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ABSTRACT

A CRITICAL ASSESSMENT OF THE EUROPEAN COMMISSIONGIVIL
SOCIETY DISCOURSE AND THE SOCIAL PLATFORM OF EURORHN NGOs

Kutay, Riza Acar
Ph.D., Political Science and Public Administration
Supervisor: Ass. Prof. Kigat Ertugrul
July, 324 pages

The dissertation engages in a critical analysishefinvolvement of the Brussels-
based European NGOs in European governance. ltuctsich survey on the

European Commission’s relevant initiatives aftee tt990s and interrogates the
implications of these initiatives on one of thempient European NGO network, the
Social Platform of European NGOs. The common wtdading conceives of these
organizations as conducive to democratization ofgé\ernance within the scope of
participatory democracy. However, | endeavour fguarthat the Commission has
had an aim to make use of the civil society disseuor its institutional interests,

while intentionally and unintentionally shaping @ameshaping) civic action in

Europe. Participatory democracy project, whichr@npoted by the Commission, can
be seen as a deliberate venture of shaping civicraand state-society relationships
in Europe. With respect to this goal, it has enagad the Social Platform to act like
its interlocutor vis-a-vis the NGO community orgsed both at national and
European level. Deriving from the Foucaultian cquriad governmentality, | inquiry

into the effects of this discourse on the SociakfBtm, which has been particularly
created by the Commission to disperse the partmipademocracy and good

governance discourse in Europe.

Key words: Governmentality, European Civil Socidtyprmative theories of

democracy, Governance



oz
AVRUPA BIRLIGI KOMISYON'UNUN AVRUPA SIVIL TOPLUMU VE AB

STKLAR’l SOSYAL PLATFORMU UZERINE ELESTIREL BIR
DEGERLENDIRME

Kutay, Riza Acar
Doktora: Siyaset Bilimi ve Kamu Yonetimi
Tez Yoneticisi: Ass. Prof. Kgat Ertusrul

Temmuz, 324 sayfa

Bu tez Briksel merkezli AB STKlarr'nin Avrupa yongtinde Ustlendii rollere
elestirel acidan yaklasmaktadir. Bug@amda, Avrupa Komisyon'un 1990 sonrasinda
gelistirdigi inisiyatifleri ve de bunlarin etkilerini @mli NGO &larindan biri olan
Sosyal Platform uzerinde incelemektedir, Genel asikh katilimci demokrasi
kavramina referans vererek, Platform tarzi kufalin AB yonetgiminin
demokratiklgtiriimesine katki sglayabilecegini savunur. Bu tez, Komisyon’'un sivil
toplum soylemi tzerinden kendi kurumsal cikarlapekistirmek ve 6te yandan da
sivil hareketleri bicimlendirmek cabasi icinde ofglumu gostermeye calismaktadir.
Komisyon'un taiyiciligini yaptigi katiimci demokrasi de bu kapsk sivil
hareketlerin ve devlet-6rgutlu sivil toplumskilerinin yenidensekillendirilme ¢cabasi
olarak degerlendirilebilir. Bu ama¢ glultusunda Komisyon, Sosyal Platform’u
kendisi ve sivil toplum orgutleri arasindakiskileri diizenlemesi icin kurnytur.
Foucault'nun yonetim-mentalitesi (governmentalitygvramindan yola cikan bu

calisma bu sirecin etkilerini Sosyal Platform uzerindstair.

Anahtar kelimeler: Y6netim-mentalitesi, Avrupa sidplumu, Normatif siyaset

kuramlari, yonetim
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Since the early 1990s, the legitimacy of the Euaop&nion (EU) has been one of
the major concerns of EU studies and EU instituialike. Several suggestions have
been advanced to reinforce the EU’s legitimacyhsag strengthening the European
Parliament (Horeth 1999), enacting a European tatish (Habermas 2001a),
searching for a European public sphere (Haberm@$a&2Eriksen 2005; Schlesinger
1995, 2007: Trenz 2008) and involving civil sociatyganisations in European
governance (Kochler-Koch and Finke 2007; Smism&@62Fossum and Menendez
2005, Greenwood 2007a and 2007b; Heritier 1998 m&tdr 2003, Lord and
Beetham 2001; Magnette 2003; Curtin 1999, Steffetk Hanz 2007; Kendall and
Anheier 1999). This dissertation advances a ctitcalysis of the latter’'s promise
by concentrating on the Social Platform of Europ&#BOs (hereafter the Social
Platform or the Platform), which is one of the pmemnt umbrella organisations of
European NGO networks (hereafter EU NGOs) emerffed the 1990s in order to

lobby (or doing advocacy service) in social polieid to the Commission.

This dissertation, in other words, critiques thenomon understanding of EU NGOs,
which finds them conducive to the democratisatidnEQ) governance. | rather
examine the role of the European Commission inefosf discourses on European
civil society and participatory democracy as wedl their implications on the
emergence of a certain kind of NGO categorisatignfdcusing on the Social
Platform. The Commission has been promoting a dis& on “civil society”,
“participation” and “participatory democracy” sintee 1990s. Within this discourse,
the Commission related organised civic actors @dbntext of EU integration and
its institutional interests (Smismans 2003). Fostance, in the late 1990s, the
Commission related civic actors to the legitimigatbf its regulatory role in social
policy. In the early 2000s, the Commission linkbd tliscourse on European civil
society to its proposal about an administrativenmafwithin EU institutions and the
EU’s legitimacy crises. With respect to the latterrecent years the Commission has
1



focused on the role of organised civic actors inrtpng the EU back to its citizens”
and advancing a European identity, known also diveaduropean citizenship,

through “civic participation”.

In arguing that state power is allocated betweenynemtities and scales, different
disciplines have endeavoured to elaborate upordémeocratic promises of recent
reconfigurations of political power — a compositminwhich has been conceptualised
in order to suggest a democratic polity beyondrhigon-state and a general public.
This process is conceptualised, for example, asodaatic experimentalism
(Eberlein and Kerwer 2004), direct deliberativeyanthy (Smismans et al 2005; see
also Cohen and Sabel 1997) and reflexive rightdbamsity (Eriksen et al 2005).
Due to limitations of collective will formation tbugh the mechanisms of
representative democracy at EU level (such as gepeblic and political parties),
some of the scholars within the afore-mentionedceptualisations stressed on the
democratising potential of the organised actorgial society in decision-making
processes (Schmitter 2003b, De Schutter 2003). ,Tineyefore, argue that states
(and the EU) should actively encourage, mobilisel aupport civil society
(Schmitter 2003b; Cohen and Rogers 1998). Pragmgattidosophy has also
supported this view by claiming that political pavalould not necessarily wait for
the emergence of public spheres around the goveensinuctures. Rather, politics

can play an active catalyst role by creating its@ublics (Bohman 2005).

This dissertation is critical of these argumentsrgue that governance is not a zero-
sum power game in the sense that loss of state rpevegjually distributed among
actors (defined as stakeholders), including cieitisty organisations (Sending and
Neumann 2006). As an alternative to the governgraadigm, the dissertation
proposes integrating power relations with the stoflyhe effects of a politically
constructed discourse — in this case European sbgiety (ECS). Foucault and his
followers illustrated how certain types of subjeatsght likely to be created as
intended and unintended effects of power relatidgtexe, the power relations are

thought of within the scope of Foucault, i.e. aastitutive and regulative concept.

2



Defined in this, power differs from an instrumergalunderstanding, i.e. direct
control of the person or institution “A” on “B”. Xethe Foucaultian understanding
refutes this casual explanation by rejecting tlmatgr cannot be possessed. Further,
power is not a thing with regards to this undeditaqn Against this backdrop,
governmentality, which stems from Foucault’s lateitings, lectures and interviews,
as a form of power—other and in addition to othernfs of power, such as
disciplinary power and sovereignty—sheds lighthanv political power subjectifies
and renders its subjects as both the object andaulf government, as well asat
kind of subjectivity it creates. Hence, when gowsce is defined as a form of
governmentality (e.g Shore 2009) it is “necessariynbedded within power
relations, with the latter implying the open engedcess of subject formations (i.e.
forming, reforming and even dissolving) as well ascerning the possibility of
shifting power positions. In other words, neitheier nor power relations are static
and closed concepts; thus they are seen intrimsisotial control, sociological

transformations and social evolution.

Central to this interpretation are the concerns likerrogation of power, knowledge,
discipline and the formation of subjects in relatto political programming. Having
related the constitution of the self to state faiorg Foucault conceptualised these
aspects of inquiry as governmentality (or the aitgovernment). Foucault’'s
emphasis on governmentality provides an analytiwadl for examining the
relationship between the Commission’s project of pewering supranational
intermediaries of European civil society and thenstibution of subjects. The
Foucaultian approach concerns taking into accdwntontext in which the discourse
of civil society’s involvement evolves, which teciogies and strategies this
discourse entails, what this discourse aims toeaehiwhich strategies it employs,
and how the objects of this discourse perceive gewtive this process. This
dissertation first evaluates the evolution of thenission’s interest in civil society
and participation, and, second, it observes thdigaimns of this project for one of
the prominent umbrella European NGO networks, tlafd®m of European Social
NGOs (hereafter, the Social Platform or the Platfor



EU NGOs in Brussels
The role of NGOs in EU governance is defined, firgiith their epistemic

contribution, particularly to the Commission in ipgoposal preparation process;
second, coordination of policies, such as of Opeasthidd of Coordination, in the
EU; third, implementation of EU policies, such asranitarian operations financed
by the EU (Obradovic 2005). The previous resednolwever, shows that NGOs are
not well integrated into the implementation andrdawation of EU policies, if not
totally excluded; though a few successful practicage been observed, such as in
Finland (see Smismans 2006). Further, the resedrah also shown the
Commission’s consultation regime with the NGOs, ahhis also named as “civil
dialogue” since 1996, has several shortcomingsh ss¢ the consultations does not
go beyond “right to be heard” — since there isegal ground; NGOs do not receive
appropriate feedback; and they are not informedthdreand how their opinions had
an impact on policy proposals (Obradovic 2005kuUm, based on the findings of the
earlier research, the Commission’s discourse orrtiggaatory governance”, -
involving civil society actors into EU governanc#gees not necessarily result in
effective and formal contribution of NGOs, at leastthe present. Then, the most
important function of “civil dialogue” is consideteto legitimise the decision-
making-processes within the EU institutional setipchler-Koch and Finke 2006).
One could argue, having participated in “civil diglie”, NGOs not necessarily
legitimise EU at large, but help advancing the Cassion’s institutional power and

legitimacy of its consultation regime (e.g. Smissa007; Cram 2006).

Starting from the early 1990s the Commission hasyqd a direct role in the
establishment of the European NGOs, mostly in tbeias field, including the
European Women Lobby (EWL), European Youth ForunfKEand the Liaison
Committee of Development NGOs to the EU (CLONG)réBanko 2010); European
Anti Poverty Network (EAPN), the European Disalilkorum (Cram 2006). These
organisations, in turn, formed the Social Platfomhen it was established in 1995
by the encouragement and financial support of th@fean Commission (Sanchez-
Salgado 2007; Smismans 2003; Greenwood 2007a; arasdnko 2010). Following

4



the Maastricht Treaty (1992), the Commission issae@Green Paper on Social
Policy (1993), which entailed developing mechanisms foroperation with the
Commission and NGOs. In order to put this claino iptactice, the Commission, DG
Employment and Social Inclusion (EMPL), decidednighingthe European Social
Forums the first of which would be convened in 1996. 18rél995) states that “in
1995, the Social Platform was created, and fundedhb Commission, to act as
interlocutor for the social actors with the Comnuassat the Social Forum”. Starting
from the firstEuropean Social Policy Forunthe Commission’s interactions with the
NGOs have been labelled as “civil dialogue”. Ybag tJK and Germany questioned
the legal competence of the Commission to finammaas NGOs, including the
Platform. The European Court of Justice in 1998 segunently found the
Commission’s act illegal; hence forced the Commissio suspend these funds.
Nonetheless, these funds were released with a @algwsion one year after. In
other words, the roots for the idea of involving tNGOs to European decision-
making stemmed from the Maastricht Treaty, inscilbgo the Green Paper on
Social Policy and put into practice withe European Social Forum%his project
can be considered as part of Delor’s project tateréEuropean social and economic
space”; it continued under Santer (1995-1999), iP(@899-2004) and Barosso

(2004- continuing) Commissions.

The Santer Commission had to resign in 1999 dwedorruption scandal about the
mismanagement of EU funding and nepotism in recrentt. The Prodi Commission
(1999-2004) started working under such conditiowimch instructional prestige of
the Commission was significantly damaged. Prodi @dssion, on the one hand,
engaged in a decisive administrative reform of @emmission, based on the
Kinnock Report, which suggested an activity-baseashagement strategy (Kassim
2008)! On the other hand, the Commission proposed a devinistrative-mentality

for the EU institutions with th&/hite Paper on Governan¢€om 2001), including

opening the decision-making processes to civiletgciWhite Papemwas reflected

! The Prodi Commission also launched a new post arhi@issioner responsible from the public
communications of the Communication; Margot Watlstrappointed for this task.
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by academic community critically (see Joerges eR@D1), considering it as a

political intervention into EU structure.

Against this backdrop, the Convention on the FutmeEurope was set in 2001 by
the European Council, which prepared Dmft Treaty establishing a Constitution
for Europein 2003. The Convention concerned EU NGOs in tmse¢hat they were
included in the discussions; yet, one of the vioesplents of the Convention,
Guliano Amato, emphasized the importance of theppsut of civil society in
legitimising the final outcome of the Conventiowsrk” (Economist2004). In turn,
some scholars also considered this as a demonafgsomise (De Schutter 2002,
Magnette 2003). During the Convention period theci@oPlatform played an
important role; it mobilised the largest NGO netkgomworking in the fields of
human rights, environment, and development in otddake part in the debate. By
the leadership of the Social Platform a NGO caalitiormed the Civil Society
Contact Group (CSCG), which then initiated a campaibout the Future of Europe
(act4europe) to mobilise the national level NGOthwegards to the Convention’s
work.? With respect to this, act4europe, for exampleJiphkd a toolkit for NGOs in
order to inform them about the ongoing debate erftliure of Europeand mobilise
them in fostering public debatésThe Campaign’s second toolkit about the work of
the Convention was distributed at tBecial Policy Forumin 2002. Consequently,
the Draft Treaty establishing a Constitution for Europentained an article about
“participatory democracy, Article 1-46, which thémok place in the ratified Lisbon
Treaty with a minor change replacing the use of dvtoonstitution” with the
“treaties” (and also appearing this time with afetdnt number, the Article-11).

Participatory democracy as a norm was enshringukitisbon treaty.

% See the Social PlatforrAnnual Repott2003, p. 22.
% This toolkit was downloaded 5000 times in ten daifger it was published (see footnote 3).

* It involves not only the involvement of “civil sigty” in EU decision-making processes, but also
allow the citizens submitting any legal proposathwo less than one million signature.
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Since its establishment, the Platform has workedelst with the Commission,
particularly with the DG Employment and Social bmibn (EMPL): it has the
privilege of co-organising bi-annual meetings, kmoas theEuropean Social Policy
Forums with the Commission and consulting the Commissoon social policy
related issues. The DG EMPL recognizes the Platfas a “partner”; yet, it is
currently financed through th€ommunity Action Programme to promote active
European citizenshipvith the aim of promoting active citizenship inr@pe. The
Platform, however, has not merely developed ratatioith the Commission, notably
the DG Employment. It has been taking part in tbasaltations to the European
Economic and Social Committee (EESC); recentlyas Iparticipated in the two
AGORACcivil society meetings organized by the Europearidaent (EP); and it
has been also trying to access the European Coomagtings, though it has been

occasionally and informally invited to those megsine.g. the Lisbon Summit 2000.

European NGOs and the Social Platform of Europe&ON
There are five different ways through which the NGDe institutionalised at the EU

level: (1) the national organisations representatian Brussels (e.g. the Italian
environmental organisation Legambiente, which has & branch in Brussels since
1999 [Fazi and Smith 2006]); (2) the permanentceffi of the international
organisations in Brussels, such as Greenpeace, gtynh@ernational, and Oxfam;
(3) the Brussels-based European NGO umbrella nk&tvar platforms which
appeared during the 1990s with the financial suppfathe EU, such as the European
Network Against Racism and the European Women’sbipl§4) the second-level
umbrella organisations of the networks of EuropR&0s, (e.g. the Social Platform,
Green 8, Human Rights Development Network, develgnNGOs’ CONCORD
alliance, consumer groups’ BEUC platform, and thdtucal groups’ EFAH
platformy; and (5) the Civil Society Contact Group (CSCGhich represents the
EU NGO community with the participation of the seddevel supranational

networks, particularly in promoting “participatorgemocracy” at the EU level

® It should be noted that there are organisatioiféérdnces among these networks. For instance,ewthié
Platform has eight permanent staff, the human sighétwork has one coordinator (L. Sedou, personal
communicationMay 2009).
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(Ibid.). The EU NGO as a concept, therefore, exetuthe Brussels representations
of national NGOs (first model) and the branchesndérnational NGOs (second

model).

This dissertation’s object of inquiry, the Socidtform of NGOs, is the alliance of

European federations and networks of forty non-gawental organisations active in

the social sector (i.e. the networks which refethi third organisational type); it is

also a member of the CSCG coalition (the fifth orgational type). The members of
the Platform claim to represent thousands of osgdimns, associations and
voluntary groups at the local, regional, and natidevels, including organisations of

women, older people, people with disabilities, threemployed, people affected by
poverty, gays and lesbians, young people, andremldnd families, along with those

organisations devoted to issues such as socidtgudtomelessness, health and
reproductive rights and racism. Stated in this whg, Platform represents people
who are not represented, and whose voice is natlheaBrussels. In other wards,

the Platform and its member associations can be isestruments for representing

the “excluded” in EU politics. However, | would &ko indicate a problem about the
work of the Platform, which has not been addreggeithe current literature.

European civil society and European NGOs
Supranational intermediaries of European civil spc(ECS), EU NGOs, have been

studied by three schools: the normative approacmgéfrong 2002; Magnette 2001;
2003; Eriksen 2001; Curtin 1999; Smismans 2006;stmsand Trenz 2006; De
Schutter 2002), the social movement approach (O®tlda and Diani 1999; Della
Porta and Caiani 2010; Della Porta 2007; Imig aaddw 2001; Cullen 2005), and
the governance approach — including also the #aator and interest intermediation
(Kochler-Koch and Finke 2007; Eising and Kochlereko1999; Finke 2009;
Zimmel and Freise 2006; Mahoney 2004).

Normative approaches to European civil soci&@yawing inspiration from the tenets
of deliberative democracy, the normative camp agbheat there is a new type of

8



political system emerging in Europe, a reflexivditgoEriksen et al 2005). Since
substantial power has been transferred to supom@tiinstitutions in this new
setting, national democracies fall short in tratistpwill formation to this new type
of decision-making and law-making processes. Theendifficult it has become to
scrutinise supranational institutions, the moreytirave gained political power.
Based on this, the normative approach considerspean civil society and the
European public sphere to be crucial agents whachoarry the public use of reason
and articulate societal deliberations to politipablic spheres. Furthermore, these
organisations could apply a “critical gaze” to d&mn-making processes, thus
rendering governance processes transparent andraabte.

The normative approach to civil society argues thlaht makesa political system
democratic is the articulation of the discoursesctvlemergefrom within the life-
world of civil society to the decision-making anawtmaking structures through
public sphere(s). The tendency of the normative@ggh in ECS studies has been,
therefore, to conceive of the EU NGOs as the ngcéd medium of the emerging
European civil society and the agents of trans-pemo participation beyond
national territorial boundaries. On this view, EUGEs could function as a
transmission belt between citizens and EU govemalfor instance, the Convention
method, which involved the EU NGOs during the prapans of the European
Constitution, is seen as a successful experimemst $ohutter 2002). Thus, the
normative approach assigns the role of linking mubéliberations to EU decision-
making to the medium of Brussels-based EU NGOst{(i€d©99; Smismans 2006;
Magnette 2001; 2003; De Schutter 2002). This suggdsat EU NGOs could
function as the public sphere of civil society Imgarporating the public reason to
governance structures (Magnette 2003; Curtin 1989)Kantian terms, this also
asserts that EU NGOs embody the burdeauthentic public reasoarticulation on
behalf of all-affected. In other words, EU NGOs dtion as the intermediary of
European civil society (defined in a broader sensa not referring to the
institutional actors), thus reflecting the discaursf opinion-forming publics
(Habermas 1996a) and anonymous societal discoBedehébib 1996). However, an
9



exceptional conceptualisation of ECS—beyond an rdmsed focus—has been
developed by Fossum and Trenz (2006), who defin& BS a realm, a social

constituency of the European polity.

The social movement approach to European NGOse literature on social
movements has studied EU NGOs from the vantage pbsupranational contention
and the promise of these organisations in fosteEngopean collective identities
(Imig and Tarrow 2001; Della Porta 2007, and CulR505). In parallel to the
normative approach, this school also focuses orattieulation of societal concerns
to decision-making processes. Imig and Tarrow (20@aintain that EU NGOs
perform “excellent work” in interest representatidtowever, the scholars draw a
pessimistic conclusion: these organisations aré&elglto mobilise civil society in
Europe, since they are disconnected from the gratsrCullen’s survey (2005) also
supports Imig and Tarrow’s assessment of the EU 8lG0Occess in lobbying, but
she conceives of the Social Platform as an agantrésists the neo-liberalisation of

EU integration.

The governance approach to European civil soci€lyrere has not been an
agreement on the conception of governance, as RhNd®®6) demonstrates it has
least six different meanings, including “the minin&tate, corporate governance,
new public management, good governance, socialroghie systems and self-
organised networks”. The flexibility of the meaningf the concept makes
governance for the practitioners (including theitpméns, civil servants and civil

society actors) and scholars a versatile concepodBs, Ibid), a floating signifier

(Shore 2009) and in most cases a buzzword. Notiaitdéng its several possible
connotations, governance in its broadest termseftnell as the participation of
public and private actors in “intentional regulati@f social relationships and
conflicts”, as well as “non-hierarchical forms oéaision-making” (Kochker-Koch

and Rittberger 2006:28).
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Democratic features and the legitimacy of theselymewerged structures have been
questioned on the grounds of their accountabilityyclusiveness and
representativeness (Swyngedouw 2005). One of theimts, suggested by Scharpf
(1997), was to separate normative considerationdeafocracy (i.e. input-oriented
legitimacy) from its results (i.e. output-orientéshitimacy). With respect to the
latter, the legitimacy of the actors has been empthin terms of their efficiency in
producing satisfactory results efficiency in sotyithe social issues and generating
wealth etc. accordingly. On the other hand, théonobf “good governance”, which
has been introduced by the World Bank and UnitetioNa with respect to economic
development since 1980s, entails a different canedout the legitimacy of the
actors with its focus on the principles of openngsarticipation, effectiveness,
transparency. Good governance also gives a patiguportance to the involvement
of NGOs in decision-making processes, as well as firojected role in activating
the grassroots (Weiss 2000).

Against this backdrop, governance turn in EU stidsee Jachtenfuchs 2001) has
developed against the intergovernmental (e.g. Moc&v1995) and neo-functional
theories of integration (e.g. Haas 1958; Schmi@3a), with an aim to provide an
alternative to state-centric interpretations of Bpulitics. One interpretation has
applied the concept to European governance at,largédefined the EU as a polity
of multi-level governance (Hooghe and Marks 200TIhis political entity is
characterised as having the competencies of mareah international organisation,
but less than a state, wherein the governance me#plities are shared between the
supranational entities, member states along wimtin-state actors. Defined in this
way, the governance approach to European civilesp@oncentrates on the role of
civil society organisations in effective problemwsog of common concerns
(Kochler-Koch and Rittberger 2006; Jactenfuchs 200doiman 1993), including
the third-sector such as the delivery of the welfservices (Kendall and Anheier
1999; Zimmel and Freise 2006)). Another interpretabf European governance, on
the other hand, separates from the multi-level @gogr: it restricts the application of

the term with the EU decision, policy and law-makiprocesses; focuses on the
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implementations of the EU laws; and also applies iotion to the institutional
structure and performance of the EU institutioree(Smismans 2006; Shore 2009;
Obradovic 2005). This view point has been inscrilvetd the White Paper on
GovernancdCom 2001), the document of which was introducedheyCommission
in order to “boost the legitimacy of the instituig) increase the accountability of
European executive bodies to the elected assemafhidsopen up the Union's
decision-making procedures to allow citizens totipgmate in making decisions
which concern them”. Elaborated in this way, theagaance approach to European
civil society primarily studies the influence anmpact of organised civil society
actor (notably based in Brussels and called as EB3D$%) on EU decision-making
processes (Kochler-Koch and Finke 2007). This saep&so covered by interest
group research, including the corporatist (Balme &habanet 2008) and neo-
pluralist (Greenwood 2007a; Bouwen 2004) explamatito interest-intermediation
at EU level.

The governance approach to European civil socgeproblematic in the sense that it
does not question whether EU NGOs are linked tgthssroots or not, the condition
of which is seen as their fundamental promise &Emdcratisation, i.e. acting like a
transmission belt between political power and Eaeavpcitizenry (Nanz and Steffek
2007; see also Smismans 2003). Hence, governaecesseot to have an explicit
problem with the autonomisation of the EU NGOgthia sense that they act external
to their local constituents. Governance, therefa@s not propose a substantial
strategy which aims to build a connection betwesablip interests and the EU.
Prioritising efficient and effective problem solgint rather prefers a stakeholder and
partnership democracy (Schmitter 2003b). In thesssent of one of the prominent
scholars of governance, the theoretical relatignshetween governance and
democracy is presently taking shape (Kochler-Koa092.

Compared with the normative approach, governanmegeter, does not conceive of
civil society (organisations) vis-a-vis a sovereigower. Ascribing governing

functions to civil society organisations, governamather dismantles the boundaries
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between the public/private and state/civil soci¢gBhodes 1996). Nonetheless,
governance abandons the very feature that is sitrio the conceptualisation of civil
society: being the domain from which a criticalioaality has emerged (Cohen and
Arato 1992). Limiting the function of civil societyrganisations as effective
problem-solving actors, the governance approackesl@ff any opportunity for the
emergence of communicative rationality, counteremegnic movements, or liberty
to deny the requirements imposed by political raldgiesfrom within civil society.
For example, to Habermas, civil society is the spacwhich the “communicative
rationality"—as opposed to the rationalities of thearket and bureaucracy—
flourishes. For Gramsci, it is the space in whiohrder-hegemony is built. Foucault
also argues that the confrontation to the governatignalities might emerge from
within civil society. As highlighted, this dissetitan concentrates on the Foucaultian
critique; through this critique it interrogates winer and how political programming
constitutes the actors of governance before (anthgjuincorporation into the
governance mechanism. In other words, this digsemtatarts from the argument
that civic actors are not, necessarily, incorpatateo the governance mechanism
“as they are”; rather, they might be formed due the effects of political
programming, which would endeavour to create aergpes of subjects — such as
through manipulation and guidance of their actioasd make them subject to
political power. Though, this does not imply thablifpcal programming is
necessarily operationalised without any failured aanfrontation; yet, it may well

be thought of a process between successes ane&D’'Malley et al 1997).

The dissertation finds the assessments of both atorenand social movements
approaches to studies of EU NGOs problematic. Bsetbmed to agree that EU
NGOs represent public interests; however, theyataoestion whether the actors of
civil society could manage this task by lobbyingdamonsultations. The

abovementioned perspectives do not question theepsoof civic actors’ becoming
lobbying actors. This dissertation, therefore, departure from previous works that
have studied EU NGOs. It differs from governanterditure in that it does not aim

to discuss the extent to which EU NGOs contribat&lt) governance. It also differs
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from social movements literature in attempting ¢fute the claim which considers
their work as contention. It is also critical oethormative approach, since it takes
for granted the moral credentials of EU NGOs imcatating the public use of reason
to decision-making processes (e.g. Eriksen et @2Bossum and Menendez 2005;
Armstrong 2002; Magnette 2001, 2003). This dissiertaavoids any normative
orientation about involving EU NGOs to EU decisimaking processes. Therefore,
it does not attempt to study the Commission’s EG8alirse and the Social Platform
in terms of their potential democratising and legging impacts. A study of this
kind would orient answering the question whether BGOs are democratizing or
not and in turn conclude that: “yes” they are deratising, or “no” they are not

democratising; democratising, but not sufficiemt;gradually democratising.

Therefore, | suggest interrogating the role of plétical programming (in this case
the Commission’s initiatives) in shaping and gugdithe very practices of the
Platform (including its organisational structurejmanistrative method, reporting
framework and tools of communication). | also exaantihe content of lobbying, and
inquire into whether the relationship between fdrrmad procedural mechanisms
frames the qualitative aspect. By integrating tmerplays between power,
knowledge, subject, and discipline in the analydighe Social Platform, | rather

produce a critical survey and endeavour to examinether the Platform performs
an “excellent job”, as Imig and Tarrow (2001) argire representing the social
interests. In this respect, | argue that govereasca new form of governmentality
may result in forming subjects (and subjectivityhigh have the capacity and
willingness to participate in the new setting. Aaling to this reading, governance is
not, necessarily, an improvement in our understapdof democracy, but

reconfiguration of power relations. Therefore, supipg civil society actors does

not necessarily promote democracy and create psibfieres.

Governmentality, EU governance, and the EU NGOs
| would, instead, propose studying the constitutmpacts of this political project—

constitutive in the sense of how power, intentignal unintentionally, may create
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certain type of subjects and makes them amenalbdeuvernance. Governmentality
can help us investigate how the EU, particularly @ommission, constitutes actors
of governance. This project is rendered throughomat means, tactics and
procedures. It is not a mere act of directing therests of the actors towards the EU.
Rather, it targets the conduct of the self witlelftswith others and with society.
Thus, it is a moral activity in the sense that @énders a certain form of
governmentality appropriate. In sum, | argue thategnance is rendered as the new
art of government, and sponsored civil societyathlithe subject and object of this
new form of government: governing civil society agdverning through civil

society.

The governmentality approach, which I will applyiffefs from the governance
approach. Although the governmentality approachieshthe main argument of the
governance perspective (governance beyond the &lrative units of state
apparatus), it develops a different, critical umstlEnding. According to
governmentality, “governance” does not necessaesylt in a zero-sum distribution
of power among the actors of governance. Governadeances a new constellation
of politics that suggests replacing the scleroticelucracy with a more democratic
and innovative regime by sharing sovereign poweh wew actors. Governmentality
takes issue with this interpretation, stressing th@itical power constitutes these
actors before involving them in governance prastic&overnmentality thus
concentrates on the ethics and morality inherettterpolitical programmes; thereby,
it focuses on the episteme, morality and style edisoning involved in these
programmes. In other words, governmentality is marely interested in policy
frameworks (or public policy); it depicts the unigerg ethosand moresof these
policy frameworks. Against this backdrop, thereforewill examine how these
political programmes arganslatedinto certain technologies and practices, and how

these are received and perceived by the actorsavehsubject to these programmes.

Foucault's interest in governmentality is relatex His earlier work on power,

discipline, knowledge and the subject. With this@ept, he emphasises the linkage
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between the processes of state-formation and thstiaation of the self. There are
two usages of governmentality. First, it is a foah power which differs from
strategies and domination, two other forms of powkich Foucault compares with
government (Lemke 2001). Governmentality, thenenefto conduct and the
“conduct of conduct”, including governing of thelfsegoverning of others and
governing the state (Foucault 1991). As Dean (199%:explains, conduct as a verb
“means to lead, to direct or to guide, and perhiaqmies some sort of calculation as
to how this is to be done”. As a noun, “conducersfto our behaviours, our actions
and even our comportment, i.e. the articulatedo$edur behaviours” (lbid., 10).
Governmentality thus entails an understanding teaerything and everyone be
managed” (Allen 1998). With respect to this meaniggvernmentality draws
attention to “reciprocal constitution of the poweéechniques and forms of
knowledge” (Lemke 2001).

Second, Foucault applies his earlier writings — elgnabout power relations and
subject formations- to explicate how the state poweexerted; or what should we
understand from the very notion “state power”. Whis respect, Foucault does not
necessarily endeavour to explain the state as swehfrom a perspective a la
political science. Rather, Foucault problematides iole of the state (power) in
constitution and evolution of social relations asubject-formations; therefore, he
relates a constitutive and productive understanddfigpower to explicate the
relationship between the state and the self. Ac&at and his followers inform us,
in most cases, this involves also creation of aedabjects and subjectivities (Rose
and Miller 1992; Dean 1999; Barry et al 1996). Yibg latter concerns a form of
power which endeavours to make subjects amenalbddegpart in a certain task, not
necessarily by coercion or force, but through msibidj their willingness
empowerment to adapkills and enabling them taccespowef. Although this form
of power empowers and gives certain liberty to scisj, it also brings mechanisms

of control and surveillance. Thus, Foucault deliasahat after eighteenth century

® See Avelino and Rotmans (2009) for a theoretitalussion of different interpretations and Detel
(2005) for a Foucaulldian account of power.
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the issue in the western worldvas not the statisation of society, but
governmentalisation of stati this case, Foucault compares art of governmwiht
sovereignty and discipline to elucidate that speteer does not merely concern with
the security of the territory, but the populatiddob Jessop (2007) asserts that
Foucault thus questions the state initiated prsjedth regard to the analysis of
“micro-physics” of power. In this analytical framevk, governmentality sets
political reason itself as its object of inquiryydastudies the mentalities of politics
along with the devices which it invented to exezdts rule. It examines the impacts
of the mentalities and governing practices upoiseéhsho are subject to them (Barry
et al 1996:2). Hence, the art of government comsiteowledge (rationalities and
the systematisation of a certain set of rules),ngypies, frameworks and
visualisations to be intrinsic to a discursive di@Vhich renders society governable
(Barry et al 1996; Rose and Miller 1992; Rose 1996an 1999). Central to this
argument is that political power is rationalisedotigh this connection between
rationalities and practices (Lemke 2007; Lemke 2(R@se and Miller 1992, Rose
1996; Barry et al 1996; Dean 1998)Jaborated in this way, governmentality traces
the connections between political rationalities #mel strategy of governing society
with knowledge.

Rose (1996:42) details three features of politiggionalities. First, they entail a
moral form of selecting the appropriate ideals andciples of governing. Second,
they embody an epistemological character in gemgraiarticular conceptions of
their objects (nation, population, economy, sogietgmmunity) and subjects
(citizens). However, political rationalities aretrmpure and neutral knowledge which
simply “re-present” the governing reality; instedtdey are intrinsic to the

“intellectual processing of the reality” (Lemke 200 Third, political rationalities

employ a certain style of reasoning in order tontler reality thinkable and

practicable, and constituting domains that are afler—or not amenable—to
reformatory intervention” (Rose 1996: 42). Politicationalities, therefore, are not
ideational structures: they are exerted in daigcpces, guide actions and motivate

our ambitions, intentions and desires. Governmigptalith this regard examines
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how certain mentalities are applied to practicesl dranslated into political

technologies. The latter comprise the instrumernisycedures, mechanisms,
vocabularies and techniques which endeavour tolerhle political rationalities

practicable (Dean 1999:31). In other words, powanifests itself through these
practices (Merlingen 2003). Yet, neither politigglogrammes, nor do the power
relations by definition refer to a smoothly progrieg process: rather, they can be
seen as a process between successive implemesiatalures and evaluations
(O’Malley et al 1997). In turn, the constructide of contestation, and the failures

can be interpreted as the source for further reform

According to this reading, “governance” is not resagily an improvement in our
understanding of democracy. Therefore, a politigadject of empowering civil

society actors as one of ateal model of state-society relations does not by s o

nature promote democracy. Governmentality, instesdggests studying the
constitutive impacts of this political project, eximing how power projects to create
certain types of subjects and make them amenabt®rtrol. Constituting actors

involves action upon action—shaping, forming, andnipulating conduct and the
conduct of conduct. Governmentality, therefore,vmtes analytical and conceptual
tools for interrogating the Commission’s civil seiyi discourse and its implications
on the Social Platform. | will, then, argue thatlifowal programming (e.g. the

Commission’s initiatives of funding the EU NGOs,vdmping a consultation

regime, enshrinement of “participatory democracy”aanorm in the Lisbon Treaty,
fostering a discourse on civil society and actiitzenship in order to close the gap
with the citizens) might likely have an effect afriining subjects (in this case the
Social Platform) and a subjectivity (as a form @&® categorization) which have the
capacity and willingness to participate in the r@tting, which is associated with
the notions of governance, New Public Managemedtgmod governance. | should,
however, note that although this survey focusestren Commission generated
discourse on European civil society, the aforenometil notions have not been
created from within the Commission. Therefore,amiities behind the constitution

of subjects (in this case the Social Platform) moé necessarily, reduced to the
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Commission's projects. Yet, the Commission, to sertent itself is exposed to this
process, considering it has conducted an admitimtraeform during 1999-2004,
one that can be associated with NPM (Kassim 200&). Commission, hence, is not
of necessity seen the intellectual centre of "goaece"; rather an actor playing a
certain role in carrying it into the European comtewhile adopting it to its

institutional concerns.

Application of governmentality to empirical resedrc
The governmentality approach can guide our studydégiding the methods of

inquiry and empirical material to be selectednforms the limits of investigation as
well as how we should make of sense the materialhave access to. Our survey,
then, tracks the imprints of the Commission’s E@S®alrse on the Social Platform
by examining how it perceived and reacted to thszalirse of participation, new

modes of governance and the reconfiguration of polations.

Dean (1999) draws four parameters for analysingath®f government, or political
rationalities: fields of visibility, technical asgts, knowledge, and the impact on the
formation of identities. An analysis of the Platfothrough these four parameters
will help us observe what kind of a subject thetféfan has become, i.e. how it
thinks, how it operates, how it represents itsvaétas, and what kind of an identity it
represents. Dean explains the first parameteridfielf visibility, as follows: “An
architectural drawing, a management flow chart,agp,na pie chart, a set of graphs
and tables, and so on, are all ways of visualifialgls to be governed. These all
make it to be possible to ‘picture’ who and whatase governed, how relations of
authority and obedience are constituted in spame,different locales and agents are
to be connected with one another, what problemstarde solved and what
objectives are to be sought (Dean 1999: 30)”. Deaatond parameter, the technical
aspects of government, involves questions of “byatwimeans, mechanisms,
procedures, instruments, tactics, techniques, t#obies and vocabularies is
authority constituted and rule accomplished (13 Third, the epistemeof

government—the art of government as rational amaightful activity—concerns
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“the forms of thought, knowledge, expertise, sgae, means of calculation, or
rationality employed in practices of governing” iflb 31). Finally, Dean’s
governmentality approach focuses on the procesdessubjectification and
subjectivation and the formation of identities. fgghfication implies how power
constitutes, creates, forms, and re-forms subjedigreas subjectivation concerns
the practices and the processes through whicmtheidual makes herself a subject.
This final aspect of the analysis of governmentsthsks, “What forms of person,
self and identity are presupposed by different firas of government and what sorts
of transformation do these practices seek? Whaisss, capacities, attributes and
orientations are assumed of those who exerciseatytlj...] and those who are to
be governed? (lbid, 31)".

Methodology
The empirical work entails the analyses of the 8ldelatform’s annual publications,

its reflection papers on participatory democracg gavernance, interviews with the
Platform’s leaders (as well as the ENAR’s and tberdinator of the Civil Society

Contact Group) and the observations on the SodafoPn’s conference about the
civil dialogue. The rationalities of government &wether investigated by examining
the organisational structure of the Platform, adl a® its methods of conduct with
EU institutions, other “stakeholders” and its mensb&urthermore, the scope of our
study includes not only the content and ideas wbiog the Platform, but also the

inscription of political rationalities and the texfues of their representation.

First, this analysis entails an inquiry into thaflets, guidelines, toolkits, brochures
and websites of the European Commission and Eumofg®nomic and Social
Committee and the Social Platform (and Civil Saciébntact Groupj.In order to
examine the Commission’s civil society and paratipn discourse, | focus on the
Commission’s “connecting with the citizens/bringitite EU back to the citizens”

initiatives—the communication policy, Plan D, Euedjpr Citizens—and its attempts

" The CSCG is a prominent actor in the EU NGO miliethat it prepares for EU NGOs toolkits and striateg
guidelines for lobbying the EU institutions.
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at incorporating civil society organisations in HElécision-making processes. In
order to inquire how the EU NGOs reflect upon themtnhission’s discourse, |
scrutinise the Platform’s publications, organisadio structure, and technologies
through which it interacts with European institagoand its members. The aim here
Is to understand the reflections of the Social fBtat on the Commission’'s ECS
discourse in order to track the imprints of theitmal rationalities. The analysis in
this case is thus not limited to finding out whia¢ tPlatform expresses; the inquiry
into the organisational structure of the EU NGO4 t@reir mode of conduct take on a

central role in examining their pertinence withpest to the political rationalities.

Interviews with EU NGOs’ secretariats constitute gecond main method of this
dissertation. In 2009, | conducted six intervieivgo with secretariats of the Social
Platform, three from the European Network AgainatiBm, and one from the Civil
Society Contact Group in Brussél&inally, | also attended a two-day conference,
Civil Dialogue: How can we shape the Europe we Wanthich was organised by
the Social Platform in December 2008. Since 2006 Rlatform has concentrated on
a single issue each year as part of its workingtesgry, and the 2008 conference
explored the notion of “shaping an effective dialegat national and European
level—with people, for people”. Bringing togethewrbaucrats from the EU
institutions, academics, and the NGOs along wittirthetworks, this conference
explored how to influence EU decision-making anerggthen ties with European
networks. This conference thus provided the opmpdstito observe how the NGO
community perceived the concepts of civil socigbgrticipation and European

governing.

8 COriginally, | planned to focus solely on the Sod#htform as the unit of observation in order toitimy focus
on EU NGOs. My initial aim was therefore to arrangerviews with as many people as | could in thei8
Platform’s secretariat in different positions. Hweg | faced some limitations in this approachrstiit was not
possible to conduct interviews with each of theneigembers of the secretariat’'s permanent stafffaquest for
an interview with each of them was met with an arsfrom the communication officer that their Cooator
would only allow me to talk to one person. | triedovercome this by trying to access other EU N@®i&h had
an office in Brussels. Here, my affiliation with tB@irosphere research project (www.eurospheres.wtggh is
funded by the Commission, proved helpful. One ofgbals of this project was also conducting intemgevith
the EU NGOs, and in this respect the project offexgpport for my field work in Brussels, on the citiod that |
use the project’s interview questionnaire. The s&mictured questionnaire was a useful tool fomanmg my
research question, in that it concentrated on tteapmenon of the European public sphere.
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This dissertation applies the governmentality appnoto analyses of the Social
Platform as follows: 1) it examines the documemixipced by the Platform in order
to trace the ways of seeing and perceiving the mgowvg rationalities. This concerns
detecting the frameworks for representing the aand goals, such as through
graphs, flow charts etc. 2) The dissertation iregiinow the Platform perceives and
receives the participation discourse of the Comimnssfurther, the analysis also
takes up how the Platform related to the Commissipolicies during the 2000s,
including the adoption of new modes of governanmesparations for the EU
constitution, enlargement and the Commission’s onait bridging the gap with
citizens. 3) The dissertation examines the Plat®rworking methods and
communication instruments in order to delineateréh@tionship between knowledge
and action. This analysis implies that practice eisdogenous to knowledge.
Knowledge, in this case, refers to expert knowleoligghneway of doing thingssuch
as running an organisation, developing negotiasikils, and communicating with
other stakeholders in the EU governance systenttiBgaand action, on the other
hand, refers to the translation of knowledge intacpice, including the strategy of
working and representing aims and achievementsll emdeavour to show how the
Platform’s way ofthinking and doing things has been grounded on an economic
rationality, with the latter leading to performarméented action, results-based
management, evidence-based practice and produciagtifiable and calculable
outcomes. This process also establishes a sun@llmmechanism through reporting
and auditing. | will also argue that the Platfasnthanagement structure can be
related to a broader perspective about the conteanpadebate on governance and

“new managerialism®.

Limitations
Nonetheless, this inquiry has several limitatiohke first limitation concerns the

empirical scope and the sample of the suriieyhis respect, our examination mainly

°® The Commission launched tiWhite Paper on Governanda 2001 as an administrative reform
proposal for the EU institutions. Despite othettitnons were doubtful about this, the Commission
had already started an administrative reform in91®¢hich resulted in an activity-based management
structure in 2004.
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concentrates on the Commission’s initiatives; thowuglevant documents of other
EU institutions are also examined. For instancey thlevant opinions of the
European Economic and Social Committee (EESC) asitipn of the European
Parliament are addressed as well. The implicatditise Commission’s civil society
discourse are examined on the Social Platformhigdase, the investigation focuses
on the Social Platform’s administrative structypesition papers, reports, working
strategies and six interviews (two with the Platitr staff, one with the coordinator
of the Civil Society Contact Group and three witle ENAR’s staff). This inquiry
does not, though, include the members of the Rhatfd does neither have an aim to
shed light on the intra-network relations of theatfrm, nor examines the
implications of the Platform’s work on national N&OThese are relevant and
important issues which deserve to be answered;tlyey, can be seen as the most
important of limitation of this survey. However, roproblematique is not how the
Platform achieves collective action or maintainibamtal consensus between its

members.

Furthermore, it is not possible to measure the anhpéthe Platform’s work within
the NGO community, both at EU and national levélisTempirical scrutiny first and
foremost focuses on how a political institutionastgically employs a political
project in order to enhance its power and mobilis&sain instruments in order to
rationalise and operationalise this project; and hbis project is being reformed
according to failures, confrontation and changingntexts. The Platform is
investigated as both the effect and the agenchiisfproject. Therefore, the analysis
and the conclusions which can be drawn from thésettation are limited with the
Commission’s civil society discourse and its impaat the Social Platform. The
Platform, however, is not studied as just any oiggion, but regarding its double
roles of being the main interlocutor of the Comnaissin “civil dialogue” vis-a-vis
the social actors organised in Brussels and funictip like a trainer of the NGO
community (the latter concerns its roles about capduilding and reshaping the
sector). With respect to European social politye Commission (particularly the
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DG Employment and Social Inclusion) refers to tHatfBrm as a partné&t it
represents th&uropean Social Policy Forunj-annual meetings of which are co-
organised with the Platform as well as the consgl8ervice of the Platform as an
instance of the involvement of civil society (andalisation of participatory
democracy). The Platform had been initially finashcby the Commission’s
instruments. However, this was not grounded orgal lbasis; thus, this funding has
been suspended in 1998. It was released with a c@lodecision in 1999. Since
2004, the Platform has been supported througiCtmemunity Action Programme to
promote active European citizenshi@ Council decision to finance civic
participation in relation to the aim of promotingtime European citizenship.EU
umbrella NGO networks working in the social fieldhjch are the members of the
Platform) has continued to be supported throughGbmmission funding, namely
through the PROGRESS program. Chapter 4 addrdsisediscursive turn, i.e. how
the participation discourse has been linked to pema identity in the mid 2000s, yet
it had emerged on the functionalist premises $ieetoral representation) in the mid
1990s.

Thematic limits:Therefore, participation and civil society are temtral concepts of
this dissertation. What makes the Social Platfomommnent for this inquiry is

primarily its central role in “civil dialogue” (iefrlocutor of the Commission), while
conveying the tenets of the “participation” by pamdpg toolkits and training

programmes for the NGOs about “participatory goaege and democracy”. The
Platform was created and has been financed by dnen@ission; the question which
will be posed whether, and if yes, how it functioas an instrument of the

Commission. | will delve into its interlocutor roléhis underscores the role of the

19 See for instance: Com (2000),“European employraadtsocial policy: a policy for people”,
prepared by the DG Education and Culture.

2 Council Decision 2004/100/EC of 26 January 200Mis orogramme also covers the following
bodies: "Our Europe" Association; Jean Monnet hpRedbert Schuman house; European Council on
Refugees and Exiles (ECRE); Association of the Cdsirof State and Supreme Administrative
Jurisdictions of the European Union.
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Platform in representing the project on participatio NGO community (it can have

access to) by conveying the tenets of this diseours

Spatial limits: This implies that this survey concentrates on Brissdt takes on an
analytical investigation of the Commission’s initv@s and inquiries into their
effects on the Brussels based Social Platform. Mehess, and within the
limitations, it considers the environmental inflees as well. For instance, it detects
the origins of the NGO participation and “good gmance” discourse within the
World Bank. Having focused on the Social Platformegpacity building activities in
the European countries, it points out that thef@&lat also has aim to shape (and
reshape) the social actors in the national spdmajgh it cannot measure. In the
meantime, with respect to development of this dissee, it takes into account the
contribution and confrontation of other EU instituis, including the EESC, the
Parliament and Committee of the Regions. Therefuue survey is not “necessarily”

a closed-system analysis.

Further, our research does not have a goal to iexffla Europeanisation of third-
sector, which implies the promises of horizontabmeration at European level and
harmonisation of the methods of service deliverythg NGOs and through the
instruments of the EU at national level (e.g KehdP9). As the Platform’s work
vis-a-vis the Commission is lobbyimer se the manoeuvre space of the Platform is
restricted with epistemic assistance to the Comon&s work and thus is closed to
service delivery. Yet, the Platform’s capacity dinly activities also have an aim
about reshaping the third-sector in national spdwejnquiry of the effects of these

are beyond the objectives of this survey.

Social policy and PlatformThe Social Platform has been established withrcetya

social policy; however, neither a debate on Europsacial policies, nor are the
reflections of the Social Platform regarding theséicies are the main concerns of
this survey. However, the current investigationctees upon these within certain

confines. The Platform’s positions on European aogpolicy is examined and
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assessed from the perspective of governmentalibyveider, | should state that the
literature on governmentality approach to Europsarial policy is rudimentary; yet,
achievement through our research is far beyondathbitions of this dissertation.
When | attempt to make some evaluations, | refesttalies which have applied
governmentality perspective to social policy inio@a&l realm (e.g. Clarke 2005;
Dean 2006; McKee 2009).

Defining the concepts
Finally, a word should be devoted to defining oaneepts. European civil society

has attracted attention from several differentiglsees, with each applying its own
notions regarding the societal organisations arstaations which operate within
and constitute European civil society. Politicaleace scholars who have studied
these groups in terms of their role linking the Ipubeason to decision-making
(Magnette 2001, 2003; Armstrong 2002, Eriksen 2041 their role in European
governance (Finke 2007; Finke and Kohler-Koch 20@&)e given preference to the
civil society organisation concept. Whereas sclsotdrpublic policy are inclined to
speak of “interest groups” (2007a), the sociololgagaproach, which studies these
groups in terms of collective action and mobilieafi tend to use “movement
advocacy coalitions” (Ruzza 2005; Ruzza and S&@v2 or transnational coalitions
(Cullen 2005, Imig and Tarrow 2001; Della Porta aaiani 2010). Although |1
propose the concept of “extra-governmental”—as spddo non-governmental—in
order to emphasise the roles of the EU NGOs in iguwg society, | will continue
refer to them according to the way they define tbelwes, as the platform of EU
NGOs, throughout the dissertation. Second, | shalsld note that the use of the term
“governance” differs from the European art of goweent and European governing.
While the former can be defined as a certain typpatitical system in which the
problems of society are resolved by allocating eesbilities among many actors,
government refers to a broader conception that rapesses the rationalities and
mentalities of how nature, society and even seadwegjoverned. Third, the difference
between the most common use of the notion of reEdlism and the neoliberal

governmentality (and neoliberal political ratiomi@é) should be underlined. The
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former entails the process of the economic libsasion, de-regulation (and re-
regulation), hollowing out the state and dominaat¢he market mechanisms. The
latter examines the underlying “rationalities” dipdactices” of this process; hence,
it does not aim at replacing the contemporary WRather, it investigates the
philosophical foundations and sociological impliocas. Neoliberal governmentality
was first used by Foucault (see Lemke 2001). Uib&ége has been largely applied in
the literature (see Allen, B 1998; Barry 1996; Bweilt, Gordon, & Miller, P. 1991;
Clarke, J. 2005; Cruikshank, 1999; Dean 1999; Ha@e4 and 2005; Lemke 2001;
2002; 2007; MacKinnon, 2000; Mithcell. 2006; Moams 2000; Moss 1998; Patton
1998; Rose 1996; Rose and Miller 1992; Shore 20@®&)9; Simons 1995;
Swyngedouw, 2005; Yeatman 1997; O’'Malley et a 18&). Chapter 3 elaborates
upon of this usage; the reflection of neoliberdiorslities on social policies is

addressed in Chapter 5.

The outline
The first chapter concentrates on the normativelamgals of the NGOs, and

elaborates on what makes NGOs and the discoursavdnsociety appealing to
contemporary scholarship and public administratiinelaborates the roles and
functions assigned to NGOs in different models bé thormative theory of
democracy, such as liberalism, communitarianismpubécanism and deliberation.
This chapter critiques these approaches by intiagut¢he notion of radical
democracy.In this respect, this section relates NGOs to thmesin political
premises: socio-political integrity, belonging, amdl formation. The implications of
this debate for our discussion concern whether figan NGOs promote a certain
“we feeling” and solidarity in Europe, such thatsigers can be integrated in a given
political community through political participationVhereas the communitarian
approach argues that this can only be achievedughreshared values, history,
language, religion, ethnicity and culture, delibeescholars detach ethnic and civic
identity from each other and advocate the integeapotential of the latter. The
promise of NGOs with respect to will formation, tre other hand, concerns their
role in fostering public deliberation.
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The second chapter develops a theoretical disqusgiovhether EU NGOs could be
conceived as an agent of deliberative democracyaaratrier of a European public
sphere. This discussion implies a debate regattiegossibilities of public spheres
beyond the nation state (see Fraser 2007; Bohm@éh &@d Dryzek 1999), as well as
translating the tenets of traditional normativeottyeto global governance. In this
context, this process is considered to have theodmatic potential of incorporating
organised actors of civil society into decision-imgkprocesses (Schmitter 2003b,
De Schutter 2002). This approach also argues hetstate (and the EU) should
actively encourage, mobilise, and support civilistyc(Schmitter 2003b; Cohen and
Rogers 1997). This view claims, further, that pcdit power should not necessarily
wait for the emergence of public spheres aroundgtheernance structures; rather,
politics should actively assume a catalyst rolectsating its own publics (Bohman
2004). Nonetheless, this chapter argues that wiernlébates about the relationship
between citizens’ associations and democracy amslated to the transnational
level, a functionalist interpretation— emphasisiffective and efficient problem

solving—seems to be more compatible with the teokgdobal governance.

The third chapter critiques the discourse of pguditon, with a particular focus on
the Foucaultian interpretation of Europeanisatibrendeavours to deconstruct the
symbiotic relationship between the NGOs and denmycthat was explicated in
Chapter two and is far too often taken for grantedxplains how the discourse on
NGOs relates to the consolidation of political powas well as how power
constitutes subjects. It draws inspiration fromgbgernmentality perspective, which
stems from Foucault’s later writings, lectures amerviews. Foucault shows how
power relations create certain types of subjeatshis respect, governmentality—as
a form of power—sheds light on how political powsubjectifies and renders

subjects as both the object and subject of govemhme

Chapter four investigates the extent to which tleen@ission is embedded in the

emergence of EU NGOs and shapes their values, amdsprganisational structures.
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The European Commission has shown an interestdietab organisations and civil
society discourse since the early 1990s. The Cosiomidhas referred to the societal
organisations in different contexts of EU politichey have appeared in the
following EC initiatives: (a) the regulation of ‘terest politics” and “interest
intermediation”; (b) the restructuring of EU govence; and (c) discussions of the
EU’s “democratic legitimacy crisis”. The Commissi®melevant policy programmes
and projects, which aim to cultivate legitimacyaihgh the ECS discourse, have been
developed in accordance with the motto of conngctiith the citizens and
consultations with EU NGOs. This chapter focusestlom development of the
Commission’s discourse on ECS, i.e. from the EU NGi@corporation into EU
decision-making under the Commission’s intermedriagpolicy to their integration
into administrative reform and the legitimacy @isif EU governance. With respect
to the latter, Chapter four evaluates the Commissimotto of connecting with the
citizens, which has been introduced as a remedyetdegitimacy crisis of European
governing, i.e. Plan D (Com 2005), CommunicatiotidyqCom 2006), and Europe
for Citizens (Com 2007). While the first of thesensists of the Commission’s
documents specifically related to the role of NGOE&U governing, the second one
seeks the extent to which and how EU NGOs are edduedth the Commission’s

technologies of bridging the gap between EU goveraind the citizens.

Finally, Chapter five explains how the platformsElfl NGOs conceive and define
the Commission’s discourse on ECS and participatiagketches out a debate on the
Social Platform by concentrating on how it receiwe® perceives these policies
(defined as the European art of government). Theirg into the Social Platform
aims at understanding how the actors of civil dgchich are subject to EU
governance reflect upon these policies. This chlafitet, explains how the Social
Platform perceived the major developments of EUitipel during the 1990s,
including the introduction of new modes of goverrgrnthe convention on the future
of Europe, enlargement, the motto of bringing thé lack to its citizens and social
policies. Then, it examines the Platform’s decisiaking processes, working

methods, and communication tools. This chapter a@gplores the Platform’s
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relations with its constituencies, with a particufacus on capacity building and
training activities. Finally, it analyses how theatform perceives the Commission’s

discourse on patrticipation and participatory deraogr
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CHAPTER 2

DEMOCRATISING PROMISE OF NGOs IN NORMATIVE MODELS O F
DEMOCRACY

NGOs can be useful for a democratic model in sévaspects. Fung (2003)
delineates six ways by which societal associatiomstribute to democracy: “the
intrinsic value of associational life, fosteringvici virtues and teaching political
skills, offering resistance to power and checkiogegnment, improving the quality
and equality of representation, facilitating publdeliberation and creating
opportunities for citizens and groups to partiacdatOn this basis, this section
interrogates normative theories of democracy bycentrating on how they evaluate
the role of societal groups in the constructiom aflemocratic system. It evaluates the
roles and functions assigned to NGOs (as concepédain different models of the
normative theory of democracy) according to thrgeeats: socio-political integrity,
belonging and will formation. The first of these @masises that a political entity’s
vital objective is to maintairsocio-political integrityamong its constituencies; it
presumes that associational life would foster aaqguired social values and civic
skills. Secondbelongingis the rational or emotional basis for fostering teeling of
membership in any political system. Whereas theroanitarian approach argues
that this can only be achieved through common &lbhestory, language, religion,
ethnicity and culture, deliberative scholars deeasge ethnic and civic identity in
favour of the system’s integrative potential. Yedttb the communitarian and
deliberative approach agree that associations waelderate belonging to the
political community. Finally, the normative theoof democracy considerill
formation a prerequisite for any political entity in order attain legitimacy in its
decision-making and policy implementation proceqstsbermas 2001; 1996a). In
the contemporary era, the extent of the rules aidips taken beyond the national
democratic spaces are increasing each day. Thimagy of these rules is under
question, given that they lack any process of fitination? This argument is based

on the claim that it is not merely technical andjulative issues, such as

21t has been claimed that 80% of the policy aredschv used to be governed by national
governments are falling into the domain of Europdaion (Curtin 1997:3).
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environmental policies, telecommunication or trawggion issues, that are
controlled, steered, regulated and governed aEtivepean level. In addition, the
policies at the heart of state sovereignty now daltler the European governance,
including social policy? fiscal policy, immigration policy? culture and education.
Scholars of normative democracy have elaborated tips process as the legitimacy
crises of European governance. Based on this diseyshis section will elaborate
the normative grounds of societal participatiorpatitics, namely in will formation,
the construction of belonging, political integrignd articulating “public reason” in

decision-making processes.

In the following, | will elaborate the roles andnfitions assigned to NGOs in
different models of the normative theory of demaogra liberalism,
communitarianism republicanism, deliberative modelsnd associative models

Further, as a critique of the deliberative modeljll refer toradical democracy.

2.1. Liberalism of Rawls
The self of liberalism is autonomous and confemt rights. For this reason, it has

been criticised for being atomistic, and thus movming a solid basis for political-
social integrity. Further, it depicts will formatioin a metaphorical moment of
contract; the contract illuminates the transforovatirom a pre-political to the
political society. For instance, Rawls describéw ‘Will to live together” prior to the
construction of a polity; constituents of politicaystem “consent” on the basic
principles of a just society. Thus, principles of political society are pre-cems

Rawls does not illustrate consent as a processabuf set of pre-established

'3 The European Union determines the guidelines doras and employment policies, and leaves the
governance of the labour market and industrialticria to the nation-states. For details, see the
European Employment Strategy 1997, Lisbon Agenda fknowledge-based economy 2000, and the
open method of coordination.

4 See Sicakkan, H (2008).

> For Hobbes the ethos of the contract was survigal.ocke it was the need to secure the natural
rights of “life, liberty, and property”; for Rousse it was freedom; and for Rawls it was the fear of
not being poor and the will to live a just society.
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principles. Therefore, will formation does not desiin public deliberation, yet
associational life is not of a particular concern.

The liberalism of Rawls draws a narrow definitidrntlee public sphere, and draws a
distinction between public sphere and civil soci&gawls’ public sphere is related to
“overlapping consensus”. Rawls depicts a clear deatian between the public and
the private; he does not acknowledge the appearanderepresentation of the
features belonging to the private in the publicishhew suggests that as long as the
differences and contests inherent to private clgieng. religious, ethnic and other
cultural issues) are not carried to the public spheocial cohesion is not disturbed.
As his theory is individual rights-based, he doe$ assign a normative role to
collective action as the prerequisite for democray justice. In other words, Rawls
does not consider societal participation to be exquisite for a well-functioning
democracy, and societal participation does not ssdy entail democratising
consequences to Rawls. Rather, in a Kantian etfrenalework, he posits aapriori
autonomous self, a situation which does not leayespace for the contextual reason
that could emerge from within civil society. In ethwords, the principles of justice
and the frame of public reason are already prera@ted as “generally valid norms”
(Forst 2002:96). Hence, Rawls’ depiction of a gsutiety does not necessarily
depend on societal participation, since his pdalitroject aims to constitute political
legitimacy on the basis of justi¢®which stems from “overlapping consensus” on

the reasonable comprehensive views in socfety.

In sum, to Rawls, the principles of “public reasare givena priori for social
interaction; therefore, civil society is not acknedged as origin of “public reason”,

but rather as the realm of heteronomy, the realmanfhy competing reasons and

' The two principles of justice in Rawls are theldaling: “1) Each person has an equal claim to a
fully adequate scheme of basic rights and libertidgsch scheme is compatible with the same scheme
for all; and in this scheme the equal politicaklities, and only those liberties, are to be guesht
their fair value. 2) Social and economic inequeditare to satisfy two conditions: first, they ardoe
attached to positions and offices open to all urm®erditions of fair equality of opportunity; and
second, they are to be to the greatest benefiteolieiast advantaged members of society (1993:5).”

" Rawls calls this project political liberalism, whi differs from ethical liberalism. In this sense,
liberalism, as an ethical political philosophy (ileocke, Kant and Mills) becomes one of the
comprehensive doctrines (Charney 1998:98).
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interests. Furthermore, Rawls does not define siliety as the private realm either.
Rather, he locates civil society in a public vsn4pablic distinction. The non-public
corresponds to associational life within civil stgi and it includes the family,
voluntary associations, clubs and churches (Ib#B). Therefore, non-public
reasoning entails the social uses of reasons arahdtitutes the background culture
of the society, as opposed to the public politmature (lbid., 98). For Rawls, the
public sphere is therefore not institutionalisediwil society, but in a supreme court,
which monitors the public use of reason “as a raiiné ideal”. Defined in this way,
it is the public use of reason, in contrast ton-public use, which constitutes
Rawls’ conception of the public sphere. Moreoveay® adds that public reason
also applies to citizens when they “engage in palitadvocacy in the public forum
and vote on issues concerning constitutional esderand matters of basic justice”
(Rawls 1993:215-216 in Charney 1998:98).

It can be concluded that Rawls does not definecestsonal life as the constitutive
element in politics. In such a project, NGOs caraitdin a normative role, in the
sense that they are defined as the backgroundreultw the non-public use of
reason’ Accordingly, liberalism does not suggest thatstste should support civic
organisations and involve them in decision-makivigt what is most important for
liberal thought is the right to establish assooiai along with the state’s guarantee

of non-intervention in citizens’ activities and grammes.

2.2. The Communitarian Participatory Model
Communitarianism suggests a critique of the riglatsed approach and the

individualism that underpins liberal thought. Conmitarianism is inspired by

'8 The liberalism of Rawls also differs from Lockelimeralism, in that it tries to conceptualise the
basis of political legitimacy in the complex divigysthat characterises modern societies. Rawls’
Political Liberalism (1993) therefore discusses how to make theserelifées possible when living
together in a democratic way. In other words, Radsances himself from a Hobbesian stance of
everyone for him- or herself, as well as Lockeaeralism in which each individual tries to fostés h

or her own interest. Rather, Rawils illustrates @l@hof political integration where the moral cluste
such as religious and philosophical attitudes,manide access to an agreement on issues of common
concern.
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Aristotle, Hegel and Rousseau, as opposed to tmtidfainfluence behind Rawls’
theory. Communitarians criticise the atomistic sélfiberalism and prioritises rights
over the good (Taylor 1989 and 2004; Sandel 199&lzéV 1983; Macintyre 1984).
They try to reverse this dichotomy, challenging i@ntian basis of the rights-based
autonomous self and replacing it with the notiontltd common good and the
community. The community life which is based on theople’s interactions
constitutes the very idea of communitarian thou@ldmmunitarian thought asserts
that the rights, justice, democracy and the constm of self cannot be considered
apart from the community’s role in maintaining theciety’s “ethos” {hat the
society isandwhat the essences are that define the sqgciatd its “telos” where
the society is headexhdwhat the future purposes of the society) aF®rst describes
the communitarian critique of liberalism thus: “eital public purposelessness does
not permit a form of democracy that gathers theemis around a common good.
Moreover, such a legal-individualist society notyocannot survive in the long-run,
it cannot be just either” (Forst 2002: 101).

With respect to our focus, this critique impliesitthhe right to assemble does not
guarantee social-political integration. Rather, lditéer requires shared social values
(Etzioni 1993) and social trust (Putnam 1993). isltexpected that these can be
achieved through associational life. Tocquevilt,ihstance, mentions that the ethos
of common problem-solving was the main integrafmee of American society. In
parallel to Tocqueville (1835/1840[2000]), DeweW2¥) also stresses the “problem
solving public”, a political model which maintainstegrity through a pragmatic
search for common solutions to common problemsndt(1993), on the other
hand, focuses on the psycho-cognitive consequeinparbcipation by arguing that
associational life reinforces the social capital @fizens. The views of the
aforementioned scholars, in general, are promisinipat they think of identity in
ways other than ethno-cultural origins; hence, ¢bemopolitan and deliberative
scholars have revealed the possibility that a palituld emerge in the absence of a
common past, language and ethno-cultural identity.
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2.3. The Republican Participatory Model
In republican thought, all citizens are attache@&ach other through membership in

the political community. It emphasises collectivell iormation processes. The
nation-state, then, cements the community throuigd political principle of
citizenship. In this respect, whereas a commuaitareading of republican thought
suggests a mobilisation of the people under a iceftethos” and “telos”, the
republican model emphasises nourishing individwets civic skills. The role of
associations, in this model, is defined as reinfgrccivic education, through e.g.
“attention to the public goods, habits of coopemtitoleration, respect for others,
and respect for the rule of law, willingness to tiggrate in public life, self-
confidence, and efficacy” (Fung 2003, see also &artP84). Hence, republican
thought advocates the potential of participatiopravide political-social integration
through the promotion of civic culture and endowaild citizens with the idea of
finding common solutions to common problems. Thaulbdican model entails the
state’s involvement in encouraging associatiorfal lhowever, this involvement is

related to the very idea of republican thoughtedf-governance and positive right:

Political participation and communication are pesitrights. They guarantee not freedom from
external compulsion but the possibility of partaion in a common praxis, through the exercise
of which citizens can first make themselves intcatvhey want to be—politically autonomous

authors of a community of free and equal persorbérmas 1996a:22).

As Habermas stresses, the republican ideal rentesutochthonous understanding
of the state by embedding sovereignty in the wilthee people. The people, then,
perform their own self-regulation by participatimgelections, referendums, protests
and associations. For our concern, consequentlyubiiean thought does not
necessarily imply any incorporation of the assomie into the decision-making
process. The stress here is rather on transforrtiagindividuals into virtuous

citizens; in other words, the stress is on iderfatynation.

2.4. The Deliberative Participatory Model
The deliberative model proposes an understandingeafocracy with a particular

focus on dialogue, communication and communicatatenality. As a project it
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aims to refocus “vote-centric’ democracy to “takntric’ democracy. For our
purposes, we question whether this model assigraeafor associations in this
dialogue: this question can be elaborated by foguen how the deliberative model

defines the public use of reason and Habermasbnati communicative power.

Contrary to the holistic notion of a collectivelgtiag citizenry as the basis for the
will formation of communitarians, proponents of iderative school advance will
formation as inherent to the process of particgratiTo shed light on this, Benhabib
defines the understanding of democratic legitimacya deliberative model thus:
“....legitimacy in complex societies must be thoughtresult from the free and
unconstrained public deliberation of all about matof common concern. Thus a
public sphere of deliberation about matters of raltoncern is essential to the

legitimacy of democratic institutions” (Benhabib9B68).

