline, punishment and control. Moreover, nopkdows exactly what Foucault himself
would have made of the current notions of participagovernance. In 1981 he argued that
under the appropriate circumstances the governgttmiork together with government,
without any assumption of simple compliance or esponsibility, on actual problems of
policy: “To work with a government implies neith&rbjection nor global acceptance. One
can simultaneously work and be restive. | thinktthe go together’ (Gordon 1991: 48).



After Foucault’'s death a number of scholars havk bo his work and in particular aimed to
develop his concept of ‘governmentality’ (e.g. Mars& McDonald 2006; Dean 1999; Rose
1999). Key ideas here are that contemporary gomemarrangements need to promote
agency (individual or organizational), opening opd new set of technologies that define
them as prudent actors, able to plan and exeresg®nsibility (‘responsibilization’). For
instance, citizens are discursively constituteceaponsible agents, encouraged to be capable
to anticipate and handle social risks of diffed@ntds. Similarly, the growing complexity in
society demands that governments can only coriteotdbnduct of non-governmental
organizations if their leaders operate under seitg@ption that they are autonomous, able to
pursue their goals, make choices and influencethevdecisions of others affect their affairs.
Public authorities interact with non-governmenta@amizations using methods such as
contracting, consulting, negotiating or creatingiparships. Governments regulate
organizations’ behavior by setting ‘norms, standale®nchmarks, performance indicators,
guality controls and best practice standards, toitng measure and render calculable the
performance of these various agencies‘ (Dean 1988} These processes are generally
depicted as ‘governance at a distance’, i.e. stagesrn through, and not in spite of, the
autonomous choices of non-governmental actors (R086: 324). Arguably, these analyses
imply a stronger emphasis on the disciplinary fiorcof government arrangements like
participatory governance than at least some readhgoucault’s later writings and
statements suggest.

All'in all, existing theorizing and empirical resel around participatory governance point in
different directions. Some parts of the work carmait in this field are fairly positive and
optimistic in their assessments of participatoryeggoance arrangements, maintaining that
such arrangements demonstrate both substantiaitfad$eand actual achievements. Other
parts of existing work are much more doubtful antical, especially of the practical results
of such arrangements, arguing that there is a derale gap between the stated goals and
outcomes, or that the arrangements serve othetidmscor objectives than official goals
indicate. In our view there is a need for more thgoally informed empirical studies to make
further progress in this field and clarify whethand if so under what circumstances or
conditions, participatory governance can live uggg@romises. As a contribution to meeting
this need, the rest of the paper will present asduds a comparative case study of
participatory governance arrangements, one fromd8weand one from Norway.

CASE STUDY: TWO PARTICIPATORY GOVERNANCE ARRANGEMEN TS

The SwedisiUser Committee on Social and Welfare Issues’€hter ‘the User
Committee’) was established in 2003. Low publidbilgy and little recognition characterize
the process up to the establishment, except faetdoectly involved. Although user
involvement and broader participation were keyessn the general public debate and even
of some concern for the Social Democratic goverrir(iaroffice until 2006), the User
Committee was and still is generally unknown, &samany organizations working in the
field. One possible explanation is that the Usem@uttee had a link to the EU open method
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of coordination (OMC) process on Social Inclusidahansson 2007; Jacobsson & Johansson
2009), another fairly unknown process in the Swegidlitical debate. However, this OMC
process had key relevance for the sake of thisr'Gsenmittee’, above all as it constituted the
inspiration to for civil society organizations warg against poverty and social exclusion to
form a network, for information exchange and jafforts to influence the OMC process on
social inclusion (hereafter ‘the Network’).

The Network established itself as a collective afddoa spectrum of national organizations
that previously worked separately or with differagendas. Top officials from a broad range
of organizations (from the Swedish movement of peapth disabilities, anti-poverty
organizations, religious organizations and comnesiituser organizations, client
organizations, social economy organizations, imarigorganizations and ethnic
associations) became parts of the Network. Fotegfimreasons key actors decided that
membership in the Network should be kept on infdribaais, i.e. that top officials from
different organizations did not need to have ddfieipproval or a mandate from their
organizations, as a way of avoiding complex ane@{oonsuming nomination procedures.