The deliberative model opens the possibility for‘amthentic reason” which can be
generatedrom within civil society, which in turn could have implicati® for the
political situation, both in terms of the entren@mhof the ethos of the polity at the
macro level, and the implementation of policiethat micro level. It should be noted
that the normative role assigned to civil sociaty ¢he public spheres which emerge
at the sub-systemic level in the participatory mMagean more than the merely
instrumental role of articulating the former to tstate structures. It goes beyond a
instrumental approach and ascribes an ethical aonative power to the
institutionalised or non-institutionalised sub-pab) conceptualising them as capable

of generating an authentic reason vis-a-vis thearaf the state.

Benhabib elaborates the different conceptualisatiminthe public use of reason in
the public spheres of Rawls’ liberalism and delitee democracy. Keeping in mind
that the “public sphere” is defined as the “caroéthe public use of reason” (Fraser
2007), it is necessary to elaborate the way thdippube of reason is interpreted in
the two different models. Benhabib draws three soin which her deliberative

model diverges from Rawils: “[first,] the delibekati model does not restrict the
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agenda of public conversation: in fact it encousagkscourse about the lines
separating the public from the private; second, dbkberative model locates the
public sphere in civil society, and is much moreeiasted in the ways in which
political processes and the ‘background cultureeract’® and finally, while the
Rawlsian model focuses upon ‘final and coercive @owthe deliberative model
focuses upon noncoercive and nonfinal process ohi@p formation in an
unrestricted public sphere” (1996:76). Benhabib cidlates a different

conceptualisation of the public reason:

[Clivil society is also publicCivil society and its associations are not publithe sense
of always allowing universal access to all, butythee public in the sense of being part of
that anonymous public conversation in a democrAcgeliberative model of democracy
is much more interested than Rawls in what he ¢abiskground cultural conditions”,
precisely because politics and political reasonafn&ys seen to emerge out of a cultural
and social context. Public reason certainly camagdy distance itself from this context
and evaluate it critically, but it can never contplg render transparent all the
background conditions that give rise to it. Thistlie kernel of truth in postmodern
critiques of Kantian rationalism, which point outat reason is always situated in a
context that it can never render completely compmsible to discursive analysis
(1996:76).

In this respect, the deliberative model developdifierent understanding of the
public use of reason, and this understanding dossi one of the distinguishing
aspects of deliberative democracy. Having embedtiedpublic sphere in civil

society, the deliberative model enables associstiongenerate a rational-critical
discourse and articulation of the public use ofsoma Hence, it refutes the
metaphysical interpretation of public reason in Bamodel, where it is defined as a
regulative ideal. Rather, it delineates an autlkentiblic reason, which is generated
from within the communications in civil society. gxiations attain a crucial role in
this model, since they constitute the instituticsed segments of civil society. Their
roles concern fostering public deliberation and ¢hgical gaze on decision-making,
l.e. the watchdogs of democracy. Their efficacythen explicated by exerting

19 This is what Fraser (1992) argues with respetti¢aconceptual contribution of the sub-publics.
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communicative power on the system. In the followingwill focus on what

communicative power entails in Habermas.

Within the scope of the deliberative model, Habesrferuses on the role of law as
the integrating mechanism through pmocedural understanding of democracy
Habermas’ further contributions include a de-suttsfised notion of legitimacy and
sovereignty (Habermas 1998). The de-substantiahs¢idn enables the constitution
of legitimacy in the process of lawmaking. Concepiing the legitimacy in a
process enables a contingent definition of consengucontradicts the liberal
definition of pre-political consensus and the comitarian definition of a pre-
determined collective good. Habermas affirms thekiean approach of separating
administration and market, whereas he shares théliean idea of solidarity as an

integrative element.

However, rather than focusing on culture as thentepe of solidarity, Habermas
points out the role of law and politics. The centf his argument is that a just and
fair process of lawmaking that includes all affeigtentegrates the people as
participants in theiself-directionof society. This view, instead of dealing with the
outcome of the political processes, thus focusesthenproceduresthemselves.
Habermas portrays a deliberative model as a potsphgsical premise of
integration in modern societies, in the sense bvigles a critique of the
communitarian reading of the ethical constructidérpalitical discourse. He moves
instead from ethics to justice, taking particulaspiration from Kantian morality;
thus, he stresses the moral construction of palitdtiscourse through discourse
ethics. This implies that public reason should rédeuniversal principles, extending
the ethical reference of a given community. Habem#hen, draws his
methodological Kantian ideas from the communitagatique of republican thought

in his focus on the deliberative model.

Habermas finds the republican notion of a citizenoflectively acting through

popular sovereignty utopian. In complex societtesvould be challenging for the
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sovereign to maintain integrity in the society undeertain “ethos” and mobilise the
nation through a “homogenous value system” on ettuttmral grounds (Habermas
1998; 1996a and 1996b). Procedural democracy ousstihe “homogenous
imaginative structure”pased on theubstancef republican communitarian thought,
and the processes of entrenchment of general Wibkt, the substancéased
understanding of communitarians assumes the egisteh a homogenous nation,
within which a homogenous “general will” can emerged in turn, the members of
the political community consent to be loyal to tidea of a homogenous future
(Habermas 1996b, 2000).

Second, procedural democracy questithresprocess of collective will formatiom
republican thought, collective will is pre-determéh the “will” is there to be
discovered by the people. In Rawls, will formatismot even a process; individuals
(not organised groups) consent to the constituth@ms of society at a
transcendental stage (not necessarily in literdy diée). Procedural democracy at
this point criticises republicanism by asking whscdvers the will, and under which
conditions. Further, it asserts that these questawa of no less importance than the
content of the “will itself”. In contrast, proceddrdemocracy endeavours to suggest
a “democratic realistic” formula for these quessioRirst, it explains that sovereignty
is decentred and relies on procedures, as oppostt tutopian idea which asserts
that the whole nation comes together and launchesmon will. Rather, people
initiate their sovereignty in the processes of lakmg; all affected participate in the
process. For instance, Habermas illustrates thecedioes as compromises,
discourses of self-understanding and justice (1R96lirthermore, deliberative
democracy is based on a specific mode of conduohgrthe interlocutors in which
the interaction is to be held in communicative @gtiin contrast with instrumental
rationality—a form of rationality through which pale try to maximise their self-
interested goals through their interactions. The geocedures and the principle of
guaranteeing the inclusion of all affected enabieiedy to self-determine its
direction, goals, values and telos. Society is tteBned as the agent of its own

making. In this view, then, the societal instita@b settings can function as public
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sphere(s) wherein and through which the commuricaftiom within civil society
could resonate in other publics, considering thezbatal network communication
among the networks and the public as society ireiggnand restrict the action of the
state (Habermas 1996a; 1996b).

This debate is related to associational life in thense that it necessitates
associations’ reference to universal validity clgjme. claims that no one would
reject. Hence, Habermas’ stress on the associatleastrictly differs from an
interest intermediation: whereas Habermas refeumniteersal values, the stress of the
latter is on particular interests. In this contekie influence of associations is to
promote a communicative power, but not necessailgonsultation with the

administrative power:

Informal public opinion formation generates “infhee”; influence is transformed into
“communicative power” through the channels of pcéit election; and communicative

power is again transformed into “administrative poimhrough legislation(Habermas

1996b:29

In sum, the deliberative model of Habermas and Bkitthassigns NGOs the roles of
detecting new issues of public concern and bringlmgm to the public agenda,
without necessarily solving these issues. Therefbtabermas is critical of the
proximity between the state and NGOs, particulatéte financing of NGOs, since it

can lead to a colonisation of the life-world (cisdciety) by the system (the state).

The writings of Habermas have made a great conioibwo the normative theory of
democracy, specifically at the point where he destantialises the sources of
legitimacy and sovereignty, and reveals the thealegrounds of deriving them
through the procedural processes of lawmaking anbliq deliberations. The
formalist approach of Habermas confers an ethicad anoral value on the
procedures, since he claims that if “the processawimaking is fair, the results
would be fair too” (Habermas 1996b). In other wortts Habermas, what makes
decisions or systems legitimate are not the outspnieit the process itself.
Habermas derives the principles of the procedumes the universal validity claims
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of equal participation of all and being open toadlected. Habermas further assesses
the manner in which communicative rationality caigioate from within the sub-
systems of civil society. As has been shown, thia parallel claim with Benhabib,
who emphasises that public spheres are locatdeinitil society and public reason
generated from the sub-systemic level of commumicatNevertheless, Habermas
has been criticised for neglecting several impantemnts. Primarily, it is claimed, he
neglects power relations; he does not take segidhsl background of the processes
which led to the emergence of the procedures (EBigbi998). The critique further
challenges Habermas’ argument that the principlesiwdetermine the procedures
are universally valid, since power relations cander the realisation of an ideal

procedure of equal participation and open to all.

2.5. Associative Democracy, Deliberative Direct Gernance
The conclusion to be drawn from the foregoing distan is that the normative

theory does not suggest that associations shoulithdmporated into decision-

making, i.e. neither in a corporatist nor plurahisty. Yet a corporatist understanding
and an over-politicised society could also be seentotalitarian regime, such as the
fascist regimes in Italy and Germany during therioéllum. Nonetheless, since the
1990s, a group of scholars have endeavoured ttalisei democracy through the
direct integration of associations in the politisgistem (Cohen and Rogers 1995;
Hirst 1994). Associative democracy suggests that absociations could provide
equality of representation and efficiency in gowerce; therefore, it proposes a
rescue plan for democracy, particularly through insdiion, empowerment and the

creation of associations.

The proponents of associative democracy proposarecratic model of which the
state plays a central role in integrating the datiaterests to politics. The resources
of state are used to balance the representatisypalraetries, so that marginal groups
and the underrepresented find formal channels tontegrated into the political
system (Baccarro 2006). Furthermore, the state iisediscretion to choose the
organisations which show potential to promote tbmmon good (i.e. transcending

their particular interests) (Cohen and Rogers 19%5)s therefore associative
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democracy which argues that associations shouklpported by the state and then

integrated into decision-making.

Associative democracy draws on deliberation as denad conduct; in this system,
the source of legitimacy is based on deliberatiand procedures. In contrast to
Habermas’ focus on the subjectless communicatioremgmous public
communication—of political discourse, associativamdcracy concentrates on the
immediate actors in deliberation, namely the asgmeis. In this respect, Cohen and
Rogers (1995) have portrayed the benefits of agsons as follows: epistemological
assistance to policy makers; equalising repregentato that functional interests can
also be represented; educating citizens (as thencontarian and republican models
assert); and providing alternative modes of gouwareaThe last of these implies the
incorporation of societal organisations into theveyoance of society. To quote
Cohen and Rogers (lbid.), “associations can prowadeistinctive form of social
governance, alternative to markets or public hadmnas, that permits society to
realise the important benefits of cooperation amagnber citizens”. Nonetheless,
this definition stresses the problem-solving creidés of associations, rather their
representing their members. Therefore, the funatidivision between the state and
civil society disappears. Cohen and Rogers (ltligidate the roles of associations
in this model: “[Associations] help to formulateca@xecute public policies, and take
on quasi-public functions that supplement or supplide state’s more directly

regulatory actions”

2.6. The Critique of Deliberation
Moralising the problem-solving premises of the puihise of reason at the sub-

systemic level, in this case civil society, coulégk the macro-mentalities. This
could lead to a definition of politics merely dedah in utilitarian and pragmatist
terms (Mouffe 2005). Habermas places the principiethe participation of all

affected on equal ground as morality. However, witienpolitical is merely defined
as a problem-solving activity, the constitutive athof the political rule could be
hidden or avoided. From a critical point of idegtpgolitical rule would require an
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internalisation of hegemony (and the methods oing)d] while reproducing the
societal control mechanisms. As an illustratiortto$ debate, Mouffe (2005) gives
the symbiotic relationship between environmentaliamd neo-liberalism. The
procedural understanding would affirm the partitgraof the all-affected in (in his
example) an environmental issue, including the llGrad national governments,
industry, environmental citizen groups, experts. élowever, radical democracy
does not perceive this “stake-holder” understandindemocracy as a radical effort,
and it urges that the mentality, the neo-liberdigoes, which prepared the ground of
the damage of nature in the first place should ariiy be attacked. Mouffe (Ibid.)
further asserts that since universal claims arémmgent and context—dependent, they
can be resisted and reformed. In contrast with Ké&sifproposal of a strategy of
resistance to address the macro-mentalities ofigadlpower, Foucault suggests that
political rationalities can also be challenged la¢ tmargins, in daily practices,
wherein political rationalities are exerted. Having off the King’s head, Foucault
(1991) attempts to portray, detect and problematisecharacteristics of political
power—beyond the state and decentred—while shiftivgy direction of analysis
from “who governs”to “where and through which rationalities politicalopver
governs.

2.7. Concluding remarks
This chapter elaborated the roles and functiongmesd to NGOs in different models

of the normative theory of democradyzeralism, communitarianispmepublicanism,
deliberative mode|sandassociative modelg-urthermore, it developed a critique of
the deliberative model. It sketched out the liter@at on the contribution of
associational life to democracy, and the way retatibetween state and society are
illustrated in each model. The latter entails tbke rof the state in the emergence,
empowerment and funding of societal organisati@m] their incorporation into
public policies. We focused on the role of theestiatorder to portray the extent of
associations’ autonomy. We focused on whetherdbpeactive models prioritise the
involvement of associations into public policy imder to detect the normative
grounds of the contemporary discourse on civil etyci participation and civil
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society and governance. The conclusion to be dr@éwvthat it is associative
democracy which stresses a proactive role for tate sn constituting a type of
organisational form which directly engages in pubpolicies. Other models
(liberalism, communitarianism, republicanism andilagation) do not suggest the
“governmentalising of civil society”. In Rawls, ig¢ a right to assemble; the state, in
fact, should not intervene into civil society. Coommtarians concentrate on
community organisations, and hence the socialigimgacts of associational life.
Republicanism, on the other hand, conceives ofigiaation in associations as an
instrument nourishing individuals with civic consgsness and civic duties. Yet
Habermas and Benhabib stress the communicative rp@ivethe anonymous
(subjectless) political discourse within civil setyi; hence, they stress the impact of

associations in public deliberation.

The main difference between Habermas and Rawlaitsthile Habermas generates
public reason from within public communication, fBawls, public reason is a
regulative ideal which the citizens and politicaltas ought to refer to. This
difference can be illustrated in the example ofdlssertation’s object of inquiry, the
EU NGOs. In a Habermasian conception, EU NGOs earobsidered constituent of
the public sphere if they manage to link the anomysndeliberations emerging
within the civil society to the political public bpre, thus acting like a transmission
belt (Habermas 2008). To Rawls, NGOs should refqaré-set principles and norms
which regulate their actions.

Liberalism of Rawls further suggests that the rightassemble is one of the main
rights of individuals. However, the question is Wiex it is better to posit this right
within the categories of negative or positive rgyliBerlin 1969). With respect to
negative rights, the state is simply responsible doaranteeing the rights of
individuals, and does not interfere in the indiatlwealm. Negative rights are
inherent to the individual, so that it is the indival who determines whether or not
to benefit from that particular right (here, thght to form civic organisations).

Positive rights (associated with republicanism),tio@ other hand, entail the state’s
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interference in the individual realm; they condBtumecessary measures to ease the
life of the individual. Related to the discussioerdy a positive-right perspective
would conceive of the right to organise as a prdi@mn of a good society,
independent from the will of the individual. Forstance, some countries, such as
Sweden and the Netherlands, apply a positive-niggtspective in promoting and
financially supporting immigrant associations. Nibredess, in a negative-right
perspective, the initiative to create these instihs belongs to the immigrants
themselves. In the light of this illustration, @rcbe seen that Rawls is closer to the

negative-right perspective when it comes to righdriganise.

The debate surrounding the public sphere also cosdhe limits of the private and
public realms. The action theory of the public sphelucidates the publicity
involved in face-to-face relations. Arendt advosage strict division between the
public and private, defining the public realm as thalm offreedom and the private
realm as that ofiecessitiesArendt identifies the private sphere as the hiooisk so
that the outside of the family is then defined ablig—idealised in the agora and the
arenas of the Greepolis. Along with Rawls, Arendt does not have the aim of
integrating the private into the political. Nevestibss, while Rawls develops a
limited notion of the public sphere, Arendt definglsnost all space outside the
family as public. Rawls tries to conceal differemar the private with an aim to
prevent any possible grounds of contestation aaghels which could derive from
them. Hence, the public sphere of Rawls is freeafflicts. In contrast, Arendt’s
public sphere is open to clashes since it is tlk@afor arguing everything that is
related to the public (Arendt 1958). Arendt, furthere, claims that with modernity
the public sphere has also become a realm of neessso that the political has
turned out to be the economy, an activity of rulihg people as a household. In this
respect, Arendt shows parallels with the Foucaultancept of governmentality.
Foucault, too, points out the shift of state pofvem the security of the territories to
an art of government, i.e. pastoral power, whicthesgovernment of the population
as economy (as Arendt would define it).
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To continue with Foucault's emphasis, the goverralgyp approach considers

public reason not as a transcendental, metaphysibadal concept, but as political
(Flyvbjerg 1998). Further, though civic rationaii (i.e. rational-critical reason
emerging from within civil society) propose an aft&ive system of governing, there
is no guarantee that that these bottom-up reasanddwoffer a better way of

governing. The Foucaultian critique argues thaicaiationalities are also embedded
in power, and as with all relations of power, thigiation oscillates between liberty
and tyranny (Cruikshank 1999).
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CHAPTER 3

A THEORETICAL INQUIRY INTO PARTICIPATORY DEMOCRACY AT
EUROPEAN UNION LEVEL

This chapter focuses on the theoretical and nowmatecessity to discuss public
spheres beyond the nation-state, and addresses posséle challenges for its
democratising promises. The first chapter elabdratéferent models of the
normative theory of democracy, with a specific fo@n the democratising promise
of institutionalised societal participation in gadal processes. These models,
however, rest on the national paradigm, and theyatotake the consequences of
transnational social relations into consideratioarthermore, the normative theories
of democracy still entail a nation-state and a \Meslian state system-specific
perspective. This chapter, on the other hand, addse the debate about the
possibility—and necessity—of transcending the Wealipn state system and the
methodological nationalist paradigm in social tlyeand philosophy. In other words,
the first chapter compared different models of retime theory by evaluating their
different positions on political integrity, belomgj building, will formation, and the
role of societal participation in the public sphéraving introduced the debate on
the possibility of transnational public sphereshwiraser (2007), we will now
discuss, first, the reasons behind the emergendkeofransnational public sphere,

and further, the European public sphere(s).

Contemporary social theory emphasises the transtiwm from the “national
constellation” to the “post-national constellatipiri which the understanding of the
“‘government” has been shifted to the “system of eggnance”, along with de-
bordering and globalising trends (Habermas 2001bn 21999; Beck and Grande
2007). At the national setting there has been gremmce of the “territory, state, and
the national citizens”. The nation-state has blerdcus of power solely responsible
for the governance of the national people, for whbenexternal territorial impact on
domestic politics is limited. While the traditionaétional approach focused on the
national domain as the space of governance by dtiemstate, within the national
48



territories, and for the national citizens, a camerary conceptualisation of politics
has emphasised the transcendence of governancad#y® nation-state. This has
entailed the argument that nation-states have gdharsubstantial amount of their
sovereignty with EU institutions and newly-emergadra-governmental institutions.
Based on this, scholars of European studies desélepveral concepts to define the
current political structuring within Europe, such a “polity” (Eriksen et al 2005;
Delanty and Rumford 2005), a “system of governar(&schler Koch 2006; Koch
and Rittberger 2007; Jachtenfuchs 2001) and a fdewiel governance” (Hooghe
and Marks 2001).

Arguing that the transformation from the “governitieto the “system of
governance” challenges traditional understandinfgstate/society relations, these
scholars have further debated the possibilitieslehocratic decision-making and
legitimate EU governance. The governance apprbasmot concentrated on
democracy and legitimacy. Although it has also mégeattempted to develop a
theory of participatory governance (Kochler-Kochdarinke 2007; Finke 2007),
here, the focus will be on the normative theorgeiocracy.

The proponents of the reflexive polity approachehagserted that people living in
the European space are impacted by the decisi@hpdities of the EU institutions;

however, they cannot participate in the “will fortioa” for the collectively binding

decisions (Eriksen et al 2005). In the nationalsteltation, where “society, territory
and politics” coincide, it is the national stateatttforms the locus of popular
sovereignty. However, the trinity of “national eljjuiium” has been shattered,
resulting in the territory of the national spacengegoverned by the decisions of
different actors (Beck and Grande 2007). Thereforethis account, the system of
EU governance has suffered from problems of legityn This in turn has led to a
political theory that discusses the manner andipiigs of post-national sovereignty

and its implementation beyond the nation-state.
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The reflexive polity approach in EU studies hasnbeespired by the writings of
Habermas (Eriksen et al 2005). Habermas’ proceddsdiberative democracy
appeals to this approach in that it rests upondde of aprocedural implementation
of sovereigntythrough the institutionalisation of procedures ammmmunication.
Hence, procedures and deliberation could overcdraeobstacles which hinder the
emergence of a common communication space, a psiiere, namely a common
demos, language and culture. Procedural democrasydkveloped a critique of
liberal and republican thought. While the formegg@ests a strict state and market
separation that prioritises the market as the nmestraof social cohesion, the latter
advocates the idea of a collectively acting citigeidabermas argues that neither of
these perspectives offers sufficient alternativastlie current era of complex and
diverse societies (Habermas 1996b). Habermas’ vaisiplementing sovereignty
through the procedures and institutionalised chishaecommunication has given
impetus to debates of democracy beyond the nataie;sas this model provides an
alternative way of thinking beyond the represemtatind substantive understanding
of democracy (Drzyek 1999, 2001; Bohman 2004, 2@05y7). Habermas links the
market and politics through the peripheral netwodfspolitical public spheres
derived from civil society. Hence, the (politicghublic sphere emerges as an
analytical category that links societal demands puablic opinion to the political

structures.

Through the critique of communitarian and liber@lbught, cosmopolitans in
European studies have investigated the theorajrcainds for the application of the
deliberative understanding of politics, such as éfaias’ ideas, to the European
polity. “Deliberative democracy” appeals to Habasian European scholars in that,
first, it theoretically allows ethnic and civic ity to be detached from each other.
Second, it provides the philosophical and theaakt@asis to bridge the gap between
society and the system of European governance, lajeng post-national
participatory models of democracy, since it deritles public spherédrom within
civil society (Vink 2007). Based on the discourdbias of the Kantian tradition,

deliberative democracy suggestsliberation, as opposed to rational choice and
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utilitarianism, as the mode of conducting transdp@an communication, making the

political interaction of strangers possible.

3.1. Organised civic action and Imagining Trans-nabnal Public sphere(s)

It has been argued that platforms of European N&@arks could be conceived as
the nucleus of European civil society (Curtin 1988agnette 2003; and Eriksen
2005b). This, however, is contingent on their fionnhg as the public sphere of civil
society (Calhoun 1992, 1993; Habermas 1996a)the.extent to which they are
integral topublic opinion formation processesgecision articulationand thespread
of the norms and discoursemn European spacdahrough the network of
communications (see also Figure 1). In other wothkeir democratising promise
hinges on their bridging the system of governamzksociety. We elaborated on the
manner in which normative theories of democracwieatdefinition of public sphere
and assign a role for societal participation in fhv®cesses of socio-political
integration. The following pages will endeavour ttanslate this discussion into
European governance. It discusses the extent tohvthe public sphere beyond the
nation-state at a transnational level could be iptsssand how it could be
conceptualised in the European context.

Anonymous societal discourse “emerges”

l

receiving dissemination within  the

l - ‘_,_._._.,,_._‘_ T

NGOs[carrying ]

circulationin the NGO community

Figure.1 A discursive depiction of the role of European N§G(@ the European Public
Sphere
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The recent seminal work of Fraser (2007) addredsesecessity to theorise the
public sphere beyond the nation-state. Fraser (2@&&ntly presented a prominent
contribution to the theory of the public spherensidering the contemporary
globalising trends, extension of the governancehaeism beyond the nation-state
and spread of new technology. In this work, Frases to reconsider the theory of
the public sphere in a transnational context wiséee revisits HabermasStructural
Transformationsn order to depict the relationship between theonastate and the
public sphere. Fraser points out ti&tuctural Transformationshowed the public
sphere was only possible within the nation-state;aamatter of fact, it was the
nation-state which made public communication pdes(tbid.). Fraser elucidates
how the nation-state built the infrastructure theriabled the formation and
circulation of public opinion in her reading of Hainas. First, Fraser stresses that
Structural Transformationshowed how people are bound by the strong ties of
citizenry, so that they can establish commonalitthvetrangers under a universal
category of citizenship. Second, these citizenglees a territorial space which
demarcates the boundaries of the nation-state fytrar nation-states. Third, the
nation-state is also recognised as sovereign lar otiition-states under international
law. Fourth, the nation fosters the mechanism oéaging a unique language and
formal education system inside the territory. Insthvay, the public becomes
possible: the citizens of the nation-state can #dl&gut the national interest within a
national territorial space, through the print medisth a language that everyone
understands, ultimately directing their talk towsaedsovereign-national state (lbid.).

Indicating the symbiotic relation between the puldphere and the nation-state,
Fraser's assessment (which refers to Habermay wark) does not leave any space
to discuss the possibility of public opinion formoat beyond the nation-state.
Nevertheless, in the contemporary era of transnaligation, in which politics is in a
process of restructuring due to the emergence \wrgance mechanisms beyond the
borders, it is necessary to revisit the classicalceptions of social science. This
includes the relationship of the state and societyeneral, and public opinion

formation in particular, which is what Fraser héfradmits. The public sphere as an

52



analytical concept can be reconsidered in a trdimgrad context through two
aspects. The first is inherent to its categoriairgtion. The underlying aspects—
which for Fraser are what make the public sphedéspensable for democracy (in
parallel with the claims of deliberative democraeyhich places public spheres
within civil society, for e.g. Benhabib)—are “commoative generation of the
public opinion” and the “carrier of public use a@ason” (Fraser 2007). That is to
say, normative theory focuses on the generatigdhepublic opinion and public use
of reasoncategorically independent of context, time and space. The matiate
might have faced serious challenges, and theaf@h between the nation-state and
democracy might have been distorted in many polésertheless, normative theory
keeps directing theategoricalquestion: “How could the public opinion emerges th
public use of reason become possible and bothutatec to the decision-making
structures?” Therefore, the normative theory of demacy conceives as a
prerequisite the query of the possibility of pubdginion formation in entrenching

decision-making bodies beyond the nation-stateughpthis entails some problems.

Fraser (Ibid.) indicates that consideration of fheblic sphere is related to the
application of the Kantian principle of “all-affext” into the transnational
governance mechanism. The question is whether IIsgsssition in the debate over
transnational public sphere(s), as well as hersstren the “communicative
generative” character of public spheres could bézed with the “de-substantialised
notion of sovereignty and deliberative democracitie challenge to transnational
public spheres firstly concerns the difficultiesasfvisioning a unique global public
sphere, or a narrow and limited public sphere wicmhld be envisioned above civil
society, for instance a global supreme court as literalism of Rawls would
suggest. The second challenge to transnationalicospheres concerns that the
depiction of public spheres in the system of tratisnal governance in terms of
communitarians or liberals is not only theoretigalmplausible, but also has
normative shortcomings. For instance, communitaoiahberal transnational public
spheres can only be possible under a world-govarhroe the hegemony (in

Gramscian terms) of a superpower — and both woelddually undesirable. Against
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the liberal and communitarian understanding ofgnational public spheres, and in
parallel to Fraser, however, Bohman (1997:181) esghat the global public sphere
and an international civil society are conceivatiieough the Kantian idea of a

cosmopolitan public sphere.

[...]it is primarily the force of opinions of worlditzens, like the opinions of republican citizens
in the state, that will bring about the limitation§ military power necessary for peace. The
prospect of a united international law emerging afuthe current state of nature between nations
is remote. For Kant, this means that a federasorequired. Since he denies any analogy to the
governmental form of the newly formed United Statee pluralism of this association has no
real analogy in the republican form of governmdnt.the cosmopolitan sense, the supreme
coercive power of public right in the state is se@d by the initially very weak power of the
public opinion of world citizens, that is, the paveg acritical public. Even under the conditions
of political pluralism, the formal principle of plitity has a constraining influence, if only an

indirect one, upon already constituted forms of eoand civil authority.

Communicative spaces are transcended beyond thenalaterritories, and new
forms and channels of interaction have been estali transnationally, for instance
around the supranational and regional institutioasd through global social
movements (and the Internet). The question thati&as pose is wheth@ublicity is
entrenchedvithin andfrom withinthe new communicative spaces that have emerged
beyond the nation-state. The critique — which neotkans do not employ-,
however, discusses the extent to which are theseoos are grounded upon the
common good (or public interest), “distilled fronmet hegemonic discourse”,
“challenging governmentality”, “restraining the paal power” and eventually
producing an “authentic reason”. Some empiricatlieti of the public spheres in the
transnational context take a critical stance towdltse newly emerging
communicative spaces, e.g. those spaces which tbaparform critical roles within
transnational decision-making settings. These studuestion the extent to which
the representatives of public are attached to paveertre® and related to the

reproduction of governmentality (Fraser 2003; Mami2000; Dean 1999; Lemke

? This entails a Gramscian approach which examihesnewly-emerging extra-state, as well as
associational and non-institutional assemblies bdythe nation-state within the scope of the
reproduction of hegemony.
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2002). We will elaborate upon these critiques in Chagtege; in the following, we

will focus on the notion of public sphere withirethontext of EU.

3.2. Putting the European NGO Phenomenon in a Norntewe Frame: European
Civil Society and European Public Sphere(s)

EU integration has been in a different phase stheeAmsterdam and Maastricht
Treaties. As Europe has become a space of growengprdtorialisation and de-
nationalisation which is to a great extent shapgdtHe actions of the EU, the
legitimacy of the EU as the prime force behind ¢hesrucial historical
transformations has started to be intensively @etfatThis debate underscores, first,
whether the EU needs a direct legitimacy for itstexce and its policies, in contrast
with the pre-1990s era when the decisions and rectid the nationally elected and
appointed politicians in the EU institutions wereepted as legitimate, and second,
the manner in which the system of EU governancegwdas legitimacy. The French
and Dutch rejection of the Constitution and theHrrejection of the Reform Treaty
were recognised as signs of the vast distance batiyee national societies and EU
institutions and the idea of the EU itself. Thewray focus on the concept of the
European public sphere, as well as its potent@aige for socio-political integrity,

stems from these concerfs.

The transnational public spheesdthe European public sphere@&)ould be studied
as analytically distinct phenomena. The normativerguisites to envision public
spheres beyond the nation-state, for instancedfjtesing decision-making beyond
the national territories, apply to the EuropeanlieuBphereper se Therefore, the
notion of the European public sphere is loaded witbre demanding normative

claims, such as socio-political integrity and denoomstruction. Henceforth, we

21 See, for instanceBellamy, R. (2006); Bohman, J. (2004); Fallesdal, A. and Hix, S.(2006)Horeth, M.
(1999);Lord, C. and Beetham, D.(2001);Lord, C. and Magnette, P.(2004); Offe, C. and Preuss, K.(not
cited);Risse, T. and Kleine, M(2007);Lord and Harris 2006.

22 Eriksen, E. O. (2005); Koopmans, R. and J. Erbe(2004); Risse, T.( 2002); Schlesinger, P.(1995);
Schlesinger, P(2007);Van de Steeg, M(2002);Trenz, H.- J. and Eder, K.(2004).

55



should integrate the traditional concerns of noiveatpolitical theory into the

European integration studies.

Communitarian vs. Cosmopolitan Approach to the paem Public Sphere
Scholars have debated the concept of the Europdait gphere, first, aa category

which could provide a solution to the EU’s legiticyaand democratic deficit
problem, and second, aspassibility that could also contribute to the “common
identity problem” in the European space. Scholans Wwave elaborated the concept
of public sphere through the “statist paradigm” timyexplain it through the lens of
the nation-state. Thus, the lack of a “communadtycommunication” based on a
common language and genuinely European media wésrpiated as the
impossibility of the emerging European public sghdGrimm 1995). In this
communitarian perspective, the lack of a “commoentdy”, or European demos,
has been perceived as a barrier to the emergermdeafopean public (Schlesinger
1995). It can at the same time be claimed thattmemunitarian perspective embeds
a “state paradigm”, falling into th&eleological trapof trying to equate European
institutions with the state and the European paliityh the nation. Further, this view
questions whether EU integration abolishes the onattate and builds a
supranational state as the replica of processesanhto the nation-state. As a matter
of fact, the conception of a European public splvergained in the communitarian
state paradigm fosters a narrow approach of thef&an public sphere that is based
on an idealised picture of an almost homogenousmetpublic sphere which is then
transferred to the European level (Van de Steeg2R0Gurthermore, the
communitarians argue that thinking of public spedseyond the nation-state is not

possible.

There are three fallacies contained in the commadait line of thought. First, the
European polity is not becoming a state-like erdity it is far from competing with
the nation-state, not only in the literal sense déxén in the hypothetical sense, for
the construction of a community which would erobe already-existing structures

of identity building inherent to the nation-stat8econd, there is a new type of polity
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emerging in the European space which is driverhbyBuropean integration process.
It does not erode the nation-state and alreadyegistructures inherent to the
nation-state, such as national citizenship, denoyciagitimacy and culture. Rather,
the existing structures are kept, only transforraed transcended into the new era,
and begin to coexist with the newly emerging on&berefore, this is a dialectical
process. The discussion of the new type of stat@ety and market relations through
the outdated paradigms would lead nowhere but tsurdb and meaningless
discussions of the fictitious competition of theioa-state and the European state.
Third, communitarians are missing a crucial pol# European integration and its
impact on the nation-state and citizens. From tmrounitarian perspective, it is the
state that maintains the ethos of the communitih vaspect to who its members are
what they would like to be in the future. Howevigre recent reconstruction of the
polity has some repercussions on what the statdéfaged as its ethos. Although the
nation-state has an unchallenged dominance in girayiits members through an
ethics of universal category of citizenship, thdedaination of the telos of the
nation, where it is evolving to and what it wouliétel to be, is challenged by
European integration. The EU is promoting a certeay of political culture and set
of norms for the nation-states, such as politikedral democracy, liberal economics,
respect for human rights etc. Therefore, growirggs+tborder impacts on the national
territorial domain are exerting a pressure on taAgonal domains. These cannot be
elucidated through interest-driven power polities, the International Theory of
Realism would suggest. Considering the politicatrecturing within the European
space, there is a normative impact on the “politethics” and the ethos of the
nation-states, which operates as an omnipotent easure in such a way that it

threatens national communities as the unique ceftieeir ethical evolutioA?

23 Beck and Grande (2007:34) illuminate the contempyosacio-political restructuring with the Hegeliagrm
“sublation” in which the past has not been erodad, transformed and transcended into a new forns #
dialectical reading of history, and when the dititad reading of history is reconciled with the imedology of
the relational approach, we could have a critieshdeneutical position of théeitgest.

24 Linklater (2007; 2005) discusses the normativedotpf European integration within the Europeancspa
through the assessment of “civilising impact”, whantails a highly parallel argument with this staént.
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In contrast to the communitarians, Kantian schotdgocate a reflexive polity in
which they argue that common culture, language laistbry are not necessary
requirements for polity building (Eriksen et al Z)0but rather, the problem-solving
for common issues may well provide the basis ofcspolitical integrity. Drawing
inspiration from Habermas i&tructural Transformationcosmopolitans examine the
emergence of public spheres as communicative stageghich European civil
society can deliberatively organise its interestsl articulate them to decision-
making bodies. They interpret the public spheragsintermediary channels between
the civil society and administrative bodies in gf@/ernance mechanism, and relate
the concept to legitimacy and democracy. This e suggests that the public
sphere does not exist prior to or independent afisten-making agencies, but
emerges in opposition to them as a vehicle tottestegitimacy of legal provisions
and as a counterweight to governmental power (Enk&05a). It consists of actors
who debate in public a topic which they considepéadn the public interest, and who
are aware that they are observed by a public. thespresence of a public which
makes the interaction resonates “on stage” (Sté¥IP:250). That is to say, ‘it
includes not only those who take an active pathendebate but always presupposes
that communication resonates among others who itatesta public for this
communication” (Trenz and Eder 2004: 9). Erikse@0&b) claims that freedom of

communication makes possible the public use oforeas

Cosmopolitans build their arguments on the basislaiberative democracy and
discourse theory, in which deliberation is defireithe mode of conduct between
the interlocutors “which does not depend on théectely acting citizenry but on
the institutionalisation of corresponding procedureand conditions of
communication. This concept of democracy no longeeds to operate with the
notion of social whole centred in the state imadirss a goal-oriented subject”
(Habermas 1996b:27). Deliberative democracy directs‘ontological shift away
from the exclusive focus on the state and its timstins” (Kohler-Koch and

Rittberger 2007). It is based on an understandinth® communicative problem-
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solving among free citizens on the principle ofs@a(Benhabib 1996; Elster 1998;
Dryzek 2001; and Forst 2001).

The literature that discusses deliberative demgcirathe context of the EU agrees
that a post-national European polity is emergingd daliberative politics stands as
the critique of the communitarian statist underdiiag of democracy (Schmalz-
Bruns 2007; Bohman 2005; Joerges and Neyer 199Ksder 2005; Eriksen 2005b;
Neyer 2003; Eriksen and Fossum 2002). However, é¢kignsive literature also
distinguishes within itself those who stress th@raoational political and legal
power of the EU (Eriksen and Fossum 2002; Eriksg®@52 Schmalz-Bruns 2007),
and those who advocate a multiple-demoi thesis witlocus on a weak or non-
hierarchical political authority (Bohman 2005, Weil1998, 1999, 2000, Neyer
2003). Both approaches agree when it comes toidgfihe EU as a rights-based
polity; however, the problem arises when it conzesléntifying the subjects of these
rights and the manner of implementing popular seigety. The disagreement stems
from whether it could be a post-national demos taoted in constitutional terms,
as Habermas developed with the concept of constiait patriotism, or multiple
demoi. The latter approach, in focusing on the eddhtiated and diverse
mechanisms, ignores the unifying elements in theaan polity, and considers the
market to emerge as the integrative mechanismaifghlity. On the other hand, a
rights-based polity perspective asserts that theigaitself the integrative element,
when right is elaborated in a Kantian sense asegoacal universal concept.

3.3. Pragmatic Philosophy and Democratic Experimeaiism
The pragmatic approach endeavours to merge theiggsrof discourse ethics and

direct governance (Bohman 2005; Dryzek 1999: Cadnath Sabel 1997). Arguing
that democracy should not wait for the spontaneuasrgence of critical publics, it
suggests that the state should mobilize civil sgdy financially supporting civic

organisations and formally incorporating them itite decision-making structures.
This strategy would eventually create a “criticalzg” around the bureaucratic
administration, while reinforcing efficient and ettive problem-solving governance.

This is particularly appealing to European goveosaim a context where a European
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public cannot be built on the basis of a commomtitieor a common public sphere.
| argue that a pragmatic strategy combines thagefdunctionalism and associative

democracy (with a particular focus on direct goagice).

With respect to Commission’s role of supporting Blgé NGOs, therefore, | argue
that the Commission’s strategy combines a pragmgitidosophy, a functional
approach and associative democracy. It is pragnieeause it suggests that the
Commission take the initiative, instead of expegtam critical rationality and a
common identity to emerge from within the dynamafsthe life-world of civil
society. It is functional because it endeavoursotient the particular interests
towards a common European interest, in additionetdailing a functional
representation of different sectors. Finally, ibeésed on associative democracy since
it presents sponsored associational life as a gaodof doing politics; hence, this
proposal involves an ethical aspect. The latteruireq new forms of societal
organisations, those which are constituted, mavatlirected and guided in order to
become actors in European governance. That is yp ady those organisations
which adapt to these requirements can take pdheiriPlatform (and then in the new
forms of governance). We should, however, note tthe ethics of association does
not consider associational life as a closed sysbernas embedded within networks,

e.g. networks of governance.

3.4. Concluding Remarks
The neo-Kantian deliberative school (De Schutted220Magnette 2003, Eriksen

2001; Stekkek and Nanz 2007)) elucidates the deatisarg promise of the EU

NGOs in terms of their potential for functioningdia transmission belt for European
civil society (i.e. establishing a link between gg@ots movements and political
power) and generating a critical rationality. The/grnance school (Kochler-Koch
and Finke 2007; Zimmer and Freise 2006; Greenw@@¥&; Bouwen 2004; Balme
and Chabanet 2008; Pedler 2007) concentrates omlthef EU NGOs in effective

problem solving. This approach rests on the qualitgolitical end products and the

happiness of the people. The pragmatic approaclthemwther hand, endeavours to
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merge these two approaches (Bohman 2004; CoherRagdrs 1995, Cohen and
Sabel 1997, Fung 2003, Smismans 2006, Hirst 1984uing that democracy
should not wait for the spontaneous emergenceitafatrpublics, it suggests that the
state should mobilise civil society by financiallypporting the civic organisations
and formally incorporating them into the decisioakimg structures. This is
particularly appealing to European governance d¢orgext where a European public
cannot be built on the basis of a common identitg common public sphere.

The proponents of associative democracy propossnacratic model in which the
state plays a central role in integrating societérests into politics. First, the
resources of state are used to balance the repm#saal asymmetries, so that
marginal and underrepresented groups find formahikls for integration into the
political system (Baccaro 2006). Second, the gatats its discretion to choose the
organisations which show potential to promote tbmmon good (i.e. transcending
their particular interests) (Cohen and Rogers 1995)

What | argue is that the relations between the ERDN and the Commission fit well
into this model. Beginning in the early 1990s, tiemmission has followed a
strategy of empowering societal associations, ¢wveuagh it has prioritised Brussels-
based organisations. It has focused on instrumsimglthese organisations to orient
the interests of local NGOs towards the EU. In doso, it has concentrated on
entrenching a European common good, a common gbathws channelled through
associations. The latter is pertinent with the fiomalist instance of the pragmatic
approach. In this respect, the EU is trying to @eadiscursive field which attempts
to build a direct connection between citizens dm EU institutions. Chapter three
details how the European Commission tries to aehthis through the discourse on
European civil society and participation. The irogtion of this debate for our
discussion is whether the EU NGOs promote a seh$geofeeling” and solidarity
in Europe, as suggested by deliberative scholan® @lso advocate a cosmopolitan
understanding) in the sense that strangers camtbgrated into a given political

community—European polity not excepted—throughipgudting in politics.
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Nonetheless, the strategy of merging the tenetdigdct governance through
associations (Cohen and Rogers 1995) and deliberatemocracy could have
normative limitations. The conceptualisation of HWGOs as the nucleus or
transmission belt of European civil society is tietigally problematic. The
deliberative approach in EU studies suggests ttairtcorporation of the European
NGOs (EU NGOs) into EU decision-making processesl &l governance
contributes to the democratisation of EU governamtewever, this argument is
problematic in that it fails to interpret the rolesthe EU NGOs in accordance with
the tenets of deliberative democracy, such as tloosined by Habermas (1992,
1996b) and Benhabib (1996). According to the lattesil society democratises the
political system linking the public reason that leaserged from within civil society
to the decision-making processes; the emphasis i@ communicative power of
the influence that NGOs could foster. Assessedhia way, the democratising
promise of EU NGOs is contingent on articulatpuplicity, the public use of reason,
and collective will formationto the EU decision-making process. A pragmatic
approach, however, places emphasis on direct gameen but neglecting to
elaborate the main premise of deliberation, i.at #ctors should refer to a common
good. One aspect of this discussion concerns whetleNGOs link with grassroots
movements in order to articulate a European calleceasond requirement to act as
a transmission bélt If not, they would otherwise be required to peri a double role:
opinion-forming (imagined as embodying the notidrcammon good) and opinion-
linking roles (imagined as linking anonymous opigdormed in civil society).

62



CHAPTER 4

GOVERNMENTALITY AND A CRITICAL ASESSMENT ON THE
PARTICIPATION DISCOURSE AS REGARDS EUROPEAN NGOs

Eriksen (2005:351) claims that there is in factuadpean public sphere that revolves
around the mutual observation of institutional extand their audiences, stressing
the fact the EU governance mechanism has alreadWwesl/ into a multilevel
character and networks beyond the nation-staté&sé&mi argues that networks take
the form of publics insofar as there is couplindgwsen collective actors and the
audience when the actors do not only communicatngnthemselves but also have
resonance in other forums (Eriksen 2005; Dryzek9i®®). Eriksen is optimistic
about the promise of these networks; to him, tratisnal deliberative bodies, which
are transnational networks, exert communicativequee, raise the information level
and contribute to rational problem solving becatisy include different parties on
the basis of knowledge and interests. Accordingri&son’s definition, EU NGOs
could be regarded as a constituent of a grand Earopublic sphere, while also

constituting their own public sphere.

However—as will be shown in the following chaptensten it comes to the EU’s
recent definition of the public sphere, it is agdrthat the EU adopts a neo-liberal
conception of public spheres. On the one handuep the way for a pluralisation of
the actors which participate in the policy debaiewever, on the other hand, it
privatises the public interest, in the sense iindsf each actor or stakeholder as
categorically equivalent to each other. Hence,pllnealised public sphere does not
necessarily lead to democratisation as a reswdhdhcrease in actors in the debate.
Rather, it paves the way of particularisation o ¢tommon interest, so that the
universal aspect of the common good is lost (sead&004 for a similar debate on
the development NGOs). Therefore, the EU conceptibrihe public sphere is
neither liberal in the Rawlsian sense, nor comnauidih as Taylor and Arendt

suggest; it abandons the common good and the teguideal.
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However, | will question, first, whether the intagon of the NGOs into European
politics is necessary, and whether the transndtibi@O is the right agent for
discussing participatory democracy and deliberat®dacond, can these European
NGOs be seen as representative of civil societyd mith respect to the first
guestion, can the concept of civil society easdyelguated with the terms of NGOs?
Third, assuming that EU NGOs are representatiteeasoice of the civil society, or
that they are the appearance of what the civiletpdiself is, then the question
should be whether the EU NGOs really function asilslic sphere, as a link of civil
society and the carrier of the public use of reasorihe sense that the normative
theory of democracy argues. Last, but not leaghasquestion of whether they are
really positioned against the state and have cowstdtal features, such that we
should directly accept them as the realm of ciedisty, as opposed to the realm of

the state.

The EU NGOs argue that they articulate the interestthe European civil society
into the European political structures. Its membears transnational networks of
NGOs that claim to connect with the national NGUse presentation of this picture
may, at the first instance, reveal that there edl-institutionalised structure of
NGOs from the national level to the trans-Europdewel, and this structure
functions as an intermediary mechanism for thel cdaciety. This picture is
moreover presented as an example of a functioramtgicgpatory democracy model,
in which civil society is integrated into the patdl processes. The scholars who
work on European democracy also argue that “ciediety” reinforces European
democracy and legitimacy, either by linking sodietaterests to European
governance, or by taking part in solving societgi®blems. Nevertheless, civil
society’s involvement in politics has been critedsfor its lack of accountability and
representativeness (Kochler-Koch 2009). Howevearsehdebates ignore the context
in which the EC discourse on the participatory dermoy model, European civil
society and European public sphere has emergethidnespect, Smismans (2007)
reveals how European civil society discourse hahlmkeveloped in response to the

EU institutional power game. For instance, as hgues, while the EC and the
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European Economic and Social Committee advocatedlidtourse, the EP and the
European Committee of the Regions reacted neggtivehe possibility of growing

power for any non-elected entity. Smisman’s wollisirates the extent to which a
normative discourse contingent on the EU instingilopower game has emerged.
This is one side of the coin. The other side istvthes discourse entails, what its
aims are, and how they are to be achieved; moreovieat the agents of this

discourse, the European NGOs, actually do stilitsé&irther examination.

4.1. The Limits of the Normative Models of Democracy

The public sphere definition given by deliberatipelitics could assert that the
network mechanism between the European NGOs fedit “the discourses’
emerging carrying andresonating within the European space, which in turn have
impacts European decision making. For instanceNEB®Ds could provide advocacy
and “epistemological assistance”, or restrict pmdit power. This interpretation
challenges the traditional dichotomies of “publpase/public sphere” based on the
difference of the “virtual/visual’. The communicai taking place in these
institutions is not merely restricted to the idéaathering in a certain physical place
(public space as an arena). In other words, thenaamtation in a public space, in
this case the EU NGOs, resonates for wider pubdéos, has social consequences
along with its political impact. Those institutiomghich, in addition to their visual
character, are a space for enabling face-to-fateraction (in the Arendtian
definition of the public sphere), at the same tiose virtual instruments, such as
position papers, newsletters, e-mail notificatiang publications. Hence, the NGOs
merge the visual and virtual aspects (contributbhlabermas) of the public sphere.
In sum, on the one hand, they enable face-to-fam@action between individuals,
and on the other, they circulate the discourseramahs virtually.

Nonetheless, both the Arendtian and Habermasiaticpaphere conceptions are
conditional normative categories. Arendt (1958 uad)that modernity brought about
the dissolution of the public sphere, since it mehat private economic interests

and hermeneutical self-examination prevailed. Siaed, further, that modernity
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eroded the distinction between the public and peivhie to emergence of the social
and mass society, paved the way for the replacewfepolitics with bureaucratic

administration, and the manipulation of public apim In other words, Arendt was

strongly pessimistic concerning the idea that tlublip sphere, as a normative
category, could be resurrected. To a great extéabermas shows parallels with
Arendt. He also asserted that the public spher@pgdsared with the domination of
the administration and the market mentality over filee speech and action, which
he defines as the colonisation of life-world. Immsuhe public sphere of Arendt and

Habermas is a possibility, a contingent normatategory.

Therefore, from the above sketch of the views dbétenas and Arendt, the promise
of the EU NGOs as constituents and actors of anrginte European sphere is a
possibility It remains contingent whether they can “promaoie public interest”, or
whether what they promote can be defined as thdicputierest (opposed to the
particularised private interest), and whether thegnage to identify the common
good and authentic reason of civil soci&tyn this respect, it is necessary to examine
the content of their discourse, if the aim is tecdss their democratising promises.
They could carry and amplify the discourses emegrdimom the civil society, i.e.

becoming the voice of European civil society. Hoam\an inquiry into their work

% The impact of the communication of the public spkeon the society and decision-making process
can be better grasped in the “process” understgraficausality. It is not methodologically plausibl
and at the same time not desirable to measuredihect impact of the public spheres” on the policy
making processes. The attempt to elaborate théiomthip of the EU NGOs with the decision-
making bodies merely on the grounds of consultagiqurates the definition of the public sphere with a
“corporatist” notion of policy-making. Neverthelegshe consequences of the public sphere would be
greater than assumed. We can evaluate it with theeps understanding of causality given by the
“realist philosophy of science” and “bifurcationf complexity theory. The communication within the
transnational public spheres could impact the tratisnal domain not necessarily directly. However,
they could have an impact through circulation ia ttational domain. They could trigger a process
which could have either great consequences or nines. Therefore, a focus of a discourse at the
margins could have a greater impact on politice tie aim of addressing the EU institutions. As it
the case that EU institutions promote initiativelsich affect the national domain, it is necessary to
direct those institutions. Nevertheless, this ugiffacus should not lead to any ignorance of thalloc
and national domains. The norm generated withinrtiigonal domain could well translate into a
universal European discourse. It is questionabletidr a discourse or a feature can be named truly
European, and can be thinkable outside of the matidomain. Therefore, it can be claimed that the
EU has promoted the institutional structure foriscaurse and norm transcending its boundaries, and
in turn could resonate in the larger space with éhghodiment of a universal label. The French
revolution, for instance, had these universal cousaces.
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reveals that they are well integrated into the Baam bureaucratic administrative
structure and the neo-liberal governmentality. Tlaeg creating arenas (face-to-
interaction) and communicative spaces (discurspecas). Nevertheless, these do
not necessarily have democratising consequencesp&anisation from above, as a
political hegemony and art of government, can Wwelleinforced by the technologies

used by EU NGOs, as a medium of political rule.

The critique of the Cosmopolitan European Public Spere

This perspective presents a blended approach dfré¢fflexive modernity” and risk
society, theses of Beck (1992) and a Habermasi@96, 2001, 2003, 2006)
deliberative understanding. Nevertheless, althdbgi claim to be bringing a novel
understanding to European studies, and have bélearitial in advocating the polity
turn, what they have argued so far has not providedical, new, novel or
substantively strong arguments for the construatibthe new type of state, society
and market relations. In consequence, due to ligted interpretation of politicas

a problem-solving activity and theproblematic social ontologytheir arguments
regarding the European public sphere remain thiealigt and descriptively weak.
Their conceptualisation of the public use of reasemich stems from their narrow
definition of politics, and their weak social ordgly fall short of grasping the
changing nature of the state, market and societations, and while also failing to
provide a theory of transnational space. The detate®unding their conception of
public reason can be elaborated as tracing battketdebate between Benhabib and
Rawls, and their social ontology can be criticised developed through a relational

approach to the social phenomena.

Limited interpretation of politicsThe first critique questions the extent to which

public reason, as discussed by the Cosmopolitangerged from within the

institutionalised networks of civil society is deanatising. For instance, Eriksen

(2005) argues that these institutions inject thgiclaof impartial justification and

reason-giving unto the participants. Nevertheléssgue that the interpretation of

the public use of reason in such a way, in a pdver-imaginary instance, could
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lead to the reproduction of meo-liberal bureaucratic technocratic deliberative
technocracy contrary to what the proponents of deliberative deracy suggest.
This assessment can be elaborated through a foctieegublic use of reason. Two
different notions of the public use of reason asntioned above in the discussion of
the debate between Benhabib and Rawls. To recaf;ipatory democracy derives
public reason from within the communication angbiemised upon aubstanceless
will-formation. Contrary to Benhabib, Rawls viewalpic reason “not as a process
of reasoning among citizens but as a regulativecgpie imposing limits upon how
individuals, institutions and agencies ought tosoea about public matters”
(Benhabib 1996:75). The public reason of Rawls satgga narrow but constitutive
notion, applying the reason to constitutional eBatnand the questions of basic

justice, though not all questions.

It should be noted that the substanceless demo@appyoach of the deliberative
perspective has the ambition of democratising thenshational system of
governance and theorising the transnational sphéyesHabermas argues, when
national popular sovereignty is de-substantialigbdough the procedures of
lawmaking, it might be possible to translate thbstanceless sources of legitimacy
into EU governance. The procedural understandiryiges a post-metaphysical
theoretical source of integrity and legitimacy asadternative to the communitarian
line of thought, which draws the prerequisite ofitgobuilding on ethno-cultural
grounds. In practice, nevertheless, procedural desmy and deliberative thought in
general are criticized to be too idealistic, netyherthe power and the structural
factors (for instance capital). The dissertatiosoasuggests that what is currently
being observed in the process of political restmiey of the European polity,
however, is the re-colonisation of the life-worleybnd the nation-state structures. It
is debateable the extent to which “communicatienality” is directed toward the
common good and distilled from power relationsgsithe “impartiality” argument
inherent in deliberative democracy is threatenednangrounds: first, because there
is an asymmetry of power among the interlocutoreraiing in the system of
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governance, and second, due to the administratergatity dominating the system.

Before we elaborate the public use of reason armd pbssibility of impartial
reasoning, we should sketch how the EU-level comoation and participation is
defined in the EU institutions. The inclusion offelient actors, such as business
groups and civil society organisations, into thedpean governance was discussed
in the White Paper on Governang€om 2001). The Commission developed the
concept of European civil society in this documeaitrowly, in such a way that the
definition of communication between the differeec®rs and the EU institutions
amounts to neo-pluralist decision-making, and pgdition, on the other hand,
becomes “participation in governance” (Armstron@®20 The question is how it is
possible to achieve impartial reasoning in thistagional neo-plural configuration,
where the common interest is particularised andapised. First, it will be difficult to
argue that the participants in communication negeti or deliberate, on equal
normative grounds. On the one hand, it is expetttatieach group reinforces their
particular interest. On the other, it is assumeat trach particular interest orients
itself toward an ultimate good for society and haita (the communitarian
argument otelosoriented action). Or else, the common good, agyalaéve ideal,
would already be inherent in each particular irggrso that each particular interest
would contain in itself the principle of not violagy the common good (but could
compete with other particular interests) in theyasst of private interest-seeking (the
Kantian cosmopolitan depiction of reason). The eca groups have until now
been defined as participants in civil and sociahlatjue, as actors that are
functionally equivalent to civil society organisais (see White Paper on
Governance, Com 20D1How is it possible to deliberate based on imphrt
reasoning, if one of the parties is seeking prafitile the other claims to voice
public concerns? It will be hard to claim that #s@nomic groups would refer to
universal moral norms and act according to the comgood, which are becoming
ambiguous categories when it comes to defining taeitme EU level. Second, the
post-national neo-pluralist structure which hasnbagdvanced for adoption at the EU

level is structurally different than the corporatief the nation-state. The traditional
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corporatist understanding defines the state aarthiger. That is to say, the state has
acted as mediator between the economic groups amoud as the entity that
maintains and protects the public good. Nevertiseles) integration has demolished
this ethical space, constituted at the nationaklleand paved the way for the
emergence of a system when the economic sectoedj&imther strength both at the
national and EU level. In another words, the paditicontrol of the economy is lost
both at the national and EU level as a result of dgdnomic integration (Streeck
1998:3). In those issues, which are transferrethéoEU level, it is not possible to
find an arbiter as politically strong as the st&tesuch a system, in which the power
IS to a great extent decentralised, the econonoapy gain significant power in
negotiation processes. All in all, the post-natiamaderstanding of a neo-pluralist
arrangement falls short in promoting a conceptibnommon good beyond national
borders. It is a reality that the EU decisions tlmpact the national space are
expanding day by day, and in principal it is impoit that these decision-making
mechanisms should be under public scrutiny. Thelesige is to cope with the
power of the market and the administrative memtaldminating the system of EU

governance.

Problematic social ontologyAs a second critique of the “reflexive polity tisgsit
can be argued that their social ontology prevehtamt from initiating an all-
encompassing definition of a transnational pulghicese. Transnational public sphere
analysis should be considered integral to the natigublic spheres, since the
transnational and the international domain are arwlytically exogenous to the
national domain. The cosmopolitans in European istudall into the similar
ontological trap of the multilevel governance agmites, which portray a nested
depiction of the national, transnational and théerimational. The ontological
weakness of the former has been addressed byateetiseoretical approath The
ontological weaknesses, first, restrict the notwdrihe European public sphere and
European civil society with the Brussels-orientedlitigal game, and second,
conceptualize the civil society as an autonomoabireAn autonomous civil society

% For social theory of state see Jessop 2002, 2007.
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at same time entails the claim that “state” andtéspower” are not external to civil
society and the market (Jessop 2002, 2007). Itsuugeto not to neglect examining

the role of state power in the constitution of sloeial.

It should be added that the second critique ablo@tantology of the social, an
autonomous civil society, is not merely an abstracademic discussion, but a
reaction to the EU institutions’ definition of Eym@an governance, civil society and
polity. A typical example can be seen for instarinethe White Paper on
Governance The White Papertries to build a concept of European Civil Society
“above” the national level, in considering that tbheganized representatives of
European people, defined as European civil societyld function as a link a
between EU institutions and society (for a detadestussion see Joerges, Meny and
Weiler 200). It can be argued th#thite Paper'sapproach to civil society is a
reflection of the liberal interpretation of the tsta market and civil society.
Abandoning this exogenously conceptualised stadesaniety relations enables us to
integrate political power into very constitution sifcietal relations. Further, it helps
us to discuss the activities of societal orgamsetiin relation to the political power.
Therefore, societal organisations should not necigdHe agents of democratisation
and emancipation; however, they could also plagsrdh societal contrdl When
NGOs are analysed within such a holistic perspectiv becomes possible to
conceive them in relation to power relations, boit @ “power sterilised” domain of

authentic civil discussion.

It should be noted power relations do not necdgsamtail “domination” or
restrictions of freedom; as Foucault notes, powelations contain freedom.
Furthermore, it is the very existence of powertrefes which enable the preservation

of freedom. For instance, while European NGOs fhr@iselves to be the regime of

2" This is related to the previously mentioned payadshift from Newtonian to quantum physics in
the philosophy of science. One consequence ofdtiis is its challenge to the traditional logical
maxim, “A is A and A cannot be other than A”. Todagan be claimed, “A can also be at the same
not-A”, which is the concomitant of quantum physicemonstration that atoms can have the
character of both waves and photons. Hence, NG@ddinot be simply be placed under the category
of “civil society” as opposed to the state. Ratlieey display both statal and societal features.
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government’s medium of social control, they havéhatsame time free action space
not to do so, or have the opportunity to impact thgonalities of government.
Therefore, European NGOs would most appropriatelydescribed as having a
hybrid character combining both civil and non-ceiéments, and this would lead us
to place them in a reformulated public categoryeif frivil” features would include
their consequences for the “general public”, sititeey could provide a domain for
discussing public interests, which would entail giecess of the emergence of the
public use of reason and public opinion. Habermas fas followers represent this
option. Nevertheless, their close attachments éoplitical power structures, i.e.
roles of governance and societal control, woulthatsame attach to them a public
role, in the literal sense of “public administratipand lead us to define them as the
mere agents of political power. However, they caulch out to be sites of counter-
hegemony, which rests on their success in produairapunter-value system and
establishing alliances in their manoeuvrings. A & discussed in the following
section, this option seems unlikely of late. In tled, the proposal of extra-
governmental organisations could be recalled hereorder to overcome the
conceptual and theoretical tension. This could kenais to skip the speculative
debates over the meaning of civil/non-civil, as lves to theoretically position the
functions of the NGOs. Moreover, it would help ustegrate Foucaultian

perspectives into the studies of civil society.

It is necessary to reiterate that the emergendbeofEU NGOs is related, first, to
attempts to promote participatory democracy, whdme tmechanisms of
representative democracy have shown signs of ¢gilimd second, to empowering
the extra-political initiatives in the system of rBpean governance. Both are
interlinked and interrelated; hence, they shoultlewxen be studied distinctively at
the analytical level. The functions and roles & ElJ NGOs in governance and their
close proximity to political power can have normaticonsequences that could
threaten their democratising premises. The demtrgtpremises of EU NGOs
were outlined, for instance, as the space wher&tiramunicative rationality” could

emerge, carrying the “public use of reason” acrtss European space, and
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resonating in the political public spheres (Curti®99; Steffek and Nanz 2007).
Nevertheless, the roles of EU NGOs in the systengmfernance force us to
approach the EU NGOs critically as forerunners @indcracy, given their role in

diffusing political rationalities to the margins.

In this respect, the critique of ontology continugsis necessary to abandon the
classical Lockean liberal ontology of state/socretgtions which also influences our
understanding of a rigid separation of the pubimnf the private. The Lockean
ontology of the state/society relationship suppabes civil society is capable of
emerging, surviving and functioning according te @wn dynamic, without the
external intervention of the state; hence, the eackstate of nature differs from that
of Hobbes. In the latter, the self lives in a statanarchy, chaos, and insecurity, and
consents to the rule afeviathanto guarantee its survival. In contrast, the Lockean
state of nature is harmonious, peaceful and st&bler to the contractual consent
which entrenches political rule, the Lockean stdteature is already a civil society.
Accordingly, the Lockean state does not intervenéhe very dynamics of the civil
society; however, it protects its basic naturahtsgof life, liberty and property.
Contemporary Lockean scholars do not integratestage or political rule into their
analysis when focusing on civil society (recentiyjl society has been used in most
cases as equivalent to the NGO). In sum, abandotivgy Lockean liberal
perspective will enable the integration of politiuthority as a category that is
"related” to the study of civil society—in this ég€uropean NGOs.

In contrast to the Lockean ontology of state-sgcietlations, EU NGOs are
embedded within the power structures, though theyncto represent “civil society”.

This transcends the strict divisions in our hernuioal understanding of the
political conceptualisations, which rest on theibas dichotomies, in this case
public-private and state-society. As Chapter traed four demonstrate, EU NGOs
embody a public administrative role in governanoe ghey do not define their
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activities as something opposed to the governmemdstheir political institution&’
Therefore, we cannot understand what the EU NG@s' ‘and what they “do”, and
in turn locate them at the very heart of the debate the normative theory of
democracy, as long as our paradigm is based on“sitbler/or” distinctions (public
or private; state or civil society). Rather, we gldomake room for a paradigm shift
of “both/and” which leads us to dialectically receptualise these dichotomi&sin
this respect, the prefixnon in the non-governmental organisation loses itsornp
Rather, this work suggests extra-governmental asalsrnative concept, which
would enable the inclusion of aspeetgh and beyondthe governmental roles of

these organisations into their being.

Furthermore, the critique of Lockean ontology swge¢hat the social phenomenon
Is not static. The conceptualisation of the pubpbere, civil society and the market,
in the context of the modern state, can be tracek lbo the eighteenth century.
Nonetheless, those concepts have been dramaticatisformed with the rise of the
modern nation-state. For instance, even in the dsigistage of “methodological
nationalism”, where the nation-state was the soteid of governmental power over
the economy, politics and its subjects, (i.e., Kegnesian National Welfare State),
the configuration of the state, society and markkttions had already become quite

different from the one depicted by the Scottishtpall economists, Hegel and Marx.

To recapitulate my main points, 1) state and @uitiety are not mutually exclusive
categories; 2) the public sphere is not necessanlinstitution linking civil society,

or weak publics, to the political public sphere,stoong publics; 3) the form and

8 This is the statement the leader of one of thesearks made in an interview conducted by the
author of this dissertation in May 2009.

29 The proposed way of thinking the social in accomdawith the ontological/epistemological
imagination of “both/and”, instead of the “eithaf/alichotomy, is not a conceptual twist, but stems
from a paradigm shift in philosophy of science frtim Cartesian philosophy of binary oppositions
and Newtonian physics to quantum physics. Therecammmon ground shared between the
philosophical and scientific knowledge shifts. Tieilosophical base follows the legacy of Hegel
using a dialectical approach and the concept dblaion” (aufhebuny The scientific base, on the
other hand, follows the different schoolsooitical realism(Bashkar 1979, Sayer 2000, and Archer et
al 1998),complexity theorfUrry 2003; 2005 and Walby 2007) and tiedational approach(Ollman
1993).
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function of the public sphere, civil society, stated market transform in time; and 4)
the discussion of these concepts beyond natioa-gi@s not mean abandoning the

nation-state.

From Gramsci, we can see the role of the statberréproduction of the economy
and societal relations through civil society. Granshows that state, society and the
market are not mutually exclusive categories. Heates the claim that the civil
society is a realm external to the state, indepanidlem state power. In other words,
Gramsci shows that the state is not a separatsy @miits own right and external to
civil society, where the state power cannot petetrand indeed does not aim to
penetrate. Therefore, he shows how the politicalguas present in the reproduction
of social relations, whereas Foucault discussed political power is reinforced
through the microphysics of power in which socistgoverned (Jessop 2002, 2007).
This will help us understand the European Commissialiscourse on European

civil society.

4.2. The critique of NGO activities

It has been noted that the European Commissiorfegean civil society discourse
and the EU NGOs have not been substantively @@cti Though Warleigh (2001),
Smismans (2007), and Armstrong (2002) have all igexl a critique of the ECS
discourse, they advocate a gradual enhancemehedadlistacles for the emergence
of a democratising civil society. Arguing that eitpolitical power (states or global
governing institutions, like the World Bank and IMBr the economic interests
manipulate the NGOs as agencies for social stahalitd popular status quo (Cox
1999; Leal 2007; Demirovic 2003; and Petras 19%®me scholars, however,
provide a critique of the democratising role of N@0Os. This Neo-Marxist approach
suggests that “dominant hegemonic forces” haveesgfieally created a discourse and
mechanisms for integrating the societal groupsdltigs in order “to create and
maintain a social consensus around the interesthefdominant power” (Cox
1999:111; Leal 2007:543).
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The most serious attack on the discourse of ppdtiicin has been advanced by
development studies. Some scholars have delivesa@g critique on participation,
which they portray as a new tyranny, the new fofreazial control and reproduction
of hegemonic relations (Cooke and Kothari 2001he@®, on the other hand, have
concentrated on the emergence of the discoursestiatagy by the World Bank to
suppress resistance to the IMF's economic policiesthis respect, Leal (2007)
argues that the World Bank created the discours@anticipation and supported
NGOs in the third world in the late 1980s, when pleeple reacted strongly against
the Structural Adjustments Programmes (SAPs):

[Given] the fact that SAP politics of 1980s and @99vould only serve to heighten popular
resistance throughout the Third World, it would dv@e imperative for the global power elites to
seek some kind of palliative solution, to put arffan face” on inhumane policies; at the very
least, to create the illusion that they were ndtffarent to the suffering inflicted upon the posire
of the poor by the new neo-liberal treatment. Cqosetly, a 1989 World Bank Report entitled
Sub-Saharan Africa: From Crisis to Sustainable Gitoadvocated creating new institutions and
strengthening civil society organisations (CSQO®}|usive of groups such as NGOs and voluntary
organisations such that these might create chamigimrticipation, by establishing links both

upward and downward in society and voicing locaha@ns more effectively than grassroots
institutions. (Leal 2007:542)

Leal further argues that with this strategy, ther/®ank aimed to incorporate the
counter-ideology into the system, since politicalver has learned that any frontal
attack only strengthens and legitimises the rasistain the eyes of society.
Therefore, political power prefers to involve thegating voices in the ruling bloc as
part of the dominant ideology (Leal 2007:542). befl in this way, counter-
ideology does not threaten neo-liberal policiesoddh it addresses the needs of “the
excluded, the powerless, extreme poverty, gendea®al discrimination”, it does
not go beyond and challenge “the social system phnatiluces these conditions”
(Petras 1998:435). According to Petras (1998:4M@®Os, as a constituent of the
counter-ideology, form the radical wing of the Hdx®ral establishment. Parallel
with this statement, Leal (Ibid., 544) further aoh&i that the World Bank uses the

% For instance, anti-SAP riots in Caracas in 1988i§in 1984, Nigeria in 1989, and Morocco in
1990. The SAP programmes included “privatisati@nationalisation, and elimination of subsidies of
all sorts, budgetary austerity, devaluation, aadérliberalisation.”
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discourse on participation instrumentally as a tificstion of the removal of the
state from the economy and its substitution byntlagket”. In this sense, he opposes
the views which consider it to be a form of pop@arvernment. To him, this entails
“depoliticised versions of participatory action [wh] inevitably serve to justify,
legitimise, and perpetuate current neo-liberal hegey” (lbid., 544). This is why, to
him, participation has become a “buzzword” thatptaemphasis on “thechniques

of participation, rather than on its meaning (Liséd., 544)”.