During its first years the Network lobbied exterdjvto change the ways in which the
government ‘spoke with’ sector representatives. Nleavork proved successful in these
efforts as the Swedish government in 2003 initi@édrum for information exchange and
consultations with user organizations, aiming tghhght the perspective of poor and socially
excluded people and to strengthen user involvereahinfluence related to the formulation
and implementation of National Action Plans on Rtgvand Social Exclusion. According to
Network members, the idea to establish this forwwhat became the User Committee —
originated among Network members and was then @iakeby officials, proposing them to
the Minister.

Anyway, the Minister in charge played a key roleegtablishing the User Committee, and he
had his own reasons for including organizationskimgy against poverty and social exclusion.
His main ambition was to institutionalize the canitaith organizations having ‘direct and
personal experiences of people being socially eéedupoor and marginalized’, as a way to
get information and knowledge on what took pla¢e¢ha ground’. His key concern was to
have face-to-face discussions with key stakeholgeysking on the field’ regarding the
effects of public interventions and upcoming sopiablems. Another objective was also ‘to
give associations a forum to express ideas ancpadg, and an arena for him ‘to test ideas
and proposals before presenting them to the paglidiri.e. to limit the risks for political
failures and set-backs (interview 2007).

This example illustrates how different actors mayéicontrasting views on what positions
should be represented in participatory governanmeagement and what purposes such
arrangements should serve. The Minister saw ppatiicin from beneficiaries and possibly
experts as more important than involvement of ihd kf top spokespersons that the
Network was comprised of. When the election of @spntatives to the User Committee’ was
handed over to the Network, it proved a difficalsk to solve. Several organizations wanted
to join the User Committee, seeing it as a forurdiogct contact with the government and the

Minister. Yet, the Network needed to recruit pessonorganizations to fulfill the official
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requirements for delegates to the User Committee.sElection of delegates caused some
tensions within the Network. To become a delegatbe¢ User Committee one had to fulfill a
long list of criteria, such as having the abilibyexpress the voice of users and their
organizations vis-a-vis the Ministry in a critiGadd constructive manner; experiences of
working in organizations with socially and econoatiig vulnerable (at grass-root level) and
capability to contribute to the committee’s rolesiengthening user involvement in the
completion of the National Action Plan. The Netwalko emphasized that delegates had to
include people from women and ethnic groups andviiméstry also required an equal gender
composition (Minutes Network meeting 28th of Augu103). The final list of delegates
comprised a mix of positions; as experts, benefesaand spokespersons.

After a complex process of clarification, the Netlwdecided that the Committee should
include representatives from church organizatidiggbility organizations; social economy
organizations; immigrant organizations; organizaifor homeless people; and the client
movement umbrella organization. After the User Cottea started its work delegates have
reported confusion whether they represent the Nétwieir own organization, a specific
group of users or just themselves having a backgt@as users. Others claimed that they
firstly represented a group of users and secormally brganization, and not the Network at
all. This uncertainly demonstrates one of the diteas in participatory governance
arrangements, i.e. between representing a broatlective (in this case the Network) and a
narrower constituency. Some members of the NetlWwavle responded to this situation by
strategically nominating delegates to the Committe¢he basis of personal affiliation and
ties, rather than any kind of informal membershiphie Network.

Turning to theNorwegiancase we will see that the issue of membershipeparticipatory
governance arrangement was solved in a differegt Riest, key actors in the Norwegian
process spent more time and attention on clarifwhgt kind of forum for civil dialogue one
needed. Second, the government largely left thsides about recruitment of representatives
from organizations of poor and disadvantaged ¢isze a major non-governmental actor
involved in servicing such organizations.

Norwegian governments’ efforts to develop new amdereffective strategies to combat
poverty were the broader background for the sefarchood models of civil dialogue in this
field. Since 2001 both Centre-Right and Centre-Letlitions expressed ambition to enhance
cooperation with civil society organizations todiappropriate and user-responsive policies
.While the Centre-Right government (2001-2005) easjed cooperation with non-
governmental organizations engaged in social waskerbroadly (St.meld. nr. 6 2002-2003),
the subsequent Centre-Left government (from 200&)ged on strengthening the dialogue
with organizations of poor and disadvantaged maigied groups (AID 2006a & 2006b).