The general trend is to celebrate NGOs as demsikrgtiagents of European
governance, either as institutionalised “publicespls” beyond the nation-state (the
normative-oriented approach of Magnette 2001; Aromgf 2002), or as civic

partners of European governance (the governaneeted democracy of Kochler-
Koch and Finke 2007). However, the analyses offbdedocuments and the Social
Platform lead us to approach them critically, tmsider their role in dispersing the
EU hegemonic discourse. An EU NGO is a transnatiditaO lobbying network

which is situated in Brussels. Nevertheless, it idie misleading to merely identify
it as a transnational NGO. An EU NGO and a trangnat NGO operate within

different ontologies of “transnational”, in thatethransnational spatial domain
created by European integration differs signifiaritom other forms of cross-

border interactions around the world. Trans-Eurapiegeractions, in this respect,
diverge from the traditional realist internationalelations definition of

“international”, where states are is regarded a&s rtlain actors. Nevertheless, in
terms of European integration, extra-state enthese played significant roles. For
instance, some scholars have emphasised that th@&become an entity in its own
right, since EU institutions can take decisions dmel national interests (see the
institutional approach of Stone-Sweet and Sandhbt®@8; and the post-national
reflexive polity approach of Eriksen et al 2005)n @he other hand, some neo-
Gramscian scholars have pointed out the structorphct of capital on European
integration, which plays down national interestlzes main determinant of interstate
relations (Cafruny and Ryner 2003). Furthermorejedy, as an international (in this

case trans-European) actor, has also been proldeshaFor instance, Moravsick
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(1993) explains it under a two-level game in whidbmestic forces primarily
influence the national governments, and in turnlateer articulate it to EU decision
making processes. The growing literature on EUr@sterepresentation, on the other
hand, examines interest groups at the EU levelydmg the EU NGOs. Therefore,
EU NGOs operate quite differently than any otheans$national NGO, since
European integration has prepared sai generis infrastructure for their
communication, which would hardly be replicableaimy other transnational NGO
some other part of the world. Hence, we can disthes normative implications for

political/social integrity and identity, and ultinedy, develop a critique.

4.3. Governmentality, ECS discourse and EU NGOs
We focused above on how the ruling class couldtheseliscourse on participation as

instrumental tactics of social control. The follogi pages will problematise this
discourse and the role of the EU NGOs, particuldréySocial Platform, in European
governance from the perspective of the “Europetinfayovernment”. This approach
finds its origins in the writings of Foucault, es@dly his later writings about
governmentality; it also draws inspiration from faowers’ further contributions to
this approach (Rose and Miller 1992: Barry et @@ Dean 1999; Lemke 2002; and
2007). By studying EU NGOs from the perspectivéhef governmentality approach,
| mean to examine the constitutive impacts of therbpean art of government”
within European space. We should understand thstitative impacts as the forms
of knowledge, subjectivity, morality and technolegjwhich are created by the EU in
order to render European space governable. Totrahes this, in the following
chapters, we will examine the constitutive impaift&uropean governance, i.e. how
the EU institutions’ policies shape a certain foomsubjectivity. Accordingly, we
will conduct an inquiry into EU institutions’ pemtnt policy initiatives, namely
white papers and procedures of interest intermiediatollowing this inquiry, we
will elaborate a debate on the Social Platform bgoentrating on how it receives
and perceives these policies (defined as the Earomet of government). The
inquiry into the Social Platform aims at discusshmgv the actors of civil society
which are subject to EU governance reflect uposehpmlicies.
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Foucault’'s interest in governmentality is relatex His earlier work on power,
discipline, knowledge and subject. Foucault defigesernmentality (or the art of
government) as a different form of power and relatg¢o ethics of the self. It is a
different form of power than sovereignty and disiogx: “In contrast to sovereignty,
governmenthas its purpose not the act of government itseif,the welfare of the
population, the improvement of its conditions, therease of its wealth, longevity,
health etc.” (Foucault 1991:100). As Moss (1998ates, Foucault explains this
form of power as pastoral power, which originatadthe institutions of Catholic

Church before being implemented more efficientlythy state:

Unlike ancient forms of power, pastoral power wasaerned with the salvation of everyone in
the “flock” on an individual level, requiring, idig a thorough knowledge of the subject’s
“soul” and officials who could monitor and accodat each and every individual. It was an
individual power in that it sought, through supsiwn, to structure the life of the individual,
both through confessional technologies and teclasiqof self-mastery. As the ecclesiastic
institutions declined and the modern period bedancault argues, the function of pastoral

power spread from the monastery to the state andstitutions (Moss 1998:3).

Despite the fact that Foucault integrated the siata category into his analysis, he
draws a clear distinction between the juridico{icdi use of power and the
microphysics of power (Jessop 2007). For instainig, interpretation of power
differs both from “Liberals and Marxists, both oham see the state as a unity and
as the dominant locus of power” (Bevir 1999:353)naAtas liberalism considers
state power a threat to the “autonomy and freedbmdividual within civil society”
(Ibid.), for orthodox Marxists, the state is an aggtus of the ruling class (and
bourgeois interests) to reinforce the capitalistdenf production and in turn
suppress and control the proletaffaffoucault, however, portrays the state as a
polymorphic entity (Bevir 1999), analysing goveroanbeyond the bureaucratic
institutions in an assemblage of plural actorsasdand things (Dean 1999). To
Foucault, “the modern state [...] has come to beutinothe development and
adaptation of various techniques of governmentenainwhich are integral to the

state nor necessarily products of intentional @gtiiechniques of government are

%1 For a discussion on state power, see Jessop 2002087 .
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not tied to a centralised state power but rathevak in diffuse and varied ways
throughout society” (Bevir 1999:353).

The way Foucault conceptualises power originatesmfrhis post-structural

methodology. He keeps a distance between strudtueapretations of power (such
as Althusser) and analytical concepts of MarxisneviB 1999). He escapes a
reductionist approach of reducing the explanatidnsocial phenomena to a
monolithic political project (structural explanatip or to the autonomous actions of
the actors (voluntarist explanation). Though heenefully appreciates the realist
ontology of science (Bevir 1999: 347), he elucidgtewer relations in terms of its

totality, embedding the state in a network-like faguration:
Power relations are rooted in the system of se@alorks. This is not to say, however, that there
is a primary and fundamental principle of power ebhdominates society down to the smallest
detail...It is certain that in contemporary so@stithe state is not simply one of the forms or
specific situations of the exercise of power—evfahis the most important—but that in a certain
way all other forms of power relations must refeiitt But this is not because they are derived
from it; it is rather because power relations haweme more and more under state control [....]
power relations have been progressively governrisath that is to say, elaborated, rationalised,

and centralised in the form of, or under the awespif, state institutions. (Foucault 1983: 793)

Foucault detects two distinguishing doctrines o tiew form of power: reasons of
state and the theory of police (lbid., 3). The fermoncerns the shift from the way
the sovereign power is defined: political powenaslonger considered the ruling and
securing territory. Rather, according to new doetripolitical power governs things
and men. The theory of police, on the other hanghlies that art of government
should extend to all aspects of the individual, b@dy, soul, wealth and health (lbid.,
3).

Foucault's later focus also includes his interasethics, particularly ethics of the
self. Dean (1999) names four aspects of “ethicalegument of the self, or of an
attempt to govern the self”: ontology, asceticishepntology and teleology. The
ontology of government pertains to “what we seelkdbupon”; to Foucault (1976),

80



this substance was flesh in Christianity, and plea# ancient Greece. The current
substance on which the individual ought to be wagkis his or her own abilities;
therefore, the activation, lifelong learning andpewerment policies constitute an
ethos of new man, eternally upgrading his or hdisslor the active citizen even
working on him- or herself when unemployed. Thee@issm of self-government
concerns “how we govern this substance” (Dean 1988) Christianity, it meant
abstaining from the normal pleasures of life orideftom material satisfaction. In
antiquity, the concept dsketikos meant hard working, rigorous exercise and self-
discipline. The contemporary implications of anedgcmorality, then, are closer to
the ancient concept, since neo-liberal rationalitreecessitate a hectic self, not
necessarily active when involved in the modes oflpction, but in working on the
self (e.g. to become an active citizen). The tlaispect of ethical self-government
involves deontology, which is concerned with therah@bligations that guide how
we relate to ourselves and to others. Deontologygranch of ethics, derives
obligation from rule deon; therefore, the analytics of government seekdlrodes
and norms which are conceived as good, appropiaenormal. It is these rules, or
regimes of truth, which Foucault argues play a mleonstituting the self. Fourth,
ethical self-government has a teleological aspekich is concerned with “why we
govern or are governed, the ends or goal soughat wie hope to become or the
world we hope to create, that which might be catleel telos ofgyovernmental or
ethical practices (Dean 1999:17).

The art of government revises the relations betvpesver, knowledge and subject in
Discipline and Punish(Foucault 1977) andHistory of Sexuality Vol. X1976).
Whereas, in these studies, Foucault concentrateitheomepressive power which is
exerted on bodies, a power which limits the autop@magency, in his later works
he emphasises the productive consequences of mowlefreedom of the subjects.
He relates the techniques of governing individaalshe production of knowledge,
tracing the connections between constituting peaplsubjects and governing them
with knowledge. In this respect, governmentalityaise-conceptualisation of power

and knowledge relations: it merges how power shépesonduct of self and how
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this new rationality entails an understanding thaterything and everyone be
managed” (Allen 1998).

Governmentality as the conduct of conduct
Defined as the governing of the self, of others dne state (Foucault 1991),

governmentality refers to the conduct and the “cahdf conduct”. Dean (1999: 10)

explains what conduct implies: as a verb it “met@nkead, to direct or to guide, and
perhaps implies some sort of calculation as to tiosvis to be done. When it is used
as a noun, ‘conduct’ refers to our behaviours,amions and even our comportment,
i.e. the articulated set of our behaviours” (IbitD). Foucault makes explicit how we
should understand power relations in the art ofegoment: “What defines a power
relation is that it is a mode of action which does act directly or immediately on

others. Instead it acts upon their actions: aroaatpon action, on existing actions or
on those which may arise in the present or theréit(Foucault 1983:788). “It is a

total structure of actions brought to bear uporsfe actions; it incites, it induces,

it seduces, it makes easier or more difficult; hie &xtreme it constrains or forbids
absolutely; it is nevertheless always a way of n@ctupon an acting subject”

(Foucault 1983: 789).

Government is any more or less calculated andnaltiactivity, undertaken by a multiplicity of
authorities and agencies, employing a variety dftégques and forms of knowledge, that seeks to
shape conduct by working through our desires, aspirs, interests and beliefs, for definite but
shifting ends, and with a diverse set of relativelypredictable consequences, effects and
outcomes. (Dean 1999:10)

Defined as the conduct of conduct, government igosjpe to power relations
andhow individuals become (certain forms of) sulsjedo Foucault (1983: 781),
governmentality “is a form of power which makes iinduals subjects”. By
referring to two meanings of the word “subject’e ldraws an identical relation
between the freedom and autonomy of subjects abgion in power relations:
“There are two meanings of the word ‘subject’: gabjto someone else by control
and dependence, and tied to his own identity bgresciousness or self-knowledge.

Both meanings suggest that a form of power whidjjugiates and makes subjects to
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(Ibid.)". Hence, Foucault's concern with subjectdapower relations in his later
work, particularlyThe Subject and Pow¢t983), suggests that power acts upon free
subjects—and only as far as they are free; “in ora@ct freely the subject must first
be shaped, guided and moulded into one capablesgfonsibly exercising that
freedom” (Haahr 2004). Foucault’s revisions of approach to power in his later
work, therefore, led to differing readings aboutwhioe interpreted the autonomy of
agency. Some of his proponents argue that the Fatecault places more stress on
the premise of free agency, not just reacting tevgrobut altering power relations
(Moss 1998). They argue that Foucault’'s interesttincs enables him to posit the
freedom of the subject to work on itself, i.e. dalpaof rejecting unwanted forms of
identity (Moss 1998) and in “conscious control tf capacities” (Patton 1998). In
this respect, Foucault develops a contingent natfoautonomy which differs from
Kant’s universal and metaphysical notion. Accordimgome, however, Foucault did
not abdicate his “hostility to the subject” “Fa@wdt vehemently rejected the idea of
an autonomous subject, that is, of the subjedisamwn foundation, of the subject as
capable of having meaningful experiences, reasoriorgning beliefs, and acting

outside of a particular social context” (Bevir 19884).

In sum, governmentality focuses on “how certaimtdi®s and action orientations
are defined as appropriate and normal and howiaekabf power are implicated in
these processes” (Sending and Neumann 2006: 66@ndlyzes the ‘“relation
between the individuals and the political ordemirthe perspective of the different
processes whereby the former are objectified asinekinds of subjects through the
ways they are targeted by political power” (Burthg91:119). Furthermore, the
governmentality approach provides an analytical tostudy the government of the
self in relation to the government of society, adlvas; and the constitution of the
subject in relation to the formation of the stdterike 2002:51). We have focused
on the constitution of the self; the following widndeavour to elaborate how
technologies of the self are pertinent with resgecthe political programmes of
rendering society governable.
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Governing society, governing the self
Government sets political reason itself as its ab@f inquiry, and studies the

mentalities of politics along with the devices mvénted to exercise its rule. It
examines the impacts of those mentalities and gavgmpractices upon those who
are subject to them (Barry et al 1996:2; Simons5)99herefore, it considers
knowledge: the rationalities and systematisatiorcertain sets of rules, principles
and frames, the visibility of knowledge and teclufiegoverning, and the forms of
subjects that it aims to create as the constituging®verning practices (Barry et al
1996; Rose and Miller 1992; Rose 1996; Dean 1989)Foucault argues (1991)
governmentality research studies the rationalitregelation to certain historical
contexts which are embedded within social relatiohs noted above, this runs
counter to the Kantian perspective, which concewmieseason as a transcendental
phenomenon, a faculty of mind that exists prioreimpirical relations. Hence,
governmentality studies “political rationality nais an exterior instance, but an
element itself which helps to create a discursiet&l fin which exercising power is
rational” (Lemke 2002:55). For instance, politicationalities create certain truths
about a particular domain, e.g. madness, citizensimnd medicine, in order to render
society governable. These truths, and the memsldf rule, are endogenous to the
constitution of certain forms of subjectivity, whientail theethosand moresof

ethics of self-government.

Rose (1996:42), in this respect, details threeufeatof political rationalities. First,
they entail a moral form of selecting the apprderiadeals and principles of
governing. Dean (1999) argues that the art of gowent is an “intensely moral
activity”, in that it constitutes a telos of “makjroneself accountable for one’s own
actions”. Dean further argues that the policies prattices of governments are also
moral in the sense that they “presume to know, watying degrees of explicitness
and using specific forms of knowledge, what coosts good, virtuous, appropriate,
responsible conduct of individuals and collectesti (Ibid., 12). The second feature
of political rationalities, Rose stresses, is thlay embody an epistemological
character; they generate particular conceptionghefobjects (nation, population,
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economy, society, community) and the subjectsz@iis). Third, they employ a
certain style of reasoning in order to “render itgahinkable and practicable, and
constituting domains that are amenable—or not ablerato reformatory
intervention” (Rose 1996: 42).

Following these features of the political ratiotiab of governmenthis dissertation
will argue that the discourse on the ECS and ppdiory democracy constitutes a
“moral form”, arranging the division of tasks inetlgoverning of society while
delineating the ethos of government of the selfs Thoral form is manifested in the
political programs and policy indoctrinations, swhtheWhite Paper on European
Governance (Com 2001), European Employment Strategy (1997Q #utive
Citizenship. This moral form is further transmittedo other locales, i.e. Eastern
Europe and neighbouring countries. While severdions, such as civil society,
NGO, active citizen, and participating citizen dige the epistemology of this
discourse, its style of reasoning renders the ¢onsoess of European citizens as an
object of European governing. The latter is dueGbenmission’s diagnosis that the
legitimacy crisis of the EU stems from the citizelagk of information about the
EU’s benefits (see Chapter 3). Therefore, the Casiom policies can be interpreted
as attempts to create an imagined social constiju¢ossum and Trenz 2006),
defined as European citizenship. The Commissioen,tlendeavours to make this
imagined collective identity aware about its ownsgence, while rendering itself
knowable. In other words, political programming yslaa constitutive role in two
senses: on the one hand, it delineates the stykasbning, episteme and morality of
society’s governance, and on the other, it fornigesits by acting upon their actions,
ethics and consciousness. Concerning the Europetnofagovernment, the
subjectivity that has been promoted is not mereto@acern of individuals; it also

applies to collective identities, such as NGOs.

Political programming and addressing the consciessrof an imagined European
citizenry is matters for the epistemology of the'&pblitical power—how to render

the EU knowable. Political power reinforces itsilfthe extent that it is knowable
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and its knowledge of governing is being practicEde knowledge of governing—
the art of government—is intrinsic to the constantof political power. Political
power is reproduced in each space where its rdii@saand the technologies are
translated to those who are subject to it. Putreratay, the art of government does
not only shape the actions and frame of mind ofgleple, but also enables the
reinforcement of the political power in daily indetions. This covers a broad range
of aspects, such as the imperatives of how thergog of society, the environment,
the economy, one’s own organisation, and even ¢oplp becomes possible. In this
respect, European governing cannot be thinkablbowtit the rationalities through
which the Europe is rendered governable. The Eldegmts itself as a governing
power (an entity which acts on behalf of Europeglso exposes itself as knowable
not only to the states, but also the people. Fstaimce, technologies of “connecting
with the citizens” on the one hand aim to preskatEU as a governing entity, and
on the other disperse the aforementioned imperativgoverning. It is here argued
that the Platform translates the knowledge of alitpower to those who are subject
to EU governing. The very act of translation is donally different than being
instrumentally used by the EU institutions to imopeople about the benefits of the
EU.

Political rationalities are not ideational struesy as constructivists would put it;
they are exerted in daily practices, guide actiamsl motivate our ambitions,
intentions and desires. Hence, governmentalityalitee examines mentalities of rule
in the empirical realm, i.e. how they are put iptactice; they are translated into
technologies, defined as political technologiese Tditter comprise the instruments,
procedures, mechanisms, vocabularies and technigiesh make the political
rationalities practicable (Dean 1999:31). In othesrds, power manifests itself
through these practices (Merlingen 2006). The pmepts of the governmentality
approach, however, assert that these are not the m&truments of the political
authority which serve to consolidate its power. &¢$996:41-2), in this respect,
argues that “the ‘power of the State’ is a resujtant a cause, an outcome of the

composition and assembling of actors, flows, boddi relations of authority into
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relatively durable associations mobilised, to aagrer lesser extent, towards the
achievement of particular objectives by common re€dRejecting the interpretation
of the practices of political power as dominatiBose elucidates the process through
which the political rationalities are rendered ictrtain practices by the concept of
translation “The translation of political programmes artideld in rather general
terms—national efficiency, democracy, equality egptise—into ways of seeking to
exercise authority over persons, places and desvim specific locales and practices.
The translation of thought and action from a ‘cerdf calculation’ into diversity of
locales dispersed across a territory—translatiothensense of movement from one
place to another” (Ibid., 41-2).

Therefore, government concerns the link betweenonalities and practices,
prioritising questions that delineate four charastes of power: 1) how the
hermeneutics of visualising, i.e. ways of seeingl aerceiving, is linked to
subjectification; 2) how the genealogy of thoughd @onstitutive impact of language
and discourse (e.g. the knowledge produced in se)ezxplicates subject formation;
3) how knowledge and action are pertinent; and aly bechniques of subjection
create collective identities (see Dean 1999). Thgsestions will guide us in

analysing the Social Platform.

EU governance as a new form of governmentality
The governmentality approach to EU governance liscant, but steadily growing

interest. Scholars who study European politicsenms of governmentality have
concentrated on different aspects. The initial argnt, among these scholars, is to
conceptualise EU governance as a new form of goventality (Shore 2006, 2009;
Swyngedouw 2005). The point of departure for thEsspective is in a critique of the
governance approach. Although the governmentalggr@ach shares the main
argument of the governance perspective by explgirgovernance beyond the
administrative units of the state apparatus, itettgys a critical and different
understanding. First, according to governmentalitgovernance” does not

necessarily result in a distribution of power bedwextra-state actors, a process of
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which is generally associated with a zero-sum exilan of the reconfiguration of
political structures. The latter connotes a newstaltation of politics: to the extent
that the state has shared its sovereign power wélv actors, the sclerotic
bureaucratic features of traditional governancelvevinto a more democratic and
innovative regime. The contribution of the govermtadity approach to EU studies,
however, is not restricted to a critique of the ggmance approach. The difference is
in fact more substantial. Second, the governméwntalpproach originates from a
postmodern interpretation of power, which itselfgorates from a post-structural
understanding of social phenomena. This undersigndiresses the constitutive
impacts of language. Third, therefore, one of trenntenets of governmentality—
governance at a distance—(Rose and Miller 1996)ldhoot be confused with the
central argument of governance—allocation of adstiative responsibilities. Both
suggest the governance of society beyond the Byatike sharing of responsibilities
between many different actors and the rescalingaverning practices. However,
one of the primary differences between the gover@eaand governmentality
approaches is that the latter concentrates onsetimcl morality. Government is
concerned with political programmes: it focusestlom episteme, morality and style
of reasoning involved in these programmes. It isceoned with how these political
programmes arganslatedinto certain technologies and practices, and Hmsd are
received and perceived by the actors who are sutgebese programmes. In other
words, government is not merely interested in tlicp framework (or public
policy); it depicts the underlyingthos and mores of these policy frameworks.
Finally, in contrast to governance discourse, goventality is not a contemporary
phenomenon; Foucault traces the appearance of rgoeetality as a new form of
power back to the seventeenth century. Hence, uidvoe misleading to assess how
politics has followed a chronology from the Goveennhto governance, and then to
governmentality.

Having compared government with governance, weccetinue our reflections on
the former in EU studies. Government addressesdib@plining and productive

impacts of EU governing; it studies the EU’s raleshaping the conduct of conduct,
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for instance, through the new modes of governaHeahr (2005) asserts that the
Open Method of Coordination (OMC) has been develops a calculative and
disciplinary project to shape the conduct of thatest via the techniques of
benchmarking, best practice and national actiondlllis approach concentrates on
the constitutive impacts of the OMC, i.e. the petice of the techniques of
representation (such as annual performance gragtts)dentity. Furthermore, the
governmentality approach in EU studies also dedills thie constitutive impacts of
language. For instance, Walters (2004) tracks &ajegy of the EU integration by
examining the role of the political and theoretidadcourse in the establishment of
the European Coal and Steel Community (1951) ared Ebropean Economic
Community (1957). He argues that the dominant fonalist discourse formulated
by Haas, Jean Monnet and Schuman was reflectdekitréaty of Rome (1957), and
this mentality had implications for the further éeapment of EU integration. The
governmentality approach, moreover, intervened e EU democracy debate
(Walters and Haahr 2005); however, instead of catnagng on democracy-in-itself,
it has rather focused on the discursive field ef pnoblematisation of democracy. In
other words, the latter does not endeavour to deatise a system by devising
normative models, but studies policies and schpldebates as constitutive elements

which make government possible.

The European art of government is associated vationalities of neo-liberalism,
also defined as advanced liberalism (Dean 1999ndrss (2000) discussion of three
different interpretations of neo-liberalism cantims respect be fruitful in grasping
neo-liberal forms of governmentality. To Larnerpdideralism can be interpreted as
public policy, ideology and governmentalifys a policy, its discourse encompasses
the “hollowing out of the state, privatisation ofilfic services, deregulation and
liberalisation, flexibility of labour markets, expsion of the private sector, the
promotion of new doctrines of ‘good governance’d dhe spread of New Public
Management (NPM) techniques and practices” (Sh@@21). As an ideology,
governmentality implies a “form of rhetoric disse@ied by hegemonic economic

and political groups” (Larner 2000). Nonethelesatrer argues that “there is a short
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distance from ideology to discourse”; for examgie,claims, Stuart Hall’'s analysis
of neo-liberalism as a hegemonic project draws mospiration from discursive
analysis than a traditional base-superstructure einod/hat Larner adapts from
Hall's analysis is that neo-liberalism has not baeimique ideology which was put
into action by a specific class, or an alliances@¥eral segments of society. Rather,
the conflict and confrontation of different segneent society, both hegemonic and
non-hegemonic groups, played a role in constitutiegemony. However, Larner
(Ibid.) argues that this step from ideology to distse “requires us to move from
Gramsci to Foucault”. It is not only Larner who aekkes the proximity between
ideology and discourse, following Gramsci and Faoltcan particular, the scholars
who work in critical social policy (Dean 2006), @a 2005, McKee 2009) and
critical public management (McKinnon 2000) haveoasdeavoured to mingle both
perspectives. Having interpreted neo-liberal goremtality more as an ethics and
ethos, these analyses concentrate on the constimgpects of governance. Although
they acknowledge the structural change in capdaliaulation (from the Keynesian
welfare state to a Schumpeterian workfare stalte)y try to explain the impacts of
this process on society and the self through anpad¢rn understanding of power.
Thus, they have distanced themselves from strdadtfects and base-superstructure

analyses.

The governmentalisation approach to the Europetnfagovernment is similar to
the understanding which defines the EU as a nontdibg polity, e.g. Linklater's
approach, which considers the EU a norm-buildingjgmt (Linklater 2005 and
2007). The EU as a norm-building entity is stangand, normalising, and
homogenising daily life (Walters 2004). The abolitiof genetically modified food
in Europe, establishing a minimum level for the amtoof lead in oil and the are
among the many examples of how the EU standarthee®lation of the self to itself
and to its social, physical and biological envir@mh As a consequence, the “art of
government transcends the spatial and institutiomahfiguration of the
“government” beyond the nation-state.
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European Integration, therefore, has transcended'khow how” technologies of
government beyond the nation-state (Rose and Mill892). As Rose and Miller
(Ibid:6) argue, “knowledge does not simply meare&d’, but refers to the vast
assemblage of persons, theories, projects, expetsmend techniques that have
become such a component of government”. As a matttact, the episteme of the
recent era, the power to produce knowledge, hasdemded to a beyond-nation-
state realm to such international organisationghasWorld Bank, IMF and EU—

what Jessop would call institutions of meta-goveoea

EU social policy and governmentality
Social policy is one of the terrains on which tlewgrnmentality approach has been

applied. These studies draw an emphasis on theforamation from the ethos of
welfare to workfare, and from employment to emplaolty: “advanced government
iIs now concerned to draw individuals into acceptindividual responsibility for

aspects of social protection once governed by tledfave state, but to do so
according to appropriate or approved ethical temies of the self” (Dean 2006:10).
It can be argued that the current policies andodisse on social policies foster
individualisation, self-responsibility, empowermerbntinuously upgrading skills
and activation. Active society, according to thisrgpective, “can be linked to a
particular politics of self in which we are all @uwaged to ‘work on ourselves’ in a

range of domains” (Larner 2000:13).

The EU, particularly the Commission, started t@imeéne in social policies starting
in the late 1990s; its interest involved the aboeetioned dimensions of neo-liberal
governmentality. The Commission’s social policy wessed on an understanding
which established a link between work and sociakemtion; it has comprised the
elements of activation, empowerment, adaptability fostering an entrepreneurial
spirit among the citizens. It has furthermore enspdel the role of training and
education in the development of personal skillstchgll (2006:398) assesses the

Commission’s discourse in relation to the retrenehtof the welfare paradigm:
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With the rhetoric of globalisation, competition, dadifelong learning there is a strong
underlying message of the necessity for constardopal mobilisation and entrepreneurial
behaviour on the part of the individuals while fz¢ same time the emphasis on structural and
institutional constraints to these goals is gemgrdlownplayed. Further, the inexorable
emphasis on thandividual and on his or her learning choices interpellatdé®mnal, atomised
agents responsible for their own life paths in lafugroups or classes experiencing collective
dislocation as the result of widespread socioecanstructuring under laissez-faire capitalism.
This accompanies a more general abdication of wsifaesponsibilities in providing truly

viable economic opportunities for workers.

Governing through NGOs
The governmentality approach has been criticiseddousing on policy initiatives,

but neglecting the impact of these compacts onetlvdso are subject to governing.
Thus, a few studies have examined NGOs in termgowErnmental rationalities.

While Morrison’s work (2000) concentrates on thenpacts signed between the
British government and representatives of the ualynsector, Sending and Neuman
(2006) discuss the role of Norwegian NGOs withire tframe of a global

governmental rationality. Therefore, despite theinmiend in governmentality

studies of examining the public policies, our knegde of how the actors perceive
and receive these rationalities is still limitedurther, neither EU NGOs nor other
international NGO networks have yet been studiettims of the governmentality
approach. The work of Morrison and that of Sendang Neumann are, however,

promising.

Morrison (Ibid.) develops three main argumentssti-ithe compacts reflected the
reconfiguration of the state by incorporating csdiciety organisations to the public
administration. Second, the ethos of the NGOsedhiiitom welfarism to economism,
and the professionalism and managerialism replé#vedraditional volunteer ethos.
Third, civil society should no longer be definedaaspace external to state, but as a
space where government can happen. Morrison’s vggokomising in the sense that
it shows how NGOs can be studied through Foucauk@nceptual frameworks.

Compared to Morrison, Sending and Neumann’s cong¢hrid.) is not the new
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public management structures and transformatiosoofal policies, but the global
governance structures. In this respect, the |gtr@vritises the critique of the
dominant governance approach. Our analysis hasvivie both insights, because
they augment our argument on two main dimensions: shift from a welfarist

understanding to economism, and the incorporatibmN@0Os to EU governance
structures. The challenge is to discuss the twcettmy and within the same
analytical framework; it involves elaborating thénanistrative reform of EU

governance within the framework of the transformaif the art of government.

Such an analysis draws on several aspects of gavesgrbeyond-the-state, such as
technologies of agency, technologies of performaand contractual relations.
Whereas technologies of agency render individuat$ @ollective action (such as
NGOs) responsible of their actions, technologiegasformance have a results-based
orientation toward effectiveness, efficiency andatstgies of benchmarking (Dean
1999, Rose 1996). The actors are, then, made ameetwmlsubjection to political
power through technologies of contract, which al@ow for a disciplining
mechanism. To illustrate, initially actors are sdbified in accordance with an ethos
of self-responsibility, self-esteem, and self-carae performance of the subjects,
then, can be measured through the indicators afi@ity and the quantification of
success, whereas contracts create mechanisms hhnobgh the subjects are

controlled of the former.

In this approach, “the role of non-state actorshmaping and carrying out global
governance-functions is not an instance of transfggower from the state to non-
state actors. Rather, it is an expression of a gihgnlogic or rationality of

government (defined as a type of power) by whiahl society is redefined from a
passive object of government to be acted upon m@tadain entity that is both object

anda subject of government” (Sending and Neumann 2688).

Intra-NGO communication in the same sector
The national NGOs of two different countries, woikifor the same section of

society, e.g. immigrants, face different issues tuelifferent public measures in
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each country. Some states are better at integratmmgigrants than others. The
communication between immigrant NGOs can fosterafisly” and “learning”
among them. The NGOs coming from better conditicens explain the situation in
their national social space; this can foster agss®f norm shifting. This is the level
of transformation frormormalisationto leap in mentalityAs the mind is contingent
on the institutional structuring, it internalisewhat exists” as the normal. Unless
interacting with an “other” normal—the societal @dpium in some other society—
or initiating a critical attitude that question® thlomestic equilibrium (i.e. why it has
become the normal, and whether it is possible tgime a different equilibrium) in
order to extend the horizon of the mind, the minduld not problematise the
philosophical question of “what can be known” abawvel beyond the existing. This
initiates a process which brings the ontologicasiion of “what can be known” to
an “intersubjective epistemology"—‘how camve know”. In other words,
epistemology finds an answer to the ontologicalstjoa. The leap to the mental
problematises the “nornial triggering a process that generates a new normal
equilibrium. In this procesghe normal of the sels detached fronthe normal of
society,due to entropy of the discourses. Hence the salises that what it used to
know, that what belongs to itself as “subjectivethtt was in fact a reflection of
“societal truth”. The mind (here the member of #lé NGOs) then establishes its

“subjective equilibrium” beyond the “societal edrlum” of the national.

In the example of communication between immigra@@N networks, the NGOs
stationed in places with worse conditions wouldtgta mobilise the public and the
national governments to upgrade immigrant policgsce they have learned “what
is to be done”, and more importantly, that it issatly done. Thereby, a discourse on
better rights for immigrants can circulate in diéfiet national publics, which depends
on the success of NGOs to carry this out in Eurogeace. Public pressure can find
an immediate answer from the government. Howewen &f it didn’t, the media
could continue mobilising the public around theuessand the political parties could
tackle the issue as per societal demand.
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NGO communication | ——> “dialogic epistemology”

- how to know- \4 ontological
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what to
know-

Leap to mentality C——> detaching the subjective truth from the societathtr

transformation of the societal truth (series ofntaé
transformations)

Dissemination of the new

discourse in the public the public internalises the discourse as a resuithe

" public communication

the government
/responds to the
societal demands

public political pressure
T, the political parties
receive the societal
demand

Figure 3. Network Communication: Condition 1. From Communi@atbeyond the nation-
state to publicising at the level of the generdlljou

This portrayal entails the argument that EU NGQda&ink the public’'s concerns to
the “public authorities” and to the “public itselfFor instance, an NGO can
contribute to the process of internalising the tsgbf persons with disabilities as a
norm that public space is to be modified in theivdur. To start with, the NGO
makes the discourse of disability rights visible. &result, when someone sees e.g. a
lift in the metro or a path in the streets congeddor the disabled, she would not
question why they were placed there and would dansithem “normal”.
Furthermore, rendering the discourse of disabiiigits visible can make empathy
possible, so that when one sees an obstacle fatishbled, it can be problematised.
EU NGO communication can enable the circulatiorthid norm between the same
issue-oriented NGOs in different societies. Evasutfh improving disability rights
could be a universal norm, what is evident is thatextent to which persons with

disabilities participate in social life is diffetem each society. The same issue-
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oriented NGOs can discuss “what more could be dow&ile developing further
“empathy” for other issues. As Arendt would saye tlenlarged mentality” could
emerge from their communication. For instance,diseourse of the excluded is in
itself important, as it produces the feeling of home might feel when excluded. In
this way, EU NGOs can transform a private intenet a common public interest,
first informing, and then targeting the consciowssnef the people. This process is by
and large how an environmental, human rights, amgdéscriminatist discourse

emerged and was disseminated across the globe.

This process depicts how deliberative participatoam illustrate dialogical norm
reproduction beyond the nation-state. EU NGOs dawn @ crucial role, as outlined
above, if they are not dominated by the sovereigwgr and the mentality of the
market. They could act as the “conscience of th@esg, mobilising it against
unjust decisions. According to the illustrationsegi here, the impact of NGO
communication on norm shifting can also be extenedider areas and to other
issues NGOs are dealing with. The criteria forghecess of NGOs, thereby, rest on
their capability of presenting private issues as/ensal claims and the common
public interest. The “public interest” and commasues have so far been defined
within the national space. As more issues are ¢pkin a global importance, the
challenge is to extend the common interest beyaatibmal territories. Can EU

NGOs achieve this—and, or, do they want to achibi&®

Nonetheless, it should be remembered that this pessibility, the reality can be
different. The above illustration of the leap to ntadity and the entropy of
discourses, on the other hand, can be valid inptieeess of the constitution of
hegemony and the dispersion of the rationalitiegosernment. It can also shed light
on subjectivation and political ethics, in the sesnfhow one becomes a certain type
of subject. With respect to the theme of this wahks approach emphasises that the
EC discourse generates the “normalisation” procasd political rationalities.
Defined in this way, the discourse on participateom active citizenship is brought

into the agenda of EU NGOs as a technology of gowent. In this respect, the
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European discourse has had an impact on self-ettécswhat the self aspires to
become, how it should act (empower itself in ortdesible to negotiate with decision-
makers), and how it should run its organisatiorsndé¢, the EU NGOs articulate the
knowledge of the system of governance to the NGsibsefrom the power centres to

the ruled.

4.4. Concluding Remarks
Drawing inspiration from the literature on govermtadity, | try to contribute to

governmentality research by depicting how ECS diss® tries to render Europe
governable; which technologies the Commission hlmplémented for the ECS
discourse; how this discourse has been translateddifferent locales (for instance
Eastern Europe); the extent to which the discoigs®mntingent on the institutional
power struggle (i.e. EU institutions’ power gam®w the Commission uses funding
for civil society organisations as a discipliningstrument; how the ECS discourse
subjectivises and governs the self and the orgémnsa the extent to which the
discourse is embedded in the imperatives of nesrdiblgovernment; and how the EU
NGOs translate this to local NGOs, through e.ghnetogies of capacity-building,

participatory governance and active citizenship.

In this analysis, moreover, the discourse is noéreal to the social relations; it is
embedded within them. It includes such discipliniagments as Commission
funding for the survival of EU NGOs and their varsoprojects. EU NGOs have to
follow certain procedures in order to receive thimding. However, they are
incorporated into the governance mechanisms andnie@ subject of government
with their free choices. Further, the discours@pgn to revision and change; it is
articulated by several actors. As will be shownereas the European Economic and
Social Committee (EESC) plays an important rolesiaping the discourse, the
European Parliament challenges it, rendering ite ofinition of European civil
society, and entrenching new procedures of “commgctvith the citizens”.
Therefore, the discourse is not a mere apparatgss@él control which is designed

to mask some hidden dynamics of rule. Rather, tiheésimperatives of the discourse
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itself which render the society governable. Witlspect to the European Union,
“what is being rendered ‘knowable’ and thus govbleas the European Union
itself” (Shore 2006, 2009; Haahr 2005; Williams atabhhr 2005; Merlingen 2006).
One of the main issues our work problematises is tlebate about the
democratisation of transnational governance strastuVith the contribution of the
critique of governmentality, we can draw severaleasments. First, Swyngedouw
(2005) points out five aspects which threaten tleenatratising credentials of
governance-beyond-the-State: status, inclusion w»clusion, the system of
representation, scale of operation, and internaktegrnal accountability. Concerning
status, Swyngedouw attacks the notion of stakeholde argues that although the
concept is discursively inclusive and allows mariffecent actors in governance
structures, in fact, the “internal choreographysyétems of governance-beyond-the-
state is customarily led by coalitions of socio+smmic, socio-cultural or political
elites.” In this respect, the governance structares‘limited in terms of who can, is,
or will be allowed to participate” (Ibid.). Swyngeaw further emphasises that the
very act of assigning stakeholder status is ancesepf power: on the one hand, it is
conditional on other participants’ readiness toeptew groups to the existing
structures, and on the other, on the new groupdlingmess to participate.
Furthermore, transnational governance structurge k@ deal with the structure of
representation. Although some deny the existencesush a problem (such as
Moravsick 1992), other scholars endeavour to enlrema relation between
governance structures and all-affected (Habermad3,2@&riksen et al 2005).
According to the former, there is no democratidaigfwhile the latter claim that not
only transnational governance suffers from a deatardeficit, but also national
democracies. Therefore, modes of democratisatigoruethe state are of particular
importance for the latter group—deliberative demacgr By claiming that national
parliaments cannot respond to the changing circamests, we are required to find
new configurations of collective will formation;dhis, extra-parliamentary actors
and processes should also be considered withinrstbpe of democracy. In this
respect, scholars of deliberative democracy havendtated new insights into

representation, wherein civil society and its ofgations attain a crucial role, such
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as discursive representation (Dryzek 1999) andtioimal representation (Cohen and
Rogers 1997; Cohen and Sabel 1997: Hirst 1994).

Having sketched the new insights into representati®e can turn back to our main
focus, the promise of the role of NGOs in estalbligla representative link. It proves
difficult in a traditional meaning of the concepg. representing through a certain
kind of authorisation (voting or membership). Or tither hand, the new insights on
representation would also face crucial difficultiedulfilling its promises due to the
other four aspects which threaten the democratisiadentials of governance. The
third aspect which Swyngedouw (2005) mentions corecehe accountability of
governance. He claims that accountability is “vpoprly, if at all, developed”, thus
resulting in a more autocratic and non-transpammwer (lbid., 2000). As an
accumulation of the former, he concludes that gosece structures experience
legitimacy problems. He emphasises that the refoentulations of legitimacy rely
on “the linguistic coding of the problems and sgat actions” and “postmodern
theories of political consensus formation [...] whighplies a reliance on the
formation of discursive constructions (through thebilisation of discourse alliance)
that produces an image, if not ideology, a repredem of a desirable good, at the

same time ignoring or silencing alternatives” (Ib2001).

We have mentioned that critics of development retudied participation and civil
society discourse in the context of attaining tbesent of the public for political
rule. It can also be argued that this is paralléhvihe emergence of the ECS
discourse, i.e. to attain the consent of the ruRad.another way, the discourse first
emerged in a different locale, in this case the ld/Bank, and for a specific context,
in relation to developing countries. The Commissiban borrowed this discourse
and adapted it to its own discourse on the legitynerisis. Similar to the World
Bank’s discourse, the Commission suggested thatntr@vement of CSOs would
bolster the legitimacy of the EU. Nonetheless,angument here is that the discourse
on participation and civil society does not coraegp to a situation in which the

discourse is instrumentally used by the politicalpr. While the latter enunciates
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the tactical use of the concept in order to tamiglipweactions, as a tool for social
control, the governmentality approach investigatesdiscourse as a constituent of
the art of government. The stress on the consté@utnpacts of discourse and the
productive consequences of power are the two negpects of government. It is a
move from ideology and hegemony to discourse faonatn this sense, it is a move
from Gramsci to Foucault. For instance, Shore (2@0§ues that the Commission
used the concept of participation symbolically,sinch a way that it created the
illusion of entailing measures of popular parti¢ipa, i.e. government by the people.
However, this symbolic use of the term does notelyeserve as a means to achieve
a certain end, in this case attaining consent aadking repressive dynamics of
social control. The very success of the discoussethat it goes beyond an
instrumental use and renders the rationalities dfo-liberal forms of
governmentality—such as New Public Management, angironal elitism, and
managerialism—amenable and practicable in the gofisse normatively embedded
discourse, i.e. participatory governance and actitezenship. Moreover, the
discourse is concerned with constituting the NGG=aling to the imperatives of a
certain kind of subjectivity. It is also concern@ith making NGOs the subject of
government by ascribing to them the role of trairsdgthese rationalities to the local
NGOs through technologies of capacity-building atrdining. The latter is
particularly of concern for our argument. The pnogats of participatory democracy
emphasise the positive consequences of associldifenancluding the development
of civic virtues, improving social trust, and protimg public deliberation. However,

| propose that political rationalities may well &iculated through associational life;
in particular, coordinated interactions of NGOsnirdifferent cultures may result in
a dispersion of discourse. This argument does aoéssarily contradict the social
learning thesis of constructivists and the betteguments of the deliberative
approach. Nonetheless, it concentrates on “whé&tamed” and “which argument
wins, and how”. It is a move from communicativeioaality (intersubjective

reasoning) to governmental rationalities; it is @ from Habermas to Foucault.

100



The public gaze, surveillance, and self-disciplingociety

In systems of governance, NGOs are ascribed amanis control role, a critical
gaze, in decision-making processes. Contrary totHa@m's panopticon, in the
current era it is not only observed objects (sulpr@soners, patients and students)
that are kept under surveillance. Rather, politigalver creates a discourse and
empowers agents to keep itself under a public gapastituting a societal
panopticon. Under the name of transparency, decisiaking processes are open to
the public. However, not all can follow politicatqzesses. Hence, some groups are
encouraged, empowered and sponsored to perforntais Nonetheless, there is a
further crucial difference between Bentham’s paioopt and that found in today’s
society. The observation performed by the formereal to discipline and control the
actions and behaviours of those observed. In cemttaday’s political power
attempts to subjectivise, discipline, and govera tonduct of conduct by putting
itself under scrutiny, and by making itself the eatj of inquiry. This societal
panopticon is not a public sphere, but has reflexissciplining implications: it does
not merely function as a political watchdog, buemtg continue to be subjectified

while engaging with political power.
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CHAPTER 5

MAKING OF PARTICIPATION DISCOURSE AND ITS TACTICAL USE

The Commission, European Integration and Civil 8iyci

The Commission with respect to the Monnet tradihas endeavoured to act like the
motor of integration, while claiming to represehe tprinciples of unity, efficiency,
responsibility and impartiality. Thus, it has dieyed some projects in order to
further European integration, though sometimes ipgshthe limits of legal
boundaries. Some of these projects have been sfakcestime, for instance during
the most dynamic, and arguable the most succegsiugds of Hallstein and Delors.

The Commission played a pro-active role in Européategration during the
Hallstein’s two-term presidencies (1958-1967) anghed the limits of its roles,
which were constitutionally determined under theo ttveaties of Rome (1958),
treaties establishing the European Economic Commyy§REC) and the European
Atomic Energy Community (EURATOM). Although the twimeaties of Rome
recognized certain decision-making power to the @dasion (which replaced the
position of High Authority of the preceding EuropeaCoal and Security
Community), its power to impose decisions to mendbaies were restricted (Nugent
2010; Gillingham 2003). Hallstein, the first Comsi@er of the EEC, achieved
some success, such as in reconciliation of ceneedgpdespite the veto of France.
Yet, substantial policy proposals of Hallstein Coigsion, such as a Euro-
Constitution, common social policy requiring a semguropean Welfare state and
common citizenship, regional policy and foreign ippl making capacity for
Commission, were met by a deep suspicion of the leerstates at the time
(Gillingham 2003). The Hallstein Commission’s prepb about financing the
Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) through Communiiynding deepened these
suspicions. This proposal suggested the Communatyin its own financial
resources independent from the member states, lhg@svenhancing the budgetary
powers of the Parliament. The Commission managedeture the Parliament’s

support to this proposal since it concerned disngrthe veto threats of member
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states, thus strengthening the supranational fsatfrthe Community. Nonetheless,
France opposed to the idea of further supranaigmabecause the Commission’s
plan was seen as a threat to its national interégteen the debates about this issue
were continuing, France took on the Presidencyhef@Gommunity and the tension
with France and the Commission grew. In turn, thenBh Presidency has
marginalised the Commission, yet the Council becdingecentre of debates. As
consequence of this tension between the Commissidr-rance, France recalled its
representative from Brussels; this act is also kn@as “empty chair” crisis. This
crisis was resolved by the Luxembourg compromis&966, granting the member
states the veto power for any decision if it wassidered as a violation of national
interest (though it was not clearly defined whaioral interest entails). The practice
of unanimity in the Council decision-making was mti@ned with the Single
European Act (1986). On the other hand, after t@oades of marginalisation, the
Commission endeavoured to play a dynamic role ubedor’'s period (1985-1994).

Delor's Commission 1985-1994 was considered as aesgful period for the

European Commission (Gillingham 2003). He startexdpost when the European
integration was in a period of stagnation - frora 960s through 1970s; this period
was defined as eurosclerosis. One of the greatbs\sements of this period was the
SEA, which has been described as ‘re-launchingeofopean integration. It was
designed to give the Community a broader policypaoesibility, and involved

provisions altering aspects of Community decisioakimg. On the one hand the
capacity of the Council of Ministers to take demms by qualified majority vote

(QMV) was strengthened in order to complete thermdl market by 1992. On the
other hand, the influence of the European parlianveas strengthened via the
creation of a two stage legislative procedure € thoperation procedure’- for some
legislative procure. After 1986, regulations drdfie Brussels had the force of law in
the member-states. SEA brought new competencée t6ammission in the fields of

environmental, social, regional, and monetary polic
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Although Delors period concentrated on completiéninternal market and single
currency, Delors also wanted to merge the socigle@s to the economic
liberalisation policies which were in progress. $hihe introduced the notion of
“European social and economic space”, which redulte involvement of the
representatives of the trade-unions (ETUC) and eyapt (UNICE) into the
decision-making process through the “Social diaédgThis practice did not have
any binding force when it had commenced between51%®wever, the social
protocol annexed into the Maastricht Treaty progtidecial dialogue a legal ground.
There were also critiques to this initiative. Gijham (2003:259), for instance states
that “if central Brussels provides an intimationipfthe zone in question would be
filled by lobbyists rather than “solidaristic” wagks or virtuous peasants bound
“organically” to the soil. The policy networkingdhtook hold at the Commission
during the 1980s would serve only special interests tax-paying public had no

influence over it”.

The Treaty of Maastrichentailed by the SEA and brought the three pillaethmods,
which comprise the European Communities, Commomuiggand Defence Policy
(CSDP), and Justice and Home Affairs (JHA). It alsduded a Social Chapter -
from which UK opted out- and as well as broughtrb&on of European citizenship.
The Treaty of Maastrichtfurthered a policy and institutional deepening via
introducing timetable for economic and monetaryoanispecifying the economic
and budgetary criteria; creating new legislativegedure, co-decision, with the latter
giving the EP the power of veto over some legigéatproposals. Three pillar
methods were abolished and the phrase of Europeammnity was replaced with

the European Union in Lisbon Treaty, which was egym 2007 and ratified in 2009.

Treaty of Amsterdarwas not seen as ambitious as SEA or the MaasfTiadty

(Nugent 2010). It was expected that the treaty ddmlalise the restructuring of the
EU’s institutions before the Eastern enlargemeathB, it brought relatively modest
attempts, strengthening the EU’s decision-makingacay in JHA and extending the

co-decision procedure to more policy spheres.db &xpanded the competence of
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the EU to the areas of employment, which resultedhe launch of Employment

strategy and governance of this strategy via Opethdtl of Coordination.

In 1999, The Commission had experienced the mostadag incident of its
institutional history. The Santer Commission hadesign due to an evidence of
corruption in which some of the Commission officamsolved. The Commission
then has been seen to be in a permanent decliding&am 2003). In order to
recover its damaged image and maintain its legtyméhe Commission engaged a
decisive institutional reform between 1999 and 2QRd4ssim 2008). This reform
brought new provisions about the Commission’s riéoent and career policies; but,
it also moved the Commission’s administrative mdthotowards a techno-

managerial style and activity-based management{assim 2008).

Central developments during the 2000s were thedadlttempts of a Constitutional
Treaty and its replacement with the Lisbon Treaty enlargement of the European
Union. Legitimacy of the EU has been intensely dedafter the Maastricht Treaty
(1992) era, with the claim that the “permissive semsus” — the traditional ground
by which the EU indirectly attained legitimacy- hlasen perceived inadequate in
supporting the growing competences of the Etdaty of Nice (2001dealt with the
institutional composition of the EU, but did sufiiche expectations. After Nice
Treaty, national leaders agreed to convene and@@rin 2004. To facilitate the
debate and help prepare the IGC, the December E@@dpean Council meeting
issued thd_aeken Declaration on the Future of the Europeamodnvhich provided
for the establishment of a Convention on the Futir&urope (European Council,
2001). (Nugent 2010). Laeken Declaration (Europ@auancil, 2001) suggested that
soon-to-be enlarged EU needed to become ‘more datmcmore transparent and
more efficient’. The Union has also needed to nestiree basic challenges: “how to
bring citizens, and primarily the young, closer tte European design and the
European institutions”; “how to organise politiasdaEuropean political area in an
enlarged Union”; and “how to develop the Union irgostabilising factor and a

model in the new, multipolar world” (European Coilinbid.).
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The Convention was composed of 105 members; thendminpresence amongst the
membership was parliamentarians rather than govemtah representatives. The
final text formally presented to the Italian Couneresidency on 18 July 2003, it
took the form of aDraft Treaty Establishing a Constitution for Euroffeuropean

Convention, 2003). The Constitutional Treaty wolndve replaced the EU’s existing
treaties — that is, the TEU, the TEC and the EURMITRreaty in their post-Nice

forms- with a single treaty. It consisted of 448ches, 35 protocols, 2 annexes and

50 declarations (Treaty Establishing ConstitutionEurope, 2004).

The CT could not enter into force until it had beatified by all the member states.
The treaty was signed in October 2004; all membaes were obliged to ratify by
October 2006. Mostly member states ratified poskssion treaties by a
parliamentary vote. Referendums have been useelamt for all four treaties from
the SEA; in Denmark for the SEA, Maastricht and Agerdam treaties; and in France
for the Maastricht Treaty. Yet, the CT was morentfjast another” amending treaty
(Nugent 2010:74), ratification referendums weredhelFrance on 29 may 2005 and
in the Netherlands on | June 2005. By 1 June 265 member states ratified the
treaty, only Spain via referendum. In France andh&idgands who were negative
about the Treaty considered it as elite rather thgopular project, and entailing
“Anglo-American” social and economic values (NugeotL0). Political opposition
to the government and projected Turkish accessidhdg EU were other claims that
had impact on the result of the ratification precé€kid,74). The results of the
referendums negative. Two alternatives were diszlsafter the Treaty: First
suggestion, advocated by the Luxembourg Presidénheo Council Jean-Claude
Junker, Chirac and Schroeder, was to continueaatiibn in the remaining countries,
since the Treaty was not necessarily lost. Thetyrnéself could enable this with the
statement that if the four-fifths of the membeitesavould ratify the Treaty, but one
or two failed, “the matter would be referred tee tRuropean Council” (Nugent
2010:73). The second view, supported by Blair vagsut the Treaty on hold.
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A Council summit was held one week after the refduens. Member states which
were planning to hold referendum were cautiousr dfte results of French and
Dutch cases, in that it would be more difficult won the public consent. The
summit’s resolution was to freeze the issue uhélfirst half of 2006 for a “period of
reflection [which] will be used to enable a broagbdte to take place in each of our
countries...” (European Council, 2005b; also see Nug@®10:74). Member states,
which planned to hold referendums, could proceeth wheir plans as projected;
though only in Luxembourg a referendum was heldhwesult of ratification of the
Treaty. During the “period of reflection” some iatives were introduced to close
“the gap between the citizens and the EU”. PlarA&jve Citizenship, and Europe
for Citizens were launched after 2006 in order ltovathe EU explain “itself” to
people (in EU talk to “its citizens”) via presergithe benefits of the system of EU
governance, telling how EU works, and allowing tigzens to take a part in EU
politics. After 2006, web consultations were alg@med to citizens, with the aim of

creating a cyber-space for public reflection (HeieR010).

The reflection was, however in practice, restrictedthe exchanges between EU
practitioners (Nugent 2011). The constitutionaleasp of the treaty were dropped
out, and the more reformist aspects remain. Ferghipose an IGC was convened in
June 2007. Poland pressed for the use of Nice gyatiles until 2017 in the Treaty

with an accompanying protocol. UK pressed for agtfoom JHA and CFSP issues
would be beyond the reach of the ECJ. The revigedty was formally agreed by

the Head of State and Government at an informaltingeén 18 October, and was

signed in Lisbon on 13 December 2007. Ireland vin@sanly member state which

held a referendum; yet in the first try the Treaps rejected, in the second try it was
endorsed after Irish expectations were fulfilledst: according to the Treaty the

College would be reduced to two thirds of numbethef members, and this situation
could result in Ireland not having a Commissiordter the revision the structure of

the College of Commissioners returned to the Nic#esn, one Commissioner for

each country. Second, Ireland’s concerns abouttdikation, military neutrality,

ethical issues (especially abortion) and socialtensitwere assured for not being
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effected by the Treaty (Nugent 2010). In sum, Lislr@aty was a long and tedious
period of preparation, negotiation and ratificat{blugent 2010).

The legacy of Commission’s relationships with sodiactors: three generations
Kochler-Koch and Finke (2007) categorises the hystof Commission’s
relationships with social actors in three stagesisaltation (1960/70s); partnership
(1980/90s); and participation (2000/onwardR)e first generationin EU decision-
making processes can be traced back to the estalglid of European Coal and Steel
Community (Armstrong 2002). The Paris treaty (198@%hrined the establishment
of advisory committee, which would consist of thepnesentatives of producers,
workers and consumers. The Treaty of Rome ingtitalised the advisory role of
functional groups with the establishment of the dpean Economic and Social
Council (EESC). This can be seen pertinent withMumnetist “neo-functionalist”
understanding which characterised the early yefatiseointegration (Walters 2004).
Yet, the attempts of fostering functional repreagah could not successfully be
implemented: that is, EESC has been marginalisedE6/EU institutional set up

whereas.

The second-generatiornthe idea of involving social actors to EU decisioaking
processes have been one of the priorities of thmmiiesion, during and after the
Delors Commission. Underpinned with the motto ofdpean social and economic
space, this vision led institutionalisation of “sdc dialogue” — between
representatives of trade unions and employers- thighSocial Protocol attached in
Maastricht Treaty (1992). Organisations of citizeos also known as non-profit
organisations, NGOs, civil society organisationsd aorganised civil society-
however appeared in the Commission’s agenda inMaastricht era, though not
formalised, as in social policy. Kochler-Koch anitike (Ibid) explains this due to
Commission’s perception of fading permissive cosssnand the failure of
Maastricht referendum in Denmark. Therefore, theasottation policy of the
Commission has no longer based on the epistemidygaathe external advises; but

also the public consent on EU politics. Accordindlyringing the EU closer to the
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people was propagated [by the Commission] at tH# TBurin Summit”, and as
Kochler-Koch and Finke (lbid, 210) underlines “tliecame the norm to follow by
all EU institutions”. Against this backdrop, ‘Cividialogue’, - which will be further
elaborated in this chapter- was introduced in 189the field of employment and

social affairs.

The third generationin the relations between the Commission and s@atdrs, as
defined in Kochler-Koch and Finke (Ibid), commendaeshe early 2000s with the
launching of theWhite Paper on GovernancéCom 2001). In this era, the
Commission connected its ongoing (and prospectiwajultations with social actors
to a broader project of an administrative reformthed EU institutions, the reform
which was planned to be realised within the linofsthe treaties. The motto of
“bringing back the EU people” has also continuedhis period; however, different
from the 1990s, the Commission introduced sevetahdards, norms, and
procedures with the aim of democratising the cbaotions of the social actors
particularly in Commission’s consultation and iefgrintermediation regime. These
initiatives are also associated with the principtés‘good governance” (Kochler-
Koch 2006; Kochler-Koch and Finke 2007), which ywasmoted by the World Bank
and United Nations (Weiss 2000).

Bouwen (2009) claims that the Commission’ poweis i@sponsibilities have impact
on the lobbying practices to the Commission. Then@dssion’s legislative role, as
the Commission is responsible for the draftingegfislative proposals. As Bouwen
(Ibid) underlines this requires a substantial anioah technical and political
information; thus the commission depends on exteasmurces. In return for access
to the Commission’s policy formulation, the Comnossdemands resources that are
crucial for its own functioning, such as expert Whexge and legitimacy. According
to Bouwen (lbid), the Commission’s executive an& thuardian of the legal
framework roles also have also impact on the latdpysince “the commission’s
organisation design has largely been determinethéytasks it has to fulfil.” With

respect to this, he (Ibid) argues, the Commissimpleys various instruments to
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actively shape the system of EU interest repretientaincluding money, rule-

making power and governance style.

The Commission, social policy and the strategy ofvolving social actors

Since the early 1970s European Commission has togeg to intervene in social
sphere in the form of directives and regulations|uding environmental protection,
consumer rights, women’s rights, and health anétgadt work. Nonetheless, the
power of the Commission in executing the directivese been limited, as the
Community law stipulate, they are executed by mermstses, but not the European
executives. The competences of the EU in the s@phkere has comparatively
increased with the Maastricht (1992) and Amsterda@97) treaties; however, this
has not necessarily translated into transfer ofpmiances to supranational bodies. In
turn, member states disagreed on harmonisatiorficatmon and supranational
control, but concurred with coordination of socjablicies via new modes of
governance (also known as Open Method of Coordingtiwhich is based on
voluntarism, non-sanction and soft law mechanidinsas been seen unlikely that
member states would transfer their sovereignty upranational bodies. Yet, the
Commission has endeavoured to advance supranatimealention in this field,
despite the sovereignty of member states has lemEmgmised with the introduction
of principles of subsidiarity and the introductiohnew modes of governance (e.g. in
social policy, environment and tourism). The OM@ows the Commission
proposing guidelines and frames and monitor tmeplémentations; though, without
any legal binding mechanism, because the uniqumnssbility of implementation

rests in the member state.

As a result, the manoeuvre space of the Commidssrbeen restricted; it has tried
other strategies such as action plans (three sacigns plans have so far been
introduced in 1974, 1989 and 1995). Cram (2006)mdathat Commission,
particularly the DG Employment and Social Inclusioses another strategy, which
is mobilising the social actors to form European@®#Gand in turn involving them

into the Commission’s consultation regime. The maigument of Cram (lbid) is
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that the Commission has tried to foster an undedstg that social policies are
regulated at EU level, and democratically. Crandjlchowever, acknowledges that
the strategy of activating social NGOs has beeatively successful. First, the DG
EMPL started financing social NGOs in the early@f9%ut via illegal methods until

1999. The treaties of the EU ascribe the Commisgienrole of using the Union’s

resources, while giving the auditing responsibitdythe Parliament and the Council.
Based on the request of the British parliamentarianith the claims that the

Commission’s support to social NGOs had no legaishan 1998, the Parliament
decided to suspend the Commission’s funds. Consdélgusocial NGOs organised a
collective protest; accordingly these funds weleased in 1999 with the Council
decision. Thus, the Commissionéxtra-acquisbehaviour was justified after the
Council’'s decision. The second success of the Casion, according to Cram
(Ibid), is the enshrinement of the principle of fy@patory democracy” into the

draft Constitutional Treaty (2004), and later isthon Treaty (2007).

On the other hand, the Commission has seemed w@naedwvthe resolutions of the
Amsterdam Treaty (1997) about social policy, i.enrection of the employment
policy to social policy. Amsterdam Treaty for thesf time recognised the
employment policy as a common European concern.sé&nprently, at the
Luxembourg Summit (1997), the Heads of States angefhiments decided an
employment guideline with the aim of creating arctiize labour market”: this
entailed the four principles agmployability of the labour,entrepreneurshipi.e.
alleviating the conditions for the business (sushemlucing the tax and contribution
costs on labour, and fostering new jobs in thalthsector);adaptabilityof business
and labour to the new technology and so calledrighrg market conditions”; and
creating “equal opportunities” for man and womemeTLisbon Strategy (2000),
adopted by the Heads of States and Governmentsefad these goals, by agreeing

to make Europe “most competitive and knowledgeeairigconomy by 2010".
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The Commission and Social Actors

The European Commission has shown an interestdietab organisations and civil
society discourse since the early 1990s. The Cosiomsreferred to societal
organisations in different contexts of EU politichey have appeared in the
following EC initiatives: (a) the regulation of ‘terest politics” and “interest
intermediation”, (b) the restructuring of EU govanae, and (c) discussions on the
“democratic legitimacy crisis” of the EU. Societalganisations first emerged in the
agenda of the Commission in 1992, within the irdeneolitics regulation frame
(Com 1992). In this context, they were defined sigetial interest groups”, together
with the economic groups and firms that were lohgyin Brussels. Afterwards, the
Commission never lost sight of its appeal to satietganisations, and it tried to
adapt its discourse on the societal organisatiorteeé context of the EU politics of
the day (Smismans 2003). For instance, in the sedwmif of the 1990s, the
Commission tried to increase its regulative rolsagial policies, such as through the
European Employment Strategy (EES) and the Openhddetof Coordination
(OMC) (Mosher and Trubek 2003). In this respect, 1897, the Commission
published a discussion paper about which volunbaganisations were active in the
social sector. Smismans (2003) argues that the Gssion has used the civil society
discourse to justify its growing intervention onced policies as a strategy to
respond to the nation-states’ reaction. Besides, @ommission did not only
highlight the roles played by the societal orgatses in the economy, such as
creating jobs, and their increasing responsibilityovernance in this document. It
also for the first time elaborated the political pinations of the societal
organisations, such as their role in the creatibrEwropean citizenship and the

emergence of a European public sphere.

At the beginning of the 2000s, the Commission beoad its focus on the societal
organisations, from the ones which were activeadciad policies to all groups of
organisations. Consequently, it introduced the N@G®sa new concept. This shift
provided a great advantage for the Commission ab ithcould use the societal

groups to legitimate its policies and the EU agéarFurthermore, the limited focus
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on the use of social groups in legitimising so@alicies shifted to the general
legitimacy of EU governance (Smismans 2003; KoeKlech and Finke 2007)he
Commission and Non-governmental Organisations:ddugj a Stronger Partnership
(Com 2000, 11 final) was the second and final papewhich the Commission
specifically elaborated upon the societal groupst bne year later, the societal
organisations were mentioned in Wéite Paper on European Governarn¥éPEG)
(Com 2001), under the category of civil societyamigations (CSOs). Thé/hite
Paperrepeated the Commission’s previous position abmitoles of societal groups
in governance and EU politics. The WPEG, howeviacqd the CSOs within the
context of the EU administrative reform and EU goaace, in which CSOs were
defined as partners and participants, contributimgthe efficiency of European
governance. In addition to this, WPEG related tt®0€ to the legitimacy of EU
governance and the issue of creating a Europedic sphere.

During the 2000s, the European Commission detdiledpolitical roles of societal
organisations under the motto of “bringing the Eatlbto its citizens” or “closing
the gap between the EU and the citizens”. In tbspect, it initiated Plan D for
Democracy (2005), Debate Europe, the Communicd®iolicy (2006), and Europe
for Citizens (2007). One of the components of “gmy the EU back to its citizens”
was civil dialogue—incorporating NGOs into the Corssion’s decision-making
structures through consultations. Civil Dialoguarstd in 1996 after the first
European Social Policy Forum convened by the Sé&datform. To regulate interest
politics, after 2000 the EC launched standards andciples (Com 2002),
established a database for civil society orgameatiprepared a code of conduct, and

broadened the database for all interest groups (Z206).

5.1. The European Commission and the discovery tfe civil society discourse
The EC tried to regulate its relations with sodietagganisations by a) considering

them within the context of interest politics at tBe level, b) engaging them in the
EU governance structure, and c) relating them &dintre of the EU legitimacy

debates.
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In 1992, theEC published a paper about its regulation polieyiriterest politics with
non-governmental actors (Com 1992n this paper, the EC also refers to societal
organisations; it categorises them under the gereategory of special interest
groups, which includes all extra-political groupsamely business groups,
consultation firms and civic groups. Neverthelése,document finds it necessary to
distinguish societal groups from business groupsuijh the practical solution of
defining them as non-profit organisations. As thepgr specifically focuses on
interest groups which try to influence EU-level ipc$, this categorisation is not
intended as a general criterion for the definitmnon-profit organisations. The
paper illustrates European and (inter)national @asons/federations of societal
organisations as an example of non-profit orgamisat with legal advisors, public

relations and public affairs firms and consultasgrofit-making organisations.

Societal groups as voluntary organisations activenisocial policy
In the second half of the 1990s, the Commission wterested in social groups

which were active in the social sector. In thispexg it published “Promoting the
Role of Voluntary Organisations and FoundationEumope” (Com 97: 241)n this

document, the importance of these groups is demaiadt according to the total
amount of members of EU volunteer organisationsichviestimated (in 1997) at
around 100 million people. This document presemésrmost detailed views of the
EC on the political and economic roles of sociaugps with a specific focus on the
characteristics these groups should have and thetidms they should carry out in

social and political life.

Economic Roles of the Societal Organisations
Compared to other EC documents which focus on tlogeetal organisations, only

“Promoting the role of the voluntary organisati@msl Foundations in Europe” (Com
1997) elaborates the roles of these organisatiotisel economy. It strongly stresses
the role of the sector in the labour market, crepjobs and training and retraining
the unemployed, especially those having problenerieig the labour market. It is

not surprising that this is reflected in this doam since employment was one of
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the prevailing issues of the EC in the second béalthe 1990s. In fact, the EC
launched the European Employment Strategy in 19@/same year it published this
document. Interestingly, the EC did not emphagisgdb-creating potential of social
organisations in its later initiatives, since iteds, rather, shifted to their potential
for identity creation.