The Norwegian case demonstrates an interestingruifitthe process of developing a
workable arrangement for civil dialogue, includimbo the participants in this participatory
governance arrangement should be. Early in theegs@oliticians and senior officials in the
Ministry of Labor and Inclusion were impressed byatvcame to be called the ‘Danish
model’. Denmark has since 2002 had a ‘Council faci&ly Marginalized People’ (CSMP

2008). This council aims at developing more effectneasures to improve the situation of
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the most disadvantaged, including facilitating tepresentation of disadvantaged groups.
However, this council has a strong participatiompffessional experts and providers, both
public and private, and a more limited involvemehpersons with experience as socially
excluded and users of services. The Council haraeth a high profile in Denmark, through
its numerous and thorough proposals for reforndifferent areas of public provisions for
disadvantaged persons.

Key officials became gradually became less condrat®out the desirability of the Danish
model, being concerned about what appeared toebexjerts’ dominance of the council.
These officials wanted to give priority to how anamgement for dialogue and consultation
could give representatives of poor and disadvadtggeups a more prominent role, promote
collaboration between the organizations, facilithtgr voice and contribute to capacity-
building among the organizations. These judgmemdspaiorities corresponded to the views
among several organizations, not the least witenWelfare Alliance, an umbrella
organization for and of poor and disadvantaged lgedjme Alliance is a member of the
European Anti-Poverty Network (EAPN 2008) and ketnasts in the Alliance had worked

in EAPN'’s Brussels Secretariat and participateBAPN projects. Consequently, these
activists had first-hand knowledge about the EAP&Xperience with dialogue and
consultations with the Commission and also detdifemvledge about the successful models
of contact and collaboration between the governrardtpoor and disadvantaged people’s
organizations in other parts of Europe. The Welflliance used the experience and
knowledge to substantiate their demands for magelae and closer forms of dialogue and
consultation in Norway.

In the end, the Norwegian government opted foreméficiary’-oriented model resting on
three different elements: first, a ‘Contact Comaattwith representatives of the government
and organizations of poor and disadvantaged grotipizens; second a ‘Collaborative
Forum’ of capacity-building, cooperation and jopaiicy articulation between organizations
and groups representing poor and disadvantageggraad third the ‘Battery’ — a service
office for self-help under the Church City Missienin the role of secretariat and provider of
practical support, assistance and backup for therfofacilitating organizational
development and training and stimulating agreemeamisint policy positions and demands
on the part of the associations and spokespersg@uwooand disadvantaged citizens. The
Battery had been in operation for three-four y@as enjoyed wide trust and acceptance
among groups of poor and disadvantaged citizepgcesly in the capital, Oslo. The key
actors within the Battery do also participate ia theetings for the Contact Committee.
Arguably, the Norwegian model is much more develojan the Swedish model, and also
much more in the hands of the organizations inwhlve

Interestingly, the selection of members of the @on€Committee and Collaborative Forum
from organizations of poor and disadvantaged ci8agas not a significant issue in the
planning and implementation stage. Basically, taedy nominated members to the
Collaborative Forum and the Ministry accepted thate organizations send one
representative each to the meetings of the Coaetmittee. Around ten organizations have
been involved in the Collaborative Forum and thraduer of organizations since the start has
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been almost nil. The ten organizations span positas poor (and beneficiaries of public
income support), drug users, ex-prisoners, vicofrdebt problems, alternative entrepreneurs,
self-defined ‘losers in society’, survivors of ahitare measures in addition to the Welfare
Alliance. Ethnic minorities are currently not repeated in the Forum.

ORGANIZATIONS’ SCOPE FOR VOICE AND INFLUENCE

As emphasized earlier in the paper, ideas aboiliedation and full participation have played
an important role in discussions on participatasyaynance. In the cases studied here
organizations acting on behalf of poor and disathged citizens have to different degrees
been recognized as participants on equal termspaiiticians and government officials.

As we have seen, the Norwegian government decaledtablish a civil dialogue
arrangement in the form of a Contact Committee vtit the two important additional
elements of (i) a Collaborative Forum for orgarias$ of poor and disadvantaged citizens,
and (ii) additional financial support to the Bajtéo enable it to provide practical support and
training for representatives of the organizatidriee Contact Committee had its first meeting
17 April 2008, chaired by the Minister. The Battaryanged the first two-day training
workshop 10-12 June 2008, with participants frorartty organizations and groups,
facilitated and coordinated by the Battery. Bottaagements were successful and
encouraging from the participants’ point of view.

The Contact Committee has met three times sinceuhmner 2008 (i.e. during autumn 2008
and spring and early summer 2009). In all threes#se organizations had preparatory
meetings in the Collaborative Forum, discussingtdras on the agenda and seeking to agree
on the issues and demands they were to priorititgeameeting with the Minister in the
Contact Committee. The Battery has facilitated e¢hegetings, giving advice on how to have
a productive, effective and focused process of axgh and reach clear conclusions. Through
the Battery, the Collaborative Forum has been tabpgopose items for the agenda for the
meetings in the Contact Committee.

Judged on the basis of the minutes from the meeitmghe Contact Committee, information
and self-presentation from the individual organaa took up a substantial part of the time
at the first two meetings of the Committee. Oneso@acould be the Minister who played a
main role in the process leading up to the estatnlent of the Contact Committee and the
Collaborative Forum was transferred to another Migiand replaced by new Minister. The
latter obviously needed some time to familiarizenself with the model and develop
ownership to it. Another reason might be that @rales related to the implementation of a
new integrated Labour and Welfare Administratiooktap a lot of the Ministry’s attention in
the autumn 2008. The two first meetings of the @anCommittee discussed some of these
challenges, e.g. delays in payments. However, ateiinom the individual organization to
hoard opportunities, dominate and make their vbieard, i.e. compete rather collaborate; do
not seem to have been an obstacle. On the contragjlable evidence suggests that the

preparatory meetings and support structures hasarea that the organizations have met
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well-prepared, acting in a coordinated manner ankihe with their jointly agreed positions,
at the meetings in the Contact Committee.

At the last meeting so far, in June 2009, thre¢heforganizations gave presentations about
ways in which they could become more directly erghgs partners in measures to assist
individual members to return to work. The purposasuld be that the individual to greater
extent should be heard in the planning processreceive relevant forms of assistance and
support. In general, the Minister and key officiedacted positively to these aspirations from
the organizations. At the same time they also pdiut that the complexity of the rules for
public procurement and contracting with private yiders of services meant that few
organizations would be able to take on such rofesheir own. However, both the Minister
and top officials were careful to acknowledge theque insights and competence of the
organizations. They also emphasized that Norwegmmicipalities and the Labour and
Welfare Administration ought to collaborate withetbrganizations about practical measures
for the benefit of the individual user.

However since the Norwegian arrangements becomatppeas recently as 2008 it is still

too early to make a complete analysis about whagieséor participation they provide. So far
the organizations appear to be satisfied with thekwef the Battery within the framework of
the Collaborative Forum and new organizations waiecome included in the Forum. Some
of the organizations have entered into closer cat® on specific issues and events, despite
earlier disagreements and differences on ideolbgisaes. These organizations have for
instance agreed to arrange joint training coursdsf@rm tactical alliances to promote the
interests of their overlapping constituencies.

Similarly, it is still too early to assess whatlirgnce on government policy the organizations
achieve through their participation in the Confaotnmittee. To the meeting in February
2009, the Minister invited the organizations tosgm specific proposals for the coming state
budget (to be finally decided by the parliamentate autumn 2009). Some of the demands of
the organizations imply increased public spendimgash benefits and services (or in some
cases; a change of priorities for such spendinigg. Minister did not make any commitments
to the list of specific demands presented by tigamizations but promised that the
government would take them into consideration.ifstance, one of demands was that the
government should introduce social insurance c@eod expenses for dental care in order to
diminish existing social inequalities in dental hiea

A first moment of truth for this and other demamdlt be when the government presents its
budget bill in early October 2009. A second monarituth will be which demands that are
still in the final budget decided by the parliamkter in the autumn. Especially as Norway
will have a General Election in September 2008 itat obvious that a majority of the
representatives of the ‘Storting’ will accept &létbudget lines proposed by the current
government.