In “Promoting the Role of Voluntary Organisationsda=oundations in Europe”, the
EC suggests that that social organisations shaeilsiupported by the state, as these
organisations create jobs. It supports its claimth@ sector's employment creation
with figures, along with “the tendency of governrtseerengaging the voluntary
organisations and foundations in the delivery ofvises of which they were
themselves formerly both designers and provideZsing 1997: 241). The document
elaborated here specifies some of these new funkctioat the sector has adopted,
such as training and retraining the unemployedheeifrom their own self-initiative
or as a government-led policy. These initiativesosmtrate especially on people
having problems participating in the labour markehe work of the voluntary
organisations, then, could include all possibleoast to prevent people from being
marginalised in the labour market. The documenheweake an interesting remark in
this respect, pointing out that the voluntary werkvided career opportunities for
people who participate in this sector. Presentiolgintary work as an intermediary
stage before entering the labour market, it claihz the experience of voluntary
work in social issues could open up career oppdaresn Nonetheless, this approach
is problematic in that it tries to justify nonpadd non-secure work. For instance, it
promises a bright future to those who participateai voluntary organisation,
claiming that a better job often results from finstving worked for the community
(this is parallel to Rose’s argument about thetgenéneo-liberal government). This
entails the understanding that work for the comnyuisi at the same time a moral

activity.

Political roles of the Societal Organisations
Although the main focus of “Promoting the role afluntary organisations and

Foundations in Europeis the role of social organisations in the econoimyglso
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evaluates the possibilities for European identityiding and promoting democracy
through societal organisations. This is the eanhprint of the EC’s project of

merging the idea of European citizenship projedhine concept of participation.
The EC would also promote participation as the paador both the identity and
legitimacy crises of the EU. These political role#l be discussed in detail along
with the EC’s further initiatives of Plan D for Dexracy, the Communication Policy
and Active Citizenship, in order to elaborate thkationship between the normative
grounds of the European citizenship and the funatioole that the EC assigned to

the CSOs in this process.

“Promoting the role of Voluntary Organisations aR@undations in Europe”
suggests that participation in an organisationdsmocratic experience for people in
addition to elections. It emphasises that this qumbjdoes not compete with
representative democracy, and is thus not a clygldo the legitimacy of the
European Parliament. Furthermore, the documentrtassbat societal groups
function as the “intermediary” between the governtrand citizens, so that citizens
can examine the government’s actions and provigeadnd feedback to the public
authorities. This is a Habermasian view of civitisty advocated by the deliberative
school, in which civil society becomes a link betwesociety and the political public

sphere.

EU funding as a disciplining technology in the diea of a transnational space for
voluntary organisations

The Commission (1997) elaborates the reasons éatiog a transnational space for
societal organisations, starting with the diagntsi “there were some problems for
the trans-European civil society”. This is explaines resulting from the lack of
trans-European joint work between national andllosac groups. Here, therefore,
the Commission expects that intense joint crossidyowork between organisations
will create a European civil society. The EC woudktilitate this process of
interconnecting European civil society, providinods to societal organisations and
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imposing a legal infrastructure within the Europspace so that these organisations

can act freely among the countries of Europe.

The EC goes on to list problems which hinder ctomsler collaboration, such as
cultural differences, the availability of funds.tioaal attitudes towards the EU, and
national legal conditions for the activities of @rdign organisation. Cultural and
linguistic differences are the most important aésh problems, while membership,
organisational structure and the objectives of trganisations create further
obstacles. In addition to these, not all countgiested legal recognition to voluntary
organisations/civic groups. For this reason, somgarosations encountered
restrictions when they tried to open an office amuk in another country. In order to
facilitate the operations of these organisationkumope, the EC proposes a statute
for European associations which would give a lggakonality to an organisation
engaging in those activities (Com 97, 241 final:1lAyrthermore, to overcome the
problem of the countries’ different systems of texa working methods and
administrative procedures, the EC prepared trairpnggrams for organisations

wishing to participate in trans-European collabiorat

The EC was serious about supporting these org@msasince they were described
as the disseminators of information about Europée” Commission recognises the
importance of the role that voluntary organisatigolay as disseminators of
information, as bodies close to ordinary citizearsg proposes to involve them more
closely in its activities of disseminating infornmat” (Com 97, 241 final:13).

However, the document also details problems inlidmethese organisations which
could be a barrier to transnational collaboratibhese issues include, for instance,
the representativeness of some European netwihiksscepticism of some public
authorities (at either the national or Europearellevoward the European work
which these organisations aim to do, the fact thate organisations are not

governed professionally, and a lack of skills neeteestablish networks.
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The EC also emphasises that societal organisafiaces problems in terms of
financial resources, as they depend on long-terndifig for survival. Due to
difficulties in obtaining funds at the national &)y organisations sought European
sources of funding; however, it was not easy toiemeh EU funding either.
Organisations could not follow the information amdling, and some states restricted
the access of the organisations to European fundimgre NGOs have a decision-
making role®? Furthermore, even if they could access EU fundamy delays in

payments could impact the organisations’ work.

Another observation is that, implicitly or expligit the document applies a
categorical separation of “European civil socieftyym civil society (organisations)
within Europe. Despite the fact that this EC docotrexamines the economic, social
and political roles of societal organisations & tiational level, it does not include
them in its conception of European civil societyatlier, the EC’s conception of
European civil society here refers to the Brusbalsed lobbying networks. Not all
NGOs, for instance the national NGOs, can lobbyopgean institutions, participate
in the EU’s decision-making committees and follome tEuropean agenda. The
umbrella organisations in Brussels, rather, engagéese activities in order to
represent the claims of its constituents. Thuscam® question whether this can be
interpreted as a process of emergence for repedgsantcivil society, namely a
process that represents those who cannot pargcipatough “representative
participation”. In the document, therefore, the E@le is stressed as facilitating the
interactions of societal organisations in Europeugh EU funding. In sum, the
document interprets the accelerating volume of sstmsder interactions and
interconnectedness between the national organmsas the "Europeanisation” of
the national civil society organisations. Neveréiss|, the document does not assess
this process as the nucleus of the emerging of ojgeain civil society”, since it
already fulfils this conceptual and ontological gpawith the Brussels-based

organisations.

32 However, the document does not mention which sttethis.
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Table 1. The roles, characteristics and functionsszribed to societal groups in “Promoting the
role of the voluntary organisations and Foundationsn Europe” (Com 1997, 241 final)

The roles of the
voluntary
organisations

Characteristics a
voluntary organisation
has and should have

The functions of voluntary organisations

Contribution to
employment
opportunities
Being instrumenta

in the formation of
active citizenship
Promotion of
democracy

Maintaining services

Representing thg
interests  of  thg
people to publig
authorities, and
protecting  human
rights

To some degree the

yThey deliver services for their members or

he

(should) have institutiondl public in social services and health care.

and formal subsistence.

They do not (should not
seek profit.

They (should) ac
independently according
their own rules, being fre
from interference from
public institutions,
including the government.

The people who gover
these organisations shou

not seek to wuse th
organisation to thei
personal advantagge

including profit.

The organisations must b
present in the public aren

their actions shoulg
contribute to the publig
good.

The document states th
“being independent is ng
easy, and the notion of th
public good is
controversial.”

~

g

Furthermore, they function as trainers
information providers.

They provide advocacy, which is to campa
and lobby in order to change public percepti
and enact a certain policy.
0
eThey function as intermediary bodies tf
coordinate the activities of, or provig
information and assistance to the organisati
in a specific sector, or they work to strengthe
particular sector, e.g. social policy. In tho
ncases, the organisations link the sector with
Icpolitical authorities. To the EC’s definition,
ecan also be added that these organisations
only link the sector to the political authoritie
> but also to the governance structures.

R
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From Voluntary Organisations to NGOs, and from theSocial Sector to a
Broadened Definition of Civil society as a panacefar the EU Legitimacy Crisis

At beginning of the 2000s, the EC conducted a pgnaghift in its approach to civil

society by implementing a broadened definitionriden to legitimise EU governance

at large (Smismans 2003). This was a transformdtimm the earlier approach, in

which civil society was restricted to the voluntagctor taking an active role in the

social sector. The EC started to use the disconfrggvil society in the context of

acceptance of its actions not just in social polioyt in all of its activities, and

furthermore, in the context of the raison d'étreEdd institutions. However, the

paradigm shift was not reflected in the EC’s peticgpof civil society. Although the
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EC broadened its scope with respect to civil sgcigtcluding all sectors of civil
society organisations, it carried over the roled aharacteristics which it drew for

voluntary organisations in 1997.

The EC, one year before the publication of théhite Paper on European
Governance declared its intention of integrating the NGOsoints governance
structure, identifying the NGOs as its “vital pas’ for governance due to “the
expertise and dedication of NGO staff and theitimghess to work under difficult
operational conditions”. It set out five aspectgied “rationale for cooperation with
non-governmental organisations” (1) fostering ipgvatory democracy, (2)
representing the views of specific groups of ciizéo European Institutions, (3)
contributing to policy making, (4) contributing teroject management, and (5)

contributing to European integration.

Having been influenced by the European EconomicSoalal Committee’s report in
1999, “The role and contribution of civil societyganisations in the building of
Europe” (CES 851/99, and see also below in this chaptee Commission for the
first time linked the NGOs to participatory demagraEmphasising that the EU'’s
legitimacy rested on representative democracy,Gbmmission stated that NGOs
could contribute by fostering participatory demagrain the decision-making
processes of the EU. In other words, the EC equadeiicipatory democracy at the
EU level with the involvement of civil society ihé decision-making processes. The
EC also related the NGOs to the context of enlasggrand the EU’s relations with
developing countries. Here, the EC argued that N@@dd “contribute to the
development of democracy and civil society in thedidate countries” by achieving
“the stability of institutions guaranteeing demayrathe rule of law, human rights

and respect for and protection of minorities.”

Though the EC linked the engagement of NGOs intipslto the consolidation of
democracy in Central and Eastern Europe and dewglamuntries, it attributed an

instrumental role for them with respect to EU gowerce. First, the EC aimed to
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integrate NGOs into the EU governance mechanisogngk it aimed to “win public
acceptance for the EU” through the NGOs. Regardimgy role of NGOs in EU
governance, contrary to “Promoting the role of \idary Organisations{Com
97:241), “Building a Stronger Relationship with N&O(Com 2000) does not
emphasise the social and economic role of the N@&Dsh as the delivery of
services, employment creation and training. Ratlitefocuses on the specific
function of the NGOs in terms of EU policies, thamagement of EU projects.
NGOs can manage, monitor and evaluate EU-financai@gis, such as the projects
on “social exclusion and discrimination™, “protéag the natural environment” and

“the provision of humanitarian and development aid”

Second, according to the document, NGOs can beumsttal in winning public
acceptance for the EU, since they act accordinghéo“general interest” of the
people, dealing with concerns and issues relatettheéopeople’s well-being rather
than pursuing the commercial or professional irsisref their members. The EC
prioritises the role of European networks of NG@dttee catalysing agent®f this
process, in that they can mobilise national NGOsl dmake an important
contribution to the formation of a European pubbpinion”, which the EC
recognises as the “pre-requisite to the establishroé a true European political
entity”. In Gramscian terms, the EC tries to uglisie NGOs in constituting the
hegemony of EU governance, in which social fortles,actors in the civil society
(NGOs), contribute to the emergence of consenblitigal rule.

The governance turn and bringing back the citizens
The White Paper on Governandgg€€om 2001) indicates the need to reform the

institutional design of the EU, the structure &f tolicy making and techniques of
policy implementation. It explains the reasons bdlthe reforms as the extension of
the issues the EU is dealing with, especially tkigaasion of the EU to include new
member states and responding to the globalisationeps (Com 2001, 428). The
White Paper, in line with “Building a Stronger Rmsdaship with NGOs”,

specifically emphasises that civil society congtitla crucial part of this process,
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both in sharing governance responsibilities anditeging EU governance. “[The
EU] will no longer be judged solely by its ability remove barriers to trade or to
complete an internal market; its legitimacy todagpehds on involvement and
participation. This means that the linear modeldisipensing policies from above
must be replaced by a virtuous circle, based odbf@ek, networks and involvement

from policy creation to implementation at all les¥e{Com 2001, 428 final:11).

With the White Paper, the EC introduces the diss®uof involvement and
participation to the agenda of the EU as a curédatemocratic legitimacy problem,
which resulted from the “the gap between the peaptethe EU”.

Yet despite its achievements, many Europeans femiaded from the Union’s work. This
feeling is not confined to the European Institusioht affects politics and political institutions
around the globe. But for the Union, it reflectstigalar tensions and uncertainty about what
the Union is and what it aspires to become, abugéographical boundaries, its political
objectives and the ways these powers are sharddthét Member States. (Com 2001 428
final:7)

In order toclosethis gap, the White Paper posits that the pagtmp of civil society

in EU politics will play a crucial role. Restrictinthe definition of participatory
democracy as the formal involvement of civil sogiet policy-shaping processes
and consultation, it stresses that “participat®mat about institutionalising protest”
(WPG 2000). In a way, this approach tries to buwldeuropean civil society
conception separate from social movements and rgsstradition. Rather, it
privileges a definition of participation that is ropatible with the governance
approach. It rests on the definition of interegiresentation, and corresponds to a
pluralist system of decision-making in which allerest groups compete to influence
policymaking on equal terms. In sum, the partiéggadiscourse is not only related
to the technologies of legitimate EU governing,the sense that the Commission
strategically used it to garner public supports lalso the constitutive element of the
EU art of government, i.e. how to govern organasaj find solutions, and make a

better contribution to EU governance.

122



5.2. The Extension of the roles of European Civil&iety in the Commission’s
Discourse

In line with the motto of “closing the gap betwethie citizens and the EU”, which
was coined in the mid-1990s, during the first decafithe 2000s, the EC launched
new policies, namely Plan D for Democracy, Debateoge, Communication Policy,
Active Citizenship and Europe for Citizens. In thst of these, the Commission’s
civil society discourse extended from the “agerftgavernance turn” to “agents of
identity and consent builders”. In the late 1990wl an the White Paper on
Governance the main objective of the Commission was to uestre EU
governance (Jachtenfuchs 2001; Kochler Koch antb&gen 2006). Thereby, it
associated its discourse on civil society withdbgernance turn. Nonetheless, in the
2000s, the EC reduced its emphasis on the reldijprizetween civil society and
governance. Since then, the EC has prioritiseddib&urse on civil society, which
included two main aspects: the generation of a feao identity and the
mobilisation of the public for EU integration. Ti@B®mmission’s new strategies for
closing the gap with citizens have focused on Ee@opNGOs as a target of this
policy, while assigning them an intermediary roltvieen EU institutions and the
people, so that EU governance can be better “coedec the citizens”.

As mentioned above, the strong emphasis on thessiégeo “connect Europe with
its citizens” was first reflected in th&hite Paper on Governancéhe White Paper
identifies two reasons for the “alienation of th&ézens from the EU”. The first
reason, based on the governance perspective, ssigigaisthe citizens cannot build a
connection with the EU institutions since they aot “involved in the governance”
of their lives. Accordingly, the argument is thhthe people can participate in the
problem-solving processes, they can become clas#ret idea of Europe, and this
would strengthen EU democracy. The second reastimeisiotion that citizens are
alienated from the EU because they lack informatibout the EU and the role of
EU policies play in their lives. In the 2000s, hiemmission prioritised the political
socialisation roles of the CSOs, which entailedirthietermediary function and

identity-formation roles. The “governance turn’eliature has discussed the role of
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EU NGOs in the first reason given by tli¢hite Paper(Kochler-Koch and Finke
2008; Kochler-Koch and Rittberger 2006; Finke 20@)ropean studies, however,
have neglected to examine the second reason, wditempts to embed crucial
“political socialisation” roles in societal orgaat®ns. One exception is Warleigh
(2001). Having examined the European NGOs’ soetda roles, he concludes that
they will not be able to achieve these tasks dubeo distance from the grassroots.
Nevertheless, the analysis of Warleigh is not aaltin the sense that he does not
problematise the central question of why and hosv@ommission endeavoured to

create a European civil society.

Both the governance approach and the deliberafpeoach have been limited in
problematising the Commission’s attempts to builEwmopean civil society. They
have been “civil society” reductionist, in that yheonsider civil society to be an
autonomous agent. The governance approach takegrémted that there ia
European civil society waiting to be integratedoithe governance mechanism,
sharing the responsibility of EU institutions. Tékeliberative approach has proposed
a rights-based identity which can be reinforcedoulgh participation, and has
defended the intermediary function of the civilietg, similarly, it has derived from
the ontological assumption that civil society hdwags been there, waiting to
“democratise decision-making” and linking the autie public reason to the
decision-making processes. The deliberative apprasn has taken for granted the
normative claim that civil society is good, and wawer comes from civil society is
good per se. Consequently, both approaches shaaepanri normative stance: the
involvement of civil society in governance mechamssunquestionably legitimises
EU governance. The governmentality approach, orother hand, denaturalises this
a priori normative position, considering it as @tge of reasoning among others. It
also questions the civil society ontology of theveimance and deliberative
approaches. The fact is that the EC has engageactpely in a strategy of
constituting an ECS and EPS, as well as integrdtiagsocietal organisations to the
consultation processes of decision-making. Considethis, | argue that civil

society is not an essentially non-state phenomeanod,whatever it performs does
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not necessarily democratise and legitimise a palitsystem. What is interesting in
the EC’s discourse of civil society is that it letEC itself which promotes the
discourse. Therefore, the more provocative questimuld be why the Commission

engages in that, and what the consequences dpthliscally driven” process are.

The deliberative approach could regard the Comomssiefforts of empowering the
EU NGOs, such as financial support and incorpogatirem into the consultation
mechanism, as democratising participatory procedufeluller 2010). The
governance approach, on the other hand, consider€ommission’s civil society
initiatives necessary attempts for the governanoe However, the governmentality
approach conceives of these as political technetogit asserts that the art of
government has extended beyond the territorieshef nation-states. Defined as
advanced liberalism (Barry et al 1996) or neo-#bgovernmentality (Lemke 2002,
and 2007), this art of government includes the emgpment of the self and society
for their own auto-government (Cruisbank 1999; Radk892, 1996b). The
Commission’s civil society discourse first elabesathe EU NGOs in terms of the
“governance debate”. However, the art of governnadst generates the subjects of
government, i.e. the population, the citizen. TDogernance approach ignores this
(Lemke 2007), while the deliberative approach dsfira rights-based European
identity. | argue that the identity and consentding role of the EU NGOs are
incorporated into the Commission’s civil societys@urse, and merged with the
technologies of European citizenship. This mergesEuropean art of government,
the expert solution to social problems (for inseaiajone 1996, Jactenfuchs 2001,
Kochler-Koch 2006) with the government of the sgbiyernment of the society, and

the government of the society through the society.

EU NGOs as a technology of EU governing in connentj with the citizens
Plan D, Debate Europe, Communicating Europe inneeship, Europe for Citizens

and Active European Citizenship focused on conngctihe EU with the citizens,
informing the people about the EU and the roleh&f EU in their lives. The EC

launched these policies due to the diagnosis dggtirhate European governance was
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not plausible if the people residing in the Eurapéaritory lack knowledge of who
governs, how it governs, why it governs, whereoitgrns and with whom it governs.
Hence, it made available funds to support projantsinitiatives that would help the
“dissemination of the idea of Europe (a Union)” ander to mobilise a public
discussion, which was assumed to be one of theenatlthe emerging European
public sphere. In these programmes, the Commississed the significance of
NGOs, considering them to be the interlocutor betw¢he political power and

society.

Magnette (2003) emphasises that the clarity ofpgbigical structure can enhance
political participation and political interest. Han the Commission’s aim of
informing the people about EU governing could ciwitie to its legitimate

governing. Nonetheless, the Commission’s strate@es problematic; first, it

considers “explaining itself’ to be a matter of pabelations, i.e. selling a product
(Shore 2009), and second, it becomes proactivelywed in fostering debates about
EU governing. The Commission’s aim has gone beyemnlightening the people
about the EU administrative mechanism. Ratherbeamission has been trying to
build a political-ethical discursive field for EUogerning, emphasising how good
EU governance is, the extent to which it is an pasable part of human life, and

how the subject of EU governing is constituted.

Nevertheless, the Commission’s ambition to constitilne political ethics of EU
governing faces serious problems. Despite thetfettthe EC entails bold normative
ambitions, such as enhancing participatory demgc¢reaansolidating legitimacy and
creating a European identity, to achieve theseast rather adopted the technologies
of public relations. It focuses on advertising tBE, and in doing so, tries to
convincethe people about its raison d’étre. Convincingyvéeer, is different than
consent. Contract theory states that since the ganee of political society results
from the a priori consent of the people, the qoastf whether the state ever faced
the crisis of explaining itself is redundant. Ihet words, it is the very act of consent

which itself explains the emergence of the state. te other hand, Gramsci’'s
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approach to consent requires that political povegrstantly produce and reproduce

the allegiance of the masses through shiftingesgras and alliances.

Moreover, the EC’s preference of the “citizens’aasoncept in the motto of bridging
the gap with the citizens is problematic, sincexitludes non-citizens as legitimate
participants in public debate. The EC could haveseh any other concept in order
to emphasise the people inhabiting the Europeacesigach as individuals, persons,
humans, residents, inhabitants or the population.siim, the EU draws the
participation criteria of the EPS with citizenshap the outset and excludes non-
citizens, namely the third-country nationals whaonter 18.5 million (3.8 %) among
the EU’s total population of 493 million in Janu&§06 (MEMO/07/351).

Plan D for Dialogue, Democracy and Debate
One of the Commission’s initiatives with respectctinnecting the citizens to EU

governance was Plan D for Democracy (Com 2005,484l)f Plan D had the
objective of reinforcing a public debate on theufetof Europe, and for this task the
member states and EU institutions would collabomtenobilising “citizens, civil
society, social partners, national parliaments @oldical parties, with the support of
the EU institutions” (Com 2008, 158/4 final:3). fairmulated the mottos of the
mobilisation strategy as “listening better”, “exipiag better” and “going local”. In
this respectjt particularly concentrated on the role of civdcgety organisations,
particularly EU NGOs. Six civil society projects reesupported by the Commission
which brought together approximately 40,000 pedmm different countries within
Europe in a seminar-like activity. The aim of thgsejects was “to test the
innovative consultation methods and enable peapla the different national public
spheres to connect with each other as Europearer#tiand debate the future of
Europe” (Com 2008, 158/4 final:3).

The innovative strategies of fostering a debatergrtbe citizens included “virtual
and face-to-face communication, deliberative caasioh and polling” at “country-
level, cross-border and pan-European consultationisése were experimented in

127



civil society projects in order to determine thdest to which knowledge of the
European art of government could be translatedhm European space. As a
reminder, the discourse on European governanceagsrileliberation as the mode of
conduct among the different actors (stakeholdétapé&dolous 2002, Eriksen 2005a).
Plan D attempted to translate this politically lied definition of the mode of
conduct between the “governance” actors to civdiety, presenting it as a daily
practice of conduct between individuals, and thedcet between the individuals and
the political authority. The report prepared by themmission on these projects
concluded that “the civil society organisations eging the projects served as
multipliers and disseminated the views expressedit®ens through their political
and media networks, at different stages of theeggotsj (Com 2008, 158/4 final:3).
On the basis of this statement, it suggested tthet Plan D civil society projects
showed that participatory democracy can usefullyppteament representative
democracy” (Ibid.)At the latest stage, in December 2007, the Comomsgathered
the six Plan D citizens’ projects in a conferenogtied “The Future of Europe: The

Citizen’s Agenda”.

Plan D also introduced other “innovative ways omeoaunication”, such as internet
debates on the “Debate Europe” webSitand the “Plan D” visits of the
Commissioners to national parliaments, civil sogidiusiness and union leaders,
regional and local authorities in member statesthis respect the Commission
representatives in the member states organised s@8&tinars, and 4,000 press
statements and conferences, and the Commissionanaged in total 370 visits
(Com 2007, 568 final:9). Compared to the civil gbgiprojects, the visits of the
Commission’s representatives rather focused onctdineteraction between the
individual and EU officials.

#http://ec.europa.eu/commission_barroso/wallstromfainicating/conference/dialogue/index_en.ht
m

128



After 2008, the Plan D proceeded under the titleDefbate Europe”, with the motto
of Democracy-Dialogue-Democrady.Debate Europe continued to employ the
“innovative communication” methods initiated by RIB in order to advertise the
impact of EU governance in the daily lives of pep@uch as on “internal market-
related success stories, roaming mobile chargescdst flights, closing the gap in
regional development, environmental protection ahd fight against climate
change”(Com 2008 final:158/4)

Debate Europe is a web portal that comprises Ele Twhich includes videos about
EU along with commentaries and blogs, descriptioh&U policies and benefits
under the “EU at a glance” and “EU activities” page call centre for fielding
questions about the EU with “Europe direct”, anirmmlgame called Europa Go, and
activities oriented toward school children undeptiSg Day for Europe®® The last
of these is worth elaborating, since the Commissiarterest in children cannot be
explained as an attempt to inform citizens about gelicies to combat alienation
from EU governance, or put in terms of the Commigsi optimism, to connect
citizens with EU institutions. The question thaises is how the EC’s interest in
children can be explained. The activities which eveut into practice under the
interest in schools reveal the EC’s aspirationsudiding a European political-ethical
space, so that children are nurtured as Europewhdevelop a political allegiance to
EU institutions. For instanc&pring Day for Europencourages such activities as
“playing the role of creative figure” (for the Eymean Year of Innovation 2009),
exchanging traditional songs between countries,patitions to create a leaflet for
Europe, gathering students’ best ideas for Europggnising games in schools about
European decision-making processes, European iomsntand inventors, and
matching euro coins with the country of origin. Manterestingly, the Commission
arranges role playing activities for EU decisionking simulations in schools. In

2007, moreover, 75 Commissioners visited schoofglinegions in 18 countries, and

3 http://europa.eu/debateeuropefindex_en.htm

% http://www.springday2009.net/ww/en/pub/spring20@snepage.htm
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400 German European officials visited their forrsehools during the German EU
presidency (Com 2007, 568 final:9).

The White Paper on Communication
The White Paper on CommunicatiqVPC) was an EC policy launched in 2006 in

line with the motto of “closing the gap between tizens and EU”. The impetus
for the launching the communication strategy wasdbmmunication gap with the
citizens. The Commission defines this, here anevdisre, in different ways, such as
bringing the EU back to citizens, connecting wittizens, or closing the gap with
the citizens. Scholars of governance and delibmratave taken the diagnosis of a
gap for granted, debating whether and the extemthich this gap could be closed.
However, the governmentality approach employs #&ewint strategy. It instead
problematises the Commission’s problematisationd a&merefore examines the

technologies used by the Commission in its “cornngawith the citizens discourse”.

The WPC is remarkable as an attempt in that ibthice communication as a policy
in its own right, arguing that the gap with citizecan be closed if they learn more
about the EU and feel that their views matter in Eecision-making. The
communication policy, in this respect, concentrabes mobilising a “European
debate” in several ways. Some of these overlap Rligin D, such as the visits of the
Commissioners and other EU officials to schools augporting civil society
projects. It also introduces such strategies asCimission’s representations in
member states, creating new European spaces tg together different actors,
reinforcing the EU dimension in the national edimal system, using media
technologies to increase the visibility of the Ehkinging together “European
teachers” through a network and a special programitien the College of Europe,
digitally connecting European libraries, reconsmigrthe EU institutions’ visitor
programmes, and complementing EU websites witmerflorums—"virtual meeting
places™—and links to external information sourcksalso indicates that achieving
these objectives depend on a “partnership appro#oh’technology of the European

art of government, which requires the collaboratbfiEU institutions, the national,
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regional and local authorities in the Member Staesopean political parties, [and]
civil society” (Com 2006:35 final§®

Having acknowledged that the “communication strgtegf the EC in the post-
Maastricht Treaty (1992) era was based mostly tating the EU’s activities, the
WPC declares the intention of bringing change i taspects. First, the new
communication policy will reinforce mechanisms ¢istening to the people”, such
as support for the civil society projects, new @an spaces for European debate
(i.e. houses of Europe opened in Tallinn, Dublinl &fadrid in 2007-2008§ and
web-consultation portals for the people (Y@ur Voicg. Nevertheless, interestingly,
the WPC does not refer to the Commission’s “civdllague” initiative, which aimed
to involve civil society in EU decision-making. Asreminder, the Commission had
presented civil dialogue in the second half of 1880s under the motto of bringing
citizens back into the EU, repeating this in White Paper on Governanckn other
words, even though the Commission presents “lisgerto the people” as the
cornerstone of its communication policy, it avoidsntioning the strategy which had
already been put into action on precisely the sgroands. It is difficult to explain
why the Commission preferred not to mention thel dialogue as an example in

which EU NGOs patrticipated in EU decision-makinggasses.

The second new aspect in the communication pofiogxplained in the WPC as a
shift from the institutional approach to a “decahsed” one. As the WPC says, this
concept was originally explained ambiguously widspect to its specific meaning
and which procedures it entailed: “The European @@wsion is therefore proposing
a fundamentally new approach—a decisive move awagm f one-way
communication to reinforced dialogue, from an ftosibn-centred to a citizen-

centred communication, from a Brussels-based tooee ndecentralised approach.

36 Defining the political actors and civil society g partners in a meta-institutional set-up, theGNP
defined the EU polity in a Gramscian way, in whitie state was the combination of the political
society and the civil society.

3" Communicating Europe in Partnershi@om 2007, 569 final:8).
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Communication should become an EU policy in its avwght, at the service of the
citizens (Com 2006, 35 final: ¥} Despite the fact that the EC advanced ambitious
proposals—in fact, a fundamentally new approachee&tld not provide solid
grounds for this radical overhaul: “It should besé@ on genuine dialogue between
the people and the policymakers and lively politidescussion among citizens
themselves. People from all walks of life shouldiéndhe right to fair and full
information about the European Union, and be cemfidhat the views and concerns
they express are heard by the EU institutighsd., 4).

The WPC indicates that by enhancing the Europebatdgit aims at attaining “the
people’s support for the European project” (Ibi).and promoting “a pan-European
culture” (Ibid., 5), which would reinforce a Eurapeidentity. The final goal of this
project is to facilitate Europe’s penetration ike political-ethical constitution of
the self. The following long quote from the WPC kogtes how the Commission

diagnoses the problem, and the remedies it suggests

In today's Europe, citizens exercise their polititghts mainly at the national and local level.
Political rights linked to the European dimensiaavé been introduced, such as the right to
participate in the elections of the European Padiat. However, people learn about politics
and political issues largely through their natiomducation systems and via their national,
regional and local media. They consider the matdfef political parties dealing with
national, regional and local issues, and they discthese issues mostly in their own
communities. In short, the “public sphere” withitiah political life takes place in Europe is
largely a national sphere. To the extent that Eemopissues appear on the agenda at all, they
are seen by most citizens from a national perspeciihe media remain largely national, partly
due to language barriers; there are few meetingeplavhere Europeans from different Member
States can get to know each other and addresssis§usommon interest. Yet many of the
policy decisions that affect daily life for people the EU are taken at the European level.
People feel remote from these decisions, the degeisiaking process and EU institutions.
There is a sense of alienation from “Brussels”, aluhpartly mirrors the disenchantment with
politics in general. One reason for this is thedeguate development of a “European public
sphere” where the European debate can unfold. Respércising the right to elect members of
the European Parliament, citizens often feel thael tthemselves have little opportunity to
make their voices heard on European issues, amne ih@o obvious forum within which they

can discuss these issues together. A pan-Europefticg) culture—with pan-European
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political groups and foundations—is still develogirEurope also needs to find its place in the
existing national, regional and local “public spd&rand the public discussion across Member
States must be deepened. This is first and forethesesponsibility of the public authorities in
the Member States. It is the responsibility of goweent, at national, regional and local level,
to consult and inform citizens about public policireluding European policies and their
impact on people’s daily lives—and to put in pldee forums to give this debate life. There is
also a real interest in building the European disimminto the national debate. Citizens sense
that there is something missing from a nationalatielwhich ignores aspects of public policy
that are of direct relevance to them. Far from gp@ncompetition, a stronger recognition of the
European dimension in national political exchange only add to its credibility. That is why
national public authorities, civil society, and tB&ropean Union institutions need to work

together to develop Europe’s place in the publhese. (Ibid., 5)

The Commission, as the above statements revealthHeadbjective of increasing
turnouts in the European Parliament elections a&s dbncrete example for the
realisation of democracy at the European level. ddbeless, the Commission’s
proposals included strong political ambitions whislent beyond increasing the
amount of voters in European Parliament electiesush as requiring the national
authorities to integrate the EU dimension into stheourricula and enlightening
citizens about the impact of European policies heirt daily lives. To enhance
Europeans’ engagement in EU governance, the Conumisgtempted to create a
political-ethical space for EU governing within armeyond the nation-state.
Therefore, although the WPC claims that listenmghe citizens will be the basis of
the Commission’s communication policy, it rathemcentrates on “empowering
citizens”. This focus entails, first, the educatioh the citizen, second, citizens’
relations with other citizens, and finally citizémslations with the public and the

public institutions.

Improving civic education:The WPC evaluates the role of education in the
communication policy in five aspects. First, it oests education to active
citizenship, which will be elaborated in the follog section. Second, it suggests
that political socialisation with respect to the Edhould not [only] be confined to
teaching school pupils about EU institutions andicpes”, but also “should help
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people of all ages to use tools such as the inteéonaccess information on public
policy and to join in the debateThird, it emphasises that education policy should
give attention to migrants and the disabled, whghinbtherwise “find themselves
excluded from the public sphere” (lbid.,. 7lrourth, it asserts that the “EU
programmes can be of direct support in fostering turopean dimension.
Programmes like Leonardo da Vinci, Socrates, Erasmvouth in Action etc.
provide educational and training opportunities tlowusands of students and young
people across Europe.” Fifth, it emphasises theefitesn of the information
technology programmes that tackle exclusion from public spheres (lbid., 7).
Hence, education becomes not merely a focus orridegrthe EU and changing
people’s minds about the virtues of involvementhi@a EU’s consultations. It aims at
enhancing the skills of the people, such as thalityto use the Internet. In other
words, EU governing requires not only enlightenetizens, but also capable

citizens.

Connecting citizens with each othef-he WPC supports the creation of physical arenas
for the discussion of European issues in orderawnect citizens to each other.
Houses of Europe, which were opened in Tallinn, IDuyland Madrid in 2007-2008,
were examples of this. The previous EU initiatieédlan D, Youth in Action and
Culture, and Citizens for Europ@so supported trans-European projects for civil
society in this respect. Furthermore, the WPC ssiggesing the “existing and
planned EU programmes to connect and mobilise EBamgitizens”, noting that an
example of this, Erasmus, developed “a network ¢banects 150000 students from
all Member States”, so that “their websites [coutdirve as a hub for posting
activities, organising face-to-face meetings angbgmg in wide-ranging debates on
European issues” (Ibid., 7). On the one hand, the@ission here refers to previous

technologies; on the other, it creates new ones.

Connecting the citizens and public institutiofi$te WPC asserts that “bridging the
gap between Europe and citizens means creatingmemdtaining links between

citizens and public authorities all the way frone tlocal to the European level”
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(Ibid., 7). To illustrate this, it points to theatrsparency of EU decision making and

the consultation procedures with interest groups.

Connecting with citizens via medi@ne of the points the WPC highlights is that the
emergence of the European public sphere has beeerkd by the poor coverage
provided by the national media of EU-related ne¥&egular major events such as
European Council meetings do attract coverage fioma newspapers, but during
the intervening periods there is no comprehenstvemage of EU affairs” (Ibid., 9).
The WPC advances three action plans to close floemation gap (lbid., 9). The
first one involves giving Europe a human face, Itesy from the diagnosis that
people cannot clearly identify the impact of the EUtheir lives:“The European
Union is often perceived as ‘faceless’: it has teaccpublic identity. Citizens need
help to connect with Europe, and political inforroathas greater impact when put
in a ‘human interest’ frame that allows citizensuttderstand why it is relevant to
them personally. EU institutions and all levelggovernment can do more to ‘give a
human face’ to the information they provide” (1hi®). The second target stresses
the use of th@ational, regional and local dimensionorder to disperse the common
information about EU issueBhe third dimension, on the other hand, emphasises
internet as amew channel for communication on European issMesertheless, the
WPC reiterates the steering role of the politigatitutions: “However, political
leadership is needed if Europe is to fully exptbe Internet’s potential and ensure
that it does not create new divisions in socigtigid., 9).

As we can see, rather than focusing on the med&mn asdependent actor, the WPC
locates the origin of the problem and its cure Ine tpolitical institutions in
prescribing the need for a human face for the médron they provide. This however
is a problematic understanding of the “publicisatad the political information and
knowledge” via media, since it entails an undemditagnthat manipulation of political
news is carried out by the political authority its&#he WPC’s proposals to increase
its visibility in the media also show how the Corsgeion uses similar symbols and

styles of reasoning in different contexts. For anse, the Commission previously
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used the metaphor of giving Europe a human facelation to the Commissioner’s
visits to the member states. In fact, these twdamses complement each other.
While the visits give a human face to European guwg through the agency of
bodily representation of a European bureaucratnéves media on the other locates
the human face in a mental frame of human intehesither words, the Commission
tried to de-mystify European governing bodily anscdrsively by relating it to the
human. Secondly, the WPC repeats its language fierafit levels, nationally,
regionally, and locally, when it refers to the “Sphdimension”. In doing so, it

discursively constitutes the spatial frames.

Europe for Citizens and Active European Citizenship®
In relation to its previous initiatives for conniect with the citizens, the Commission

launched another programme in 2007, Europe forz&it*® It previously linked
citizens’ lack of interest in EU politics to Eurape citizenship and European
identity. In this respect, it initially referred tbe “key competences” (delineated by
Plan D) that every citizen should acquire (Com 2588 final). Elaborating on Plan
D, it underlined that these competences cover falins of behaviour that equip
individuals to participate in an effective and douastive way in social and working
life, and particularly in increasingly diverse seiges, and to resolve conflict where
necessary” (Ibid.). Furthermore, it emphasisedribed for empowering citizens to
“fully participate in civic life, based on knowledgf social and political concepts
and structures and a commitment to active and dextioparticipation.*’ Here, the
Europe for Citizens programme located the voluimeethat was central to active
European Citizenship. It explicated the reasons gmymoting volunteering as
follows: “By giving one’s time for the benefit oftleers, volunteers service their
community and play an active role in society. Tdeyelop a sense of belonging to a
community, thereby also gaining ownership. Voluntegis therefore a particularly

powerful means to develop citizens’ commitmentheirt society and to its political

38 http://ec.europa.eul/citizenship/annexes-citizgrigbic135_en.htm#2.
%It has a budget of 215 million euro.

“9 http://ec.europa.eu/citizenship/annexes-citizepigoic135_en.htm#2
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life. Civil society organisations, associationsafturopean general interest, town
twinning associations and other participating org@tions often rely on volunteer

work to carry out and to develop their activitiés.”

Putting active European citizenship into practicéhe Europe for Citizens
Programmeincludes four different categories of actions: 1gtive Citizens for
Europe, 2) Active Civil Society in Europe, 3) Toget in Europe, and 4) Active
European Remembrance. The first one entails towuming and support for citizen
projects. The second one, on the other hand, ctiates on support for think tanks
and civil society organisations, anlde projects developed by these civil society
organisations. Defining this as “pondering Eurogbg& second action plan explains

what it expects to achieve through the supporhisfdtrategy:
This collaboration can take a variety of forms daftians, such as seminars, thematic
workshops, training seminars, the production argdethination of publications, information
campaigns, artistic workshops, amateur sportingitsyeexhibitions, grassroots initiatives etc.
Partners interested in organising debates shoulasfon stimulating discussions related to the
priorities of the programme which involve a broaahge of stakeholders from different
countries, including other civil society organisa, citizens and policymakers. As their name
suggests, reflection exercises should nourish &mdtare the collective consideration of such
issues as European values, identity and democfé®ege exercises should involve civil society
organisations of all kinds, experts, decision-makand ordinary citizens. Special attention
should be given to reflecting the cultural and ispal diversity of Europe. Networking
activities should seek to establish the foundaf@mn or encourage the development of, long-
lasting and enduring networks between civil societganisations from different countries

which are active in a particular fiefd.

While the third action plan, Together in Europeguses on high-visibility events,
studies, surveys and opinion tools, and informatonl dissemination tools, the
fourth one concentrates on building a common identhrough remembrance
(Delanty 2005)“ Decades of peace, stability and prosperity sep&natepe from the

devastation of World War Il. But to ensure that thestakes of the past are not

“! http://eacea.ec.europa.eu/citizenship/programmettbes_en.php

“2 http://ec.europa.eul/citizenship/programme-actibosA6_en.htm
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repeated, to appreciate the present and plot aedar the future, it is important to
keep the memory of that period alivE.” Nevertheless, the stress on remembrance
does not only cover memories of war, but also idetua condemnation of Nazism
and Stalinism as the dark side of European histtFjae legacy of Nazism and
Stalinism underscore just how important and valeahlr current democratic values
are. By commemorating the victims, as well as pxésg the sites and archives
associated with deportations and myriad other astidcuropeans, particularly
younger generations, can draw lessons for the presel the future from these dark

chapters in history™

Having devised a fourfold strategy for developinguaopean citizenship, the Europe
for Citizens programme places great emphasis oodean values, history, culture
and cultural diversity as the basis of Europeamtitle® Despite the fact that the
programme defines active European citizenship as‘ittvolvement of the citizens
and civil society organisations in the process ofdpean integration”, it does not
elaborate an understanding of citizenship and iyeas phenomena which would
emerge from within the very act of “involvement” participation of strangers in
solving society’s common problems, as suggestednfstance by Putnam, Barber
and Habermas. Though at the outset it indicatestdaace that "active European
citizenship” should be the full participation incsal political life, Europe for
Citizens cannot elaborate this view.Rather, it approaches a communitarian
understanding of identity, stressing the importamicealues and history. Ultimately,
instead of treating participation as a normativiiean itself, a medium of political
integration, it rather delineates participationaameans, a catalyst, for discovering

the already-existing values, culture and historthefEuropeans.

In other words, Europe for Citizens opted to defih@opean identity as a social

reality, as if it were already there, so that tlylothe activities initiated by the active

3 http://ec.europa.eu/citizenship/programme-actiosi6_en.htm
“ http://ec.europa.eu/citizenship/programme-actibosA8_en.htm.

“S hitp://eacea.ec.europa.eu/citizenship/programrjesttibes_en.php
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European citizenship programme, Europeans wouldodes the identity they had
been unaware of. In other words, the Commissiopgsed Europe for Citizens as a
method for discovering a European identity that wahleady there. This approach
defines Europeans as the people who do not knowthdare, so that through the
very act of cross-country mingling and “intercudbrdialogue”, they access, or
recall, the knowledge of their common identity lwhea a shared culture, history and
values. In this way, it characterises active citstep, participation, as an
epistemology of finding out the ontology of thefsdlhe following statement from
the Europe for Citizens website illustrates the wag EC portrays the core of
European identity, and its ultimate goal of promagtit: “For citizens to give their
full support to European integration and to develogir sense of belonging to the
European Union, it is important to bring common d&p@an values, history and
culture to the fore.” Nevertheless, in stressirgithportance of a shared culture and
history as the basis of community building, the @uasion excludes those who do

not share the same culture, history and values.

In sum, the Commission’s discourse on connectirity Wie citizens started with a
goal of “explaining itself’, then was revised assténing to the people”, before
ultimately being linked to European citizenship aBdropean identity. In this
process, the roles of EU NGOs were portrayed asthdocutors of EU governing
that explained EU governing to its members, linkindplic demands to the decision-
making in the consultations, and reinforcing actiZzaropean citizenship. The
governance approach neglected the fact that the HiStourse on the involvement
of civil society also embodied elements of creanguropean identity on the basis
of participation. Some scholars suggest that EUegtance cannot evolve into a
democratic system, since there is no EuromkanogCederman 2001; Schore 2006;
Weiler 1999; Habermas 2001). The proponents of dieé&berative school in
European studies (Eriksen et al 2005), on the dilaed, argue that strangers can
develop a sense of commonness in their commoniteetiwhich aim to govern their
own lives. Regarding European integration, it has lmeen possible to follow the

path of nation-building, for instance in building c®mmon language, common
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culture and even common history. Therefore, the idé building identity—and
reinforcing legitimacy—on the grounds of participat in line with the writings of
Tocqueville, Putnam and Habermas, became verycateafor the Commission.
Hence it tried to integrate the participation disse into its legitimacy crisis
diagnosis, which suggested that the legitimacysotthe EU governance stemmed
from the “alienation” of the citizens from EU pads. Consequently, during the
2000s, the Commission focused on closing this gap ®ian D for Democracy,
Debate Europe, the Communication Policy, Activeiz@iiship and Europe for
Citizens. These all referred to the EU NGOs asngastin the Commission’s project
of creating a European public, European public sphed Europeademosin other
words, the EU political rationality supported EU @& as the interlocutors of the art

of government which could translate the politiclanalities to the margins.

Table 2. The shifting characteristics and roles ofocietal organisations in EC civil society
discourse

Com (1997) Politics, economy and society: socialgs

Com (2000) Legitimacy, governance: all groups &s
WPEG, Com Governance, legitimacy; creating a public sphere
(2000)

Plan D, Com Linking the citizens through the public sphere;
(2005)

Communication| Linking the citizens through the public sphere
Policy (2006)

Table 3. Development of civil society discourse iime EC

The discourse Conceptualisation Regulation Apphnoac
Com No discourse yet. Early attempt alt introduces its| It develops a
(1992) stressing the societalwillingness to regulate pragmatic definition

groups’ involvement in interest politics; hence as non-profit
society; Elaborates thgit presents examples gforganisations, and
SOs as an interest groupjnterest regulation ir focuses on

but defines them as non-some states, and in thetransnational
profit. UN. It adopts an open organisations.
and non-accreditation
pproach for regulation.

Com It uses societal It identifies the roles] Involving social actors It limits the groups
(1997) | organisations in characteristics, and in the governance of thewhich are active in
legitimising EU functions of the social society. social politics.
policies in the social | groups.

economy

It adopts the third
sector and governanc
approach to define the
roles of societal
organisations.

[¢]
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Table 3 continued

Com It links the CSOs tg It draws common It relates to interest It does not limit its
(2000) | discourse on  the features and the regulation policy. focus on SOs active
legitimacy of EU| rationales for integrating in the social field,
governance at large. | NGOs (the term the and it embraces the
document uses) to EU comprehensive
politics. approach.
Com It tries to develop g The use of the CSQ Itlaunches “standards | SOs are interpreted as
(2002) | regulated interest disappears, so thatand principles of mere interest

politics, where each consultation and interestconduct” for interest representatives.
interest group ig representation prevail gsregulation.
treated in equal terms| the concepts the EC uses
to explain the EC'Y
relationship with SOs.

Com It repeats its position It repeats its position of It initiates a common It repeats its positior
(2006) | of 2002. 2002. database of registry far of 2002.
the interest groups.

5.3. Civil dialogue and Participatory Consultation
In order to develop systematic relations with thé EGOs, the Commission started

civil dialogue following to the European Social eglForum in March 1996, which
was organised by the Social Platform, including p@@ticipants mostly from the
NGOs*® At the outset, the Commission indicated two gdaishe “civil dialogue™:
“[1] to ensure that the views and grassroots egpeg of the voluntary sector can be
systematically taken into account by policy makarg&uropean level so that policies
can be tailored more to real needs, §afto disseminate information from the
European level down to the local level so thatzeits are aware of developments,
can feel part of the construction of Europe and saa the relevance of it to their
own situation, thus increasing transparency andhptimg citizenship” (Com97, 241
final:7).

Here the scope and form of civil dialogue has cledngn parallel with the shifts in
civil society conceptualisation and interest regalapolicy of the EC. In the 2000s,
the EC began defining civil dialogue as a consgitatpractice in policy- and
lawmaking. “The EU at a glance: Eurojargdh”.an online glossary of the
terminology used in EU politics, reveals the pagadishift in the EC in the

definition of civil dialogue: “[Civil dialogue] mess consulting civil society when the

% As a note, this should not be confused with theogean Social Forum, which started in 2002 as a
consequence of the anti-neoliberalism movement.
“7 http://europa.eu/abc/eurojargon/index_en.htm
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European Commission is drawing up its policies praposals for legislation.”It
should be noted that civil society in this defioiti does not necessarily connote
societal organisations, since the EC broadenedi¢fiaition of the civil society in
such a way to include all non-state actors, incigdirade unions and business
groups.

The EU NGOs, the actors of the civil dialogue, ba bther hand, developed their
own definition of civil dialogue (see Civil Societyontact Grouff [CSCG], Civil

Dialogue: Making it Work Bettef2006]). This definition is a reaction to the
Commission’s definition, which portrays “civil d@jue as a consultation practice
covering a wide range of interactions between csokiety organisations and

institutions” (Ibid., 22). It illustrates these Wibullet points:

» Civil dialogue covers various degrees of formal@at ranging from informal to
legally recognised structures, from ad hoc to cwttus exchange;

e Civil dialogue also covers different degrees ofdirement from the civil society
organisations, ranging from information to condigtaand active participation;

« Civil dialogue takes place alongside the wholegyoliaking process which includes
the following phases: Agenda setting, Policy ddifimidecision-making,
Implementation, Evaluation, [and] Feedback;

e ltinvolves civil society organisations acting ietpublic interest (lbid., 22).

Here, civil society organisations connote the NGQ@s, contrast with the
Commission’s usage of the term. This definition |dowdlisappoint those who
perceive—or would prefer to conceptualise—civilldfae as a form of participation
designated for the societal interests. Neverthelgssdefinition on the “EU at a
Glance” site and the EC'’s official website for "@i®ociety” mentions neither civil
dialogue nor participation. The EC’s “Civil Socigigge?’ instead of elaborating the

EC’s relationship with the societal groups, ratlkeplicates its relations with all

“8 For details, see Chapter 4.
“9 http://ec.europa.eu/civil_society/index_fr.htm
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“external parties” as consultation practices, whigblude non-state actors, along
with the two Committees within the EU institutiorssdt-up: the European Economic
and Social Committee, which represents variousoseconomic organisations in
Member States, and the Committee of the Regionshwhade up of representatives
of local and regional authoritiesloreover, on its official website, the Commission
refers to the Amsterdam Treaty, instead of the dmsireaty's Article 11 on
participatory democracy, as the legal basis ofdbesultation practices with civil
society. Protocol no. 7 on the application of sdiasity and proportionality, annexed
to the Amsterdam treaty, stipulates that “the Cossion should consult widely
before proposing legislation, and, wherever appab@r publish consultation

documents >

The Commission outlined the objective of consubtati‘with stakeholders” to
improve the policy outcome at an early stage oicyahaping’* For this objective,
the EC faces no normative quandary over whetherdéasion-making process
becomes more democratic though involvement of natesactors in the policy-
making process, as the proponents of deliberateracdracy in EU studies argue
(Eriksen et al 2005; Joerges and Neyer 1997). Rathemphasises the role of non-
state actors in the policy-making process as impgpthe policy outcome; hence, it
is more compatible with the argument which evalsidbe “involvement of the civil
society” as “participatory governance”, and the tfu legitimacy” orientation
(Finke 2007).

EU NGOs, the agents of this process, on the otled frefute the EC’s position with
respect to its relations with non-state actors. [&/the Commission insists on its
approach to EU NGOs as “consultation”, “lobbyinghd interest “representation”,
EU NGOs identify its presence in EU politics stgicas “participatory democracy”.
For instance, the members of European NGOs stihessstructural differences

between other interest groups, especially econdwbizying groups, and they refuse

*0 http://ec.europa.eu/civil_society/apgen_en.htm

*L http://ec.europa.eu/civil_society/apgen_en.htm
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to be treated under the same “conceptual frameih{asest groups) and to be subject
to the same standards the EU institutions empldly wther lobbying group¥. The
Commission’s attempt to leave no distinction betwtw® interest groups and the EU
NGOs creates a tension, which can be observedeimettent reaction of the NGO

sector to the European transparency initiative (GR008).

The regulation of interest intermediation
To regulate its relations with interest groups, @@nmission showed its willingness

to prepare a code of conduct in the early 1990s, tduthe misuse of lobbying
activities by some groups, such as using the Cosiomns symbols while presenting
themselves to the public and distributing the @fidocuments of the EU (Com
1992). In this respect, the Commission examined sitaation of lobbying

regulations in other countries, as well as the ONe conclusion was that many
states and organisations had no formal rules fbbyimg, except Germany, the
United States, Canada and the United Nations. Thebicedures for regulating
interest politics included rules on accreditatioggistration, and codes of conduct.
Among these measures, the EC avoided an accreditalystem; however, it

launched a registration system and a code of canduc

In 2002, the Commission set its minimum principéesl standards in accordance
with its aims of regulating the consultation witkternal groups. The fivprinciples

of the consultation process were participationhoess, accountability, effectiveness
and coherence. The five minimum standards werelbsis: first, formulating clear
contents for the consultations; second, ensurigg tihe relevant parties have an
opportunity to express their opinions; third, pebling the results of the

2 The President of the Social Platform, intervieW0@2; and from the civil society group Berger,
Nicolas (2004), “Participatory Democracy”, The FedeTrust for Education & Research, Online
Paper 09/04. Berger elaborates on participatoryogeaey and civil dialogue. In this paper, he does
not refer to concepts such as interest representand the Amsterdam Treaty, or to the recent
European Transparency Initiative, in which the E@alops its relations with the interest groups and
also outlines its relations with civil society ongsations within this frame. Nevertheless, European
CSOs refer to the Lisbon treaty in order to deplatir presence in the EU politics in terms of
participatory democracy. They do not refer to otke€r initiatives which develop civil dialogue in
terms of interest representation, such as the MimniPrinciples and ETIl. However, this does not
mean they ignore or resent it. CSOs register inrdgéstration database. However, they have some
critiques of this which are raised by the Civil #bg Contact Group and ALTER-EU.
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consultations for the general public on the Comioiss web portal, “Your Voice in
Europe”; fourth, allowing a sufficient time for ysnses to the consultations; and
finally, providing acknowledgement and feedback ttiose engaging in the

consultations.

In the same document, the EC also expressed thefagstablishing a registration
system for civil society actors which would lay dbe interests they represented,
along with the extent of their inclusiveness anpresentativeness (Com2002:704
17). Indeed, CONNECCS (Consultation, the Europeamm@ission and Civil
Society) was put into practice as a database ¥Wirarganisations which involved, or
aimed to involve, consultation between the EC amal European committees (the
European Economic and Social Committee [EESC] drel Committee of the
Regions [CoR]). Registration in the database wdantary, and the Commission
stressed that CONNECCS was not an attempt to ceeatccreditation system of
interest representation. For this reason, registratas not a prerequisite for a civil
society organisation to be involved in consultatidarthermore, the EC stressed that
there were no negative consequences for the @eikty in terms of their relations
with the EU institutions that did not register. Rat it specified the role of
CONECCS as an “information source for Commissiopatienents and the general
public” (Com 2006) 194:7). CONNECS has becometinaafter the launch of the
registration system for all interest groups in 2008

The Commission consulted th®linimum Standards and Principlewith the
Brussels-based NGO networks, and its aim to estahliregistration system. Despite
the fact that the Commission declared opennessiaméccreditation as the tenets of
its interest regulation policy, some European oigations indicated that only those
who registered in the database should be involvedansultation (Com 2002
704:11). Nevertheless, the Commission rejectedldiens of these groups and made
clear that it would continue to have an inclusiyppraach that would enable each
individual and association to provide input. Doitigs, EC tried to escape from a

situation in which “Brussels only talks to Brus$el€om2002 704:12). In sum, it
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was the NGO networks which proposed a restricteaswtation mechanism in
which their privileges were preserved, while them@assion insisted on an open
consultation mechanism. In other words, on the baed, the European NGO
community was pressing for a neo-corporatist amarmgnt through formalised
mechanisms; on the other, the Commission insistekkeping the NGO community

in a neo-pluralist arrangement of the free comipetiof various interests.

Extending the registration system to all interastugps: the Transparency Initiative
In the second half of the first decade of the 20@&U3 did not change its position on

either the accreditation or the idea of a compylsegistration system (Com
2006:7). The EC’s interest regulation policy conéd to be based on two aspects: a
common e-database for all interest groups and & oddconduct. The European
Transparency Initiative (Com 2006) instituted theoluntary register of interest
representatives” for all interest groups. This yas into practice in 2007, and the
interest groups were required to provide informmat@bout their organisational
objectives, their sources of funding and the irseréhey represented. In turn, the EC
would automatically send alerts about the consahat for those groups which
registered the necessary information in the datbascording to the figures of
March 2010, there were 2179 interest representatnagistered in the EC’s

voluntary database systeth.

Furthermore, it was not only the Commission whialpiyed a register system to
regulate interest politics. The EP also devise@-alatabase for interest groups, and
according to the figures accessed at the beginmingarch 2010, there were 1778
registered organisations and 2859 accredited lastsethe list of EP. However, it
was not possible to track the amount of lobbyingporsations registered as a certain
type in the EP database, since the EP did notwollee same structure of the EC.

*3 The address for the “voluntary register of interepresentatives” is
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/transparency/regriotwe.do?locale=en#en.

* The list of lobbyists accredited by the EP can #&ecessed at the following address:
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/parliament/expertsiphlphaOrderByOrg.do?language=EN.
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Nonetheless, the EP and the Commission decidecbdamdan these differences
through establishing a common register of intenegiresentatives in the EU
institutions® While the preparations were continuing, they l&gttthe pragmatic
solution of a website which would enable accesthéoregister system of the two

institutions®®

Table 4. Interest representatives in the voluntarydatabase of the EC: types of interest groups

Professional consultants / law firms involved in Ibbying EU institutions 135
law firm 11
public affairs consultant 71
independent public affairs consultant 35
other (similar) organisation 18
“in-house” lobbyists and trade associations activen lobbying 1,201
company 293
professional association 700
trade union 60
other (similar) organisation 148
NGO/think-tank 610
non-governmental organisation/association of NGOs 472
think-tank 59
other (similar) organisation 79
other organisations 233
academic organisation/association of academic @satons 52
representative of religions, churches and comneshif conviction 10
association of public authorities 37
other (similar) organisation 134

*5 http://ec.europa.eu/commission_barroso/kallasjdint/ statement_register.pdf

% http://europa.eu/lobbyists/interest_representatsgisters/index_en.html
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Along with the database for the interest groups,Gode of Condutt constituted an
important component of the EC’s interest regulatiarhe Commission first
formulated a code of conduct in 1992, which washierrimproved in the Minimum
Principles (Com2002) and ETI (Com2006). In 200& HC and EP agreed upon a
common Code of Conduct for the regulation of irgepmlitics®

Green Paper on the European Transparency Initiative
The EC launched the European Transparency IniéafieTl) in relation to the

reform of the decision-making structure of the EAk the ETI puts it: “The
commitment to widen opportunities for stakehold&rsparticipate actively in EU

199

policy-shaping is one of the ‘Strategic Objecti2€95-2009 Apart from bringing
the e-database for the interest groups to thedbtiee EC interest regulation policy,
most importantly, the ETI introduces lobbying aseav concept, claiming that it is a
legitimate activity in a democracy: “Lobbying idegitimate part of the democratic
system, regardless of whether it is carried ouingyvidual citizens or companies,
civil society organisations and other interest gowor firms working on behalf of
third parties (public affairs professionals, thiakks and lawyers).” While it defines
lobbying as “all activities carried out with the jettive of influencing the policy
formulation and decision-making processes of theropgan-institutions”, it
describes lobbyists “as persons carrying out swutivies, working in a variety of

organisations such as public affairs consultandes, firms, NGOs, think tanks,

" Code of Conduct (High-Level Working Group on a coom register and code of conduct for
lobbyists) accessed at https://webgate.ec.eurdpaesparency/regrin/welcome.do?locale=en#en.

8 The Code of Conduct established that interestessmtatives should comply with the following
principles: always identifying themselves by nanme ghe entity or entities they work for or
represent; declaring their interests and, wherdicgipe, the clients or members they representenev
obtaining or trying to obtain information, or angaision, dishonestly; never claiming any formal
relationship with the Parliament or the Commission their dealings with third parties, nor
misrepresenting themselves as to the effect oknegion to mislead third parties and/or EU staff;
ensuring that, to the best of their knowledge, rimiation which they provide is complete, up-to-date
and not misleading; not selling to third partiepies of documents obtained from the Parliament or
Commission; not inducing the EU staff, or Membeassistants or trainees, to contravene rules and
standards of behaviour applicable to them; if eryiplp former EU staff or Members' assistants or
trainees, respecting their obligation to abideh®yrules and confidentiality requirements whichlgpp
to them; observing any rules laid down on the sgimd responsibilities of former Members of the
European Parliament and the European Commissiahindorming their clients of their obligations as
lobbyists towards the Commission and the Parliament

% partnership for European Renewal.
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corporate lobby units (‘in house representative®) trade associations”
(Com2006:5). Moreover, it reiterates the Commissioimaditional approach of

treating all groups under the same category.

However, lobbying is not free from shortfalls thatuld damage the legitimate
representation of interests, such as “unlawful Yahdp practices—fraud and
corruption—abusing the openness policy, amisleading the decision-making
process”. The quality of the information is alsocancern, since insufficient
information provided by the Ilobbyists could have gaitve consequences.
Furthermore, the ETI refers to the debates on ifegty of European NGOs’
lobbying, since some NGOs are funded by the EC, aguéstions their
representativeness and transparency. Neverthé\36s are critical towards the
current system of representation; little room tanoeuvre is left in lobbying due to
the financial dominance of the corporate sectohwihich they have to compete.

Moreover, the presentation of the lobbying, “redesd of whether it is carried out by
individual citizens or companies, civil society angsations and other interest groups
or firms working on behalf of third parties (pubkffairs professionals, think tanks
and lawyers)”, reveals the change in the EC’s padit legitimacy. Traditionally, the
consensus among the EU institutions assertedhbdegitimacy of the EU rested on
territorial representation, as the EP stresseg détision-making process in the EU
is legitimised by the elected representatives ef European people§*When the
indirect legitimacy of EU governance began to bectsed, society’s participation in
EU decision-making and EU governance was presemteda remedy. The
Commission posits three ways of interaction betwden EU institutions and the
society: participation in EP elections, thestitutionalised advisory bodies of the
EESC and Committee of the Regions, and less fosewldirect contacts of the
societal organisations (Com2002, 704:4-5). Consatyyethe scholars explore the
question of whether the will of the people is refiésl in EU decision-making through
the aforementioned channels. While one camp exantms with the input-oriented

%0 A5-0399/2001: [original reference]
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perspectives (the authentic participation of thibdeative school: Neyer, Eriksen,
and Armstrong), the second camp concentrates output aspect of legitimacy,
such as the solutions to the common problems aésod hough they differ in their
approach towards conceptualising legitimacy, thesrga in their analysis of the
consequences of society’s involvement in Europeaitics. Nevertheless, with the
ETI, the EC proposes a new understanding of legitynwhich abandons the
normative necessity of the people’s participatianpolitics. It inaugurates a new
debate over whether the lobbying activities, relgesl of the actors carrying it out,

legitimise EU politics.

Clarifying the boundaries of interest representatand interest representativeness
The EC opened up the transparency initiative amd system of registration for

interest representation to the discussion of thaké&holders”. The feedback proved
that there was a need to clarify the activitiesoltdid not fall under the category of
interest representatioCOM 2008:323). Accordingly, the EC emphasised tha
following will not be considered to be interest megentation: “legal and other
professional advice which was related to the righta fair trial of a client; the
activities of the social partners within the scopk social dialogue; and the
Commission’s direct request for factual informatiodata or expertise, and
participation in the consultative committees by tequest of the Commission to
provide expert knowledge” (Com 2008 323). Furthaemnthe individuals and public
authorities cannot be claim to be interest reprasiees, and the social partners can
only fall into the category of interest represeintatwhen they want to promote an
interest outside the scope of the social dialogmehe end, the Commission also
tries to solve the confusion it created in intradgcthe concept of lobbying: “All
interest representatives should register, includingh entities that do not consider
themselves ‘lobbyists’. Registration shows thabeganisation represents interests. It
does not mean that those registering can be labdbébyists.®* The lobbying
activities are described as “contacting membersfficials of the EU institutions,

preparing, circulating and communicating lettergfoimation material or

®1 http://ec.europa.eu/transparency/docs/reg/FAQ dérBuropean Transparency Initiative (ETI)
Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) on the Commissidtegister for interest representatives.
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argumentation and position papers, organising syemteetings or promotional
activities (in the offices or in other venues) impport of an objective of interest
representation” (Com 2007 :127; Com 2008 323).

One of the aims of this dissertation is to examiieether the practices of civil
dialogue and participatory democracy discoursenatBU level correspond to the
normative understanding of democracy, in such a wat the civil society
participation contributes to EU democracy. In tié@spect, the EC interest regulation
policy has been elaborated, since the non-statesaty to influence the EU policy-
making on this basis, and the societal actors areerception. Scholars of
deliberative democracy who concentrate on the gpatiion of civil society have
neglected this dimension, focusing on such ad leiberation mechanisms as the
Convention on the Constitution of Europe. Instesmtholars of public policy and law
(Obradovic 2006; Curtin 1999; Armstrong 2002; Gmgeod 2007; and Smismans
2003) attempt to establish the link between interegulation and democracy.
Nevertheless, these scholars fall short of devetppi critique of the EC’s interest
regulation policies by, for instance, missing thiac@l point that the EC tried to
conceptualise civil society in its broadest serseritail all non-state actors, and
moreover, lobbying as civil dialogue, if not paipi@ation. The more serious question
is, then, the extent to which the Commission’s apph entails an understanding of
politics which excludes the politics, trying to abitute a system of decision-making
open to experts and expert knowledge.

5.4. The neglected role of the EESC in European Gi&ociety Discourse
The EESC is a consultative body in the EU institodil setup, along with the

Committee of the Regions (CoR). It was establisiedl957 as a corporatist
arrangement, with the idea that the representabtvespital and labour could take
part in the European integration process (Jeff@922°? Currently, the EESC is

composed of three groups, the representatives glogrers (group 1), employees

62 Jeffery, Charlie (2002) “Social and Regional Ies: ESC and the Committee of the Regions” in
John Peterson and Michael Schackleto (efise) Institutions of the European Unjdbxford.
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(group 1) and the other various interests (grod wWwhich includes farmers,
professional associations and consumer groups). némbers of the EESC are
nominated by the national governments, and the eamimembers is shaped by the

population of the states.

Although the EESC was established as a consultdiddy, which would enable
channelling capital and labour interests in deaisiaking, it has recently redefined
its institutional identity as the bridge betweerutf&pe and organised civil society”
(EESC 2009§2 Smismans (2003) explains this as the EESC's siyateavoid being
marginalised in the EU institutional setup. It sbdteable whether the EESC could
manage to strengthen its position with this movcknowledgement of this new
identity has not come from the EU institutions, ilcigsociety organisations or
academia. Nevertheless, it can be argued thasib&d an impact on the civil society
discourse of the EC in two aspects. First, it sitgthe fore the argument that civil
society can contribute to the legitimacy of the BGbvernance at large, and this
argument has indeed been adopted by the EC. SetenHC also fulfils the content
of this discourse in borrowing the civil societyrganisation) definition and the
criteria for the legitimate CSO from the EESC'’s lwor

The EESC suggests that “ensuring the participatbrgrassroots-level players,
through their representative organisations, inqyeshaping and decision-making
processes is therefore a key instrument to reiefthe democratic legitimacy of
public institutions and their work and activiti€s.” Nevertheless, instead of
elaborating this through the deliberative approdicmoves to a more instrumental
approach, concentrating on the functional rolethefCSOs, namely, advertising EU
governance and creating a European identity. ltesghat these will enhance the
people’s acceptance of the EU project. First, is tespect, the EESC posits that
CSOs play important roles as the agents of demgpaad mobilising of the public

for European integration (EESC 1999). Second, ggssts that a pan-European

®3 EESC (2009), The EESC: a Bridge Between EuropeCagdnised Civil Society.
® Taken from http://www.eesc.europa.eu/sco/intraindn.asp.
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identity, in addition to and beyond national idégnticould emerge through
participation:

...additional identity criteria are required to deea European identity. If European citizenship is
defined simply as the sum of all national citizdpshthen a “European” must be the sum (or
synthesis) of several national identity criteridyiet all derive from a common tradition and the
values of democracy and human rights...This meansgeher, that the democratic process at
European level-even more so than at national lewe$t provide a range of participatory
structures in which all citizens, with their difést identities and in accordance with their
different identity criteria, can be represented awhich reflect the heterogeneous nature of
European identity...The European Parliament is etebie Europe’s citizens in their capacity as
national citizens (residing in a particular Memi&¢ate), i.e. exercising their democratic rights as
part of their national (territorial) identity...Buepple’s identity is also defined by membership of
interest groups in the diverse shape of civil dyoieganisations. These identity criteria, relating
to people’s role in civil society organisationsg arot covered by representation in the EP. It is
precisely these identity criteria, however, whick taken into account by the Committee as the
representative of civil society organisations; thémables the Committee to promote
democratisation at the European level, and to sRavliament that it provides genuine added
value in the democratic European decision-makinnggss. The Committee cannot compete with
European Parliament, in power terms alone, butntgiements Parliament’s legitimacy in a way
that makes sense. (EESC 1999:6)

The EESC's definition of civil society, civil sagi@rganisations, participatory
democracy and civil dialogue

The EESC suggests a negative definition of civiliety, resting on the explanation
of what the civil society is not instead of whaisit “Civil society is a collective term

for all types of social action, by individuals arogps that do not emanate from the
state and are not run by it.” In other words, tHeSE suggests that ontologically,
civil society covers the space in which the statabsent. Moreover, it depicts the
CSOs in abstract terms as the sum of “all orgaoisak structures whose members
have objectives and responsibilities that are ofegal interest and who also act as
mediators between the public authorities and ¢i8ZdEESC 1999). What merits

attention in these definitions is that even tho@#0Os are illustrated as all forms of
non-state organisations, they are assigned a rmoed@e between society and the

public authorities, considering that they operatetlte basis of general interest. In
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other words, despite the fact that the EESC defthescivil society in Lockean
terms, as a social ontology able to organise amdtion external to and (more
importantly) without the existence of the statedigtances itself from this liberal
approach in its CSO definition in favour of a Hegeldefinition. In it, the civil

society takes public roles in mediating the pubtstitutions with the citizens, and

acts on the basis of the public interest.