If hardly any of the demands of the organizatiamwise this process the result is likely to be
disappointment and doubts about the value of the&&@b Committee on the part of the
organizations, unless the government manages tmanodate other of the organizations’
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concerns to a significant extent. RepresentatiVéiseoorganizations have appreciated the
official recognition and the increased visibilitythe public domain they achieved by being
members of the Contact Committee. At the same isnmaprobably that the latter gains will
be sufficient in the long run. The representaticlesrly wish to see actual changes for the
benefit of their members or constituencies, ndig¢onvolved in ‘phoney participation’
without influence (CPPP 2000: 18).

The Swedish User Committee has been running foyesaxs. In this case we can find
evidence of increasing participation, yet withony dormal influence. For the Network, the
establishment of the Committee represented sultanbgress as it gained access to a forum
in which top politicians and top public officialaicipated. As in Norway, the Swedish
Committee has been chaired by the Minister, accoiegday senior political advisers. The
Swedish Committee has also been attended by tleetDirGeneral of the National Board of
Health and Welfare and higher officials from theesvgh association of local authorities.
During its first years the Committee met twice aryget have expanded its activities and
now meets at least four times a year. Every meetibging chaired by the Minister (Social
Democratic 2003-06, and Christian Democrat, frod7)0In addition to these meetings, the
Committee has arranged annual seminars on difféopits with an interest either for the
Minister or for members of the Committee: for imgte, two seminars in 2005 on
homelessness and on the encounter between peappoaer; and two seminars in 2006 on
homelessness and social enterprises. However teelss participation of key actors and the
support of key Ministers, the Committee has no padwenake formal decisions; it has
remained a forum for information exchange, disaussiand analyses regarding the
possibilities and challenges for extended userlugment (Socialdepartementet 2004). The
shift in government (from a Social Democratic toilzeral-Conservative) has not affected the
work of the Committee. Contrary to the Network memnsbfear, the new government has
been even more interested in issues relating tedhmmtary sector (minutes Network meeting
1% of February, 2007).

As in Norway, members of the Committee state they are generally pleased with the
Ministers (Interview 2009). They have not excludayone from the discussions. They also
maintain that the discussions have been open adhi Ministers have shown interest in
their opinions, experiences and views. When thedtens have had another opinion, he/she
have been clear in explaining their way of reasgnimviting members of the Committee to
general discussions. Members of the Committee dugikpress that the Minister often asked
everyone for their opinion, making sure that evegym the room had had the possibility to
express their voice. However, some informants atguiew delegates tend to claim more
space than others at the User Committee meetings.

Since the start of the User Committee, the Netvinadk continuously tried to influence its
agenda. The Swedish model does not include angdiabsupport or formal arrangement
regarding capacity building among participants.vitek meetings have, however, been held
just before the User Committee’s meetings to endbélegates to come up with joint positions
on key issues and which topics that one would pepbe Minister to focus on. These pre-
meetings have also aimed to help new delegatesa-fam of capacity building — and to
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distribute information among delegates before the sf the formal Committee meeting.
However, it has been an issue for constant debi#ittenwthe Network whether individual
delegates follow up the jointly agreed strategym8mrganizations appear to pursue strategies
on their own, as a counter-action to the Netwoskéering strategies, e.g. representing only
their own organization or a group of users, andtinetNetwork.

Delegated have limited possibilities for influengigovernment policies and even the agenda
of the User Committee meetings. Although the Usam@ittee was formally presented as
one of consultation and information exchange, dutire first years, meetings mainly
concentrated on topics of interest for the Minis#¥hen the government invited external
experts to meetings, delegates were not allowauvite their own. The agenda for meetings
was distributed only a few days in advance, restgd\Network to limited preparation and the
Minister tended to leave the meetings early (misdetwork meeting, March 2004).

The Swedish government’s behavior in this contégtilights several of the potential
challenges of representing organized civil sodiefyublic policy-making. Some members of
the Committee even called it ‘a hostage situationtyhich they mainly functioned as
‘experts’ on the user perspective, answering qoestirom the Minister when asked. Other
members of the Committee believed that these pmoblesulted from the committee having
just been established and not yet having foungrdasedure or form. They expressed a
pragmatic approach, arguing that civil society exctaad to accept some difficulties when
working closely with public authorities, as a nesigsfor gaining additional influence.
Moreover, some Network members criticized the Nekwiself for focusing only on
establishing contacts with the government andnigito develop an agenda for further action.

However, talks with delegates indicate that somie@funresolved ambiguities were worked
out after a short time (even though some of theggal issues tend to remain unresolved).
They express that recent meetings, hearings anthaeninave resulted in new working
methods, and greater opportunities for the orgéioizsito present their views and opinions.
At Network meetings delegates have reported tleat tlan actually have an impact on the
topics being discussed in the Committee (minutesvbidk meeting, February 2005). They
also stress the significance of the seminars,esettend to be very popular among civil
servants and decision-makers. Having the opposttmiinfluence the agenda at these
seminars, e.g. being invited as a speaker, isalftwhance for civil society actors to explain
their view on key issues to an important audience.

Yet there is little evidence that the discussiothm User Committee has had impact on the
Ministers policy agenda, or the government’s fat timatter. We do not find similar
invitations as taking place in Norway, and delega@mment upon their scope for influence
in the following manner: ‘I do not think we do saah of a difference’; ‘Il want to believe
that we can make an influence, yet think that veethere to legitimize decisions taken
elsewhere’; and ‘They want to hear the views ofsisget we do not set the agenda’. Others
express a more pragmatic view, stressing the agviste of the Committee and the
sovereignty of the Minister to make decisions (vs 2009).
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CAPACITIES AND SKILLS: BARRIERS TO PARTICIPATION?

The Swedish case of the User Committee providedeaexamples of the barriers to
participation in dialogue and discussion with gaveents and public authorities. These
barriers do not only include economic resourcesnewore so the skills, experience and
contacts necessary to make one’s voice heard itasianenas, both in relation to decision-
makers, and in relation to representatives fronerotinganizations.

Members of the User Committee with little experiemath lobbying and strategic policy
work or knowledge on the policy-making process exped the situation as a conflict
between ‘two worlds’, a political world and a graest world. They pointed to a clear
difference between themselves representing smadkgroot organizations or even having a
personal background as users, and delegates repingsine more established organizations,
i.e. having extensive networks with decision-makpessonal contacts with public officials,
long experience of working with the government aerthg backed up by large resource-rich
organizations. To take part in the ‘other world’ssmmajor challenge for them above all as
they meant to lack the necessary ‘language’: ot whsay, how to phrase it, to whom and at
what timing. Taking part in the User Committee tlodgerved how other delegates had these
skills and experiences.

Personal experience of being a user puts extraymesn delegates. Even though they
expressed a great privilege of being invited tdip@ate, they were uncertain what the
government really was after and what ‘they as useutd offer’. One delegate even
expressed that taking part as a user in similamfigroften felt as one prostituted oneself,
providing decision-makers with personal storiehaiit any control of what happened
afterwards. The pre-meetings organized by the Neé&tappears to have had limited impact
on the challenges experienced by some delegatésgddes with personal user experience
maintained, however, that membership in the Conemittas of great significance for them
personally and for the organizations they represerRarticipating in the Committee
provided them with a different status. They were wi¢gh greater respect in their local
municipalities and thought Committee membershiperthém (and their organization) a
more trustworthy partner for public actors.

The Swedish government has not taken any initidovestablish similar structures for

support and capacity-building as one finds in Norw&uch structures might probably have
helped to equalize the perceived scope for padiimp and voice, both between the delegates
from the larger organizations and from the smajtaiss-root organizations, and between the
civil society representatives and the governmeptasentatives in the User Committee.
Asked about how barriers for equal participationldde reduced, members of the
Committee suggested internships at other organizsitiearning about the policy process and
lobbying strategies from more experienced colleaguel draft documents on the topics to be
discussed at the Committee (interviews 2009).
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IN THE SHADOW OF A NEW ARENA FOR PARTICIPATION?

Finally, the Swedish case is interesting also beedlne User Committee seems to have lost
some of its momentum and is possibly being compiteteand/or replaced by a larger civil
dialogue process. In 2007 the Swedish governmerdei@ to initiate a ‘Dialogue Process’
with all interested voluntary associations workwigh social welfare issues. In his first
speech, the new Prime Minister had already exptdesseore positive standpoint to a
redefined relationship to the voluntary sector +ardy for general ideological reasons, but
also this could serve the government’s reform plan.