Although the EC provides a definition of civil digue which entails the
“consultation” practices in terms of the interesgulation policy of the EC, the
EESC tries to elaborate a more detailed definigbnivil dialogue, emphasising the
difference between “participation” and “consultatioThe EC has had a tendency to
equate civil dialogue with consultation practicés, which it uses “participation”,
“consultation” and “interest mediation” interchaaply, and in some cases as
synonyms. For instance, the EC website for civitisty does not include any
references or explanations for participation andig@patory democracy; however, it
illustrates the history of interest representationEU politics as the form of
interactions with civil society. On the other handhile the EESC defines
“consultation” as “open to all the organisationsszing expertise” in their field, it
describes “participation” as an “opportunity for @mganisation to intervene formally
and actively in the collective decision-making @sg, in the general interest of the
Union and its citizens” (SC/023 2006:5). To the EE$oth the consultation and the
participation practice can “enable civil societganisations to be part and parcel of
policy framing and preparing decisions on the dgwelent and future of the Union
and its policies” (SC/023 2006:5).

The conclusion is that while the Commission adogtesl civil society and civil

society organisation definition developed by theSEE: it was hesitant to adopt its
civil dialogue definition. The reason for this fsat the Commission was against the
CSOs’ formal involvement in the EU decision-makipgpcess. The EESC was
suggesting a structured mechanism for functionptesentation, a neo-corporatist

interest representation regime, which would alsquire accreditation for some of
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the groups. Nevertheless, this contradicted thesH@iditional policy on interest
regulation, which is based on the principles of m@ss and non-accreditation, a

neo-pluralist interest representation regime.

Nonetheless, the involvement of CSOs in decisiokingawas not free from any
problems. Within the EU institutions and academitem, two main challenges to
the legitimacy of CSOs’ involvement in EU politiegere addressed (Smismans
2003; EESC 1999). The first questioned the tramspar and internal governance of
the CSOs, and the second problematised the repagiseness of any CSO claiming
the title of European civil society organisationavihg noticed the problems in the
“civil dialogue”, the EESC formulated another st@gy to strengthen its institutional
position, since the Commission did not have a ateiéerion of representativeness, a
tool and an authorised institution which would deti@e whether any organisations
met the criterion. The EESC authorised itself @sitistitution for this task, so that it
could “give the dialogue with OCS greater credipiby enhancing the legitimacy of
these organisations and networks” (SC/023 200@\&vertheless, the question
remained what the legitimacy of the EESC would hewvée to have discretion in
determining the legitimacy of the organisationsrethough the EESC presented its
new institutional identity as the bridge betweendpe and the citizens, referring to

the Nice Treaty.

To the EESC, only those cases where the civil $poigganisations engaged
formally in the decision-making representativenassame a condition. On the other
hand, consultation practices did not require repregiveness criteria since the
consultation focused on “hearing the points of viewd collecting the expertise of
civil society players” (SC/023 2006:5). Argued Imstway, therefore, there should be
no representativeness problem for the CSOs in diglbgue, since the civil society
“participation”, as the EESC suggested, still doe$ exist in the EU decision-

making structure.
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The EESC emphasised that the representativendabe aivil society organisations
was problematised in three aspects: whether thagsented the individual interests
of their members instead of the general interesigtiwer they had transparent
internal governance; and whether they could exegahinfluence on the process of
formulating policies and decisions (SC/023 2006:4).

In its 20020pinion on the White Paper on Governantee EESC identified nine

criteria for a European organisation. According tlus paper, a European
organisation “should exist permanently at Commulatsel; provide direct access to
expertise; represent general interests that tatly thie interests of European society;
comprise bodies that are recognised at Member $&td as representative of
particular interests; have member organisationsast of the EU member states;
provide for accountability of its members; havehauity to represent and act at
European level; be independent, not bound by iostms from outside bodies; be
transparent, especially financially and in its demri-making structures” (SC/023,

2006:5).

In 2006, the EESC reconsidered the criteria ofasgmtativeness it formulated in the
Opinion on the White Paper on Governangeoposing three main criteria: the
provisions in the organisation’s statute and tiveplementation; the organisation’s
support base in the Member States; and qualitatiteria. (SC/023 2006).

a) The statute and its implementatiorAlthough the EESC introduced having a
statute as one of the criteria for the represereaéss of the CSO3jt did not justify
this argument that “European civil society” shohl/e a statute in order to prove its
representativeness. This related to a “normativeantl of the conceptualisation of
European civil society which imagined a “certaimnfioof civil society”’; hence, it
was exclusionary. For instance, not all the Europd&O networks had statutes.

% According to EESC, the statute for a European fiisgdion should contain the following: “the
association’s areas of activity and purpose; mestiigrcriteria; the operating procedures, which must
be democratic, transparent, and include the acability of the Board vis-a-vis its member
organisations; the financial obligations of the mbemorganisations; that an economic audit and an
activity report must be submitted annually and ‘elable to the public” (SC/023 2006:10).
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While the Social Platform and Concord (the netwaokvelopment NGOs) had
statutes, Green 10, Human Rights Networks did tietgpt to initiate a statute until
2010. Moreover, in addition to the exclusionarygmtial, the statute requirement
also entailed a threat to the polymorphic charastenivil society, harmonising the
organisational frames through unification of tHaireaucratic structures.

b. The organisations’ support base in the MembateSt The EESC’s second main
criterion for a European civil society organisatigas the scope of the organisation’s
membership. According to the EESC, a European @ghon must have had
“member organisations in the vast majority of MemB¢ates”, and “it must be
represented in more than half of EU Member Sta(8€/023 2006:12). This was
further elaborated in the following problematic wayhe guiding principle should
be that, whether it be national or transnationaloeganisation’s membership in a
European organisation should not only meet the neeship criteria provided for in
that European organisation’s statute, but showdd aleet the criteria stipulated in
the member organisation’s statute” (lbid., 12). réfiere, the EESC did not only
harmonise a “European associational structureglsb aimed to create a similar
structure in the national organisations. “A nation@ember organisation should
adopt the same practice as the European orgamsitiovhich it belongs, making
public its statute and activity report, which mmgdhe organisation’s structure and
operating methods. It would be desirable, as reduioy the Council of Europe, to
know the number of individual members who are diyeand indirectly connected

with the organisation.”

c. Qualitative Criteria:The qualitative criteria were the most problematithat they

excluded “new-comers” to the system, and aimedréate a “Europeanised civil
society” in which groups that do not follow the esllof the game could never be
integrated. The qualitative criteria, as EESC elateal them, “referred to an
organisation’s experience and ability to represgtitens’ interest in its dealings
with the European institutions, and the confideaice reputation it enjoys with these
institutions on the one hand, and with other sestiof European organised civil
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society on the other” (SC/023 200612). Hence, ¢0BEESC, a European CSO should
prove capable of providing input to the system, amthermore, this should not be

questioned within the CSO community.

In sum, the EESC tried to legitimise the CSOs’ pecacof involvement in EU
decision-making, which in turn could empower itsadfthe “bridge between Europe
and the citizens”. The representativeness of thev&not questioned since the MPs
were elected, and were thus held to representgbeple” and the general will. The
corporate representation was not a problem, stneas clear which companies were
represented, even if that meant representing theyests of their shareholders.
Nevertheless, the civil society organisations westelected bodies, and not all the
people which the sector claimed to represent cbeldhown to be members. For
instance, an organisation which claimed to stamdHe rights of the elderly could
not present evidence that all elderly people supgoits activities. This, then,
became the question posed by the political authoMthy should the political

system take CSOs seriously?

Nevertheless, the EESC’s ambition of becoming avwgay to the legitimacy of civil
society organisations and civil dialogue has nantbsupport from academic circles,
EU institutions and European civil society orgatisas. Smismans (2003) argued
that the EESC had the objective of not marginalidime institutional setup, due to
the fact that interest groups abandoned the EE8E@mnpting to instead directly
influence the Commission and Parliament. On therokiand, the EP criticised the
EESC'’s existence; for instance, some MEPs propitsetbolition, claiming that the
EESC functions “without a democratic mandate” andelps to strengthen
corporatism at the at the expense of democrdtgome NGOs (e.g. human rights
organisations) in the Human Rights and Democracytwbig, along with
environmental organisations in Green 10, decidedtmgarticipate in the Liaison
Group, which was established by the EESC in 200nmalise the civil dialogue

% European Voice]1.10.2007: http://www.europeanvoice.com/artiakgorted/eesc-abolition-
/58460.aspx
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(CCCG 2006:9). The NGO networks that participatedhie Liaison Group tried to
gain “political and symbolic” benefit from the sdtion of engaging a formal relation
with a EU institution (Ibid., 9), especially the KGfamilies that prioritised the
sectoral dialogue.

5.5. European Parliament and Civil Society
Smismans (2003) argues that since the civil sodiégourse comprises elements

which could challenge the territorial representatiihe European Parliament and the
European Committee of the Regions were criticak.ofNonetheless, the EP could
not remain silent with respect to the discoursé‘aoinnecting with the citizens”.

Instead of adopting the EC and the EESC’s apprasiobe it posed a threat to its
institutional power, it reproduced its own discauen civil society, based on the

premises of representative democracy:

Because it is directly elected, Parliament is theoBean Union institution best qualified to
take up the challenge of keeping open the charofet®mmunication with European Union
citizens. Members of the European Parliament (ME®s)in regular contact with citizens and
are directly accountable to voters...All Europeanddninstitutions of course understand the
importance of dialogue with citizens as part of Ehgopean Union project. Nevertheless, their
responses were essentially to do with the debateEwrope’s institutional architecture.
Although this issue is vital, it is also importdatfocus on the day-to-day concerns of ordinary
people...The European Parliament therefore now pexpas/olving citizens in a permanent

dialogue on the European Union's futffre.

The EP developed its challenge to the EC on the dialogue and civil society

discourse in two aspects. The first one concermesdifferent approaches of the
respective institutions on interest regulation ppliThe EP and EC have different
approaches on the structured and formalised dialogith civil society. The EC

prefers to regulate relations with civil society @me basis of the principles of
openness and transparency, and rejects having @adgéed mechanism with the
interest groups. Nonetheless, it should also bedttat the EC’s attempts (e.g.

preparing an internet-based registration systemaacdde of conduct) have been

®http://www.europarl.europa.eu/parliament/archiwaisDisplay.do?language=EN&id=189&pageRa
nk=1
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regarded as de facto accreditation (Balme and @ka2008) or a system that lies
somewhere on the continuum between structured ged ¢Conny Reuter 2009,
interview). Contrary to the EC’s strong rejectioh the accreditation of interest
intermediation, the EP adopts an accreditationesystwhich includes the mere
access to EP buildings (five or more days per yddoyeover, the EP publishes the
names of accredited lobbyists on its website; hawnethis list only includes the
names of badge holders and their institutions. Goegp with the Commission’
interest representation system, it too does ndudecany information about the

lobbyists’ interests, or the organisational feadittes lobbyist represents.

Second, the EP advocates a different ontology \of society, criticising the neo-
pluralist arrangement of the EC, and the neo-casirsuggestions of the EESC.
The EP claims that it also favours an open “dia#dgthowever, it interprets
openness as something other than interest inteatnaali It challenges the
conceptualisation of the sector-based civil socigtygproach: “Furthermore,
Parliament aims to transcend the traditional sespecific structures of civil society
(social affairs, the environment, development, atioa, and so on), so as to enable
different points of view to be heard and a broadgeaof options to emergé®
Instead, the EP launched two AGORAS, as an aliematay of “combining the
voices of European citizens with their elected espntatives® which aimed to
present an alternative to the sector-wise civillagjae implemented by the
Commission. The first AGORA was held on the FutafeEurope (8-9 November
2007), and the second on climate change (12-13200®@), both of them in Brussels
with the participation of around 500 NGOs.

In conclusion, it can be argued that the instindiopower struggle over the “civil
society discourse” led to the emergence of differeand competing
conceptualisations of European civil society. Thamtission’s discourse has been

to some extent influenced by the marginal instituiin the EU setup, the EESC. The

% www.europarl.europa.eu/parliament/archive/stasgiy.do?id=189&pageRank=3&language=EN

% www.europarl.europa.eu/parliament/archive/stasplzy.do?language=EN&id=189&pageRank=2
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EP, however, has transformed the discourse in tefris institutional interests. For
instance, the AGORAs introduced a different deifamitof European civil society,
transcending the sector-specific Brussels basedEpappean civil society focus.
The irony is that on the one hand, the EP emplas$isd representative democracy
is the unique source of EU legitimacy, and therefibmpresents the AGORASs with
respect to representative democracy, in which tbetexl representatives “listen” to
the citizens without necessarily giving them a vétewever, on the other hand, EP
borrows a spatial term—AGORA—from ancient Greeclkere it was used to denote
“direct democracy”. With the AGORA initiative, thEP proved that it was not
indifferent to civil society’s discourse of involvent in EP politics. The question is
the extent to which the strengthened role of thei&Rfhe Lisbon treaty, can impact
the ontological evolution of civil society and théscourse of connecting with the

citizens.

5.6. Translating the (European) Civil Society Discarse to Eastern Europe
The previous sections elaborated the Commissiotiemats at promoting a

European civil society. It revealed that the digsewf civil society appeared first in
the EC’s interest regulation policy and governanhge, where all non-state actors
are involved in the EU decision-making consultatfmocess, and second, in the
Commission’s initiatives for “connecting with theegple”, i.e. Plan D,

communication policy, Debate Europe and the EurfgpeCitizens Programme.

While the Commission envisioned a pan-European siociety, i.e. networks of

NGOs, in the first case, in the second, it cone@gatt on mingling and mobilising the
trans-European society, namely the horizontal astiamong the national civil

societies with the aim of establishing a Europeablip sphere, which would lead
the emergence of a European identity. Hence, ih lmatses the Commission
conceptualised the European civil society as a @imemon which was explained by
cross-border or border-transcending actions. Nahesk, evaluated in this way, the
European civil society conception excludes theessatiety relations at the national
level. For instance, the liberal intergovernmestaliof Moravsick (1993) and the

social movements perspective of Della Porta (2G0%) Imig and Tarrow (2001)
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show some similarities; in both, societal groupdrads the national governments in

order to impact European policies.

Moreover, there is a further option through whitte tcivil society in Europe is
Europeanised: it is the emergence of the hegembay anderstanding of a certain
format of state-society relations in the Europeaacs, as an ideal type. Particularly
in the enlargement policy, the Commission promdtes development of civil
society as a part of the preparation for membeystpa part of the implementation
of accession reforms. It also aims to attain theseat of the people for membership
and the implementation of these reforms. Neveriselg is quite interesting that the
Commission avoids focusing on this policy of deyahg “civil society” in the latest
members and the candidate countries in its germerateptualisation of the ECS.
This could have been one of the crucial componeftshe EC’s civil society
discourse, so that it could transcend the limitadogean Civil Society (ECS)
definition, for instance, which is restricted teethBrussels-based” NGOs and the
cross-border interaction between the national ciscieties. Nonetheless, it
neglected the fact that its strategy of supportigCSOs at the national level aims
to shape the state-society relations in the new Imeerstates; hence, it can be argued
that the EU tries to foster a common understandintpe state and society relations

within Europe.

The civil society discourse holds an important placthe Enlargement Strategy. For
instance, regarding Croatia, Turkey, the former &&lgv Republic of Macedonia,
Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Montenegro, Sedsiavell as in Kosovo, the role
of the Civil Society Organisations (CSOs) in théaegement policy are defined as
“crucial in determining the pace and quality of thecession process, as well as
generating public support for accessiéhThough the Commission stressed that the
task of “strengthening the role and influence ofilcsociety in the enlargement

countries...primarily lies with the countries thenves’, it set out a strategy of

"0 http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/civil-society-depment/index_en.htm
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support for civil society development in these does. In this respect, first, it has
assisted the civil society projects under the tmatnt for Pre-accession Assistance
(IPA). This entailed “improving consultations witivil society representatives and
continuing work towards other measures to bolsteit society, for example by
improving donor coordination and continuing workwards visa-free travel for
citizens of the candidates and potential candiddfeSecond, the Commission
decided to establish a “permanent dialogue” betwe®0®s and the new and possible
member countries. This conclusion was taken at dbwference Civil Society
Development in Southeast Europe: Building Europgetizerin Brussels on 17-18
April 2008, which gathered representatives from tbandidate” and “potential
candidate” countries. The other conclusion frons tonference was to “establish a
virtual platform for CSOs from the candidates awteptial candidates and the EU,
to enhance dialogue, exchange good practices, hséargoartners and eventually

develop specific projects.”

™ http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/civil-society-depment/index_en.htm
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5.7. Concluding Remarks

This chapter elaborated the Commission’s discoars&uropean civil society and
connecting with the citizens. It endeavoured ta@uls these two in relation to each
other. In this respect, it examined the Commissidnllowing initiatives: Plan D,
Europe for Citizens, Communication Policy, civialtigue with non-state actors, and
the Commission’s interest intermediation policy. dtaborated the historical
background of integration of societal organisatioms€EU politics, as well as EU
institutions’ attempts to establish (European) Icigpciety (organisations). It
particularly drew attention to those concepts usgdhe EU institutions in their
approach to ECS, such as participatory democracly aative citizenship. Three
conclusions can be drawn from the analysis of tlmn@ission’s civil society
discourse: (1) the definition, role and constitsenf the ECS is contextual and
contingent on the Commission’s use; (2) while depilg policies about
incorporating the societal actors to EU decisiorkimg processes, the Commission
has been under the impact of its interest interatexi and neo-corporatist policies
(social dialogue); and (3) the discourse transfarn@and adapted to different
contexts, along with the technologies and strategideveloped and transmitted to
other locales.

ECS as a contextually constructed conceplthough the Commission held a
normative ambition to promote participatory demaogras an additional source of
legitimacy to representative democracy, it has deteloped a solid definition of
“civil society” and has never explained why theahxement of civil society would
enhance the legitimacy of EU governance. Threeewdifft understandings of the
conceptualisation of civil society have been oetlirabove, namely the socialising
impacts of civil society, civil society as a domawh different rationality. The
Commission has not referred to any of these uraisigs in order to justify its
discourse on civil society. It has instead, fid&fined civil society on the basis of the
nature and composition of the actors: “This is th#éective name for all kinds of
organisations and associations that are not pagowérnment but that represent
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professions, interest groups or sections of socigtincludes (for example) trade
unions, employers' associations, environmental iésbland groups representing
women, farmers, people with disabilities and so @wBm, 2000). In the early 1990s,
when “civil society” as a category did not even @@pin EU jargon, these
organisations were described as “non-profit makanganisations”. In the second
half of the 1990s, they were called “voluntary omgations” due to the
Commission’s interest in organisations operatingacial policy. The term NGO
appeared in Commission terminology in 2000; howgevey this time the
Commission had a broader perspective and tendetbver all sectors of civic
organisations. It was in 2001, with th&hite Paper on Governancehat the
Commission started to use the concept of civil etyciTheWhite Papertried to
cover all non-state actors under the pragmatic goaye of “civil society
organisation”, a category which it borrowed frometi999 EESC document.
However, it introduced several ambiguities. Fortanse, on the one hand the EU
NGOs were regarded as a synonym for Europeansgeiety; on the other, the trade
unions and employer's associations, and even char@nd communities, were
identified as civil society organisations. Furthers in 1992, the Commission
continued to collect these groups under the ovenagc category of “interest

groups”, when it comes to regulation of intereditjps.

Second, the Commission’s civil society discoursgsr®n a negative definition of
“civil society”, in that it describes civil society terms of what it is not; it is the non-
state space. Third, defining the civil societyatctordance with the mentality of its
constituents, i.e. the institutions, it excludes thon-organisational and un-
institutionalised space of “civil society”, such ascial movements and media.
Despite the fact that non-institutionalised soambvements are not considered
constituent of European civil society, they fitanthe Commission’s negative
definition of civil society as “non-state” spaceholgh they could also be
institutionalised, they use different strategies adfllective action and societal
mobilisation, such as protest and contention (Debata and Diani 1999; Imig and

Tarrow 2001). Fourth, this definition avoids defigicivil society as a space where a
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different form of rationality could evolve (CohendaArato 1992; Habermas 1996).
Fifth, the Commission’s civil society discoursedsao confusion, in that it equates
civic organisations with business-oriented orgaiosa. Although some conceptions
of civil society draw a clear demarcation betweba state and non-state actors
(Jensen 2006; Cohen and Arato 1992; Habermas 1886)Commission mingles

societal groups and economic interest groups.

In sum, European civil society is a politically etructed discourse; and the context
and process through which it has evolved is alsegnal to its constitution. In other
words, the Commission’s approach to civil socidty,shifting terminology for the
civil society actors, its shifting strategy for tlaetors to be included within civil
society, and its attempts to fit the discourse theochanging context, are all intrinsic

to the evolution of its discourse on European duttiety.

Repercussions of the established practicBse second conclusion is that while
developing policies about incorporating the sotiatdors to EU decision-making
processes, the Commission has been under the imap#stinterest intermediation
and neo-corporatist policies (social dialogue)other words, the Commission has
tried to adapt prior knowledge into the newly-eneergontext; however, this has
caused some problems. Initially, the implicationfs this can be seen in the
Commission’s inconsistent and shifting terminolagyaming this process. Though
the Commission termed the interactions with theetakgroups asivil dialogue the
same procedures have been also considettedest representatiomnd lobbying
Consequently, EU NGOs‘ contact with EU institutionas gone under different

names, such ansultation participation andinterest articulation

The involvement of extra-political and/or non-pigit entities in the EU’s political
mechanism is not new. For instance, the trade sraoil the employer’s take part in
the decision and law-making processes in socidcyas “social partners” under
social dialogue. On the other hand, representatbfebusinesses, law firms and
consultation firms have a lobbying presence in HElitips. Furthermore, they join
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the expert advisory committees by participating policy- and law-making.
Nevertheless, these existing practices of involwrtya-political and/or non-political
entities as social partners and interest groupgehupon the development of civil
dialogue as an independent practice of civil sg@eparticipation in EU politics.
“Civil dialogue” is not developing as an independenitiative with its own
dynamics. It has, however, started under the infleeof the interest intermediation
policies with the trade unions and employers’ asgimns, and with the lobbying

activities of the business groups.

There are significant differences with the civicegty organisations and the “social
partners” and corporate interest groups. For im&asocial dialogue has a quasi-
legal base, and the representativeness of the twamens and the business
associations are not questioned by the CommisBlenertheless, one of the central
critiques of the EU NGOs is that it is not obvioMsom they represent. Though the
Lisbon treaty provided a constitutional basis feil dialogue under the participatory
democracy clause (Article 11), it does not guamantee right of a societal
organisation to participate in EU politics with mmalifications. To prove their
legitimacy as a civil society entrepreneur, eaclganisation should prove its
“representativeness” and “transparency”. On thelwared, the Commission is under
the irresistible temptation to use the discourseiwf dialogue and civil society as a
cure for the democratic legitimacy problem, whilepecting that participation
through the EU NGOs would create a sort of Européentity. On the other, it
questions the legitimacy of organisations which snmfluence EU politics. In other
words, the medicine for the legitimacy crisis—asgthened role for EU NGOs—
seems to be used as a mere placebo cure: to hedsythptoms, or to create an
illusion, but not to cure the sickness.

Furthermore, it would be problematic to define ttedations between the EU
institutions and EU NGOs as a “lobbying” activifihe initial implication of this
view is that EU NGOs are considered mere lobbyiéxent research has shown that

Brussels-based lobbying activities have been ahroet mostly by the corporate
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sector until very recentlyand the corporate sector still has an unarguable
asymmetrical influence in lobbying activity (Greeswd 2007). Lobbying entails all
kinds of activities which aim to influence policyaking processes, and this is the
motivation of both EU NGOs and the corporate sedimvertheless, the problem
starts when all activities of extra-political paldl actors are reduced to the
categorical definition of “interest articulatiornthge partners of social dialogue are not
considered interest groups by EU institutions, esisocial dialogue has a quasi-legal
basis). Furthermore, this approach considers tatltorporate sector and EU NGOs
as categorically equivalent entities, treating thesn interest articulators. The
guestion is whether the corporate sector and EU §l@€fend the same kind of
interest (i.e. profit maximisation vs. welfare maigation) so that they can compete
in the same league of interest competition. Wheoihes to the comparison of EU
NGOs with trade unions, they share similar viewd #@ns largely possible to draw
parallels between them. However, compared withetagions, EU NGOs represent
a greater diversity of groups and claims, and sfvelJ NGOs engage in issues
beyond the scope of social policy and labour rights this reason, they too cannot

be defined as “social partners”.

Transformation and adaptation of the discourse tifecent contexts: Drawing a
historical inquiry into the development of the Comsion’s ECS discourse, this
chapter, third, shows how the discourse transforraad adapted to different
contexts, along with the technologies and strategjideveloped and transmitted to
other locales (given the intense motivation of Bekitutions to transfer the discourse
to new, prospective, and neighbour states of th@ Eble incorporation of the EU
NGOs was first considered in the context of theredgt intermediation in the early
1990s; then, it was related to the Commission’siaombto advance its power in
social policies (in this case the Commission’sregé in the voluntary sector). At the
beginning of the 2000s, the Commission integratex discourse of two parallel
issues: the governance turn and connecting withctheens. Developed by the
World Bank, the governance turn presented a nele@ sfygoverning, a more plural

and inclusive system, in that it was open to tha&ridoution of multi-level actors and
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stakeholders in the decision-making (Shore 2009:8)gue that this discourse was
translated to EU governing while the EU was expiigg a legitimacy problem, the
problem of attaining consent for EU governing. iitlier argue that the Commission
not only translated the discourse on governancen ftoe World Bank, but also
implemented the discourse of participation asatetyy of winning the consent of the

people.

Moreover, the Commission’s discourse has been shaleveloped and transformed
in terms of the conflicting strategies of the EWtitutions. Whereas the EESC has
been successful at influencing the Commission’sadisse, the European Parliament
preferred to be indifferent—if not hostile—at theginning, later challenging the
content and procedures of the discourse. As atresst, the institutional power
game between the Commission and Parliament wasdedeto the ECS discourse.
Second, challenging the Commission’s Brussels-tetknand sector-based
conception, the Parliament brought in an altereaperspective. For instance, the
EESC has played an active role in inscribing themsoand procedures which would
be applied to CSOs, which would include involvementthe Commission-level
consultations. It formulated the representativéaeda for NGOs, their mode of
conduct. Furthermore, the civil society definitioh the Commission is borrowed
from the EESC’s communication to the Commissiomc8iboth the EESC and the
Commission do not derive legitimacy from territbr@presentation, it can be argued
that the two institutions were aligned. Nonetheléss alignment contradicted the
interests of the European Parliament and Commitfethe Regions. These two
institutions did not support the Commission’s cisdciety discourse at the outset;
however, they also developed their own approadhvibsociety, refuting a sectoral
approach. For instance, the Parliament initiated teitizens’ AGORAs: the
AGORAs were designed as meetings of collectivebeedition, though one that did

not orient decision-making.
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Figure 1. Transmission of the ECS discourse withiEurope

Before continuing with the analysis of the Socidtfrm, we should evaluate
whether the Commission’s discourse aims at entiegctihe procedures of
democracy, or reproducing the technologies of Eemapgoverning. The following
table depicts this question. It assesses four rdiffeinterpretations (deliberative
participation, participatory governance, hegemomyl gjovernmentality) of the

Commission’s discourse.
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Table 6. Assessments on the European Commission’'sBourse and European Civil
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CHAPTER 6

EUROPEAN CIVIL SOCIETY DISCOURSE AND THE SOCIAL
PALTFORM OF EUROPEAN NGOs

This dissertation has started from the argumerttii@aproject of governance, when
it is considered as a new form of governmentahtyght have implications on the
subject (and subjectivity) formations, with the téat having the capacity and
willingness to participate in the new governanagirsgs. According to this reading,
governance is not, necessarily, an improvemenumuaderstanding of democracy,
but reconfiguration of power relations. The ideaeofpowering civil society actors
in order to legitimise governance (Weiss 2000; Stem2003b; De Schutter 2003;
Smismans 2003; see also Bohman 2005, Cohen andrdRd@98) does not
necessarily promote democracy and create publierephl have, instead, proposed
studying the constitutive impacts of this politipabject—constitutive in the sense of

how power creates certain type of subjects and sdean amenable to governance.

Chapter one concludes that democracy theory dodsngoessarily assign a
“democratizing function and a central role” of imwiag social actors to decision-
making processes in strong publics, as Habermaddwarfine it (1996; see also
Eriksen 2005b). This was rather advocated by aasocal democracy; though it is
criticised for resting on the functionalist assuiops$ (i.e. inclusion of more groups
into governance of society promotes an efficiend agffective democracy)
(Russteucher 2000; Baccaro 2006). Consideringthiegatmain premise of governance
Is transcending the parliamentary basis of decimaking, the conclusion to be
drawn from this debate is the pertinence of fumalst approach and associative
democracy to governance. Chapter two applies tb@udsion to European level and
discussed the limits of envisioning democracy at EMel. The third chapter
critiques the discourse of participation, one thas been developed within the
context of economic development by the World Banll &nited Nations. With a
particular focus on the Foucaultian interpretat@nEuropeanisation, this chapter

endeavours to deconstruct the symbiotic relatigndbetween the NGOs and
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democracy that is far too often taken for grantaksed on the previous research, it
illustrates how the discourse on NGOs might retatéhe consolidation of political
power, as well as how power constitutes subjedtaptr four investigates how the
European Commission has engaged in developing dnicipation and European
Civil society discourse to the context of EU ledecision-making, and European
democracy at large, in a similar vein that has baereloped by the World Bank.
Fourth chapter traces the role and the impact @ Gbmmission in flourishing of
social actors, as well as in establishing the no¢msluding a code of conduct,
transparency initiative and enshrinement of arclarin Lisbon Treaty) about which
these actors would involve in the Commission’s attation regime. Chapter four
shows that the Commission’s relevant policy progreem and projects, which aim to
cultivate legitimacy through the ECS discourse,ehbgen developed in accordance
with the motto of connecting with the citizens, amdthin the context of
Commission’s motivation to enhance its power iniaogolicy, and the perceived

legitimacy crisis of EU integration due to citizerdpathy.

This chapter discusses the implications of the ritexal debate, elaborated in
chapter one and two, and the implications of thenfdssion’s initiatives by
examining the Social Platform of European NGOs.stFirit describes the
administrative structure of the Social Platformammnes its reflection to major
developments with respect to European integrationng 2000, such as the
introduction of new modes of governance, attemptsrépare a constitution for the
EU; enlargement, and the motto on bridging the gép the citizens; elaborates
upon the Platform’s position on the social poliéyle EU; and portrays its relations
with the EU institutions. Second, this chapter ingm into the Platform’s
administrative structure, working strategies ananmnication instruments. As
governmentality implies shaping the conduct of eatdand acts upon action; the
survey finds it necessary to examine the implicatiof the rationalities of
government on the Platform’s daily practices. Byalgsing the Platform’s
administrative structure and working methods, tlees we will trace the

instruments and the knowledge of which it implersentits daily functioning. In
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addition, it should also be noted that how thefBtat represents its objectives and
inscribes its performances could expose the extenwhich it receives the

rationalities of government.

Third, this chapter depicts the Platform’s trainingiatives — which are also called
as capacity building to NGO community, both at Etd anational level. Capacity
buildings programs have been seen as empowermegtapnmes which intent to
involve actors to new forms of governance (Phillgpsd lican 2004). This survey
suggests that unconscious normalisation of thdigallirule can also be detected on
the administrative culture and working strategitbat implies, harmonisation of the
way of doing and perception of things accordance with the tenets of political
rationalities. A similar argument has been devebigpLaura Cram (2004), who
arguesbanal Europeanismwith reference to Billig’'s banal nationalism cept
(1995), an implicit and unconscious normalisatibthe EU can be observed in such
instances of daily practices, including carrying Hags in national passports and
identity cards, conforming with EU legislation, awdlking past EU flags (such as at
customs) (see also Walters and Haahr 2005). Yat, sowvey is limited with
demonstrating the presence of such activitiesefimmdation, we can neither analyse
the process of capacity building activities of #latform, nor observe their impacts
on the NGO community. Fourth, this chapter disceisbe Platform’s position about
participation discourse. It ends with an evaluatarthe relationship between the

Platform and the Commission from different theaatpositions.

This chapter tracks the implications of “(good) gmance” (i.e. the idea of opening
the governance structures to social actors in daléwster legitimacy as well as the
administrative reform known as the New Public Maragnt) and the Commission’s
ECS discourse on the Social Platform. The empirinaterial entails the Social
Platform’s annual reports; working strategies;réfection papers on social policy,
participatory democracy and governance; interviewsh the president and
communication officer of Platform, the coordinatir the Civil Society Contact
Group (CSCG), and three persons from European Nktigainst Racism (ENAR);
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and the observations on the Platform’s conferermitathe “civil dialogue”, one

that social NGOs operating both at European andnsdtlevel) participated.

Social Platform and Governmentality

To recapitulate, governmentality (or art of goveemt) involves a project (and/or
assemblage of different projects), which constgutementality, morality, style of
reasoning and an epistemology. As shown, Foucadlthé followers argue that the
art of government has the goal of explicating ih& between the state-formations
and constitution of the subjects (e.g. Lemke 20@)nstitution, in this case, is
explained due to the implications of an action upetion, one that shapes, forms
and manipulates the conduct and the conduct of wmindThe analytics of
government, thus, examines the rationalities amdtéichniques through which the
political programmes are exerted. Governmentaldyearch has stressed that the
recent rationalities involve the domination of metrkationalities over the political;
liberalisation of the markets are explained in tieta to the concerns like
autonomisation and responsibilisation of the actargl their orientation to (better)
performance. Devolution of the responsibilities thie state to private actors,
particularly through contractual relations, is ddesed as related with this process.

As has been mentioned in the introduction and @napt Dean (1999) draws four
parameters for analysing the art of governmeniddief visibility, technical aspects,
knowledge, and the impact on the formation of idexst An analysis of the Platform
through these four parameters will guide our inigasion, i.e. what kind of a subject
the Platform has become. With respect to the aspkeisibility, the Platform’s
documents, including its yearly reports and workstigitegies, may help investigate
how and which fields it aims to govern. Furthere tmethods of inscription and
representation which are used by the Platform tamlee discussed in relation to the
rationalities of governance and subjection of theférm to the Commission’s civil
society discourse. This concerns the inquiry of hiogvPlatform receives the general
trend on the management techniques (e.g. NPM) danchvissues it visualises.
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With regards to Dean’s second parameter, the teahaspects of government, in
our analysis, we have delved into these questisribey relate to the Platform in the
previous chapter. It has been demonstrated howcdheepts of civil society and
participatory democracy have been related to thangimg contexts by the
Commission (such as to social policy competeneagtimnacy crisis, the motto of
bringing the EU back to its citizens, and the pron governance). It has also been
shown that the Commission has fostered civil sgaétcourse through green, white
and discussion papers; supported NGOs, though suswillegally, with funding
mechanisms; introduced certain norms and princiglesut consultation; and a
common database. As a final point, “participatogmadcracy” has been legalised,
since it has been enshrined into the Lisbon Tréltis chapter, then, examines how
the Platform perceives this vocabulary that hasnbee far fostered by the

Commission.

To continue with Dean (Ibid), third, thepistemeof government, to trace the
Platform’s epistemethe survey in this case examines its workingdad how it
relates this logic to the theme of participatiofinally, with respect to power’s
impact of formation of identities, this chapter umies into the process of
subjectification (i.e. how power constitutes, cesatforms, and re-forms subjects)
and (subjectivation) the practices and the prosesis®ugh which the individual
makes herself a subject. This final aspect of tladyais of government examines the
implications of a political project on the persoss|f and identity, including the
“statuses, capacities, attributes and orientatiovisth are devised and imposed on
the subject (Ibid, 31; and see also the introdactimd chapter 3 for a broader

explanation for the theoretical foundations).

This analytical frame can be applied to examinatibthe relationship between the
Social Platform’s activities and the notions of gowance, including “good
governance” and new modes of governance, from akvespects of
governmentality. First, this might be thought ofrigepertinent with the moral and

ethical aspects of governmentality (Rose 1996),witly its implicit premise that the
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involving of the Platform to the Commission’s deaismaking processes is intrinsic
to a “good” and appropriate way of doing politiasdamobilisation of collective
action. Second, the analysis of the Platform sharithil the power/subject and
power/knowledge relations, as governmentality ledadexamine the ways in which
political power subjectifies, the agencies throwgtich power is exerted, and how
the agency is empowered and made responsiblesfamwnh life. Yet, the previous
chapters evaluate the theoretical and contextuakdvaund of participatory
governance discourse; this chapter tests how thifoRh has received this process.
Third, the governmentality approach portrays what& of subjects are constituted.
As it relates to our concerns, this chapter coma&d on the symbiotic relationship
between technologies of performance and managgr@iganisational structures of
the Platform. The guiding ethos behind recent gawental rationalities is explained
to include goal-orientation and outcome achievemé@iiese rationalities would
likely projectperformance machinkke subjects, which in turn would be subjugated
to the control, guidance and surveillance — evaugh advanced forms of liberal
government promise liberty and autonomy to the extibj Therefore, the survey of
the Platform would expect it to acts like a perfarmoe machine while exerting its
double role of being object and subject of goveceaThis anticipation entails the
fulfilment of the requirement of conforming to at s goals, which are planned,
carefully calculated, and inscribed into documentke overall activities of the
Platform, its reports, and its tools of communigatcan be seen as constituents of its
technologies of performance. The evaluation of tfexformance would then
determine the success (and probably the survivaihe Platform. Considering the
Platform functions, organises and tries to achigseends via the methods of
managerialism, the latter would be seen as bothtdbenique and the means of
performance in achieving contractual obligationdie Tmanagerial-bureaucratic
features of the Platform are examined through ksigion-making structures,
working methods and techniques of communicatiomnglthese lines, the research
also focuses on how the Platform represents andegsnits message (in its reports
and other communication tools, e.g. its websiteyshetter etc.).
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Fourth, governmentality research can help us ddtestunderlying mechanisms
through which power relations are exerted, authasitouilt and political obedience
enforced. With respect to the Platform, an analgdists power relations can be
sought in the Commission’s sponsorship. It canxpeeted that the Platform would
require to fulfil certain obligations of the Commien’s funding, meeting certain
yearly objectives. The donor and benefiter relaiop between the Commission and
the Platform, thus, can be thought of one of theharisms through which the
Platform is subjectified and made an object of gowey. Yet, this has been pointed
out as a major critique to the Platform, and toilemEU NGO networks,
considering it would threaten the autonomy of ceatiety.

The fifth aspect of governmentality research comgeénterrogation of the audit, or
postmodern patterns of surveillance. Related vinénfourth aspect, as a condition of
funding the Platform is required to perform certaativities and in turn report them
to the Commission. The question in this case corscethether reports as well as the
very system of reporting and evaluation create laatimechanism of surveillance and
discipline (i.e. a state of order based on submissd authority). Argued from a
Foucauldian perspective, reporting is not a mewetme of documenting set of
outcomes; but, it might result in shaping actionsl &reating a certain cognitive
frame to relate to the social phenomenon (i.e.itepthe actors to interpret social
phenomena as calculalilengg. Therefore, a certain form of inscribing the nueth
for meeting objectives and the representation af essults may structure actors’
relations to social reality. With respect to thisshould cautiously be noted that this
process does not naturally lead to colonisatiomesoan treat reporting as a mere act
of satisfying the donors. Nevertheless, the reparéke the performance visible;
thus enable the audit and surveillance possible.

Up to this point, the analysis has taken the Platfas its object of inquiry; it has
suggested interrogation of the Platform as a nem fof NGO category. In contrast,
the sixth aspect proposes studying the implicatiohsthe Platform’s capacity

building and training activities on the NGO commtyniboth at EU and national
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level. This implies considering the Platform actiag an interlocutor of the
Commission (i.e. transmitting the Commission’s nages) and helping shape its
members and the local NGO community via technokgiecapacity building. The
Commission’s governance discourse — as inscribedthen White Paper on
GovernancgCom 2001) - proposes integrating civil societyaastakeholder in the
EU decision-making processes and participatingha iew modes of governance
(such as the OMC). EU governance defined in thig, wavertheless, as the previous
research show (Obradovic 2005; Smismans 2006)actipe their impact on the EU
decisions and in the implementation of the EU ragoihs are trivial. On the other
hand, the focus on the Platform’s training actesttowards the NGO community
might reveal that it has more substantive effectthis field; yet, this subject matter
has been so far neglected. Therefore, the Platfotraining activities can be studied
on the one hand intrinsic to political socialisatmf the EU (i.e. representing the EU
as a legitimate ruling entity); and, on the otlar,endeavour to constitute a certain
NGO type, a collective action style. At the fintdge, the Platform can then be seen
as an actor which isonstitutedand in the meantimeonstituting the nucleiof a
new NGO categorisation, one thdirects the growth of this categorisation and
transmitsits generic characteristics. In other words, tbig can be seen an attempt

create Platform-like entities within civil society.

6.1. The Social Platform and European Governance

6.1.1 The Social Platform of European non-governmeal organisations

The Social Platform emerged on an informal basi$984 after the publication of
the Green Paper on European Social Policy in 1@998n(93), 551). The Green
Paper had the goal of establishing structured camation channels with the
NGOs which were active in social policy. In Apr®94, therefore, European NGOs
came together to discuss the Green Paper in tefm#éat it could bring to social
policy and what they could do within its frameworKhis initial attempt at
coordination then continued on the informal balsisl995, the DG Employment and
Social Inclusion encouraged European social NGOerio the Social Platform in

order to consolidate communication among the NGk, the expectation that they
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would be able to act more efficiently with the Etstitutions (Cullen 2005; Salgado-
Sanchez 1997; Cram 2006; Greenwood 2007). NextPlwtorm became a formal

legal entity under the Belgian law (lbid, 80). Tlkisange was prompted by critiques
concerning representativeness and accountabilityeopEuropean civil society. In the
late 1990s, as shown in the previous chapter, tBB(E asserted that EU NGOs
should adopt a statute in order to prove theittilagicy (EESC, CES 851/99, 1999).
The EESC’s proposal was accepted by the Commig€iom 2002, 704 final; Com

2006, 194 final). In turn, the leaders of the Rlatf started to debate concerning
whether EU support would be suspended if the Riatidid not adopt a legal statute.
Since the Social Platform depended on EU fundingdapted a statute in 2001 and

became an independent legal entity under Belgian la

In its internal governance statute, which was aelbph 2006, the Social Platform
introduces itself as thePfatform of European Social NGOs (Social Platforii)ie
alliance of representative European federations retdorks of non-governmental
organisations active in the social secfo€ullen stresses that “the platform marked
the first attempt to gather a group of NGOs charés®d by diverse organisational
cultures, sectoral interests and ideological oagoms within such a collaborative
context” (Cullen 2005: 72). Forty European soci@®k in social policy (see Table
1) compose the members of the Platform, and theybeaorganised as a federation
or a network at the EU level. They claim to représthousands of organisations,
associations and voluntary groups at local, redjosrad national levels, including
organisations of women, older people, the disalitelunemployed, people affected
by poverty, homosexuals, young people, children tamdilies, and organisations
addressing such issues as social justice, homelkessimealth and reproductive rights
and racisnf?

2 (N.15844[75084])) article 3
3 www.socialplatform.org
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Tablel. Members of the Social Platform

Full Members of the Social Platform

AGE - The European Older People's Platform

ATD Fourth World International Movement

Autism Europe

Caritas Europa

Combined European Bureau for Social Development (CEBSD)
Confederation of Family Organisations in the EU (CQE)
Eurochild

Eurodiaconia

European Anti Poverty Network (EAPN)

European Association for the Education of AdultAER)
European Association of Service Providers for Resseith Disabilities (EASPD)
European Blind Union (EBU)

European Children's Network (Euronet)

European Confederation of Workers' Cooperatives,ab@uoperatives and Participative Enterprises (CECOJ
European Consumer Debt Network (ECDN)

European Council for Non-Profit Organisations (CEDAG)

European Disability Forum (EDF)

European Federation of National Organisations waykiith the Homeless (FEANTSA)
European Federation of Older Persons (EURAG)

European Federation of Unpaid Parents and Caréterae (FEFAF)

European Liaison Committee for Social Housing (CECQ@SH

European Network Against Racism (ENAR)

European Platform for Rehabilitation (EPR)

European Public Health Alliance (EPHA)

European Region of the International Federationoais&8 Workers (IFSW)

European Social Action Network (ESAN)

European Women's Lobby (EWL)

European Youth Forum (YFJ)

International Council on Social Welfare (ICSW)

Mental Health Europe (MHE)

Solidar

The European Association of Societies of Persorth Witellectual Disability and their Families (lmsion
Europe)

The European Region of the International Lesbian@ay Association (ILGA-Europe)

The European Volunteer Centre (CEV)

The International Federation of the Christian Asatiens of Italian Workers (FAI)

Workability Europe

World Association of Girl Guides and Girl ScoutsAWGGS)

Associate Members

Association des Femmes de I'Europe Méridionale (AfFE

European Roma Information Office (ERIO)

International Planned Parenthood Federation Europegwork (IPPF EN)
Red Cross EU Office

)

Youth and European Social Work (YES Forum)

Source: www.socialplatform.org

The goals of the Platform are twofold, if not caalictory. The Platform asserts its

aims in the internal statute as follows: “the ecatibn of poverty and the elimination

of social exclusion; the elimination of discrimifmat in all its forms and the

promotion of equality for all; equality between wemand men in all areas of life;
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the promotion of participatory democracy; the emgagnt of social NGOs in an
enhanced, structured civil dialogue at the EU leaald the involvement of people
experiencing or at risk of poverty, exclusion anstcdmination in decision-making
processes affecting therff:"The Platform, on the other hand, reports its dhjes in
EU governance to the Commission in different tereng, instituting regular input on
EU policy formulation, engaging network actions lwitmultiple stake-holders
(including EU institutions, other NGOs, and traggoms), promoting “exchange and
practices” for enabling mutual exchange of inforioat and creating more
democratic, open and accountable systems A&22001°). These aims presented
by the Platform in its different communication t®a@an help us understand what the
Platform is, the purposes it works to achieve atsl ambitions, desires and
motivations. It is a NGO network which endeavowssblve social problems and

maintain equality by engaging in EU decision-malsetfings.

To attain its goals, the Social Platform, in theodatest terms, deals with the
following issues: corporate social responsibilidemographic and social change;
employment; equality and anti-discrimination; fundatal rights; the future of
Europe; the integration of migrants; the Lisbonatgy for "growth and jobs";
participatory democracy and good governance; puptmcurement; services of
general interest and social and health servicesalsorotection and social inclusion;
and sustainable development (SP 200%, see also www.socialplatform.org). The
following chart demonstrates the amount of the gyolpapers produced by the
Platform over the past decade; it may reflect thetférm’s allocation of focus

between different policies and themes.

" Adopted by the Social Platform General AssembByApril 2004.

> Hereafter, in my citations, SP stands for Sociatférm, AR for Annual Report antiVP for work
programme.
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Table 2. The policy papers of the Social Platform dung the 2000s

Policy field Policy Papers
2009 | 2008 2007 2006 | 2005 2004 2008 200 2001 Total

Corporate social 1 1
responsibility

Demographic and 3 3
Social Change

Employment 5 2 7

Equality & Anti- 3 1 1 1 1 7
Discrimination

Fundamental Rights 1 1 1 1 4

Future of Europe 1 2 1 4

Integration of 1 1 2
migrants

Lisbon Strategy for | 4 4 1 2 3 1 15
"growth and jobs"

Participatory 2 4 2 1 1 1 11
Democracy & Good
Governance

Public Procurement 3 3 1 2 1 10

Services of General | 1 3 1 1 2 1 2 1 12
Interest & Social and
Health Services

Social Protection and 5 2 1 1 2 3 1 15
Social Inclusion

Sustainable 2 4 1 2 1 10
Development

Total 27 26 9 10 10 8 4 4 3 101

Grand total 101

Source: The Social Platform’s website (www.socialptéorm.org) ® table based on author’s own count.

Membership and the Social Platform

The Social Platform applies two types of membershuilb membership and associate
membership. It also allows some organisations ttqggaate in the Platform’s work
as observers. Full membership is restricted to pean NGOs; international NGOs
can engage with the Platform only as associate ragsniNational NGOs, on the
other hand, are generally accredited as obser&erstated in the statute and internal
rules” of the Social Platform, the criteria for beingull fnember of the Platform

"® This table is devised by manually counting the ammf the policy papers in a given policy field
on Platform’s web-site. The web-page is organiseduch a way that some policy papers are listed
under different policy fields. That is to say, there indeed less then 101 policy papers. Thig tabl
therefore, cannot not show the exact amount ofptigers produced in a given policy field during
2000s. However, it still helps to get a picturePtditform’s annual topical focus. Not as a surpgsin
finding, it is seen that Platform concentrates lom issues related to the social sector. Howevés, it
also seen that the Social Platform is quite adtiike ‘Participatory Democracy and Governance’ and
‘Public Procurement fields’. On the other hand, tAlatform prefers not to be interested in
‘Integration of immigrants’; future of Europe arftetcorporate social responsibility

"Internal Rules, article 5.1, 2006
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include being a network or federation which is cosgd by organisations, not
individuals. Further criteria include establishmeas non-profit and non-
governmental, an active role in the social seactmtking to promote the general
interest and social cohesion and having separg# personality. Further, according
to the Platform’s internal rules, prospective memabghould prove that they are
structured and managed in a democratic way. ThdoRta officially states that
democratic NGOs are run by an elected body whosisidas and membership are
not subject to approval by any external entity. h®@wn in the previous chapter,
these criteria show a strong parallel with the ecd for EU NGOs’
representativeness, which were drawn up by the EE%€ can conclude that the
Platform determines which organisations can bengsnbers according to the moral
imperatives of political rationality, i.e. a certdiorm of organisation, which suggests
a good and appropriate way of organising. This iespbnly those organisations
which adapt to these requirements can take pdheifPlatform (and thus in the new
forms of governance), consider the rationalitieg@fernance project new forms of
subjects, subjects which are constituted, motivaté@cted and guided in order to
become an actor in European governance. We withéurelaborate on what the
Platform understands by democratic management awdtlns is performed in sub-

section 2.

There are two main differences between full memiagrd the associates. Firstly,
although both have to pay membership fees, thédRiatreimburses the expenses of
the full members when they attend meetings of tlemeBal Assembly and the
Steering Group. The associate members are respwif@iliheir own expenses when
they take part in the Platform’s meetings. Secanagociate members have no right
to vote or fill administrative positions. The vaiimights of both can be suspended
membership fees are not paid. Observers can atteeetings of the General
Assembly, but have no speaking or voting rightseyllare kept informed of the

Platform’s activities and invited to its seminarslaconference& With respect to

8 1t might be argued that he Platform uses the meshije fee as an instrument to consolidate its
power vis-a-vis its members. It is a key of seaupower in the network; the member can participate
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the members’ perceptions of Platform membership sttretariats of the ENAR and
Solidar consider the Platform to be a good exangbl¢he collaboration of civil
society at the “European level” (C. Reuter and RarGon, personal communication,
May 2009). Since the Platform is one of the mainbretias for the EU NGO
networks® and it is entitled to participate in the Commisstonsultation regime, it
can be further argued that Platform membershipresdsacredibility within the NGO

community and the EU institutional milié@.

Platform Funding

The funding of the Platform is one of the most cowgrsial issues which have
hindered its positive receptiofihe Social Platform is funded under tBemmunity
Action Programme to promote active European cisbgmgrant program. Critics
claim that this threatens the autonomy of the Btatf Some have defended EU
funding by comparing it with state financial suppfor political parties (Fazi and
Smith 2006; and see Salgado 2007). Commission suppnostitutes eighty percent
of Platform’s total budget. Thirteen percent of tmedget comes from funds for
specific projects, and the remaining percentageesofrom membership fees and
other contributions from members (SP 208R). The Platform indicates that this
fund is used in “providing information to its memb®n relevant EU developments,
organising forums for them to exchange experieranes share knowledge, and
arranging meetings between representatives of tble Ifstitutions and social
NGOs.®! However, the budget that is assessed in the amepait 2007 shows that

administrative costs, including the salaries of Sl®eretariat, constitute 70 percent of

and vote as long it pays its fees. The power ofiteenber can greatly be reduced if the fee is niok pa
The membership fee is thus a key for the Platfonnthie sense that it is one of the Platform’s
integrative elements, elements which attach differeonstituents together and help the central
authority maintain its power over the network.

9 Other EU NGO umbrella networks a@ONCORD, the European NGO confederation for Relief
and DevelopmentCulture Action Europe, the Forum for the Arts and HeritagePHA, the
European Public Health Allianc&UCIS-LLL, the European Civil Society Platform on Lifelong
Learning;EWL, the European Women's Lobbd$REEN 10, a group of leading environmental NGOs
active at the EU level, antdRDN, the Human Rights and Democracy Network.
8 It should be remembered that with respect to ¢peasentativeness issue of European Civil Society,
the EESC asserted having a reputation as a cniterio
81 www.socialplatform.org
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total costs. In detail, the costs of Platform i©2Qvere distributed respectively: staff
50 percent, travel and accommodation 10 percentices 12 percent, administration

20 percent and specific projects 8 percent.

The Social Platform and EU institutions

The Social Platform is primarily a lobbying orgaatisn that aims to influence EU
institutions. Table 3 shows which EU institutiongdasub-departments the Platform
has contact with. As this table shows, it can axeegst EU institutions, whereas it
has more strained relations with the European Casion. The Social Platform is
financed by the Commission, meeting with it twicgear, and is together with its
members registered as an “interest group” in then@ssion’s online database for
taking part in online consultations. The Platfosralso in contact with several DGs
which are relevant to the Platform’s policy foclihas, however, recently developed
relations with the European Parliament (EP), paldity following EU NGOs have
been recognised by the EP (in e.g. the Gabrowssartré2009) and two citizen
AGORAs [NGO meetings in the Parliament]). The Rlatf (and some other EU
NGOs) and now try to “reach” the European Counkil Charhon, C. Reuter, L.

Sedou, and G. Siklossy, personal communication, RC9).

The Parliament did not support the Commission’sjgatoof incorporating non-
elected entities into EU decision-making procesand,it thus ignored the EU NGOs
for some time—up until the time it organised thistiAGORA in 2007 (see the
previous chapter). As has been shown, by launctiegAGORAs as an alternative
to the Commission’s online consultations, the ERllehged the Commission’s
functional and Brussels-based approach to civilietpc Although this approach
could have had negative impacts on the privilegesition of the Social Platform in
the Commission’s approach, the Platform approadhedParliament’s challenge
positively, arguably due to two aspects (C. RelReCharhon, G. Siklossy, personal
communication, May 2009; and Social Platform Z8p&First, with the AGORAs,

8 The letter to the head of Parliament, EuropealigPaent AgoraA first step towards a structured
civil dialogue with the European ParliamerRlatform, 2008. Here, the Platform also praides t
procedures of the AGORASs in that all participantaild receive equal opportunity to co-chair
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civil society organisations were officially recogad by the EP. As this means that
the EP has accepted EU NGOs as legitimate actorgowérnance, it was an
important step for the EU NGOs in that the EP comdéid their relevance to EU
politics. Second, in contrast to the Commissionppraach that defined the EU
NGOs as “mere lobbyists and consultants”, the &aeint officially recognised (EU)
NGOs as actors of civil society (Social Platforn®&p In sum, it can be argued that
in order to not leave the championship of the EG8adirse to the Commission, the
EP strategically contacted the EU NGOs in the Brisssower game.

Table 3: The Social Platform’s contacts with Europan institutions and other actors (Annual

report 2007)
EUROPEAN EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT COUNCIL OF THE OTHER EU OTHER
Committees: EUROPEAN UNION INSTITUTION
COMMISSION AND PERMANENT | S AND STAKEHOL
Generals: REPRESENTATIONS | AGENCIES: DERS:
’ OF EU MEMBER
STATES:
*DG SANCO LIBE (Citizens’ Freedoms and EPSCO Council EESC ETUC
(Health and Rights, Justice and Home Affairs)| (Employment, Social | (European (European
Consumer Policy, Health and Economic and | Trade Union
Protection) EMPL (Employment and Social Consumer Affairs) Social Confederatio
*DG COM Affairs) Committee) n)
(Competition) JLS Council (Justice
*DG ECFIN JURI (Legal Affairs and the and Home Affairs) CoR EEB
(Economic and Internal Market) (Committee of | (European
Financial Affairs) European Council the Regions) Environment
*DG EMP ENVI (Environment, Public Health al Bureau)
(Employment, and Consumer Policy) FRA (European
Social Affairs Union Agency CSCG (Civil
and Equal AFCO (Constitutional Affairs) for Fundamental| Society
Opportunities) Rights) Contact
*DG EAC FEMM (Women’s Rights and Group)
(Education and | Equal Opportunities) Eurofound
Culture) (European Think Tanks
*DG INT Foundation for
(Internal Market the
and Services) Improvement of
*DG JLS Living and
(Justice, Freedom Working
and Security) Conditions)
*DG ELARG
(Enlargement)
DG Research
DG Budget SG

workshops and plenary sessions, as well as repatiedifferent workshopsiowever, according to
the Platform, AGORAs had a major flaw: not makingléeit how the conclusions of the AGORAs
would be incorporated into decision-making processe that participants could not receive feedback
about their recommendations and contributions. Plaform further proposed that the EP should
consider the AGORAs “as a form of consultation wiarking on a report” (Ibid.), and continue this
on a formal basis.
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6.1.2 EU Politics, Governance Turn and Platform

Starting from the early 1990s the Commission haasygdl a direct role in
establishment of the European NGOs through finduscipport, mostly in the social
field, including the European Women Lobby (EWL),r&oean Youth Forum (EYF)
and the Liaison Committee of Development NGOs @Bkl (CLONG) (Tarasenko
2010); European Anti Poverty Network (EAPN), ther@pean Disability Forum
(Cram 2006). These organisations, in turn, becammers of the Social Platform,
when it was established in 1995 by the encourageamh financial support of the
European Commission. Following to the Maastrichgaly (1992), the Commission
issued a Green Paper on Social Policy1993), which entailed developing
mechanisms for co-operation with the Commission H@Ds. In order to put this
claim into practice, the Commission, DG Employmamd Social Inclusion (EMPL),
decided launchinghe European Social Forumghe first of which would be
convened in 1996. Cram (1995) states that “in 1885 Social Platform was created,
and funded by the Commission, to act as interlacidothe social actors with the
Commission at the Social Forum”. Starting from flist European Social Policy
Forum, the Commission’s interactions with the NGOs havenbkibelled as “civil
dialogue”. Yet, the UK and Germany questioned tagal competence of the
Commission to finance social NGOs, including thatfekrm. The European Court of
Justice in 1998, accordingly, found the Commissoatt illegal; hence led the
Commission to suspend these funds. Nonethelesse fnads were released with a
Council decision. In other words, the roots for tlea of involving the NGOs to
European decision-making stemmed from the Maastiickaty, inscribed into the
Green Paper on Social Policy and put into practigdh the European Social
Forums This project can be considered as part of Del@rsject to create
“European social and economic space”; and, it oot under Santer Commission
(1995-1999).

The Santer Commission had to resign in 1999 dueraugtion scandal about the

mismanagement of EU funding and nepotism in recrentt. The Prodi Commission

(1999-2004) started working under such conditiowimch instructional prestige of
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the Commission was significantly damaged. Prodi @dssion, on the one hand,
engaged in a decisive administrative reform of @@mmission, based on the
Kinnock Report, which suggested an activity-baseshagement strategy, as well as
including a proposal for a new staff policy (Kass2®08§>. On the other hand, the
Commission proposed a new administrative-mentdtitythe EU institutions with
the White Paper on Governan¢€om 2001), including opening the decision-making
processes to civil society.White Paperwas reflected by academic community
critically (see Joerges et al 2001), consideringsita political intervention into EU

structure.

In the early 2000s, the Commission placed speoamdhasis on creating a European
civil society (ECS) discourse: it incorporated E@% European governance by
granting stakeholder status. The Commission’s esigent, Romano Prodi,

explained the role of ECS in (the new) Europe dlevs: “It is time to realise that

Europe is not just run by European institutions bytnational, regional and local

authorities too—and by civil society” (Romano Pro8P, Annual Report 2004). As
Prodi declared, the representatives of ECS, theNBOs, started engaging in EU
politics during the 2000s. For instance, the Platfdook part in three important

incidents, governance reform (European Commisdignite Paper on Governance
(WPG 2001), drafting a Constitution for Europe (20@®2) and enlargement

(2002-2004).

The White Paper on Governance&vas a key Commission initiative for an
administrative reform of EU governance (see thevipus chapter for details).
Despite the Parliament’s critical stance towardl cdociety’s engagement in the
decision-making process due to their accountahalityy representation problems, the
WPG defined civil society as the constituents and edtakders of governance. The
WPGwas the continuation of a governance turn fostbsethe Commission with the

introduction of new modes of governance, such astpen Method of Coordination

8 The Prodi Commission also launched a new postahm@issioner responsible from the public
communications of the Communication; Margot Watlstrappointed for this task.
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(OMC) (Mosher and Trubek 2004; Eberlein and Klu2@04; and Haahr 2005). The
Platform’s annual report shows that the Platformigipated in preparations of the
WPG In this respect, “it has widely circulated iBemocracy, Governance and
European NGOs Position Papgrublished in 1999], was an active participantha t

hearings held by the Commission ahead of the reledsthe Paper, organised
meetings with various members of the Governancentespoke at numerous
conferences, and wrote many articles on this isdneaddition, “members of the

Governance team spoke at various events held bylétiorm” (SPAR, 2001).

Following theWPG the Platform concentrated on putting the promefethe WPG
into practice: “The Platform will make proposalsttee Commission regarding the
implementation of the recommendations of the Coraiminss 2001White Paper on
Governance which proposes more structured and consistemidasf consultation
with society, including the establishment of ‘patship agreements’ with NGOs in
certain sectoral areas” (SRR 2003). Furthermore, it tried to secure a legaidtor
consultations: “a legal basis for civil dialoguévween decision-makers and NGOs is
crucial in building a socially just Europe thatalsle and willing to take the needs of
all into account. Promoting this view has been afethe spear points in the
Platform’s work” (SPAR, 2001; this position has not been altered duiireg2000s).
In others words, the Platform declared its williega to participate in new power

configurations, emphasising that it was capableil@ifling its roles.

However, the Commission has not been willing tarfalise its relations with the
Platform. These relations have rather been sehwpsomewhat nebulous way (i.e.
biannual meetings and internet consultations, eslhec during pre-policy
formulation processes), so that the Platform’s gageent in formal decision-making
processes has been kept at a minimum level (Fdzarith 2006). In the meantime,
multi-stakeholder forums, which were presented ha WPG as an indicator of
partnership governance, were not commonly impleeterthe Platform participated
in only one forum in which it formally enjoyed seholder status: the “Multi-
stakeholder Forum” between 2002 and 2004 whichtdedh Corporate Social
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Responsibility, a policy initiative published byettCommission in 2002. Other
stakeholders in this initiative were business regnéatives, such as UNICE and the
European Roundtable of Industrialists, and the ETBE,AR, 2002-2004).

Convention on the Future of Europe, Constitution Tun and the Platform

Against this backdrop, the Convention on the FutmeEurope was set in 2001 by
the European Council, which prepared Dmft Treaty establishing a Constitution
for Europein 2003. The Convention concerned EU NGOs in tmse¢hat they were
included in the discussions; yet, one of the vigeslents of the Convention,
Guliano Amato, emphasized the importance of theppsut of civil society in
legitimising the final outcome of the Conventiowsrk” (Economist2004). In turn,
some scholars also considered this as a demonratsomise (De Schutter 2002;
Magnette 2003). During the Convention period theci@oPlatform played an
important role. It mobilised the largest NGO netkgmvorking in the fields of
human rights, environment, and development in cl¢ésike part in the debate. With
respect to this, during the early 2000s, the Platfmitiated several campaigns about
the Future of Europe These campaigns, such as the Future of Europzels’

Assembly and act4Europe, aimed at mobilising theON®mmunity for EU issues.

The Platform launched the Future of Europe initmin 2001. The Platform’s 2001
annual report states that this initiative “in a wanarked the broadening of the
Governance debate”. The Platform once again inréfiert emphasised that “it plays
a leading role in bringing together the variousdp@an NGO sectors”. For instance,
the Citizens’ Assembly project was introduced wittihe context of the Future of
Europe initiative. It was held in Brussels in Det@®m 2001 and continued until
2004. The Platform claimed that Citizens’ Assemhbipbilised over 700 NGO
delegates, government representatives and membaeisilosociety from all over
Europe (SPAR,2000). It focused on different topics relatedre tuture of Europe,
including globalisation, migration, the eradicatioh poverty, the EU Charter of
Fundamental Rights, and the European Constitutioid.}. In 2001, many of the
participating NGOs joined in drafting the declamati “Europe is our Future”. This
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declaration suggested extending EU authority inesdvareas: “We call for the
extension of authority of the European Union in fieéds of employment, poverty,
social exclusion, equality between men and womerstagable development,
services of general interest, food safety, cultutizlersity and the fight against
discrimination in order to guarantee an upward eogence of policies and national

legislation, notably from the point of view of fumehental rights.”

The Platform’s own perceptions about the FutureEofope initiative and the
Citizens’ Assembly project can help us draw aniahitonclusion: “[This] was the
first time such a broad coalition of organisati¢rasl united to organise an event of
this nature, showing that civil society is readytdatk with leaders in a peaceful and
constructive manner...The organisation of the ‘CitigeAssembly’ in Brussels
(December 2001) demonstrated the Platform’s abtlitymobilise European civil
society organisations, and to provide an effectpeaceful, and high-profile civil
society presence at EU Summits” (lbid.). The Platfaevealed that it is, itself,
along with the other EU NGOs, is the right agend qartner in the process of
European political restructuring. NGOs presentesr ttonsent and willingness to be
agents in this process; thus, they declared they thiere ready for formalised
deliberations with the political power. In the mieare, they carefully drew a line
between the protesting and deliberating actorsiwf society, and thus in a way
confirmed that they would not challenge the newsteliation (see Young 2001 for
the discussion between protest and deliberatiotwasdifferent modes of civic
action). The second conclusion is that the Platfaas willing to circulate the ideas
of European governance; the members of the Platfoefireved in the idea of
deepening European integration (i.e. the intervievith the NGO staff and the
leaders also confirmed this). In other words, tiadf ®f the Platform acted like pan-
European intellectuals who had shifted their irgesd¢o the EU, as neo-functionalists
predicted.

By the leadership of the Social Platform, a grotplGO network coalitions formed
the Civil Society Contact Group (CSCG), which iaied a campaign about the

Future of Europdactd4europe) — i.e. the Convention’s work- aimecthabilising the
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national level NGO¥. The CSCG started as a loose network, with itamiggational
work and management initially handled by the PlatfoFor instance, the Platform
hosted and co-funded its coordinator person. Ta#dPin declared the objectives of
the act4europeproject as follows: “Citizens have grown dangehpuiisillusioned
with the European project. The Convention on thaueuof Europe is thus a vital
opportunity to reverse this trend” (SRR, 2002). With respect to this, actdeurope
published a toolkit for NGO in order to inform thexhout the ongoing debate on the
Future of Europeand activate them in participating if°itThe Campaign’s second
toolkit about the work of the Convention was dhafited at theSocial Policy Forum
in 2002. At the end, thdraft Treaty establishing a Constitution for Europe
contained an article about “participatory democra&sticle 1-46; this article, then,
took place with a minor change replacing the useooifstitution with the treaties in
the ratified Lisbon Treaty, and appearing this tiasethe Article-11. Participatory
democracy, the norm of which was enshrined in tisbdn treaty, involves not only
the involvement of “civil society” in EU decisionaking processes, but also allow

the citizens submitting any legal proposal, withiegs than one million signature.