In summer 2007, two Social Affairs Ministers lauadthe idea of a broader Dialogue
Process with the sector about each partner’s reyidsresponsibilities in a news paper article
(Sabuni and Hagglund 2007). The two Ministers cidrthat the Swedish welfare state was
facing a number of different challenges, such amemasing number of people at old age
and a large number of immigrants without an essablil position in the labour market.
However, the central message in the article wasxahcit criticism of the previous Social-
Democratic government and its way of working withuntary organizations. The Ministers
argued that the traditional way of dealing with ngeifare issues had been to increase the
involvement of public authorities and developingvrferms of public services. They accused
the previous government for being ideologicallynbded and failing to realize what the
voluntary sector actually contributed and couldtdbnte with, in the Swedish welfare state.
For these and other reasons, they expressed thgamnib increase the number of private
service providers combined with an expanded rai¢hfe voluntary sector in service
provision.

The idea of setting up a Dialogue Process withestaklers was not only a response to the
domestic situation and needs. The Ministers redeeselicitly to changes taking place in

other countries, stating that their role-modelsentbe agreements made between the state and
the voluntary sector that are already in placesivesal EU Member States, in particular the
British Compact, but also the agreements in Dekptgstonia, Canada and France’ (ibid.).

Moreover, several voluntary associations or caalgiof associations had also lobbied the
government to initiate such a process in Swedeninstance, one member of the Network
had campaigned to change the ‘rule of the gameVdeat state and the voluntary sector.
These actors initiated an umbrella organizatioa Nhational Forum for Voluntary Social
Work (hereafter ‘the Forum’), including memberselithe Salvation Army, the Swedish
temperance organization, Save the Children, Lidnb Giternational, Swedish Red Cross
and others. The Forum'’s efforts to change the nwk® also strongly inspired by the
processes leading to the establishing such agreenmez number of European countries.

These activities led up to a formal Agreement an28rd of October 2008, between the
government and voluntary associations working enftbld of social welfare (Integrations-
och jamstalldhetsdepartementet 2008),. The Agretaets to secure the status of voluntary
associations as interest organizations and repssass of citizens and users in the Swedish
welfare state, as well as to promote their rolprasiders of services (Swedish government
2007; 2008). The Dialogue Process was innovative@®sentatives from the sector was
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directly involved in writing a draft proposal to &greement together with Ministry officials.

In principle, this process will not replace theerof the User Committee as it takes a broader
and slightly different scope, regarding the isduging discussed (broad topics regarding
voice and service delivery, the role of the seetoetera) and the actors involved (open to
almost every voluntary association working in tieddf of social welfare). The Agreement has
even spurred voluntary organizations (Forum 2007dtm a broad umbrella association,
aiming to bring together all voluntary associatiom$weden. Yet, it is an open question what
role the User Committee will have in this new lazajse of relations with government and
organized civil society.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

In the introduction we raised these two issues:

(1) Under what circumstances are arrangements forcgaatory governance most likely
to give civil society actors enlarged scope fouatparticipation and voice?

(2) What practical significance or outcome does invieat in participatory governance
arrangements have from the point of view of ciaitiety actors?

Put a bit differently, the first issue concerns tiest fruitful design of participatory
governance arrangements, including criteria foruiément to or involvement in such
arrangements and the forms and amounts of resoonags available in connection with the
establishment of these arrangements. The secamel pggnts to relations of domination,
power and control: is the actual functioning oftjggpatory governance arrangements
promoting greater parity of power or rather repi@dg pre-existing relations of dominance?

To the first issueln the introduction we touched upon provisionsdapacity-building as a
way to ensure that civil society actors improvdrthetual participation and scope for giving
voice to the concerns and demands of their mendvarsnstituencies. Even if the two
arrangements for participatory governance we coenpave existed for different periods of
time it is striking that structures for capacitydding and joint policy articulation play a key
role in the Norwegian model but not in the Swediighdel. The experience with the models
so far indicates that there are considerable diffees in the perceived scope for equal
participation and voice among the Swedish civilistycactors but not among the Norwegian
ones. More generally, the Norwegian participataryegnance arrangement seems to have
benefited from more thoughtful attention and finahcesources than the Swedish
arrangement. All in all, the somewhat limited evide presented here suggests that further
research should examine in great detail the extewhich arrangements for participatory
governance offer opportunities for systematic capdmilding among the civil society actors
involved.

To the second issu&he different duration of the Swedish and Norwegierangements for
participatory governance makes it even more diffitusay anything very definite about
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similarities or differences in the practical sigréince of these arrangements from the point of
view of civil society actors. It is, however, quikear that the civil society actors regarded the
involvement in these arrangements as importanvahable in itself. They saw the
involvement as significant expressions of sociatjwall acknowledgement and inclusion (cf.
Fraser about recognition and representation). €atgr extent than before they experienced
that high-level politicians and officials not ortigard them but also listened, took seriously
what they said and were willing to discuss the@raisland proposals. Cynical observers may
say that these reactions only show how excludeddeandgarded the civil society actors had
been before, but this is probably only part ofstery. The process of direct dialogue and how
it is framed and performed by government represieetaare of great importance.

The Swedish civil society actors do, however, refiaat the participatory governance
arrangement had not had any practical impact m t#rchanged government policy. In
Norway the general opinion is that it is still tarly assess what outcome the corresponding
arrangement has — or will have — on governmentypoln general, the key actors in the
Norwegian arrangement seem to be quite optimisouaachieving such outcome. This
optimism is related to the general feeling thahisato the Battery and the Collaborative
Forum the meetings with the high-ranking politidaand officials have been well prepared
and that the atmosphere at the meetings have los#ive and constructive.

In terms of the understandings of power we outlinliee Coleman model is probably
capturing quite well the mechanisms underlyingvtioeking of the arrangements for
participatory governance, but more so in the Noraeghan the Swedish case. In the latter
case the government seems to have been more réltw@ive up or delegate traditional
hierarchical control in line with a Weberian undargling of authority, cf. its demonstrative
control over criteria for recruitment to the User@mittee and the agenda for meetings.

The co-existence of power and resistance that kdiygaints to, both theoretically and
pragmatically in relation to direct dialogues betwehe governed and government; appears
also to be relevant for further investigation af #ind of participatory governance
arrangements we have discussed here. Taking psutmarrangements involves the risk of
being dominated or even subordinated by the p@itcand government officials, at least in
the context of meetings. But we have no evidenagettie involvement in these arrangements
had diminished civil society actors’ ability andwdr towards criticizing and contesting the
government’s decisions or priorities in the pulsidhere, through campaigns, demonstrations
or interviews in the media. Neither is there argi¢ation that government representatives at
meetings have talked the civil society actors axtoepting commitments or responsibilities
that they would not otherwise have favored or areBasically, the significance of being
involved in participatory governance arrangemenisrges aambiguous

Similarly, it is debatable how helpful Post-Fouchah elaborations of governmentality and
responsibilization or Selznick-inspired hypothealbsut cooptation and incorporation are for
our understanding of participatory governance geaments of the type we have discussed.
For instance, the organizations involved in thewdgian arrangements were quite keen to
take over responsibility for the provision of padiiar services to their constituencies (e.qg.

poor citizens). Yet, this ambition was relatedhe brganizations’ goal of making services
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more relevant and responsive for excluded citizeitgation and needs. It is difficult to judge
on general grounds whether accommodating such mméivould imply responsibilization in
the governmentality sense and transmission of gowent policy in the Selznick sense, or
rather a government capitulation to group interastsa delegation of full operational control
over the services in question. Furthermore, thepgestives of Post-Foucauldians and
Selznick may prove to be more relevant for the lahDialogue Process aimed at
establishing a Compact between the governmentrendaluntary sector outlined in Swedish
case, than for working of the Norwegian Contact @uttee and the Swedish User
Committee. Governments in a growing number of ceesre entering such Compacts with
organized civil society involved in providing socgrvices. This development offers ample
opportunities to explore the relevance of diffeneatspectives further. As a final caveat we
emphasize the need for future research on part@mipgovernance to carry out detailed
fieldwork and careful analysis of available datéobe concluding whether participation is
real and having significant impact.
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