The Platform also took an active role in the Cdostn ratification process. It was
invited to the Convention on drafting a Europeann&ibution with other
stakeholders and played a role in mobilising NG®8ng to orient their interests
towards the EU. It triedto facilitate the engagement of social NGOs atamei
level to engage with the debates around the ratiin of the Treaty” (SPWP,
2005:17). In this respect, it provided legal exiger and analysis about the
Constitution and prepared a toolkit for NGOs togethith the Civil Society Contact
Group (CSCQG), a coalition of European NGO netwoFkgthermore, it organised a
conference on the Constitution with the Contactuprand a seminar for Platform

members on activating NGOs in ratification debates.

8 See the Social PlatforlAnnual Report2003, p. 22.

% This toolkit was downloaded 5000 times in ten dafger it was published (see footnote 3).
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Enlargement and network visits

The political rationalities of the “governance turmply governing society through
the dynamics and resources of society (Kochler-Kasid Rittberger 2006;
Jachtenfuchs 2001). Thus, it meant empoweringetiizassociations, so that they
would be capable of managing the complex requirésnef bureaucracy. The
Platform, with this regard, not only fulfilled aageholder role in joining the Brussels
consultation regime, but also took on the role afiveying the knowledge of EU
governance to the NGO community. It initiated saleonferences and seminars to
circulate the imperatives of new modes of goveraaammong its members to inform
them about the existence of these policies and them for the new era. During the
2000s, the Platform had a special focus on NGOGdntral and Eastern Europe,
organising the following network visits to new mesnistates: Poland (2002), Czech
Republic (2003), Cyprus (2004), Hungary (2004) dadvia (2004). It organised
conferences and seminars to train these NGOs iticabladvocacy, fundraising,
communication techniques and skills, and NGO mamagé. It published toolkits
about state-NGO relations, such as “Civil dialognethe candidate countries:
Building bridges across a wider Europe” (SR, 2002). The Platform’s training
activities can be considered on the one hand sitrito political socialisation of the
EU (i.e. representing the EU as a legitimate rulamity); and, on the other, an

endeavour to constitute a certain NGO type, a cibie action style.

The Platform and the discourse on bridging the geyith citizens

The Turin IGC summit in 1996 diagnosed the legitignarisis of EU governance in
a lack of citizens’ interest; since then the mattdridging the gap with the citizens
has been recognised as norm by the EU instituikoshler-Koch and Finke 2007).
Accordingly, White Paper on Governand€om 2001; see also previous chapter)
suggested overcoming this by relating its propoahtsut governance reforms to re-
conceptualisation of democracy. This new type ahaeracy would integrate social
groups into decision-making processes and implemtient of policies, linking
citizens’ interests to governance. The Platformpehalf of its member EU NGOs,

volunteered for this taskINGOs stimulate democratic renewal by providing a
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channel for citizens to engage in dialogue withigyeimakers ... We believe that
creating this kind of ongoing dialogue with poliins and policy-makers will help
bring about a European Union which is more in towd its citizens, and is more

focused on improving their lives” (SRR 2005).

During the early 2000s, the Platform claimed akhtsubwn activity that it was “an
important way of helping bridge the gap betweenz@its and the EU institutions and
therefore reflecting the views of citizens” (lbid.Conny Reuter (personal
communication, May 2009), the president of the fBtat, explains the role of the
Platform in this process: “We must defend the ms&s of all our member
organisations; on the other hand, we must connectitizens [to advance the
interests of EU]. The most important challengeoisibderstand, this kind of lobby,
what we are doing, is not only for one or two tepitVe have connected with the
citizens and given them the idea that through ag #re involved in EU politics, so
that they participate.” Nonetheless, as the chaptee and second have argued,
participation of in such way the president of tHatférm describes — and has been
advocated by the Platform since its emergence {lseesection four a detailed
discussion of the Platform’s position)- does natdfiany ground in normative
democracy. As also shown in the respective chaptassfunctional interpretation to
democracy has been found problematic; among oftudrigms (such as neglecting
the institutions of representative democracy arkkctive will formation processes),
this view assumes that citizens are representedheyNGO networks like the
Platformper se(e.g. Smismans 2006).

The Platform’s participation in EU governance -bgghe Commission- on the other
hand can be seen insignificant. Based on the Cesiom’'s definition, the roles of
the Platform in EU governance can be defined,, fisgth its epistemic contribution,
particularly to the Commission in its proposal p@egtion process; second,
coordination of policies, such as of Open MethodCobrdination, in the EU (see
also Obradovic 2005). The previous research, howeh®ws that the Platform and

other NGOs alike are not well integrated into tim@lementation and coordination of
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EU policies, if not totally excluded; though a fesuccessful practices have been
observed, such as in Finland (see Smismans 20Q6)hdf, the Commission’s
consultation regime with the Platform, which iscateamed as “civil dialogue” since
1996, has several shortcomings, which encumberimg gignificance of the
Platform’s “participation”. Namely, the consultat®does not go beyond “right to be
heard” — since there is no legal ground for thiacpce-; the Platform does not
receive appropriate feedback, and its is are nfrnmed whether and how its
opinions had an impact on policy proposals (Obrad@005; and also see SP 2008,
2006). In sum, considering also the findings of ¢aelier research, it can be argued
that the Commission’s discourse on “participatogvernance”, involving civil
society actors into EU governance, does not nexbsezsult in effective and actual
contribution of the Platform, at least for now. Mover, the most important function
of “civil dialogue” is considered to legitimise tluecision-making-processes within
the EU institutional set-up (Kochler-Koch and Firik@6). As a critique of this, it is,
however argued, having participated in “civil dgle”, the Platform not necessarily
legitimise EU at large, but help in advancing thentnission’s institutional power
and its consultation regime (e.g. Smismans 200&mC2006), as well as helping
normalise the Commission’s ruling in the respecpiokcy fields (Cram, Ibid).

6.1.3 Social Platform and Social Europe

The Social Platform is primarily a network of NG@tworks working on social
policy. As indicated, it emerged as a consequerictheoGreen Paper on Social
Policy published in 1993. This paper marked the Commissiearly attempts at
expanding its room to manoeuvre with respect taaspolicies, a policy domain for
which the Community method did not apply. The Cossiun, then, chose a strategy
of mobilising NGOs, in 1997 detailing the roleswaiiuntary organisations in social
policy (see previous chapter). Following the Liskoraty in 2000, NGOs were not
only related to social policy, but also to the newdes of governance (e.g. open
method coordination) and the democratic deficiEaf governance. Therefore, we
examine both the Social Platform’s position on abgiolicies and the democratic
deficit. The following focuses on social policiege will detail the Platform’s views
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towards the Commission’s policies for legitimisiBY governance at the end of the

chapter.

I will be interrogating what the Platform thinkscamloes in terms of EU social
policies. | will try to show how a Foucaultian inpeetation of Europeanisation
enables us to understand their thoughts and acfianbe clear, the central question
that motivates this analysis is how EU social peicand the Platform’s perception
of these policies may relate to the creation ok fflorm of subjectivity and a new
form of governmentality—defined as an ethics at&iLarner 2000). Posed in this
way, this inquiry makes it necessary to think absadial policies developed at the
EU level from the perspective of governmentalityondtheless, this attempt has
significant limitations, as governmentality approaim EU social policy is still
rudimentary (see below) and its improvement is dayond the confines of this
dissertation, as this dissertation particularly uses on the Commission’s civil
society discourse and its implications on the Btatf Within these considerations,
when applied this elaboration considers the EUtsrests (particularly those of the
Commission) in social policies with respect to ttmlowing questions: Which
aspects does the European social policy entailv@oh aspects of human life and
through which instruments does it plan to interveinre other words, what is the
ethical substanceipon which it acts? And finally, what does it hdpeachieve—
what is itstelos? The exploration of these questions can enalie lasate the Social
Platform in this project.

Governmentality differs from other interpretatiools European social policy. Two
such options for studying social policy are theo@tion of governing

responsibilities between many different actors (Mwsand Trubek 2004, Eberlein
and Kluwer 2004) and policy framework analysis (Eex et al 2002; Begg and
Berthman). Daly (2006) states that, the formerptaed by the political scientists, is
the most common approach to European social pslidibis view suggests social
dimension of the EU is “hollow and, over time, hadtand limited” thus “the EU is

harshly for not having achieved systemic changenational social policy and
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convergence towards a supranational model of spaildy”’ (Daly, ibid:463). The
second view, suggested mostly by social policy isgists, argues “the EU has an
articulated social policy in number of key domaffa example, worker protection,
health and safety in employment, equal opportumibetween men and women)”
(Daly, ibid). As Daly (lbid) outlines, a newly enggng sociological literature (e.g.
Carmel 2003; Savio and Palola 2004) on the othggessts “to understand EU social
policy, one must look beyond it, to the EU’s engagat with, if not European
society, then a European social realm. In this, gimallest and generally newest
literature, the EU is represented as carving aadcal space for itself which allows
it to fashion key aspects of social identity, ingions and social relations in the
Member States, as well as a social sphere thadeads national boundaries. Social
policy, then, is not an end itself (Daly lbid 463Pertinent with the latter, the
governmentality approach, then, tries to grasputigerlying ethics and morality of
these policies: it implies an ontology, ascetieprology and telos of government.
It concerns the relations between power and subijgctFor instance, it examines
what has been promoted by the European Employmieate§y (EES, 1997) and
Lisbon Strategy (2000) as an appropriate and gandok handling social protection,
health care, employment, and social integratiothat political programming target

the individual as an object of manipulation, anchesgn of intervention.

Yet, the discussion on the EU social policy is bel/the limits of this dissertation, it
relates work to social protection; it entails anderstanding which can be
summarised as making work pay for welfare provisiomhe tenets of these policies
were depicted in the European Employment Strate§991) as activation,
adaptability, flexibility and the entrepreneurigirg. The Lisbon Strategy integrated
life-long learning, skill development and constargbilisation into the very heart of
the new social security paradigm. In other wordstopean social policies relate
social policies to employment and concentrate omrisbing individuals’ skills so
that they can take part in the labour market. Bagd) Berghman (2002:186) assess
this turn as “redirecting attention from employmémtemployability and from job

security to lifelong learning”. However, | argueaththis redirection is not a mere
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policy change; but it can also be studied intrinsi@n ethos of constituting a new
subjectivity, a subjectivity of which takes on tresponsibility of its own risk and

self-development (e.g. Barry et al 1996; Simons5]9Rose 1996; Lemke 2002;
Cruikshank 1999).

EU social policies which address social exclusmwith this regard, show certain
parallels with the doctrines of Third Way. Dean (8P elaborates the shift with
respect to the conceptualisation of equality amtusion: “Third Way has redefined
‘equality asinclusionand inequalityasexclusion. Objectives of equality and social
justice are no longer concerned with material owies, but with opportunity
structures” (Dean 2006:5). Dean, then, concludes the primary role of social
policies is not the distribution of resources t@vide for people’s needs, but to
mitigate risk and tenablepeople individually to manage risk” (Ibid.). In anslar
vein, the EES and Lisbon strategy concentratedemeldping (activating) the skills
of the individual as the major policy of the newcisb policy paradigm. In our work,
it is argued that this paradigm has further conseges for subject, market and state

relations.

The EU social policy, thus, can be thought of penmg to the following aspects of
our survey. First, the proposed method of soaiditp governance, Open Method of
Coordination ascribes NGOs the task of monitorihg Mational Action Plans
(NAP)- though, as mentioned, this has not beenirgatpractice well (Obradovic
2005). With respect to this, the Platform, thergamised training seminars for the
national organisations about their (latent) roletmie OMC and concentrated on
mobilising them to force their governments to beluded in the .NAPs. The OMC is
also pertinent with the conceptual concerns of tfissertation in terms of its
relationship with the advanced forms of liberal aftgovernment. According to
Haahr (2005), the OMC on the one hand recognisesutonomy of the states; but,
on the other restrains them “as they are subjetded certain calculative and
disciplinary regime”. This implies it gives libertp the member states to comply
with a pre-set of indicators (e.g. in the fieldssofcial inclusion and employment)
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and benchmarks; however, also entails mechanismsuvkillance through peer
reviews and non-binding monitoring of the implenaioin of these policies. The
evaluation of the success of the OMC is not withim scope of this study. However,
it can be pointed out that the peer reviews ofcthntry reports, which are discussed
at the Council meetings, proved to be inefficiantdisciplining the poor performers
— and replacing the public pressure; since diplameaburtesy, mostly, prevented
their public embarrassments (Wyplosz 2010). Sectra EU social policy can be
studied in relation to the governmentality apprqaitte theoretical focus of this
study. Foucault suggests that neoliberalism (refgrto Germarordo liberalism and
Chicago School) differs from classical liberaliseag; of Smith and Ferguson), as it
abandons the very premise of the latter, the distin between the politics and
economy®® Therefore, neoliberalism — as Foucault definesbdased on an anti-
naturalist claim which suggests that markets camrdrestituted and kept alive and
capitalist rationality can be re-defined, considgriparticularly the failure of
liberalism during the Nazism (Lemke 2001). Thisoa# different forms of state
intervention to bolster market competition, such thsough legal measures.
Moreover, this new form of liberalism, as Chicagb®l maintained; “embraces the
entirety of human action to the extent that thisharacterised by the allocation of
scant resources for competing goals (Ibid, 197)ithvkespect to this reading, social
domain is defined as an extension of the economimaih, which implies market
rationalities, such as cost-benefit calculatiors) ®e applied to decision-making
processes in social life (Ibid, 200). In articutgtithe Foucault’s lecture on neoliberal
governmentality, Lemke (Ibid, 200) posits how ratbties of neo-liberalism differ

from the one that classical liberalism envisaged:
Now, neo-liberalism admittedly ties the rationaldf/the government to the rational action of
individuals; however, its point of reference isloager some pre-given human nature, but an

artificially created form of behaviour. Neo-libesah no longer locates the rational principle

% |t should be noted neoliberalism, as Foucault lgedoes not have aim to replace — if not
complementing- the common use of the concept, whimtcerns the market-driven economy and
social policies, relatively open markets, and gitekening the role of private sector in setting the
priorities of the state. Central to Foucault's cemmc was to elaborate upon the shift in the
philosophical (and practical) grounds of classldaralism; therefore, he investigates the origifis
this turn within Germamrdo liberalism and Chicago school. Yet, this leadsdaceptual confusion
Dean (1999) offers using advanced liberalism.
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for regulating and limiting the action of governrhém a natural freedom that we should all
respect, but instead it posits an artificially aged liberty: in the entrepreneurial and
competitive behaviour of economic-rational indivédsi Whereas in the classic liberal
conceptionhomo oeconomicuerms an external limit and the inviolable coregofzernmental

action, in the neo-liberal thought of the Chicagch&®l he becomes a behaviouristically
manipulable being and the correlative of a govemtali¢ty which systematically changes the

variables of the ‘environment’ and can count on‘tagonal choice’ of the individuals.

Having interpreted liberalism in this way, Foucanlis associated with the French
regulation school of political economy (Powell 2D1The social policies, then,

according to this frame “were not limited to trasrsing and redistributing monies

but stands out for its active creation of the hist and social conditions of the

market (Ibid, 195)".

The norms of the EU social policy strategy whicmsito upgrade the skills of
individuals, such as the activation, adaptabilégtrepreneurial spirit, then can be
assessed from this perspective. Then, they may beekkonceived as attempts of
intervention into the conduct of hum&hsThird, the EU social policy can be studied
in terms of the transformation from welfare to whare (Jessop 2002, 2004, 2007)
and from employment to employability. This does netessarily contradict with the
arguments of Foucault, with its stress on the renodification policies and

targeting the abilities of the humans as an obgécpolitical intervention for an

economic purpose. When it comes to the Platforectntral questions are where it
stands regarding this process and how it receindgparceives the EU social policy

discourse.

Platform, social protection and empowering of @tis associations

In 1998, the Platform presented its position onogaanising social policies in a
policy paperAdopting to Social Changek this document the Platform set out the
principles of social protection, the responsit@htiof EU institutions and member

states in new governance methods, and the roleG@d$\l while making suggestions

8 The Commission’s education policies was also aalyfrom a similar perspective (Mitchell 2006).
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of its own. The Platform defended two principles social protection: the
recognition of social protection as a fundamenightrand recognition of social
protection within the scope of a general interdéstha European level. The latter
underpins the social democratic sources of thddpPhats position. Accordingly, the
document emphasised the values of social proteesosolidarity, redistribution and
social responsibility. These values, in fact, diffeerent from what neo-liberal forms
of governmentality (or advanced liberalism) suggeSontrary to advanced
liberalism’s notion of empowering the individual tetke responsibility for his or her
own risks, the Platform defends the notion of aile risk taking. The Platform’s
redistribution proposal aims to correct market uradigies. Furthermore, the Platform
recommends empowering citizens’ associations imgeof sharing responsibility
collectively. The conclusion to be drawn from thgsaciples is that the Platform
tries to generate a notion of “universal” from viftta discourse which puts a great
emphasis on “particularisation”. The reflectiontlois particularistic discourse can be
observed within the contemporary ethos of the drtgovernment—advanced
liberalism (an ethics of individualism). The Ptath’'s suggestion, in that sense,
grasps both the shortcomings of neo-liberal disse@and European governance in
formulating a link between particular and univer$éo-Foucaultian scholars have
emphasised that the tenets of current forms of paivess technologies of agency
(e.g. the notion that there is no society as saaly, the individual). For instance,
governmentality as a form of power defined by Falicainvolves both
individualising and totalising aspects (Foucaul©1pP The Platform’s stance on
social policy as suggested Adopting to Social Changas a suggestion ethically
entrenching this link by conceptualising a Europganeral will by reallocating risk
and any repercussions of market failures. Howewee, crucial point addressed, in
this respect, by the Platform requires speciahéitin: the empowerment of citizens’
associations. Associations, according to the pralpasirry the burden of risk while
involving a process of general will formation. Ither words, the Platform suggests a
kind of associational democracy which would embtdy ethical burden of general
interest formation (through a republican interpietd and the functional

encumbrances of problem solving (e.g. the assoaiatidemocracy of Cohen and
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Rogers 1994). Of these new roles, the documentamsl “identifying new roles

needs bringing out new forms of solidarity, pagating in dialogue on national and
European social policies, organising and managaergices, and undertaking any
social protection assignments given to them by ipudlithorities”. The Platform’s

assessments here can be interpreted as a new fostate, society and market
relations; they denote a project of not leaving $pace to market dynamics which
are left beyond the control of the state. On the band, it specifies strengthening
supranational governance institutions (and resgajovernance), while on the other,

it requires strengthening extra-governmental assiocis of citizens:

[T]he place of the non-profit sector, whose orgatiis) is more flexible and responsive
than the state, must be maintained and recogn@ede to citizens and their needs,
non-profit organisations manage social serviceacitordance with the values that they
hold as their own: taking the person into consiti@naas a whole, and not just as a
consumer or a user, the provision of specific guddaand mediation for people in
difficulty, and the availability of voluntary workiWhen delegating services to the non-
profit sector, the state should provide adequateues for it to fulfil its role: clear
conditions of co-operation, and sufficient and aimgtble finances (SPAdapting to

social changes1998).

Sharing responsibilities through subsidiarity

Concerning the distribution of responsibilities social policies, the Platform
supports the subsidiarity principl&dopting to Social ChangéSP, 1998) asserts on
which levels the EU should take on responsibility:should assert and guarantee
social principles and standards”, such as by “idiclg core obligatory rights in the
treaties”, conducting “systematic impact studiesttos social effects of legislation”
and “adapting structural funds”. The states, adogrdo this formulation, “should
remain the guarantors of compulsory social prodeciystems”. This suggestion is
in fact in line with the principles of the OMC; ratheless, it suggests some
different dimensions to the administration of sbpialicies at the EU level. The first
concerns the “inclusion of a core of obligatoryhtgin the treaties”. Having defined
the EU level as a sort of constitutional guarariteesocial rights, the Platform next
suggests the “implementation of social standard<irthermore, the Platform

suggests examining the effects of EU level legshatit therefore defines the EU as
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an authorised auditor, whereas it perceives themst social policy regimes as
amenable to EU surveillance. The last recommendatiahe Platform, on the other
hand, entails the adoption of European Structusalds to be used particularly in the

field of social policy.

Protection beyond employment and protection of eyatdility

The Platform further argues in this document the $ocial protection policies
should not be limited to employment, but shouldastend to housing, education
and the environment. It defends “cash benefitssamdice provisions for dependent
persons, including children and older people”. kemnore, it argues that flexibility
measures should not hinder the stability and sicafiworkers, particularly those
who work under temporary and part-time contragtsthis document, the Platform
recognises the neo-liberal discourse on transfaomafrom employment to
employability by suggesting the conversion of unEyment insurance into
employability insurance. The following quotationferes to this situation while

relating to collective risk sharing:

Workers, and even the unemployed, cannot be astieday for their careers and
employability on their own; it must be an overablective responsibility shared between
workers, companies, social partners, initial arfié-libng training organisations and the
education system, while providing compensationcémeer breaks and interruptions, both

financially and in terms of social protection.

The Critique of workfare
In 2000, the Platform asserted its five key priesitin social policy in a position
paper, Social Platform: Meeting the Challenges of the @entsocial inclusion,
employment, universal standards on health caregliggletween men and women
and adequate pension systems. Although the Platfiaanpresented its reservations
on the EU’s workfare-oriented social policy measudering the early 2000s, it
concretised this critique in its response to than@dssion’s communication in
Making Work Pay 2004. The position paper stressed that the Cosmonis
approach was “determined by the funding of socratgztion regimes rather than
social inclusion objectives”. It was furthermoresdding to cuts in benefits, or
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compulsory work, creating further poverty and sbekclusion and undermining the
very of essence European Social Model”. Activatiliscourse was the second point
the Platform critiqued: “The language of ‘activati@nd ‘incentives’ is indicative of
the underlying assumption that the key reason femployment is that most of
those who don’t work are unwilling to do so, andrdfore that employment can be
stimulated by encouraging, even forcing, peoplewtwrk.” The Platform hence
criticised there-commodificationof social policies, a process in which individuals
would be left to their own devices in strugglingttwimarket forces. The Platform’s
proposal, therefore, was to (re)strengthen puldivises—just like in the golden
days of the Keynesian welfare system. Accordinglguggested investing in public
services to create more jobs, and it particulaelyommended investing in the public
sector. On the other hand, the Platform was contathit the Commission’s “non-
financial measures to help people work”, includidgildcare facilities, training
opportunities and lifelong learning.

Post-modern paternalism

The European social policy tradition, particulathyoughout continental Europe, has
been identified with embedded liberalism where ste#de became actively involved
in the governance of the economy. In the curreahemic restructuring (defined as
the workfare era), the state’s role as an entrepneproviding full employment for
all is being de-emphasised. However, its patermmalisatures—to take care of the
population—have been redefined. The postmodernriistic role of political
power has now been defined as determining guidglinemeworks and manuals for
doing things and empowering the self as the madtiés own care. The discourse of
activation and lifelong learning are a reflectidrtlas process. When it comes to EU
governance, it can be argued that EU social pdiey been developed as an art of
government—quiding the actions of actors. One efrtiain reasons for this can be
the EU’s lack of control over the national labouarket, industrial relations, social
protection regimes and taxing. Hence, conductirgy dbnduct of others (e.g. the
member states, and also European citizens) seentedd viable option of EU social

policy. Having sketched this trend, | argue thatilevithe Platform is relatively
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critical of the workfare elements of this projeattecognises the idea of intervention
into human realm through European instruments.therowords, the Platform has
provided criticism of the transition from welfare workfare, while supporting
measures taken in the name of the employment tdogaiglity. Furthermore, with
respect to a critique of workfare elements, it hasted this critique to persons
which cannot participate in the labour market (bettmporarily and permanently). It
has, thus, provided a limited criticism for thee-commodification and
individualisationprocesses, orienting to market-correcting instmisieFurther, we
should add that the Platform’s criticism does rextassarily point out a contradiction
within the rationalities of capitalism, but suggsstutions within its confines.

A rights-based approach to European social policy

Throughout the 2000s, the Social Platform has aabedca rights-based approach for
the governance of social policies in the fieldssotial inclusion, pensions and
health. In other words, it has debated these spolaties from the vantage point of
fundamental rights. An illustration of this can been in its contribution to the
Evaluation of the Open Method of Coordination ori&oProtection and Inclusion
(2005) “At the core of the OMC must be a fundamental-sgggpproach to the policy
areas covered, in line with the Charter of Fundaaidrights ... Fundamental rights
are violated not only when people do not have acteebasic means for survival, but
when they are unable to live in dignity due to ptywend social exclusion.” The
question then becomes: what kind of rights does #piproach correspond to, i.e.
positive or negative rights? It is difficult answibis only by looking at these lines;
yet, it can be deduced that the Platform wouldraffihe state regulations fighting
against the aspects that threaten the dignity efhthmans, considering that The
Platform conceives of the states as the guaramtbiompulsory protection (SP,
Adoption to Social Changel998). When its emphasis on the state’s role in
empowering the individual through techniques oinireg and ensuring an adequate
minimum income also taken into account, it can bgued that the Platform
advocates a positive-rights approach. Thus, itestds rights as an instrument for

improving living conditions vis-a-vis the classiddderal notion of rights which aim
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to protect the individual from external intervemtioDefined in this way, this
approach differs from the traditional liberal irgegtation which ascribes a minimal
role to the state, strictly restricting the statéeivention to economic and social
realm. In other words, the Social Platform intetpithese policies from the positive
rights tradition. Nonetheless, a certain rightitself does not of necessity bring
equality and wellbeing, but needs to be translatéd policies and backed by
enforcement measures. The competencies of the BEUtiis regard are, however,

still limited.

Upgrading skills and lifelong learning

At this point, we should further focus on the Riatfi’'s ideas about lifelong learning
and activation. In a position papeBocial Investment. more quality jobs and
solidarity (2009), the Platform proposes some ideas for upggeaskills according to
the needs of the new labour market. At the EU leweduggested “establish[ing] a
European system of early identification of skilleds, ensur[ing] that the European
social fund targets initiatives for the most vubide and groups at risk, [the]
establish[ment of] a % on the unemployment in tregnand expand[ing] the youth
mobility programmes involving vocational trainingplunteers, entrepreneurs or
trainees”. The Platform’s proposals for upgradikigjsat the national level, on the
other hand, concern “develop[ing] employabilityaségies for the most excluded,
combin[ing] vocational training with basic skillsaining (especially for lower-
skilled people), and invest[ing] in social and thieaervices”. The Platform suggests
further training strategies for the most excludéd: order to address early school
leavers, non-formal education, vocational educa#ind voluntary activities should
be promoted as they often are more useful thandbeducation in developing
social/interpersonal skills and self-esteem amonglnerable groups of
children/youth” (Ibid.).

The Platform has affirmed lifelong learning (LLL} a central tenet of social
policies; however, it has proposed a wider defnitthat is not restricted to labour
market integration. According to the Platform, élidng learning and basic education
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can play a key role in combating social exclusiod promoting social cohesion. For
example, “active aging can mean that older adutmain engaged with their
community and contribute in a voluntary capacitytheir neighbourhood” (SP,
Contribution to Troika preceding the Informal Emyhoent and Social Affairs
Council 2004). In this way, the Platform relates lifeldegrning to civic education,
and thus to the enhancement of social capital. Hlagform, however, could have
been more critical toward LLL discourse, just asntleavoured to be with respect to
flexibility discourse. Mitchell highlights how onsan approach LLL discourse from
a further critical point of view in her examinatiah EU education policies: “[EU
education] program priorities focus on individuahgmatism and on the skills and
mobility needed for economic success rather thatherformation of a democratic
person operating on within the framework of ‘ethitheralism’ ... instead of a
concept emphasising democratic tools, personalloevent and critical thinking,
lifelong learning has transmogrified into a concppmarily affirming the constant
formation of work skills” (Mitchell 2006).

It can thus be concluded that the Platform’s reastito EU social policy reforms, on
the one hand, recognise a new paradigm changeodai¢ransformation entailed by
economic restructuring; however, on the other,dhesctions lead to several points
of criticism. The Platform principally supports tBeropeanisation of social policies,
advocating the social inclusion discourse and ttmpaverment of the individual
through techniques of lifelong learning and tragnirSuggested in this way, the
Platform’s suggestions can be seen pertinent \wehténets of third way, combining
the social democratic spirit of state regulatiothviommunitarian ideas of solidarity
as well as policies of activation — which makes tivenan capacities amenable to
political intervention and economic logic. One bétmost pressing proposals of the
Platform, in this respect, is the introduction ofmegnimum income within the EU.
The Platform also supports policies of skill deyehgy in order to adapt to changing
economic conditions; this may well be regardedaeirtg to the conduct of conduct
via the political programme of forming a new sulipty of an active citizenship

who is empowered, but left with the responsibitifjbearing the all risks. Up to this

208



point, | have tried to evaluate the Platform’s posi of the EU social policies.
However, this inquiry into the relationship betwdba Platform and European social
policy qua social policy should move beyond the Platform’senthoughts and also
consider the context of its emergence, as prewaeigborated. To recapitulate, this
concerns the relative enhancement of the EU compiete with respect to social
policies at Maastricht Treaty, acceptance of thelegment as a common European
problem with the Amsterdam and the introductiontleé Lisbon strategy. The
Platform’s establishment, in this context, has bexguiained with the Commission’s
aspirations of strengthening its institutional tegacy via mobilising collective
action with an explicit (and implicit) connotatidhat it represents the common
European interests with respect to regulation afopelan social policy (e.g. Cram
2006). Yet, the Commission has tried to justifysponsorship with its reliance on
the external expertise for its task of proposalpprations, as recognised in EU
treaties; it implies the Platform’s position papevhich are elaborated above, would
function to supplyepistemicassistance. Nevertheless, as also shown, the f&fo
contribution (and other social actors alike) isiai with this regard, considering the
findings of the earlier research. On the other haswme has approached the
Platform’s work positively, as it allows the presenof some voices which would
otherwise be absent (Cullen 2010). The latter wielates to the Platform’s (and
similar actors’ alike) legitimating role (Kochlera€h&Finke 2007), one that is
vaguely defined and as previously discussed hesedoban an assumption. To sum
up, the ideas of the Platform, which are assedsedea does not have any significant

influence in Brussels in terms of policy-making.

6.2. Interpreting the Administrative Structure of the Social Platform from the
Governmentality Perspective

6.2.1 Organisational Structure of the Social Platfon

The organisational structure of the Social Platfamd its working strategies can be
explained in terms of managerialism. Managerialisndefined as a mentality and
technology of managing anything independent frasncintent:* [to manage] is a
verb that can be applied to the processes of ogleand controlling people and
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things. It implies a separation between the acti@hg of whatever is being
managed (engineering or teaching) and the higheel lef function of these
processes. In other words, management is not amgimeering or teaching, but the
coordination of the doing of these things” (Ibidt)is based on the understanding
that the performance (effectiveness and efficienafy)the organisations can be
maximised by applying principles of management, aedeloping the skills of
managers. The main features of managerialism aseci@ted with bureaucratic

governance and professionalism, which may leaditocaatic leadership (lbid).

It was Burnham (1942) who advanced the notion ohamagerial revolutiorthat
unfolded during the nineteenth century. His assesassnstill may shed light on the
ongoing debate. Burnham claimed that not only warsinesses, enterprises and
corporations governed according to the tenets ohagerialism, but also other
sectors of society, including parliaments: “Theuattdirecting and administrative
work of the bureaus [in the parliament] is carredby new men, a new type of men.
It is, specifically, themanagerialtype, the type we noticed also when considerieg th
structural developments in ‘private enterprise’eTdctive heads of bureaus are the
managers-in-government, the same, or nearly the santraining, functions, skills,

habits of thought as the managers-in-industry'd(ib150).

Managerialism, then, has been widely used withaeisto describe all organisational
changes in the public sector since 1979 (Considivte Painter 1997). Succinctly, it
referred initially to “corporate management” witk intentional focus on the unified
and hierarchical decision making and knowing hotheathen knowing what (Ibid).
“New managerialism” was emerged to depict the cbhang the 1990s with its stress
on the dominance of the economic rationality withureaucracies; contracting out
responsibilities of the state to private sectoipmation to efficiency and utility
maximisation; separating policy making from polioyplementation; prioritising
scientism (Yeatman 1997). Yet the organisationanges in this era —the early
1980s and onwards- has also been defined as Nelic Rdénagement (NPM) —
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which has as well as been considered to in relawoproliferation of the notion

governance and neoliberal reforms (see Rhodes Ho@bBevir 2010).

Bevir (2010:71) describes the features of NPM d®vs: “[it] encourages public
sector organisations to think of themselves as rikeeprivate sector organisations,
and to adopt managerial and budgetary practices fnavate sector organisations. It
aims to shift attention from procedures and forpracesses to measures of outputs”.
Bevir (Ibid) continues “the advocates of NPM devieems of measurements that
they think apply to the public sector [...]. They shsupport the use in the public
sector of ‘best practices’ from the private sectwsith respect to financial

management, human resources, and decision m&king”

The Commission’s European Civil Discourse and itglications of the Social
Platform can be studied against this backdrop wattparticular focus on the

examination of the administrative structure of Fhatfornt®,

Decision making processes
Focusing on the Platform’administrative unitsworking methodsand decision-
making procedureshould make it possible to trace and observe ttene of

bureaucratisation, managerialism and professianalis

Administrative units of the PlatfornThe Platform is administered by a coordinator
and a President. Its organisational structure c@eprthe General Assembly (GA),
the Steering Group (SG), the Management Group (MtBg Membership
Accreditation Committee (MAC), and the Secretaridie rights and obligations of

each unit and the procedures of the decision-mgkiagess are defined in the statute

8 Some of these characteristics of NPM can alsmbed within the mentality of the Open Method of
Coordination with it focus on the “best practicedienchmarks and measurements of the
performances. Moreover, the Platform helps circogathese norms within the NGO community with
respect to capacity-building and training actidtabout NGO management.

8 see also Skocpol (2003) for an account of how Acagricivil society has become managerial.
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and internal rules of the Platform. The GA is thghlest level of authority in the

Social Platforn?® The chart in Figure 1 illustrates how the Platfésrgoverned.

Figure 1: How the Platform is governed
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Source: Social Platform, Annual Report 2004

Whereas the S@ives consent for the political positions developgdthe working
groups, the MC oversees the daily management ofPlagform. The MC also
controls the budget, represents the Platform atreat meetings and events, and
appoints and dismisses staff in the Secretaria. Sdcretariat, located in Brussels, is

composed of eight persons, including a Directorg wpecialise in European politics

% The first GA was convened in 2001, the same yeaPlatform adapted a statute.

212



and European-level citizens' interest represemtatib is responsible for the
Platform’s day-to-day manageméhtand the institutional identity of the Social
Platform is crystallised at the Secretariat. Ithe Platform’s permanent paid staff
which occupies the Platform’s office in Brussel$; prepares the Platform’s
communication tools, initiates the Platform’s carfeces, seminars, training courses,

and study visits, and coordinates the Platformisiagstration®?

The former leaders of the Social Platf6fralaim that its organisational structure and
interactions with constituents resemble the wayiititutions function and operate:
“The Social Platform agreed internal rules in 19®8ch prescribed that decisions
ought to be reached by consensus, and discusdions #he areas of competence of
the Platform strangely resembled the disputes subsidiarity between the member
states. This balancing act between acting toge#imet maintaining one’s own
specificity has been a constant feature of thegqe®of increasing the coordination
between NGOs. Although this did at times slow dgwogress, it created stronger
sets of alliances” (Alhadeff and Wilson 2002). BoENAR and the Solidar
confirmed this statement by stressing that thewgiesd their autonomy in their
interactions with the Social Platform (P. Charhond aC. Reuter, personal
communication, May 2009). Nonetheless, the relgtigbort history of the Platform
shows that power has not been shared equally bettileemembers—even though

member’s obligations and rights are enacted inStheial Platform’s statute and the

1 One limitation for our work was that it was notspible to observe how the decision-making
processes in each different unit differ.

2 The administrative units of the Platform can ootymprise the members of the Platform. In other
words, official affiliation with one of the Platfors member networks is a prerequisite for assuming
responsibility in these bodies. My field work exieece proved that some members of the
Management Committee do not associate themselvés thie Social Platform. During the
arrangement of interviews, | contacted five memhdrthe MC; only one person responded to my
request, and that person, moreover, turned it dévimer the failure to access members of the MC, |
had the opportunity to meeting one person whoailhjtidid not reply to my emails during my field
work in Brussels in December 2008. Taking this apputy, | tried once again to arrange an
interview with that person. Surprisingly, howevle denied affiliation with the Platform, instead
insisting that he was working for another orgamisat(the European Volunteer Centre). When
reminded that his name was on the Management Cdeaist on the Platform’s website, he stated
that the Management Committee has a supervisotiam and addressed the Secretariat in order to
get information about the Platform.

93 Alhadeff, Giampiero (2002) and Wilson, Simon (202
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internal rules in order to provide procedural rggfdr the members to participate in
the Platform’s decision-making processes (i.e. ggnassembly and working
groups). As Cullen’s research (2005) reveals, samebers, such as the gender-
and leftist-oriented solidarity movements, youttd aiderly groups, dominate the
Platform’s work at the expense of e.g. the eldedgtiracism, disability, public
health and anti-poverty groups. For instance, ttesigent of the Platform between
1998 and 2003, Giamperio Alhadeff, the current ipesg, Conny Reuter, and the
director of the Secretariat, Rochan Di Puppo, vedireecruited from Solidar. Cullen
(Ibid.) explains this situation with the asymmetfyhuman and financial resources

between the members.

The Platform’s advocacy instruments

The Platform produces different materials aboutaidninistration and advocacy
work, such as position papers, resolutions, pditgfings and advocacy letters. The
quotation below, from the Social Platform AnnualpBe 2006, defines the content
and the aim of these materials, along with how they produced and officially

adopted by the Platform:

Position papers Social Platform position papers are developed kg Working Groups,
assisted by the Secretariat. Position papers asglatk policy proposals made by European
social NGOs on themes relevant to the Social Riatfo mandate. They are proposed by
Working Groups for adoption by the membership ashale. All Social Platform position
papers are subject to full consultation, with comteend amendments submitted by members,
and subsequent re-drafting by Working Groups ardShcretariat. The draft documents are
then adopted by the Steering Group. Position paglemsst invariably adopted by consensus,
although the statutes and internal rules do allmwéting where consensus cannot be reached.
Resolutionsare also adopted by the Steering Group, after d@tgmn of all members.
Resolutions are shorter joint statements, oftemwithgi upon previously agreed position papers
to deliver a contribution from social NGOs at keglifical moments. They are proposed by
Working Groups or by the Management Committee ilaboration with the Secretariat.
Policy briefingsare prepared by the Secretariat. They provide aisabf policy developments
for Social Platform members and other actors (iiclg political decision-makers). They may
often later serve as the preparatory documentuftrer common positionsAdvocacy letters
are prepared by the Management Committee, Seagtari Working Groups, and are signed

by the President, Director, and/or member of then&@@ment Committee. They provide a
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mechanism for the Social Platform to produce quédponses to political developments when
a full position paper cannot be produced in timehilg¢ they are not adopted by the Social
Platform members, they are often the subject obaltation amongst the membership, and are

usually based upon existing position papers. (S&rkilg Plan, 2004)

This quotation also carries the imprints of bureatisation and formalism; it
concerns the allocation of the power within sevarats and reflects the formal (and

strongly bureaucratic) language usage in descriptio

Communication tools of the Platform

Among the Platform’s different communication toale the monthly newsletter and
weekly mailing, which are sent to all EU instituito and social partners.
Subscription is free and open to the public. Whiile newsletter mainly includes
information about the Platform’s activities and Rulicies, the weekly mailing also

presents the activities of the Platform’s membArsther communication tool is the
Platform’s website, which has been redesigned aétenes during the 2000s in
order “to improve the communication” of the SocRlatform (Annual Reports,

2001-7). The Platform’s websites include a shoscdption of all its members,

along with the Platform’s publications, press rssaand monthly newsletter. The
members-only section contains internal and dradudeents.

Communication (i.e. the tools for conveying the sag®) has been a central issue for
the Platform’s work. The Platform claims that itsmomunication tools raise its
profile and command a high level of recognition hmt EU institutions, social
partners and the NGO sector. It has therefore I@my to develop its tools for
communication, explaining its communication strate follows: “to restructure
and simplify the Social Platform website; publiglveral issues of ENGAGE; keep a
consistent visual identity and a tone for all em&&rcommunication; respond to
media requests and proactively seek coverage wdygpeopriate; and investigate
‘new media’ opportunities” (SPWP, 2009). To these ends, it recruited a
Communication Officer, a professional in the tecueis of public relations. It

redesigned (and redesigned) its newsletter, welsitehure, posters, and leaflets
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during the first decade of the 2000s. Furthermae,part of its techniques of
communication, the Platform endeavoured to devitopriting style and formats in
its reports for a better and more transparent nob@®@mmunication (SRVP, 2001).

It soon became a model for the NGO community duéstsuccess in implementing
professional communication techniques. For instatheegraphic design used by the
Platform in its reports was lauded as “good waysarmhmunicating” in the lobbying
toolkit prepared by the Civil Society Contact Gro{fpSCG 2008). The Platform,
moreover, organised training seminars on commupitakills for its members, in

which journalists and communication consultantsegactures.

Having emphasised which advocacy and communicabiols the Platform uses and
how they are developed, one can pose two integegtiestions: What happens when
the advocacy work of NGOs is bureaucratised, andtwiappens when NGOs’
communication becomes an object of management fhanagement by the
Platform)? Since the Platform declares its objectis developing its communication
skills, through e.g. techniques of clear writingdaguality graphic design, one can
argue that this approach has significant reperocassicommunication is defined as a
mentality of conveying a message independent fitisncantent — thus is associated
with the knowing how rather knowing whafThis can lead to a mechanical
articulation of information which abandons a seofsthe human. One can argue this
can lead taeification of “communication” — treating the abstract conseg if they
were quantifiable things - when the techniques takeer the substance.
Communication as defined in this way takes a diffiermeaning then it is used by
Habermas. As has been mentioned in Chapter 1, kiaseelucidates the role of the
organised civic action with its promise of “commeative power”: that is, civil
society detects the issues of public concern; fegteblic deliberation about these
issues and in turn play a catalyst role in artivafaof them into decision making
publics. The Platform, rather, managesnmunication in itselés a profession and
communication for itsekikin to PR techniques. This may be thought of lati@n to

a managerial type of NGO: it implies skills of mgimeg an organisation independent
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of its area of work. This argument becomes more&luwhen we also focus on how

the Platform describes its goals and objectives.

6.2.2. Results-based management and political surifance

The ethos of the new modes of governance suggistiiee and efficient problem
solving (Jactenfuchs 2001; Mosher and Trubek 20@4d Hahhr 2005). This
approach entails a moral connection between thienpesince of the agents and the
outcomes they produce. The concept of outcomeinegity developed by the
governance approach is related to this view in ithestablishes a link between the
accountability and quality of governance structufEse governmentality approach
argues that this view presents technologies obpeidnce as techniques of restoring
trust (i.e. accountability, transparency and demicrcontrol) (Dean 1999:169).
Technologies of performance could have constitutingpacts when they are
considered to be embedded within power relatioasempowering or colonising the
agency. Defined in this way, political rationalgiprojectperformance machinkke
subjects which are subjugated to the power of gomgrrationalities. Technologies
of performance transform professionals into “caltinlg individuals ... within
calculable spaces”, subject to “calculative regingdller 1992).

For our study, the observation of the Platform cameal the emergence of
calculating agents which are governed on the grewifdesults-based management
within civil society. The Platform is a typical axale of a performance machine-like
subject: it has to perform a set of goals, whig @anned, carefully calculated, and
set out in reports. Its establishment and actwitielarge are based on a mentality of
achieving outcomes and reporting to the sourcdarafing. Each year it determines
some objectives and details how to achieve them.th&t end of the year, it
documents its achievements with a report to the iBission. These reports are used
to measure the success of the Platform. The goalgators of success and the
expected outcomes are set out in the Platform’srtepand other communication
tools according to special techniques. These tgclesi are in fact not mere

descriptions and presentations of the work, butishaather be considered from a
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broader perspective, i.e. the Platform’s governmgntality—its knowledge and

techniques of getting things done.

The Platform’s working methods reveal its adheretac¢he principles of results-
based management (RBM) and a logical framework cggbr (LFA). From the
Platform’s management documents, working programraed annual reports
between 2001 and 2010, it is clear that the Platftollows the working frame of
LFA and RBM almost exactly. The OECD glossary oy kerms in evaluation and
result-based management (2002) defines RBM aswsll6A management strategy
by which an organisation ensures that its proceggeducts and services contribute
to the achievement of desired results (outputs;amnés and impacts), RBM rests on
clearly defined accountability for results, and uiegs monitoring and self-
assessment of progress towards results, and negami performance.” The relevant
concepts of RBM—benchmarking, inputs, outcome, wistp performance,
performance indicator, and performance monitoringge—ahown in the OECD

glossary.

LFA was developed and implemented by several gonenh and international
agencies, including the United States Agency fotermational Development
(USAID) and other national and international depetent donor organisation.

The Australian Agency for Development, AusAid (2D@nd Swedish International
Agency for Development, SIDA (2005) define LFA as ‘aid to thinking”. This

approach “establishes a logical hierarchy of mdansvhich the objectives will be
reached, and how outputs and outcomes might berbesitored and evaluated”
(AusAid 2005; see also World Bank Logframe HandBodk also lays out an
activity description (the components of the acjivibles and responsibilities of the

units and management arrangements) and the actafitynale (the nature of the

 These include AECID (Agencia Espafiola de Coopératiternacional para el Desarrollo), GTZ
(Deutsche Gesellschaft fiir Technische ZusammenarisbDA (Swedish International Development
Cooperation Agency), NORAD (Norwegian Agency for velwpment Cooperation), DFID
(Department for International Development), UNDRI &C. The World Bank has used LFA since
1997.
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situation in which the activity is embedded, caeBectt logic in the activity, and

expected results) (Ibid.). Table 4 outlines thgedal framework matrix.

Table 4: General Structure of a Logframe Matrix

General structure and content of a
Logframe Matrix Activity
Description

Indicators

Means of Verification

Assumptions

Goal or Impact—The long term
development impact (policy goal)
that the activity contributes at a
national or sectoral level

How the achievement
will be measured—
including appropriate
targets (quantity, quality
and time)

Sources of information
on the Goal
indicator(s)—including
who will collect it and
how often

Purpose or Outcome—Fhe medium
term result(s) that the activity aims
to achieve—in terms of benefits to
target groups

How the achievement of
the Purpose will be
measured—including
appropriate targets
(quantity, quality and
time)

Sources of information
on the Purpose
indicator(s)—including
who will collect it and
how often

Assumptions
concerning the
Purpose to Goal
linkage

Component Objectives or
Intermediate Results—This level in
the objectives or results hierarchy
can be used to provide a clear link
between outputs and outcomes
(particularly for larger multi-
component activities)

How the achievement of
the Component
Objectives will be
measured—including
appropriate targets
(quantity, quality and
time)

Sources of information
on the Component
Objectives
indicator(s)—including
who will collect it and
how often

Assumptions
concerning the
Component
Objective to Output
linkage

Outputs—The tangible products or
services that the activity will deliver

How the achievement of
the Outputs will be
measured—including
appropriate targets
(quantity, quality and
time)

Sources of information
on the Output
indicator(s)—including
who will collect it and
how often

Assumptions
concerning the
Output to
Component
Objective linkage

Source Australian Agency for International Developme20(5), AusGuideline for Logical Framework
Approach.

This chart helps illuminate both a vertical andibamtal logic. The vertical logic
(i.e. reading the columns up-and-down in the figab®ve) makes clear the causal
relationships between different objectives. TheiZumtal logic, on the other hand,
shows how the objectives will be measured and ieerifibid.). The vertical way of
thinking is based on a linear temporal logic, adag which is explained by AusAid

as anf-then causality:
- if inputs are providedhenthe work program can be undertaken;
- if the work program is undertakehgenoutputs will be produced;
- if outputs are producethencomponent objectives will be achieved;

- if the activity purpose is supported, this should tt@mribute to the overall goal.

How does the Platform pertain to the RBM and LFA%Se approaches provide

initial information about the sorts of managementd avorking strategies the
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Platform follows. It is therefore possible to ohsethe way the Platform thinks, i.e.
relates itself to social phenomena and deals watias problems according to a set
of pre-established ideas and a logical framewothkis Thas been reflected in the

Platform’s yearly reports and communication tools.

Reports and communication tools as techniques of Bjectification

The way the Platform disseminates its activitie®dlgh its communication tools,
and the way it presents its objectives in its repoare aspects from which the
implications of a professionally calculating andmagerially thinking subject can be
observed. Since these tools provide continuousnmdton about what the Platform
does (or what the EU does), they function as perémce manifestations. They
express specific objectives and break these olgsctiown into several components.
They include the outcomes of these objectives,ildstdon plans and present means

of measurement.

The beginning of this section mentioned the Platfer objectives up to 2006:
campaigning, capacity building, civil dialogue as@mmunication. These objectives
were further divided into subcomponents. The follmyvchart demonstrates these

objectives:

Table 5 The Platform’s main objectives and sub-objectives

Main goal Sub-objectives

Campaigning * To influence EU policy formulation on a regulaadis by promoting the combined vieys
of member organisations.
*To campaign on issues of common interest to itmbers, especially on social rights, BEU
social policies and programmes, and civil dialogue.

Capacity * To facilitate the exchange of experiences anates of Social Platform members and
building enable the mutual exchange of information.
* To help social NGOs improve their capacity to tidte to a better future for all, tp
influence EU policy, and to make meaningful conitibns to the civil dialogue.
*To build alliances with other relevant stakehokjeincluding other NGOs and socia
partners.

Civil Dialogue | * To facilitate relations with EU institutions armther international organisations when
there is an appropriate link with EU policies, dndfacilitate the process of dialogue ahd
consultation while taking diversity into account.

Communication| * To promote awareness of relevant EU policy depaients among Social Platform
members.
* To promote external awareness of the activitied eole of the Social Platform and its
members.

Source SP (2005)WP. Note: The chart does not exist in the originatutoent but is drawn here for
illustrative purposes.
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The Platform also categorises its activities adogydo its main goals, as shown in

Table 6.

Table 6: The objectives of the Platform and its activities

Main Goal

Activities

Campaigning

Lisbon Agenda

Impact Assessment and Sustainable Development
Public Procurement

The Future of Cohesion Policies in Europe
Corporate Social Responsibility

Social Policy Agenda

Open Method of Coordination

Demographic change and the modernisation of soc
protection

Employment and Social Protection

Minimum Income (Wages)

Services, Social Services, and Services of General
Interest

The Social Inclusion Strategy

Anti-discrimination policies

Gender equality

Integration of Migrants

Fundamental Rights

The EU Constitutional Treaty

Participatory democracy

Funding of NGOs at local, national and EU level

Capacity building

Exchanges of experience betweeiakNGOs
Exchanges with other stakeholders
Training
Member support
Study visits to new Member States and candidate
countries

Civil Dialogue

European Commission

European Parliament

Council of the European Union

Other EU Institutions and International Bodies

Communication

Disseminating information to Social Platform mens
External communication activities: promoting
knowledge of the Social Platform and social NGOs

Source: SP (2005yvP

The Platform adopted a strategic plan in 2006 whicdught about a revision of the

objectives, but not the logical framework. The mabehind this change, as given by

the Platform, was the adoption of a more efficeamd effective management. Table 7

lays out these changes.
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Table 7: Main goals of the Platform in the Strategic Plangdd in 2006

Main Goal

Sub-components, indicators

Strengthening the Sector:

- to support the development of a stroy
vibrant social NGO sector.

Communicating the contribution of NGOsWe will develop the
collective identity of social NGOs, and communicatee
geontribution of social NGOs to social cohesion.

Leading on good governanc&Ve will establish the sector as a leade
good governance practices for NGOs by developinghrarter of
Governance for European NGOs.

Capacity-building We will support members to achieve their objesgi
by providing information, by developing mutual umstanding and
through skills training.

between European social NGOs and NGOs within the Nember
States, Accession and Candidate Countries.

Securing funding We will seek to secure funding for the Soc
Platform to allow it to continue to function indemiently.

Supporting developmentWe will support the development of link

n

n

al

Reinforcing Participatory Democracy

- to strengthen participatory democracy
supporting a process of dialogue betwe
NGOs and a more transparent Europg
Union.

Improving the dialogue We will develop a clearer vision of wh
kind of structured dialogue social NGOs want wiik tnstitutions of
bthe EU, and seek agreement from the Institutionsnglement this
f;%nd to achieve a real stakeholders’ approach.

Making the EU more democratic and transparente will work to
promote a more open, democratic European Union.

Shaping Social Europe

- to positively influence the development
the EU's social and economic model
focusing our policy work upon th

relationship between economic and sogig);
policies, and by promoting our comman

vision for a social Europe.

Annual thematic focus Each year a significant part of our work will b
structured around an annual theme chosen by ouer@eftssembly. We
pfwill use the thematic work to improve understandifigrey issues by
PINGOs, to access views from national and EuropeeialSsdGOs, and to
® provide a focus for our pioy and campaigning work, hence improving
1&jisibility and impact.

Prioritising our campaigning work: When establishing our poli
priorities, we will evaluate how politically sigitant the policy is and
what extent we could influence its avell as the level of shared inte
amongst members, and the extent to which a colledtiput from th
Social Platform could bring added value.

Making our advocacy work more efficient and transgmt Wher,
implementing our advocacy work we wiledelop streamlined, transpa
policy-making working methods to ensure that we are mespansive
emerging policy debates.

Socio-economic research networkingVe will establish stronger links w|
researchers to support the development of oumpedgning agend

particularly around the links between economic smdal policy.

D

Source: Social Platform, Strategic Plan, 2006 ¢xés here are direct citations.

The Platform’s annual reports have followed the esdrmamework and explained the

achievements of each pre-defined objective. Theggnt the activities behind each

objective as an indicator of success. Since anrepirts have also had aimed to

inform other stakeholders and the general puldlies¢ achievements were presented

in a different format than the working programmes, explanatory text boxes,

pictures and graphic designs.
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The Platform has used different techniques indat®munication. It has represented
its result-based performances both qualitatively @nantitatively. Most often it has
verbally described its performance targets andpeaducts; however, in some cases,
it has employed numbers, pie charts and tablescligs and graphs were first used
in the 2007 annual report; below is an illustratairthe Platform’s end-products in
2007 (see Table 8. In the same report, the PlatEsm quantified the intensity of
contact with the EU institutions, e.g. 60 perceithwhe Commission and 30 percent
with the Parliament, though the indicators behimd estimation were not clarified.
Starting in 2007, the Platform employed a differsinategy for presenting its work;
since then, it has used different visualisationhods$, such as timelines, graphs and

logical framework-inspired advanced charts.

The relevance of examining the Platform’s repontsl @juestioning the “logic”
behind such organisational structuring is twofdtdst, we can trace the imprints of
the rationalities and the technologies of thesetalities, thus exposing how political
power creates subjects and how subjects implerhentagic in their practices. This
analysis examines the episteme of governmentabnaities, i.e. their way of
thinking and way of performing. It shows how pda&i power shapes, manipulates
and controls the conduct and the conduct of condhactinstance, the rationalities do
not directly act upon the subjects but on theifoas, mentalities and even logics.
This corresponds to a form of power which doescooistrain the actions of agencies
and discipline by the threat or use of violenceisTtorm of power, moreover, does
not use the subject as a mere instrument for aiclggyolitical and social control.
Rather, the kind of analysis conducted here, amysisaof the art of government,
investigates how power creates subjects and mdiem amenable to governing.
Before political power incorporates agents into tpavernance of society, it
constitutes them. For instance, the developmenhage formulate frameworks,
such as LFA and RBM, to shape the actions of tlemisg it imposes a certain logic
of management. It constitutes a certain type ofesuivity which thinks in a linear
mentality and is oriented towards results.
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The second point of relevance of a critical apphotcthe Platform’s management
rationale and techniques concerns the relationbbtpveen the Platform’s way of
doing things and its redefinition of the politic&lince we have started to debate the
Platform in terms of the normative concepts of todl theory, such as legitimacy,
democracy and civil society, we should address ithpact of an RBM and
performance machine-like subjects acting on the vamentioned normative
concepts. Furthermore, a performance-oriented apprdo politics embodies a
linear logic associated with things rather thangtedChambers and Petit 2002).
This logic renders participatory democracy, sogalicies and the reshaping of
NGOs as the objects of performance. It definesetigesils as an end goal (telos), and
the sub-component objectives and activities asntbans of achieving these goals.
What is wrong with this? The 2009 work programmespnts what happens when
participatory democracy and civil dialogue (i.godicy of incorporating NGOSs into
EU administration) has been conceptualized fronstiope of RBM. Following LFA
and RBM dictates, the Platform presents “achievesyabjectives, expected results
and proposed actions”. Hence, it states that tlafdPin achieves “a common
position defining who we are, what we mean by coidlogue and participatory
democracy and listing principles and recommendatiohhe objectives (indicators)
of this achievement arnhenlisted as follows1) “Structures and procedures are in
place for a more effective civil dialogue at Eurapédevel; 2) Platform members and
their members are equipped to assess and imprevelia@logue mechanisms; 3) the
various NGO sectors at EU level have common oljeston how to enhance civil
dialogue and coordinate their advocacy work.” Inmi® of the expected results, it
refers to follow-up EU regulation on civil dialogue preparation of guides for its
members and assisting NGOs to improve their ownparate structures.
Furthermore, the achievements in strengtheningéa®or pillar of the Platform was
illustrated in the work programme 2010 as follows:strong collective identity of
social NGOs is established; the NGO sector is éshanl as a leader at the European
level in good governance practices; members arpastgd by developing mutual
understanding and by sharing information and skiésd] links are developed

% Chambers, R. and J. Petit (2004).
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between European social NGOs within the new Merfibates. In sum, participation
is reduced to mere association with accreditationdecision-making, and an
indicator represented graphically. The working rodthof the Platform (work plans,
annual reports, strategic action plans) have bedhibh such way to achieve pre-
planned aims. Since this structure has emerged &sut of the Commission’s
requirements, the question is the extent to whiehworking ethos based on constant
reporting, being audited and being controlled c@les the Platform’s actions and the
staff's behaviours. In other words, how do the fBfat and its staff receive and

perceive the mechanisms imposed by the contraagrekments.

This question will be further elaborated in the theection where we will examine
the Platform’s documents on participation and pgrdtory democracy. In other
words, whereas the reports revealed how it repteddts performance, its position
papers will help us see how the Platform receivek@erceives these concepts. The
Platform’s RBM and LFA-oriented working strategresealed the extent to which it
operates as a calculating performance-orientecesubijlowever, it should be noted
that the style of reporting and documenting burestiec structures should not
necessarily be interpreted as colonisation of thatfdm by neo-liberal
governmental rationalities. The position papersl Wélp us discuss whether the
Platform thinks and acts differently in this redpétowever, we should first mention
the relationship between technologies of reporang new mechanisms of social
surveillance, before looking at the Platform’s rofe governing European civil

society.

Table 8. Social Platform Activities and Publicationsn 2007

O Presentations in external events and

40+ meetings 38
B Internal meetings & Annual Conference

304

O Press releases 19
20

0O Advocacy Letters 12

104 i
B Policy Papers 11

O- o
0 Briefings 5

Source: Social Platform, Annual Report 2007
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Reports as tools of surveillance

The techniques of reporting are embodied within g@ovelations, in that political
power develops a surveillance mechanism upon thencaégs of governance.
However, this surveillance is different than then®aicon of penitentiaries. It is
instead exerted on free agencies, and is in fas¢dan the idea of empowering
agencies to calculate their actions, present fwts in an appropriate way, and then
document their achievements. According to RBM, #gencies should perform
initially in order to be audited. Whereas politiqattionalities render subjects via
several techniques into performing subjects, augliplays a disciplining role on
both the performer and the performed. Hence, nhyt the content of the Platform’s
reports is pertinent for our inquiry, but also tery mentality of reporting which
embodies an ideology of short-term performancente@ actions. In other words,
we propose an examination of the Platform’s ae#igiis an object of performance.
We have mentioned that the Platform defined it®ctbjes as promoting European
society, strengthening the EU NGO sector and primggtarticipatory democracy.
The interesting question is how one could calculgigantify and document the
objectives and achievements of these issues. Forthe, what happens when these
aspects become targets of performance? We hagealled above how the Platform
presents its goals and achievements. This illusirathows how participation has
been advanced as a calculable phenomenon. One obtisequences of this is that

the LFA style enables monitoring and control of pleeformances.

The Platform has also developed mechanisms ofaseliting for finances and an
evaluation mechanism of its organisational structand its working methods (SP,
WP, 2010). It will revise its strategic plan in 20Xkt the end of its five-year plan.
For this task, it has temporarily recruited an ekpe evaluate its previous strategy
and administrative culture. This evaluator willalse required to suggest a new

framework strategy for the Platform.
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6.3. The Platform’s endeavour to shaping (and reslpang) the NGO Community
This chapter has so far illustrated the Platfornam®bject of government. We now
turn our attention to the ways in which the Platfoendeavours to create an NGO
community, a community which would think, act andnduct itself like the
Platform. One of the Platform’s main objectivegengthening the sectmerves
constituting new type of subjectivity and new swhjén this respect, it disseminates
the knowledge and technologies of European govemamd trains its members
through techniques of capacity building. The Seciat in Brussels enjoys
significant power in governance and the organisabb the Platform’s activities,
instead of merely coordinating the activities of members. The Secretariat, along
with the Platform’s network of administrators, shafhe conduct of their members
in terms of the European art of government. Theptér will now explain how the
secretariat disperses the rationalities of govenirtteough training its members on
participatory democracy and active citizenship.eltaluates how the Platform
incorporates the NGO community into European gomece, empowers it, and

disperses knowledge of the EU, thus rendering Eukmpwable and governable.

Representing the EU and the techniques of Open ddethf Coordination:
benchmarking and exchange of best practices
In 2001, the Platform pointed out that it was getta add a European value to its

constituent parts (SRYP, 2001:3). The Platform disseminates informatioautlihe
EU: “[it] has always been a channel for the dissetion of information on the work
of the EU which is relevant to members’ concerr8P (WP, 2000). However, this
dissemination translates the knowledge of EU gaweea, such as the norms of
OMC (SP,AR 2001-10). Benchmarking, knowledge sharing andetkehange of
practices are the new norms of European governdheenorms which the OMC
introduced (Mosher and Trubek 2004, Eberlein angda¢r 2004, Haahr 2005). The
Social Platform aims at facilitating and promotitige exchange of best practices
among its members: “The Social Platform will seeknvolve a wide range of civil
society actors in the Open Method of Coordinatioocpsses in the fields of social
exclusion, pensions, and health-care, as well asluming awareness raising

amongst civil society concerning the existencehese new policy tools” (SP, WP,
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2004). It also disseminates and explains EU pdittieough face-to-face interactions
and electronically distributed publications. Thesactices can happen in members’
meetings in the General Assembly, seminars, conéee and Steering Group and
Working Group Meetings. The Platform applies a eptido the agenda of NGOs,
and presents it as a norm, thus attempting to rnigend “We invited our members
to reflect on what it means to take a rights-baggoroach in their work” (SFAR,
2006).

The exchange of practices can be studied in twéerdiit ways: participatory
democracy vs. a functionalist approach. The proptnef participatory democracy
argue that dialogic interaction promotes civic wé$ and trust. The functionalist
approach, on the other hand, argues that the egehainbest practices entails the
exchange of best practices of effective and effiicgovernance. As the latter entails,
inter-subjective exchanges do not necessarily ptenstvic virtues and trust, but
serve some pragmatic aims of governing society. WWheomes to the definition of
exchanggeboth approaches share some common points. Beluipre that exchange
happens in a power void between equal actors (bgciaulturally, and
economically), even though some experiences prevait others. Observed in the
example of the Platform, the Brussels headquanpdsy a significant role in

determining what is to be exchanged by imposingt @sproblematisations.

As indicated above, the members of the Social étiatican interact with each other
within the infrastructure created by the Platforkuor instance, they attend the
conferences, lunch meetings, and seminars orgatgedtie Platform, and follow

each member’'s activities through the Social Platfernewsletter and webpage.
Nonetheless, in these interactions, as mentionedealthe administrative unit of the
Social Platform does not play a neutral role, &t ihpassively hosts the activities of
its members. The Social Platform entrenches comeatiue forums, the content and
the participants of which are defined by its cdntriaeau. In addition, interestingly,
its members also use similar technologies of comaation in their interactions with

their members. For instance, they publish guidslimeanuals or toolkits about the
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institutional structure of the EU for their memheasange training programmes, and
organise conferences and seminars (see SociabiPta#006). The conclusion to be
drawn is that not only do the EU NGOs interact eathin the Platform’s network,
but also take advantage of a unique knowledge wfnezonication that is dispersed
within the NGO community, including the EU NGOs athe@ir national members.
The Platform is not necessarily the creator of éhteghnologies of communication;
it defines its role as enabling the transmissior'edfpert knowledge” among the
actors of EU governing. Through physical spacesaaogberspace of interaction that
it established, the Platform enables carrying t#omnalities of government from
professionals while being actively involved indiigfusion.

Capacity building and training

One of the Platform’s goals is the developmentxpiegtise among EU social NGOs;
“The Social Platform will be committed to develogirthe professionalism and
expertise of its members to operate effectively effidiently at EU level” (SPAR,
2003). This shows how the Platform is dedicateddigpersing a managerial-
professional type of NGO. It provides expert knage for its constituents in three
ways: a) through the exchange of ideas and practigéhin the constituents of
Platform, b) through its training activities whichim at empowering the
communication and administration skills of its merd#) and c) through external
expertise, i.e. defining the central concepts agparticipatory democracy and civil
society, and setting strategies for better lobbying

The Social Platform trains the members in forming efficiently functioning

organisation, and in communicating (S®Rs 2001-10); “The form of capacity
building will include training and exchanges of kledge on specific aspects of
running NGO networks (office management, commuiooatstrategic development
and others) ... In particular the Platform will orgsenseminars with facilitators to
train NGO representatives in public speaking, pretations, and communicating
their message ... The Platform will also develop #&xehanges between NGO

administrators to exchange best practice and kenafn external expertise, and will
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encourage NGO managers to share experiences ahgrbhetices with a view to
strengthening the management of the social NGOoge(sP, WP, 2005). This
quotation illustrates the domains of the NGOs ugbith the Platform can intervene
and finds itself legitimate to intervene. To fuoctias a good stakeholder and have a
“better impact”, the technologies of the EU coratitin require the European NGOs
to be equipped with negotiation skills, Ruzza 2004 Platform, therefore, confers
a specific importance on training activities in bgbhg techniques and

communication skills.

The Platform aims to disperse a bureaucratic marsgructure to its members and
local NGOs (especially within Central and Easteundpe). In this respect, it drafted
a charter of governance for European social NGOs¢iwremains unadopted as of
the conclusion of our research (S®P, 2009). Thus, the Platform aims to shape the
organisational structure of other organisationsdenof their appropriate conduct.
Structuring the organisations in a bureaucratic pwastains to the moral dimension
of the neo-liberal art of government. Moral, instliase, corresponds to the “best”
way of organising, since it promotes transparemay @accountability. Circulating the
morals and knowledge of governance to other NGRes,Rlatform normalises the
moral idea that NGOs should orient their actionsams the EU, collaborate with
other stakeholders, and manage their organisapiosfessionally. For instance, the
Platform dedicated its annual themeQioil Dialogue in Europeit has mobilised the
national NGOs in order to promote a legal basis M§8Os in national scale
consultations, i.e. a certain type of state-sodielgtion. In this respect, it prepared a

model letter and disseminated it to national NG©O20d00.

In sum, the Platform employs certain tools andiagias to mobilise its members. It
initiates campaigns, uses tools of communicatio®pg@res certain toolkits and
papers and organises conferences and study VisiesPlatform, in fact, develops a
set of practices that shapes a certain type of N@G@e that has an ideal
administrative structure, uses professional tearesgpf communication, is willing to

orient its actions towards the EU institutions, andves physically across Europe.
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Warleigh (2001) states that EU NGOs are not capabléandling the political
socialisation of their members. Due to the lim@as of this research, we cannot
guess what the implications of the Platform foralo’lGOs will be. However, our
research proposes that a further study on the Earogation of NGOs should not
only be limited to political socialisation, but shid also examine the harmonisation
of the practices, motivations and modes of conducirgue that the Platform
translates the complex concepts of EU governancg. (anti-discrimination,

fundamental rights) for the NGO sector, making theemageable for the latter.

6.4. The Platform and Participatory Democracy Discarse
In an age where cynicism dominates the politicaldécape, social NGOs continue to
invigorate society, providing outlets for frustrdteoices, gathering-points for kindred spirits,
and—through the key services which they provide-ustaning light in the lives of millions
across Europe. NGOs can also offer expert contabsitto political decision-makers, as well
as a means for engaging citizens directly intopbitical process—patrticipative democracy
in action. (Giampiero Alhadeff 2001, President otial PlatformAR)

The Social Platform believes that [...] a permanemermal of democracy can only be
achieved with a strong legal base to guaranteeuttation of citizens’ associations. (SRR
2003:12)

Below | will track how the Platform conceives oktkCS discourse and its role in
the European art of government. In this respeat]liconcentrate on the Platform’s
policy and position papers, listed by the Platfannder “participatory democracy
and governance”. Topically these entail the Platferreflections on théNhite
Paper on Governancéhe Commission’s attempts to incorporate EU NGQe
European governance in the early 2000s), activieeaship, the Communication
Strategy, the use of the Commission’s funds, aedirtborporation of non-political
actors into EU decision-making through the Europ@&eamnsparency Initiative. The
previous chapter explained the Commission’s EC8odise and its specific interest
in EU NGOs. Hence, focusing on these positionsiilll tny to examine how the
Platform receives and perceives the Commissionissnciety discourse, along with
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how it defines participatory democracy, civil sagieand EU NGOs’ incorporation

into European politics.

The Platform and thévhite Paper on Governance

The Social Platform was content with ttMhite Papes mention of civil society as
key to promoting more involvement in shaping anglementing EU policy, and in
this regard suggested proposals to establish a staretured consultation of NGOs
within the EU’s decision-making processes. Thef&lat commented on thé/hite
Paper on Governanceith respect to the EU’s democratic deficit, piptes of good
governance, and the role of civil society (Socidétierm 2001). The Platform
supported th&Vhite Papes diagnosis on the “widening gulf between the Epe@n
Union and the people it serves”, and principallgeqted the role which th&/PG
assigned it, i.e. a mediating agent that connegéegle to the EU. Nonetheless, the
Platform did not agree with the explanation given the “disenchantment” of the
people. TheNPGdiagnosed citizens’ lack of interest on the basisommunication
or comprehensignin other words, citizens had not yet fully undecsl the benefits
of EU governance. The Platform rather suggested tisappointment in EU
governance might stem from the EU’s failure to \d&li services which could

improve citizens’ lives.

The Platform supported thWWPGs principles of good governance, namefenness,

participation, accountability, effectivenesand coherence and accepted them
uncritically. As Fgllesdal (2003) argues in histique of theWPG the Platform

could have been more critical in proposing alteweaprinciples such as the rule of
law, political equality or fairness. Had the Platfomentioned that these principles
of good governance were based on the World Ban&fsition and standards of
“good governance” (Pierre 2000; Weiss 2000) it dobhve carried out a key
component of its civic control, or critical gazeoMover, it could in this way have
presented alternative values and norms about gowgethe public sphere. In this
sense, the Platform failed to grasp the ongoingaltransformation in governance

and propose a “different value system” based orfliteeworld of civil society”, as
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Habermas (1996) would put it, i.e. one not colothibg market or administrative

values.

While the Platform was content with tNgPGs recognition of the role of “good”
civil society “in giving voice to the concerns dfizens and delivering services that
meet people’s needs”, it strictly rejected the Cassion’s claim on “tightening up
[NGOs’] internal structure”. It regarded the lattas an intervention to their
independence: “the Commission had no legitimacylitect the ways which the
citizens choose to create and organise their agsmts which will vary according to
the specificity of each NGO” (Social Platform 200Raradoxically, as it was shown
earlier in this chapter, the very same year it ptagka ‘statue’ and in 2008 and also

codified internal rules.

The conclusion to be drawn is that the Commissiarted its power on EU NGOs,
and the Social Platform in particular, by intervenin their organisational structures.
Moreover, the imperatives of this intervention hasgebjectifying impacts.
Complying with the technologies of subjectivisatexerted by the Commission, the
Platform has become a professionalised legal subjbécs shows one of the aspects

in which the Platform has become a subject.

The Platform and the bringing back the citizenstiviec Citizenship Programme
(ACP) and the Communication strategy
The Platform elucidated its position on the Comioiss discourse of bringing the

EU back to citizens with respect to the ACP and@eenmission’s communication
policy. It stated that “NGOs should be at the heaHrt[the Active Citizenship
Programme], as they play a key role in fosteringvaccitizenship; in fact, this is
their ‘raison d’etre” (Social Platform, 2005). The Platform, the ACP could be a
useful instrument in “bringing the EU back to itsizens”, in the context of EU
governance suffering from a “democratic deficityréwing Euroscepticism”, and
even “Eurapathy”. In this respect, the Platform tcasted two different types of
Commission strategies which could bring the EU b#xkts citizens. The first

concerned information campaigns, which aimed tolampthe role of the EU in
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people’s lives. The second strategy, on the othadhrested on the idea that citizens
could be involved in the construction of the EUitylAccording to the Platform,
the first of these strategies was a top-down giyatend it warned that if it was not
carefully implemented it could be considered “EW@pgaganda”. Hence, this strategy
would be unlikely to bring the EU to the citizeonetheless, the second strategy, a
bottom-up approach, could “help promoting a greatrse of ownership with the
EU project among citizens by promoting their direstolvement in the construction
of a strong and integrated European community’d()biThe Platform argued that
this would be “best way to get [citizens’] suppertbncluding that it had already
made the aims of active citizenship a reality, sashthe “active involvement of
citizens [and] dissemination of the information abdhe EU”. Therefore, the
Platform found this initiative to be a legitimisingstrument of its activities at the
European level. In this respect, it pointed out tkize EU support enables the Social
Platform to play a crucial role in disseminatingommation about the EU and

retrieving feedback from the citizens’ groups icomrdinated way” (Ibid.).

Related to the abovementioned project of rendeitsgjf knowable by presenting
itself, the Commission launched the communicatiaslicg in 2006 with the
objective of closing the gap between citizens dr@dEU. The communication policy
emerged from the idea that this gap would be claseitizens could only learn
about the EU. In this respect, the Platform stdlted it aimed not to communicate
Europe, but the EU institutions: “For Social NG@s priority is not to communicate
‘Europe’ in general but to focus on the Europeanobnas centres of power where
important decisions are taken that affect all ofamsl for which decision-makers
should be accountable” (Social Platform, 2006) tkkemrmore, the Platform rejected
any duty to advertise Europe, rather asserting ¢batmunication with European
citizens was primarily the responsibility of patail bodies such as “the Commission,
elected governments and political parties”. Acaogdio the Platform, despite the
fact that the media and NGOs could play a rolenfarming people about the EU, it
was not because they had a “responsibility” to @ldosit rather because it was in the

interest of their members. Emphasising that Eunopd&0Os were not the mere
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instruments of EU institutions, the Platform tasgkethe political sphere as having
the main responsibility for this task. It pointedtdhat the communication strategy
did not prioritise the role of political partiedtreough “most of the communication
money was spent during elections” (Social Platfo2006). In this respect, the
Platform argued that “political parties had hugspansibility in articulating a clear
European programme and raising the accountabilibesMEPs or national
governments on what they had achieved or intendedchieve at the EU level”
(Ibid.).

Having emphasised explaining Europe as the redpitifysiof the political, the
Platform pointed out three flaws in the “communigatpolicy”. First, the Platform
claimed that the communication strategy should haemcentrated on the
transparency of decision-making, along with infargnithe people about the EU’s
institutional structure and the benefits of the f8BUthem. According to the Platform,
“knowing who takes the decision and how was oriysa step”, the second step then
is being “able to react” (Ibid.). The Platform fuetr argued that individual citizens
could not follow EU politics due to the complexity EU websites, or the outright
lack of information. In this regard, the Platfortnessed that European NGOs could
scrutinise the decision-making processes and nwarsain the debate, including the

member states and political groups in the EP.

Second, the Platform strongly criticised the Consmis's proposal for establishing
online consultation tools for the individual citizeas a way of dealing with the
democratic deficit. It highlighted that “giving tanuch attention to these tools only
contributed to reinforce the ‘illusion of democra@nd clearly did not help in
bridging the gap between those who have lost faitthe democratic system”. This
system, according to the Platform, did not secure irgclusive participation
mechanism for all groups in society, as experienoedebate Europe when it tried
to mobilise an online public debate; 90 % of theipgants were male, between the
ages of 18-44, and mainly used two languages (Em{f#i6%] and French [23%)]).
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Third, the Platform criticised the rationale behithee Commission’s strategies of
“empowering citizens” to “communicate Europe”, whientailed the Commission-
driven projects of “connecting citizens with eadheay, and connecting the citizens
with the public institutions”. The Platform foundi$ to be unacceptable since it
rested on the idea of “forcing people to integtat@n existing mould”. In line with
its previous statements, it stressed that the |“svtiety dynamics were bottom-up
processes that could not be simply ‘taught’ orcéml’ on people” (Ibid.). Rather, it
emphasised that “NGOs were extremely importanaailifating the communication
between the EU leaders and citizens by focusinghongs that matter for people.”
To the Platform, this role of the NGOs was not geasfully by the Commission.
Therefore, the Platform argued that a true comnatioic policy should develop
formal procedures, which would enable the involvemeof civil society
representatives in decision-making. The Platfornre heepeats its previous
recommendation: EU politicians should focus notrahividuals, but NGOs.

One could argue that the Platform’s bottom-up psapentailed the tenets of direct
democracy, in which people govern themselves. Neegkrss, the Platform’s
suggestion of involving people in the constructadrEurope was not actually based
on the literal participation of the “all” in deamsi-making. Instead, this proposal
could only be achieved through some organisatibas would enjoy the right to
participate on behalf of society. As mentioned,tha current stage of European
decision-making, the Platform’s “bottom-up” apprbaesocietal self-government—
can only be practised through technologies of lafdpyin other words, as opposed
to the direct democracy ideal of antiquity, thetflan’s approach is based on the
idea of a “representative civil society” which aots behalf of society—even though
the society is not aware of being representechdtisl also be noted this proposal is
in line with Dryzek’s proposal of discursive demacy (2001), i.e. institutions which

are selected to represent a discourse.

Having elucidated the ACP and the Commission’s camnation policy in terms of

the “bringing the EU back to citizens” discourdae Platform furthermore claimed

236



that NGOs play a crucial role in connecting citizemith EU governance. In this
respect, it pointed out that NGOs disseminate timwkedge of Europe and explain
the benefits of European governance, while critigisthe Commission’s exact
objective as propaganda (an interviewee from thARMNecretariat also claimed that
raison d’étre of EU NGOs is to relate Europeangwedi to people). The question
becomes why this very act of disseminating knowded§jthe EU through “civic”
intermediaries would be more democratic, or morstifjable, than the EU
institutions’ own attempts. In sum, the Platfornated both policies to the work of
the European NGO networks, and their objectiveamfigg legal accreditation in EU
decision-making processes. The ACP and Communicatdicies directly address
citizens through several initiatives which haverbeeentioned. The use of NGOs as
an intermediary is one of those policies. Althotigh Platform is provides a critique
of EU policies, this critique is formulated in waiat serves the Platform in
strengthening its institutional position in the Betup. Another implication of this is
that it suggests a functionalist interpretationpaiitics in which NGOs play an

intermediary role.

European civil society and the distribution of whal

The representatives of EU NGOs—the Platform in 20@&d the Civil Society
Contact Group in 2008—developed two different iptetations of how European
funding should be allocated within Europe. In thgmmers they expressed the
relevance of civil society’s participation in theeaision-making behind the EU
budget® According to the Platform and other representaticé EU NGOs,
solidarity should not only be depicted as a mdtiethe member states, but it should
also entail the relations between European citiz€hs entailed the argument that
“redistribution should be considered as an inhewarhponent of the project of
European integration”, which would “preserve anmedat of solidarity essential to
ensure that the EU project goes beyond the merestremtion of a European

economic area” (Platform 2006). Asserting that “thealth which was created

% The Social Platform presents this as a positigrepan its webpage under the category of
participatory democracy and governance.
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within Europe must be shared and redistributeds, Rtatform proposed that public
policies should address poverty and social exctusio the basis of the “needs” of
the people, with 78 million people in EU membetesdiving in poverty or at risk of
poverty. In this respect, the Platform pointed hatt European social funds play an
important role in which CSOs could patrticipate e tbudget process, and hence in
the allocation of resources, which the Platformlscal system of “participatory

budgeting”.

Moreover, the Platform pointed out that the EU lmidopid little attention to social
challenges, such as “social and demographic chagrgsying inequalities, rising
poverty, deterioration of working conditions in @@n sectors, downgrading of social
protection systems, and lack of care infrastrustu¢ioid., 2006). In this respect, the
Platform urged that as opposed to growth and cargretss, EU governance should
prioritise the principles of a “social and sust&ieaEurope”, a commitment which
was adopted by EU leaders in 2006 (European CquDoit. 10917/06). If these
were not applied, the Platform warned, people cdddleft marginalised, which
could become “a recipe for resentment, conflict axdlusion” (Social Platform,
2006).

In 2008 the CSCG took a different position than Blatform regarding the EU
budget. It argued that the EU had no right to weae in the national politics of
member states in the allocation of resources adidtriutive measures. Therefore,
the CSCG suggested, EU money should be spent dratie of “a value and rights-
based budget” (CSCG 2008). To the CSCG, the terigights in Europe comprise
the rule of law, environmentalism, respect for dety and gender equality. Whereas
the Social Platform advocated a more proactive fotethe EU in redistributive
regimes, the CSCG suggested a limited role foEtden setting up the “framework”
for “a high standard of living” for everyone. Redtto the value and rights approach
it favoured, the CCSG defined a high standardwihdy” as “a healthy environment,
access to decent work and lifelong learning opmities, participation in culture,
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work-life balance, access to services of genetarast, possibilities to take part in

public debates, and legally binding social andtjwali rights” (lbid.).

In sum, a remarkable difference is observable batvike discourses of the Platform
and the CSCG. The latter claimed that the politiedionalities, in this case the
empowerment of individuals, should be determinedHiy governing. In other
words, the CSCG’s proposal ascribed more intenseergong roles for EU
governing. Addressing the EU as the appropriatéitition for determining the
parameters of a high standard of living the CSC@sposal rendered the very
aspects of the constitution of the self (i.e. seélisation, empowerment by political
rationalities) as the object of EU governing. Inmsuhe different approaches of EU
NGO representatives towards the EU budget reveatomsensus about the limits

and technologies of EU governing.

The European Transparency Initiative and participatthrough online registration
We have mentioned how in November 2005 the Euro@manmission launched the
European Transparency Initiative (ETI). An onliregistry for interest groups was
introduced in June 2008 as part of this initiatiVee ETI addressed those groups,
namely the companies, business associations, d¢ansigds and civil society
organisations, which wanted to influence EU deasiwaking processes. Although
the ETI was one of the concrete examples througichwkU NGOs could be
incorporated into EU decision-making, the Platfggreferred not to play a leading
role in this issue, but to follow the guidance loé ICSCG. The CSCG and ALTER-
EU played primary roles in reflecting on the onlicensultation procedures. They
prepared guidelines for the NGO registry processTER-EU and Civil Society
Contact Group, 2008). These guidelines focused on procedural detailsh sis

" ALTER-EU and EU Civil Society Contact Grougpw to make a transparent registration in the
European Commission Register of Interest Repreteesa2008.
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clarifying which costs of the organisations wouklibcluded as lobbying expenses,
how these would be calculated, and how to inditeespecific lobbying issués.

In short, the ETI delineated the limits of EU imstr politics. Whereas the Social
Platform opted for a formalised, neo-corporatistisien-making procedure, the ETI
showed that the Commission would not put this sstjge into practice. Rather, the
Commission treated EU NGOs as mere interest grangslobbyists. Another ETI
conclusion is that the CSCG has become a promifigate in the EU NGO
community by taking a guiding role in the technigu# lobbying organisations.
Since its emergence in 2002 in the context of theudé of Europe campaign, the
Contact Group has concentrated particularly on tdehniques of participatory

governance.

The Platform, participatory democracy, and civil dialogue

Whereas the previous section has elaborated howPlkiorm reflected on the
Commission’'s ECS discourse, this section investggjahow the concepts of
participation, participatory democracy and civitsy are conceived of and defined
by the Platform. It examines the Platform’s puliimas, which focus in particular on
participatory governance. It brings together obatons from the interviews with the
Platform’s leaders and the “Civil Dialogue” confiece organised by the Platform in
2008.

Since the late 1990s, the Social Platform defertidedEU NGOs’ incorporation into
EU decision-making on the basis of two aspects [Bgal basis for the EU NGOs’
involvement in the EU politics, and 2) the accratiiin of NGOs which would be

consulted on the development, implementation araluation of the actions and

% The guidelines pointed out some crucial shortcgmin the registry rules. For instance, the registe
did not require any clarification on the individdabbyists. Furthermore, financial information on
lobbying expenditures in the register was incoesistand not sufficient for making comparisons
(Ibid.). For instance, the registration system negili that only activities should be registered as
lobbying. Hence, while the lobbying companies cqukt show the dinners with the politicians and
civil servants as a cost of lobbying, civil sociesganisations were required to register theirrenti
budget. Furthermore, since there was no requiretoemime the individuals engaged in the lobbying
system, former decision-makers could be involvethanlobbying business by providing their clients
insider knowledge and contacts.
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policies of the EU? It achieved its first goal—in a relative manner—ibftuencing
EU lawmakers to enact an article about participatdemocracy in the Lisbon
Treaty, signed in 2007 and entered into force iDR@\rticle 11 of the Lisbon treaty

stipulates the elements of participatory democeddie EU level as follows:
1. The Union Institutions shall, by appropriate m&agive citizens and representative
associations the opportunity to make known andiplybéxchange their views in all areas of
Union action.
2. The Union Institutions shall maintain an operansparent and regular dialogue with
representative associations and civil society.
3. The Commission shall carry out broad consultetiovith parties concerned in order to
ensure that the Union’s actions are coherent amparent.
4. No less than one million citizens coming fromeignificant number of Member States may
invite the Commission to submit any appropriateppsal on matters where citizens consider
that a legal act of the Union is required for thegmse of implementing the Constitution. A
European law shall determine the provisions forgiecific procedures and conditions required

for such a citizens’ initiative.

Based on the draft version of this article in tren-matified constitutional treaty,
Beger (2004), from the Civil Society Contact Groapplained why this article could
be considered at best a relative achievement. To, hii was primarily the
introduction of an article about participatory demwaxy in the draft Constitution
which he considered a milestone in the developrokparticipatory democracy and
civil dialogue. Nonetheless, as he pointed outpnaleugh this article includes some
radical elements, such as regarding the citizemsatives as an important tool for
getting citizens involved, it could eventually tuout to be a mere consultation
regime; “Some of the formulations in this articlecagive scope to becoming a blast
of hot air with little to no consequence for cigiblogue as a concept of participation
rather than a mere consultation” (ibid.). Havingpéasised this danger, Beger
argued that the article on participation could kloany further options for

participation, since it could provide a legal basisrely for internet consultation.

% This was first expressed by the Social Platforml®99 (Lisbon Declaration, Developing Civil
Dialogue in Europe to Strengthen Social Cohesion).

241



Indeed, Beger’s worries became a reality with tleen@ission’s launch of online

registration for interest groups in 2008.

To continue with Beger’'s assessments, the techredaaf participatory democracy
introduced by the Commission (i.e. online considtet, Plan D for Democracy, and
the Europe for Citizens programme) have proveneaymbolically inclusive, but
exclusive in practice. The Commission’s boundanédegitimate European civil
society privilege those organisations that compith ieuropean integration and the
rationalities of European government. For instatice,Commission’s discourse has
aimed to exclude protest, confrontation and conflimm the repertoire of
participatory action, as shown in the previous tiapt has been further shown that
the Commission’s discourse is based on a moralemnalisation of civil society
(i.,e. good civil society vs. bad civil society), wh externalises anti-systemic
movements and radical voices. As the above setimnshown, the organisations
had to adopt the principles of “good governancebdrider to be regarded as “good”.
However, EU NGOs have faced more important chaééenig order to legitimise

their incorporation into the EU decision-making ggsses—for which they do speak.

The central critique that EU institutions have athed against EU NGOs (see the
previous chapter for a detailed discussion) corgcarimom the EU NGOs represent.
The Social Platform endeavoured to tackle thisassthich threatens the legitimacy
of its involvement in EU politics, in the early 2B Furthermore, it claimed to
represent a) particular groups, i.e. NGOs, namatyumbrella NGO networks, or
citizens, such as the disabled, b) the interesthade who are unable to represent
their interests by themselves, such as victimsuohdm rights abuses, and c) public
interests, ideas, issues and values, such as #r@mment (Social Platform, 2001).
Second, it asserted that the legitimacy of EU NGRsuld be based on the criterion
of transparency instead of representation: “Thenteepresentativeness, when
applied to NGOs, seems ambiguous because theiesamativeness is primarily
gualitative ... it is deep-rooted in the nature @& tklationships established by NGOs

on the ground” (Ibid.). In this respect, it statieat the Commission should take some
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measures for the transparency of the CSOs’ “invakmt in the decision-making
process”, with the NGOs establishing their ownecrét for their internal governance,

including transparency, accountability and represereness (Ibid.).

The Platform’s definition of participation

In 2008 the Platform issued a reference paper tioedéhe notions of participatory
democracy, civil society and civil dialogue for itembers (Social Platform, 2008).
Although this paper indicates that the productibisuch a reference document was
agreed upon by the Platform’s members, it the éxtenwhich it represents the
members’ views is not certain. The paper was pegphy an ad hoc working group.
There is no clarification of whether the memberd heflected on this or whether it

had ever been opened to debate among the members.

Civil society and civil society organisationi the paper, whereas civil society
constitutes the space between the state, markeindividual, the notion of a civil
society organisation “currently refers to the oiigations that mediate between these
three” (lbid.). According to the paper these orgations comprise “political parties,
sports clubs, music associations, consumer ordamsa trade unions, business

associations, charitable bodies and cultural grétffis

The paper goes on to identify five “structural avgkrational features” of CSOs,
which distinguish them from other informal networ&s firms. First, CSOs are
structured as organisationsecond, they argrivate, so that they are not part of the
state; third, they ar@on-profit fourth, they areself-governing and finally, their
membership is not compulsoryhese features of CSOs were also in large part
mentioned by the Platform before, such as in iftectons on theWPG and
Communication Strategy. In contrast with its earp@sition, the reference paper

neglects to mention that CSOs represent the ingeofshe general public, which it

10 This definition was borrowed from the EESC’s 1@@2ument. The Platform’s internalisation of
this definition demonstrates how a marginalisediititution might formulate a hegemonic
discourse.
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explains in its discussion about alternative ways defining civil society
organisations. The reference paper compares seweptadns for defining civil
society organisations, such as NGOs, public inteceganisations and citizen’s
associations. It finds no reason to refer to @eitiety organisations as public interest
organisations, since “it [is] difficult to grasp watthe public interest incorporates”
(Ibid.). Even though, the reference paper contintles Platform is open to use
citizen’s associationdt prefers the notion of NGO as a concept thastdibes all
organisations that are outside of the governmédiatal’ (Ibid.). Therefore, the paper
explains, the Social Platform has named itself Batform of European Social
NGOs. However, the president of the Platform daasisentify CSOs as non-state
actors, claiming that they work for the public mst along with the public

administrative units (C. Reuter, personal commuigoaMay 2009).

The reference paper stresses that the roles opEanoNGO networks are different
than the traditional social NGOs which provide sms at the grassroots level. It
lists four interconnected roles for European NG®8st, the European NGO
networks build solidarity across member states, and createiad capital at
European level“ ensuring information flows from the EU down to thetional/local
level” (Ibid.). Second, theyreate a European democratic public sphanefour
ways: 1) fostering mutual learning through theiteraction, 2) creating spaces for
public debate, 3) aggregating the voices of theaminers, and 4) facilitate capacity
building for their members. The third distinguishioharacter of EU NGOs is that
they channel voicesn the society, whilestrengthening the influence of local and
national NGOs. It states that the networks trantfervoice of those who are “often
excluded from decision-making processes, unheald@gotten, such as very poor
people, victims of discrimination, homeless people; (Ibid.). However, it mirrors
this role of voicing the public concerns when iiols that one of the roles of the
networks is to “make [the grassroots organisatioiscuss European decision-
making” (Ibid.). Fourth, networks of European NG@& as challengers/watchdogs
in that they “offer a critical and protesting voiaeé European level” and “[provide

balance to] the voice of corporations in Europeasision-making” (Ibid.). As a
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consequence of all this, the paper concludes thaNEOs “help [reduce] the gap

between politicians and citizens” (lbid.).

In sum, the reference paper defines a double colthé EU NGOs: as agents of civil
society (third and fourth features), and as transdaof the rationalities of European
government (first feature). On the one hand it syichlly creates a participatory
inclusive discourse by defining EU NGOs as the @a@tgrassroots civil society. On
the other hand, it stresses the role of EU NGOshasEU'’s interlocutors, which
disseminate knowledge about the EU and normaligeidiea that civil society
recognise the EU as a governing entity. Howeveg, tduhe entropy of discourses (a
concept which Chapter 2 introduced), this corredsomo a situation where
conflicting elements coexist as opposed to comgefiio the extent that EU NGOs
impact what and how things are discussed, thougthpaactised within civil society
in terms of the political rationalities, their pries@ of generating an authentic reason

and functioning as a critical gaze fails.

Moreover, the democratic public sphere charactesisif EU NGOs, presented by
the EU NGOs themselves, do not necessarily haveodetising effects. These
characteristics could have constitutive effectioil society by generating a form of
knowledge, set of practices and a morality, thenés of which are drawn by the
political power. Furthermore, the exchange of pcast and training could disperse
the ethos of neo-liberal governmentality, as disedsearlier in this section. This
process could also have repercussions on the neatiah and internalisation of a
certain “regime of truth"—in this case the one &std by the EU. Chapter 2 has
illustrated how the process of dialogic interactman lead to mentality leap. This
illustration suggests an asymmetrical explanatmmiriteraction and the circulation
of norms, i.e. the subjectifying role played by mowelations. This does not
necessarily have emancipating and civilising consages, i.e. as Linklater (2005)
and Habermas (1996) argue. However, a certainfgaith exerts itself as normal; a
certain set of practices invades the practiceebther.
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Participatory democracy:The reference paper under discussion advances five
principles of a participatory democratic systenaleanocratic infrastructure (freedom

of speech and right to assembly); the opennesatastain different views and trust
people and authorities; equality and inclusiveneshjch requires community
empowerment, especially for the disengaged andelass; creativity, concreteness
and flexibility in participatory actions (such aserdonstrations, campaigning,
volunteering, unpaid carers, educating childrea sport or art club, sending online
letters, participating in an NGO, or being partadbcal council’'s NGO); and a legal
framework for the recognition of the rights and theies of NGOs (Social Platform,
2008).

The reference paper continues on to claim thatgpaatory democracy can promote
social cohesion, solidarity, social justice and edtdy life for everyone by first,
engaging all people in the constitution of the sgiand second, facilitating quality
services for people. Participatory democracy cdanddhe remedy for the legitimacy
crisis of EU governance since it “creates publiacgpfor discussion and therefore
gives people more ownership of decisions and a naata/e citizenship”, thus
making citizens more politically active in the asistions, and incorporating the
interests of the politically disengaged people .(élgpse who do not vote) into
decision-making. In this way, the reference papgygssts that the concept of
citizenship could extend beyond the conventionditipal sphere, to regard people
as actors in all areas of life. In other wordssahceptualises citizenship in terms of
technologies of agency, so that it proposes empogéne individual. Consequently,
the reference paper’s participatory democracy stdeding shows parallels with the
republican approach to participation, in that iarifles the social and political
integrative promise of participation (see Chapter Rowever, as a challenge to
normative political theory, it conceives of panpiation as an apolitical phenomenon

by arguing that participation transcends the cladfigleology and political divides:

Almost none of the serious problems people and conities face conform to the remits of

political ideologies: By involving people to inteme, participatory democracy can produce
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solutions that are effective and legitimate, andbggond traditional political divides. In that
sense, it strengthens the legitimacy of decisiokearsdservices providers since their decisions
will be based on the real views of people. Paréittpy democracy therefore aims to improve trust

and accountability. (Ibid.)

The views suggested in the reference paper to @& grdent parallel thiproblem-
solvingapproach to politics, in which moral norms and ealaonstitute the mode of
conduct between actors in a given political insioial system. The principal value
of this system is illustrated by the proponentsieliberative democracy as trust, in
which people do not act as mere interest-seekimgtag This cosmopolitan, post-
political imaginary world of politics was criticiddoy Mouffe (2005) for entailing an
ideology-free conceptualisation of politics, if netcessarily the end of politics. The
reference paper's emphasis, interestingly, overlapgh the problem-solving
conceptualisation of politics, arguing that the igdl ideologies fell short of
providing a solution to the “serious problems oé theople”. Therefore, to the
reference paper, the participation of the NGOs @qubmise the legitimacy of the
newly emerging community, where ideological pofitiand representational
democracy have been exhausted. The reference papleer argues that NGOs
could achieve this task by promoting a new undedstey of politics, since they
channel the Real views of the people” (Ibid., emphasis mine). Isense, this is
parallel to the procedural understanding of denmgcran which will formation is
constituted from within the daily interactions ofvit society. However, the
procedural democracy of Habermas would arguablyeeagrith a definition of
participation which is based on lobbying or simpiléernet consultation. Rather,
Habermas’ procedural democracy suggests that fatthation” is realised in the
deliberations within the civil society, but it iset actors of a political system, such as
the political parties and political authority, thateive this will and translate it into
decisions and laws. In other words, in contrastthe decision-making system
defended by the reference paper, Habermas doesbymdass the parliament
(Papadopolous 2002). Furthermore, in line with gozernmentality approach, a
Habermasian analysis would not consider the aes/ivf the Platform to be a more

advanced style of democracy, but a colonisatiathe{ife-world of civil society.
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Another problem arises in the reference paper'sraemt if it is taken to represent
the lobbying activities of NGO networks as ideoldgge. One the one hand, it
appreciates a post-ideological position, claimimgt hone of the political ideologies
provides solutions for societal problems. On theeotand, its suggestions for social
problems do in fact stem from a certain politicéalogy. For instance, it supports a
redistributive politics based on the principle oktds”™—a leftist approach to wealth
redistribution. Furthermore, the Platform is ideptally partialper se since one of
its three main objectives is to advocate a soaiabge. In sum, the reference paper’s
ambition to go beyond political divides and findwmns to the “real” problems of
the people is itself an ideological gesture, a®Ki&ould call it, since the language
of the ideology produces a discourse as if thel‘peablems” and the “ideological

chimeras” could be taken separate from one an¢ftigek, 1997).

The Platform and Civil Dialoguefhe reference paper recognises civil dialogue as “a
component and tool of participatory democracy”which organised civil society
and public decision-makers, as well as civil setvat local, national and European
levels, are involved. The reference paper's priesipof civil dialogue are
accountability and responsiveness, the politicall wnd openness to make a
difference, transparency and clarity, equality arudusiveness, formal arrangements,
procedures and financial support for civil socigyproper role and recognition for
NGOs, and the inclusion of civil society at all g#ga (agenda setting, policy
definition, decision-making, implementation, evdiaa, and reformulation). Table
9, which appears in the reference paper, presestala to measure the involvement
of civil society organisations in politics. The ‘®xsion” and “indifference” levels
are self-explanatory; however, the remaining levelsthe scale require some
comment. One-way dissemination denotes the sitwaiio which only public
authorities provide information. In consultatiom the other hand, public authorities
provide information to NGOs and invite them to gieedback. While in dialogue,
NGOs can set the agenda and the public authomt®s implement the NGO’s

interests, participation implies that NGOs’ profdssare incorporated into official
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documents and programs. Finally, partnership denbie extent to which the NGOs

play a cooperative role in decision, design, prddacand administration.

Table 9: Scale of civil society organisation invokment (Social Platform, reference paper, 2008)

-1 0 1 2 3 4

Exclusion | Indifference One-way Consultation Dialogue Participatior] Partnershi
Dissemination

p

The Social Platform’s attempts at translating poét rationalities: The Conference
on how to influence the EU decision-making proceq8tussels, December 9-10
2008)

As mentioned above, the Platform has concentraiim@ certain theme each year
since 2006. In 2008-2009, this was civil dialogu¢he incorporation of NGOs into

the EU decision-making. As a part of this, the felat organised the conference,
How can we shape the Europe we wait?Brussels® The conference aimed to
gather different actors related to European pglitiacluding the members of the
Platform and their national members, EU officialad academics. However, NGO
members from Eastern European and Balkan courdoestituted the vast majority

of participants.

The conference opened with a panel that compris¢aficials from the European
Parliament and the European Commission, along evithscholaf® The panel was
followed by four workshops: 1) the future of thegdpMethod of Coordination for
social inclusion, 2) the problem of the source &®s’ funding, 3) the role of EU
NGO networks in bridging the gap between Europeaoh @ational levels, and 4)

strategies to influence decision-making processa®sa the EU. The panels,

%1 The language of the conference was English andlineous translation was provided during
presentations.

192 The academics’ representative on the panel wateBashler-Koch, a prominent scholar in multi-
level governance. The relationship between the€fd?tatand Kochler-Koch is not limited to Kochler-
Koch’s participation in this conference. Moreouiie Social Platform also has a link on its webtgite
Kochler-Koch’s EU-funded research project, CONNEMt{://www.connex-network.org), which
studies European politics in terms of the goveraaaqproach. This proximity between the researcher
and the Platform is worth elaborating in that ialeles us to track the ideas influencing the Platfor
Throughout the dissertation, Kochler-Koch’s ideasven been contrasted with the deliberative
approach in the discussion of whether the Platfacts as an agent of European governing, or as a
public sphere of civil society. However, our surveyweals that the researcher is also vital to an
understanding of the European art of government.
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workshops and plenary sessions discussed theabled NGO networks in linking
national NGOs to European politics, identified therent problems in performing

these roles and proposed some solutions.

Several participants, mostly national NGOs, argilad there was a problem in civil
dialogue, claiming that the current approach wasetbaon the mentality of civil
society involvement in a pre-defined European agerfeurthermore, while the
current approach focused on policy changes in tbepglicies, national NGOs
wanted to exert pressure at the national levelréibee, they resisted the rationality
in which they direct their energy towards the Eutitutions. Some of the national
NGOs were, on the other hand, more willing to bmiporated into European-level
politics. This latter group, however, listed seVgrablems: creating an interest in
what happens at the EU level in the national lethed, lack of expertise within the
NGO community about European issues, the lack tdrnmation about the EU
political agenda, the complexity of European jargtime language barrier as a
general problem in communicating beyond territqribB65O funding problems,
insufficient NGO capacity and resources, and caltand economic differences

between countrie¥?

National NGOs, furthermore, indicated that theirdpean networks had some flaws
in their function of bridging the communication géetween the national and
European levels. To them, EU NGO networks shoukk ta leading role in
facilitating and mediating their interactions wiluropean institutions, training the
national NGOs about the EU and its policies, andviding arguments for the
national NGOs in order to foster policy change amestic politics. The workshop
participants further suggested several solutionsnfeance interactions between the
national and European levels, as well as infludflideinstitutions. First, to influence
European policies, national NGOs would primarilyoypde information to their

European networks. Second, to achieve this, ndtid@#s should be empowered,

193 The report on this workshop was published on {agfid*m’s website, which also provided some
help.
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such as through capacity building, training, exchag best practices and peer-
learning. The third solution, on the other handjolmed persuading EU political
authorities that they could make use of the NG@ghis respect, one of the ideas
was to empower national NGOs to push their goventsnen order to implement
European policies, such as adopting new modes\argance (i.e. the open method
of coordination at the national level). Another gestion for the EU political
authorities was to use national NGOs as a “trampbdlin their relations with non-
EU states. The representatives’ views reveal theenéxto which the NGO
community internalised the idea of becoming thenégyand carriers of Europeanised

political socialisation and political change.

In addition to the document’s analyses and the goted interviews, the conference
provided the opportunity of observing how the NGsboes—both the EU NGOs and
the national NGOs—conceive of participation, thie raf EU NGOs in EU politics,
and the role of the NGOs in politics in general.eTinitial observation of the
conference resulted in numerous reflections onghets of EU governing. First, the
conference was open to the participation of allspme “stakeholders” (as the
discourse on European Governance requires theboodlaion of multiple actors).
Second, the structure of the conference resemblédnEtitutions’ meetings (as a
reminder, the Social Platform’s ex-president hadoabssociated the Social
Platform’s internal governance with the EU struejurFor instance, after each
workshop the results were presented in the plehgrya “rapporteur® Third,
addressing the NGOs mainly from the perspectivaest and prospective member
states, the conference complied with the Commissiambition of empowering civil
society in the respective states (see Chapter A @ the components of this
ambition is to translate the political rationaltieof EU governing, i.e. NGO

194 Each workshop had appointed a “rapporteur” befbeesessions started. The rapporteurs of the
conference resembled the functions of the rappoitedhe EU institutional setup. The European
Parliament, for example, defines the key functiofighe rapporteur as follows: “The rapporteur
‘reports’ the findings of the European Parliameptanmmittee to the plenary. In that capacity their
opinion carries a lot of weight. If you want to lufnce a proposal it is important to ensure that th
rapporteur is aware of your concerns.” Accessedhtp://www.europeanlawmonitor.org/EU-
Information/What-Is-Guide-to-Key-EU-Terms/EU-Pantiant-What-Is-a-Rapporteur.html, 6 October
2010.
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involvement in politics and the delivery of senscaccording to the principles of
good governance. In this respect, for those coestas mentioned, the Platform and
CSCG organise network development and capacitglimgjltrips. For instance, the
Solidar, one of the members of the Social Platformitjated a study about the
capacity and legal status of civil society orgamiges with 50 NGOs from the
Western Balkans in 2009. This study involved a syrwhich focused on whether
the respective countries had any specific law @gd CSOS, and whether the
NGOs had sufficient capacity with respect to leadgy, staff support, the
organisation of working plans, communication skibbed citizen engagement
(Solidar, 2009}%°

Restriction between a spirit of contention and réglof sponsored lobbying

The literature of social movements defines a tratisnal coalition of civil society as
a movement advocacy coalition (Ruzza 2004) or restrational advocacy coalition
(Keck and Sikkink 1998, Cullen 2005). The centnguanent of this perspective is
that collective social action organises transnatignin order to exert pressure on
transnational governance mechanisms, in this ¢espdilitics of the EU. Contrary to
what the social movement literature argues, thé&fd?Pha does not frame its raison
d’étre as a mobilisation of contention either a thargins or in Brussels. Social
movement literature also argues that it is theectiVe identity and power of each
constituent that integrates the network of soatéiba. In contrast to this argument, it
is here discussed how the Platform can have catigétimpacts on its members by
shaping their management and ideological stancedewhiis itself constituted.
Thus, the morality and ethics of these networkshmshaped due to the influence of
the coordinating centre, i.e. the influence of thBuenced. This can undermine
bottom-up processes of identity-formation, instefxdtering a new type of
subjectivity which is formulated by the Commissiand put into practice by the

Platform.

19 gplidar, Questionnaire: Capacity and legal stafu8SOs in the Western Balkans, 2009.
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A further question is how the Platform defines gdceives itself: an elite lobby
organisation or a protest-oriented social movem&he Social Platform has not
aimed to institutionalise protests, but influencaligymakers through advocacy.
Hence, it has kept a distance from practices oftesdion. It has protested EU
decision-makers on one unique occasion, the sugperts the Commission’s

financial support for NGOs. The European Courtudtite annulled a Commission
decision to fund 86 European projects on 12 May381®8ich were coordinated by
European Social NGOs (Smismans 2003; Geyer 200Ilgcomdingly, the

Commission temporarily suspended funding for sdvether projects for which

there was no legal basis. The decisions of the &@Jthe Commission could have
been a serious hindrance to EU NGOs, since thewivall depended on the
European funding. The Social Platform mobilised anpaign, the Red Card
Campaign, to unify the NGO sector in protest ofsbepension of their funding. The
protest was successful and the funding resumedchetend of that year. This
experience showed that survival of the European Bl@&@s not secure. Therefore,
the Social Platform proposed a formal structuretlier civil dialogue, claiming that

this legal basis would provide security for theingval.

In the late 2000s, however, the Platform changedtince from being a “peaceful
actor”, and joined protests against the austerggsures implemented by several EU
countries (Greece, Ireland, England) as a remedthéoeconomic crisis. These
protests targeted cuts in social policy budgets @ulalic sector salaries at the EU
level. Pushing these economic policies in Brusdelsthe first time the Platform

participated in street protests in 2009. In paldicuSocial Platform President Conny
Reuter gave statements against the austerity nmesasur the BBC. Otherwise, the
Platform could before only appear in EU-orienteddrag e.g. Euroactive and

Stakeholder’s Corner.

The Platform’s own publications, on the other hastthw different self-images, i.e.
images that shift between contentious activism é&obying. The Platform’s

magazine ENGAGE,its annual reports and Facebook page in this ctgpesent
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different self-portrayalSENGAGE presents images of social movements, such as
demonstrators carrying placards and marching. Eurtbore, in the interview section
with European NGO leaderENGAGEIn each issue includes the question, “Where
was your last battle?”. However, the Platform’sesthisual materials present other
Platform images and identities: pictures from cogriees, seminars and training
sessions (with some reports also including picturethose who are presumed to
need special care, i.e. children and the eldeflgerefore, we observe two different
images of the Platform: one of the indoors confeeeparticipant, peaceful and
deliberative, and the other outdoors, protestiny] eeady to challenge (though
symbolically). When we observe the working repoatsd annual reports, the
Platform presents its achievements on the baglseofonferences, seminars, training
sessions, and study visits it organised or pa#teig in. In other words, the Platform
does not present the street protests it organisquaof of its accomplishments. In
sum, the presentation of what the Platform does wahdt it thinks it differs
according to the target audience. Although thefétiat defines itself as a European
consultative organisation, it symbolically usestpsb images; therefore, protest is
the alter-ego of the Platform, keeping it connecteith the social movement

discourse and thus separating it from the mereyl@sisociation.

6.5. The network metaphor and power relations

The network metaphor depicts the organisational @perational structure of the

Social Platform and is divided into four sub-sysitehevels. This analytical model

suggests that each sub-system has the potentraptct the others, i.e. to constitute
and be constituted. The network metaphor and itstdoent sub-systems do not
necessarily denote a spatial reality, but are é@evi®r analytical purposes. The
network metaphor enables us to analyse our obfanfjairy by separating it into its

constitutive parts. Our object of inquiry, the Rdat, illustrates the kind of subject

the power creates.

The sub-systemic levels that are applied here dedifferent kinds of interactions.
The first sub-systemic level (L1) entails all sod$ interactions between the
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European NGOs and EU institutions. The second @23, (on the other hand,
examines the discourse that emerges at the EU lavdl is dispersed within
European NGOs. The third one (L3) includes relaidetween the members of
European NGOs. Based on the organisational steiatfithe EU NGOs, L3 is
further divided into three sub-levels: the intei@as between members and the
secretariat of the EU NGOs, namely the headquanfeE®) NGOs in Brussels (N1),
between the secretariat and the members (N2), ahéhvihe members (N3). Last
but not least, the fourth sub-systemic level (LAjads the intra-NGO community

relations.

The following explains how a level of interactisregarded as weak or intense, in
order to investigate the Platform’s actions in terof four different perspectives
(deliberation, governance, hegemony and governdigita For instance,
deliberative participatory democracy would requargery intense L1 and L3, and a
non-existent or weak L2 (since political power caontribute to the public
discussion on equal terms with other constituemtthé discussion. This is different
from hegemony and the government, in which politipawer manipulates or
fabricates the discussion). Governance-orienteticgatory democracy would also
require an intense L1 and L3, as well as an intdi%seThe strength of L2 and
content of L1 and L3 constitute the main divisiobstween deliberative and
governance-oriented participation. The deliberatagproach presumes authentic
reasoning at L1, as Benhabib and Habermas argdenaact, pre supposes strong
deliberation, horizontal learning and communicatraionality at L3. For this
reason, the deliberative approach also envisisteoag N1 and N3, but a weak N2;
deliberative democracy suggestveatical flow of discourse and interactions from
the grassroots (weak publics) to the decision-ntakiocesses (strong publics), and
considers the dominant role of the secretariat he Platform’s organisational

structure to be an intervention into the life-woolccivil society.

The governance approach demands an intense L%, thiaexpert knowledge of the

Social Platform constitutes an important placehi& participatory governance roles
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of EU NGOs. The strong L3 is also a prerequisiteftéctive problem solving, since
actors should engage in constant interaction amdnumication. However, this

excludes contention and protest as risks to theesy®f governance. For efficient
governance, L2 should also be strong. Since th#igadlpower and civil society

share responsibilities in governance, the distomctbetween public and private is
dissolved, and each actor in governance is defased shareholder. In this picture,
political guidance is not problematic as long aseitves effective problem-solving.
Based on the same style of reasoning, the goveenapproach does not

problematise a possible hierarchical organisatistrakturing of EU NGOs.

When it comes to the hegemonic and governmentglsamsequences of EU NGOs,
both compel a weak or intense L1 and a strong 2L L2 should be very strong,
since the Social Platform functions as the agerd gblitical project or carrier of
political rationalities. The success of the forrdepends on a strong L3, because the
hegemonic discourse and the political rationalitesould be dispersed and
disseminated through several technologies, sudnaasng, capacity building, and
even the concept of participation itself. As leankeom the White Paper on
European Governancand the Commission’s Communication Policy, theditds to
win the hearts and minds of the people. In relatothis goal, the Commission tries
to mobilise the EU NGOs, relying on their capat¢aymobilise society and translate
EU jargon, first to the NGO community and then tocisty. Through the
technologies of capacity building, EU NGOs furtheinforce rationalities of
government, and harmonise the NGOs’ organisatistralcture, negotiation skills
and problem solving methods. EU NGOs’ activitiesd dhe discourse they carry,
also foster technologies of self-ethics, havingedirinfluence on how the mind
should work in order to solve problems, as welvagch problems it should consider

problems.

| argue that the discourses emerge as an outcontiee ahteractions between the
different actors. Beyond this, | also argue thatythlay a role in self-constitution and

state-society relations. The discourses discussex@® lare the ECS and the
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participation, while the European Commission, Eesp Parliament, European
Economic and Social Committee, Social Platform,ilCwciety Contact Group, EU

NGOs, and national NGOs constitute the actors eddhdiscourses. What | argue is
that the discourses have been generated and reedu the interactions between

these actors.

In the previous chapter, the analysis of the Comimisdiscourse on the civil society
and participatory democracy (here considered iatdgrL2) was crucially important
to reveal the contexts in which the respective eptgare used by EU institutions,
particularly the Commission, and put into practidéis chapter has traced the
impacts and imprints of the Commission’s discoursed discussed whether the
Platform criticizes this discourse or reproducesd aminforces it. It would
accordingly be possible to assess NGOs act assagepblitical and societal control,
and carriers of political rationalities. The followg table summarises the framework
of our analysis.

Table 10: Analysis of the Social Platform: The modg procedures, and constitutive elements of
interaction in different levels

Levels of action The modes, procedures, and constive elements of interaction

Between the Social Advancing the interests of EU NGOs that are memlwér¢he Platform, advocacy of commd
Platform and EU| positions

=)

EU’s communication policy
EUs discourse on participatory democracy
. EU’s role in the structural organisation of the EGOs

institutions

. Connecting with the citizens discourse
Between EU «  European civil society discourse
institutions and theg . EU’s interest policy
Platform .

The aspects of studying the Social Platform:
Intra-Platform . Organisational structure, e.g. the strong rolénefdecretariat

relations «  The history and evolution of the Platform
. The criteria of membership (drawing the boundaofdegitimate EU NGOs and ECS)
. Participation in decision-making
. The values of the Platform (promotion of particgggtdemocracy)
. The decision-making structure of the Platform
. The source and the distribution of finances
. The Platform’s strategies such as working on the&sbaf an annual theme, empowering
the Secretariat, avoiding protest and contentioppsrting the accreditation system |in
order to consolidate its power and exclude radioaes from the legitimate definition gf
civil society
Members’ interactions . The right to participate in the Platform’s decisimaking processes (general assembly,
with the Platform working groups)

. The right to disseminate their work through thetftan, i.e. through the Platform’s
website and newsletter

. To enhance their credibility within the NGO commyniis-a-vis EU institutions by bein
a member of the Platform
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Table 10 continued

The Platform’s
interaction with the
members

Rendering the EU knowable by disseminating inforamat and promoting ar
understanding of EU policies through regular inérnmeetings, electroni
communication and weekly online bulletWéekly Update

Enhancing the visibility of their members by pubiigy their work on the website, in it
online bulletin Weekly Updatequarterly publicatiorENGAGE annual activity report
media announcements and brochures.

Providing expert knowledge for constituents throtigsa exchange of ideas and practi
among the constituents of Platform, training themownicative and administrative skil
of its members, and benefiting from external experti.e. in defining the centrg
concepts, such as participatory democracy and sidiety, and setting strategies f
better lobbying

Stressing its role as intermediary for EU NGOs tteraling regular meetings wit
European institutions

Reimbursing the travel and accommodation costsahembers

Enabling participation in two study visits to EU miger and candidate countries

=0 o
[%2]

or

h

Members’ interactiong
within the Platform

A forum for interaction and the exchange of knowledand experience among soc
NGOs, as well as for the flow of discourse withmiastitutional setting

al

Intra-NGO
community
communication

The Platform reproduces the art of European goventnn its interactions with th
environment
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CHAPTER 7

CONCLUSION

Focusing on the patrticipation and civil societycdigrses which have been promoted
by the European Commission, this dissertation héically examined the idea of
involvement of the supranational intermediariesioil society, defined as European
NGOs (EU NGOs), in EU governance. In the scholbtéyature, this proposal has
also been supported and considered to be a renoedird EU democratic deficit.
Having examined the CommissiorEsiropean civil societyECS) discourse and its
implications on the Social Platform of European NGO one of the prominent
umbrella organisations- this dissertation, howekiag argued that the democratising

promise of EU NGOs is threatened for a number asaas.

First, the Platform was constituted deliberatelythoyy Commission in order to act as
an interlocutor of the Commission against the EUQ¢(Gparticularly which work in
social sector. Since its establishment, the Plaitfoas been helping the Commission
organiseEuropean Social Policy Forurf, the practice of which was later was
called “civil dialogue”. Second, to the extent thlaeé Platform has internalised the
Commission’s civil society and participation discee; it has moved from the
traditional tenets of civic action (i.e. voluntam)} and has become an enterprise-like
organisation governed through a managerial mewntdlirdly, Platform has been
considered a channel of European citizenry thrdindding public concerns into the
EU level, thus suggesting a solution for the demtcrdeficit of the EU, which is
perceived to be caused by the “gap between the ri€lita citizens”. Nonetheless,

this dissertation argues that the Platform’s (ammmes other NGOs’ alike)

1% This should not to be mixed with tBiropean Social ForurtESF), a voluntary network having a
purpose of “opposing to neo-liberalism and worldmitmated with capital and any form of
imperialism”. Yet, in order to discuss an altermatmodus operandfor collective action, further
research might compare the Platform (and the Comiomisupported NGOs alike) with the ESF. This
discussion may include the promise of protest —tthditional method of contention- in raising the
public awareness, fostering public deliberation/andesistance to contemporary rationalities and
practices, which are mostly regarded as the soofcever growing inequalities between different
classes and regions. The potential of the Platimambe considered scant, if not epiphenomenal, with
this regard.
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involvement into the Commission’s consultation negiis not a democratising act
per se.In normative theories of democracy, such praaises not find any ground.
In practice, the Platform (and other EU NGOs aliga) hardly represent European
civil society as such, considering the Commissiarpaque sponsorship, which is
considered as the principal obstacle against ttenamy of civil society; its
disconnection with the grassroots; and its resenceldike an exclusive club for the
EU oriented NGOs - thus categorically excluding ynaoices of civil society,

including anti-systemic groups.

The Platform may rather be conceived as an intettwoof the Commission. Yet, its
influence on the Commission’s consultations is fbim the earlier research trivial;
this dissertation has concentrated on the Platftseif and the possible implications
of its work on the NGO community. It is, then, aed that the Platform endeavours
to tailor a harmonised organisational model for $beial NGO community (both at
EU and national level) along with an understandifghe notions of civil society
and participation in such way complying with thadts of “new managerialism” and
New Public Management. The critique of this diss@h is that it sheds light on a
contemporary project transmogrifying some civic vasts into managers; the
conception of civil society into a stakeholder @ivgrnance; and participation into

bureaucratically controlled de-politicised acti@n imere efficient problem-solving.

This observation implies that the Platform’s orgamional structure, working
methods, communication methods and even ways wKittg and doing things have
been, to a certain extent, shaped by the delibénateuments of the Commission
(such as via the requirements for the Platform nteji® achievements, the pressure
on proving its representativeness, and improvisgacountability and transparency).
The Platform’s organisational structure and managgrtechniques largely complies
with the tenets of “new managerialism”, which reféo all organisational changes
happened after 1980s with regard to the dominarfcenarket mentality and
economic rationalities in public administrationhisthas also been defined as New

Public Management . This argument can be clardedbllows: the Platform follows
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a results-based, management-oriented working metlwod thus aims to achieve
certain objectives (which are calculable and abtbjain a given period of time.
These practices, in turn, might have likely repsstons on what is being voiced;
since, such management frame prioritikeew how rather know whalPracticed in

this way, “participation” is conceptualised as dfeaive and efficient problem-
solving activity, and is thus prone to de-politatisn by treating the objects of

participation and the very notion of participatiaritself asthingsto be achieved.

The Platform’s emergence may well fit to “good gaance”: this discourse was
created by World Bank and United Nations in thetexnof economic development
and ascribes a particular role for the NGOs in aotable and legitimate

“governance” as well as mobilising the grassrooes. @ catalyst of a democratic
society). Yet, the critiques argue that this ainaédostering public consent for the
neo-liberal initiatives of structural adjustmenbgrammes. Therefore, rationalities
behind the constitution of the Platform are notceassarily, reduced to the
Commission's projects. Yet, the Commission, to sertent itself is exposed to this
process, considering it has conducted an admiti@traeform during 1999-2004,

one that can be associated with NPM (Kassim 200&). Commission, hence, is not
necessarily seen as the intellectual centre thesites the techniques of Platform’s

management, but an actor playing a role in carrifimgo the European context.

Against this backdrop, the dissertation has, fiedgborated different normative
approaches to participatory democracy in ordextorene the normative promise of
integrating NGOs into decision-making structurescdhd, it has examined the ways
in which the European civil society (ECS) discounsss evolved and transformed
within the EU institutional milieu. Third, it hasalysed the Social Platform, one of
the more prominent actors in the EU NGO community,observe how it has

received and perceived the participation and swdiety discourses.

This survey departs from the current debate, wigcamines how EU NGOs are

conducive to democratisation of EU governance. wiess, it has revealed: how
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the Commission mightranslate the contemporary discourse on participation and
“(good) governance” intrinsic to NPM; amertthe former with respect to a project
of strengthening its institutional power as wella@esating certain types of subjects
who are willing and able to take part in its assignts, including to join to its
consultation regime as a legitimating factor antpihg in creating a sympathy for
the EU.

| have interpreted this process from a Foucauldarceptual framework particularly
concentrating on his later works on the governnigntéart of government); and
also applied the contribution of his followers,luding advanced liberalism (Dean
1999) and neo-liberal governmentality (e.g. Bar89@; Rose and Miller 1996,
Lemke 2002). Central to this interpretation is itterrogation of power, knowledge,
discipline and formation of subjects in relationpmlitical programming. Foucault’s
emphasis on governmentality provides an analytiwadl for examining the
relationality between the Commission’s project ahpewering supranational
intermediaries of European civil society, hew modésgovernance (i.e. Open
Method of Coordination), the Commission’s admirastre reform — which was
completed during 1999-2004; and the managementadetbf the Platform. In this
case relationality concerns commepistemegor set of principles and frameworks),
telos techneand identities The Foucauldian approach provides a frame for the
examination of the rationalities behind the contextwhich the discourse of the
involvement of the civil society evolved; which bemlogies and strategies this
discourse entailed; what this discourse has aimexthieve; which strategies it has
employed, and how the objects of this discoursee haerceived and received this
process. Our survey has examined the implicatednolitical rationalities on the
constitution of the self, organisations and staigiety relations.

The Commission and the discourse on civil society
The Commission has been promoting the discourse“aiwvil society” and
“participation/participatory democracy” since th@90s. Within the scope of this

discourse, the Commission has related the orgagisedactors to the context of EU
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integration and its institutional interests. Forstance, in the late 1990s, the
Commission related the civic actors to legitimisiitg regulatory role in social
policy. In the early 2000s, the Commission linkkd discourse on European civil
society to administrative reform within EU instituts and the EU’s legitimacy
crises. With respect to the latter, in the late@)Ghe Commission focused on the
ECS'’s role in bringing the EU back to its citizedggnosing the legitimacy crisis of

EU governance in citizens’ lack of knowledge on Bt

The participation discourse has been particulgsjyealing to the Commission in the
context of questioning a common European identtydemos). The debate on the
existence of a demos in Europe suggested two atieenviews: a) there is no
European demos due to the absence of a commonalgagnd history (Cederman
2001) and b) a European demos can be imaginedrfaedted), since rights and the
law could providea thin integrative base by detaching the ethno-cultuesig of
identity from rights (Weiler 1999; Habermas 2008kEen et al 2005). Participation
discourse, in line with the latter view, is compéiwith the project of constituting a
rights-based society, a model which is fosteredhwihe symbolic use of
participation, i.e. the notion that “you can feedense of belonging because you take
part in decision-making”, along with the notion ‘@olity-building”. Therefore, it
can be argued that the Commission has created @aursiige field through
participation in order to intervene in new domainsjuding empowering NGOs and

connecting with the European citizenry.

The Commission’s civil society discourse has, havevbeen criticised for
embodying a symbolic function, as if the societyrevéencorporated into the EU
decision-making processes. Walters and Haahr (ZODGuestion the Commission’s
attempts along these lines: “The point is how maegple really think that initiatives
like internet forums, or even improved proceduresansultation in policy-making,
are going to significantly enhance European denoyctaNalter and Haahr (lbid.)
further suggest that the symbolic use of the dismhas preceded the very goal of

realising political participation. Constructing thescourse without content creates a
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peculiar situation in which the definition of paipation remains obscure to the
coordinator of one of the umbrella networks of lcsaciety organisations, the Civil
Society Contact Group, which is responsible for‘gpr@motion of the participation”

within civil society (Laetitia Sedou, 2009).

The neo-Marxist critics of the participation disce®iand NGOs argue that political
authorities make use of NGOs in developing coustteegarner public support for
neo-liberal policy reforms (Petras 1999, Leal 20&inilarly, the EU has tried to
draw benefit from the NGOs’ enhancing public suppfar EU governance.
Participation discourse, in this respect, has heey appealing to the Commission in
mobilising the NGOs under the scope of a normasymbolic framework and
aiming for theconsenbf the governed. The participation discourse, harehas not
merely played an instrumental role in putting tingbdions of the Commission into
practice, i.e. creating an illusion that public cems are channelled through the
NGOs.

The Social Platform and Governmentality

| have argued that the participation discours@esconstitutive element of the “art of
government” and political power. As mentioned, tBemmission attempts to
develop a discourse on participation in order ton gaublic support—just as the
notion has been used in developing countries. Heweakie Commission also adopts
the knowledge of managing this discourse, e.g.ldgecal framework and results-
based management (which have been devised by thiel \Bank) as techniques of

organisational structuring.

From Foucault, we learned how state-formation iatee to self-formation. The
implication of this argument is that the Commis&arivil society discourse has also
had constitutive impacts: the emergence of thead&iatform and its activities are
constituted, shaped and guided in several asgécss, it can be argued that the most
important factor undermining the independence awttiemticity of the Platform is

the requirement for the Commission funding. The @ussion finances the
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supranational intermediaries of European civil stciln order to access and sustain
funding, the Platform has adopted certain procddwequirements, including an
administrative structure and internal governancechaeism -though not by
coercion. In addition to these, the Platform hasnb&orking in a professional way
arguably due to the requirements of contractualgabbn and the EU decision-
making design. Public finding is considered asraahto the EU NGOs’ autonomy
and independence, in that their dependence onrfgnobuld undermine the raison
d’étre of the organisations. For instance, som#heforganisations which represent
the needs of specific population segments (i.eetduded and marginalised) could
start concentrating on transversal issues—or osetligsues which are drawn up by
the funding bodies—in order to obtain funding (Fazd Smith 2006). The Platform
may conform well to this process. It endeavoursréate a “common” voice from a
coalition of different sectors and ideological psis, including religious and leftist
groups. However, leftists groups and the represigataetwork of women’s groups,
the European Women’s Lobby, seems to dominate dh@rastrative structure and

the final decisions (see also Cullen 2005).

Second, the structure through which the Platfors been involved in EU politics
may well be thought of in relation to the moral amthical aspects of
governmentality (Rose 1996). This statement imptieg partnership arrangements
with the political institutions are the “good” amagpropriate way of mobilising civil
society (as opposed to e.g. protests). The Platfoimthermore defines itself as a
peaceful and constructive organisation which wdokghe European common good.
Although it strives to secure legal guaranteestfinteractions, in the meantime, the
Platform seems not to abandon protest from itsrtejpe of action entirely. For
instance, on one unique occasion, in 2010, thefdPtatwas involved in street
protests against the financial austerity programasther, in its communication tools,
particularly those which address its members, thatfdPm also uses visual
illustrations of protest. While the Platform stdefines itself as a Europeanised
lobbying organisation, it can be argued that ptatefers to the Platform’s alter-ego,

keeping it connected with social movement discoarse thus distancing itself from
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being a mere lobbying association. Nonethelesprantice, the Platform works like
a Europeanised lobbying organisation and an exau&U-oriented NGO club,
while it endeavours to motivate local NGOs to slegjal guarantees to be recognised

as formal partners of within the frame of partitgrg governance.

Third, the Platform can be considered a subjedtwlaks according to technologies
of performance and managerialism. The ethos of libecal governmental
rationalities is regarded as goal-orientation antt@me achievement (Dean 1999);
moreover, this ethos projectgerformance machinkke subjects (including the
states, organisations and the individual). Thefétat well fits into this paradigm:
that is, it has to perform a set of goals, whioh planned, carefully calculated, and
inscribed into reports. Furthermore, the Platformiading by the Commission is
contingent on the accomplishment of certain prewpda objectives. The Platform’s
overall activities, reports, and tools of commutima are all related to its
technologies of performance, and these goals @mresented in a special way, i.e.
through the techniques of professional PR. Moreotle Platform’s bureaucratic
decision-making structures, professional workingthods and techniques of
communication stem from managerialism. Manageralisiplies an understanding
that anything can be managed with a certain setleé independent from what is
being managed (Burnham 1942; Parker 2002). We wbsbe managerial mentality
of the Platform in terms of its negotiations, conmigation and organisational
techniques. The Platform has adopted expert skilg, management structures, new
financing mechanisms, and a results-based workiragegy to be able to connect
with public authorities. In order to negotiate witte public authorities and compete
with other interest groups, the Platform was alsquired to learn negotiation

technigues and communication skills.

Furthermore, to prove its legitimacy to EU insiiais, for instance, EU NGOs are
required to adopt a formal statute and a transpamngernal governance structure. As
an implication, it might be expected that EU NGQwuweks would adopt similar

organisational structures like the Platform’s: suak one coordinator, one
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communication officer, and several policy officeffie Platform convenes “general
assemblies”, in which all members gather twice @ yésteering committees”, which
take the important decisions, “working groups” thedduce the institutional outputs,
and a “management committee” to review overall piggtional performance. In
addition, the Platform inscribes yearly “activitgports” to the Commission, and
“disseminate” and “exploit” their achievements tigh newspapers, webpages,
conferences, toolkits, and position papers. Theviies of these organisations also
to a great extent reflect the Commission’s actibiaged management (i.e. in use
since 1999) and institutional structure: for examphe Social Platform models the
subsidiarity principle as a strategy for dividiregponsibilities between its members
and its secretariat (Alhadeff and Wilson 2002). Tiatform’s capacity building
initiatives, then, can be thought of as attemptshémmonise the organisational
structure and the “knowledge” of how to the natioN&O community, which the

Platform can have access.

The negative consequences of managerialism hava ba#ined by different
disciplines: critical management (Parker 2002),ayomentalisation of civil society
(Morrison 2000; and MacKinnon 2007) and the replaeet of the volunteer spirit
with a management mentality (Skocpol 2003). Coripgrthe latter, the coordinator
of the Civil Society Contact Group (personal comination, May 2009) explains
the tension between professionalism and the toamitiethos of civil society: “There
is a main tension within the NGOs in the sense Wwafthe NGO community] are
required to be professionalised, whereas on therdthnd, we are required to be a
civil society organisation—a citizen organisatidtiow do we balance these two

sometimes contradictory situations?”

The critique of the dominance of managerialism lugaucracy within civil society
suggests that managerialism and bureaucracy milgaly |foster exclusion de-

politicisation and colonisation of the life-world. Fierce competition to obtain EU
funding, to become a stakeholder, and to fit ifte EU institutional environment

may result in an institutional Darwinism, in thaetfittest amongst the institutions
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survive. Being fit, in this case, concerns theigbib perform the requirements of the
governance system (i.e. running an organisati@gyrilbing reports, negotiating with
other “stakeholders”). Thus, not surprisingly, trganisations which are willing to

play the game according to the rules might remaihimthe institutional milieu.

To continue with the impacts of political ratiorieds on the Platform, the fourth
impact has been demonstrated by, governmentalggareh, which detects the
underlying mechanisms through which power relatiaresexerted, authority is built
and political obedience is achieved. Concerning tamtionship between the
Platform and the Commission, power relations oatgnfrom funding. Platform is
funded by the Commission on the basis of a contfEwé contractual relationship
between the Commission and the Platform can beidenesi one of the mechanisms
through which the Platform is subjectified and madeobject of governing. In line
with its contractual agreement with the Commissemmd due to the requirements of
its funding, the Platform sets yearly objectivesfdde each contract period starts, it
prepares a work plan. This work plan sets out tla¢fd®?m’s annual working plans
and objectives. At the end of the year, it preparasual reports in order to document

its achievements.

Fifth, as governmentality research again highlighgslitical rationalities exert
postmodern patterns of surveillance, such as etratuand auditing. With respect to
the Platform, it prepares a yearly working pland athen reports its annual
achievements to the Commission, which evaluate®ligborm’s success. Central to
this dissertation’s argument is that the very systé reporting and evaluation might
be conceived of a mechanism of surveillance, whmgght likely disciplines the
Platform’s activities. According to this interpreta, reporting is not merely
documenting a set of outcomes. Furthermore, thetsire of reporting may shape
actions by creating a certain cognitive framewarketlate to the social phenomenon,
l.e. in inscribing the methods of reaching objessivand the representation of end
results. For instance, the Platform uses flow shémtllet points and short summaries

in its reports and position papers. In itself, tissnot an interesting finding;
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nonetheless, these methods of inscription may msidered endogenous to the

understanding of managerialism and a results-baseking strategy.

The sixth aspect concerns how the implicationshef Platform on the national
NGOs. The previous analysis takes the Platform tasobject of inquiry: it
interrogates how the Platform is built as a formsobject, e.g. a prototype subject
which is compatible with the tenets of the new nsodé governance. The sixth
aspect, however, suggests studying how the Platfansfers the knowledge of its
self-constitution to its members and the NGO comityurin other words, this
implies, as an agency of government, the Platfoemboth constituted and
constituting It aims to shape its members and the local NG@ngonity via
technologies of capacity building—training, semsaconferences, and tools of
communication. The new forms of governance engifgoject of integrating civil
society as a stakeholder in the governance of Eurdpe Platform may be seen as
one of the nuclei and carrier of this project; thlowhe investigation of the success of

this can be a concern of further studies.

In line with this project, the Platform, then, aatply act as the subjects of
government, taking a role in conducting the NGO wmmity. For instance, the
Platform tries to translat¢he knowledge, tools of representation, techniqoks
governance and identity of the new modes of governance to national NGOs and
other EU NGO networks. The conclusion to be dragvthrough the objective of
strengthening the sectqwhich is the one of three objectives of the Blatf) and
techniques of capacity building (e.g. benchmarkamgl sharing experiences), the
Platform engages in an effort in fostering a spedifpe of civil society. In other
words, the Platform tries to create Platform-likgitees within civil society, as well
as playing a role in normalisation of the legitima¢ EU in given policy areas. For
example, the Platform arranges conferences ab@utOMIC, effective lobbying
strategies to the EU institutions and participatiéth can be argued that these
conferences implicitly (or explicitly) help justifyg the EU rule by advancing “truth
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claims” in that those issues reflect a reality, asddefined or conveyed by the

Commission.

The Platform also attempts to relate to the natiorganisations and to transform the
interests of the constituents within the network. dontrast to a bottom-up
organisational structure, however, the Brussels®filays a dominant role. In other
words, while the Brussels headquarter — also caledhe secretariat- to a great
degree act autonomously, is fosters Europeanisatidrarticulate knowledge, which
fits the ethos of professionalism and manageriali$ms networking relationship,
then, can result in colonisation of the life-wodd civil society, as the Platform
carries the political rationalities to its membarsl the local NGOs. For instance, the
Platform has been engaged in training the NGOsrdnystating the knowledge of
how to run an organisation and how to communicatha the political authorities.
This observation refutes the democratising prorofsithe Platform, which considers
EU NGOs to be a transmission belt of the Européi@reary (e.g. Nanz and Steffek
2007). With respect to this reading, the activitt#sthe Platform correspond to a

two-track model of colonisation: colonisation oéttolonised.

In the first tier of this model, the Platform islaonised by the discourse of the
Commission. The second tier concenwonisation through its own action¥he
Platform initially disperses the idea that civicggy organisations should orient their
actions towards the EU institutions, and that tlénpuld include a “European
dimension” in their works. Put another way, thetfelan imposes groblematicon
the local NGOs: the Commission creates a discufee in which the practice of
its power is rationalised, and in which the EUasdered knowable (such as through
its “connecting with the citizens” discourse). TRdatform, then, transfers this
discourse to its members. A Gramscian interpretatiould argue that the Platform
carries the hegemonic discourse on EU governarseywad as the knowledge
necessary for restructuring the capital accumulatiéurthermore, it would also
suggest that incorporating the NGOs in the new gwamce mechanisms is an

attempt to integrate them into the historical blatere they are defined as the
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constituents of the new establishment. The Platfah@an, in a Gramscian reading,

helps maintain political integrity and stabilitysva-vis any popular discontent.

From a Foucaultian perspective, the Platfagmdes the conduct of its members
through training in several areas, such as howlby EU institutions and national
governments and how to organise an efficient NG@e TPlatform organises
conferences and seminars for these purposes. Bohlangues that academic
conferences create a public sphere, since theyamrepforum for critical discussion
(Bohman 2004). However, | argue that it is not pgamesto observe a critical
atmosphere in this case. Rather, the Platform dtates” the knowledge of EU
governance (such as the Open Method of Coordinaitiotihese conferences, impose
a problematic on the NGOs (that of directing theierests towards EU institutions),
and shape their behaviour (through training on NG@anagement and
communication skills). In other words, the Platfosimpes the conduct of conduct,
normalising a certain form of governance. It gigesdance in problem solving and
organising. One of the results of Platform’s attésmgt training is the portrayal of
lobbying as the technique NGOs should use in tieéations with EU governance. In
this respect, lobbying removes the ethos of pratest voluntarism from the civil
society’s repertoire of action and constitutes B¢ NGOs as the “partners” and

“stakeholders” within policy-making processes.

The Platform’s contribution (and other social astatike) is found trivial by the
earlier research: it has not been possible to tthekparticular contributions, since
the Commission has been providing general feedb&®sides, the Commission is
not legally obliged to consider these inputs (thitsiation has not changed in the
Lisbon treaty even though it has introduced themof participatory democracy);
thus, the presence of the social actors has bemwhe confines of “rights to be
heard”. Thus, the ideas of the Platform, which aseessed in this survey, might
likely be circulating aempty signifiersn Brussels policy-making milieu. Yet, they
may make of sense when they are considered inioelab the Commission’s

concerns and studied as illustration of how a sp@usactor perceives this process.
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On the other hand, some has approached to theofhédf work positively, as it
allows the presence of some voices which wouldrotise be absent (Cullen 2010).
This view relates to the Platform’s (and similartaas’ alike) legitimating role
(Kochler-Koch&Finke 2007); though this role has rim#en substantiated in the

literature.

European Social policy and the Platform

The Platform’s reactions to EU social policy refetnon the one hand, recognise a
new paradigm change due to a transformation edtdile economic restructuring;
however, on the other, these reactions lead torakeymints of criticism. The
Platform principally supports the Europeanisatidrsacial policies, advocating the
social inclusion discourse and the empowermenti@individual through techniques
of lifelong learning and training. Suggested irsthiay, the Platform’s suggestions
can be seen pertinent with the tenets of third waymbining the social democratic
spirit of state regulation with communitarian idedsolidarity as well as policies of
activation — which makes the human capacities abiena political intervention and
economic logic. One of the most pressing propasiaiise Platform, in this respect, is
the introduction of a minimum income within the EThe Platform also supports
policies of skill developing in order to adapt teanging economic conditions; this
may well be regarded pertaining to the conduct ofduct via the political
programme of forming a new subjectivity of an ageteitizenship who is empowered,
but left with the responsibility of bearing the aflks. The Platform’s position on the
EU social policies has been one of the focusekisfwork. However, this inquiry of
the relationship between the Platform and Europssamal policyqua social policy
should move beyond the Platform’s mere thoughtsasa consider the context of
its emergence. This concerns the relative enhanteofi¢ghe EU competencies with
respect to social policies at Maastricht Treatyo@)9 acceptance of the employment
as a common European problem with the Amsterda®@7(1%he launch of European
Employment Strategy (1997) and the introductiomhef Lisbon strategy (2000). The
Platform’s establishment, in this context, has bexgplained with the Commission’s

aspirations of strengthening its institutional tegacy via mobilising collective
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action with an explicit (and implicit) connotation that it represents the common
European interests with respect to regulation afopean social policy (e.g. Cram
2006). Yet, the Commission has tried to justifysponsorship with its reliance on
the external expertise for the task of proposapawrations, as recognised in EU
treaties; it implies the Platform’s position papewvhich are elaborated above, would

function to supplyepistemiassistance.

EU NGOs and the EU’s Democratic Deficit

As the above has shown, the Platform has been itdedt by bureaucratic

programming and its management structure and wgrgirategies comply with the
tenets of New Public Management (NPM) and “new mganalism”, which are

associated with neoliberal rationalities. It haserbellustrated that the Social
Platform’s organisational structure, working methodiays of communicating and
ways of thinking have been shaped and guided byCtrmamission’s participation

discourse — though, the meta-rationality (i.e. N&\ new managerialism) of which
was not necessarily created by the Commission.héurtore, the structure and
procedures through which the Platform has beenrjpocated into EU decision-
making contain elements which threaten its demisongt promise. The participation
discourse and the consultation regime primarilytefiodts autonomisation, thus
disconnecting from the grassroots. The Platformtumm, acts like a supranational
elite organisation; however, central to the debitiee school is the notion that public
spheres link the public reason that has emerged Wvihin civil society to opinion-

forming publics. Moreover, the practice of Commisss participatory discourse
contains several exclusionary elements. On thehameal, the consultation settings
exert a pressure to the interested groups to babtamf following the complex

requirements. Bouwen (2004) argues that this hagmly shaped the social actors,
but also the business groups. With respect to thes,also argues that the
Commission’s role is overlooked. On the other, tBemmission’s interest

intermediation policy categorise NGOs as interestgs, i.e. like any other group
(e.g. corporate and business groups) that endeatounfluence EU politics. In the

meantime, even though the Platform defends a diseaun inclusiveness, it does not
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hesitate to develop strategies to exclude possbters that would threaten its
privileged position in the EU setup, for instanc@porting the idea of accreditation

for some NGOs to interact with EU institutions.

The Platform and links with the grassroots

To hear it from the documents of the Platform, €O community is well-
interconnected between different sectors as wetlliffsrent levels (e.g. the national
and European levels). On paper, this looks like al-functioning state/society
relationship, in which the different levels of tle&/il society communicate each
other, so that any discourse that emerges witteésetldeliberations are linked to the
political public spheres. Nevertheless, the inquirio the networking system of
European NGOs demonstrates that this networkinghemesm does not function
perfectly. The rationale behind the network syst&sts on the idea of a linear
interconnection that runs from the local NGOs tobugtia national networks, from
umbrella national networks to European umbrellavogts, and European umbrella
networks to second-level umbrella networks. Newdess, national organisations
have but a minor impact on the work of the Soci@tfBrm, while the right to
participate in decision-making processes (managemmmmittees, steering
committees, and working groups) is assigned to jgean-level NGO networks. In
addition, the Platform defines itself as a Européalsbying organisation whose
objective is to provide advocacy to EU institutions

Platform, exclusion and legitimate European ciatiety

The other aspect that undermines the democragsmmises of the Platform is that
the very idea of a European NGO network excludeseswoices from the notion of
European civil society projected in the Commisssoaivil society discourse. Even
though the Platform claims to chanrtbke voice of the European civil society, it
restricts the privilege of interacting with polgic institutions to only those
organisations which are recognised and accredifedhb EU institutions. The

Platform defends this arrangement on the grounds tthe Commission should
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implement an accreditation system in order to ipoaate the representatives of the
NGO sector into EU decision-making structuresah be argued that it supports this
idea to consolidate its position; however, thisldoaiso lead to a competition for
power among civil society actors in order to benfally recognised by the EU
institutions. Moreover, the Platform reinforces t@®mmission’s conception of
European civil society, which draws the legitimdieundaries of civil society
according to those actors that are capable andusatic about engaging in
governance choreography (i.e. Europe talks to E)rodaving defined itself as a
peaceful and constructive representative of ciediaty, it leaves out groups which
challenge the ethos of European integration—argitalists, anti-
globalisation/alternative globalisation groups, rahests, Eurosceptics etc—from the
very definition of civil society. One can argue tthgolitical power would not be
willing, surely, to establish dialogue with antissgmic movements through formal
structures. Neither would some social groups prielgoying and advocacy work as
a strategy of defending their claims (Young 2000hus, the argument supported
here is that the inclusion of “other” and “many’iees (and groups), including the
most contentious, would not necessarily make theswtations more democratic.
However, normative theories of democracy do notsmer lobbying practices
intrinsic to democratisation (though one excepi®rassociative democracy [Hirst
1994, Cohen and Rogers 1995]). Rather, the imphicabf the Commission’s
discourse is that it fostersnaeaningof civil society, which is restricted to actorsath
are docile and conform to the system. Our survesydiown how docile actors are

managed and trained, thus being constituted byigadlrationalities.

EU governance, the Platform, and entitlement

One of the obstacles faced by the Platform in chbing the imaginedEuropean
citizenry is the entitlement of statuses in tratigmal governance settings. In EU
governance, this status is defined as “stakehdldges this notion is “necessarily
constrained and limited in terms of who can, iswit be allowed to participate”
(Swygedouw 2005:2000). Stakeholder status detesnitlee participants in

governance; however, “in most cases, entitlemeets@nferred upon participants by
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those who already hold a certain power or statdscddrse, the degree to which
mobilisations of this kind are successful depemutgr alia, on the degree of force
and/or power such groups or individuals can gaam&t on the willingness of the
existing participants to agree to include them”idlp This statement accurately
reflects the Platform. The Platform mainly recryisople who hold a degree in
European studies or have experience in Europeah-N&O management. In this
sense, the Platform can be defined as a Européat etganisation. The people it
recruits are those who prove willing to participatethe new governance setup,
including the consultations with the Commissionrg GORA meetings with the
European Parliament, Liaison group of the Europdéaonomic and Social
Committee. They are also willing to work for theegening of European integration.
The Platform, after all, is an organisation whosterest and energy is directed
towards the EU institutions and the idea of Europarthermore, it works to
Europeanise the interests of national NGOs, by whioean it directs its energy and
activities towards European institutions and thels@f European governance (e.g.
the Open Method of Coordination). Thus, the Platfdits well into a functionalist
conception of a Europeanised and Europeanisingitutish (Streeck and
Schimmitter 1991); its origins can be found in Metis thoughts, which has been
rejuvenated and put into language with “EuropeaonBmic and Social Space” by
Delors, put into practice by Santer, and develogsd Prodi and Barosso

Commissions.

This dissertation, therefore, differs from appraeckwvhich define EU governance as
a zero-sum game in which the power of the statedisgributed between
supranational, transnational, regional, and locabra. Our study reveals that the
Commission’s civil society discourse has constieitand productive features, which
are not adequately uncovered by other studies aonpean civil society, such as
normative, social movements and governance appesacim other words, the
Commission’s understanding of “European governandeés not rest on an
understanding of engaging different and multipléoesc in effective and efficient

problem-solving mechanisms in terms of “what they/ and “what they used to be”.
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Rather, it aims partly deliberately and to a certaitent unintentionally creating new
actors and shaping the behaviours of already agisines in order to adapt to the
requirements of new forms of governance. The Comions has a legacy of

developing projects and mentalities which aim tapshthe European social and
political environment; yet, sometimes by pushirgylégal limits. Partially, some of

these projects proved to be successful in timajcodarly those originated during

Hallstein and Delors Commissions. The participati@tourse in this respect can be
considered as one of the projects through whichGbenmission endeavours to
further the European integration by taking actionbehalf of the EU, and arguably
Europe at large. In turns, it aims at legitimisiiig actions, while acquiring the

consent of the citizens. The Social Platform, thes been subjectified by the forms
of knowledge, morality and technologies which apawveyed by the Commission.
The Platform, then, carries the knowledge, moralitg technologies to local NGOs
in order to disperse a certain type organizati@talcture and civic activism. The
participation discourse, on the one hand opens studiive field for the

Commission’s actions; on the other, it plays a sgietfunction as if the interests of
the citizens are integrated into EU decision-makpngcesses, thus mitigating the
EU’s legitimacy crises. The discourse further fostepromoting ethos of

managerialism and performance-machine like subjeittsn the organized actors of
civil society. Nonetheless, it should also be stakat this should be thought of as an
open ended process: that is, the analysis whichbbaa carried out here gives a
temporal picture. The nature of the relationshipween the Platform and the
European Commission as well as they themselves tntikgly to transform. For

instance, the Commission’s relationship with theiaoactors have been started
within the framework of consultations and then &edl into participation. It is a

possibility that the Social Platform and similarcisd actors alike might become
legally recognised actors in the very near futlitee future configurations about the
EU polity might either favour or marginalise theatrm. Yet, it is even a

possibility the Commission and even the EU mightapse. With regards to the
temporality of the process, our survey can be ssean attempt of describing how

the social actors transform into the managers awmidl society institutions into
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corporate-like governed associations. Although kas currently has an implication
on some sections of the civic sector, this migtelli spread over a larger space. This
process can lead to what Burnham conceptualizd®42 as managerial revolution,
which implies the rule of society by managers (ooup of experts), as the new
ruling class. Burnham developed this concept byenilisg the technocratic rule in
Soviet Union and the Nazi regime in Germany. Ddfdr than the totalitarian
implications of the concept, managerialism in te@temporary circumstances can
lead to transformation of democracies into corpefikie governance, wherein all of
the organized activity, including political sett;x@nd organized civil society, is
administered like firms and according to principtésieo-liberalism. Nonetheless, it
is also possibility that some actors of the ciaitiety keep distance from this process

which results in decolonisation of civil society.
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TURKISH SUMMARY

1990°’dan beri Avrupa Birfi'nin (AB) mesruiyeti AB calsmalarinin ve de AB
kurumlarinin bgta gelen sorunlari arasinda yer aldi. Bu baglanaia bnerilerde
bulunuldu: bunlar arasinda AB Parlamentosu’nu gidikenek (Horeth 1999), bir
AB anayasasi hazirlamak (Habermas 200l1a), AB kumdmil kamusal iletim
yoluyla denetleyecek bir Avrupa kamusal alaninidigaihtimalini argtirmak — ve
olusturmak- (2001a; Eriksen 2005; Schlesinger 2006%ivé toplum orgatlerinin
AB yonetkimi icine dahil etmek bu oneriler arasinda yer d&tagdi. Bu tez, bu
Oneriler arasindan sivil toplum orgutlerinin AB yigimi ve de karar alma
sureclerine dahil edilmesini kritik olarak incelektedir. Bunun icin son donemde
ortaya cikan AB STK’larini ve bunlarin ortaya cikemaa yol acan sureci analiz

etmektedir. Bu surecin etkileri Sosyal Platformnirzge incelenmektedir.

Diger bir ifade ile literaturdeki genel yaklasim I&rin yonetisim sureclerine
eklemlenmesini  AB  yonefiminin  demokratiklgtiriimesinin ~ merkezine
yerlestirirken, bu tez bu kaninin aksine, AB KomisyonuindB STK’larinin ortaya
cikis surecinde Ustenlengli rolu ve bu rolin arkasinda bulunan mant
incelemektedir. Komisyon'un 1990 sonrasinda sieplam sdylemine duydiu ilgi
incelendginde Komisyon destekli sivil toplum 6rgutlerinin Aynetsimideki roli

daha iyi anlalabilir. AB Komisyonu 1990°’dan beri “sivil toplum™katilim” ve de

“katimci demokrasi” gibi sOylemler getirmis ve bu kavramlar yoluyla
orgutlenmg sivil toplum aktdrlerini, STKlari, AB gegieme sireci ve de kendi
kurumsal cikarlari ile ikkilendirmeye cakmistir. 2000’lerin baindan itibaren ise
Komisyon Avrupa sivil toplumu soylemini AB’nin idareformuna ve de AB’nin
mesruiyet krizine bdamistir. Bu balamda, Komisyon son yillarda ise AB’nin
vatandalari ile arasinda bulundiw varsayilan ileim sorununu c¢c6zmede AB

STK’larina da aragsal bir rol rol yUklestir.
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Bu tezde iddia edilen, “sOylemin” Komisyon'un kendiurumsal c¢ikarlarini
gerceklgtirmek icin AB STK’larini ve de “katilimci demoknédskavramlari sadece
aracsal bir bakiicerisinde kullanmagdidir. Komisyon Avrupa sivil toplumunun AB
dizeyindeki temsilcilerine desteklemektedir. Bz, telatform’un kurumsal yapisi ve
Komisyon'un sivil toplum séylemine tepkisini inceligimizde Komisyon'un sivil
toplum séyleminin demokratikjrme paradigmasi ginda degerlendirilebilecek
bazi sonuclar dgurdugu iddia etmektedir. Platform’un Komsiyon’a STE egitme
ve kapasite galiirme (capacity building) rolleri géz ©6nine alinchda ise
Komisyon'un sdyleminin (ve de Platform lzerinde lgozlenen etkilerinin) Platform
vasitas! ile daha genibir alan yayillma projesini de icerdigi iddia eddktedir.
Bunun sonuclarini ise, ilk olarak, Komisyon'un sitoplum ve katilim tanimi sivil
hayatin ethosu olan gondlliluk ilkesingletmecilik mantgi ile degistirmeyi
amaclamaktadirikinci sonuc, Komisyon’un siyasi katilim kavrami dtke verimli
problem cozmeye indirgenmis depolitize bir kavramdiUgincii  sonug,
Komisyon'un bu cabalari sivil toplum icerisinde Aypa’nin yonegiminde yer
almaya hevesli ve byiiyerine getirmek icin gerekli teknik bilgilerle datilmis yeni
oznelerin olgturma projesi olarak gerlendirilebilir. Argtirma sonucunda Sosyal
Platform’'un “stzlgme yukumluklerini” yerine getirebilme adina sonadakh
calisma ve de olculebilir (ve de denetlebilir) sonuglaetmeye odaklangini tespit
edilmistir. Sosyal Platform bunu gier AB STKlarina yerel orgutlere sianaktadir.
Platform AB karar alma mekanizmalarinda da marjinialyere sahiptir. Bu ylizden

Platform’un etkin rolu drgutlt sivil toplumun bigiendirilmek olarak tanimlanabilir.

Tez bu sureci Focault tarafindan gefilen kavramsal cerceve icerisinde ele
almakta. Bu ¢ajmanin merkezinde yer alan yagila geregi gug, bilgi, disiplin ve
Oznelerin olgum sudreclerini siyasi programlari ile skisellik baslaminda analiz
edilmekte. Focault ozbenligin (self) kurulmasinvigén ortaya olgmasi sureci ile
ili skilendirerek "yonetim mentalitesi” (governmenta)ityyonetme sanati (art of
government) kavramini gelirdi. Foucaultnun "yonetim mentalitesi” kavrami
Komisyon'un AB STK’larini fonlama, yeni yonetm metodlarinin olgumunu

yaratma ve yeni 6znelerin ortaya ¢cikmasindaki kumtkisini incelemeye ve bunun
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bir mentalite cergcevesinde gergegliiini anlamamiza olanak gmmaktadir.
Foucault'dan esinlenen bu yaklan ayni zamanda sivil toplumun AB yonetime dabhil
edildigi sartlari aciklamaya, Komisyonun bu kapsamda haraglarn (technologies)
ve stratejileri kullandigini ortaya cikarmaya, bwylemin neyi bsgarmayi
hedefledgini ve de bu soylemin nesnelerinin bu sireci natglladigi ve kabul
ettigini arastirmaya olanak s#iamaktadir. Bu tez oncelikle Komisyon’'un sivil
toplum ve katilimcilik uzerindeki ilgisini incelerte, ikinci olarak da bu projenin
etkilerini AB STKlarinin en 6nemlilerinden biri afa Sosyal Platform (zerinde

incelemektedir.

Avrupa STK’lari ve Sosyal Platform

STKlar AB dizeyinde hefarkh bicimde orgutlenmstir: bunlar, 1) ulusal STKlarin
Briiksel'deki temsilcileri italyan cevreci 6rgit Lambiante); 2) uluslararaggitierin
Bruksel'deki temsilicikleri, Greenpeace, Uluslaar#d ve Oxfam vb.; 3) AB
tarafindan fonlanan ve 1990lar'da ortaya cikan par&TK glari ve platformlari,
Irkciliga Kagl Avrupa Agi ve Avrupa Kadinlar &l vb.; 4) AB STK glarini biraraya
getiren semsiye Orgiitler (Sosyal Platforimsan Haklari Gelistirme Agi, kalkinma
STKlarinin & CONCORD, tuketici gruplarinin platformu BEUC vdilKirel
gruplari biraraya getiren EFAH); ve 5) AB duzeyintikatiimci demokrasiyi”
gelistirmek icin kurulan ve AB STK toplgunun ikinci derecgensiye aglarini biraya
getiren Sivil Toplum irtibat Grubu (CSCG). AB STKiakavramsal olarak ulusal
STKlarin Briksel'deki temsilciliklerini (ilk model)ve de uluslarasi STKlarin
Bruksel'deki temsilciliklerini (ikinci model) kapsaaz. AB STKIlarini 6zellikle AB

karar alma sureclerine etki etmek icin ortaya citimi

Bu tezin analizinin nesnesi, Sosyal Platform, sbggditika alaninda 40 AB STK
federasyon ve @ni bir araya getiren bir okwmdur; Sosyal Platform ayrica Sivil
Toplum irtibat Grubuna da uyedir. Platformun uyeleri yet#)gesel, ulusal ve de
AB dizeyde orgutlenmibinlerce gonullu sivil toplum okuwmlarini temsil etgini
iddia etmektedir. Bu gruplar sosyal adalet, baringmame haklari ve irk¢ga kasi

micadele gibi konular Uzerinde galn kadin, ygli, geng, cocuklar ve aileleri
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icermektedir. Platformun 1994'de ortaya c¢ikmasijsyon’'un kurumsal ¢ikarlari
geresi sosyal politika alaninda rger midahale alanini gefeétme cabalan ile
aciklanabilir. Kuruly tarihinden itibaren Platform Komisyon ile @anti durumdadir
ve Komisyon ile senede iki defa toplanti yapma eeksmisyon’a sosyal politika
alaninda tavsiyelerde bulunma ayrigitea sahiptir. Lisbon Anknasinin 11.

maddesi bu ikikileri katiimci demokrasi olarak tanimlamakta eenel demokratik

bir prensip oldgunu 6ngérmektedir.

Avrupa sivil toplumu ve Avrupa STKilari

AB STK’larl U¢ ana yaklgm tarafindan caildi: normatif okul (Heritier 1998;
Armstrong 2002; Magnette 2001, 2003; Eriksen 2@irtin 1999; Smismans 2006;
Fossum ve Trenz 2006), sosyal haraketler gakla(Della Porta ve Ciani 1999; Imig
ve Tarrow 2001; Cullen 2005) ve yonat yaklssimi (Kochler-Koch ve Finke 2007;
Finke 2009; Zimmel ve Freise 2006).

Avrupa sivil toplumu ve normatif yaklan

AB STKIlarini normatif agidan ¢gknlar muzakereci demokrasinin prensiplerinden
yola cikip Avrupa’da yeni bir sistem glugunu iddia etmekte ve bunu ddatiil
(reflexive) kurumsal yapi (Eriksen et al 2005) alartanimlamaktadir. Ulusun
gicunin onemli bir bolumua uluslararasi orgutleregngesi nedeniyle bu yeni
yapilanmada ulus devletler irade @lmunu bu yeni karar alma ve kanun cikarma
mercilerine yansitamamakta ve de dolayisiyla deasikikrizi ile ba basa
kalmaktadir. Uluslararasi karar alma mercileri d&matk siyasi kontrol
mekanizmalarinin kapsamigchda yer almakta ve her gecen artan gugleri butalar
alinan kararlarin myeuiyetini sorgulamaktadir. Bu Bemda normatif yaklkam,
Avrupa sivil toplumu ve Avrupa kamusal alani kavtamni, kamusal akli ve de
kamusal mukazekereleri siyasal kamusal alanlageyala dnemli unsurlar olarak
goriar. Bu yaklama gore, ayrica, AB STKlari karar alma mercilerit@lestirel
gozlem” altinda tutarak yoneiin sireclerini dahaeffaf ve de hesap sorulabilir hale

getirebilmektedir.
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Normatif yaklgimin iddia ettigi bir siyasi sistemi demokratik dal sivil toplum
icerisinden c¢ikan soylemlerin STKlar araciligl #arar alma ve kanun yapma
sureclerine tanmasidir. Avupa sivil toplum camalarindaki normatif glim bu
yuzden AB STK’larini olgmakta olan Avrupa sivil toplumunu cekiggetasiyicisi,
ve de ulusal sinirlar 6tesinde AB dizeyinde siy&sallimi olanakl kilan unsurlar
olarak gormektedir. Bu gosé gore, AB STKlarl vatander ve de AB yonegimi
arasinda ba kurmaktadir. Ornek olarak, AB anayasasinin hammks! surecinde
kullanilan muzakere metodu, AB STKlarini bu ginelerin icine dahil etmesi
hasebiyle bgarili bir tecribe olarak olarak kabul edilmektef@e Schutter 2002).
Bdylece, normatif yakiam AB STKlarina kamusal muizakereleri AB karar alma
mercilerine iletme gorevi verir (Curtin 1999; Smisns 2006; Magnette 2001, 2003;
De Schutter 2002). Bu da AB STKlarinin kamusal akbnetsim yapilarina
ulastirmasi ile sivil toplumun kamusal alani olaralev gormesi demektir (Magnette
2003; Curtin 1999). Kantci kavramlarla ifade etngekekirse, bu AB STKlarina, AB
siyasetinden etkilenen herkesi temsilen kamusalardiklerle olgmus 6zgin
kamusal akil tUretme gorevini yerine getirmek dennel®@iger bir ifade ile, AB
STKIlari Avrupa sivil toplumunun (sadece STKlar dmirli dezil) araci olarak glev
gormekte ve fikir olgturan kamu (Habermas 1996a) ve anonim toplumsadesoy
(Benhabib 1999) yansitmaktadir. Bunlarigimtla, normatif yaklgimda farkl bir
kavramsallgtirma, Avrupa sivil toplumunu sosyal unsur (so@ahstituency) olarak

tanimlayan Fossum ve Trenz (2006) tarafindarytdhni stir.

Sosyal hareketler yaklasimi ve Avrupa STKlari

Sosyal hareketler ile ilgili literatur AB STklarmiulusétesi micadele ve bu
orgutlerin kolektif Avrupa kimki olusturmada rolt Uzerinde durdular (Imig and
Tarrow 2001; Della Porta 2005, and Cullen 2005)m\atif yaklgima paralel olarak
bu sosyal hareketler de toplumsal sorunlarin katera mercilerine aktariimasi
Uzerinde durur. Imig ve Tarrow (2001), AB STKlanmgikar temsilinde “muhgem
Is” cikardigini disinmekle birlikte, bu 6rgutlerin Avrupa’da sivil tygmu mobilize

edemeyecs cunklU yerel o6rgutlerle baglantilarinin olmadigia(da c¢ok zayif)
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oldugunu iddia eder. Cullen ‘in (2005) atamasi da Imig ve Tarrow'un AB
STKIlarinin lobby faaliyetlerindeki karisi hakkindaki goglerini desteklemektedir,
fakat farkh olarak Cullen Sosyal Platformu AB bigmesinin neo-liberal

liberallesmesine direnen bir 6rgut oldunu iddia etmektedir.

Yonetisimi yaklasimi ve Avrupa Sivil Toplumu

Yonetisim yaklasimi, Avrupa sivil toplumunu agiklamak icin AB STKiain etkin
ve verimli yone§iminde oynadii role (Kochler-Koch and Rittberger 2006;
Jactenfuchs 2001; Kooiman 1993) AB karar alma migkaalarina etkilerine
odaklanmakta. Bu alandakigiti calismalar Gc¢lncu-sektor camalar (Zimmel ve
Freise 2006), cikar grubu cahalari (Greenwood 2007; Bouwen 2004), korporatist
yaklasim (Balme ve Chabanet 2008) ve lobi sgadlarini (Pedler 2007) igerir.
Yonetisimci  yaklggim aktorlerin - meruiyetini  onlarin toplumun yodnetiminde
oynadigi rolle aciklamaktadir. Ne var ki, demokrasiilintili kavramlar yonetim
yaklasiminin ilgi alanina girmez, ¢inki yongtn yaklasimi aktorlerin temsiliyet ve
hesap verebilirlik durumunu sorun yapmaz. Dolaylesiyonetsim yaklasimi AB
STKIlarinin yerel orgitlerle ile gantisini sorgulamaz. Bu gaiin AB STKlarinin
otonomlgmagl, yani temsil etfii gruplardan bgamsiz hareket etmesini bir sorun
olarak gérmez. Yonaiim boylece, kamusal cikarlar ve de yometi mekanizmasi
icinde yer alan aktérler arasindaglzanti kurmak gibi bir derdi yoktur. Aktorlerin
verimli ve etkin problem ¢6zmesine odakli balacisiyla, demokrasiyi paygle
(stakeholder) ve ortaklik (partmership) dizeyindgilar (Schmitter 2003). Bu
gorusun onde gelen isimlerinden Kochler-Koch’a g@®09), bu yaklasimin henuz
tutarli bir demokrasi teorisi bulunmamakta, bunuitddi calismalar heniiz gelim

asamasindadir.

Normatif yaklgim ile kiyasladginda, yonetim yaklasimi sivil toplumu (ve
orgutlerini) egemen gucten @ansiz bir bicimde konumlanan bir olgu olarak
tahayyul etmez. STKlara kamu yoOnetimiglevleri ylkleyerek yodnegim,
kamusal/6zel ve devlet/sivil toplum arasinda biring zitmg gibi goérinen,

Kartezyen ikili-zitlik anlayi temeline dayanan sinirlari ortadan kaldirir. e ki,
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yonetsim bu yolla sivil toplumun kavramliriimasinin temel noktasi olan “kritik
rasyonalitenin” olgumu 6zellgini hice sayar. Sivil toplumu ofturan aktérlerin
rollerini sadece etkin problem ¢c6zmeye indirgeyénetsim yaklasimi sivil toplumu
toplumsal kontroltin kuruldiu ve bu yapinin bikenlerinin dgistiriimesinin mimkn
olmadigi bir alan olarak goruSoyle ki, herhangi bicimde sivil toplum igerisinden
kritik rasyonalitenin, karsi hegemonik hareketleya da siyasal akil tarafindan
ongorulen gerekcgelerin inkarina olanakgleanaz. Mesela, Habermas icin sivil
toplum pisaya ve burokrasi akli kesinda duran “ilegimsel akhin” hakim oldgu
alandir. Gramsci i¢in ise sivil toplum kahegemonyanin kurulma alanidir. Foucault
da toplumsal kontroliin ¢ercevesini hazirlayan sig&én sivil toplum icerisinden
cikabilecgini 6ngorur. ifade edildgi gibi, bu tez Foucault tzerinden bir kritik
gelistirmekte; bu kritik yoluyla tez, siyasi proglamlama yonetsim aktorlerini
kamusal idari yapilara dahil etmeden 6nce (ve sigegsinde) bicimlendirdini
iddia etmektedir. Cder bir ifade ile, sivil aktorler yongim mekanizmalarina
“olduklari gibi” eklemlenmemektedir; aksine, bu éker siyasi programlar yoluyla
bicimlendiriimekte, manipule edilmekte ve yonlernldiektedit. Tez bu argimani
Platform Uzerinde c¢almaktadir. Platform Komisyon tarafindan kendisi eesdsyai
aktorler arasinda lgganti kurmasi amaci ile kurulngwr. Platform da Komisyondan

aldigl sdylemi STKlar'a tamaktadir.

Onceki calismalardan farklilik

Siyasi gucun kurucu etkisi Uzerinde durarak budaka dnce AB STKlari Uzerine
yapilan camalardan ayrilir. AB STKlar’'nin AB’nin idaresineendiizeyde katki
yaptgini inceleyen yonetim literatirinden yalnizca farkliik géstermez, 1agr bu
gorise kagl elsstirel bir tutum takinir (bu goxiiigin bak, Zimmer and Freise 2006;
Mazey and Richardson 2002; Woll 2007; Greenwood/ap®ouwen 2004; Balme
and Chabanet 2008; Pedler 2007). Sosyal harekéteatirinin de, temel
argumani, AB STKlarrni ulusoétesi bir diren¢ @daoimadgini, gostererek ayrilir
(Della Porta and Ciani 1999; Imig and Tarrow 20Ré&ck and Sikkink 1998Cullen
2005). Bu tez ayni zamanda AB STKlar’nin kamuddl karar alma sureclerine

tasidigi gibi ahlaksal bir 6nermeyi sorgusuz kabul edemaiif yaklgim hakkinda
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da elgtirel bir tutum takinmaktadir (e.g. Eriksen et 808; Fossum and Trenz 2006;
Armstrong 2002; Magnette 2001, 2003).

Ozetle, bu tez yonatm hareketleri ile birlikte, hem normatif hem desygal
hareketler yaklgminin iddilarini problemli bulmaktadir. Bu gafer AB S’Klari'nin
kamusal cikarlarn temsil egini kabul eden 6énermeden yola cikar; ancak, her iki
gorls de AB STKlarrnin bugi siyasi gtice baml bir bicimde ortak olarak nasil
hayata gecire@ni sorgulamamgtir. AB politikalarinin  neo-liberal mantik
cercevesindaekillenmesine lobi etme metodu ile nasil direnif@ee bahsi gecen
calismalar icerisinden bir agiklama bulunmaz. Bunungglijl sivil aktdrlerin, hangi
sartlarda, nasil ve neden lobi eden aktérler hatidve(stigiint aciklama gereksinimi
de bu calismalarda bir sorunsal ortaya ¢ikmaz. Beddia ettgim, STKlar'in lobi
faaliyetleri (buna kurumsal yapi, organizasyon yiine metotlari, raporlama
teknikleri ve de ile§im araclari dahil) neo-liberal bir mantik cercevek
sekillenmektedir. Bu pratikleri bicimsedinin icerigi ile beraber dg§lindigimizde,
pratigin icerik Uzerindeki etkilerini ortaya ¢ikarmak mkémdir. Baka bir ifade ile,
bicimsel ve prosedirel mekanizmalar lobi galalarinin niceliksel yonu Gzerinde
etkilidir. Glg, bilgi, 6zen ve disiplin gibi Fouckhnun calismalarinda one c¢ikan
kavramlar Gzerinden AB STKlarini calisarak, benimaaim ise kritik bir analiz
gelistrmek ve aslinda bu kurujlarin iddia edildgi gibi lobicilik alaninda

“muthesem bir §” yapmadgini gostermektir.

Uyguladigim “yonetme mentalitesi” yaklami yonetgsim yaklasimi ile
karistiriimakla birlikte ikisinin arasinda onemli farkklar bulunur. Yoénetme
mentalitesi yonegim yaklasiminin temel argimani olan devlet aygitlaringiraiaki
araclarla yonetme fikrini paya; ancak yonetme maigibunu farkli ve elgirel bir
acidan aciklar. Yoneim, devlet egemerginin devlet dsinda farkli aktorler
tarafindan paylglmasiyla hantal burokratik yapilarin ¢okertildigaha demokratik
bir siyaset sistemi ortaya c¢igtni iddia eder. Yonetme mentalitesine ise goére
yonetsim, siyasi guclin egemepé ortak olan aktorler arasindgitepaylasildigi bir
politik diizen anlamina gelmez. Yonetme mentalitasiyaklgimin aksine, siyasi
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guicun devlet gindaki aktdrlerin yonetime katilmadan 6nce nastuldugunu ve
kurgulandgi tzerinde durur. Yonetme mentalitesi etik ve ahkijaset felsefesinde
elen alindigi gibi siyasi programlaminin hiénleri olarak inceler. Boylece, bu
proglamanin bilgisine, ahlaki boyutuna ve toplumsatunlari idare etmek icin
kullanilan akilsallik tarzina (style of reasoningylaklanir. Dger bir ifade ile
yonetme-mentalitesinin temel konusu kamusal idaoditikalarina betimsel bir
aciklama getirmek @@dir; asil hedefi bu politikalarin cercevesini gluran dgerler
sistemi (ethos) ve yedmis davrang kaliplarini (mores) incelemektir. Bu yakim
dogrultusunda, amacim siyaset tarafindan sgelen projelerin nasil belli g
yontemlere (ve yontem bilimlerine) ve de pratiklengildigini ortaya cikarmak, ve
de bu projelere maruz kalan aktorlerin bu yontemlee pratikleri nasil

karsiladiklarini ve algiladiklarini analiz etmektir.

Yonetme mentalitesi, AB yonegimi ve AB STKlari

Foucault'un yonetme mentalitesi ile ilgisi gugc, idim, bilgi ve 6zne lzerindeki
onceki calgmalarina dayalir. Foucault yonetme mentalitesingé (ya yonetme
sanatini) gucun ger bir bicimi olarak tanimlar ve bunu 6zingetie ilintili olrak
inceler. Bu kavram ile Foucault ayrica devlet vé@rdonlusum surecindeki ikkiselligi
inceler. Busekilde ele alindiginda yonetme-mentalitesi siyasgklama ve toplumu

bilgi ile idare etme arasindaki gantilarin izini surer.

Yonetme mentalitesi davratari (conduct) ve davraglalin idaresini (the conduct of
conduct) kapsar; buna ozun,gélilerinin ve de devletin de yodnetimi de dahildir
(Foucault 1991). Dean’in de (1999:10) belirttigi bigi Foucaultun ybnetme
mentalitisini agiklamak icin kullandigtonductfiil olarak kullanildiginda “kontrol
etmeyi, idare etmeyi, yonlendirmeyi kapsar, ve bunasil yapilaca ile ilgili bir
cesit hesaplamayi ima ederisim olarak ise “davraglarimizi, hareketlerimizi ve hal
ve gidsimizi icine alan belli bgi davrans kaliplarini kapsar”. Yonetme mentalitesi

bdylece “herseyin ve de herkesin yonetilmesi” liglidir.
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Bu analitiik cercevede, yonetme-mentalitesi siyaszkilsalliklari (political
rationalities) siyasi analizin nesnesi olarak bedjrve siyasal akilsalliklari, siyasi
glcun toplumu yonetme adina icat @taraclarla birlikte analiz eder. Bu mentalite
ve yonetme pratiklerinin bunlara maruz kalanlarrumkeki etkileri inceler (Barry et
al 1996:2). Boylece yonetme sanati bilgiyi (aklligave sistematize edilmibelirli
kurallar batinunt), prensipleri ve gorsellemeleri (sung bicimlerini) toplumu
yonetilebilir kilacak séylemsel bir alana i¢csel urar olarak kabul eder (Barry et al
1996; Rose and Miller 1992; Rose 1996; Dean 198@)argimanin temel noktasi
siyasi gucun akilsallik ve pratikler arasindaki glbati ile kuruldgu ve
uygulandgidir (Lemke 2007; Lemke 2002; Rose and Miller 19R@se 1996; Barry
et al 1996; Dean 1999).

Rose (1996:42) bu Bemda siyasi akilsalliklar ile ilgili ti¢ 6zellik slar. ilkine
gore, siyasi akilsalliklar yonetim ile ilgili uygudealler ve prensiplerin secilmesi ile
ilgili bir ahlak bicimidir. Ikincisine gore, akilsalin nesneleri (ulus, nifus, ekonomi,
toplum, ve topluluk vb.) ve 06zneleri (vataglde) ile farkli kavramlar Ureten
epistemelojik bir karaketere sahiptirler. Uclincliarak, siyasi akillsalliklar
“gercekligi dusunulebilir ve uygulanabilir kilmak, ve ggirme adina midahaleye
uygun — ya da uygun olmayan- alanlar kurmak” igefirb bir nedenselleme gatirir
(Rose 1996: 42).

Siyasi akilsalliklar d§iinsel (ideational) yapilar didir: gunlik hayatta uygulanir,
davranglari yonlendirir, hirslarimizi, niyetlerimizi ve aslarimizi motive eder.
Bdylece yonetme mentalitesi ghamasi mentalitelerin pratiklerle nasil uygulagdi
ve ne dizeyde siyasal teknolojilere dgtgina aratirir. Siyasal teknolojiler ile
bahsetigimiz siyasi akilsalliklari uygulanabilir kilan aytar, prosedurler,
mekanizmalar, sozcikler ve araclardir (technolggi®&ean 1999:31). B&a bir

ifade ile gu¢ kendisini bu pratikler yoluyla belingkilar (Merlingen 2003).

Bu okumaya goére, yonetin demokrasi anlayimizda bir gekmeden ziyade gug¢
ili skilerinin  yeniden sekillenmesidir. Bu ylUzden, sivil toplum d&rgutlerini
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desteklemenin demokrasiyi gulclendirecegi ve siaplium ile siyaset arasinda
baglanti kuracak kamusal alanlari meydana getigebe iddiadir: STKlar bu goérevi
Ustlenebilir de bu gorevi yerine getirirkenshasiz da olabilir — burada g1 kistasi
bu iddiayr ortaya atanlarin kriterine goredir. Ytme mentalitesi, farkh olarak,
siyasi guclun kurucu etkisini vurgular, ve gicun efism surecinde yer alabilecek
kapasitede belli Bh 6zneler yaratmasini agtarir. Aktorlerin kurulmasi, meydana
getirme, bicimlendirme, manipule etme ve dawsniyonlendiriimesini kapsayan
aksiyon Uzerine bir aksiyondur. Béylece, yonetmentaléesi, AB’'nin, ve 6zellikle
Komisyon'un, belirli bir proje, mantik ve bilgisiginda yonetim sirecinde yer
alacak aktorler yaratmasini anlamamizi olanaklarkiBu argumana gore, AB
tarafindan fonlanan STKlar yeni yonetme mentalitiesshem 6znesi hem de nesnesi
olarak gordlur; bu da sivil toplumun sivil toplurarafindan yonetilmesi demektir.
Yonetme-mentalitesi, ya da yobnetme sanati, siyasgramlamayla yoneiim
mekanizmalarinda yer alma kapatisitesinde ve ardasuyeni ozneler (ve

Oznelllikler) kuruldgunu goéstermeyi olanakli kilar.

Ydnetim mentalitesinin ampirik aiirmaya uygulanmasi

Bu tez yonetim mentalitesini Sosyal Platform’un lamae sbyle uygular: 1)
Platform’'un yodnetimin mentalitelerini nasil kabuttigini ve algiladiginin izini
surmek icin Uretgii dokumanlarin analizi gerekir. Buna Platform’umaglarinin ve
prensiplerinin sung metotlari (grafikler, takip cizelgeleri vb.) dadii. 2) Tez
Platform’un Komisyon tarafindan dretilen katihmysgimini nasil algiladii ve kabul
ettigini inceler; ayrica, Platform’'un 2000Ii yillarda eitigi politikalardan, yeni
metotlarinin uygulanmasi, AB anayasasinin hazirsenmAB’nin genjleme sireci
ve de AB ile vatanddar arasindaki ucurumun kapatiimasi politikarlakiBini
inceler. 3) Tez Platform’'un ydnetim mentalitesingsel bilgiyi nasil aksiyona
donistirdigiint gbstermek icin Platform’un cgna metotlarini, ilesim araclarini
irdeler. Bu analiz ile varilmak istenen pgti bilgiye i¢csel bir olgu oldgunu
gostermektir. Bilgi burada her hangi Beyin nasil yapilaganin teknik bilgisidir,
organizyonun idare edilmesi, mizakere kabileyelisgelmesi ve de AB yonegim

sisteminde yer alan giér paydalarla iletisim kurmak gibi. Pratik ve aksiyon, ote
314



yandan, bilginin hayata gecirilmesi ile ilintili dlgundan, Platform'un caima
stratejilerini ve hedeflerini nasil sunglu argtirmak gerekmektedir. Benim
tartistigim Platform’'un cakma metotlari ile basit olarak sivil toplumun
profesyonellgmesini gostermek gddir; bu trend ayni zamanda sivil hareketin
sirket yonetimine 6zdedisunsellik ve pratikleri iceren bir kurumsajtaa sirecine
girdigidir.  Bunu kletmecilik (managerialism) olarak tanimlamak muimkin
Isletemecilik herhangi bir kurufu idare etmenin metinsel bilgisidir; burada
universitelerin gletme fakultelerinde okutulan sistematik bilgiylaglanti kurabiliriz
(bu tartsma icin bak Parker 2002 and Burnham 1942). Gostgenmalstigim
isletmeciligin sivil toplum icinde performans odalkdksiyonu desteklegidir. Bu
sureg, raporlama ve denetleme metotlari yoluylapi samanda AB STKlar'i
Uzerinde bir gozetleme mekanizmasi kurar. Buna §&&TKlar't sistem icerisinde
merkezli ¢calyma metotlari uygulamaktadir, bu yolla finansal dlkesherkezleri AB

STKIlarinin ¢alymalarini denetleyip Barilarini dgerlendirebilmektedir.

Tezin sonuclari

Tezin ana iddiasi yeni bir yonetim mentalitesi gmesinde dgerlendirelebilecek AB
yonetsim sistemi ve bu sistem icerisinde yer alabilmesgetine ve istgine sahip
O0zneler (ve 6znellikler) yaragidir. Buna goére, Sosyal Platform’un ortaya ¢ikmessi
daha sonrasinda yurdgiil faaliyetler yonetme mentalitesi gibisgé unsurlar ile
ilintilidir. Ik olarak, Platformu yonegim mekanizmlarinin icine ¢ekme cabasinin
arkasindaki siyasi akilsalliklar yénetme mentailiiés moral ve etik yoniyle
ilintilidir (Rose 1996); buna gore siyaset kurumlgrafindan fonlanan STKlar'in
karar alma sureclerine dahil edilme sureci, protash aksine, iyi ve uygun siyaset
yapma metodu olarak kabul edilir. Bu moral bigimzantilari AB yonetimi Beyaz
Kagidi (Com 2001), Avrupdstidham Stratejesi (1997) ve aktif vatagida gibi
siyasi programlar ve kamu politikalarinda da gdoilie Bir sonraki adim, bu moral

bicimin, AB STKlar'i ile Dgzu Avrupa ve AB’nin komgu tlkelerine tainmasidir
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ikincisi, yonetme mentalitesine i¢sel olan akil&adjiic/6zne ve glic/iktidar gkileri
ile iliskilidir. Sivil toplum, STK, aktif vatandgdik ve katilimci vatanda gibi
kavramlar bu séylemin epistemolojik boyutunugbluiurken, akillatirma metodu ise
Avrupa vatandgarinin bilincini Avrupa’nin yonetilir bir nesnesolarak kabul
ediyor. Bunu nedeni Komisyonun AB’ninin graiyet krizini vatandglarin AB’nin
faydalarindan habersizligi olarak aciklamasidir. nf&yon’'un politikalari, AB
vatandaligl olarak da tanimlanabilecek, AB ile Avrupa toplamlarasindaki ka
hayali bir buttinsellik (Fossum ve Trenz 2006) ya@icalsmasi olarak gorulebilir,
Komisyon daha sonra bu hayali kolektif kigilkendi varlgindan haberdar etme ve
kendisini bilenebilir kilma cabasina giri Diger bir ifade ile siyasi programlama
burada iki noktada kurucu rol oynar bir yandan,luop yonetiminin akilsallik
Uslubu, bilgi ve moralitesini belirler, 6te yandameni 6zne bicimleri kurar ve bunu
da onlarin hareketleri, ¢ti ve bilinci uzerinde etkisi olabilecek metodlarla
gerceklgtirmeye calgir. Avrupa’yi ybnetme sanati, bu yolla yaratilannéik
durumunun (subjectivity) sadecesikeri degil STKlar gibi kolektif yapilari da

kapsadigini 6ngorar.

Ucuincti olarak, yonetme mentalitesi bize Komisyon AR STKlar'i arasindaki
sozlameye dayall ikkilerin denetleme (audit) ve raporlama gibi posterod
gozetleme metotlari yarattni gosterir. Bu tezde ortaya koyulan temel iddi&’'nin
kurucu etkisi, performans odakli bir sosyo-polisistemin ortaya ¢ikma sireci ve
sivil toplum icerisinde yeni yonaitm yapilarinda yer almaya heveskletmeci
kurumsal yapilarin okumu ile simbiyotik bir ilski icerisindedir. Buradan dordinci
sonuca gececek olursak, Platform, kuguhun 6zu olan bilgiyi ve araclari Gyelerine
ve diger STKlar'a transfer ederek performans odafetmeci bir anlawinin sivil
topluma niifuz etmesinde etkin bir rol oynar. Platfcsiyasal akilsalliklari Gyelerine
ve yerel STKlara datmaktadir. Bu da Platform’u yonetimle ilgili sitegn bir
aktori kilar Platform hem kurulmgtur hem de kurmaktadir. Bunu kapasite
gelistirme, esitim, seminerler, konferanslar ve ilgtn araclari ile yapmaktadir. Bu
noktayl biraz daha aydinlatmak gerekirse, yeni yiéme bicimleri sivil toplumu
AB'nin yobnetisimine payda olarak dahil eder. Bu, AB y0Ongitnin Avrup'yi
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yonetebilir kilma projerisidir. Avrupa sivil toplumbu slrecin icinde bir unsur
olarak kabul edilir. Bu proje ile baglantili olayakB STKlar’'i toplum ydnetiminin
bir 6znesi olarak hareket eder. Ornek olarak, ®atfyeni yonetisim bicimlerinin
bilgisini, sunuly araclarini, yonetyim tekniklerini ulusal STKlar'a ve ger AB
STKlar'ina tgir. Sektori guglendirme ve kapasite gi@me objektifleri, kiyaslama
ve paylaim prensipler ile Platform belirli bir gi& sivil toplum bigiminin
yayginlamasinda bir araci olarak faaliyet gosterirgdibir ifade ile, Platform, sivil
toplum icinde kendi benzeri unsurlar yaratmayasgalPlatform bu projenin bir

navesi ve tayicisidir.

Metodoloji

Tezin temelini olgturan ydnetme-mentalitesi yakieni tezin analizinde
kullanacg&imiz ampirik materyalin secimini ve de bunlarinetenmesini de belirler;
sorgulamanin sinirlarini gizer ve gtig@miz bilgileri nasil okumamiz gerektni
gosterir.Soyle ki, calsmamiz Komisyon'un Avrupa sivil toplum sdylemini Saé
Platform’un katilimcilik, yeni yonediim usulleri ve gicin yenidegekillenmesine
verdigi tepki Uzerinden okumaya cgl. Ampirik materyal Sosyal Platform’un
Komisyon'a hazirlagn yillik raporlari; katilimci demokrasi, yongtn ve sosyal
politika alanindaki pozisyonlari; AB STKlar't csdinlariyla yapilan mulakatlari
(Sosyal Platform, Avrupa Irkcilik Kaiti Ag ve Sivil Toplumirtibat Grubu); Sosyal
Platform’un sivil diyalog uzerine 2008 yilinin Aralayinda duzenledigi iki ginluk
konferansin analizini kapsar. Avrupa'yi yonetmeaann akilsalliklari Platform’un
kurumsal yapisi ve Platform’'un AB kurumlari gdr paydalar ve kendi Gyeleri ile
iletisim metodlarinin ardirilmasi Uzerinden analiz edilgiir. Bunlara ek olarak,
calismamiz sadece Platform’'un savunulan sdylemleriniggardegil ayni zamanda

bunlarin sunulum ve gorselleme metotlarinin dalemesini igerir.

Bu analiz oncelikli olarak ilgili AB kurumlari (Awpa Komisyonu ve Avrupa
Ekonomik ve Sosyal Komitesi) ve AB STKlar'i (SosyRllatform ve Sivil Toplum
irtibat Grubu) tarafindan hazirlanan dokumanlaroglr, internet sayfalari ve gikr

yazili metinler) icine alir. Komisyonun sivil toptu ve katilimci demokrasi
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soylemini, Komisyon tarafindan Uretilen “vatagida ile balanti kurma/AB'yi
vatandalarla bulyturma” inisiyatifleri — bu inisiyatifeiletisim Politikasi, Plan D,
Vatandalar icin Avrupa Politikari dahildir- ve AB STKlamin AB karar alma
sureclerine eklemlenme cahalari Uzerinde analiz eder. AB STKlar'inin
Komisyon'un sdylemi igerisindeki yerini, Sosyal Btam’un yayinlari, kurumsal
yapisi ve AB kurumlari ve kendi Gyeleri ile ithinin araclarinin (teknolojilerine)
incelenmesi ile tagir. Buradaki amac, siyasi akilsalliklarin izini sigk icin
Komisyon'un Avrupa sivil toplum sdyleminin Sosyal laBorm Uzerindeki
yansimasini anlamaktir. Bu analiz siyasal akilidalli Sosyal Platform’un
savundugu idealler ile birlikte kurumsal yapisi weganizasyon pratikleri gibi
bicimsel unsurlari birarada inceleyerek ortaya mgrka Siyasi akilsalliklar ne saf
ideolijidir (Rose and Miller 1992) ne de sosyal #oh mekanizmanin
gereklilikileridir. Boyun ¢dirmek ve hikmetmek o6tesinde 06zin ve toplumsal
ili skilerin kurulmasinda uretken bir rol oynarlar (DeE399; Rose 1996). Bu ylzden,
siyasi akilsalliklar AB STKlar'inin kurumsalima ve birbiri ile iletsiminin

teknikleri ve bilgisi ile ilintilidir.

AB STKlar'nin sekretaryasi ile gercektgilen mulakatlar tezin ikinci temel
metodunu olsturur. 2009 yilinda, ikisi Sosyal Platform, tGcl Apa Irk¢ilga Kasi
Ag ve biri de Sivil Toplumirtibat Grubu'ndan olmak Uzere toplam alti milakat
gerceklagtirdim. Bunlara ek olarak, Aralik 2008'de , SosyRlatform tarafindan
dizenlenen Sivil Diyalog ile ilgili, Sivil DiyalogAvrupa'yi istedigimiz gibi nasil
sekillendiririz” baglkl iki glin siren bir konferansa katildim. Platfo2006’dan beri
calisma stratejisinin bir parcasi olarak her yil tek dday uzerine ygunlasiyor; tezin
argtirma konusu ile ilgili olarak, 2008 yilindaki bwikferans “insanlar ile insanlar
icin, ulus ve AB duzeyde etkin diyalo sekillendirmek” konusuna odaklandi. AB
kurumlarindan, akamedisyenlerden ve AB STKlar'iirataya getiren bu konferans
AB karar alma sureclerinin nasil etkilenebifgoi ve AB STK a&larg aragndaki
bagin nasil geltirilebilecegini tartisti. Bu konfereans STK toplufiwn sivil toplum,
katilim ve Avrupa’nin yonetimi kavramlarini nasigi@gadigini gosterdi.
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Kavramlar tanimlamak

Avrupa sivil toplumu farkli disiplinler tarfindanafisildi ve her biri organize sivil
hareketleri bulunduklari akademik gelenek icindaniinlayarak bu kapsamda AB
STKlarina analiz ettiler. Siyaset bilimi akademiskexi bu organizasyonlarin
kamusal akli karar alma mercilerine iletme islezetinde (Magnette 2001, 2003;
Armstrong 2002, Eriksen 2001) ve AB yonetisiminddildari rol uzerinde (Finke
2007; Finke and Kohler-Koch 2007) yogunlasarak ABKErina sivil toplum orgutu
olarak tanimladilar. Kamu politikalari arastirmasil (Greenwood 2003, 2007a)
“cikar grubu”, sosyolojik yaklasim ise bu gruplakollektif hareket ve mobilizasyon
potansiyeline egilerek “fikir savunuculugu koalisyari hareketleri” (Ruzza and
Salla 2007) ya da “uluslararasi koalisyonlar” (€ull2005, Imig and Tarrow 2001;
Della Porta and Ciani 2009) kavramlarini kullandilBen bu tezde AB STKIarini,
devletin karsinda ve devletin disindan kalan alaron¢governmental) olarak
tanimlamak yerine, “idareye dahil ([extra-govennagjypnetimin bir unsuru)”
olarak goruyorum; cunku bu kurumlar toplum yonetidg, ve yonetme sanatinin
gundelik hayata naklinde onemli rol oynamaktadwunBnla birlikte altini cizmemiz
gereken bir noktada “Avrupayi yonetme sanatinin” “Berupa’nin yonetiminin”,
“yonetisim” kavramlari ile Kkaristiriilmamasidir; bukavramlar ontolojik ve
epistemolojik acidan onemli farklililar icerir. Yetisim toplumsal sorumluluklarin
devlet ve devlet disinda yer alan cesitli aktotlafindan paylasilarak yonetilmesini
aciklarken, yonetme (ve yonetme mentalitesi) isgasatin felsefesinin temel
konularinda biri olan etik uzerinden, doganin, toplun ve ozun nasil yonetildigi

konularini kendine problem olarak edinir.

Tezin taslagi

Ik bolum, STKlarin normatif potansiyeli, STKlar'iakademik argirmalarin ve
siyasetcilerin ilgi odga olma nedenlerini tagir. Normatif demokrasinin farkh
modelllerinde, liberalizm, kommunitaryanizm, cumiyetcilik ve muzakereci
demokrasi, STKlar'in tadiklari rol ve glevler ele alinir. Bu bdamda, ilk bolum
STKIlar t¢ temel siyasi oncul, sosyal-politik ermeegyon, aidiyet ve irade alumu

ile iliskilendirir. Bu tartsma siginda bu tezin agiirma konusu olan AB STKlar'inin
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siyasi katilim yoluyla Avrupa’da birbirine yabarduran kimliklerin buttinlgmesinin
yolunu acacak “biz duygusu” ve daysmiayi sg&lama potansiyeli tarilr.
Komuniteryan yaklgmda butinlgme sadece ortak gerler, tarih, dil, din, etnisite
ve kultdr yoluyla sglanabilecekken, mikazekerici yakilian etnik ve sivil aidiyetin
birbirinden ayirt edilebilirigiyle siyasal mekanizma ve haklar yoluyla bir siyasi
sistemde butunkenenin sglanabilecegini iddia eder. STKlar bu sistemde kayauo
olusturmada aktif bir rol oynayarak kamusal aland&lfagérislerin savunulmasi ve
katkisini yansitarak kamuoyu eturma gorevi ustlendidir. Bu bolimun temel
argimani, normatif yakiamda AB STKlarina kamusal akl siyasal mekaniznaalar
lobicilik ile tasiyabilmesinin demokratikigirmenin bir unsuru olarak kabul
gormesine rgmen, normatif demokrasi modellerinin hicbiri STKiagiyasete cikar
grubu gibi eklemlemeyi tavsiye etmez. Siyasal katllik kavramina en yakin duran
miizakereci gorge gore de STKlar toplumsal sorunlarigiranak ve bunu kamuoyu
ve siyasetin gindemine getirerek “ikgnsel baski” olgturur (Habermas 1996b); bu
gruplar giindeme getirdikleri sorunlari ¢ézmek zolaurdeildirler. Ornek olarak,
nikleer sanrale karsi bir grubun amaci nukleerrab@tin kurulmamasidir ve bu
amac¢ gruna mucadele veren gruplarin bir payd#arak etkin ve verimli yonegim
icin siyasetin kurumsallasmis bir aktoru olmak dibi hedefi yoktur. Bunu katilimci
demokrasi olarak tanimlamak da demokrasi teorisi bEzdasmamaktadir. Bu
bagdastirmay! yapan tek gagi“kurumsal demokrasidir” (associative demokracy):
bu gori ise korporatist glimleri ile demokrasiye temsilci demokrasinin Gresge
islevsel bir yaklaim getirir. AB dizeyinde temsili demokrasinin gétgsmesinin
onundeki yapisal engeller ginuldiginde, AB kurumlari tarafindan katilimci
demokrasiye slevsel temsiliyet acgisindan yakibp, AB STKlari da bu acgidan
dezerlendiriimistir. Ozetle, AB STKlar'ini demokrasi ile gkilendiren digiinsel arka
plani liberalizm, komitaryanizm, cumhuriyetcilik wvalzakereci demokrasi yerine

kurumsal demokrasi icerisinde aramak daha gergekgit

Ik bolumde yapilan tagmanin giginde, ikinci b6lum AB STKlar'ina yiklenen

normatif sorumlulgu, mizakereci demokrasinin bir vekili olarak toplumsesini
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karar alicilara ukdirarak Avrupa kamusal alanin bir tasiyicisi olmaudnu teorik bir
acidan targihr. Bu tartsma ulus devlet 6tesinde bir kamusal alansahiunu
olanginin (bak Fraser 2007; Bohman 2004 and Dryzek 1998) normatif
demokrasinin temel fikirlerinin global yongitne uygulansbilirlginin tartsmasiyla
baslar. Bu c¢ercevede organize sivil aktorlerin karaima sureclerine
eklemlemlenmesinin demokratik potansiyeli taliti (Schmitter 2000, De Schutter
2003). Ik bolumdeki targmanin, demokrasinin normatif modellerinin STKlag 1l
ilgili tutumlari, s1Iginda bu bolimin iddia ettigi, ulusa demokrasi targmalarinda
kurumsal demokrasinin tezleri ile yongtnkilerin — etkin ve verimli demokrasi-
Ortistigudar. Buna gore devlet (ve AB) aktif bir bicimde KTolusumunu
desteklemelidir (Schmitter 2000; Cohen and RogéX88), dolayisi ile ulusari
yonetsim mekanizmalari egemenliklerini gdzetleyecek kaahasanlarin olgumunu
bekleyerek zaman kaybetmemeli, gu kendi bgina yerine getirmelidir (Bohman
2004).

Uclincii  bolum  Avrupa butingmesine Foucault kavramlari ile yakbdmak
katilimcilik soylemini elgtirir. ikinci bolimde STKlar ve demokrasi arasinda
kurulan ve hi¢ tarmadan kabul goren simbiyotik gki bu boélimde
yapibozumculuk ile elgirilir. STK soylemini siyasi giicin pefnesine ve 6znelerin
kurulmasina bgar. Yonetme-mentalitesi yalklenini AB calismalarina ve AB
STKlar’'na uygular: buna gore yonetme-mentalitgsiciin bgka bir bi¢cimi olarak
siyasi gucun 6zneler yaratma etkisi ve bunlari abkgntroliin hem nesnesi hem de
O0znesi olarak tasarlamasidir. Bu tarta bizi AB politikalarinin kurucu etkisini
tartismaya agmamiza ve AB STKlarr'na bu ¢erceveden bakasaotanak sgar. ilk
ve ikinci bélumde STKilar ile ilgili normatif tuturali deerlendirdikten sonra bu
bolum, AB STKlar’'ni demokrasi paradigmasinin sidda, sosyal kontrol
mekanizmalarina i¢csel bir olgu olarak tgmiaya acar. AB'nin kurucu oOzedini
vurgulayarak STKlarin demokratikren 0Ozellgi olarak kabul edilen otonom
yapisini ve devlet akli ginda b&msiz hareket edebilmesini tgrtiaya acar. Bu
tartsma dordunct ve Benci bolumlerde ampirik bulgular Gzerinden Uzerinde
gelistirir.
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Doérdinct bolim Komisyon'un AB STKlar’nin alum sidrecindeki rolinia ve
onlarin dgerlerini, amaclarini ve kurumsal yapisini ne destecetkiledgini inceler.
Komisyon toplumsal gruplara ve de sivil toplumarolégisi 1990li yillarin ilk
yillarina dayanir. Komisyon bu tarihten itibarenpltonsal o6rgutleri ginin
kosullarina gore cgtli AB politikalari iliskilendirerek, a) c¢ikar gruplarinin
dizenlemesinde, b) AB yongthinin yeniden yapilandiriimasinda, ve c) AB’nin
demokrasi mguiyeti krizi ile tartsmalarda gindeme getirgtir. Komisyon'un
Avrupa sivil toplumu sbéylemi marifeti ile griiyet yaratma cajmalari vatandgari

ile baglanti kurma ve AB STKlari'na dagma politikalari ile ilgilidir. Bu bélimde
ele alinan Komisyon politikalari, Plan D (Com 2008gtisim Politikasi (Com 2006)
ve Vatandgar icin Avrupa’dir (Com 2007). Komisyon’nun bu gdklarini ve bu
politikalarda katilimcilik soylemine ve AB STKlana yukledgi rolleri
inceledgimizde, sivil toplumun siyasi gu¢ tarafindan ndsel hangisartlar altinda
bicimlendirildigini goériyoruz. Sonuc¢ olarak, Komisyon STK ve c¢ikgrubu
kavramlari arasinda bir fark g6z etmemekte ve loplgrin AB politikalarina katilim
sureclerini lobicilik faaliyeti olaraksdeser eylemler olarak gérmektedir. Bir yandan
Komisyon STKlar'in meruiyet kazandirma ve AB kindli gelistirme gibi normatif
ve kazan¢ odakli ngavirlik gruplari arasinda bir farklihk gézetmemedir. AB
STKlarinin iginde yer alg@ katilimci demokrasi ile kastedilen sistem AB'nin
lobicilik ve dangma politikalarina elektronik veri tabanlarina gohiildirme ve yer
yer caitli AB politikalar hakkinda aciklamalar yayinlatkae sinirhdir. Ozetle, bu
bolum, tezin temel argimani ilan AB’nin kurucu dizehi, AB politikalari Gzerine

elestirel bir analiz yaparak gelirir.

Son bolumn bu politikalarin bir GrinG olarak ortag&tigini iddia ettgim Sosyal
Platform’un bu sireg icerisinde nerede yer@ahdy Sosyal Platform’un kurulmuve
sonrasinda bu siyasi proje tarafindan yonlendiriteanipule edilen, hatta amac, arzu
ve isteklerinin bu proje dgultusundasekillendigi bir 6zne haline dorgimesini

tartisir. Besinci bolim, Sosyal Platform’un Komisyon tarafindag@listirilen Avrupa
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sivil toplumu soylemini dgerlendirir ve bu kavramlari nasil tanimlgdirdeler. Bu
baglamda Komisyon’'un 1990 sonrasinda g@idigi yeni yonetsim tekniklerine,
Avrupa anayasl hazirlama gahalarina, geslemeye, AB’nin vatandgari ile
baglanti kurma hedefi ve sosyal politikalar icerisikditumunu inceleyerek, Sosyal
Platform’un bahsi gecen bu politikalar surecinde KiBumlarina yardimci bir gig
olarak calgtigini gosterir. Bu analizin bir sonucu da Sosyal fBtat’'un yeni-
islevselliciligin iddia ettigi gibi amag¢ ve hedefleri ulusal sigasnekanizmalari
asarak AB’yi ¢c6zum icin en uygun mekanizma olarakegoyeni bir elit grubun sivil
toplum igerisinden c¢ikan temsilcileri olarak gotiilecesidir. Yonetme mentalitesi
acisindan Sosyal Platform’un daha gucli bir ABnstge bu yonde sivil toplumu
yonlerdirmesi, AB fonlamasi sonucu ortaya ¢ikani yemelerin yonegim icerisinde
yer almaya hevesli olg tutumunu ortaya koyar. Bu slrec icerisinde Ptaifme
alternatif bir katilm projesi cikarabilgyi ne de yonegim modeli olarak AB
kurumlarn tarafindan ortaya koyan projelersidda bir model gedtirebilmistir.
Platform icerisinden 6zellikle Sosyal politikaldaminda ciliz elgirel sesler ¢ikm,
fakat en sonunda Komisyon’nun urgttineoliberal soylem, gigimcilik, aktif
vatandg, Omur boyu @gitim ve esnek-guvenlik (flexicurity) gibi kavramlar
onaylanmistir. Platform bu sdyleme parelel olarakuknsal bir yapi gejtirmekte ve
bunu kendi Uyelerine aktarmaktadir. Platform’unordgri, orgutsel yapisi ve cstina
metotlar Platform’un neo-liberal siyasal mentalite ilintili olan sonuc¢-odakli bir
orgut olarak cafimasini ve de kendi Uyeleri ile yerel STKlar'i da bercevede
calisan Orgutleri dondirme faaliyetlerini ortaya koyd&latform bunu kapasite
gelistirme ve @itim faaliyetleri ile bgarmaya calismaktadir. Ortaya ¢ikan bir sonug
da Platform’'un catma metodunun Dinya Bankasi tarafindansgelen ve caitli
kalkinmayl destek orguatleri tarafindan kullanilananmnksal c¢erceveye uygun
olmasidir (logical framework). Ozetle, ulysa alanda katilimci demokrasinin bir
unsuru olarak ortaya cikan ve buglznda fonlanan AB STKlar'ndan biri olan
Sosyal Platform’un diiinme ve mantik geliirmesini de sglayan hareket alanin bir
proje tarafindan nasil programlagohi gérmek mumkindur. Bu sivil toplumun
otonom hareket etme tezini curitecek bir gostergeflu strecin de katilimci

demokrasi ve siyasal katilim Gzerinde etkileri ygrdonu¢ odakl yakkm siyasal
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katiimi bir performans olarak tanimlamaya gali Boylece, katilim kavrami,

Olciulebilir ve planlamaya uygun hale getirilir.
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